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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was twofold: 1) to develop the Facult\ 

Writing Practices Inventory using the theoretical underpinning of Astin's Input-

Environment-Outcome Model, and 2) to create an archetype of ideal faculty for 

Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) training from which administrators 

could create more efficient Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) training 

efforts. 

Furthermore, this research provided insight into the dynamics of 

faculty involvement in Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) programs in 

United States' colleges and universities. Of particular interest was whether 

writing program administrators can use a modified form of Astin's lEO model 

to assess faculty for possible inclusion in Writing Across the Curriculum 

(WAC) training. The Faculty Writing Practices Inventory could help writing 

program administrators more efficiently identify potential faculty for inclusion 

in such a program. An area of additional interest was whether writing program 

administrators can profile faculty to predict their likelihood of implementing 

Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) teaching techniques and the 

consequential administrative policy decisions about what incentives motivated 

faculty to use Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) teaching techniques. The 

study examined further the relationship between Writing Across the Curriculum 

(WAC) faculty training that is often provided by the Writing Across the 

Curriculum (WAC) administrator and how faculty actually chose to use the 

information. In September. 1998, 16 U.S. universities uere identified through 
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their respective Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) program administrators. 

Faculty were identified at each institution by virtue of their involvement in 

Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) training. 

This research supported Astin's (1991) lEO model as it was adapted to 

explain faculty involvement in WAC. In doing so, it suggests that there v\ ere 

particular input and environmental variables that writing program administrators can 

analyze when selecting faculty for WAC training. It further supports the 

engagement of faculty into the teaching-change process through involvement in 

myriad Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) efforts, much as Astin (1991) 

asserts about student involvement. This research should not be construed as a 

means by which to exclude faculty from WAC training, but, rather, a method b\ 

which to identify those faculty for whom WAC training is most likel> to find a 

suitably enthusiastic audience. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

After all, isn't faculty involvement what any good dean or department chair 
most wants? Isn't this how they become maximally effective teachers, mentors, 
scholars, and colleagues? Alexander Astin (personal communication, 1995) 

Researchers have spent much energy trying to piece together the tools necessary to 

assess student outcomes accurately, particularly in writing (Greenberg, 1988). With 

students, the impact of such tools invariably involve an outcome assessment instrument that 

measures what students know when each leaves an institution of higher learning. 

In the 1960s and 1970s, Astin (1964, 1968, 1970a) challenged outcomes assessment by 

adding two legs to the outcomes lampstand, inputs and environment. About the same time, 

academics reintroduced the notion of writing as a teaching method into the academic 

repertoire. As Astin's Input-Environment-Outcomes (lEO) Model (1991) emerged, 

educators who were concerned about what they perceived as a decline in student writing 

abilities rediscovered a multi-tiered teaching venue that established writing as a vehicle to 

learning (Peritz, 1994). However, Writing-Across-the-Curriculum teaching techniques 

challenged long held faculty practices that classroom lectures were the most efficient 

delivery of information to students. 

Less energy and attention has been devoted to faculty outcomes from development 

efforts that seek to teach faculty how to use writing as a teaching tool. Although Astin 

(1991) tied his work to student outcomes, he did not exclude, but, in fact, suggested the 

idea that an input-environment-outcome model could be applied to faculty as well as 

students in various disciplines. The principle of lEO curriculum design has been applied to 

faculty development through the Faculty Writing Practices Inventory, which this research 

attempts to evaluate. In particular, as faculty find themselves confronted w ith new teaching 



methods, assessing which faculty would be the most receptive candidates for training is a 

prudent and economical exercise. Furthermore, faculty whose interests, expectations, and 

views about writing as a teaching tool do not provide a strong foundation in support of 

Writing-Across-the-Curriculum teaching techniques can be excluded from training. 

This research attempts to assess what attributes faculty bring to faculty development 

(inputs) and what faculty development techniques (environments) create the most desirable 

outcomes. In the case of Writing Across the Curriculum, these outcomes should be 

manifested in the use of Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques in the 

classroom. 

Although faculty development at most institutions embodies myriad activities, Writing 

Across the Curriculum is central to this study because of the fundamental relationship of 

writing to higher education. Implicit to writing efforts is both a component of what students 

express and a common work product of both faculty and students. Furthermore, 

sociolinguists have long argued that the place of language is in context. Central to this 

position is whether language creates context or is created by context (Giles & Wiemann, 

1987; Pellowe, 1990). 

Nowhere is context more vibrant for both teacher and student than in the writing 

environment of academia. Academic writing is the chief tool by which researchers convey 

their discoveries and academicians relay publicly what goes on in United States higher 

education classrooms and laboratories. It is also the chief tool by which students express 

their knowledge of content and context. Or, as Brand explains, writing is the 

"quintessential representation of thought" (1987, p. 436). Furthermore, the argument that 

academic writing both creates and is created by context is bolstered by the contention that 

both phenomena occur in addition to a third, that of language building upon context (Giles 

(feCoupland, 1991). 



From the contextual nature of writing was bom the formal development in England of 

Writing Across the Curriculum in the 1960s. The Writing Across the Curriculum 

movement made its way across the Atlantic by the 1970s and gained popularit) among 

higher education academicians as a way to rediscover writing as a form of learning 

(Griffin, 1983). Most of these experiments with classroom writing have focused on a top-

down mentality in which administrators hand the blueprints to a bureaucratic office run by a 

writing program administrator. From there. Writing Across the Curriculum plans are 

passed to faculty through the use of faculty workshops and other forms of training 

(Griffin, 1985). 

Although its most common monikers are Writing Across the Curriculum, and, simply, 

writing to learn (the British tabbed it language across the curriculum because of their initial 

pedagogical attempt to link speaking and writing to learning), each subscribes to the idea 

that merely teaching the mechanics of writing was not enough. To avoid confusion, this 

study employed the compound term Writing Across the Curriculum to mean the modem 

day higher education movement to teach by using writing rather than by using writing as a 

way of assessing competency (Herrington, 1985a). 

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study is twofold: 

1) to develop and test the Faculty Writing Practices Inventory as the tool to identify the 

faculty archetype best suited for Writing Across the Curriculum, and 

2) to create an archetype of ideal faculty for Writing Across the Curriculum training 

from which administrators can create more efficient Writing Across the ( urriculum training 

efforts. 



No real criteria exist to identify which faculty are most likel\ to embrace and use Writing 

Across the Curriculum teaching techniques in the classroom. The absence of such criteria 

keep program administrators guessing about what characteristics in faculty will best predict 

those who will employ Writing Across the Curriculum practices. 

Results obtained from the assessment tool used in this study will enable the development 

of a faculty involvement profile, indicating which faculty characteristics are common and 

most predictive of those most likely to implement Writing Across the Curriculum teaching 

techniques after training. This research project provides infomiation about how Writing 

Across the Curriculum strategies are disseminated to faculty and how faculty then use 

Writing Across the Curriculum practices in the classroom. The research uses the Faculty 

Writing Practices Inventory as the central tool to measure the receptivity of faculty to 

Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques. The findings should help Writing 

Across the Curriculum program administrators understand how basic faculty involvement 

tenets, as established in Astin's lEO Model (1991), impact how they deliver Writing 

Across the Curriculum information and support its classroom use. Of particular interest is 

how well Astin's lEO Model and the Faculty Writing Practices Inventory can assess faculty 

use of Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques. Furthermore, the information 

discovered here will help Writing Across the Curriculum program administrators identify 

training methods that encourage the use of Writing Across the Curriculum techniques and 

avoid activities that violate deeply held faculty beliefs about writing pedagogy that could 

lead to rejection of Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques (Donald, 1990; Ede 

& Lunsford, 1985; Kalamaras, 1991; Swilky, 1991). 



Theoretical Perspective 

Astin has a significant and hallowed history of using his method of identifying 

characteristics about student involvement through lengthy questionnaires that ha\ e been 

used to create impressive longitudinal studies that chronicle student successes and changing 

student attitudes (Astin, 1987a, 1987b, 1989, 1975, 1970a, 1968, 1964, 1963). From his 

early studies evolved the lEO model, which is unique to the testing environment of both 

faculty and students because it provides equal weight to input and environment, which is 

contrary to higher education's typical system of testing outcomes only (Astin, 1991). 

Astin's (1991) model is also a philosophical fit with the fundamental framework of both 

Writing Across the Curriculum and faculty involvement. Writing Across the Curriculum 

assumed the involvement of faculty with students beyond traditional lecture. It, 

furthermore, cuts across academic disciplinary lines just as Astin's lEO Model identifies 

student involvement along a continuum of variables. It also fits with Astin's personal 

philosophy that presupposes that faculty involvement is a significant player in the 

development of students and their academic success (personal conversation, Feb. 9, 1997). 

Statement of Problem 

Astin's lEO Model partitions student involvement into three primary categories—inputs, 

environment, and outcomes. This research attempted to create an assessment tool that 

would measure faculty involvement, identifying what inputs and environmental factors will 

conjoin for desired outcomes. The lEO theoretical framework of identifying inputs, 

environments, and outcomes has relevance to faculty involvement in Writing Across the 

Curriculum programs. By identifying what faculty bring to the academic table (inputs, as 

Astin {1991} would characterize) and what environmental stimuli writing program 



administrators should use to foster faculty involvement, certain outcomes should be more 

easily predicted. 

Central to the development of the Faculty Writing Practices Inventory w as the abilit\ to 

identify faculty most likely to use Writing Across the Curriculum and to identify training 

appropriate to particular faculty. The better writing program administrators can identify 

faculty most likely to incorporate Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques, the 

more likely they can achieve widespread acceptance of Writing Across the Curriculum 

teaching techniques across disciplines. Central to the model was the collaboration of faculty 

from various disciplines, a clear indication of faculty commitment, a systematic training and 

assessment program, and the support of administrators and the institutional govemance 

toward such teaching-improvement activities (Penrose, 1986; Powell, 1985; Schroeder, 

1989; Smithson & Sorrentino, 1986; Wilkinson, 1985; Yinger & Clark, 1981; Weiss & 

Peich, 1986). 

The study was concerned with the following independent variables, which reflect 

Astin's (1991) input and environmental categories of involvement: 

1. Academic discipline from which the administrator originated 

2. Types of Writing Across the Curriculum training activities provided for faculty 

3. Method of Writing Across the Curriculum training activities 

4. Types of Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques that faculty actualh 

incorporate into teaching strategies 

5. Demographic characteristics of faculty and how they may correlate with willingness 

to incorporate new teaching techniques 

As Astin (1991) suggested, outcomes are the dependent variables, which were both 

implicit and explicit in this research. Those outcomes identify those teaching practices that 

Writing Across the Curriculum training either influenced or tried to influence in its trainino 



and centered around the ultimate use of Writing Across the Curriculum teaching methods in 

the classroom. Further, university faculty were desirable candidates for cultivating new 

techniques that involve writing. Because faculty promotion is often tied to faculty writing 

skills, university faculty are unique in the U.S. educational rubric; faculty write for a living 

(Case, 1985). However, Case (1985) underscored one potential hazard in that even with 

the increased efficiencies brought to writing via technology, faculty do not believe that such 

advancements have heightened the quality of their writing. 

Modification of Astin's Student Development Model 

Astin (1991) purported that students leam by becoming involved, which suggested that 

faculty leam to hone their craft and develop new and more effective methods of instruction 

by becoming involved with students. Furthermore, involved faculty may also leam to 

reinvent old methods of instruction, as in the case of Writing Across the Curriculum 

techniques. Yet to retrofit Astin's lEO Model to faculty required an evaluation of each of its 

five postulates and an editorial modification to apply to faculty. Should, however, the 

functional postulates prove to apply equally well to faculty and students, curricular 

planning could be revolutionized to include training for both faculty and students. For if 

faculty and students are not fully engaged in leaming processes, there is little optimization 

of educational resources (Astin, 1991). 

If students prove the benefits of Writing Across the Curriculum, but faculty fail to adopt 

Writing Across the Curriculum teaching methods, no sustained growth in its development 

is possible. But, much hope exists. If institutions can forge methods of stimulating the 

great "mosaic" of faculty talent, student leaming will emerge the ultimate victor (Boyer, 

1990, p. 27). To reach such a vista, institutions must appreciate and evaluate the writing of 

their own faculty and understand faculty perceptions about both students' and their ow n 



writing efforts. The research shows that faculty view their own writing as important as a 

means to publish articles in scholarly journals that receive very little serious attention by 

their own institutions (Boyer, 1990). Further, faculty lose the sense of writing importance 

in the classroom as institutions place more importance on research than on teaching (Bo\ er, 

1990). It furthermore, erodes the involvement that many faculty might otherwise have with 

students (Boyer, 1990). 

1. Involvement by definition calls upon faculty to invest "physical and psychological 

energy," (Astin, 1991, p. 135) in Writing Across the Curriculum-related efforts. Such 

involvement may include the active involvement in Writing Across the Curriculum 

workshops, reading about Writing Across the Curriculum accomplishments, or making 

personal adjustments in teaching style to include more in-class writing assignments. The 

Faculty Writing Practices Inventory seeks to uncover these levels of involvement through 

the battery of response items that deal with faculty attitudes about writing and how they 

practice writing in the classroom. 

2. Writing Across the Curriculum involvement should occur "along a continuum" 

(Astin, 1991, p. 136) in which some faculty show enthusiastic interest, others make tacit 

changes in their teaching style by implementing Writing Across the Curriculum methods, 

and still others ignore Writing Across the Curriculum principles altogether. The Faculty 

Writing Practices Inventory response items asked faculty to examine the level to which the} 

engage students in writing efforts and the level to which they themselves engage in 

academic writing. 

3. Involvement measurement falls along both quantitative and qualitative lines (Astin, 

1991). As it applies to Writing Across the Curriculum, faculty can measure their 

involvement by the number of hours spent in workshops and other training opportunities. 

Qualitative measures invite reflection on how well and how often faculty think about 
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writing assignments and writing efforts in the classroom. The Facult\ Writing Practices 

Inventory asked faculty to identify the types of workshops and the amount of time they 

engage in Writing Across the Curriculum training. 

4. A positive and proportional correlation (Astin, 1991) should exist between the 

impact of writing-based curriculum on students and the level of involvement by faculty in 

Writing Across the Curriculum programs. Common logic suggests that certainly no faculty 

involvement in Writing Across the Curriculum activities will occur if faculty generally are 

unconvinced that it impacts student leaming positively. That is why the Faculty Writing 

Practices Inventory sought to identify the level of confidence that faculty hold for Writing 

Across the Curriculum and writing instmction in general. 

5. Institutional policies foster faculty involvement (Astin, 1991). That is, faculty 

must view that their respective institutions value Writing Across the Curriculum teaching 

endeavors and reward faculty for engaging in Writing Across the Curriculum-related 

training. The Faculty Writing Practices Inventory also asked faculty to assess the level to 

which they believe that their respective institutions are committed to Writing Across the 

Curriculum training and the level to which they receive encouragement and support to 

undergo such training. 

Indeed this modified theory of faculty involvement opens new vistas to the teaching 

relationship between student and professor. Although most faculty identify no particular 

theoretical underpiiming to their teaching, their teaching efforts point to some sort of theory 

(Hunt, 1976). In pre-coUege settings, Powell and Mills (1995) have already identified the 

value of collaboration among faculty and their respective students as a way of developing 

critical thinking. Perhaps because the practice is not wide spread in the lower grades, 

college freshmen often find themselves overwhelmed by college writing assignments 

(Hobbs & Rex-Kerish, 1985). These support the philosophical footings of both Astin's 



lEO Model and traditional Writing Across the Curriculum program models by undergirding 

the tenet that good teaching is rooted in involvement; faculty bring certain crystallized 

views, or inputs, to the classroom that predispose them to various levels of invoh ement. 

If program coordinators can identify these inputs, they come much closer to reaching the 

type of outcomes they desire (Astin, 1991). 

Stakes of Involvement 

At stake for faculty is the academic rewards system and how Writing Across the 

Curriculum fits into the reward equation. At research institutions, the incentives weigh 

heavily in favor of research and grant procurement. Consequently, administrators in these 

institutions are less willing to shift emphasis toward teaching in general and curriculum-

based writing in particular. As Smithson and Sorrentino (1986) suggests, "(ulntil that order 

is reversed and teaching becomes the most important criterion, people are simply not going 

to devote the time necessary to improve student writing" (p. 333). That is, until 

administrators pay more than lip service to writing efforts and faculty view Writing Across 

the Curriculum techniques as skills for which they will be rewarded, it is likely that valid 

writing programs will find themselves strapped to the budgetary guillotine despite even the 

vocal support of faculty. The Faculty Writing Practices Inventory asked faculty to 

categorize their respective institutions' levels of involvement and reward for faculty who 

receive Writing Across the Curriculum training. 

Historically, academicians have concemed themselves only with the intellectual abilities 

of students based on their standardized test results, placement tools, and diagnostic 

regimen. Also, the tenets that best describe academic disciplines are rarely offered to 

students (Donald, 1990). When it is, it is rarely presented in a framework based on student 

experience. Donald (1990) argued that this is essential in both research and teaching. His 
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research indicated that theory testing and manuscript revision are frequently omitted from 

instmctional practice. Through writing and classroom deliberation students become critical 

thinkers and higher academic achievers (Liston & Zeichner, 1990). Clear, concise and 

thoughtful writing is implicit to classroom deliberation. Bryden (1991) characterizes the 

current academic atmosphere toward classroom writing, deliberation and debate as "far 

more stifled than it ever was in the 1950s by McCarthy ism" (p. 42). Perhaps some of the 

reticence toward classroom writing is the relatively isolated world in which faculty 

members often exist. Although their own writing may be peer reviewed by those outside 

the institution, faculty have little contact with other faculty within the institution. In fact, 

many faculty members believe admitting the need for discourse about their own writing 

admits some deficiencies, which makes discussion about student writing more difficult and 

less likely (Feiman-Nemser & Floden, 1986). Indeed, faculty insecurities about their own 

writing in concert with the bureaucratic stmcture of many higher educational institutions 

contribute to difficulties in sustaining Writing Across the Curriculum programs (Fulwiler, 

Gorman, & Gorman, 1986). 

As Fulwiler et al. (1986) suggests. Writing Across the Curriculum programs tend to tilt 

institutions toward less compartmentalization and stimulate more subjective measuring 

tools. Even more significant is its impact on faculty reward systems. On its face, research-

minded faculty tend to oppose teaching emphases that deviate from traditional transmit 

methods of instruction, raising serious policy issues that institutions must address. Says 

Fulwiler, "The degree to which professors ask for more student writing may be the degree 

to which they bring in fewer research dollars or spend fewer hours pursuing their own 

esoteric research" (p. 8). That is, faculty are entrenched in the idea that writing is an 

assessment tool alone and thereby impinges on their time by locking them in lengthy 

grading bouts to perform a function that many believe is the property of English faculty 
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(Fulwiler, Gorman, & Gorman, 1986). Therein lies the fundamental struggle of modem 

Writing Across the Curriculum programming; writing administrators seem "unable to 

overcome attitudes in the university both toward writing and toward interdepartmental 

programs" (Ranigan, 1989 p. 1). That is, faculty in content areas do not see writing as a 

teaching instrument nor as an integral part of their curriculum (Flanigan, 1989; Fulwiler, 

1986). Therefore it is important to move writing back to its academic roots as a leaming 

tool rather than as merely an assessment hook, 

lEO Model 

Writing Across the Curriculum proponents have used a variety of dissemination or 

training methods to develop converts among the professoriate. Little is known about the 

impact that these methods have on faculty attitudes about writing and how effective these 

methods are at changing faculty pedagogy from traditional to Writing Across the 

Curriculum-based teaching methods. To study such behavioral changes requires an 

assessment model that includes the input derived from the training, the environmental 

forces that may influence faculty, and the final desired behavioral changes that lead to 

Writing Across the Curriculum teaching methods in the classroom (Astin, 1991). 

Astin's lEO Model (Figure 1) attempted to bring these three components to bear for 

student assessment and may well reveal the many relationships that exist among input, 

environment, and outcomes (Astin, 1991). Fundamentally, the lEO model was used to 

constmct the Faculty Writing Practices Inventory. The model suggests that faculty would 

have preconceived ideas about writing, institutions would place various levels of 

importance on faculty writing both for tenure and promotion and for classroom use, and 

Writing Across the Curriculum training may take many different approaches. 

12 



Therefore, the assumptions behind Astin's lEO model blend almost indecipherably with 

Writing Across the Curriculum tenets. Both incorporate the belief that student leaming is a 

multivariate phenomenon that is not as easily departmentalized as most colleges and 

universities (Astin, 1991; Emig, 1977). Both also assume that assessment cannot be 

exclusively tied to outcomes. Leaming is a process that takes into account both what 

students, or in this case, faculty, bring to the leaming banquet and under what roof and by 

what means the feast is served. Consequently, Astin (1991) relies heavily on inputs and 

environment in his regression analysis of outcomes. 

Figure 1. Astin's lEO Model (1991) 

Inputs 

Howard (1988) suggested that, as a result of the demands for change that Writing 

Across the Curriculum may place on faculty. Writing Across the Curriculum programs 

need widespread and cross-curricular faculty support. One obstacle to that support is the 

view by many faculty that university writing programs should focus their efforts on 

correction of writing errors (Beriin, 1988). From that thinking seems to emerge the view 

that rhetoric is the sole purview of literature departments, with little emphasis given to 

writing as an epistemic virtue, one central to leaming and conveyance of leamed 

information (Howard, 1988). Furthermore, little emphasis is passed along to faculty that 

writing is indeed a way to sharpen leaming and communication skills of faculty (Howard, 

13 



1988). It is often the job of Writing Across the Curriculum training to replace what Howard 

called a "mechanistic vision of writing instmction with an intellectual one" (1988, p. 40). 

Others support this notion by calling writing program administrators to acknowledge the 

preconception that faculty have of writing and to foster ••conversation(s) about writing" 

(Maimon, 1991, p. 10). This conversation should be based on the Writing Across the 

Curriculum principle that the teaching of writing should not be the sole responsibility of the 

English department (Rose, 1979). Even though many faculty may see the English 

department as the arbiter of writing training, many faculty also believe that universit\ 

English departments have failed to live up to that responsibility (Freisinger, 1980). 

Nonetheless, faculty generally understand and pay homage to the distinctive qualities of 

their disciplines (Donald, 1990). However, writing still retains status as a tool to convey a 

discipline rather than as a tool to leam about a discipline. Evidence does exist, however, 

that when students are provided with problems to solve that also require assembling them, 

greater leaming occurs (Donald, 1990). Nonetheless, because of the ideas about writing 

with which faculty enter the Writing Across the Curriculum enviroimient and the 

expectation by some Writing Across the Curriculum administrators that such programs can 

be institutionalized in a matter of a few semesters. Writing Across the Curriculum programs 

have had difficulty becoming self-sustaining (Flanigan, 1989). Faculty feel pressure from 

tradition, students, and the incentive of research to maintain status quo in the classroom that 

preserves a method of teaching—lecture—that predates Gutenberg's movable type 

(Waggoner, 1984). However, the more faculty leam about what invigorates student 

leaming the more ''oppressive" some find traditional lecture instmction (Gullette, 1992, p. 

32.) 

The input variable (those faculty biases and preconceptions brought to their training) 

represents the independent variable for this research. Although faculty intuitively 



understand that their disciplines require writing characteristics peculiar to their disciplines, 

they may not always agree upon who is best able to provide that training to students (Dick 

& Esch, 1985). In addition, faculty in disciplines outside of the humanities tend to see 

writing training as being outside their purview. Faculty may also view student writing as an 

assessment lever rather than a leaming tool, see their own writing as subpar, and be fearful 

that using writing in their leaming activities reduces them to grammarians. These inputs 

represent what faculty bring to introductions of Writing Across the Curriculum training and 

programs to campus. Astin (1970b) suggested that these inputs have an impact on student 

performance, while this study proposes that it has similar influence on how willingly 

faculty will embrace Writing Across the Curriculum training efforts. 

Development of Writing Across the Curriculum programs also clash with inputs 

imposed by the higher education culture, which often rewards faculty more for research 

and other activities than for teaching, especially in state-supported research institutions 

(Winkler, 1992). Nonetheless, Dey " (1995, p. 45) found that most undergraduate faculty 

rated "be(ing) a good teacher as their highest professional goal. They also ranked teaching 

as their principal activity, indicating that their interests weighed very heavily toward 

teaching as their primary professional interest, although a significant number said their 

primary interest leaned toward research. Furthermore, Dey (1995) found that faculty spend 

between half and 75 percent of their work time in teaching activities depending upon the 

type of higher educational institution in which they teach. Yet, when it comes to in-class 

teaching iimovation, men are less likely than women to embrace new teaching methods and 

implement them into the classroom (Dey, 1995). Still other members of the professoriate 

view writing as primarily a tool for testing and evaluating student work (Lund, 1989). 

Hence, the inventory will identify faculty views on writing in addition to demographic 

characteristics like the type of institutions in which each respondent works. More 
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importantly, it will seek to identify those input variables that are most likely to predict 

faculty who will introduce Writing Across the Curriculum techniques into their teaching 

tapestry. 

Environment 

Despite the prospects that legislative mandate or grant edicts may demand that a certain 

student outcome be met, other institutional mechanisms must kick in to achiev e such 

mandates. Student outcomes, at least in part, are responses to faculty leadership (Astin, 

1991). Writing Across the Curriculum objectives seek to use writing as a leaming tool, 

thus faculty must use writing as a teaching tool. For many faculty, that calls for a change in 

teaching behavior, if not a wholesale change in teaching philosophy. In that spirit. Writing 

Across the Curriculum training efforts seek to elicit change and may come up against 

longheld teaching idioms (Fulwiler, 1987). Writing Across the Curriculum training must 

then employ specific training in both writing-to-leam and then leaming-to-write (Fulwiler, 

1987). Fulwiler argues that most faculty bring to Writing Across the Curriculum training a 

genuine lack of understanding about the Writing Across the Curriculum philosophy of 

using writing to leam and must be brought up to speed first. Next most faculty also find 

fault with their own writing abilities and more so with their students'. Consequently, 

Rogers (1983) argues that such training should include initiation and implementation 

stages. To address this faculty predisposition, training aimed at implementing change must 

begin by setting an agenda for change and then by matching the curricular problem with the 

possible solution (Rogers, 1983). Furthermore, Writing Across the Curriculum training 

should provide faculty with ample understanding of Writing Across the Curriculum 

philosophy and pedagogy. From there they should receive training that illustrates how 

writing can solve their classroom and student-performance problems (Rogers. 1983). 
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A modification of Rogers (1983) implementation stage to accommodate Writing Across 

the Curriculum training would call for restmcturing the classroom for Writing Across the 

Curriculum training-providing some ongoing support to help facult} clarify Writing 

Across the Curriculum classroom practices after they have started using them and to 

maintain the curriculum practice through institutionalization. 

Outcomes 

Of course, institutionalization would cement the final implementation of Writing Across 

the Curriculum into colleges and universities but perhaps not into the minds and teaching 

repertoire of faculty. However, the modification of Astin's lEO Model points to outcomes 

as those practices adopted and maintained by faculty who bring both the right combination 

of beliefs about Writing Across the Curriculum practices (inputs) and whose training 

(environment) helps foster involvement so that the final outcome is what is desired by the 

Writing Across the Curriculum administrator. Tersely stated, Writing Across the 

Curriculum administrators seek faculty who ultimately will adopt and practice Writing 

Across the Curriculum teaching techniques in the classroom (Penrose, 1986; Powell, 1985; 

Schroeder, 1989; Smithson & Sorrentino, 1986; Wilkinson, 1985; Yinger & Clark, 1981; 

Weiss & Peich, 1986). 

As Astin (1991) explained, outcomes represent the dependent variable in the lEO triad 

because one cannot legitimately assess outcomes until proper analysis is undertaken to 

establish inputs and environment. In addition, all outcomes are generally assessed through 

the lens of a particular perspective (Astin, 1991). In the case of Writing Across the 

Curriculum, that perspective might be established by the Writing Across the Curriculum 

administrator whose job it is to establish compliance with grant requirements such as those 

established under Title III Higher Education Act of 1965 or to achieve a specified 
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administrative mandate. Yet, outcomes may also trickle through the perspecti\ es of se\ eral 

other academic units. Specific disciplines may well have a more discipline-specific 

perspective in assessing outcomes. Hirsch (1989) identified Writing Across the Curriculum 

teaching techniques as particularly useful for English-as-a-second-language students and 

thus established outcomes that measured student classroom performance. Other research b\ 

Yinger and Clark (1981) indicates that reflective joumal writing, also a Writing Across the 

Curriculum teaching tool, allows students to represent ideas in all three of Bmner's modes 

of representation: inactive, ikonic and symbolic, a quality found in no other teaching forms. 

Indeed, the lecture mode of delivering information is often viewed as substantially inferior 

to other. Writing Across the Curriculum-based teaching techniques (Gullette, 1992). Still 

writing is perceived and valued differently depending upon the discipline, its traditions, 

and, ultimately, practitioners' views of writing within the discipline. These perceptions 

contribute to what the lEO model would identify as faculty inputs. These characteristics and 

views create the environment within which faculty find many of their pedagogical 

philosophies rooted. Oftentimes, those discipline-based outcomes are derived from the 

professional settings that are closely linked to the discipline. Academic innovation is often 

triggered by outside professional forces seeking specific characteristics from college 

graduates. 

Ultimately, however, faculty teach what they value and the way they were taught. Their 

values may derive from how they were taught, the discipline from which they were trained, 

the professional practice to which they offer allegiance and students, and the demands of 

the institution through the department (Astin, 1991). Critical to Writing Across the 

Curriculum outcomes is the adoption of Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques 

because faculty value such techniques. The autonomies nature of higher education and the 

tenets of academic freedom make individual faculty adoption the primary end of new 
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teaching pedagogy. It is rare that higher education find teaching strategies dictated by 

administration of legislation. The development of an instrument to measure such outcomes 

can be devised along two paths: the cognitive and the affective. The Faculty Writing 

Practices Inventory addresses the cognitive, or the objective-based, outcomes that are 

generally accepted by Writing Across the Curriculum practitioners. These cognition-based 

questions attempt to identify the willingness of faculty to implement Writing Across the 

Curriculum training activities in the classroom. The inventory also addresses the afl'ective 

nature of outcomes through questions that yield responses to how Writing Across the 

Curriculum training has influenced the feelings, attitudes and beliefs about writing in 

general and Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques in particular. 

Significance of Study 

Over the last 20 years, hundreds of WAC programs have been launched throughout the 

United States, most of which have operated devoid of uniformly accepted standards. 

Perhaps the most legitimate reason for such a void is the practical expectation that each 

institution must, in many ways, plot its own course (Sipple, 1989). However, the number 

of WAC programs that have stumbled or even died because of a general lack of institutional 

acceptance suggest that uniformly embraced standards—drawn from successfully operating 

programs—is needed. An assessment of how currently successful programs deliver 

teaching assistance to faculty and how faculty then inculcate that into the tapestry of college 

teaching would aid upstart programs. 

Furthermore, most supporters of WAC training are in agreement with what they hope 

WAC will do (Schroeder, 1989). WAC supporters (Mitchell, 1989) argue that writing is a 

leaming tool (Bergman, 1988), the more students write the more they leam; (Hirsch, 1989) 

leaming is more productive when students are active instead of passive; (Schroeder, 1989) 
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teachers within prescribed disciplines are better equipped than English teachers to teach 

discipline-specific writing (Emig, 1990); the more students write the better writers they 

become; writing helps students focus their attention. On the final tenet, Nelson (1991) 

argues that modem students are exposed to too much language. As a consequence, they 

wallow in meaningless language. Concentrated writing helps students dislodge the cluttered 

language and embrace focused thoughts. "Except on a very superficial level, " he argues, 

"students leam not to see words, not to hear words. They become blind and deaf to 

language" (p. 17). 

This study provides insight intothe input and environmental variables necessary for 

Writing Across the Curriculum administrators to determine which faculty will find WAC 

training most useful and, consequently, more readily use WAC teaching techniques in the 

classroom. 

Research Questions 

The research questions this study addresses are: 

RQl: Are there differences in faculty willingness to become involved in WAC teaching 

practices according to the input variables of areas of specialty, age, gender, highest degree, 

institution type, years in academics, number of manuscripts produced, published, and 

delivered, hours spent helping students with writing, size of department, number of part-

time instmctors and tenure status? 

RQ2: Are environmental variables that indicate the level of faculty willingness to adopt 

Writing Across the Curriculum programs identifiable? 
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Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following definitions will be used: 

Faculty Writing Practices Inventory. This term refers to the author-generated instmment 

that attempts to identify faculty who are most likely to embrace and adopt Writing Across 

the Curriculum teaching techniques after they've gone through training. 

Writing Program Administrators. Those individuals who are recognized by their college 

or university as the primary administrator of the institutional writing center of Writing 

Across the Curriculum program. 

Writing Across the Curriculum . This term refers to a cache of teaching techniques 

aimed at helping students leam new information, generally through the writing process. It 

honors the notion that each discipline has a unique rhetorical approach best evaluated by 

those in the profession, not necessarily writing specialists. 

Astin's lEO Model. The student involvement model originally formulated by Alexander 

Astin and modified in this study to accommodate and explain faculty involvement in 

Writing Across the Curriculum training. 

Peer Review. This process involves having faculty review research manuscripts for 

content, research methodology, application, relevance, and editing before publication. In 

the Writing Across the Curriculum lexicon it refers to students reviewing the work of other 

students before submission to faculty members. 

WAC Archetype. The fundamental characteristics of teachers who are most likely to 

incorporate Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques into their classroom 

practices. 



Delimitation of Study 

This study applied only to the development of Writing Across the Curriculum programs 

although it illuminated the whole question of faculty involvement in innovation. Some 

research (Fulwiler, 1984) has indicated that students who spend more quality writing time 

in class perform better in many arenas. Current research falls short in examining the role 

that faculty across the spectmm of disciplines play in the development of student writers. In 

addition, little research exists that tests the effectiveness of Writing Across the Curriculum 

programming on the teaching practices of individual professors. Thus, this study 

examined the impact of Writing Across the Curriculum training on the involvement of 

faculty with students, particulariy in the area of writing development and the ability to 

predict faculty involvement using Astin's lEO Model as a constmct for the Faculty Writing 

Practices Inventory. The study delineates faculty by their current involvement with 

students, size of the institution, academic discipline from which the Writing Across the 

Curriculum administrator originates, gender and number and types of Writing Across the 

Curriculum training activities provided for faculty. 

Chapter II reviewed the scope of literature that surrounds Writing Across the Curriculum 

and faculty involvement. It will also include the literature review of curriculum design to 

the extent that it touches Writing Across the Curriculum. In addition. Chapter II explores 

the literature surrounding the impact that faculty involvement has on student performance. 

Such evaluation is central to Astin's (1991) lEO model as it impacts students. 

Chapter III contains the research design, results of pilot studies conducted prior to the 

main research project, the selection of the sample population, the instmmentation used, data 

collection, and data analysis. 

Chapter IV includes a report of the results of the study, and in Chapter V the results are 

discussed together with some conclusions and other areas for further research. By 



investigating the Writing Across the Curriculum training practices and how they impact 

faculty involvement in student writing, this study gives added insight into a troubling 

question in higher education: how much and what kind of faculty training is necessary to 

implement academic change? Further, this also provides insight into how institutions can 

predict faculty involvement in Writing Across the Curriculum training efforts. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED UTERATURE 

Introduction 

The central theme from the eariiest days of Writing Across the Curriculum development 

is that writing is a leaming tool (Fulwiler, 1987; Herrington, 1985a; Knoblauch & 

Brannon, 1983; Maimon, 1991; Peritz, 1994;). Within the basic tenets of Writing Across 

the Curriculum design and execution is the underlying axiom that writing increases student 

leaming better than traditional academic transmit teaching, although the body of knowledge 

supporting that claim is small at best (Anson, 1988; Powell, 1985). 

A significant supposition of this work is that faculty outside the English discipline often 

balk when asked to engage students in meaningful, discipline-specific writing exercises 

(Sandler, 1992). It has only been since the post-World War Il-era and the emphasis on the 

vocational aspects of curriculum development that writing has slowly gravitated-or 

willfully been pushed—to the confines of English practitioners. However, it is difficult to 

expect quality writing, and consequently thinking, to emerge from a single English 

composition and rhetoric course. 

That premise has been promulgated throughout the curricular philosophy embodied in 

the European model since its inception. The European constmct suggests that writing was 

used in all disciplines for leaming, exams and advancement (Flanigan, 1988). United 

States academicians volleyed the concept of writing-intensive curricula shortly in the early 

1900s, but before it became tightly woven into the academic fabric, the second Worid War 

ended. The flood of veterans into the colleges and universities was so overwhelming that 

institutional advancement took second billing to the status quo. 
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It wasn't until the early 1970s that academicians retumed to the Writing Across the 

Curriculum experiment. The movement defined modem Writing Across the Cuiriculum 

pedagogical efforts as those that placed in the hands of students tools to help find answers, 

to raise questions, to express understanding, and to embrace writing as a tool of discovery. 

A comprehensive survey of colleges and universities with Writing Across the Curriculum 

programs in place allowed researchers to conclude success (Griffin, 1985). However, to 

really claim success early academicians and those involved in the Writing Across the 

Curriculum renaissance of today also understand that assessing the value added to student 

writing prowess cannot place itself under the scmtiny of a single assessment method. Just 

as the writing process is pluralistic, so should the assessment be (Osigweh, 1986). 

WTien faculty embrace classroom writing, they generally consider the practice as a 

vehicle to transmit information, rather than as a leaming tool. In fact, the latter was how the 

earliest academicians used language. Moreover, faculty often limit their understanding of 

classroom writing to assessment only and frequently see so-called essay questions as an 

infringement on their time. At best they view student writing as merely an assessment tool 

and are uninformed about writing's place in the tapestry of leaming. That leads many 

faculty to conclude that their role in student writing is one of an assessor of writing errors 

(Weiss & Peich, 1980). However, both those from modem and those from more ancient 

writing philosophies tend to see writing as a much more broadly based tool. To the more 

traditional, lecture-based faculty member, such a broad definition challenges the pure 

lecture approach. 

Most recently, however, institutions have been polarized on the use of Writing Across 

the Curriculum curricula. In the post Worid War Il-era, the 'battle lines" were draw n 

between research institutions and teaching universities. These tacit battle lines crossed the 

question of faculty involvement as perceived by institutions of differing flavors. A cursor> 
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view of the literature among Writing Across the Curriculum programs suggests larger 

numbers of programs among liberal arts and teaching institutions. To shift pedagogical 

thinking among larger research institutions, administrators must assign more importance to 

writing pedagogy, which presumably would detract from faculty ability to attract research 

dollars. Thus, a significant curriculum change requires significant administrative support. 

To support Writing Across the Curriculum, administrators send a clear and compelling 

pronouncement to faculty that teaching is the primary faculty function. For various reasons, 

research institutions have historically balked at endorsing academic change that directs 

faculty attention away from research. Consequently, charges Sipple (1989), "...Writing 

Across the Curriculum is in practice one of the most volatile political issues in our schools 

today" (p. 445). 

Historically, curriculum has driven and promoted the advancement of education through 

the social fabric. This effort is to mold writing curricula past-and-present and form a 

constmct for the future. American curriculum ideas have grown from the first democratic 

stmggles, in which early settlers grappled with class distinctions, poverty, resource 

management and their own views. "The first and most noticeable casualty of these 

conditions was standards" (Rudolph, 1977, p. 19). 

From this eclectic educational creation grew a commitment to vocationalism and slippage 

from past academic curricula. Another eariy casualty was writing. It, like other teaching 

areas, divided and subdivided until it found a single resting place in the English classroom. 

Such division, what Fulwiler called "disciplinarity" (1990, p. 5) creates discrete discipline 

areas and represents the driving force behind Writing Across the Curriculum training: to 

permeate the divisions between disciplines and thus writing. This super 

departmentalization of writing risks vocationalizing the craft and eliminating it from the 

teaching tool chests of discipline-specific faculty. Indeed, according to Bruner (1971), 
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most educators risk triviality by focusing with a one-dimensional eye on curriculum and 

class design rather than including the other social variables that act to either limit or enhance 

acceptance. Henry argued (1985) with the eariy proponents of Writing Across the 

Curriculum-principled writing who stepped out in the face of rapid departmentalization: 

Writing Across the Curriculum-principled writing provides students with the arena to 

practice expressive writing and therefore use writing as a leaming tool. Others (Britton, 

Burgess, Martin, McLeod & Rosen, 1975) departed from the evolving view that writing 

was primarily an assessment tool and clung to the slippery notion that expressive writing 

was designed for one's own educational edification. Such writing was not audience-based, 

but leaming based. Further, writing can fulfill educational quests of the university while at 

the same time fill the social voids experienced by many students. While students leam, they 

also find themselves exploring their own thoughts, feelings, values and personal worth. 

Yet, purely ideological education reform was a woeful waste of time and effort to 

Bmner (1971), who rallied behind educational reform that embraced society's whole. It is 

likely that his ideology was influenced by the urgency of post-Sputnik and his involvement 

in scientific and mathematical education reform. Indeed, Bmner posited a greater sense of 

urgency to which he called upon educators to devote more energies to problem-solving and 

critical thought and less to the rote exercises of memorization and test-taking. Writing 

Across the Curriculum was proposed as the catalyst for both social and educational 

advancement. As Brand (1987) explained. Writing Across the Curriculum developers 

"...promised to reunite writing and thinking. It consolidated the shift from product to 

process by focusing on more acts of the mind that individuals continuously go through 

when writing, regardless of the stage their text is in" (p. 439). However, considering the 

current mood of public cynicism, there must exist a measurable standard beyond the 

philosophy that supports the benefits of writing curriculum. In various degrees over the 
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past 20 years, a string of institutions has acknowledged the value of Writing Across the 

Curriculum in all content areas. However, some programs have collapsed because of the 

inability to adequately assess writing-program results and the unsuccessful efforts in some 

institutions to foster the necessary faculty and administrative support to propel efforts 

beyond the initial development. 

The main contributor to the stmggles of Writing Across the Curriculum was the post-

1900's answer to social change that birthed the elective curriculum system. Some argue that 

the evolution diluted the core curriculum to a body of generally introductory courses. Still 

others claim the elective practice provides the educational nucleus upon which the nation 

was constmcted. Students are offered educational freedom to explore many areas or one 

significant in-depth discipline. Proponents of the elective system abandon the idea that true 

renaissance people can be molded and fostered by a less elective system in an age in which 

information doubles more quickly than ever. Writing-based curriculum can reunite the old 

curriculum with the new by encouraging faculty implementation of writing-based teaching 

techniques in esoteric courses. Writing proponents point to the flexibility and universality 

of language as the life-sustaining component of Writing Across the Curriculum . Rudolph 

(1977) suggested that curriculum development should even consider the impact on 

character, political ideology or social viewpoints. Indeed, writing fosters critical thinking 

skills and is the bedrock component to the formation of new ideas and problem-solving. 

If, as Nelson suggests (1991), students possess significant knowledge, but lack the 

problem-solving skills to put it to use, writing is the key to untie the noose that stifles 

creativity. 
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Curriculum Design Problems 

Writing Across the Curriculum programs are evidence that curriculum designers 

understand that a system's approach to curriculum is both valuable and necessary. As the 

curriculum diffused through the 19th century and into the 20th century, students lost the 

mechanism by which they experienced how different skills fit together. Moreover, students 

misunderstood or rejected the notion that mathematics and rhetoric had substantial 

implications to everyday life, not to mention other academic curriculum. Yet more modem 

research suggests that students intuitively understand and even expect that leaming to write 

for one discipline or one purpose necessarily does not prepare students for writing in other 

disciplines and for other purposes (Anderson et al., 1990). 

The politics of education have more recently forced academicians to reexamine the 

curriculum and posit mechanism by which education efforts can be measured. In that 

context, writing programs have found the curriculum quagmire difficult to navigate. 

Perhaps, one of the most difficult maneuvers is justification of writing programs through 

assessment. One reason is that writing is so indelibly linked to context. 

Language as Context 

Gumperz (1971) embraces language reflecting context. Just as no single person or no 

single community has one way of speaking (Hymes, 1972), so it follows that writing 

places much of its meaning in context. However, sociolinguists have proposed that 

community members have characteristically similar ways of speaking, which are set in the 

context of society and its social norms. Certainly academicians have both been despised 

and praised for the contextual and social norms created in the context of university writing. 

As Hymes (1972) suggested, the most competent speakers in a community are those who 

recognize and follow these unwritten language rules. In addition, language not onl> helps 

29 



with communication, but it also provides the conceptual framework through which students 

and faculty view subjects (Giles & Coupland, 1991). Nowhere is this more obvious than in 

the academic setting where disciplines slice the academic pie and thus carve the writing that 

accompanies the thinking or cognition in a given discipline. Academicians and students 

must recognize similar conventions in writing within disciplines, define the writing 

conventions and follow them if they hope for success. Certainly this is tme of the written 

language (McCarthy, 1987). Both student work and academic-juried work is evaluated 

through the prism of these writing conventions that both create context and meaning. 

Students, faculty, the discipline, and the prescribed classroom tasks make up this 

contextual environment that is subject to manifestation through classroom work that 

requires writing. Although academic writing may be cast in different disciplinary 

languages, it often portrays similar reasoning and interpretation skills from both student 

and teacher (Applebee, 1984; Calkins, 1980; Dyson, 1984; Florio & Clark, 1982; 

Freedman, 1985; Herrington, 1985b; Hobson & Shuman, 1990; Kantor 1984; Langer, 

1986). 

The Context of Writing-Across-the-Curriculum 

From these roots, proponents of Writing Across the Curriculum programs have argued 

that academia has so compartmentalized disciplines that writing has lost some of its context; 

that is, students (and even faculty) may perceive that writing instmction is the enforcement 

arm of English and literature departments alone. Although faculty may assume that good 

writing is monolithic and global because, perhaps, of this attachment to English grammar, 

there are strong suggestions that writing is much more dynamic, and, thus context-

dependent. McCarthy's (1987) qualitative study suggests that students may behave as 

though writing a foreign language in some classrooms until they become familiar and then 

30 



comfortable with the writing convention. This suggests that faculty may waste much time 

as students attempt to comprehend these newly acquired meanings while students catch up 

to the context. Indeed, her study suggests that her research participant viewed writing 

merely as just another requirement to complete assignments. McCarthy (1987), however, 

attempts to clarify her participant's responses by suggesting that the participant found 

significant meaning in writing, but generally failed to see the similarities and parallel skills 

in all writing. 

The literature inadequately explores the interplay between student writer, writing teacher 

and subject matter. Perhaps this is because most faculty perceive themselves as something 

other than writing teachers. Instead, educational researchers point to writing as a method of 

inquiry as opposed to a means to an educational end (Applebee, 1984; Fulwiler; 1986, 

1990; Gieselman 1982; Herrington, 1985b; Richardson, 1994a). This triangular interplay 

between writer, teacher, and subject probably contributes to lifeless, uninteresting writing 

(Richardson, 1994b) due largely to a longheld static-writing model that faces most students 

in their academic careers and most academicians who write for their discipline's joumals. 

No doubt, this legacy continues to be handed down from faculty who are unaware of the 

influence that they have on student writing to students who may feel themselves compelled 

to conform in order to satisfy course requirements. Consequently, many assumptions are 

made about student writers and their grasp of the context. 

Faculty Involvement 

Much more research is available about student experience and involvement than about 

the oftentimes shadowy experiences of faculty and how faculty perceive involvement with 

students and extension training (Astin, 1990; Gardner & Jewler. 1992; Tinto, 1987; Pace, 

1984). The literature holds one distinguishable parallel: students perform better (particulariy 
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on tests) when they are involved, particularly with faculty (Benson, 1991). Furthermore, 

Astin deftly identified specific characteristics of student involvement through his five-part 

model of student involvement that others have modified to assess involvement in specific 

faculty groups (Boice, 1993). Boice asserted that faculty views of involvement vary 

predominately with gender. Women place more emphasis on good teaching than do men, 

but men generally receive greater teaching ratings from students. Perhaps more telling is 

Boice's finding that neither gender placed much value on faculty involvement as a means to 

success. This is particularly tme in Writing Across the Curriculum research: women 

researchers make up the bulk of authorship in Writing Across the Curriculum research. 

Too, Boice (1993) identified women as being more critical of their own writing skills than 

men. "White male counterparts, on the other hand, rarely volunteered weaknesses as 

writers beyond earnest admissions that they should be doing more writing" (p. 299). 

In Feldman's (1976) meta-analysis students pointed to characteristics that they perceived 

to indicate good teaching, all of which unveiled strong involvement with students and 

seemed to support Astin's lEO Model as it might apply to faculty. Feldman isolated 

characteristics such as concem for students, availability, encouragement of class questions, 

discussion, knowledge of subject and understandableness as having the greatest impact on 

student perception of faculty competence. Arguably, none of these characteristics can be 

demonstrated to students without significant involvement. Writing Across the Curriculum 

training stakes most of its claims to success on faculty's willingness to involve themselves 

with students more deeply than is characteristic of typical transmit teaching. 

Faculty View of Writing 

Nonetheless, for all the academic agreement, there exists at least three significant 

stumbling blocks to writing curriculum development: departmentalization, standards and 
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faculty/administration support (Beaver, & Deal, 1990; Flanigan, 1989; Click, 1988). These 

factors may well contribute to the inability of Writing Across the Curriculum programs to 

become self-sustaining. Faculty, committed to their disciplines and to following the 

academic paths that promote tenure, agree with the precepts of Writing Across the 

Curriculum but often fail to incorporate these missives into their teaching mbric (Russell, 

1987). Those who study the writing phenomenon point to a philosophical dichotomy of 

faculty and administrators who support the aims of writing curriculum, but fail to see or 

acknowledge their roles in helping to perpetuate and sustain programs. In fact, 

academicians from all areas of study intuitively endorse the value of writing-based 

curricula; however, many perceive the development of quality student writers as purel> a 

job of English faculty. Indeed, the focus of writing-based curriculum is the encouragement 

of faculty to use writing as a leaming tool. Writing is a classroom asset with which 

students can better organize, remember and understand content material (Russell, 1987). 

Yet, these program criteria and goals are not spelled out in standardized form as a usable, 

understandable and adoptable stmcture of knowledge. 

Faculty generally believe students are underprepared for college, at least as far as writing 

is concemed. Furthermore, many faculty believe they need more writing training 

themselves to carry out the task of evaluating student writing (Russell, 1987). Fulwiler, 

Gorman, and Gorman (1986) argued that faculty attitudes toward Writing Across the 

Curriculum are essential to faculty implementing such techniques into the classroom. 

Faculty who receive Writing Across the Curriculum training not only perceive their own 

writing practices as more competent, but believe their students are more qualified writers as 

well and that developing student writing competency is the job of faculty members across 

the disciplinary spectmm (Beaver & Deal, 1990). Such findings seem to contrast with 

faculty attitudes as a whole. Hendrix (1981) found that faculty still generally believe that 
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writing instmction is the bailiwick of English faculty and English faculty believe w riting 

should best be relegated to the most junior faculty and part-timers. 

Administrators, on the other hand, must also grapple with how best to reward faculty 

for using writing-based curriculum. At research institutions, the incentives weigh hea\ il\ in 

favor of research and grant procurement. Consequently, administrators in those institutions 

are less willing to shift emphasis toward teaching in general and curriculum-based writing 

in particular. Perhaps, too, faculty often perceive Writing Across the Curriculum 

programs as largely administrative rather than as an area of research, thus they may well 

become predisposed to ignore such movements (Penrose, 1986). Assessment practices are 

one way of bolstering the historical, current, and present credibility of Writing Across the 

Curriculum programs. 

Assessment 

As a way to improve writing and address the critical thinking void, colleges and 

universities for the last 20 years have either toyed with the idea or plunged headlong into 

the milieu of Writing Across the Curriculum programs. For all their agreement about the 

need for better writing skills, most academicians still disagree on how best to measure 

writing performance and often hide behind safer and more comfortable teaching techniques 

(Walker, 1988). Perhaps more significant is the disagreement among academicians about 

who should be charged with carrying out writing instmction. Yet, academicians, 

legislators, parents and students demand some form of accountability and achievement 

measurement. Traditional testing methods are the simplest and most accepted methods to 

accommodate academic constituents. Current testing methods allow academicians to assign 

proficiency grades, legislators to glean accountability data from test scores, parents to 

assess how their investments are paying off and students to find test assessments as 
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alphabetical stamps of approval or flags denoting failure. Yet, many agree with the notion 

that current testing methods have implicit and explicit flaws, especially the methodologies 

often employed to test writing skills. Yet, without standardization. Writing Across the 

Curriculum programs are difficult to measure, compare, improve, enlarge or discard. 

Currently, no genuine standards exist. 

Implications of Writing Programs 

Jones and Comprone (1993) argued that academicians are shortsighted in not 

recognizing the administrative, pedagogical and research implications of writing programs. 

Nonetheless, in many teaching areas, faculty neither view themselves as writers nor view 

themselves as the ones responsible for spreading the gospel of good writing in their 

respective disciplines. It is, as Bergman (1988) suggests, "a sign, I think of the self-doubt 

and defensiveness that pervade so much of the academic world" (p. 80). Indeed, teachers 

must be reminded that all academics are writers. All, furthermore, have a responsibility to 

pass along, not only the edicts of their respective disciplines, but the skills to write in those 

disciplines. If academics within disciplines fail to teach discipline-specific writing, then 

they fail to honor their professions and pass along what their professions are to new 

generations (Bergman, 1988). Students may then approach writing assignments in very 

different ways depending upon subject matter and whether or not they believe the 

assigimients are important to academic success (Chase, 1988; McCarthy, 1987). Even 

those who are less than sympathetic toward writing assignments often agree that the most 

efficient way to marry theory with behavior is through writing (Lund, 1989). Writing is 

practicing what is done in the discipline. 
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History of Writing-Across-the-Curriculum 

Most Writing Across the Curriculum scholars point to the mid-1970s as the birth decade 

of the United States rendition of Writing Across the Curriculum . Indeed, some literature in 

the 1960s and 1970s showed evidence that a ground swell of faculty from within other 

disciplines stepped forward to assume the duties of teaching through writing (Odell, 1980). 

However, Writing Across the Curriculum-related techniques are as old as formal education. 

Philosophers from Socrates, the Medieval universities, Rousseau to John Dewey embraced 

writing as a fundamental form of leaming. But even modem Writing Across the 

Curriculum scholars argue over the birthright of modem Writing Across the Curriculum. 

Russell (1987) contended that cross-curricular writing experiments began in the 1910s as 

Harvard College launched its Harvard Plan, which ostensibly was an assault to rid the 

language of its faltering grammatical base. Perhaps the Harvard Plan was a remnant from 

the vigorous pre-1900s attempts to standardize the many forms of English grammar that 

dotted the country (Woods, 1985). Much of the curriculum development in the eariy 1900s 

had its roots in the progressive and cooperative movements and in the influx of foreign-

bom arrivals and the difficulty that so many languages placed on the nation's future 

(Flanigan, 1988; Russell, 1987). Further, teachers became by necessity interested in 

bringing largely illiterate students up to a level of literacy suitable for the industrialized 

workplace. Consequently, their teaching styles and approaches took on something of a 

methodological approach. Language became a set of mles that were strictly enforced 

through rote instmction. 

At the university level, experiments at Colgate and Berkeley launched efforts in the 

1930s and 40s that took a more modem path by encouraging less emphasis on grammar 

and more on language as a way of leaming. This shifted dramatically from the mid-19th 

century educational philosophy that grammar represented the tap root of the educated and 
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was the "instmment of mental discipline" (Woods, 1985, p. 25). In the 20th century and 

through the progressive movement that accelerated through the 1930s, language 

development centered around grammatical precision and syntactical purity, which neglected 

the benefits of writing as a leaming tool (Wood, 1985). By the 1970s the modem Writing 

Across the Curriculum movement found its rebirth in largely independent, small colleges 

perhaps because most liberal arts college professors routinely assigned papers exacerbating 

the identification of student writing and leaming programs across the curriculum (Connelly 

& Irving, 1976; Russell, 1987). Russell (1987) wrote that the post-Worid War II 

sensitivity to propaganda launched a new desire by researchers to understand the links 

between communication and leaming. I. A. Richards (1936) became the spokesman in the 

public school setting for bolstering the relationship of English and other subjects. At 

universities, the National Council of Teachers of English and the Speech Association of 

America launched a short lived alliance to bring writing-based curriculum to the hoards of 

GIs who entered the college ranks after World War II, but they ran into the deeply 

entrenched academic hierarchy that seems to plague writing-based curriculum today 

(Fulwiler, 1987). 

By 1949, Colgate had taken front stage with its highly organized and systematized 

approach to writing through the Functional Writing Program (Russell, 1987). The program 

attempted to move writing from the arena of lessons in which students were asked to write 

about detached exercises, and explore the writing conventions in specific core courses. 

But, these few successful programs were short lived as universities moved into the 

multiversity climate that formed in the 1950s and perhaps forever entrenched the academic 

world into a deeply segmented body of scholars. Faculty and administration found it 

increasingly difficult to break the rigid departmentalization that was most staunchly 

embraced within the rapidly growing state land-grant institutions. One of the most 
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burdensome blows to the development of Writing Across the Curriculum programs in the 

multiversity was the quashing of core programs in many universities during the 1950s. 

Through the core curriculum concept, strong writing-based programs could flourish among 

faculty in those areas alone. Most programs looked to assessment of the core curriculum as 

a way of monitoring excellence. But, program coordinators found their jobs change from a 

faculty assistant to a cheerleader of writing-based curriculum and a recmiter of interested 

faculty, which is largely the state of writing programs today. 

Since the earliest days of writing-based curriculum, academicians have spent much 

academic effort developing writing-based curriculum, always haunted with the specter of 

whether their calling was to introduce writing as a form of leaming or to police the 

grammatical conventions of writing (Russell, 1987). Harvard engaged in an ambitious 

attempt from the tum of the 20th century to the 1960s to enlist the help of faculty outside 

the English department to fend off chaos in English grammar. Other programs splintered, 

forging batde theaters along both the fronts of grammar and leaming. These institutions, in 

fact, supported control of the grammar Holy Grail to English departments but opened a 

new front by encouraging faculty across the curriculum to engage writing as a leaming 

tool. Their efforts were, in fact, radical attempts to move British education to more 

"socioculturally democratic and equitable" (Peritz, 1994, p. 433). By the time it had 

reached the United States in the 1970s, it had lost its radical edge, perhaps because U.S. 

higher education had already moved rather radically toward more socioeconomic inclusion. 

Russell (1987) argued as much when he established that post-Worid War II education in 

the United States had shifted away from progressive tenets and the British system was 

shifting toward a more "experience-centered" (p. 189) training pedagogy. However, 

several major works and educational summits, revitalized the effort to bring writing out of 
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its current state as an assessment instmment and into the light of leaming (Bames, Britton 

& Rosen, 1971; Britton, 1970; Peritz, 1994). 

Many post-World War II programs at institutions like Colgate, UC-Berkeley and others 

attempted to integrate writing as a leaming tool. Most programs launched from the 

standpoint that writing is a way of linking and unifying academic disciplines. But, it was 

the British under the leadership of Britton (1970) who quantified the notion of writing as a 

leaming tool through which humans generate symbols to grasp ideas. The British, 

consequently, sheltered writing under language across the curriculum umbrella as a central 

tool in the constmction of knowledge. But in the United States, Parker and Goodkin 

(1987, p. 212) argued that modem Writing Across the Curriculum either glossed over this 

notion or stmggled to implement Writing Across the Curriculum programs because of the 

entrenchment of communication as separate disciplines and because of the vocationalization 

of higher education institutions. "Language, particularly written language, is not for 

making sense of experience; it is for communicating and for transacting business. As a 

result, schools are places to practice, master and demonstrate correctness in the linguistic 

conventions most suitable for the marketplace" (Parker & Goodkin, 1987). 

By the early 1970s, members of the London Association for the Teaching of English 

redirected their efforts at studying how best to present information to students and tumed to 

an aggressive evaluation of what students do "when they encounter, mull over and try to 

express new ideas and information" (Torbe & Medway, 1981, pp. 22-23). They reasoned 

that their search was scientifically valid because such processes are observable and 

measurable. 

By the time the movement had made it to the United States in the mid-70s education 

groups had factionalized from the British language across the curriculum to Writing Across 

the Curriculum , speaking across the curriculum and reading across the curriculum, 
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neglecting the relationship that all three have with leaming and to the development of sound 

curriculum. By the mid 1980s nearly half of the four-year colleges and universities 

surveyed by the Modem Language Association had Writing Across the Curriculum 

programs. Because of much of the research brought forth by Britton (1970), Emig (1977) 

and Moffett, the Carnegie Foundation issued a Report on Higher Education in which it 

urged universities to develop Writing Across the Curriculum programs as a way of 

bolstering student writing skills. In fact, Boyer (1990) expressed tersely that "...if, after 16 

years of formal education, undergraduates, regardless of their institution, cannot write with 

clarity...then we should close the college doors and start again" (p. 25). 

Summary 

Over the last 20 years, perhaps hundreds of Writing Across the Curriculum programs 

have been launched throughout the United States, most of which have operated devoid of 

uniformly accepted standards. Perhaps the most legitimate reason for such a void is the 

practical expectation that each institution must, in many ways, plot its own course (Sipple, 

1989). However, the number of Writing Across the Curriculum programs that have 

stumbled or even died because of a general lack of institutional acceptance suggest that 

uniformly embraced standards-drawn from successfully operating programs—are needed. 

An assessment of how currently successful programs deliver teaching assistance to faculty 

and how faculty then inculcate that into the tapestry of college teaching would aid beginning 

programs. 

Furthermore, most academicians who go through Writing Across the Curriculum 

training are in agreement with what they hope Writing Across the Curriculum will do 

(Schroeder, 1989). Writing Across the Curriculum supporters (Mitchell, 1989) argued that 

writing is a leaming tool (Bergman, 1988); the more students write, the more they leam 
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(Hirsch, 1989); leaming is more productive when students are active instead of passix e 

(Schroeder, 1989); teachers within prescribed disciplines are better equipped than English 

teachers to teach discipline-specific writing (Emig, 1977); the more students write the better 

writers they become; writing helps students focus their attention. On the final tenet. Nelson 

(1991) argues that modem students are exposed to too much language. As a consequence, 

they wallow in meaningless language. Concentrated writing helps students dislodge the 

cluttered language and embrace focused thoughts. "Except on a very superficial level," he 

argued, "students leam not to see words, not to hear words. They become blind and deaf to 

language" (p. 17). 

Although many Writing Across the Curriculum programs have flourished, a number 

have fallen to the demands upon faculty to place research above teaching and the 

compartmentalization of the academic community, which thmst the burden of writing into 

the lap of English departments. State-supported institutions are increasingly on the hunt for 

non-tax dollar support to remedy shortfalls. Consequently, faculty who teach in institutions 

among the top of the Camegie Classification see teaching as among the least important 

criterion for tenure. Thus, the United States' version of Writing Across the Curriculum 

seeks to illustrate to faculty how the embrace of Writing Across the Curriculum techniques 

in the classroom requires little additional preparation time, often reduces the amount of 

grading effort and seems to provide students with firmer foundations for leaming. 

However, among research institutions, there is no compelling reason for faculty to shift 

classroom paradigms. That is, their institutions do not reward changes in classroom 

activities (Boyer, 1989). This study attempts to give institutions the option of either 

tailoring programs to appeal to faculty of various teaching disciplines or identifying faculty 

who are most likely to implement WAC teaching techniques. This gives institutions the 

confidence of more effective implementation. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

The research design chosen for this study draws conclusions based on multiple analysis 

of variance and multiple regression analysis that will suggest characteristics of university 

faculty who are most likely to implement Writing Across the Curriculum teaching 

techniques. Information gained from instmments sent to a target population of 602 

university and college faculty who have received Writing Across the Curriculum training 

were analyzed to determine how Writing Across the Curriculum information was 

disseminated to faculty and how faculty then used Writing Across the Curriculum practices 

in the classroom. C)f particular interest were the characteristics of faculty who reported 

implementing Writing Across the Curriculum training and inducements that led to their 

decisions to attend Writing Across the Curriculum training and then implement Writing 

Across the Curriculum practices. 

The investigator contacted Writing Across the Curriculum administrators at 16 

universities via phone conversations and e-mail correspondence training at their respective 

institutions. The institutions represent various sizes and missions from across the United 

States. The data from these survey instmments were analyzed to determine how Writing 

Across the Curriculum teaching techniques were delivered to faculty and whether or not 

those techniques were actually incorporated into practice. Furthermore, this effort explored 

the size of the institutions, the academic discipline from which each faculty member 

originated, the number and types of training sessions as well as the level of faculty 

involvement. 
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Multiple Analysis of Variance and Regression Analysis 

Because a relatively large number of variables were included and measured in the 

inventory, multiple regression was a suitable procedure to measure the independent 

measures, or inputs, to predict the dependent measures, or environment and outcomes 

(Astin, 1991). Moreover, because the attempt here was to find better ways to identify 

faculty for Writing Across the Curriculum training, multiple regression incorporated each 

element of the lEO model into the equation. However, because many of the response items 

generated nominal data, multiple analysis of variance will was to identify relationships 

between nominal and continuous data. 

For both analyses, the questions identified in the inventory culled outcome measures; the 

inventory questions that distinguish faculty traits from their Writing Across the Curriculum 

training represented the input measure; and inventory questions that sought to identify the 

impact of Writing Across the Curriculum training on teaching practices represented the 

environmental variables. From there, correlations were drawn among the independent 

variables, which are represented by the input response items. The next step involved 

conducting separate regression analyses and multiple analysis of variance using the 

environment and outcome measures as the dependent variables. By conducting separate 

analyses with each of the outcome, or dependent variables, the characteristics of multiple 

regression were honored by using only one dependent variable against many independent 

variables. By taking this approach, each of the input variable scores established an 

independent prediction of outcomes; each of the environment scores produced an 

independent prediction of outcomes. 

The scores provided a predictive benchmark that would allow a writing program 

administrator to answer this question: "What Writing Across the Curriculum teaching 

techniques should we expect this faculty member to use. given the discipline, views, etc. 
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(input variables)?" Astin (1991) argued that multiple regression is "an excellent statistical 

procedure with which to implement the lEO assessment model because it permits the 

investigator to control a very large number of potentially biasing* (p. 105) faculty input 

characteristics. 

Two inventory questions isolated the environment, or training practices that writing 

program administrators may use in Writing Across the Curriculum training activities. One 

question provided eight possible selections that identify widely recognized Writing Across 

the Curriculum training and teaching techniques along with an "other" categories. In some 

cases, the regression analysis included more than eight additional environmental variables 

depending on responses. The two inventory response items were: 

10. Number of Writing Across the Curriculum training sessions you have 
attended. 

11. The following activities have been identified as providing Writing-
Across-the-Curriculum training for university faculty. Read through the list 
and mark all of training areas to which you have been exposed. 

Outcomes represented the dependent variable from which the regression analysis was 

calculated. The outcomes represent those characteristics that were regressed against inputs 

and environments to identify which independent variables best predict faculty willingness 

to use Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques in the classroom. The inventory 

outcomes questions were: 

12. Which of the following Writing Across the Curriculum activities do you 
routinely use in class? 

16.1 have implemented most of what I leamed in the Writing Across the 
Curriculum workshop in my classes. 

19. Since receiving Writing Across the Curriculum training, I have 
employed additional student assessment techniques. 
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This regression analysis and multiple analysis of variance identified those factors that 

most influenced faculty to use Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques. This 

analysis also showed which variables suggest some independent predictive weight; that is, 

the results predicted which individual input characteristics contribute most to faculty 

members' willingness to implement Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques. 

However, this study also limited the number of responses regarding input to determine 

which, whether input or environment, created the greatest influence on outcome. To 

writing program administrators, this knowledge identified whether choosing the right 

characteristics in faculty is more significant than the types of training involved. Thus, by 

controlling for input data, regression analysis was done between environment as an 

independent variable and outcomes as the dependent variable. 

Independent and Department Variables 

The independent variables analyzed included academic discipline from which the faculty 

member originated, types of Writing Across the Curriculum training activities provided for 

faculty, number of Writing Across the Curriculum training activities provided for faculty, 

types of Writing Across the Curriculum incorporated into teaching strategies, collaboration 

of faculty from various disciplines and faculty commitment. Astin's model is useful 

because it is one of the few frameworks by which academic involvement is measured and 

characterized. 

Research Questions 

The research questions to be investigated and tested are listed below and delineated via 

the central input, environment, and outcome components used in the Faculty Writing 

Practices Inventory: 
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RQl: Are there differences in faculty willingness to become involved in WAC teaching 

practices according to their areas of specialty, age, gender, highest degree, institution type, 

years in academics, number of manuscripts produced, published, and delivered, hours 

spent helping students with writing, size of department, number of part-time instructors 

and tenure status? 

RQ2: Are envirormiental variables that indicate the level of faculty willingness to adopt 

Writing Across the Curriculum programs identifiable? 

Pilot Studies 

Because the Faculty Writing Practices Inventory is an author-designed validity was 

established through pilot study. The instmment was distributed to 10 writing program 

administrators who reviewed the instmment. The author conducted qualitative interview s 

with the administrators to collect their views about how well they believed the instmment 

would assess involvement of their institution's faculty who have participated in Writing 

Across the Curriculum training sessions. Administrators suggested the types of questions 

that should be asked of respondents. In particular, they pointed to the most common types 

of Writing Across the Curriculum teaching for inclusion in the inventory. 

Sample 

The sample for this study consists of faculty at universities where Writing Across the 

Curriculum programs have been established for at least one year so that an identifiable 

group of faculty members who have received Writing Across the Curriculum training 

existed. Specifically, institutions whose faculty have contributed to the literature articles 

that have outlined findings in their Writing Across the Curriculum efforts within the last 
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five years will be considered for the study. Most of these testimonial-type reports appear in 

ERIC documents. 

The instmment were mailed to individual faculty. The sample size of 389 responses met 

the criteria for an alpha of .05 and a beta of .10 in the effect size formula, using a small 

(.20) effect size as the divisor. There is no clearinghouse that identified all faculty who 

have received Writing Across the Curriculum training, so it is impossible to generalize to an 

identified target population size. However, writing administrators generally have records 

that identify those faculty who have received a Writing Across the Curriculum training. 

Instmmentation 

The measure used for this study was the author-designed Faculty Writing Practices 

Inventory. The inventory was a bubble-format inventory of 46 response items, based upon 

Astin's lEO model. The inventory was divided into three sections that assessed faculty 

input, environment, and outcomes. The questions and response items were developed by 

the author after reviewing much of the Writing Across the Curriculum literature and 

drawing parallels with Astin's lEO Model. Several questions identify input variables, 

which were identified as common variable characteristics of faculty drawn from the 

author's own experience as a faculty member. The environmental variables, were derived 

from extensive literature investigations that identified the types of Writing Across the 

Curriculum training typically used in such programs. Finally, the outcomes variables were 

derived from the Writing Across the Curriculum literature, which identified types of 

classroom activities common to such writing programs. 

The author-designed Faculty Writing Practices Inventory determined demographic 

characteristics about faculty members, such as age, gender, teaching area, highest degree 

held, type of teaching institution, years in academia, number of published and written 
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research manuscripts each year, and number of paper presentations. The demographic 

section established what faculty bring to their Writing Across the Curriculum training, or 

inputs. Another section identified the type of Writing Across the Curriculum training each 

faculty member may have received. These questions identified types of Writing Across the 

Curriculum teaching methods commonly used by Writing Across the Curriculum experts. 

The inventory also identified the attitudes, or affective responses to Writing Across the 

Curriculum training and writing attitudes in general. This question bank identified how 

faculty members embraced their own writing and how they view their relationship to 

student writing. The final question bank established outcomes, or how faculty expected that 

they would use Writing Across the Curriculum training techniques in the classroom. A 

review of the literature identified commonly used training techniques unique to Writing 

Across the Curriculum (Fulwiler, 1984, 1986, 1987, & 1990; Penrose, 1986; Powell, 

1985; Schroeder, 1989; Smithson & Sorrentino, 1986; Wilkinson, 1985; Yinger & Clark, 

1981; Weiss & Peich, 1986). 

The Faculty Writing Practices Inventory was divided into the three components of 

Astin's lEO model. One section assessed what faculty cognitively and affectively bring to 

the teaching table before they receive Writing Across the Curriculum training. Response 

items initially addressed the demographic characteristics that may influence facult) views 

about writing and students. Another set of response items gauged the environment in which 

Writing Across the Curriculum -trained faculty receive Writing Across the Curriculum 

training. Those questions represented efforts to extract faculty perceptions of the type of 

training they received and the perceived quality of such training. The third section of 

response items identified the impact or outcome of Writing Across the Curriculum training 

on both the cognitive and affective levels by asking faculty both their views on u riting and 

their views on Writing Across the Curriculum training techniques. Other response items 
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identified Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques and asked faculty to indicate 

the likelihood of their using such techniques in class. 

To embrace Astin's lEO (1995) model also meant that it became the corpus of the 

methodology for assessing faculty as they trained in the Writing Across the Curriculum 

arena. The initial response to any program evaluation under the lEO model was to identify 

and assess inputs. Under Astin's model it is assumed that inputs are inextricably related to 

outcomes and that outcomes are similarly the product of environment. As it pertains to 

Writing Across the Curriculum training, what faculty bring to such efforts is directly tied to 

what they ultimately alter in their current teaching practices or implement new to their 

teaching mbric. Too, Astin's model asserts that what faculty will use in the classroom is 

closely associated with what was emphasized in faculty training. Consequently, the 

inventory included questions and response items that identify 24 input characteristics. They 

are listed by response item and their respective numbering in the Faculty Writing Practices 

Inventory: 

1. Area of specialty; 

2. Age; 

3. Gender; 

4. Highest Degree Eamed; 

6. Years in academia; 

7. How many literary or research manuscripts do you write per year? 

8. How many manuscripts do you publish per year? 

9. How many manuscripts do you deliver in professional meetings per year? 

13. Prior to receiving Writing-Across-the-Curriculum training, how many hours 

did you spend each week helping students develop their writing skills in a one-on-

one setting? 
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20. Size of department. 

21. Part-time faculty. 

22. Is your position 

Non-tenured? 

Non-applicable? 

25. In my discipline, good writing is valued. 

26. In my institution, good writing is valued. 

27. In my institution, good writing is rewarded. 

28.1 enjoy writing. 

29.1 use writing as a tool I use to achieve my professional goals. 

30. My writing is a creative outlet. 

31.1 am satisfied with my writing ability. 

32. If writing weren't a requirement in my job, I probably wouldn't write much. 

33. Writing is fmstrating. 

34. When I write a research manuscript I usually let at least one colleague read it 

before I send it off for publication. 

38. Students in my discipline are generally good writers. 

39.1 think that the English department has generally failed in its efforts to produce 

better writers. 

The Astin lEO model placed input questions into two classes: fixed, which included 

faculty characteristics that do not normally change over time. Astin divided the second 

category into six subcategories in assessing student inputs: cognitive functioning, 

aspirations and expectations, self-ratings, values and attitudes, behavior patterns, and 

educational background characteristics. Because some of Astins categories deal 
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exclusively with student experiences, like those of standardized testing, this effort 

categorized along two fronts: fixed and three variable subcategories; cognitive functioning, 

values and attitudes, and behavioral pattems. 

Fixed faculty attributes identified demographic characteristics. In the inventory, they 

were: 

1. Area of specialty 

2. Age 

3. Gender 

4. Highest Degree Eamed 

6. Years in academia 

20. Size of department. 

21. Part-time faculty. 

22. Is your position 

Non-tenured? 

Non-applicable? 

With students, Astin identified the cognitive functioning subcategory through the use of 

standardized test scores. As it pertains to faculty, the inventory provided response 

statements and questions that identified how faculty perceived the writing and cognitive 

competencies of their students. In addition, one question attempted to identify how facult\ 

view the academy's traditional efforts to ensure writing competencies. These ideas that 

faculty carry about their students can eventually influence their willingness to embrace or 

reject new teaching concepts, particularly Writing Across the Curriculum (Beaver & Deal, 

1990; Astin, 1991). 

The questions and response items that identifed cognitive functioning were: 



38. Students in my discipline are generally good writers. 

39.1 think that the English department has generally failed in its efforts to 

produce better writers. 

Values and Attitudes 

Values and attitudes as they pertained to faculty Writing Across the Curriculum training 

identified how faculty see writing in the educational fabric. These questions and response 

items also explored how faculty perceived that writing is valued throughout their academic 

lives. They were: 

25. In my discipline, good writing is valued. 

26. In my institution, good writing is valued. 

27. In my institution, good writing is rewarded. 

28,1 enjoy writing. 

29.1 use writing as a tool I use to achieve my professional goals. 

30. My writing is a creative outlet. 

31.1 am satisfied with my writing ability. 

32. If writing weren't a requirement in my job, I probably wouldn't write much. 

33. Writing is fmstrating. 

34. When I write a research manuscript I usually let at least one colleague read it before I 

send it off for publication. 
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Behavioral Pattems 

Behavioral pattems identified how faculty spent their time within the writing context. In 

particular, it represents a mini-time study in which faculty assessed their work product as it 

pertained to writing or teaching using writing. The behavior pattems questions were: 

7. How many literary or research manuscripts do you write per year? 

8. How many manuscripts do you publish per year? 

9. How many manuscripts do you deliver in professional meetings per year? 

13. Prior to receiving Writing-Across-the-Curriculum training, how many hours did you 

spend each week helping students develop their writing skills in a one-on-one setting? 

Reliability and Validity 

Writing Across the Curriculum proponents have long argued that training was central to 

program success (Dick & Esch, 1985; Fulwiler, Gorman & Gorman, 1986; Howard, 

1988; Magnotto & Stout, 1992; Rose, 1979; Weiss & Peich, 1980). In addition, one leg 

of Astin's model intimated that the environment or training was central to the development 

of faculty involvement. However, intuition was largely insufficient as a sole determinant of 

the validity of such a theoretical constmct. In this case, the Faculty Writing Practices 

Inventory's aim was to assess and profile faculty involvement and affective 

pronouncements faculty may have about writing. To do that both validity and reliability 

must support the instmmenf s assessment claims. 

Researchers have generically defined instmment validity as the notion that the 

assessment tool measures what it purports to measure. More precisely, Nunnally and 

Bemstein (1994 ) describe three aspects of validity: constmct, predictive, and content. Eiach 

plays a role in the determination of instmment validity. Under their definitions, constmct 
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identifies psychological attributes, predictive establishes the statistical relationship between 

specific criterion and, content validity samples from a predetermined content pool. 

Specifically, many of the questions in the instmment assessed abstractions that attempt 

to determine faculty fmstrations, satisfactions, and perceptions about writing in the 

academic disciplines of each faculty member. The abstract constmcts identified variables 

that led to faculty likelihood to use Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques in 

the classroom. The notion of constmct validity meshed nicely with Astin's lEO model 

because of the emphasis placed on environment. Central to Astin's definition of 

enviromnent is the multi-variate nature of human encounters. Assumed here was that 

faculty experience many variables that might influence their academic philosophies and 

willingness to use Writing Across the Curriculum training techniques. In the case of this 

work, faculty were likely to have received a variety of training methods. The instmment 

sought to determine if they recognized these teaching techniques and if the faculty 

development activities were successful in delivering a prescribed message about how to 

deliver Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques in the classroom. 

Because the Faculty Writing Practices Inventory predicted likelihoods, so the validity 

assessment determined predictive validity by correlating scores on the predictor with scores 

on the criterion. Consequentiy. the size of the correlation testified to the predictive validity 

(Cronbach, 1971; Messick, 1975). 

Efforts to achieve content validity in this tool centered around the content analysis of the 

literature that examines Writing Across the Curriculum training and the validation by expert 

Writing Across the Curriculum program administrators. Two experts in the Writing Across 

the Curriculum field reviewed the initial Faculty Writing Practices Inventory and assessed 

whether the content reflects the nature of Writing Across the Curriculum training content. 

Furthermore, additional measures were added to the instrument to account for Astin*s 
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(1991) three-pronged assertion about involvement, particularly regarding the input 

measure. Astin's input measure was essentially the identification of what values faculty 

believed about writing in general and Writing Across the Curriculum in particular. A 

sweeping literature search identified what faculty value about their own writing and that of 

their students. 

Data Collection Procedures 

During the final week of January, 1999, 602 survey forms were mailed to faculty at 16 

universities in Writing Across the Curriculum training programs exist for faculty. The 

names were collected from writing program administrators and through various forms of 

World Wide Web records search to collect the necessary names. A copy of the survey can 

be found in Appendix A together with an accompanying letter that describes the research 

intent to respondents. After approximately four weeks, 389 faculty responses were 

received for a response rate of 64 percent. There were no subsequent mailings. 

Limitations of Methodology 

The self-report format of the Faculty Writing Practices Inventory posed a potential 

reporting honesty problem. In addition, faculty reported about how they believe they used 

writing in their classroom before they received WAC training. This puts faculty in a unique 

hindsight position of reporting what their prior attitudes were even after they have received 

WAC training. Furthermore, the ultimate value of lEO-based assessments like the Faculty 

Writing Practices Inventory was from the longitudinal data that can be collected. 

Consequentiy, a writing administrator may not be able to extrapolate findings from a 

relatively small group of faculty over a single year's period. However, such an inventory 
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may become quite valuable in spotting faculty trends and correlations that emerge over 

longer periods of time (Astin, 1991). 

56 



Summary 

The research design chosen for this study combined both descriptive and causal 

comparative features. The independent variables studied were academic discipline from 

which the administrator originated; types of Writing Across the Curriculum training 

activities provided for faculty; method of Writing Across the Curriculum training activities; 

types of Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques that faculty actually incorporate 

into teaching strategies; and demographic characteristics of faculty and how they may 

correlate with willingness to incorporate new teaching techniques. The dependent variables 

investigated were those teaching practices that Writing Across the Curriculum training 

either influenced or tried to influence in its training and centers around the ultimate use of 

Writing Across the Curriculum teaching methods in the classroom. Data were collected by 

means of an inventory mailed to 602 faculty, which included a cover letter, and a self-

addressed stamped retum envelope. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

In presenting the results of this research project, a description of the respondents is 

included. Results of each of the research questions investigated are reviewed. 

Of the 389 instmments retumed, all presented usable data; however, some respondents 

failed to answer all of the response items. The response rate represented 64 percent of the 

602 surveys that were sent to faculty who had received WAC training. 

Of the 369 respondents indicating teaching specialty, 30.4 percent (N=l 16) were from 

science areas, 26.7 percent (N=:102) were from English/language disciplines, 20.2 percent 

(N=77) were from the social sciences, 7.3 percent (N=28) were business facult), 6.3 

percent (N=24) were fine arts faculty, 6 percent (N=23) were communications faculty and 

2.8 percent (N=l 1) were education faculty. This is illustrated in Table 1. 

Most of the faculty (57.9 percent, N=:2I4) describe themselves as between 45-58 years 

old. Of the 360 who provided answers to the age response item, 23.8 percent (N=86) 

describe themselves as 31-44 years old, while 15.8 percent (N=57) answered 59-72 and .8 

percent (N=3) described themselves as under age 30. This is illustrated in Figure 3. 

Most of the respondents (53.8 percent, N=I92) were male and 46.2 percent (N=165) 

were female. This is illustrated in Table 1. 

The highest degree eamed for WAC-trained faculty who answered the inventory v\ as 

most often the Ph.D. Of the 357 respondents indicating their highest degree, 68 percent 

(N=262) had eamed a Ph.D., 17.9 percent (N=69) had master's degrees, 5.2 percent 

(N=20) had law degrees, 4.7 percent (N=18) had EdDs, and 4.2 percent (N=16) had 

professional degrees. This is illustrated in Table I. 
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Table 1 

Frequency and Percentages of Input Independent Vanables 

Count 7f 

Teaching area 
Science 102 30.4 
English/Language 23 26.7 
Social Science 116 20.2 
Business 77 7.3 
Fine Arts 28 6.3 
Communication 24 6 
Education 11 2.8 

Age 

Gender 

N=381 

<30 years 3 .8 
31-44 years 86 23.8 
45-58 years 214 59.4 
59-72 years 57 15.8 

Male 192 53.8 
Female 165 46.2 

N=357 
Highest Degree Eamed 

Master's ^ 69 17.9 
LL.B.,JD 20 5.2 
Professional 16 4.2 
EdD 18 4.7 
PhD 262 68.0 

N=385 
Institution Type 

Research I 105 29.8 
Research II 32 9.1 

O 1 Doctoral I 43 
Doctoral II 41 11.6 
Masters I 54 15.3 
Masters II 44 12.5 
LA II 3 .8 
Associate 6 1.7 
FYofessional 24 6.8 

N=352 
Years of Sen ice 

l-9Years 81 21 
10-19 Years 117 30.4 
20-29 Years 111 28.8 
30-39 Years 71 18.2 
40+Years 5 13 

N=385 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Count ^c 

Manuscripts Written 
None 84 
1-3 Per Year 262 
4-6 Pfer Year 35 
7-9 Per Year 4 

N=385 
Manuscripts Published 

None 105 
1-3 Per Year 249 
4-6 Per Year 17 
7-9 Per Year 4 

N=375 
Manuscripts Delivered 

None 76 
1-3 Per Year 257 
4-6 Per Year 49 
7-9 Per Year 3 

N=385 
Total WAC training sessions attended 

None 51 
1-3 204 
4-6 78 
7-9 16 
10+ 31 

N=380 
Hours per week spent helping develop stut writing skills before WAC training 

0-3 Hours 325 
4-7 Hours 37 
8-11 Hours 11 
11+ 7 

N=380 
Hours per week spent helping develop stut writing skills after WAC training 

0-3 Hours 263 
4-7 Hours 82 
8-11 Hours 22 
11+ 10 

N=377 
Number of full-time faculty in respondent departments 

0-5 FacultN 43 
6-10 Faculty 101 
11-15 Faculty 121 
16-20 Faculty 22 
21-25 Faculty 28 
25+ Faculty 74 

N=389 

28.1 
66.6 

4.3 
1.1 

28.1 
66.6 
4.3 
1.1 

19.7 
66.7 
12.7 

.7 

13.4 
53.6 
20.5 
4.2 
8.2 

86.0 
9.5 
2.8 
1.7 

69.7 
21.7 

5.8 
2.6 

11.2 
•^i^ o 

32.1 
5.2 
7.1 

19.2 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Count % 

Number of part-time faculty in respondent departments 
0-5 Faculty 
6-10 Faculty 
11-15 Faculty 
16-20 Faculty 
21-25 Faculty 
25+ Faculty 

Tenure status of faculty respondents 
Tenured 
Non-Tenured 
Non-Applicable 

Universities of respondents that provide WAC stipends 
Yes 
No 

WAC stipend values awarded to respondents 
<$ 1,000 
$1,001-$3,000 
$3,000-$5,000 
$5,000+ 

Faculty respondent universsities writing centers 
With 
Without 

195 
75 
60 
oo 
14 
23 

N=389 

318 
57 
10 

N=385 

312 
66 

N=378 

315 
4 
0 
8 

N=327 

312 
66 

N=378 

50 
19.3 
15.4 
5.6 
3.6 
5.9 

82.5 
14.9 
2.6 

82.3 
17.7 

96.3 
1.2 
0.0 
2.4 

82.4 
17.4 
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Of the 352 respondents able to identify the Camegie Classification of their respectiv e 

institutions, most were from Research I institutions (29.8 percent, N=105); 15.3 percent 

(N=54) reported teaching at Masters University and College I; 12.5 percent (N=44) 

reported teaching at Masters University and College II; 12.2 (N=43) reported teaching at 

Doctoral I universities 11.6 percent reported teaching at Doctoral II universities: 9.1 percent 

(N=32) reported teaching at Research II universities; 6.8 percent (N=24) reported teaching 

in a Professional School; 1.7 percent (N=6) reported teaching at Associate of Arts Colleges 

and .08 percent (N=3) reported teaching at a Liberal Arts College II. This is illustrated in 

Table 1. 

Most respondents (30.4 percent, N=l 17) reported that they had taught for between 10-

19 years, followed by faculty who reported teaching 20-29 years (28.8 percent, N=l 11); 

21 percent (N=81) reported teaching 1-9 years; 18.2 percent (N=71) reported teaching 30-

39 years and 1.3 percent (N=5) reported teaching more than 40 years. This is illustrated in 

Table 1. 

Most of the 371 respondents to the response item that asked how many scientific 

manuscripts they write each year 67.1 percent (N=249) write between 1-3 manuscripts in 

an academic journal each year, 28.3 percent (N=105) wrote no manuscripts at all, 4.5 

percent (N=16) wrote between 4-6 manuscripts each year and 1 percent (N=4) wrote 

between 7-9 manuscripts each year. This is illustrated in Table 1. 

In addition, most respondents, 67.9 percent (N=262) published in professional joumals 

between 1-3 manuscripts each year, 22 percent (N=84) published no joumal articles, 9.1 

percent (N=35) published between 4-6 manuscripts and 1 percent (N=4) published 

between 7-9 manuscripts each year. This is illustrated in Table 1. 

Most of the 381 respondents delivered between 1-3 papers at professional meetings each 

year (66.7 percent, N=257), 19.7 percent (N=76) delivered no paper presentations. .7 
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percent (N=3) delivered 7-9 papers per year, 12.7 percent (N=49) deliver between 4-6 

papers each year. This is illustrated in Table 1. 

Exposure to 1-3 WAC "brown bag sessions" about how to use WAC techniques in the 

classroom was provided to 53.6 percent (N=205) of the respondents. More than 20 percent 

(20.5 percent, N=51) attended 4-6 sessions per year, 13.4 percent (N=51) attended no 

such training, 4.2 percent (N=16) attended 7-9 brown bag workshops and 8.2 percent 

(N=31) attended 10 or more sessions. This is illustrated in Table 1. 

Some of the 376 respondents reported that they increased the amount of time that they 

spent helping students with discipline-specific writing problems on a one-on-one basis. 

The number of hours faculty reported spending with students before WAC training showed 

86 percent (N=325) spent 0-3 hours per week help students with writing problems. After 

WAC training the percentage fell to 69.7 percent (N=241). The number of faculty reporting 

to spend 4-7 hours per week rose from 9.5 percent (N=37) to 21.7 percent (N=76) after 

WAC training. The percentage of faculty who reported spending 8-11 hours per week rose 

from 2.8 percent (N=l 1) before WAC training to 5.8 percent (N=:22) after WAC training. 

However, faculty reporting spending more than 11 hours of student contact per week 

before WAC training rose from 1.7 percent (N=7) to 2.6 percent (N=10) after training. 

This is illustrated in Table 1. 

Most of the 389 faculty respondents worked in mid-sized departments of between 11-15 

full-time faculty (31 percent, N=121). Another 26 percent (N=101) were from departments 

of between 6-10 faculty members: 19 percent (N=74) were from faculty departments of 

more than 25 faculty; 11 percent (N=43) were from departments of 5 or fewer; 7.2 percent 

(N=28) from 21-25, and 5.6 (N=22) from 16-20. This is illustrated in Table 1. 

Similariy, 50 percent (N=195) teach in departments within which between none and 5 

part-time faculty also . 19.3 percent (N=75) reported that their departments employ 
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between 6-10 part-time faculty; 15.4 percent (N=60) report part-time faculty employment in 

their respective departments at between 11-15; 5.9 percent (N=23) reported more than 25 

part-time faculty and 5.6 percent (N=22) reported between 16-20 part-time faculty and 3.6 

percent (N=14) reported that their departments included between 21-25 part-time faculty. 

This is illustrated in Table 1. 

Of the 382 who answered the response item dealing with tenure, 82.5 percent (N=318) 

were tenured faculty, 14.9 percent (N=57) were nontenured and 2.6 percent (N=10) 

reported that they were not tenure candidates. This is illustrated in Figure 16. 

Of the 378 who responded to the question of whether or not their institution provided a 

stipend for faculty who participate in WAC training, 82.3 percent (N=312) said their 

institutions did and 17.7 (N=66) said theirs did not. This is illustrated in Table I. 

The stipends were overwhelmingly less than $1,000 for those who participated in WAC 

training. Of the 327 who responded to the response item that asked the value of university 

supplied stipends, 96.3 percent (N=315) said their stipends were less than $1,000. 

Moreover, only 1.2 percent (N=4) reported stipends of between $1,001 and $3,000 and 

2.4 percent (N=8) reported stipends of more than $5,000. None of the respondents 

reported receiving stipends of between $3,(X)1 and $5,000. This is illustrated in Figure 18. 

Of the 384 faculty who answered the question about whether or not their institutions had 

writing centers, 98.4 percent (N=378) reported that their institutions had writing centers 

and 1.6 percent (N=6) reported that their institutions did not have such a center. This is 

illustrated in Table 1. 

Findings 

This study investigated three research questions. Results are reported in the order of the 

research questions asked. 
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Differences among faculty 

Are there differences in faculty willingness to become involved in WAC 

teaching practices according to their areas of specialty, age, gender, 

highest degree, institution type, years in academics, number of manuscripts 

produced, published, and delivered, hours spent helping students with 

writing, size of department number of part-time instructors and tenure 

status? 

A MANOVA was conducted to investigate the interaction of the 12 input variables 

introduced in the inventory with the three outcome variables expected from faculty who 

received WAC training. In conducting the test, the continuous variables in the Likert-style 

scale response items 12, 16, and 19 were analyzed against the nominal variables expressed 

in response items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 20, 21 and 22. 

Item 12 asked each respondent to identify those WAC teaching techniques that they had 

"routinely used." The responses were scored according to the number of items they 

identified. Nine or more items received a score of 5, 7-8 received a score of 4, 5-6 received 

a score of 3,3-4 received a score of 2 and 1-2 received a score of 1 and no selections 

received a score of 0. Item 16 asked the respondents to report whether or not each had 

"implemented" most of the teaching techniques provided in their WAC training. Item 19 

asked each respondent the extent to which each has added additional "assessment" 

techniques to their teaching repertoire. 

Table 2 presented mean scores on items 12, 16, and 19 by teaching specialty. Table 3 

indicated whether or not the WAC trained faculty actually employ WAC teaching 

techniques. The F value was significant (F=6.336, df=6, jî .OOOl) as did implementation 

of training (F=9.270, df=6, ^=.0001), and use of assessment techniques (F= 16.11, df=6, 
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£,=.(X)01). There were differences among faculty based upon \ariance on all three items 

(12, 16, and 19) was significant at the .05 level. 

Fisher's Protected Least Significant Difference was used to identify mean variations 

between response groups. In the case of response item 12 as it was influenced by specialty 

area, significant differences were detected between social science faculty and English 

faculty (df=374,2=-0122), between social science faculty and communications faculty 

(df=374, £.= 0060), between social science faculty and science faculty (df=374,2=<0001) 

and between social science faculty and fine arts faculty (^=.0128). The findings show that 

English faculty are more likely to routinely use Writing Across the Curriculum techniques 

in their classrooms than social science faculty. Social science faculty are also less likely to 

routinely use Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques than their communication 

faculty counterparts. Moreover, social science faculty are less likely to routinely use 

Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques than their science faculty counterparts 

but significantly more likely to do so than fine arts faculty. 

Significant differences also existed between English faculty and business faculty 

(df=374, £=.0476). Business faculty were significantly less likely to routinely use Writing 

Across the Curriculum teaching techniques than were English faculty. Also, significant 

differences existed between English faculty and education faculty (df=374, £=.0014). 

English faculty were actually less likely to routinely use Writing Across the Curriculum 

teaching techniques than Education faculty. Significant differences were also indicated 

between communication and business faculty (df=374, £=.0133) and between 

communication faculty and education faculty (df=374, £=.0421). Business faculty were 

significantly less likely than faculty in communications (df=374, £=.0133) to report that 

they routinely used Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques. 
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Fisher's also indicated significant differences between science faculty and business 

faculty (df=374, £=.0012), and between science faculty and education faculty (df=374. 

£=.0161), as well as significant mean differences between social science faculty and 

education faculty (df=374, £=<.0001). Other significant mean differences existed between 

business faculty and fine arts faculty (df=374, £=.0244) and between business faculty and 

education faculty (df=374, £=<.0001) and between fine arts faculty and education facult) 

(df=374, £=.0251). The findings show that business faculty are significantly less likely 

than science faculty to report that they routinely used Writing Across the Curriculum 

teaching techniques in the classroom. Furthermore, science faculty and social science 

faculty are also significantly less likely than education faculty to report routine use of 

Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques. Business faculty are also less likely 

than both fine arts faculty and education faculty to report that they routinely use Writing 

Across the Curriculum teaching techniques. Education faculty are also more likely than fine 

arts faculty to say that they routinely use Writing Across the Curriculum teaching 

techniques. 

Significant differences also existed between faculty responses to item 16. Mean scores 

showed significant differences between English faculty and communication faculty 

(df=374, £=.0269), between English faculty and social science faculty (df=374, 

£=<.0001), English faculty and business faculty (df=374, £=.0007) and English facult) 

and education faculty (df=374, £=.0357). The responses of communication faculty also 

significantly differed from those of fine arts faculty (df=374, £=.0333) and from education 

faculty (df=374, £=.0014). The responses of science faculty also significantly differed 

from the responses of social science faculty (df=374, £=<.0001), business faculty 

(df=374, £=.0030) and education faculty (df=374, £=.0151). Social science faculty 

responded significantly differently from responses of both fine arts faculty (df=374. 
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£=<.0(X)1) and education faculty (df=374, £=<.0001). Business faculty responses to item 

16 also differed significantly from responses of both fine arts faculty (df=374, £=.0027) 

and education faculty (df=374, £=<.0001). 

Fisher's also indicated that communications, social science, business were all less likely 

than English faculty to report that they had implemented most of what they had leamed in 

their Writing Across the Curriculum training. However, education faculty were more likely 

than English faculty to report significant implementation. Fine arts and education faculty 

were significantly more likely than communication faculty to report that they had 

implemented most of what they had leamed in Writing Across the Curriculum training. 

Furthermore, social science and business faculty were less likely than science facult) to 

report that they had implemented most of what they had leamed in Writing Across the 

Curriculum training. But science faculty were less likely than education faculty to report the 

same. Both fine arts and education faculty were more likely than social science faculty to 

report implementation. In addition, fine arts and education faculty were both more likel) to 

report implementation than business faculty. 

Social science faculty (P=.0048), business faculty (P=<.0001), fine arts faculty 

(P=<.0034) and education faculty (P=<.0424) each showed significant differences from 

mean values of communication faculty. Social science, business and fine arts faculty were 

significantly less likely to report implementation than their communication counterparts. 

Conversely, education faculty were significantly more likely than communication faculty to 

report implementation. In addition, social science faculty (P=<.0001), business faculty 

(P=<.0001), fine arts faculty (P=.0001), and education faculty (P=.0370) each showed 

significant mean differences from science faculty. Social science, business and fine arts 

faculty were less likely than science faculty to report implementation. Yet, education faculty 

were more likely than science faculty to report implementation. 
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Social science faculty also differed significantly from business faculty (P=.0446) and 

from education faculty (P=<.0001). Education faculty means showed significant 

differences from both business (P=<.0001) and from fine arts faculty (P=<.0001). 

Business faculty were less likely than social science faculty to report implementation but 

education faculty were significantly more likely than social science faculty to report the 

same. Education faculty were also significantly more likely than both business and fine arts 

to report implementation. 

Social science faculty (df=363, p=<.0001), and business faculty (df=363, p=.0(X)l) 

were each sigificantly less likely than science faculty to report introducing new assessment 

techniques into class after receiving WAC training, item 19. However, science faculty were 

significantly less likely than education faculty (df=363, p=.0370) to report the same. 

Furthermore, social science faculty were significantly more likely than business faculty 

(df=363, p=.0446) and education faculty (df=363, p=<.0001) to report the use of new 

assessment techniques. Education faculty were significantly more likely than were either 

business faculty (df=363, p=<.0001) or fine arts faculty (df=363, p=<.0001). 

Table 4 presented mean scores on items 12, 16, and 19 by faculty age. Table 5 indicates 

that the F value was significant (F=5.33, df=3, p=.0013) for use of WAC writing activities 

and for assessment (F=2.967, df=3, p=.0320). Implementation of training was not 

significant. 

The Fisher's mean comparisons show that those in the 59-72-year-old age category 

were significantly less likely than those 31-44-years-old (df=356, p=.0020) and those from 

the 45-58-year-old group of faculty (df=356 p=.0001) to report frequent use. 
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Table 2 

Mean Scores and (Standard Deviations) on Faculty Writing Practices Inventor) Continuous Items by 
Teaching Specialty 

Response Items Eng. Comm. Sci. Soc. Sci. Bus. FA Educ. 

(N=102) (N=3) (N=116) (N=77) (N=28) (N=24) (N=I1) 

(N=374) 

12. Which of the 
following kinds of 
writing...? 1.83 1.60 1.62 2.14 2.17 1.66 1.00 

(1.063) (.499) (.487) (1.009) (819) (.482) (0.00) 

16. I have implemented 
most of what I... 2.10 2.60 2.20 2.92 2.82 2.00 1.45 

(1.277) (1.278) (.955) (1.292) (1.424) (.806) (.467) 

19. Since receiving 
wri ti ng-i nstruction 
traimng, I have... 1.83 2.13 2.05 2.74 3.14 2.70 1.46 

(.732) (.626) (.833) (1.140) (1.208) (1.03) (.522) 

Note: Strongly Agree=l, Agree= 2, Don't Know=3, Disagree=4, Strongly Agree=5 
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Table 3 
Analysis of Variance of Teaching Specialtv by Faculty Wnting Practices In\ entor> 

Response Items df SS MS F Value P Value 

(N=374) 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class. 6 25.189 4.198 6.336 .0(X)1* 

16.1 have implemented most of what I leamed in the 
instruction training workshop in my classes. 6 53.044 8.841 9.270 .0001* 

19. Since receiving writing-instruction training, 
1 have employed additional student assessment techniques. 6 79.201 13.200 16.110 .0{X)1* 

*p<.05 
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Table 4 
Mean Scores on Faculty Writing Practices In\entor) Continuous Items by Age 

Response Items 

(N=360) (N=3) (N=86) 

Under 30 31-44 

(N=214) (N=57) 

45-58 59-72 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class. 

16. I have implemented most of what 
I leamed in the writing-instruction 
training workshop in my classes. 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, 
I have employed additional 
student assessment techniques. 

1.67 
(.577) 

2.33 
(1.528) 

1.67 
(.577) 

1.73 
(.445) 

2.16 
(.749) 

2.15 
(.848) 

1.69 
(.799) 

2.33 
(1.107) 

2.16 
(1.022) 

2.16 
(1.146) 

2.46 
(1.070) 

2.57 
(1.109) 

Note: Strongly Agree=l, Agree= 2, Don't Know=3, Disagree=4, Strongly Agree=5 
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Table 5 
Analysis of Variance of Age by Faculty Wnting Practices In\ entor) 

Response Items 

(N=374) 

df SS MS F Value P Value 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class. 

19. Since receiving writing-instruction training, 
I have employed additicmal 
student assessment techniques. 

3 10.20 3.401 5.333 .0013* 

8.84 2.94 2.967 .0320* 

=p<.05 
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Significant mean differences also showed that faculty in the 59-72-year-old group were 

significantly less likely than those in the 31-44-year-old group (df=345, p=.0148) and 

those in the 45-58-year-old age category (df=345, p=.0070) to report implementing WAC 

techniques after receiving training. 

Faculty over the age of 58 were least likely to strongly agree with response item 19*s 

response statement, "since receiving writing-instruction training, I have employed 

additional student assessment techniques" (x=2.57). 

Table 6 presents mean scores according to gender. Table 7 presents F and P values. The 

F value was significant for routine use (F= 14.34, df=l, P=.0002) implementation 

(F=27.54, df=l, P=.0001) and assessment (F=5.35, df=l, P=.0213). Male faculty 

respondents were significantly less likely to strongly agree with the input variables. Male 

faculty also showed a significantly different response than women with regard to their 

responses to use (df=355, p=.0002), implementation (df=355, p=<.0001), and assessment 

(df=344, p=.0213). Women were significantly more likely than male faculty to report use, 

implementation, and assessment. 

Table 8 presents mean scores based on degree attained. Table 9 presented F and P 

values. The F value was significant for use of WAC writing activities (F=6.11, df=l, 

p=.(X)01), as it was for assessment (F=3.22, df=l, p=.0130). Implementation was not 

significant. 

Faculty with law degrees were least likely to employ large numbers of WAC teaching 

techniques (x=2.45) and to strongly agree with implementation (x=2.60). However, those 

with EdD degrees were least likely to strongly agree (x=2.83) with the assessment 

response item. Conversely, respondents with professional degrees were the most likel> to 

report using large numbers of WAC teaching techniques (x=1.25), and to agree strongly 

with implementation (x=2.00), and assessment response items (x=2.(X)). Those with 
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Table 6 
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations on Faculty Wnting Practices In\entor\ Continuous Items b> Gender 

(N=357) (N=192) (N=165) 

Response Items Male Female 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class.. 

16. I have implemented most of what I leamed in the 
writing-instmction training workshop in my classes. 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, I 
I have employed additional student assessment techniques. 

Note: Strongly Agree=l, Agree= 2, Don't Know=3, Disagree=4, Strong!) Agree=5 

1.927 
(.907) 

2.568 
(1.100) 

2.33 
(1.101) 

1.606 
(.650) 

2.012 
(.862) 

2.08 
(.869) 
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Table 7 

Analysis of Variance by Gender and Faculty Wnting Practices Inv enton 

Response Items df SS MS F Value P \ aJue 

(N=374) 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class. 1 9.145 9.145 14.341 .0002* 

16.1 have implemented most of what I leamed in the 
writing-instmction training workshop m my classes. 1 27.392 27.392 27.540 .0(X)1* 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, 
I have employed additional student 
assessment techniques. 1 5.383 5.383 5.353 .0213* 

'p<.05 
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Table 8 
Mean Scores on Faculty Writing Practices Inventory Continuous Items by Degree 

Response Items 

(N=385) (N=69) (N=20) (N=16) (N=18) (N=262) 

Master LLB Prof EdD PhD 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class. 1.62 2.45 1.25 1.67 1.85 

(.621) (1.234) (.447) (.485) (.863) 

16. I have implemented most of what I leamed in the 
writing-instmction training workshop in my classes. 2.19 2.60 2.00 2.17 2.42 

(.791) (1.46) (0.00) (1.09) (1.07) 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, I 
I have employed additional 
student assessment techniques. 2.06 2.67 2.00 2.83 2.23 

(.725) (1.531) (0.00) (1.249) (l.CXTT) 

Note: Strongly Agree=l, Agrees 2, Don't Know=3, Disagree=4, Strongly Agree=5 
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Table 9 
Analysis of Variance of Highest Degree Eamed and Faculty Wnting Practices In\ entor\ 

Response Items dl" SS MS F Value P \ aluc 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class. 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, 
I have employed additional student 
assessment techniques. 

16.517 4.129 6.114 .0001* 

12.691 3.173 3.215 .0130* 

'p<.05 
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master's degrees were most likely to report employing large numbers of WAC teaching 

techniques (x=2.19). 

In regard to degree type and item 15, master's level faculty were significantl\ more 

likely than faculty with law degrees (df=380, p=<.0001) and faculty with PhDs (df=380, 

p=.0378) to report that they routinely use WAC teaching techniques. Faculty with law 

derees also also less likely to report that they use WAC teaching techniques than faculty 

with professional degrees (df=380, p=<.0001), EdDs (df=380, p=.0036) and those with 

PhDs (df=380, p=.0019). Also, faculty with PhDs are also significantly more likely to 

report WAC use than faculty with professionl degrees (df=380, p=.0045). 

With regard to assessment, those with master's degrees alone were significantly more 

likely than those with law degrees (df=369, p=.0195) and those with EdDs (df=369, 

p=.0034) to report the use of new assessment techniques. Faculty with EdDs were also 

less likely than those with professional degrees (df=369, p=.0250) and from those with 

PhDs (df=369, p=.0134) to report the use of new assessment techniques. 

Table 10 presents mean scores by institution type. Whether or not the WAC-trained 

faculty routinely used several WAC teaching techniques was significant (F=3.905, df=8, 

p=.0002), as was implementation (F=2.845, df=8, p=.0005) and assessment (F=3.39, 

df=8, p=.0009). 

Faculty from Research II institutions are most likely to employ a larger number of WAC 

teaching techniques (x=1.22), and to strongly agree with implementation (x=l .81) and to 

assessment (x=1.75) than were faculty with other degrees. Conversely, respondents 

Master's II institutions were the least likely to employ a large number of WAC teaching 

techniques (x=2.00) and to strongly agree with implementation (x=2.65). Faculty from 

Doctorate I institutions were also least likely to agree strongly with the response item that 
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asked about assessment (x=2.61). Both Liberal Arts II and associate degree granting 

institutions were not included in this analysis because there were too few respondents. 

With regard to use, mean differences were detected that showed faculty from Research I 

institutions were significantly more likely to report use than faculty in Research II 

institutions.(df=343, p=<.0001). Faculty in Research I institutions were significantly less 

likely than faculty in Liberal Arts II institutions (df=343, p=.0487) and faculty at associate-

degree granting institutions (df=343, p=.0061) to report WAC teaching technique use. 

Furthermore, faculty at Research II were more likely than those at either faculty at Doctoral 

I institutions (df=343, p=.0012), Doctoral II institutions (df=343, p=.0033). Masters I 

institutions (df=343, p=.0003). Masters II institutions (df=343, p<.0001), and from 

professional school faculty (df=343, p=.0040) to report routine use of WAC teaching 

techniques. Doctoral I institutions were also less likely than their colleagues at associate-

degree granting schools (df=343, p=.0191) to report WAC use. 

Doctoral II university faculty were also significantly less likely than associate-degree 

granting faculty (df=343, p=.0288) to report WAC use. Masters I faculty were also 

significantly more likely than associate faculty (df=343, p=.0124) to report WAC use. 

Faculty at Libera! Arts II institutions (df=343, p=.0464) and at associate institutions 

(df=343, p=.0O65) were significantly more likely than than faculty at Masters 11 schools to 

report use. Yet, faculty from professional schools are less likely than faculty from associate 

schools (df=343, p=.0228) to report use. 
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Table 10 
Mean Scores and (Standard Deviations) on Faculty Writing Practices In\ entor> Continuous Items b\ 

Institution Type 

Response Items 

(N=352) (N=105)(N=32)(N=43)(N=41)(N=54)(N=44)(N=3) (N=6) (N=24) 

RI RII DI DII MI Mil LAII Assoc. PS 

12. Which of the following 
kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely 
use in class. 

16. I have implemented most 
of what I leamed in the 
writing-instruction training 
workshop in my classes. 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction 
training, I have employed additional 
student assessment 
techniques. 

1.97 1.22 1.86 1.81 1.91 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.88 
(1.04) (.420) (.833) (.872) (.486) (.835) (0.00) (0.00) (.^47) 

2.55 1.81 2.47 2.20 2.48 2.65 2.00 1.50 2.38 
(1.05) (.965) (.935) (.901) (1.14) (1.01) (0.00) (.548) (1.20) 

2.46 1.75 2.61 2.29 2.50 1.91 2.00 2.50 2.04 
(1.12) (.880) (1.19) (1.11) (.974) (.473) (0.00) (.548) (.859) 

Note: Strongly Agree=l, Agree= 2, Don't Know=3, Disagree=4, Strongly Agree=5 
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Table 11 
Analysis of Vanance of Institution Type and Faculty Wnting Practices In\entor> 

Response Items df SS MS F \'alue P Value 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class. 8 21.96 2.74 3.905 .0002* 

16.1 have implemented most of what I leamed in the 
writing-instmction training workshop in my classes. 8 24.053 3.(X)7 2.845 .(XX)5* 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, 
I have employed additional 
student assessment techniques. 8 27.095 3.387 3.387 .0009* 

=p<.05 
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Table 12 reports mean scores by years of service. Whether or not the WAC-trained 

faculty routinely used several WAC teaching techniques was significant for routine use 

(F=23.32, df=4, p=.0001), implementation (F=12.38, df=4, p=.0001), and assessment 

(F=10.47, df=4, p=.0001). However, those with 1-9 years of service were least likely to 

agree strongly with implementation (x:2.58). Because so few faculty with 40 or more 

years experience were surveyed, they were eliminated from the analysis. Conversely, 

respondents with 10-19 years of service were the most likely to report using large numbers 

of WAC teaching techniques (x=1.66), and to strongly agree with implementation (x 

=2.09). Those with 20-29 years of service were most likely to strongly agree with the 

assessment response item (x=2.00). 

That is, faculty with between 10-19 years of service were most likely to say that they 

used multiple types of WAC teaching techniques, were most likely to say they had 

implemented most of what they leamed into their teaching regimen. 

With regard to implementation, significant differences were detected between those with 

1-9 years of service were less likely than those with 10-19 years of service (df=380, 

p=<.(X)06) to report implementation of new WAC techniques after training. 

Significant mean differences were detected as it pertained to assessment between faculty 

with 1-9 years of experience were less likely than those with 20-29 years of experience 

(df=369. p=,0222) to report the use of new assessment techniques. However, those v\ ith 

1-9 years experience also differ significantly from those with 30-39 years of service 

(df=369, p=.0300). The significance also shows that faculty in both the 30-39 years of 

service are less likely than those with 1-9 years of experience to report use of new 

assessment techniques. Other significant mean differences exist between those with 10-19 

years of experience and those with both 30-39 years of experience (df=369, p=<.000l) as 

it pertains to item 19, or assessment. Those in the 30-39 years of experience are 
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significantly less likely to incorporate new assessment techniques than those with 10-19 

years of experience. Furthermore, those with between 20-29 years of experience are 

significantly more likely to include new assessment techniques than are those with 30-39 

years experience (df=369, p=<.0001) 

Table 14 presents mean scores by numbers of research manuscripts written. Table 15 

shows that the F value was significant for routine use (F=l 1.289, df=3, p=<.0001), 

implementation (F=5.939, df=3, p=.0006), and assessment (F= 13.47, df=3. p=<.0001). 

Those who reported writing between 7-9 research manuscripts were excluded from this 

analysis because there were too few to analyze. 

Faculty who wrote no research manuscripts were least likely to report the use of multiple 

WAC teaching techniques (x=1.94) or implementation (x=2.43). Moreover, those who 

wrote between 4-6 research manuscripts each year were least likely to strongly agree with 

assessment (x=2.53). Conversely, those who wrote 4-6 manuscripts per year were most 

likely to report using several WAC teaching techniques (x=1.71) and to strongly agree with 

implementation (x=1.71). Those who wrote 1-3 manuscripts each year were more likely 

than those with no written manuscripts to use Writing Across the Curriculum teaching 

techniques (df=371, p=.0294). Significant mean differences also indicated that those with 

4-6 written manuscripts were more likely than those with no written manuscripts (df=371, 

p=.0072) and more likely than those with 1-3 written manuscripts (df=371, p=.0149). 

Significant differences were detected that show that those with no written manuscripts 

were less likely to introduce new assessment techniques than are those with 1-3 written 

manuscripts (df=371, p=.0144). 
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Table 12 
Mean Scores and (Standard De\iations) on Faculty Wnting Practices In\enton 

Continuous Items bv Years of Sen ice 

Response Items 

(N=385) (N=81) (N=117) (N=lll) (.\=71) 

1-9 10-19 20-29 30-39 

12. Which of the following 
kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely 
use in class? 

16. I have implemented most of what 
I leamed in the writing-instmction 
training workshop in my classes. 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction 
training, I have employed additional 
student assessment techniques. 

1.77 
(.632) 

2.58 
(1.035) 

2.33 
(.987) 

1.66 
(.697) 

2.09 
(.881) 

2.06 
(.889) 

1.82 
(.822) 

2.33 
(1.003) 

2.00 
(.807) 

1.86 
(.899) 

2.38 
(1.047) 

2.68 
(1.230) 

Note: Strongly Agree=l, Agree= 2, Don't Know=3, Disagree=4, Strongly Agree=5 
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Table 13 
Analysis of Vanance of Years of Serv ice and Faculty Wnting Practices In\ entory 

Response Items df SS MS F Value P Value 

12. Which of the following kinds of wntmg 
activities do you routinely use in class? 

16. I have implemented most of what I 
leamed m the writing-instmction 
training workshop in my classes. 

19. Since receiving wnting-mstmction 
training, I have employed additional 
student assessment techniques. 

4 53.84 13.46 23.324 

4 47.15 11.78 12.338 

4 38.41 9.60 10.472 

.0001* 

.ooor 

.0001 

'p<.05 
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Table 14 
Mean Scores and (Standard Deviations) on Faculty Writing Practices In\entor) Continuous Items by 

Number of Manuscripts Wntten 

(N=375) (N=105) (N=249) (N=17) 

Response Items None 1-3 4-6 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class. 

16. I have implemented most of what 
I leamed in the u riting-instmction 
training workshop in my classes. 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction 
training, I have employed additional 
student assessment techniques. 

1.94 
(.898) 

2.43 
(.898) 

2.40 
(.895) 

1.74 
(.822) 

2.33 
(1.093) 

2 l"* 
(.992) 

1.71 
(.458) 

1.71 
(.433) 

2.53 
(.950) 

Note: Strongly Agree=l, Agree= 2, Don't Know=3, Disagree=4, Strongly Agree=5 
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Table 15 
Analysis of Variance of Variance of Manuscnpts Wntten and Faculty Writing Practices In\entor\ 

Response Items df SS MS F Value P \ aluc 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class? 3 22.77 7.537 11.289 <.0001* 

16.1 have implemented most of what I leamed in the 
writing-instmction training workshop in my classes. 3 18.660 6.220 5.939 .0006* 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, 
I have employed additional student 

assessment techniques. 3 37.985 12.662 13.475 <.0001* 

=p<.05 
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In the practice of whether or not the WAC training was helpful when analyzed according 

to research manuscripts published, the F value was significant for routine use (F=l 1.55, 

df=3, p=<.0001), implementation (F=8.21, df=3, p<.0001) and assessment (F=l 1.49. 

df=3,p=<.0001). 

Faculty who published no research manuscripts were least likely to use multiple WAC 

teaching techniques (x=1.96) or to agree strongly with assessment (x=2.33). Additionally, 

those who published 1-3 research manuscripts per year were least likely to strongly agree 

with implementation (x=2.42). Conversely, those who wrote 4-6 manuscripts per year 

were most likely to report the use of multiple WAC teaching techniques (x=l .71) and to 

strongly agree with implementation (x=1.74). Those who wrote 1-3 manuscripts each year 

were most likely to strongly agree with assessment (x=2.17). That is, faculty who de-

emphasize research manuscript publishing professionally are least likely to use multiple 

WAC teaching techniques or to implement new WAC instruction into the classroom. Those 

with the heaviest manuscript publishing success are the most likely to use multiple WAC 

teaching techniques and to implement new WAC teaching techniques into the classroom. 

Furthermore, those with more moderate manuscript publishing success (1-3) were also 

those most likely to employ WAC-based assessment techniques in the classroom. 

Among faculty publishing activity, significant mean differences show that faculty with 

1-3 published articles each year are more likely than those with none (df=381, p=.0283) to 

indicate specific Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques that they now use in 

class. Moreover, those with 4-6 published manuscripts each year are more likely than those 

with no published manuscripts (df=381, p=.0031) and those with 1-3 published articles are 

less likely than those with 4-6 published manuscripts (df=381, p=.0002) to implement new 

Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques (item 16). The results of the mean 

ranking are recorded in Table 16 and F values are recorded in Table 17. 
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Table 16 

Mean Scores on Faculty Writing Practices Inventor\ Continuous Items 
by Number of Manuscripts Published 

Response Items 
(N=385) (N=84) (N=262) (N=35) 

None 1-3 4-6 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class? 

16.1 have implemented most of what 
I leamed in the writing-instmction 
training workshop in my classes. 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, I 
I have employed additional 
student assessment techniques. 

1.96 
(.898) 

2.35 
(.898) 

2.33 
(.895) 

1.74 
(.822) 

2.42 
(1.093) 

2.17 
(.992) 

1.71 
(.458) 

1.74 
(.443) 

2.28 
(.950) 

Note: Strongly Agree=l, Agree= 2, Don't Know=3, Disagree=4, StrongK Agree=5 
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Table 17 
Analysis of Variance of Research Manuscripts Published and Faculty Wnting Practices In\entor\ 

Response Items df SS MS F Value P Value 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class.. 3 22.611 7.537 11.289 <.0(X)1* 

16. I have implemented most of what I leamed in the 
writing-instmction training workshop in my classes. 3 18.660 6.220 8.216 .0001* 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, 
I have employed additional student 
assessment techniques. 3 37.985 12.662 13.475 <.0001* 

*p<.05 



Table 18 reports mean scores by number of research manuscripts delivered at 

professional meetings. Table 19 shows the F value was significant for use (F=4.27, df=3. 

p=.0161) and also for assessment (F=4.83, df=3, p=.0026). 

Faculty who delivered no research findings were least likely to use several WAC 

teaching techniques (x=2.05) and those who deliver between 1-3 research manuscripts 

each year were least likely to strongly agree with assessment (x=2.27). Conversely, those 

who presented between 1-3 presentations per year were most likely use several WAC 

teaching techniques (x=1.75). Those who delivered between 4-6 presentations per year 

were most likely to strongly agree with assessment (x=1.79). That is, faculty with the least 

presentation activity were the least likely to use several types of WAC teaching techniques. 

In addition, those with between 1-3 presentations per year were least likely to report that 

they have implemented new assessment techniques after WAC training. However, that 

same group was also most likely to report using several WAC teaching techniques. In 

addition, those with the heaviest output of presentations were most likely to strongly agree 

that they had employed additional student assessment techniques following WAC training. 

Significant mean differences also exist between the number of papers delivered at 

academic gatherings compared with respondent reports of actual Writing Across the 

Curriculum teaching technique that they use. Those with 1-3 papers delivered per year were 

more likely than those with no paper deliveries (df=381, p=.0066) to identify specific types 

of WAC techniques that they use in class. Furthermore, those with 7-9 annual 

presentations are significantly more likely to use Writing Across the Curriculum teaching 

techniques than those with no annual presentations (df=381, p=.0329). As presentations 

impact implementation, faculty with 4-6 presentations are more likely than those with 1-3 

annual presentations (df=381, p=.0360) to report implementing most of what they leamed 
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in Writing Across the Curriculum training. With regard to assessment, faculty with 4-6 

presentations per year are more likely than either those with no presentations (df=370, 

p=,0006) and those with 1-3 presentations per year (df=370, p=.0024). 

Table 20 reports mean scores by number of full-time faculty in each respondent's 

department. Table 21 F values were significant for routine use, but not for implementation, 

or assessment. Number of full-time faculty does not influence variance in the mean scores 

on Items 12, 16, and 19. 

As it pertains to the degree to which faculty can identify routinely used Writing Across 

the Curriculum teaching techniques, significant mean differences were detected according 

to the size of faculty departments. Faculty from departments of up to five faculty members 

were significantly less likely to employ Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques 

than those from departments of between 6-10 (df=383, p=.0047), 11-15 (df=383, 

p=.0184), and those from departments of between 16-20 faculty (df=383, p=.0366). Also, 

those from departments of more than 25 faculty were significantly less likely than those 

from departments of between 6-10 faculty (df=383, p=.0203). Significant differences were 

also detected as the size of faculty departments influences the likelihood that faculty report 

implementation of Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques after receiving 

training. Faculty from departments of between 21-25 faculty were significantly less likely 

than faculty of from departments of between 6-10 faculty (df=383, p=.0310). 

As it pertains to the degree to which faculty report introducing new assessment 

techniques after Writing Across the Curriculum training, significant mean differences exist 

that show that faculty from departments of 21-25 faculty are less likely than faculty of from 

11-15 faculty (df=372, p=.0246). 
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Table 18 
Mean Scores and (Standard Deviations) on Faculty Wnting Practices ln\entor\ Continuous Items 

by Number of Manuscripts Delivered 

Response Items 
(N=385) (N=76) (N=257) (N=49) 

None 1-3 4-6 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class? 2.05 1.75 1.77 

(1.411) (1.134) (.786) 

16.1 have implemented most of what I leamed 
in the writing-instmction training 
workshop in my classes. 2.36 2.37 2.22 

(1.099) (1.023) (.470) 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, 
I have employed additionsil 
student assessment techniques. 2.43 2.27 1.79 

(1.007) (.930) (1.328) 

Note: Strongly Agree=l, Agree= 2, Don't Know=3, Disagree=4, Strongly Agree=5 
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Table 19 
Analysis of Variance of Research Manuscripts Delivered and Faculty Writing Practices In\ entor> 

Response Items df SS MS F Value P Value 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class? 3 7.282 2.427 3.427 .0161 = 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, 
I have employed additional student 
assessment techniques. 3 14.202 4.734 4.830 .0026^ 

=p<.05 
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Table 22 presents mean scores by number of part-time faculty in each respondent's 

department. Table 23 shows the F value was significant for use (F=6.07. df=5. 

p=<.0001), as well as for implementation (F=5.77, df=5. p=<.0001) and assessment 

(F= 10.738, df=5, p=<.0001). 

Faculty from departments that employ between 6-10 part-time faculty members are least 

likely to agree strongly report using several WAC teaching techniques (x=2.08) and to 

strongly agree with assessment (x=2.79). Those from departments with between 21-

25 part-time faculty were least likely to strongly agree with implementation (x=3.07). 

Faculty from departments of more than 25 part-time faculty were most likely report using 

several WAC teaching techniques (x=1.13), and to strongly agree with implementation (x 

=1.44) and assessment (x=1.30). That is, those who serve in departments with more than 

25 part-time faculty are the most likely to say that they routinely used several WAC 

teaching techniques, that they had implemented most of what they had leamed in WAC 

training and have employed new student assessment techniques since training. Those with 

0-5 part-time faculty were most likely to report that they routinely use WAC teaching 

techniques (x= 1.78). 

Those with part-time faculty of between 6-10 part-time faculty were least likely to report 

that they routinely used WAC teaching techniques, and that they were least likely to employ 

new assessment techniques. In addition, those who serve in departments of between 21-25 

part-time faculty were least likely to say that they had implemented much of what they had 

leamed in Writing Across the Curriculum training. 

As it pertains to the routine use of Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques, 

faculty in departments of fewer than 5 part-time teachers are more likely to routinely use 

Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques than those from departments of 

between 6-10 part-time faculty (df=383, p=.0068). However, faculty from departments 
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that employ more than 25 part-time faculty are significantly more likely to use Writing 

Across the Curriculum techniques than those with fewer than 5 part-time faculty (df=383. 

p=.0003). In addition, those with 6-10 part-time faculty are less likely than either faculty 

from departments of 11-15 faculty (df=383, p=.0051) or those from departments of more 

than 25 (df=383, p=<.OOOI) to use Writing Across the Curriculum techniques. 

Furthermore, faculty from departments with 11-15 faculty are more likely than those from 

departments with 16-20 part-time faculty to report using Writing Across the Curriculum 

teaching techniques (df=383, p=.0260), but those with 11-15 part-time faculty are less 

likely than those with 25 or more part-time faculty (df=383, p=.0058) to report Writing 

Across the Curriculum teaching technique use. Indeed, faculty from departments with part-

time faculty of more than 25 are also more like than those with either 16-20 part-time 

faculty (df=383, p=<.0001) and those with 21-25 part-time faculty (df=383, p=.0017) to 

report using Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques. 

As it pertains to the likelihood that faculty will implement Writing Across the Curriculum 

teaching techniques after training, faculty from departments with fewer than 5 faculty are 

significantly more likely to report implementing Writing Across the Curriculum teaching 

techniques after training than those from departments of 21-25 part-time faculty (df=383, 

p=.0103) but more likely than those with more than 25 part-time faculty (df=383, 

p=<.0001) to report Writing Across the Curriculum implementation. Faculty from 

departments with 6-10 part-time faculty are significantly more likely than those from 

departments of 21-25 part-time faculty (df=383, p=.0341) and less likely than those from 

departments of more than 25 part-time faculty (df=383, p=<.0001) to report 

implementation after training. Faculty from departments with 11-15 part-time faculty are 

significantly more likely than those from departments of 21-25 part-time facultv (df=383, 

p=.0096) and less likely than those from departments of more than 25 part-time faculty 
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(df=383, p=.0005) to report implementation after training. Faculty from departments with 

more than 25 part-time faculty were significantly more likely than faculty from departments 

with either 16-20 part-time faculty (df=383, p=.0001) and 21-25 part-time faculty (df=383, 

p=<.0001) to report implementation. 

As pertains to assessment, faculty from departments of fewer than 5 part-time faculty 

were significantly more likely than those from 6-10 part-time faculty (df=372, p=<.0001) 

and those with 21-25 part-time faculty (df=372, p=.0266) to implement new assessment 

techniques. However, those with more than 25 part-time faculty were more likely than 

those with fewer than 5 part-time faculty (df=372, p=.0001) to report assessment. Faculty 

from departments of 6-10 part-time faculty were less likely than those from 11-15 part-time 

faculty and from those with more than 25 part-time faculty (df=372, p=<.0001) to report 

using new assessment techniques. Furthermore, those with more than 25 part-time faculty 

were significantly more likely than those with either 11-15 part-time faculty (df=372, 

p=.0001), those with 16-20 part-time faculty (df=372, p=<.0001), and those with 21-25 

part-time faculty (df=372, p=<.0001) to report implementation. 

Table 24 reports mean scores by tenure status. Significant mean differences do exist 

between tenure-status groups in each of the three dependent variables. A significant 

difference exists between nontenured faculty and those to whom tenure is not offered as 

pertains to assessment. Faculty to whom tenure is not offered are more likely than those 

who are nontenured (df=382, p=.0487) and those who are tenured (df=382, p=.0487) to 

report using new assessment techniques after Writing Across the Curriculum training. 
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Table 20 
Mean Scores and (Standard Deviation) on Faculty Writing Practices Inventor} Continuous Items by 

Number of Full-Time Facultv 

Response Items 
(N=378) (N=43) (N=98) (N=113) (N=22) (N=28) (N=74) 

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 25-h 

12. Which of the following 
kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely 
use in class? 

16. I have implemented most of what 
I leamed in the writing-instmction 
training workshop 
in my classes. 

2.09 1.66 1.74 1.64 1.96 1.96 
(.781) (.475) (.736) (.492) (.962) (1.287) 

2.53 2.17 2.36 2.00 2.64 2.37 
(1.008) (.813) (.939) (.933) (1.254) (1.321) 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction 
training, I have employed additional 
student assessment techniques. 2.30 2.23 2.12 2.22 2.61 2.36 

(.674) (.972) (.927) (.922) (1.370) (1.212) 

Note: Strongly Agree=l, Agree= 2, Don't Know=3, Disagree=4, Strongl\ Agree=5 
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Table 21 
Analysis of Vanance of Full-Time Faculty and Faculty Wnting Practices Inventor) 

Response Items df SS MS F Value P Value 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class? 5 9.127 1.825 2.646 .0228* 

'p<.05 
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Table 22 
Mean Scores and (Standard Deviations) on Faculty Writing Practices Invenion Continuous Items b\ 

Number of Part-Time Faculty 

Response Items 
(N=379) (N=189) (N=75) (N=56) (N=22) (N=14)(N~23) 

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 25-t-

12. Which of the following kinds 
of writing activities do you 
routinely use in class? 

16. I have implemented most of w hat 
I leamed in the writing-instmction 
training workshop in my classes. 

1.78 2.08 1.68 2.14 2.00 1.13 
(.709) (1.136) (.725) (1.125) (0.000) (.344) 

2.36 2.45 2.30 2.59 3.07 1-44 
(.933) (1.154) (1.062) (1.141) (.829) (.728) 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction 
training, I have employed additional 
student assessment techniques. 2.12 2.79 2.23 2.45 2.71 1.30 

(.871) (1.318) (.731) (1.011) (.994) (470) 

Note: Strongly Agree=l, Agree= 2, Don't Know=3, Disagree=4, Strongly Agree=5 
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Table 23 
Analysis of Variance of Part-Time Facultx and Facult) Writing Practices In\ entor> 

Response Items df SS MS F Value P Value 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class? 5 20.080 4.016 6.074 <.0(X)1* 

16. I have implemented most of \\ hat I leamed in the 
writing-instmction training workshop in my classes. 5 28.793 5.759 .774 <.0001* 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, 
I have employed additional student assessment techniques.5 49.073 9.815 10.738 <.0001* 

*p<.05 
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Table 24 
Mean Scores on Facult) Writing Practices Inventory Continuous Items by Tenure Status 

(N=378) (N=318) (N=57) (.\=10) 

Response Items Tenured Non Not 
tenured Applicable 

12. Which of the following kinds of writing 
activities do you routinely use in class? 

16.1 have implemented most of what I leamed in the 
writing-instmction training workshop in my classes. 

19. Since receiving writing-instmction training, 
I have employed additional student 

1.81 
(.962) 

2.38 
(1.076) 

2.26 
(1.053) 

1.84 
(.797) 

n T^ 

(.846) 

2.39 
(.840) 

1.77 
(.483) 

2.30 
(.483) 

1.70 
(.483) 

Note: Strongly Agree=l, Agree= 2, Don't Know=3, Disagree=4, Strongly Agree=5 
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The results suggest that there are differences in faculty willingness to become involved 

in WAC teaching practices according to their areas of specialty, age. gender, highest 

degree, institution type, years in academics, number of manuscripts produced, published, 

and delivered and the number of part-time instructors. 

Environmental Variables 

RQ2: Are environmental variables that indicate the level of faculty 

willingness to adopt Writing Across the Curriculum programs identifiable? 

A multiple regression was conducted to predict what independent variables influence 

faculty willingness to adopt WAC programs. The variables were based on Astin's (1991) 

lEO model, which established that outcomes represent dependent variables and inputs and 

enviroimient represent independent variables. The dependent variables were derived from 

response items 12, 16, and 19, previously identified as outcomes in Astin's lEO model. 

The independent variables were derived from response items 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 

32, 33, 34, 38, 39, 42 and 43, which represent input and environmental variables under 

Astin's model. The inputs also represent attitudes that faculty possess about the state of 

writing in higher education. Environmental response items provide insight into how faculty 

respond to institutional efforts to encourage Writing Across the Curriculum involvement. 

For the dependent variable outcomes represented by response item 14, a significant and 

negative relationship existed between faculty who believe WAC training has resulted in 

additional involvement with students and the extent to which faculty say that they enjoy 

writing (t=-2.672, p=.0080, response item 28). Thus, research question is affirmed. This 

suggests that there are precise attitudinal qualities that faculty who adopt Writing Across the 

Curriculum training possess. In addition, negative relationship exists for faculty view s of 

the quality of student writing (t=-2.20, p=.0286, response item 38), and for those faculty 
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with views about the level to which English departments are to blame for poor student 

writing (t=-2.77, p=.0060, response item 39). However, the regression analysis factors 

varies greatly across the other outcomes dependent variables. This suggests that faculty 

who report that they enjoy writing will predictably spend more time with students who 

need writing instruction. Furthermore, faculty who say that their students are generally 

poor writers and that English departments have failed in their efforts to make students into 

good writers are significantly less likely to adopt a posture of spending more time with 

students who need writing assistance after the faculty member receives Writing Across the 

Curriculum training. Regression results are recorded in Table 25. 

A positive relationship exists between faculty who find WAC training helpful, item 15, 

and those who report that they use writing to achieve professional goals (t=-2.618, 

p=.009, response item 29). That is, faculty responded favorably to WAC training that they 

perceived also aided their professional endeavors. In addition, faculty who permit 

colleagues to evaluate their research manuscripts (t=-2.48, p=.013, response item 34), 

before they submit them for publication show a significant relationship with those who find 

Writing Across the Curriculum training helpful. Another significant, but negative 

relationship exists between faculty who report that Writing Across the Curriculum training 

is useful and their response to whether or not they believe English faculty have failed in 

their efforts to teach students to write well (t=-4.77, p=<.0001, response item 39). 

Another negative relationship exist between the outcome variable and the input variable that 

asked faculty to report the level to which they are satisfied with their writing abilities (t=-

2.26, p=.024, response item 31). The regression analysis is reported in Table 26. 

A significant positive relationship existed between the faculty can identify the use of 

specific WAC teaching techniques (item 12) and faculty who responded to whether or not 

they received sufficient one-on-one consultations provided by writing staff (t=2.10, 
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p=.(B7, response item 43) after Writing Across the Curriculum training. The finding 

suggested that faculty who received sufficient one-on-one consultation were also likely to 

use several WAC teaching techniques in the classroom. The regression analysis is reported 

in Table 26. 

Another positive relationship existed between implementation and how faculty 

responded to the degree to which they would have participated in Writing Across the 

Curriculum training without a stipend (t=4.55, p=<.0001, response item 42), and the 

degree to which faculty reported receiving sufficient one-on-one support from Writing 

Across the Curriculum trainers (t=2.08, p=.(X)55, item 43). The analysis suggested that 

faculty for whom stipends were not regarded as motivation for engaging in writing training 

were more likely to implement new Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques. In 

addition, faculty who reported receiving sufficient one-on-one training were also likely to 

report that they had implemented new teaching techniques. 

A negative relationship existed between faculty who reported having implemented 

Writing Across the Curriculum training techniques in the classroom and the response item 

that asks to what degree faculty use writing to achieve their professional goals (t=3.4l, 

p=.0007, response item 29), as a creative outlet (t=-2.57, p=.011, item 30); are satisfied 

with their writing ability (t=-3.40, p=.(X)08, response item 31), and let at least one 

colleague read their research manuscripts before they send them off for publication (t=4.56, 

p=<.0001, response item 34). A significant negative relationship existed between 

implementation and to what degree faculty believe English faculty have failed in their 

efforts to produce better writers (t=-4.736, p=<.0001, response item 39). The regression 

results are reported in Table 27. 

A significant relationship exists between student help and the degree to which faculty 

reported that they received sufficient one-on-one consultations provided by writing staff 
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after writing-instruction training (1=2.642, p=.0087, item 43). It appears that faculty for 

whom sufficient one-on-one consultations are provided are likely to report that they will 

spend more time helping students write better. The regression analysis is found in Table 

28. 

A significant positive relationship exists between faculty reports to the response item that 

asked faculty to determine if after Writing Across the Curriculum training they spend more 

time helping students write, item 17, and the input variable that asked faculty to rate their 

enjoyment of writing (t=2.541, p=.0116, item 28); the degree to which writing is a creative 

outlet (t=4.279, p=<.0001, item 30). However, a negative relationship exists between 

student help and faculty response to the extent to which they use writing as a tool to achieve 

professional goals (t=-4.24, p=<.0001, response item 29); and to what degree they believe 

English departments have failed in their efforts to help students write better (t= -2.85, 

P=.0047, item 39). The regression results are reported in Table 28. 

A significant negative relationship exists between the dependent outcome variable that 

asks faculty to report the degree to which Writing Across the Curriculum had stimulated an 

additional interest in writing (response item 18) and the independent input variable in which 

faculty reported the degree to which good writing is valued in their discipline (t=-3.317, 

p=.0010, response item 25); the degree to which faculty reported that they were satisfied 

with their writing skills (t=-3.08, p=.0022, response item 31); the degree to which faculty 

reported that they allowed at least one colleague to read their research manuscripts before 

they send them for publication (t=-2.82, p=.0051, response item 34); and the degree to 

which faculty believe English departments have failed in their efforts to make better writers 

(t=-2.88, p=.0043, response item 39). A significant positive relationship exists between 

faculty response to student help and the degree to which faculty report that good writing 

was valued at their respective institutions (t=3.25, p=.0013, response item 26), and with 
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the degree to which they reported that good writing was rewarded at their institutions 

(t=3.11, p=,0021, response item 27). The regression results are reported in Table 29. 

To the question that asked to what extent faculty implement new assessment techniques 

after Writing Across the Curriculum training, (Item 19) five significant relationships exist 

among the input and environmental variables. Significant negative relationships exists 

between assessment (Item 19) and faculty reports of to what extent their institutions 

rewarded good writing (t=-2.08, p=.0384, response item 27) and the degree to which 

faculty reported that they believe English faculty have failed to produce good student 

writers (t=-2.32, p=.0206, response item 39). However, a significant positive relationship 

exists between assessment (Item 19) and faculty reports of the degree to which faculty 

report enjoying writing (t=-2.268, p=.0241, response item 28). The regression analysis is 

reported in Table 30. 

A significant positive relationship also existed between response item 23 and the 

environmental variable that asked the degree to which faculty reported that the only reason 

they attended Writing Across the Curriculum training was to receive the institution-

provided stipend (t=2.927, P=.0037, response item 42). In addition, a negative 

relationship exists between response item 23 and the degree to which faculty said they 

received sufficient one-on-one consultations provided by writing staff after receiving 

writing-instruction training (t=-2.510, P=.0126, response item 43). The regression 

analysis is recorded in Table 31. 

A significant positive relationship also exists with the environmental factor depicted in 

faculty response item 24 and the degree to which their decision to attend writing-instmction 

training hinged on university stipend awards (t=4.510, p=<.0001, response item 42). The 

regression analysis is found in Table 32. 
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Table 25 
Estimating the Magnitude of Input and En\ ironmental Effects on Which Facult) Report Spending 

Additional Time Helping Students Write Better after WAC Training (Response item 14) 
"After receiving writing-instruction training, how many hours do you spend helping students dexelop their 

wnting skills in a one-on-one setting?" 

N=387, R-Squared=.120, Adj. R-Squared=.075 

Response Items Coefficient Std. Er. Corrected t-\alue p-value 

Input 

27. In my institution, good writing is rewarded .104 .046 1.171 2.273 .0238* 

28. I enjoy writing. .184 .069 -.272 2.672 .(X)80* 

38. Students in my discipline are 
generally good wnters. -.082 .037 -.142 2.201 .0286* 

39.1 think that the English department has generally 
failed in its efforts to produce better wnters. .092 .033 -.179 -2.772 .0060* 

'p<.05 
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Table 26 
Estimating the Magnitude of Input and En\ ironmental Effects on the 

Likelihood that Faculty Find WAC Training Helpful 
(Response item 15) 

"I found my UTiting-instruction traimng helpful" 

N=387, R-Squared=.243, Adj. R-Squared=.201 

Response Items Coefficient Std. Error Corrected t-value p-valuc 

Input 
29. I use writing as a tool to 

achieve my professional goals. .249 .095 .212 2.618 .009* 

31. I am satisfied with my writing ability. -.150 .066 -.148 -2.26 .024* 

34. When I write a research manuscript, 
I usually let at least one 
colleague read it before I send 
it off for publication. .138 .056 .152 2.486 .013* 

39. I think that the English department has generally 
failed in its efforts to produce better writers. -.225 .047 .288 -4.77 <.0001* 

43. I received sufficient one-on-one consultations provided by writing 
staff after I received writing-instruction training. .097 .046 .121 2.10 .037* 

_ _ 
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Table 27 

Estimating the Magnitude of Input and Environmental Effects on the Likelihood that Facult) Implement 
WAC Techniques after they Recei\ e Traimng 

(Response item 16) 
"I ha\e implemented most of what I leamed in the wnting-instruction training workshop in my classes " 

N=387, R-Squared=.367, Adj. R-Squared=.332 

Response Items Coefficient Std. Error Corrected t-value p-\ aluc 

Input 

29. I use v\ nting as a tool to achieve my professional goals .335 

30. My writing is a creative outlet 

31.1 am satisfied with my writing ability 

34. When I write a research manuscript, I usually let at least one 
colleague read it before I send it off for publication. .262 .057 .255 4.56 <.0001* 

39. I think that the English department has general!) 
failed in its efforts to produce better wnters -.231 .049 .261 -4.736 <.(XX)1* 

Environment 
42.1 would not have attended an) wnting-instruction traimng 

had it not been for the stipend offered at my university .240 .053 .254 4.551 <.(XX)1* 

43.1 received sufficient one-on-one consultations provided 
by writing staff after I received writing-instruction training. .134 .048 .148 2.08 .(X)55* 

=p<.05 

.335 

.161 

.232 

.098 

.062 

.068 

.253 

.172 

.203 

3.41 

2.57 

-3.40 

.0CX)7* 

.011* 

.(XX)8* 
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Table 28 
Estimating the Magnitude of Input and Environmental Effects on the Likelihood that Facult) 

Will Spend More Time with Students After WAC Training 
(Response item 17) 

"Since receiving writing instruction training, I spend more time helping 
students write better within my discipline." 

N=387, R-Squared=.447, Adj. R-Squared=.155 

Response Items Coefficient Std. Error Conected t-\alue p-\aluc 

.081 

Input 
28. I enjoy writing. .330 

29. I use writing as a tool to achieve 

my professional goals. -.542 

30. My writing is a creative outlet. .347 

39.1 think that the English department has generally 
failed in its efforts to produce better writers. -.181 

Environment 
42.1 would not have attended any 

writing-instruction training 
had it not been for the stipend 
offered at my university 1.35 

1.130 .247 2.541 .0116̂  

128 .354 -4.248 <.0(X)1 = 

.321 4.279 <.0001* 

.063 -.177 -2.853 .0047̂  

.682 .117 1.986 .0480* 

43.1 received sufficient one-on-one 
consultations provided 
by writing staff after I received 
writing-instruction training. 164 .062 157 2.642 .()(»S7=' 

'p<.05 
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Table 29 

Estimating the Magnitude of Input and Environmental Effects on the Likelihood that Facult\ Interest in 
Writing will Increase after WAC Training 

(Response item 18) 
"Since receiving writing-instruction training, I have a greater interest in wnting than I once did." 

.276 

.305 

.252 

.253 

.083 

.094 

.081 

.082 

-.207 

.199 

.207 

-.191 

-3.317 

3.256 

3.111 

-3.086 

.0010* 

.0013* 

.0021* 

.0022* 

N=387, R-Squared=.323, Adj. R-Squared=.286 

Response Items Coefficient Std. Error Corrected t-value p-Nalue 

Input 

25. In my discipline, good writing is valued 

26. In my institution, good writing is valued 

27. In my institution, good writing is rewarded 

31.1 am satisfied with my writing ability 

34. When I write a research manuscript, I usually let at least one 
colleague read it before I send it off for publication. -. 194 .069 -. 163 2.822 .0051 * 

39. I think that the English department has generalK 
failed in its efforts to produce better writers -.168 .058 -.164 -2.880 .0043* 

Environment 
43.1 received sufficient one-on-one 

consultations provided 
by writing staff after I received 
writing-instruction training .117 .057 .112 2.046 .0417* 

'p<.05 
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Table 30 
Estimating the Magnitude of Input and Environmental Effects on the Likelihood that Faculty will Change 

their Assessment Techniques to Follow WAC Techniques 
(Response item 19) 

"Since receiving writing-instruction training, I have employed additional student assessment techniques." 

N=387, R-Squared=.372, Adj. R-Squared=. 139 

Response Items Coefficient Std. Error Corrected t-value p-value 

Input 

27. In my institution, good v\ riting is rewarded . 165 

28.1 enjoy writing. .268 

33. Writing is frustrating . 119 

38. Students in my discipline are generally good writers .126 

39. I think that the English department has generally 
failed in its efforts to produce better writers -. 134 

.079 

.118 

.060 

.064 

.058 

-.157 

.229 

.135 

.127 

-.151 

-2.081 

2.268 

1.994 

1.972 

2.328 

.0384* 

.0241* 

.0472* 

.0497* 

.0206* 
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Table 31 

Estimating the Magnitude of Input and Environmental Effects on the Likelihood that Faculty View W nting 
as Pnmarily an Assessment Tool 

(Response item 23) 
"Student writing is primarily a means to assessing their academic progress." 

N=387, R-Squared=.516, Adj. R-Squared=.267 

Response Items Coefficient Std. Error Corrected t-value p-\alue 

Input 

25. In my discipline, good writing is valued. 

26. In my institution, good writing is valued. 

27. In my institution, good writing is rewarded. 

33. Writing is frustrating 

38. Students in my discipline are generally good writers . 173 

Environment 
42.1 would not have attended any writing-instruction training 

had it not been for the stipend offered at my university. 185 .063 .176 2.927 .(X)37* 
43.1 received sufficient one-on-one consultations provided 

by writing staff after I received 
writing-instruction training. .144 .057 -.143 -2.510 .0126* 

*p<.05 

.172 

.226 

.225 

-.131 

.173 

.083 

.094 

.081 

.061 

.065 

.134 

.154 

.193 

.135 

.157 

2.065 

2.415 

2.776 

2.157 

2.649 

.0399* 

.0164* 

.0059* 

.0319* 

.0086* 
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Table 32 

Estimating the Magnitude of Input and En\ ironmental Effects on the Likelihood that Faculty 
Will View Writing as a Leaming Tool 

(Response item 24) 
"Student writing is primarily a tool from which students can leam content." 

N=287, R-Squared=.473, Adj. R-Squared=.224 

Response Items Coefficient Std. Error Conected t-value p-value 

Input 

25. In my discipline, good writing is valued 

28. I enjoy writing. 

32. If writing weren't a requirement in my job, 
I probably wouldn't write much. .136 .066 .145 2.067 .0397* 

38. Students in my discipline are 
generally good writers. .125 .061 .125 2.049 .0415* 

Environment 
42.1 would not have attended any writing-instruction training 

had it not been for the stipend offered at 
myumversity. .267 .059 .279 4.510 <.0001* 

285 

261 

.078 

.112 

.244 

T n 

3.645 

-2.323 

.(XX)3* 

.0210* 

*p<.05 
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A significant negative relationship also existed between faculty responses to the 

dependent, outcomes variable that asked faculty to state the degree to which they believ e 

that it is their responsibility to help students in their disciplines leam to write better 

(response item 35) and the environmental independent variable represented by the response 

to which faculty reported the level of their willingness to participate in workshops was 

contingent upon a stipend (t=-2.258, p=.0248, response item 42) and by the response to 

which faculty gave about whether or not they received sufficient one-on-one Writing 

Across the Curriculum training (t=3.832, p=.0002, response item 43). These findings 

suggest that faculty who receive sufficient one-on-one consultations are more likely to 

embrace the idea that helping their students to write well was at least partly the 

responsibility of faculty. Again, faculty reported that financial stipend had little impact on 

their views about whose responsibility it was to help students write better. The regression 

analysis is found in Table 33. 

A significant negative relationship also existed between faculty response to the 

dependent, outcomes variable that asked faculty to state the degree to which they agree that 

student writing is primarily a means to assessing their academic progress (Item 23) and the 

degree to which they reported that writing frustrated them (t=-2.157, p=.0319), response 

item 33). In addition, significant and positive relationships existed between the dependent 

variable and the degree to which faculty believe that good writing was valued in their 

discipline (t=2.065, p=:.039, response item 25); the degree to which good writing is valued 

in their institutions (t=2.415, p=.0164, response item 26); the degree to which faculty 

reported that good writing is rewarded in their institutions (t=2.776, p=:.0059. response 

item 27). A significant and positive relationship existed between the dependent variable and 
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the degree which faculty report that students in their disciplines write well (t=2.649, 

p=.(X)86, response item 23) The regression analysis is recorded in Table 31. 

A significant positive relationship also exists between faculty responses to the 

dependent, outcomes variable that asked faculty to state the degree to w hich faculty 

believed that student writing was primarily a tool from which students can leam content 

(Item 24) and the degree to which they reported that good writing was valued in their 

institution (t=3.645, p=.0003, response item 25); the degree to which faculty reported that 

if writing was not required for their job they would not write much (t=2.067, p=.0397, 

response item 32); and the degree to which they reported that students in their disciplines 

were good writers (t=2.049, p=.0415, response item 38). A significant negative 

relationship also existed between faculty responses to the dependent outcomes variable that 

asked faculty to state the degree to which faculty believe that student writing is primarily a 

tool from which students can leam content and the degree to which they enjoyed writing 

(t=-2.322, p=.0210, response item 28). The regression analysis is reported in Table 32. 

A significant positive relationship also existed between faculty responses to the 

dependent, outcomes variable that asked faculty to state the degree to which they believe 

that it is their responsibility to help students in their disciplines leam to write better 

(response item 35) and the degree to which they reported that their institutions valued good 

writing (t=2.720, p=.0070, response item 26); the degree to which faculty said writing was 

a creative outlet (t=2.860, p=.(X)46, response item 30), and the degree to which faculty 

characterized writing as frustrating (t=2.311, p=:.0216, response item 33) and the 

frequency with which faculty reported students in their disciplines were generally good 

writers (t=4.603, P=:<.0001, response item 38). Significant negative relationships also 

existed with the independent input variable represented by the degree to which faculty said 

that good writing is rewarded in their profession (t=-7.101, p=<.000l, response item 27); 
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the degree to which faculty said that English departments have generally failed in their 

efforts to produce better writers (t=-3.394, p=.(X)08, response item 39). Regression 

analysis are reported in Table 33. 

A significant positive relationship also existed between faculty responses to the 

dependent, outcomes variable that asked faculty to state the degree to which they believed 

that it is their responsibility to help students in their disciplines leam to write better 

(response item 36) and the degree to which faculty said that their institutions rewarded 

good writing (t=2.054, p=.0409, response item 27). A negative relationship also exists 

between response item 36 and the degree to which they reported that their institutions 

valued good writing (t=-2.594, p=.0100, response item 26); and the degree to which 

faculty said that writing was a creative outlet (t=-2.499, p=.0131, response item 30); and 

the degree to which faculty said that they permitted someone to review their manuscripts 

before they were submitted (t=-2.637, p=.(X)88, response item 34). Regression analyses 

are reported in Table 34. 

A significant and positive relationship exists between the dependent outcomes variable 

represented by the response item 37, "My students can leam in the English department how 

to write better in my discipline," and the independent inputs variable represented by the 

response item that asks to what extent each respondent's institution values good writing 

(t=2.446, p=:.0305, response item 26); the extent to which each faculty member reported 

that their respective institutions rewarded good writing (t=2.818, p=.0052, response item 

27). A significant negative relationship exists between the dependent variable and the 

independent variable represented by the response item that asks faculty to report the extent 

to which their discipline values good writing (t=-2.176, p=.0305, response item 25); the 

degree to which faculty reported that writing was frustrating (t=-2.563, p=.0l09. response 

item 33); and the degree to which faculty reported that students in their respecti\e 
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disciplines were generally good writers (t=-3.864, p=.(X)01, response item 38). The 

regression analysis is reported in Table 35. 
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Table 33 

Estimating the Magnitude of Input and Environmental Effects on the Likelihood that Facultx Find WAC 
Training Implementation 

(Response item 35) 
"It IS my responsibility to help my students learn to wnte better." 

N=387, R-Squared=.634, Adj. R-Squared=.402 

Response Items Coefficient Std. Error Conected l-\alue p-\alue 

Input 
26. In my institution, good wnting is valued . 165 .061 .156 2.720 .0070* 

27. In my institution, good writing is rewarded -.372 .052 -.445 -7.101 <.0001* 

29. I use writing as a tool to achieve 
my professional goals .152 .076 .143 1.992 .0474* 

.165 

-.372 

.152 

.139 

.091 

.194 

.061 

.052 

.076 

.048 

.093 

.042 

30. My writing is a creative outlet .139 .048 .185 2.860 .(X)46* 

33. Writing is frustrating .091 .093 .130 2.311 .0216* 

38. Students in my discipline are generally good wnters .194 .042 .247 4.603 <.0(K)1* 

39. I think that the English department has generalK 
failed in its efforts to produce better wnters -. 128 .038 -.182 -3.394 .0008* 

Environment 
42. I would not have attended any writing-instruction 

training had it not been for the stipend offered 
at my university -.092 .041 -.123 -2.258 .0248* 

43. I received sufficient one-on-one consultations provided 
by writing staff after I received 
writing-instruction training. .142 .037 197 3.832 .0002* 

*p<.05 
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Table 34 
Estimating the Magnitude of Input and Environmental Effects on the LikelihcxxJ that Facult) Will Report 

that They Believe English Department's are Responsible for Teaching Students to Wnte Better 
(Response item 36) 

'It is primarily the English department's responsibility to help my students leam to wnte better." 

N=387, R-Squared=.634, Adj. R-Squared=.402 

Response Items Coefficient Std. Error Corrected t-\alue p-\alue 

Input 

26. In my institution, good writing is valued. -.266 

30. My writing is a creative outlet. .205 

34, When I write a research manuscript, 
I usually let at least one colleague read it 
before I send it off for publication. -.199 

39.1 think that the English department has generally 
failed in its efforts to produce better writers. -.391 

102 

.082 

.168 -2.594 .0100* 

-.182 2.499 .0131* 

.075 -.161 -2.637 .0088* 

.064 .369 6.108 <.0001* 

'p<.05 
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Table 35 
Estimating the Magnitude of Input and Environmental Effects on the Likelihood that Facult\ Find \\ .AC 

Training Implementation 
(Response item 37) 

"My students can leam in the English department how to wnte better in my discipline." 

N=387, R-Squared=.634, Adj. R-Squared=.402 

Response Items Coefficient Std. Error Conected t-\alue p-value 

Input 

25. In my discipline, good writing is valued. 

26. In my institution, good writing is valued. 

27. In my institution, good writing is rewarded. 

33. Writing is fmstrating. 

38. Students in my discipline are generally good wnters.-.286 

*p<.05 

-.206 

.260 

.259 

.177 

-.286 

.095 

.106 

.092 

.069 

.074 

-.147 

.162 

.203 

-.166 

-.238 

2.176 

2.446 

2.818 

-2.563 

-3.864 

.0305* 

.0151* 

.0052* 

.0109* 

.0001* 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

This research supported Astin's (1991) lEO model as it was adapted to explain faculty 

involvement in WAC. In doing so, it suggests that there were particular input and 

environmental variables that writing program administrators can analyze when selecting 

faculty for WAC training. This research should not be construed as a means by which to 

exclude faculty from WAC training, but, rather, a method by which to identify those 

faculty for whom WAC training is most likely to find a suitably enthusiastic audience. 

Moreover, additional research should be undertaken to focus attention on why faculty 

with these various input and environmental backgrounds choose either to accept or to reject 

WAC training. This research shows correlational relationships but does not illuminate 

causational or motivational reasons why some faculty embrace WAC and others reject its 

tenets. 

Discussion 

Were there differences in faculty willingness to become involved in WAC teaching 

practices according to the input variables of areas of specialty, age, gender, highest degree, 

institution type, years in academics, number of manuscripts produced, published, and 

delivered, hours spent helping students with writing, size of department, number of part-

time instructors and tenure status? 

Yes, but not every input variable proved to be predictive, but specialty area, age, 

gender, years in academics and hours spent helping students with writing, proved to 

predict future adoption of Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques. 
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Were there environmental variables that indicate the level of faculty willingness to adopt 

Writing Across the Curriculum programs? 

Yes, faculty for whom stipends were not regarded as motivation for engaging in \\ riting 

training were more likely to implement new Writing Across the Curriculum teaching 

techniques. Moreover, faculty reported that stipend size had little impact on their decisions 

to take part in Writing Across the Curriculum training but that offering motivated them to 

enroll in writing-instmction training. 

Furthermore, faculty who reported receiving sufficient one-on-one training were also 

likely to report that they had implemented new teaching techniques. This suggests that 

faculty with an interest in implementing Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques 

need the option of one-on-one training to foster the transition of training to classroom use. 

Those faculty who received sufficient one-on-one consultations were more likely to view 

themselves as at least partly responsible for helping their students to write better. 

Predictably , faculty who reported that they enjoy writing indicated they spent more time 

with students who need writing instruction. Faculty also strongly rejected the idea that they 

would discontinue including writing in their teaching fabric even if it were not a tenure 

consideration. 

Perhaps the most disturbing finding in this research is that faculty who said that their 

students were generally poor writers and that English departments have failed in their 

efforts to make students into good writers were significantly less likely to adopt a posture 

of spending more time with students who need writing assistance even after receiving 

Writing Across the Curriculum training. Ths suggests that faculty views of student writing 

and their perceived view of the roll of English faculty is highly predictive of the degree to 

which they will engage students in writing practices. 
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The teaching area is also predictive of the degree of faculty involvement in Writing 

Across the Curriculum training. This research suggests that education faculty, followed by 

communication faculty were most likely to routinely use several Writing Across the 

Curriculum techniques in their classes after training. Faculty in both teaching areas were 

most likely to say that good writing was valued in their disciplines and fine arts faculty 

were most likely to report that it was not valued in their discipline.Furthermore. both 

groups were most likely to report that good writing was valued in their institutions, while 

science and fine arts faculty were most likely to say that writing was less well valued in 

their institutions. The research also suggest that education faculty were more likely to 

favorably perceive of writing instruction than were those in other academic areas. 

Education faculty were most likely to say that good writing was rewarded in their 

institutions, while most other faculty agree less emphatically with the response statement 

and were the most likely to report that they use writing to achieve their professional goals. 

Fine art faculty were least likely to use writing to achieve professional goals. 

Moreover, education faculty were the most likely to describe writing as a creative outlet 

and social science and business faculty were least likely to describe writing as a creative 

outlet. Education faculty were most likely to be satisfied with their writing ability and 

Science faculty were least likely to describe themselves as satisfied with their writing 

abilities. Education faculty were most likely to report that they let colleagues read research 

manuscripts before they send them for publication. Fine arts faculty were most likely to 

report that they do not permit others to read their manuscripts before sending them to 

publication. 

Again, education faculty were also most likely to report that their students were good 

writers; business faculty were most likely to report that their students were poor writers. 

Yet, education faculty were least likely to report that writing centers staffed with teaching 
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assistants from their discipline is important. English/Language faculty were most likely to 

report that such staffing WAS important, which was perhaps explained by the large 

percentage of English/Language departments were writing centers are housed. 

In addition, education, fine arts and English/Language faculty were most likely to report 

that they implement most of what they leam in writing-instmction training. Furthermore, 

education and fine arts faculty were most likely to report that they spend more time helping 

students write well after receiving writing-instmction training. Education and 

communication faculty were most likely to report that they developed a greater interest in 

writing and were most likely to report that writing was their primary assessment tool after 

receiving writing-instmction training. They were also most likely to say that they enjoy 

writing, but fine arts faculty were most likely to say that they do not enjoy writing. 

English/Language faculty were most likely to report that they initiated new assessment 

techniques after receiving writing-instmction training and were most likely to support the 

idea that writing is primarily a tool from which students can leam content. 

Fine Arts faculty were much more likely to report that they would not write much if it 

were not required for their jobs, which might best be explained by the likelihood that fine 

arts faculty gravitate toward other media for expression. Most other faculty groups 

strongly rejected the notion and said that they would write regardless of its position as a job 

requirement. Moreover, fine arts faculty were least likely to report that writing is a 

frustration and business faculty were most likely to report writing as a fmstrating activity. 

Perhaps pedictable, English/Language faculty were most likely to report that they have a 

responsibihty to help students write better; however, most other faculty agree that they have 

a significant role in helping students write better as well. 

Business faculty were the most likely to report that English faculty were well equipped 

to teach students to write in the business field. Education faculty were most likeh to report 
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that they believe English faculty were not the most well equipped to teach students to write 

in disciplines outside of English. English/Language faculty were also most likel\ to report 

that they received sufficient one-on-one assistance after writing-instmction training; 

however, social science faculty were more likely to report that they received insufficient 

consultation after training. But, both science and fine arts faculty were most likely to blame 

English faculty for poor student writing performance, while education faculty were most 

likely to disagree with that assertion. 

Age and the length of service provided some insights into faculty willingness to adopt 

Writing Across the Curriculum in the classroom. Faculty under the age of 58 were most 

likely to find writing-instmction training useful. Faculty with between 10-19 years of 

service were most likely to say that they routinely use several WAC teaching techniques, 

were most likely to say they had implemented most of what they leamed into their teaching 

regimen, that they spend more time helping students write better after WAC training and 

have developed a greater interest in writing since the training. Faculty with 20-29 years of 

service were most likely to report that they had developed new assessment techniques after 

WAC training. In addition, the research indicated that female faculty were more likely than 

male faculty to use Writing Across the Curriculum teaching techniques in the classroom. 

These findings help provide a more detailed picture of the way input and environment 

influence the outcomes that this study measures in terms of faculty involvement in Writing 

Across the Curriculum . This research project provided information not currently available 

about faculty training practices as they apply to Writing Across the Curriculum . Of 

particular interest was the fact that education faculty tend to dominate the level of Writing 

Across the Curriculum participation, making them the most highly likely to implement the 

entire mbric of Writing Across the Curriculum pedagogy. 
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Future Research 

Of course, no research into Writing Across the Curriculum would be honest if it did not 

eventually beg the question of outcomes as it touches student. Therefore, future research 

should reexamine the impact that such faculty training has had on student development. 

Astin's (1991) lEO model, after all, attempted to answer questions of student outcome. Do 

students, once exposed to Writing Across the Curriculum , find themselves better prepared 

within their disciplines? Such analysis should include the degree to which they emerge as 

better writers, but the degree to which writing's use as teaching tool contributed to their 

overall discipline-specific acumen. In addition, it should be a matter of future research to 

identify the level to which these teaching techniques became a sustained part of the teaching 

practices of each participant. That is, were faculty members' short term interest in writing 

as a teaching tool cultivated into longterm practice? 

This study issued various indications of the extent to which institutionalization of 

Writing Across the Curriculum influenced the vigor to which faculty believed they were 

encouraged and rewarded for such training. Future research should examine the attitudes of 

university administrators toward Writing Across the Curriculum . This research should 

attempt to pinpoint the extent to which university administrators understand the tenets of 

Writing Across the Curriculum and the extent to which they are wedded to encouraging the 

use of these teaching techniques. 
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APPENDIX A 

Writing program administrator letter 

Dear Writing Program Administrator: 

Thank you for agreeing to administer the Faculty Writing Practices Inventory of the faculty 

who have received Writing Across the Curriculum training at your institution. In order to 

form an accurate picture of this assessment's accuracy, your participation in this project is 

very important. The enclosed questionnaires should take about 15 minutes per facult\ 

member. 1 have enclosed about 50 copies. 

All responses will be kept completely anonymous. To meet my project deadlines, 1 am 

requesting retum of the questionnaires by Nov. 15, 1998. A self-addressed, stamp 

envelope is enclosed for retum of these materials. 

1 appreciate your assistance with this project. All Writing Across the Curriculum 

program administrators who participate in this study will receive an abstract of the complete 

project. If you have questions or need additional information, please call me at 806-651 

2414 (office) or 806-655-0866 (home). As you know, my e-mail address is 

billy.smith@wtamu.edu. 

Kindest regards, 

Billy L. Smith 
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APPENDIX B 

Faculty writing practices inventory 
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Faculty Writing Practices Inventory 
Please fill in the bubble that best represents your situation 
1. Area of specialty? 
English/languages 

O Literature 
O Technical Writing 
O French 
0 Spanish 
O German 
O Other 

Communications 
OMass 
O Speech 
O Organizational 
O Other 

Sciences 
O Biology 
O Physics 
O Zoology 
O Chemistry 
O Botany 
O Mathematics 
O Other 

Social Sciences 
O History 
O Psychology 
O Political Science 
O Sociology 
O Other 

Business 
O Accounting 
O Statistics 
O Marketing 
O Finance 
O Management 
O Other 

Fine Arts 
O Painting 
O Sculpture 
O Computer 
O Printmaking 
O Theatre 
O Other 

Education 
O Primary 
O Secondary 
O Higher 
O Special 
O Other 

2. Age 
O Under 30 
031-44 
0 45-58 
O 59-72 
O Older than 72 

3. Gender 
OMale 
O Female 

4. Highest Degree Eamed 
0 Bachelor's 
O Master's 
0 LL.B.. JD 
0 M.D.. DOS 
0 Other professional degree 
OEdD 
OPhD 

5. Mark the following description 
that best describes your institution. 

O Research 1 
0 Research 11 
O Doctoral I 
O Doctoral 11 
O Masters Univ. and College I 
O Masters Univ. and College II 
O Liberal Arts College I 
0 Liberal Arts College 11 
0 Associate of Arts College 
0 Professional School 

6. Years in academia 
O 1-9 
0 10-19 
0 20-29 
0 30-39 
O More than 40 years 

7.How many literary or research 
manuscripts do you write per year? 

ONone 
O 1-3 
0 4-6 
0 7-9 
0 10 or more 

8. How many manuscripts do you 
publish per year? 

ONone 
0 1-3 
0 4-6 
0 7-9 
0 10 or more 

9. How many manuscripts do you 
deliver in professional meetings per year? 

ONone 
O 1-3 
0 4-6 
0 7-9 
0 10 or more 

10. Number of brown bag sessions or 
presentations about using wnting in the 
classroom you have attended? 

ONone 
O 1-3 
0 4-6 
0 7-9 
0 10 or more 

11. Items in the followmg list have been 
identified as topics of interest for universi
ty faculty for training through seminars, 
workshops and presentations. Read 
through the list and mark all of the train
ing areas to which you have been 
exposed? 

O Non-graded writing training 
O Assessment training 
O Joumal Writing 
O Problems in your writing 
O Problems in student writing 
O Collaborative writing 
O Manuscript revision 
O Response to student writing 
O Other 

12. Which of the following kinds of wnt
ing activities do you routinely use in 
class? 

O Non-graded writing 
O Assessment Uaining 
O Joumal Writing 
O Problems in your wnung 
O Problems in student wnUng 
O Collaborative writing 
O Manuscript revision 
O Response to student wnUng 
O Other 

13. Prior to receiving wnting-instruciion 
training, how many hours did you spend 
each week helping students develop their 
writing skills in a onc-on-one setting? 

O 0-3 hours 
O 4-7 hours 
0 8-II hours 
O more than 11 hours 

14 After receiving writing-instruction 
training, how many hours do you spend 
helping students develop their wnung 
skills in a one-one-setting? 

O 0-3 hours 
O 4-7 hours 
0 8-11 hours 
O more than 11 hours 

14() 



To what extent do you agree/diisagree 
with the following statements? 

1-StrongIy Agree 
2-Agree 
3-Don't know 
4-Disagree 
5-StrongIy Disagree 

15.1 found my writing-instruction train
ing helpful. 

SA A DK D SD 
o o o o o 

16.1 have implemented most of what 1 
leamed in the writing-instruction training 
workshop in my classes. 

SA A DK D SD 
o o o o o 

17. Since receiving writing-instruction 
training, I spend more time helping stu
dents write better within my discipline. 

SA A DK D SD 
o o o o o 

18. Since receiving writing-instruction 
training, I have a greater interest in writ
ing than I once had. 

SA A DK D SD 
o o o o o 

19. Since receiving writing-instruction 
training, I have employed additional stu
dent assessment techniques 

SAA DK D SD 
O O O O O 

20. Size of department. 
Full-time faculty 

O0-5 
0 6-10 
O 11-15 
O 16-20 
O 21-25 
O More than 21 

21. Part-time faculty. 
O0-5 
O6-I0 
O 11-15 
O 16-20 
0 21-25 
O More than 25 

22. Is your position 
O Tenured? 
O Non-tenured? 
O Non-applicable? 

To what extent do you agree/disagree 
with the following statements? 

1-Strongiy Agree 
2-Agree 
3-Don't know 
4-Disagree 
5-Strongly Disagree 

23. Student writing is primarily a means 
to assessing their academic progress. 

SA A DK D SD 
O O O o o 

24. Student writing is primarily a tool 
from which students can leam content 

SA A DK D SD 
o o o o o 

25. In my discipline, good writing is val
ued. 

SAA DK D SD 
O O O O 

26. In my institution, good writing is val
ued. 

SAA DK D SD 
O O O O O 

27. In my institution, good writing is 
rewarded. 

SA A DK D SD 
O O O O O 

28. I enjoy writing. 
SAA DK D SD 
O O O O O 

29. I use writing as a tool I use to achieve 
my professional goals. 

SA A DK D SD 
O O O O O 

30. My writing is a creative outlet 
SA A DK D SD 
O O O O O 

31. I am satisfied with my writing ability. 
SA A DK D SD 

O O O O O 
32. If writing weren't a requirement in my 
job. I probably wouldn't write much. 

SAA DK D SD 
O O O O O 

33. Writing is frustrating. 
SA A DK D SD 
O O O O O 

34. When I write a research manuscript I 
usually let at least one colleague read it 
before I send it off for publication. 

SA A DK D SD 
O O O O O 

35. It is my responsibility to help my stu
dents leam to write better. 

SA A DK D SD 
O O O O O 

36. It is primarily the English depart
ment's responsibility to help my students 
leam to write better. 

SA A DK D SD 
O O O O O 

37. My students can leam in the English 
department how to write better in my dis
cipline. 

SA A DK D SD 
o O O O O 

38. Students in my discipline are general
ly good writers. 

SA A DK D SD 
O O O o o 

39. I think that the English department has 
generally failed in its efforts to produce 
better writers. 

SA A DK D SD 
0 0 0 0 0 

40. Does your institution provide a finan
cial stipend for participating in WAC 
training? O YES O NO 

If your institution DOES NOT provide 
a stipend for participating in WAC 
training, skip to statement 43. 

41. My total WAC stipend for participat
ing in WAC training is: 

O less than $1,000 
O $1,001 to $3,000 
O $3,001 to $5,000 
O More than $5,000 

42. I would not have attended any writing 
workshops had it not been for the stipend 
offered at my university. 

SA A DK D SD 
O O O O O 

43. I received sufficient one-on-one con
sultations provided by writing staff after I 
received writing-centered training. 

SA A DK D SD 
O O O O O 

44. Does your institution have a writing 
center'' O YES O NO 

If your institution DOES NOT have a 
writing center, slup to statement 46. 

45. The availability of a writing center, 
staffed with teaching assistants from the 
discipline in which I teach, is important to 
my conunuing incorporation of writing in 
my courses. 

SA A DK D SD 
O O O O O 

46. I would not continue to include wnt
ing in my teaching if it weren't a consid
eration in promotion and tenure. 

SA A DK D SD 
O O O O O 

Thank you for your participation in this 

faculty wnting inventory. 
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