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I. Executive Summary  
HOW AND WHY DID WE SELECT THE  QEP TOPIC?  The topic of The University of 
Mississippi’s Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) emerged from an extended and lively 
campus-wide conversation that gave voice to diverse members of the community. Over 
the past two years, students, faculty, administrators, staff, and alumni spoke openly and 
honestly about our strengths and weaknesses as a university, imagining what we could 
do to improve student learning. In these conversations, we continually returned to the 
need to improve student writing. We identified key ways in which we were not 
strategically advancing writing instruction and instructional assessment based on current 
best practices in the field. As a result, we have developed a QEP that will institute 
fundamental structural and pedagogical changes to achieve our goal: to improve 
student writing. In so doing, we will deliver writing instruction in a way that is firmly 
rooted in the University’s mission to “provide excellent, student-centered academic and 
co-curricular programs.” Our QEP is "Write Here. Write Now."  

WHAT WILL WE DO?  Over the next five years, we will transform the teaching of writing at 
the University. The QEP's student-centered, comprehensive approach to improving 
student writing includes the following major strategic initiatives: a) reshaping the 
freshman writing curriculum by sequencing courses, revising and aligning course 
content and instruction, and improving instructor training and supervision; b) dramatically 
improving writing support services and resources, especially by expanding the scope 
and effectiveness of the writing center and consolidating services and resources in a 
new, highly visible and accessible location; and c) demonstrably enhancing the 
teaching-learning environment by developing faculty leadership and expertise in best 
practices, establishing clear goals for the writing program, integrating assessment and 
instruction, and supporting research and development of creative new ways to improve 
student writing. The University will fund these efforts with more than $3.9 million in new 
monies, along with reallocation of existing funds, facilities, and other resources. A new 
Center for Writing and Rhetoric will be the central unit for implementing these initiatives. 

WHAT ARE THE DESIRED STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES?  We have designed the QEP to 
achieve the following outcomes: 1) Students will demonstrate writing as a process that 
requires brainstorming, drafting, revising, editing, and proofreading (Writing Process); 
2) Students will use writing to respond to readings, explore unfamiliar ideas, question 
thinking different from their own, reflect on personal experiences, and develop sound 
arguments (Exploration and Argumentation); 3) Students will produce writing suitable 
for a variety of purposes, with an emphasis on academic purposes (Purposes and 
Audience); 4) Students will conduct research using printed and electronic sources, 
evaluate the reliability of those sources, integrate them with their own ideas, and 
document their research properly (Research); and 5) Students will produce writing that 
is free of serious grammatical and mechanical errors (Conventions and Mechanics). 
The assessment strategy for measuring our success in achieving these outcomes is 
comprehensive, multifaceted, and well-defined. The QEP Steering Committee will 
oversee progress throughout all phases of QEP implementation.  

WHAT IMPACT WILL THE QEP HAVE?  The QEP will have immediate and long-term impact 
on student learning. In the initial phases, we will focus on improving student writing at 
the freshman level. After establishing a strong foundation, we will launch initiatives to 
improve student writing within the disciplines/majors. As we go forward, students will 
become more effective and confident writers, and the University community will create a 
teaching-learning environment that supports our student writers at all levels.  
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II. Process Used to Develop the QEP  

Overview 
 

The development of The University of Mississippi QEP spanned a two-year period 
marked by reflective planning and decision making. The development process engaged 
all constituencies of the University community, including undergraduate and graduate 
students, faculty, administrators, professional staff, and alumni (see Appendix I for a 
summary table of participants). As described in the chapter sections below, this 
community-based process was characterized by two distinct phases, with each phase 
bringing a refinement of ideas and a purposeful inclusion of new voices. The working 
groups that began operating during these two phases included the following:  

• QEP Development Phase I: What and Why  
o QEP Topic Selection Task Force  
o QEP Design Task Force  

• QEP Development Phase II: How and Who  
o Committee to Consider Issues Involved with Creating an Enhanced 

University Writing Center or a Department of Composition and Rhetoric  
o QEP Steering Committee  
o QEP Design Task Force (Phase II), Technology-Focused Initiatives 

Subgroup  
o QEP Design Task Force (Phase II), Faculty-Focused Initiatives Subgroup  
o QEP Public Relations Committee  
o QEP Writing Team  

During the first phase of QEP development, the process focused on determining the 
what and why. The culmination of this discernment phase was the selection, from a 
variety of compelling choices, of improving student writing as the general QEP topic. 
The second phase of QEP development focused more on the how and who—"how" to 
go about improving student writing and "who" would be responsible for achieving the 
goals. Throughout both phases, members of the SACS Steering Committee provided 
leadership, guidance, and support for topic identification and development.  

QEP Development Phase I: What and Why 
 

Exploring Needs and Opportunities for Improving Student Learning  

QEP development began in November 2006, when a Topic Selection Task Force 
convened to generate potential topics for the QEP. The deans of the University's 
colleges and schools nominated individuals from their units for membership, and 
Associate Provost and SACS Liaison Officer Maurice Eftink and University Chancellor 
Robert Khayat sent formal requests for participation to the individuals nominated. 
Professor of Political Science John Winkle agreed to chair the task force, and fourteen 
others joined him, coming together from across the campus community.  
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QEP Topic Selection Task Force  
Member  Position  

John Winkle, 
Chair  

Professor of Political Science  

J. T. Bachelor  Graduate Student from Niles, MI  
Donna Davis  Associate Professor of Law and Chair of the Faculty Senate  
Dustin Markle  Undergraduate Student from Vicksburg, MS  
Thomas Marshall  Chair and Professor of Physics and Astronomy  
Leigh McWhite  Assistant Professor of Library  
Stephen Monroe  President of the Graduate Student Council (subsequently, Instructional 

Assistant Professor and Assistant to the Dean of the College of Liberal 
Arts)  

Chris Mullen  Associate Professor of Civil Engineering  
Milorad 
Novicevic  

Associate Professor of Management  

Sparky Reardon  Assistant Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs and Dean of Students  
Bill Scott  Associate Professor of Chemistry and Biochemistry  
J Shaw  Associate Professor of Accountancy Instruction  
Doug Sullivan-
Gonzalez  

Professor of History and Dean, Sally McDonnell Barksdale Honors 
College  

Amy Wells  Associate Professor of Leadership and Counselor Education  
Lori Williamson  Assistant Professor of Legal Studies  

The University of Mississippi is a Carnegie Research University (RU/H, high research 
activity, and SREB Four-Year 2 institution). It is primarily a residential institution with a 
high percentage of full-time students, a low transfer-in rate, and a high undergraduate 
enrollment (83% of the total). In approaching the topic for the QEP, the Topic Selection 
Task Force immediately focused upon undergraduate learning issues. The task force 
asked: "Who are our students? Is there evidence that our students have unmet learning 
needs? How do our students compare with those at peer institutions?" Thus, the task 
force was able to explore potential QEP topics that were directly connected to our 
institutional mission and values.  

The QEP Topic Selection Task Force met weekly and engaged in thoughtful discussions 
about how to improve student learning. There were 14 task force meetings from October 
2006 to March 2008. Between meetings, members often met in smaller working groups 
and/or communicated through Blackboard (the Web-based course management and 
communication interface used throughout the University). They also used Blackboard to 
post and read thought-provoking articles and reports, such as articles about civic 
engagement (e.g., O’Connor, 2006) and Harvard University’s Preliminary Report of the 
Task Force on General Education (2006). The Blackboard interface became especially 
useful later when the committee began drafting its report (see Appendix II for a 
representative snapshot of these Blackboard communications).  

Members of the University’s SACS Steering Committee (Maurice Eftink, Ann Canty, 
Mary Harrington, Holly Reynolds, Larry Ridgeway, and Morris Stocks) also attended 
meetings and gave logistical support. For example, at an early meeting, Holly Reynolds, 
Associate Dean of the College of Liberal Arts, introduced the task force to QEPs carried 
out by other colleges and universities. Reynolds also talked about common methods of 
topic selection, including the use of surveys, focus groups, and calls for proposals from 
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faculty and departments. Mary Harrington, Director of Institutional Research and 
Assessment, frequently provided pertinent student and survey data to the task force. 
These data informed members about how University of Mississippi students compared 
to students at peer institutions as well as what our students reported about their own 
learning activities on national surveys such as the National Survey of Student 
Engagement (NSSE; see Appendix III).  

Eleven topics arose in early task force discussions:  

• Good citizenship  
• Effective written communication  
• Effective oral communication  
• Critical thinking skills (e.g., problem solving)  
• Ability for independent research and/or creative endeavors  
• Intellectual curiosity and the ability to investigate new ideas  
• Ability to work in teams  
• Effective use of technology  
• Understanding of ethical responsibilities  
• Understanding of global interdependence  
• Understanding of multicultural perspectives  

To gain feedback about these potential QEP topics, the Topic Selection Task Force 
chose two tactics. First, the task force constructed a survey to be distributed widely to 
faculty and staff prior to the semester's end. Second, the task force invited faculty 
members and departments to submit two-page project proposals.  

The survey of faculty and staff was distributed by e-mail in December 2006. The 
Chancellor and task force Chair John Winkle invited faculty and professional staff to rank 
potential QEP topics and give open-ended comments. The e-mail message provided a 
link to the survey, and the survey remained open for two weeks. Follow-up invitations 
were sent to user groups who missed the original invitation. A total of 461 faculty and 
staff responded to this survey, a response rate of 23.3%.  

Writing skills, critical thinking skills, and research/creativity emerged from the faculty and 
staff responses in the campus-wide survey as the top three learning outcomes, 
respectively, in terms of total scores for importance and need for improvement (see 
Appendix IV for a summary of survey results). These results proved pivotal to QEP topic 
selection. Among faculty (n=294) and staff (n=167), analysis revealed a marked 
similarity with only a slight deviation on the outcome ranked third by each group. Faculty 
selected “research/creativity,” while staff preferred “ethical responsibility.”  

To generate additional interest and identify viable topics, approaches, and leadership, 
the Topic Selection Task Force invited faculty to submit two-page proposals for QEPs. 
Associate Provost Maurice Eftink used communications with deans to encourage 
academic departments to consider proposal submission. Four proposals came from 
individual faculty and included plans for promoting information literacy (Mark et al., 
2007), enhancing peer learning networks (Wells, 2007), developing outcomes-based 
expectations (Sumrall, 2007), and creating a natural critical learning environment across 
disciplines (Higdon, 2007).  
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To gain input from alumni about their perceptions of their academic experiences, the 
Office of Institutional Research and Assessment conducted a survey, in early 2007, of 
alumni who graduated with bachelor's degrees between 2002 and 2005. A total of 387 
alumni responded, for a response rate of 12.9%. To the question “What didn’t you 
learn?” these alumni told the University that their learning gaps existed in speaking and 
presentation skills; job search and interview skills; use of computer software and new 
technologies; effective writing; use of foreign languages; and research skills.  

In addition to the surveys of faculty, staff, and alumni, the Topic Selection Task Force 
generated interest and participation in QEP topic development among University of 
Mississippi students through an advertising campaign and a series of student focus 
groups. Students returned to campus in January 2007 to find a large banner decorating 
the front of the Student Union and table tents in the food venues. Student reporters 
interviewed task force members, and stories ran in the student newspaper, The Daily 
Mississippian, and on UMTV-12 (a student-run daily newscast that is broadcast in the 
Oxford area). Dean of Students Sparky Reardon invited members of student 
organizations to participate in a series of student focus groups led by our task force’s 
student members and other students they had trained. More than 50 students 
participated in these focus groups, with many indicating a strong desire for enhanced 
student accountability for academic excellence in the areas of writing, critical thinking, 
and research.  

Analyzing Possibilities  

Because many faculty, staff, alumni, and students confirmed the need for improving 
student writing, the Topic Selection Task Force sought out the expertise of Patrick 
Quinn, Chair of the English Department, inviting him to speak about his ideas for 
improving students’ written communication (see Appendix V for meeting minutes). Quinn 
spoke passionately about a proposal he planned to submit before the semester’s end to 
the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts (January 30, 2007). As Quinn addressed the 
committee, he spoke of five forthcoming recommendations:  

• Redesign/Restructure the first-year writing courses—English 101 and English 
102 and Liberal Arts 102 (Freshman Seminar)  

• Hire faculty specializing in the field of composition and rhetoric  
• Improve the writing center  
• Offer intensive writing courses for juniors and seniors  
• Explore new possibilities for Liberal Arts 102  

To bring synthesis of ideas and movement towards a report, John Winkle divided the 
Topic Selection Task Force into three teams to focus on vision, application, and 
assessment, respectively. In March 2007, the task force offered to the Provost a final 
report outlining a plan with proposed activities for enhancing student learning titled “Ask, 
Think, Learn, Communicate.” Instead of selecting one topic, the task force addressed all 
three of the identified topics (writing, critical thinking, and research/creativity) and pulled 
in many suggestions from the faculty proposals in a comprehensive plan for a sequence 
of courses taken by most undergraduate students. Specifically, the plan called for the 
development of 1) a first-year academic orientation course, 2) a second-year information 
literacy course, 3) a third-year writing intensive course, and 4) a fourth-year capstone 
course.  
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Communicate" proposal was too broad and, if further developed, could entail costs far 
beyond the institution’s capability. After careful consideration, the QEP Design Task 
Force narrowed the QEP focus to improving student writing—a topic endorsed in the 
report by the QEP Topic Selection Task Force and backed by faculty, staff, student, and 
alumni perspectives.  

Thereafter, the QEP Design Task Force worked to identify key learning outcomes and 
viable strategies for QEP implementation and assessment based upon reasonable 
projected costs and a five-year time frame. Again, task force members held discussions 
with community leaders, including but not limited to then Provost Carolyn Staton, the 
Dean of the College of Liberal Arts (Glenn Hopkins), the Chair of the Department of 
English (Patrick Quinn), and others involved in classroom writing instruction and writing 
support services. The QEP Design Task Force submitted a new report with a project 
overview to the Provost and the University's SACS Steering Committee for consideration 
on August 2, 2007.  

The report narrowed the QEP focus to improving student writing and improving the 
teaching of writing. Five specific interventions were proposed:  

1. Redesign the first-year writing sequence  
2. Enhance the writing center  
3. Begin an electronic portfolio program  
4. Conduct faculty development seminars  
5. Initiate a seed grant program for innovations in writing instruction  

The report also recommended next steps and a timeline for action and continued 
development of the QEP. As a follow-up to the report, Stephen Monroe conducted 
individual meetings with each available member of the Topic Selection Task Force to 
answer questions and provide an update upon the narrowed focus of the QEP and the 
proposed interventions.  

The specific QEP goals were subsequently refined from two to one. Whereas "improving 
the teaching of writing" had been suggested initially as a second goal, the QEP Design 
Task Force and SACS Steering Committee determined that the first goal, "to improve 
student writing," seemed to envelope all of our proposed interventions, thereby making 
the second goal unnecessary. This sharpened focus was initially suggested by Dr. 
Donna Wilkinson of SACS-COC while visiting our campus to provide guidance and 
support on both the CCR and the QEP. With this refinement of focus, we began 
concentrating our efforts on a singular and overarching goal: to improve student writing.  

QEP Development Phase II: How and Who 
 

Determining the Framework and Strategic Approach  

In Phase I of the QEP development process, a consensus emerged that the goal of 
improving student writing belonged to the entire University community and that meeting 
this goal required intentionality among faculty, staff, and students across the community. 
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The second phase of QEP development centered on deciding how to improve student 
writing and who should take leadership for the initiative.  

It is typical for faculty in various disciplines to require writing assignments by their 
students. However, it is widely recognized that many, if not most, faculty lack the 
confidence and training to teach and evaluate student writing. The academic training of 
future faculty is highly specialized and usually does not provide adequate emphasis on 
the pedagogy related to the teaching of writing, regardless of the discipline.  

Furthermore, universities tend to relegate the teaching of writing to freshman 
composition courses taught by instructors (often graduate instructors) from their 
departments of English. This has been the arrangement at The University of Mississippi, 
with six hours of a student’s general education being taken from a combination of 
English 101 and either English 102 or Liberal Arts 102 (Freshman Seminar). Either 
English 102 or Liberal Arts 102 satisfies the general education requirement as the 
second composition course, with English 102 being taught by English Department 
graduate and temporary instructors and Liberal Arts 102 being taught by instructors and 
tenure-track faculty from many departments. Currently, all of these teachers receive only 
modest (and inconsistent) levels of training and support in the teaching of writing.  

In September 2007, the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts appointed a college-based 
committee to explore the issue of administrative capability for advancing some of the 
QEP objectives related to teaching composition:  

Committee to Consider Issues Involved with Creating an Enhanced University Writing 
Center or a Department of Composition and Rhetoric (Org. Advisory Committee) 

Member  Position  
Allison Burkette  Assistant Professor of Modern Languages  
Steven Davis  Professor of Chemistry and Biochemistry  
Jamie Harker  Assistant Professor of English  
Tim Nordstrum  Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Social 

Science Research Laboratory  
Patrick Quinn  Chair and Professor of English  
Joe Ward  Chair and Associate Professor of History  

Specifically, this committee was charged with evaluating the desirability of an enhanced 
University writing center or a separate department of composition and rhetoric. This 
committee produced a report outlining the advantages and disadvantages of each 
organizational structure and submitted it to the Dean (see Appendix VII).  

The Dean forwarded the committee’s report to then Provost Staton, who decided that a 
center, instead of a separate department, stood as the best option for our campus and 
stayed consistent with models presented by the other major centers on campus (e.g., 
the Center for the Study of Southern Culture, the Croft Institute for International Studies). 
The Provost asked the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts to explore the nature and 
function of such a center. (Later, the Dean reported his findings to the QEP Steering 
Committee, an oversight committee appointed in late November 2007.) During this 
period, the newly announced Interim Provost, Dr. Morris Stocks, who would replace the 
retiring Provost Staton in 2008, expressed his full commitment to the direction and 
success of the QEP, and our planning moved ahead.  
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Only now did the individual enhancements, proposed from around the community, begin 
to form a cohesive plan. Our QEP would impact three writing-related areas:  

• Curriculum  
• Writing Support Services and Resources  
• Teaching-Learning Environment  

We could now understand the comprehensiveness of our approach and the vital 
importance of creating an academic unit that was strong enough and flexible enough to 
implement these programs and services. In other words, the shape of the QEP had 
materialized.  

Moving Toward Implementation  

As we moved toward a cohesive plan for the future, the members of the SACS Steering 
Committee called on the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts and seven others to offer 
institutional oversight through a QEP Steering Committee:  

QEP Steering Committee (QEP Development)  
Member  Position  

Maurice Eftink  Associate Provost and SACS Liaison  
Mary Harrington  Director of Institutional Research and Assessment  
Glenn Hopkins  Dean, College of Liberal Arts  
Stephen Monroe  Instructional Assistant Professor and Assistant to the Dean of the College 

of Liberal Arts  
Larry Ridgeway  Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs  
Morris Stocks  Interim Provost and Sr. Vice Chancellor for Operations and Planning  
Amy Wells  Associate Professor of Leadership and Counselor Education  
Ethel Young-
Minor  

Associate Professor of English and African-American Studies  

Committee members Stephen Monroe and Amy Wells had worked with QEP 
development beginning with membership on the Topic Selection Task Force, and newly 
appointed Ethel Young-Minor (Associate Professor of English) offered expertise and 
experience in English and composition studies.  

In December 2007, Associate Provost Eftink invited two groups of faculty and staff to 
serve on a QEP Design Task Force (Phase II), charged with making recommendations 
for issues related to implementation. The task force comprised a Technology-Focused 
Initiatives Subgroup and a Faculty-Focused Initiatives Subgroup. The subgroups gave a 
final presentation and report to the entire task force and QEP Steering Committee on 
February 15, 2008 (see Appendix VIII).  

The Technology-Focused Initiatives Subgroup brought together those with known 
interest and expertise in technology to consider electronic portfolio software systems, 
online peer-review tools, online tutorial systems, and other issues. The subgroup 
identified resources, including a number of low-cost technological applications for 
enhancing writing instruction. The group made several recommendations and suggested 
strategies for developing “faculty champions” to increase adoption and integration of 
technology. Facilitated by Wells and Monroe, this group included the following:  
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QEP Design Task Force (Phase II), Technology-Focused Initiatives Subgroup  
Member  Position  

Amy Wells, 
Chair  

Associate Professor of Leadership and Counselor Education  

Tony Ammeter  Associate Professor of Management Information Systems  
Alicia Bouldin  Associate Professor of Pharmacy Administration and Research Associate  
Ben Deaton  Instructional Design and Training Specialist, Online Learning and 

Independent Study  
Chatham Ewing  Assistant Professor and Special Collections Digital Initiatives Librarian  
Keith Hollis  Assistant Professor of Chemistry and Biochemistry  
Stephen Monroe  Instructional Assistant Professor and Assistant to the Dean  
Penny Rice  Instructional Technology Specialist  
MK Smith  Academic Computing Coordinator  

The Faculty-Focused Initiatives Subgroup brought together those with interest and 
expertise in the teaching of writing in their disciplines to consider the faculty seed grant 
program, faculty development seminars, writing intensive courses in the majors, and 
developmental writing. Young-Minor, Monroe, and Harrington facilitated the Faculty-
Focused Initiatives Subgroup, which included the following:  

QEP Design Task Force (Phase II), Faculty-Focused Initiatives Subgroup  
Member  Position  

Ethel Young-
Minor, Chair  

Associate Professor of English and African-American Studies  

Susan Eftink  Associate Professor of Social Work  
Mary Harrington  Director of Institutional Research and Assessment  
Johnny Lott  Director, Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning  
Amy Mark  Coordinator for Instruction and Associate Professor of Library Science  
Tom Marshall  Chair and Professor of Physics and Astronomy  
Jeanette Martin  Professor of Management  
Jennifer Mizenko  Professor of Theatre Arts  
Stephen Monroe  Instructional Assistant Professor and Assistant to the Dean  
Chris Mullen  Associate Professor of Civil Engineering  
Patrick Quinn  Chair and Professor of English  
Sparky Reardon  Assistant Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs and Dean of Students  
J Shaw  Associate Professor of Accountancy Instruction  
Ron Vernon  Interim Associate Dean, College of Liberal Arts  
Jeff Watt  Professor of History  

The participation in this subgroup of Sparky Reardon, J Shaw, Tom Marshall, and Chris 
Mullen, the four of whom had previously served on the QEP Topic Selection Task Force, 
provided continuity for the QEP development process.  

The subgroup made recommendations in nine areas. These recommendations included 
but were not limited to specific award amounts and expectations for faculty seed grants 
recipients, use of new faculty orientation and manuals to enhance instructor education 
about student writing expectations, and the membership of the advisory board for the 
Center for Writing and Rhetoric.  



THE UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI 
 

11 
 

Instrumental in leading these and other aspects of QEP development throughout the first 
half of 2008 were Monroe, Wells, and Young-Minor. Their work involved facilitating the 
work of the two task force subgroups described above, conducting extensive scholarly 
literature reviews, consulting with experts in the field of composition and rhetoric, and 
learning how other institutions implement their QEPs. In April 2008, Monroe attended the 
annual meeting of the Conference on College Composition and Communication to 
investigate further the latest scholarship and exemplary models of writing instruction. He 
attended sessions on writing program administration, electronic portfolios, basic writing 
instruction, and writing assessment and consulted national writing experts, such as Chris 
Anson, Linda Adler-Kassner, and Donna Nelson-Beene.  

Broadening Support for the QEP  

Throughout 2008, we continued to expand the involvement of the academic community 
in QEP development. Through a number of QEP informational and focus group 
sessions, faculty, staff, and students gave voice to their opinions about student writing 
and how to improve it. In addition, the QEP Public Relations Committee was established 
and began its work, aided by a talented group of art students.  

In spring 2008, Monroe and Wells created a PowerPoint presentation and conducted a 
series of information sessions about the QEP with various University constituents. These 
sessions oriented faculty, staff, and students to the history and purpose of the QEP, 
giving participants the opportunity to ask questions and make suggestions to enhance 
project development. The sessions included several specifically designed for the faculty 
of the English Department, instructors of English 101 and 102, the English Graduate 
Student Body, and instructors of Liberal Arts 102 (Freshman Seminar).  

Student involvement in QEP development grew during spring 2008 through a series of 
student focus group sessions that Monroe, Wells, and Young-Minor facilitated for 
University orientation leaders, members of the Associated Student Body, and students 
enrolled in Educational Leadership 202: Fundamentals of Active Learning. These 
discussions, involving more than 70 students, provided valuable insight into how 
students view writing instruction and composition courses. Moreover, the depth of detail 
that students disclosed about their writing behaviors and experiences confirmed many of 
the faculty and staff perspectives brought to light in the QEP development process.  

Another important QEP step was taken during spring 2008 with Eftink's appointment of 
the QEP Public Relations Committee, charged with overseeing a QEP marketing 
campaign targeting students, faculty, staff, alumni, and others.  

QEP Public Relations Committee  
Member  Position  

Jeff Alford  Special Assistant to the Vice Chancellor  
Sabrina Brown  Director of University Publications  
Virginia Chavis  Associate Professor of Art  
Maurice Eftink  Associate Provost and SACS Liaison  
Samir Husni  Chair and Professor of Journalism  
Barbara Lago  Director of Media and Public Relations  
Stephen 
Monroe  

Instructional Assistant Professor and Assistant to the Dean of the College 
of Liberal Arts  
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QEP Public Relations Committee (continued)  
Carla Rego  Information Technology Assistant  
Holly Reynolds  Associate Dean of the College of Liberal Arts  
Whitman Smith  Director of Enrollment Services  
Amy Wells  Associate Professor of Leadership and Counselor Education  
Ethel Young-
Minor  

Associate Professor of English and African-American Studies  

The committee's first meeting produced the idea that some of our most talented students 
should be invited to produce concepts for QEP logos, graphics, posters, and promotional 
materials. To this end, students from one of Virginia Chavez's art classes (ART 361 
"Graphic Design I, Typography) brought tremendous energy to the QEP by designing a 
marketing concept and plan for the QEP. At spring semester's end, students gave a 
professional presentation of their images and product designs to members of a student 
focus group, the QEP Public Relations Committee, and the QEP Steering Committee. 
From the bright colors chosen for potential QEP logos, to the tag lines used to catch 
readers’ attention, students revealed their preferences and perspectives on how to 
promote the QEP.  

Developing the QEP Document  

In summer 2008, the QEP Steering Committee designated a new working group, the 
QEP Writing Team, charged with completing the necessary research and then writing 
the QEP document itself for submission in January 2009.  

QEP Writing Team  
Member  Position  

Maurice Eftink  Associate Provost and SACS Liaison  
Mary Harrington  Director of Institutional Research and Assessment  
Stephen Monroe  Instructional Assistant Professor and Assistant to the Dean  
Amy Wells  Associate Professor of Leadership and Counselor Education  
Ethel Young-
Minor  

Associate Professor of English and African-American Studies  

Summary 
 

The process used to develop the QEP topic involved administrators, faculty, staff, 
students, and alumni. These constituents spoke openly and honestly about our strengths 
and weaknesses as a university and imagined what we could do to improve student 
learning. These conversations continually turned to the need to improve student writing. 
QEP working groups met over a two-year period and identified key ways in which we 
might improve writing instruction and assessment based on current best practices in the 
field.  
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III. Identification of the Topic  

Overview 
 

In this chapter we discuss in more detail the rationale for the QEP topic, how the 
selected topic relates to the mission of the institution, and how it addresses important 
student learning needs identified by our community. Then we outline three general 
strategies for improving student writing. For each strategic area, we describe the status 
and critical issues to be addressed.  

Rationale for QEP Focus on Student Writing 
 

Fulfilling the University Mission  

Why focus on improving student writing? Many Mississippians take seriously the reading 
and writing of literature, a tradition made richer by our state’s prize-winning authors, 
such as William Faulkner, Richard Wright, Shelby Foote, William Alexander Percy, and 
Eudora Welty. Our region's writing tradition extends to varied professional fields and 
genres to include Muna Lee, Stark Young, Ellen Douglas, Will Davis Campbell, John 
Grisham, Barry Hannah, Natasha Tretheway, Willie Morris, and Curtis Wilkie, to name a 
few. The local community of Oxford emanates a “writerly” appeal, and annual 
celebrations such as the Oxford Conference for the Book mark our commitment to 
literature and literacy. The University of Mississippi's literary and rhetorical tradition 
reaches back to our second president, Augustus Baldwin Longstreet, a pioneering 
humorist who influenced Mark Twain, and L.Q.C. Lamar, an early faculty member in the 
study of law. The annual Faulkner and Yoknapatawpha Conference, now in its 36th 
year, attracts a number of participants from around the world to the University campus. 
The University of Mississippi draws strength from our region's support for literature and 
our longstanding association with some of the nation’s most accomplished writers.  

While our state has produced an impressive list of acclaimed writers, many 
Mississippians find that even modest levels of accomplishment related to writing remain 
out of reach. Mississippi is consistently among the states with the highest levels of family 
poverty (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2006) and the lowest levels of high school 
completion (U.S. Department of Education, 2008). If effective writing is requisite for 
individuals’ attaining, keeping, and advancing in professional fields—in other words, 
giving either “a ticket to work” or “a ticket out” (The College Board, 2004)—improving 
writing and writing instruction is crucially important in Mississippi.  

Mississippi's daunting societal challenges, as well as its extraordinary cultural wealth, 
make resonant the University’s mission "to enhance the educational, economic, 
healthcare, social and cultural foundations of the state, region, and nation" and to 
prepare "students to assume leadership roles in the state, nation, and world." Our 
commitment is "to produce graduates who have the breadth and depth of knowledge to 
be lifelong learners, to be successful in their discipline, and to be good citizens" (Mission 
and Goals Statement of the University; see Appendix IX). As discussed below, the 
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University community, through the QEP development process, further affirmed that 
improving student writing is fundamental to achieving this institutional mission.  

Manifesting the Values of the University Community  

The QEP development process revealed that community members believe deeply in the 
“multiple uses of writing” to enhance students’ academic performance and strengthen 
democracy (NCTE, 2007a). Community members expressed confidence in writing as the 
most effective means for exploring diverse perspectives, asking meaningful questions, 
and weighing information and evidence to shape conscience, make decisions, and 
render judgments. In many QEP conversations, improving writing emerged as the best 
way for students to develop the capabilities needed to achieve their aspirations.  

Members of the QEP Topic Selection Task Force spoke of writing as an essential habit 
that, when practiced frequently, improves individuals’ ability to think creatively and 
critically about matters of importance. For college students, this could include 
consideration of different political candidates or majors, as well as making healthy 
choices about alcohol consumption. For our graduates, this could expand to critical 
decisions about how to steward shared but scarce resources or enhance individuals’ 
ability to support healthy families, maintain ethical workplaces, and build vibrant 
communities. Our University community’s widely shared conviction in the value of 
writing, coupled with the historic centrality of the College of Liberal Arts on our campus, 
best explains why writing emerged as the QEP topic of choice.  

Ensuring the Long-Term Improvement of Student Learning  

Why focus on improving student writing at the freshman level? Institutional research data 
and the consensus that emerged during our community-wide consultation process 
exposed compelling student-learning needs within the freshman writing curriculum. We 
determined that addressing these critical issues would require a comprehensive 
approach, one that encompassed the curriculum, writing support services, and the 
general teaching-learning environment. Thus, our first step will be to transform the 
current writing center into the Center for Writing and Rhetoric (CWR), with new 
leadership focused on revising the first-year composition program, enhancing writing 
support, and advancing faculty expertise and involvement. 

These improvements will have far-reaching impact on student learning at the University. 
From the first phases of its implementation, the QEP will reach most first-year students. 
All undergraduates enrolled in Mississippi universities are required to complete six hours 
of composition courses, which constitute an important portion of the general education 
curriculum (see Appendix X for the University’s General Education Mission Statement). 
Transforming the freshman writing program will advance student learning at once and 
over the long term. This focused attention on providing excellent first-year learning 
experiences also has the potential to improve first-to-second-year student persistence 
and retention, a commitment to student success that reflects one of the University’s 
performance objectives in its "Five-Year Strategic Plan 2010–2014" (University of 
Mississippi, 2008).  

While the initial phases of the QEP will focus on improving student writing at the 
freshman level, these efforts will simultaneously establish a strong foundation for future 



THE UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI 
 

15 
 

OR
•  Liberal Arts (LIBA) 102, a topic-
focused freshman seminar with emphasis 
on developing writing, oral communica-
tion, and critical thinking skills 

•  English 101, a course offering instruction in composition, grammar, and reading 

initiatives, including those to improve student writing within the majors. The QEP is 
designed to be a bold step toward creating a teaching-learning environment that 
supports and produces good writing at all levels.  

Critical Issues to Be Addressed 
 

Our community-based process led us to discern critical gaps between where we are and 
where we want to be regarding the teaching and learning of writing. Below we describe 
the current situation and opportunities that exist in the focus areas of the curriculum, 
writing support services and resources, and the teaching-learning environment. In 
Chapters IV and VI, we will describe the comprehensive approach of the QEP to target 
the critical issues identified during the development process. 

The Curriculum  

Current Situation: Undergraduate students attending Mississippi public universities 
must take six credit hours of composition courses to fulfill the graduation requirements 
established by the Board of Trustees of State Institutions of Higher Learning (2008). At 
the University, these courses constitute an important portion of the general education 
curriculum for undergraduates. First-year writing courses at the University currently 
include the following:  

 

 

     
  

Most first-year students complete English 101 and LIBA 102, but in no particular order. 
Typically, slightly more than half of the freshman class enrolls in English 101 in fall 
semester, while nearly half enroll in LIBA 102—with the groups enrolling in the opposite 
course during the spring. (In a pilot study of limited scope, English 101 and 102 have 
been taken in the same semester.) 

Results from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE Mean Comparisons 
Report, 2006; 2007) indicate that University of Mississippi students compare favorably 
with students attending other universities in the South and within our Carnegie peer 
group with respect to writing activities. University of Mississippi results indicate that 53% 
of freshmen and 51% of seniors wrote 1–4 papers of 5–19 pages and that 85% of 
freshmen and 57% of seniors wrote no papers of more than 20 pages. 
 
Critical Issues: The freshman composition courses are not sequentially organized, 
individual course sections are not consistent with respect to requirements, and the 
courses do not have a well developed and accessible set of learning outcomes. Most 
students and faculty cannot articulate distinct purposes for each course related to 
improving student writing. The inconsistency between the requirements among different 
sections of the same course can frustrate students, some of whom have also expressed 

•  English 102, a second course offering 
instruction in composition, grammar, and 
reading 
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Selected Comments from the Student Focus Group Interviews of June13, 2008 

"What's the difference between English and LIBA?" 
“There is no consistency. Some people have to write 10-page papers. Some have 
to write 3-page papers. Students have to do different things in those courses." 
"LIBA 102 is a fun way to get out of an English course. We did a lot of stuff, but we 
didn't do a lot of writing." 
"My LIBA 102 course, I took it before 101. It was pretty hard. He [the instructor] 
stressed the importance of sentence structure and the need to think outside the 
box." 
"I hate writing, and I don't feel confident. Two English classes weren't enough." 
"I know I couldn't compete with students from other universities if I'm going to 
graduate school." 

concern about whether they have developed sufficient writing skills at the University. The 
following are some of the student comments from focus group interviews.   

 
In addition, some students reported having failed English 101 after making an “A” in 
LIBA 102 the previous semester, and instructors reported having seniors in their English 
composition or LIBA 102 course because of the lack of strict sequencing.  
 
Whereas we believe that our graduates develop adequate writing skills overall, we are 
not satisfied with our freshman writing program and its assessment results. The 
freshman composition courses are assessed annually using a timed essay format in 
which students respond to a common prompt. Randomly selected samples of these 
essays are read and scored by graduate instructors and a faculty member (the Director 
of the freshman writing program) using a locally developed rubric. Students in both 
English 101 and LIBA 102 have, on average, shown little or no improvement during 7 of 
the last 10 semesters. In English 102, which is offered and assessed only once each 
academic year, students have shown little or no improvement in each of the last five 
semesters. The English Department has attempted to use these assessment results to 
improve instruction, but the lack of carefully designed and consistent student learning 
outcomes for each course renders the results largely useless for guiding improvement.  
 
Ownership and consistency in the teaching of LIBA 102 has been a particular problem. 
When it began in 1994, LIBA 102 “Freshman Seminar” was conceived as a topic-
focused, first-year seminar that would be the centerpiece of the University’s composition 
program. First-year seminar courses are considered valuable learning experiences for 
undergraduates, contributing to student persistence and retention. Such seminar 
courses can be found in 95% of America’s four-year colleges and universities 
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). At the University, the concept of LIBA 102 involved 
attracting faculty from across the disciplines to teach a course based upon the 
instructor’s research or personal interests to a small group of first-year students. LIBA 
102 class sizes have been maintained at 15 students—a class size preferred for the 
teaching of “affective or higher-order cognitive skills” (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005) as 
may be necessary for improving student writing. 

Although first-year seminar courses tend to have a variety of “content, duration, 
structure, pedagogies, and degree credit value,” studies have shown that “with rare 
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exception they produce uniformly consistent evidence of positively and statistically 
significant advantages to students” across all segments of student populations—that is, 
male, female, resident, commuter, minority, majority, different major and career field, 
different age, traditionally admitted, and “at-risk” students (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). 
Establishing such first-year seminar courses is frequently a QEP topic, and first-year 
seminars are found among the 13 colleges and universities selected and profiled as 
“Institutions of Excellence” by the Policy Center on the First Year of College (Barefoot, 
Gardner, et al., 2005). LIBA 102, as a first-year writing seminar, has the potential to 
provide students at The University of Mississippi, a public university, with an experience 
similar to what students may find at private, liberal arts colleges.  

Unfortunately, the original conception of LIBA 102 was more teacher-centered than 
student-centered. As such, the curriculum was derived from faculty ideas about what 
they wanted to teach rather than a shared knowledge of what students needed to learn 
related to writing, oral communication, and critical thinking—the course objectives stated 
in the undergraduate catalog. Over the years, there has been confusion, as well as 
controversy, about the purpose of LIBA 102. Some faculty see it as a seminar aimed 
primarily at promoting retention, and others see it as an introduction to research. Some 
of the course faculty have also found teaching writing and oral communication onerous 
or inappropriate given their pedagogical skills. LIBA 102 faculty, many of whom come 
from outside the humanities, have also maintained that basic writing skills should be 
taught in English 101, which then brings up the sequencing problem.  

Concern about the responsibility for teaching writing also exists among the instructors of 
English 101 and English 102. The composition course instructors who were consulted 
during the QEP development process confirmed that the entire current composition 
program lacks focus, organization, consistency, and effective administration. One 
experienced instructor said, "We need to do these courses in order." Another instructor 
stated: "I've had students who put off LIBA 102 until their senior year. I've also had 
students who take 102 long before 101." Another noted: "I taught an English 102 to 
almost all seniors. This is supposed to be a freshman course." (Graduate Instructor 
Focus Group Interview, April 11, 2008). The Chair of the Department of English, Patrick 
Quinn, has consistently pointed out such areas of concern, both to the QEP Topic 
Selection Task Force and to the larger community: "I think there's a lot of room for 
improvement in written communication here. There's a kind of looseness in the program 
that is unhealthy" (University of Mississippi Newsdesk, 2007).  

Key Opportunities: The opportunity we see is to establish a sequenced composition 
curriculum, to craft a clear set of student learning outcomes for each course, to infuse 
consistency in the curriculum, and to provide support mechanisms for the regular faculty 
who teach LIBA 102. These strategies will be described in subsequent chapters.  

Writing Support Services and Resources  

Current Situation: The University’s primary writing support services are currently 
offered by a writing center located in a low-traffic hallway on the third floor of the J. D. 
Williams Library (the main library) near administrative offices. The center employs one 
Director, who also performs all clerical duties; three graduate assistants (as writing 
consultants for undergraduates); and a small number of undergraduate student workers 
(as appointment assistants, not as peer tutors). The writing center is open Monday 
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through Thursday from 11:00 AM until 8:00 PM. The total time available to 
undergraduate students for consultations is 36 hours per week (i.e., three graduate 
assistants working 12 hours per week). During summer semesters, one graduate 
assistant is funded, dropping the consultation hours down to 12 hours per week. 
Undergraduate students schedule 30-minute appointments for 3–5 page papers and 60 
minutes for longer papers. Drop-in students are assisted, if possible. The Web presence 
of the writing center is limited to an online appointment calendar. Data from the 
University’s graduating student surveys (2004–2005; 2005–2006; 2006–2007; and 
2007–2008) show that, among the University services offered to students, the writing 
center exhibits a low usage rate. In addition to coordinating services for undergraduates, 
the writing center Director provides writing consultations (approximately 20–30 hours per 
week) to graduate students who are both native and non-native speakers, and she also 
sees special needs undergraduate students. For graduate students, the length of 
appointments varies according to document length, language levels, and due dates. The 
Graduate School funds one graduate assistant, who reads second language graduate 
documents. The Graduate Student Council also provides limited funds for readers during 
occasional overloads from second language graduate students. The writing center 
Director also teaches biweekly evening graduate-level workshops that address writing 
concerns and academic acculturation. 

Critical Issues: Both integration with the composition courses and expansion of 
capacity are crucial to increasing the writing center’s effectiveness. A meaningful 
collaboration between the writing center and the first-year composition courses is 
lacking, and writing center services are not integrated with curriculum and instruction. 
The writing center also has low visibility and limited capacity to meet student needs for 
writing consultations in a timely or comprehensive way. Moreover, the writing center has 
lacked organizational stability and adequate support in recent years and has limited 
capacity to expand services to include best practices, such as the use of peer tutoring. In 
addition, the writing center needs a student-friendly workspace that invites students to 
focus on academic writing and intellectual development.  

The recent history of the writing center reveals its instability in the University’s 
organizational structure. The writing center has been relocated four times to four 
different buildings in the past 10 years, and its administrative oversight has shifted 
among the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts, the Office of the Provost, and the 
Department of English. Levels and kinds of support have fluctuated over the years, 
depending upon its assigned role and relationship with the composition courses. As a 
result, the writing center has periodically expanded and contracted programs and 
services. For example, where once a vital peer-to-peer writing consultation service 
existed, none exists today. Where once the writing center held orientation sessions for 
each composition course, now none occurs.  

Data from the University’s graduating student surveys show that nearly half of 
graduating seniors have not used the writing center. Thus, in developing the QEP, we 
were not surprised to learn that students and faculty are often unsure about the center's 
existence and location. In the words of a faculty member on the QEP Topic Selection 
Task Force, "Is the writing center still on campus?" The center is tucked away on the 
uppermost floor of the main library, and its low visibility is exacerbated by the 
inconspicuous and sparse signage. In addition, the space and staffing is sufficient to 
accommodate only two consultation appointments at a time. At the same time, the 
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writing center has developed a vital niche service to graduate students who seek 
assistance with writing their theses and dissertations; this service is especially valuable 
to students for whom English is a second language. 

Key Opportunities: We see a significant opportunity to integrate writing center services 
more fully with the first-year composition sequence, to increase the center’s visibility, 
and to expand its capacity. At the same time, we envision continuing the writing center’s 
services for second language and graduate students and expanding these services to 
upper-division undergraduates to create a robust co-curricular support center—“The 
Write Place”—for all things writing at the University. 

The Teaching-Learning Environment  

Current Situation: The Department of English administers the first-year composition 
courses, but has as its primary focus the study of literature. Furthermore, the field of 
composition and rhetoric is not a major research focus of its current faculty. The majority 
of composition courses are taught by non-tenure track instructors and graduate teaching 
assistants from the department. Faculty development programming for the instructors of 
English 101, English 102, and LIBA 102 has consisted primarily of sessions about 
course administration issues. The newly established Center for Excellence in Teaching 
and Learning (CETL) does offer a lunchtime faculty development seminar series on 
various topics for any interested University faculty/instructor. New faculty also participate 
in a pre-service orientation program offered by the Office of the Provost. And many tools 
for teaching writing, including tools for enhancing peer review, exist among the Web 
technologies already available to faculty and instructors. However, there is a general 
lack of knowledge and use of these tools. Indeed, many faculty members outside of 
English seem to express a lack of confidence in their ability to teach student writing.  

Critical Issues:  Except for recent interest expressed by some English Department 
faculty and generated by the QEP process itself, effective leadership for improving 
student writing has been rare. Coordination is needed among programs offered by the 
Office of the Provost, CETL, Faculty Technology Development Center (FTDC), and 
University Libraries to advance knowledge of student-centered teaching approaches, 
use of writing technologies, and integration of best practices into writing instruction. 
Composition course instructors currently do not share a sense of community, 
responsibility, authority, and accountability for the composition program and student 
learning outcomes related to improving student writing. Changing this situation will 
require that the teaching of composition courses and related scholarship be recognized; 
that professional development opportunities in the field of writing be expanded; that 
assessment processes be redesigned and linked to real course assignments and 
learning activities; and that assessment data be used by composition instructors to 
improve individual courses and the composition program overall.  

Key Opportunities: To transform the teaching-learning environment, we will develop 
expertise and leadership in the field of composition and rhetoric; empower the instructors 
of composition courses to shape the program and to use assessment results to enhance 
learning; and engage faculty and departments from a wide range of disciplines. Like 
other institutions, the University has an organization and power structure that is firmly 
"federated" within academic departments (Clark, 1971), with most faculty incentives and 
rewards (e.g., tenure and promotion) being departmentally controlled. Within such an 
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environment, certain kinds of academic work important to the University as a whole (e.g., 
advising, mentoring) may receive little reward in the culture, especially tasks perceived 
as labor-intensive or not conducive to publication productivity. This includes the teaching 
of writing. Part of our strategy will be to enhance the teaching-learning environment in 
ways that support faculty efforts to teach writing, develop a communal understanding of 
student learning objectives, and recognize the importance of these efforts.  

Summary 
 

Following a two-year discernment in which the University community identified its most 
pressing student learning need, the University proposes to focus its QEP on improving 
student writing. We will accomplish this goal using three general strategies: 

• Reshaping the freshman writing curriculum  
• Improving writing support services and resources  
• Enhancing the teaching-learning environment  

Our QEP will emphasize student learning and use assessment to continuously improve 
instruction and support of student writers. Chapter IV describes the centerpiece of our 
QEP: our five student learning outcomes. Chapter VI describes the actions we will 
undertake to improve student writing, which is our primary and constant goal. While our 
initial focus is on freshman writing, we will build on our success during the last phase of 
our three-phase plan by enhancing upper-division writing courses across the University.  

The goal of improving student writing aligns with the mission of the University to “provide 
excellent, student-centered academic and co-curricular programs” and “to produce 
graduates who have the breadth and depth of knowledge to be lifelong learners, to be 
successful in their discipline, and to be good citizens.” Because entering freshmen are 
required to complete six hours of composition courses, the QEP will have an immediate 
and broad impact on student learning. Further, by initially shoring up the freshman 
writing program and support services, we will establish a foundation for enhancing 
student writing within the majors, an important next step for our students and for our 
institution. The goal of improving student writing also resonates with the “writerly” history 
of the University and the Oxford community. For these reasons, we are proud of our 
QEP topic, which we believe is the right topic at the right time. Even more important, we 
are ready to enact our plans so that University students can become more capable and 
confident writers—writers who "Write Here. Write Now."  
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IV. Desired Student Learning Outcomes  

Overview 
 

The goal of The University of Mississippi QEP is to improve student writing, with an initial 
focus on freshman writing. We have designed the QEP to achieve five desired student 
learning outcomes. Our strategic approach includes reshaping the freshman writing 
curriculum, improving writing support services and resources, and enhancing the 
teaching-learning environment. This student-centered, comprehensive approach will 
yield immediate and long-term benefits for our students as well as other members of our 
academic community.  

QEP Goal and Desired Student Learning Outcomes 
 

The University of Mississippi QEP centers on a singular goal with five desired student 
learning outcomes that specify observable improvements in student writing:  

QEP Goal  

• To improve student writing  
Initial focus: freshman writing  

QEP Desired Student Learning Outcomes  

1. Students will demonstrate writing as a process that requires 
brainstorming, drafting, revising, editing, and proofreading. 
(Writing Process)  

2. Students will use writing to respond to readings, explore unfamiliar 
ideas, question thinking different from their own, reflect on 
personal experiences, and develop sound arguments. 
(Exploration and Argumentation)  

3. Students will produce writing suitable for a variety of purposes, 
with an emphasis on academic purposes. (Purposes and 
Audience)  

4. Students will conduct research using printed and electronic 
sources, evaluate the reliability of those sources, integrate them 
with their own ideas, and document their research properly. 
(Research)  

5. Students will produce writing that is free of serious grammatical 
and mechanical errors. (Conventions and Mechanics)  

These five student learning outcomes were delineated during the first phase of QEP 
development to address key concerns and aims of our academic community. Later, 
review of the literature and best practices in the field of writing instruction confirmed that 
the QEP learning outcomes correspond with outcomes desired of first-year composition 
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programs, as deemed appropriate for postsecondary education by the Council of Writing 
Program Administrators (WPA, 2000) and as successfully realized in first-year 
composition programs at many universities (e.g., University of Kentucky, Purdue 
University, Bowling Green State University). In fact, our desired student learning 
outcomes reflect and in some areas converge with the five key writing knowledge areas 
identified by the WPA: 1) rhetorical understanding, 2) critical thinking and reading, 3) 
processes, 4) conventions, and 5) use of digital technologies (2000).  

WPA Knowledge Areas as Covered by QEP Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) 
 

 

WPA Knowledge 
Areas* 

QEP SLO #1 
Writing Process 

QEP SLO #2 
Exploration & 

Argumentation 

QEP SLO #3 
Purposes & 
Audience 

QEP SLO #4 
Research 

QEP SLO #5 
Conventions & 

Mechanics 

Rhetorical 
Knowledge 

     

Critical Thinking, 
Reading, & Writing 

     

Writing 
Processes 

     

Writing 
Conventions 

     

Electronic 
Environments 

     

*As identified in the Council of Writing Program Administrators “WPA Outcomes Statement for 
First-Year Composition” (2000), available at http://www.wpacouncil.org/positions/outcomes.html. 

In Chapter X, we describe how we will measure our success in achieving the QEP 
student learning outcomes.  

QEP Implementation Strategies and Objectives 
 

Our approach to improving student writing involves major strategic initiatives in three 
focus areas, with defined objectives in each to help us gauge our success in 
implementing the QEP:  

QEP Implementation Strategies  

• Reshaping the freshman writing curriculum by sequencing 
courses, revising and aligning course content and instruction, and 
improving instructor training and supervision  

• Dramatically improving writing support services and resources, 
especially by expanding the scope and effectiveness of the writing 
center and consolidating services and resources in a new, highly 
visible and accessible location  

• Demonstrably enhancing the teaching-learning environment by 
developing faculty leadership and expertise in best practices, 
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establishing clear goals for the writing program, integrating 
assessment and instruction, and supporting research and 
development of creative new ways to improve student writing  

QEP Strategic Objectives  

1. Successful transformation of the curriculum for freshman writing 
courses, including the requirement for sequencing, the training 
and supervision of instructors, and the creation of English 100. 
(Strategic Focus: Curriculum )  

2. Increased knowledge and use of writing resources by students, 
faculty, and staff. (Strategic Focus: Writing Support 
Services/Resources)  

3. Expansion of community involvement and increased consistency 
in the evaluation and teaching of student writing. (Strategic Focus: 
Teaching-Learning Environment)  

4. Enhanced use of assessment to improve the teaching of writing. 
(Strategic Focus: Teaching-Learning Environment)  

Chapter X describes how we will monitor our progress and institute midcourse 
corrections as we implement these strategies.  

Benefits of QEP Implementation 
 

Benefits of the QEP for Students  

The QEP seeks to create a well-ordered, consistent, and sharply focused freshman 
writing program for University of Mississippi students. Implementing the QEP will benefit 
first-year students by making expected learning outcomes clear and consistent across 
different sections of the same writing courses, as well as in tutoring experiences and 
other writing support areas. Clarity and consistency in approach, combined with 
increased student involvement in community-based assessment, will help students 
evaluate their own writing and encourage them to seek consultation and engage in peer 
review; they will have a clear and consistent starting place from which to work.  

In addition to benefiting from course enhancements, students will benefit when the 
Center for Writing and Rhetoric occupies a central location and features new 
technologies and an increased number of knowledgeable peer and expert consultants. A 
new electronic portfolio program will assist students in integrating leading-edge 
technologies (e.g., new media and design elements) into their writing activities, collecting 
and displaying their work for evaluation of their own growth, and making their work 
available to prospective employers. Together, all of these activities and the sustained 
engagement in writing throughout the undergraduate experience will fit students with an 
increased ability to evaluate their own strengths and weaknesses related to writing. 
Among the important results for student learners will be increased confidence in their 
writing abilities and greater knowledge of what writing resources are available and how 
they can use these effectively.  
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Benefits of the QEP for the Teaching-Learning Environment  

During the QEP development process, the QEP teams initiated an important 
conversation about improving student writing. During this conversation, we explored and 
discerned our values and approaches for improving student writing and the teaching of 
writing. We learned that faculty, staff, and students from different disciplines have 
various ideas about what type of writing matters and how to do it. We are convinced that 
students confront these different values and hidden expectations in their courses and 
experience unnecessary friction, especially during the first two years when they 
encounter a diverse general education curriculum. We also learned that students 
sometimes purposefully select instructors, courses, and majors to avoid writing, and we 
think that this disserves the students. Instead, we want to challenge students to write 
more often in more classes.  

Without our knowing it at the time, the community-based conversation begun for the 
QEP is recommended by scholars of composition and rhetoric (Broad, 2003). These 
scholars tell us that values exploration is a vital first step in designing a curriculum, 
establishing composition course identities, selecting textbooks, implementing models of 
assessment, and improving student learning. Furthermore, this exploration challenged 
us to understand that adding new personnel, new programs, and new resources will not 
necessarily enhance student learning. We came to share the belief that such initiatives 
will produce results only if we clearly express the desired student learning outcomes and 
encourage student-centered approaches in teaching.  

A primary benefit of the QEP is that it is designed to sustain and strengthen our campus-
wide conversation about writing. The Center for Writing and Rhetoric Director and other 
faculty with expertise in teaching writing will be brought on board and empowered to 
administer the freshman writing courses and writing support services. These 
professionals will continue to energize the academic community and lead additional 
initiatives in the future. As we move forward, the firm foundation of an improved 
freshman writing sequence will give leadership and support for new activities for 
improving writing in the disciplines, an important aim of our faculty and our institution.  

The QEP seeks to create new opportunities for involvement, investment, and 
professional development among instructors of composition courses and other faculty 
interested in improving their teaching of writing. New seed grant programs and 
professional development seminars offered by the University's Center for Excellence in 
Teaching and Learning will assist faculty in updating their approaches, integrating new 
technologies, and instilling teacher behaviors that are correlated with improving student 
learning. As a result, the community will build a repository of knowledge about effective 
writing pedagogy and develop new skills in community-based assessment.  

The Center for Writing and Rhetoric will build an atmosphere of ownership and 
involvement for instructors and graduate assistants teaching writing courses. In this 
collaborative environment, instructors will take the lead in every phase of the planning 
and assessment cycle. This will facilitate the alignment of desired outcomes, teaching 
and grading practices, and assessment of student learning; provide additional 
opportunities for professional development; and generate further creative energy and 
expertise for the development of techniques and initiatives to improve student writing.  
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Summary 
 

The QEP’s student-centered approach to improving writing advances the University’s 
mission and taps into many of our community’s core values and traditions. The five 
desired student learning outcomes are the centerpiece of our QEP. As detailed in 
Chapter X, we will carefully monitor our progress toward achieving these outcomes, as 
well as our effectiveness in implementing the strategic initiatives. Students will benefit 
from the QEP by becoming more effective and confident writers; the University 
community will benefit by the creation of a teaching-learning environment that supports 
our student writers at all levels.  
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V. Literature Review and Best Practices  

Overview 
 

In this chapter, we present an analysis of relevant literature and best practices in the 
field of first-year writing. We provide this analysis through a discussion of core values 
as they relate to our three implementation strategies: reshaping the freshman writing 
curriculum; improving writing support services and resources; and enhancing the 
teaching-learning environment.  

QEP Core Values: Reflection, Collaborative Learning, 
and Community 

 
The core values of reflection, collaborative learning, and community provide the 
philosophical underpinnings for our approach to improving the curriculum, writing 
support services, and the teaching-learning environment for improving student writing at 
The University of Mississippi. These values became evident by the deliberate nature, 
process, and results of QEP development. Later, these values became reinforced in the 
review of the scholarly literature about composition and rhetoric. Recommendations 
gathered from experts in the field and best practices found in the review of composition-
related programs at other colleges and universities affirmed the significance of these 
values.  

Reflection as a Core Value: The Curriculum 
 

Several times during the QEP development process, a concern came forward that, on 
the whole, University of Mississippi students reflect too little on their learning. Tom 
Marshall’s words summarized this best: “Our students don’t think about what they know 
and what they don’t know” (Topic Selection Task Force Meeting, January 2007). 
Marshall captured an emergent sentiment among task force members that University 
students focus too much on final products—as embodied in one correct answer, a 
completed paper, or a course grade—and far too little on the process of learning. We 
asked ourselves how we might use the QEP focus of improving writing as both end and 
means for increasing reflection and helping students construct a new paradigm that 
focuses upon learning and "writing that matters" (Sommers & Saltz, 2004).  

The idea that to continue growth and development, students should reflect upon and 
evaluate their own learning experiences can be traced to the work of John Dewey 
(1938), among other political philosophers (e.g., John Locke, Jean-Jacques Rousseau) 
and educational theorists (e.g., Friedrich Froebel, Johann Pestalozzi) who wrote about 
the value of human experiences in the natural world as central to learning (Ozmon & 
Craver, 2003). In considering language development and communication, the work of 
Dewey (1993), Vygotsky (1978), and Polanyi (1969) underscored the vital role of 
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reflection in the process of learning—put simply, we "learn to understand ourselves 
through explaining ourselves to others" (as cited in Yancey, 1998).  

A focus upon the teaching of writing as an extended learning process rather than a final 
product became a deeply embedded tradition within writing classrooms across the 
country in the last few decades, starting with Janet Emig in 1971. Emig's foundational 
work evolved into a larger body of scholarship that touted the pedagogical benefits of 
process-based writing (e.g., Berthoff, 1983; Dillard, 1989; Faigley, 1986; Flower & Hayes 
1980; Graves, 1975; Lu, 1987; Metzger, 1992; Murray, 1991; Reither, 1985, as included 
in Perl, 1994). The approach asserted that students benefit from understanding that 
good writing is not reserved for only a few inspired souls. Instead, good writing develops 
gradually in stages that may not be pretty or orderly. The philosophy is that good writing 
can be accomplished by any writer who is willing to devote sustained energy and 
thought to the process of writing.  

Sondra Perl (1990) reminded us that writing can be very circular (just as SACS 
cautioned about the nature of the QEP development process). Perl asserted that writing 
is not "a linear process with a strict plan-write-revise sequence,” but "a recursive 
process" that varies from writer to writer. Indeed, this points to the confluence of our 
QEP's most important emphases: reflection and process. In short, we want to empower 
each student to write as a process fundamental to knowledge acquisition itself.  

Kathleen Blake Yancey (1998) stressed the pivotal role of writing in enhancing students’ 
cognitive growth and development over time. Yancey called writing “reflection-in-action” 
and argued that it assists student writers in attaining knowledge about self (e.g., writing 
rituals, gaps between thought and word, making personal connections); content (e.g., 
expanded view of the topic under consideration with elaboration upon nuances and 
giving new insights); task (e.g., how the writer talks about the demands of different 
rhetorical contexts and writing strategies); and judgment (e.g., expertise and authority). 
For students, writing with purposeful reflection in these areas can create learning 
experiences that are multifaceted and dynamic.  

In terms of the University QEP, our aim is to take advantage of the learning power of 
writing, that is, “reflection-in-action” as described by Yancey. We want our students to 
cultivate such powers of reflection through “process descriptions,” multiple drafts (Perl, 
1990; Sommers, 1980), and other methods that make apparent their writing 
development over time. Yancey (1998) argued that process descriptions help students 
remember how they “generated material” for a particular assignment. In writing about 
how they “generated material,” they construct a record of activities “to which they can 
return” to help generate ideas and themes for future drafts. In time, students gain critical 
expertise about their writing, thinking about what worked and did not work as well for 
them.  

How will students be empowered to undertake writing processes and reflection? The 
University's QEP recommends the integrated and thoughtful use of student learning 
portfolios, and specifically electronic portfolios because of their tremendous "potential" 
for "supporting personal development and reflective learning" (Stefani, Mason, & Pegler, 
2007). In general, writing portfolios enable students to collect ideas and drafts during the 
writing process. In turn, the writing process itself is documented and becomes 
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perceptible to the student, thereby facilitating the very activity of self-reflection that, 
along with student-centered instruction, promotes improvement.  

Learning portfolios have been used to promote student learning in a variety of academic 
programs (e.g., agriculture, anthropology and Latin American studies, archaeology, 
education, engineering, honors, and math) and collegiate settings, including Radford 
University (Brown, 2004), Kalamazoo College (Pixley, 2004), Arizona State University 
(Thomas, 2004), and Cape Cod Community College (Panitz, 2004). John Zubizarreta 
(2004) argued that the inherent features of portfolios related to the collection of artifacts 
nurture the “private act of thinking critically about one's progress.” As Dee Fink (2004) 
asserted, ". . . teachers who incorporate learning portfolios into the design of their 
courses offer students multiple opportunities to engage in the kind of introspection and 
reflection that has major educational and developmental value."  

Portfolio pedagogy and related assessment emphasize the authentic collective work of 
students within the framework of a course and also within a larger program (e.g., the 
first-year composition sequence). At the University, this approach differs philosophically 
from our current approach to writing assessment, which has been based upon the 
collection of writing samples derived from artificial prompts given in a timed-essay 
format. The portfolio approach acknowledges that students’ writing improves over time 
and with time.  

Learning portfolio pedagogy and assessment approaches offer many advantages to 
writing programs (Huot, 1997). As Mary Allen (2004) explained, portfolios can be 
powerful tools for meaningful assessment at the course and program levels. While 
student papers are present for direct measurement of development of writing over time, 
the reflective essays that portfolios facilitate and collect can be used for indirect 
assessment of student learning about writing processes (Allen, 2004; O'Neill, 2002). 
Using learning portfolios rather than individual artifacts, instructors can make more 
immediate and better use of assessment results for improving curriculum, according to 
Allen. She explained that because evidence comes directly from the learning 
experiences within a course or program, learning gaps become more readily apparent. 
As a result, faculty can see immediate needs and more quickly gather program support 
to make changes to enhance student learning (Allen, 2004).  

Among the first-year writing programs reviewed for the purposes of QEP development, 
the use of writing portfolios for enhancing student learning, writing instruction, and 
assessment was common. In fact, the use of electronic portfolios has grown in recent 
years, and an emerging body of scholarly literature and practice standards exists to 
guide successful implementation of this technology (e.g., Cambridge, 2001; Lorenzo & 
Ittelson, 2005; Meyer & Latham, 2008; NCTE, 2007b). Many vendors offer different kinds 
of products from which to choose for use at the course, program, college, or university 
level (e.g., Blackboard, Epsilen, Learning Objects), and some universities have 
developed their own electronic applications for use in composition courses (e.g., the 
<emma> Portfolio System at the University of Georgia).  

While the potential advantages of learning portfolios, particularly electronic portfolios, are 
considerable (Knight, Hakel, & Gromko, 2008), we affirmed during the QEP development 
process that a simple infusion of new technology will not produce the change in 
pedagogical approaches necessary to unlock that potential. Portfolio thinking and 
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teaching are necessary components of the QEP reshaping of the University's freshman 
writing curriculum, and their implementation must occur as a result of a collaborative, 
community-based process to be led by the incoming Director of the Center for Writing 
and Rhetoric (CWR). Effective use of student learning portfolios, electronic or paper-
based, depends upon a new approach to teaching—new ways of thinking about student 
learning and course design, as well as learning activities and assignments (NCTE, 2004; 
AAHE, 1996). Through the QEP, the portfolios must manifest and bring to fruition an 
important shift to a student-centered approach in our composition program and a 
framework for enhanced curricula, not just a platform for ease of institutional assessment 
(Ayala, 2006).  

If used effectively, student learning portfolios have the potential to benefit students in 
their course work and well beyond their college years. Among the long-term advantages 
are 1) that students learn how to reflect meaningfully on their own learning, 2) that they 
understand how to assess the quality and value of their learning and their performance 
in multiple areas of life, and 3) that they come to know the value of, and have the skills 
for, being effective self-directing learners the rest of their lives (Fink, 2004).  

Collaborative Learning as a Core Value: Writing Support 
Services and Resources 

 
A robust body of higher education literature has explored the effects of college on 
students and specifically the effects of peers on individual college students. At their best, 
peer groups assist students in achieving family independence, provide emotional 
support, promote interactions with diverse others, increase student retention, and 
enhance interpersonal skills necessary for social and career networking (Feldman & 
Newcomb as cited in Evans, Forney, & Guido-DiBrito, 1998). In recent years, academic 
enhancement centers have been established at other southern universities (the 
University of Georgia, the University of Kentucky, and Virginia Tech, to name a few) to 
create a “one-stop shop model” for academic support with a number of programs geared 
toward improving student learning offered comprehensively and conveniently.  

Services offered by academic enhancement centers include but are not limited to the 
following: international conversation hours; consultations with learning specialists; 
classes on improving study skills (e.g., test taking, time management, reading, note 
taking, technology troubleshooting); guided study programs for group projects and 
student-generated course study groups; assistance with in-class presentations; and 
screened private tutor referral programs for individuals seeking paid tutors for courses 
such as research statistics for master’s and doctoral level students. The overarching 
idea has been to provide high quality peer teaching or tutoring for a variety of academic 
courses in visible, comfortable, dedicated spaces, operating with evening hours when 
students most often need assistance with academic support and problem-solving. In 
creating academic enhancement centers, universities are tapping into and further 
developing the longstanding tradition and practices of university writing centers.  

As writing instruction began to focus on writing as a process in the 1970s and 1980s, 
one-to-one consultation or "composition by conference" became a vital complement to 
mainstream instruction of composition offered through the formal curriculum (Clark, 
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1985). Over the years, college and university writing centers have used the power of 
peer-to-peer or collaborative learning to transform writing centers into lively, even "noisy" 
(Boquet, 2002) or "playful" spaces (Welch, 1999) where students also become 
transformed as writers and empowered themselves as teachers of writing. Peer-tutoring 
programs are a fundamental component of writing instruction at some of the nation's top 
composition programs. Among the excellent models for undergraduate writing 
assistance programs that we have investigated are those of Texas A&M University (The 
Undergraduate Writing Assistant Program), St. John's University (Undergraduate Writing 
Consultants), and the University of Wisconsin-Madison (Undergraduate Writing Fellows 
Program) (Lutes, 2002; Weese, Fox, & Greene, 1999).  

The consensus on this issue is clear—peer teaching and learning networks are an 
effective means of promoting collaboration and delivering support to undergraduate 
writers at writing centers. Kathleen Blake Yancey (2006) noted the unique pedagogical 
value of writing centers: "[Writing centers] typically construct a much different model of 
teaching, one based in collaborative learning. The physical site itself tends to be 
informal, more domestic than institutional, filled with furniture one might actually want to 
sit on . . . with an ambiance more like home than school. The site thus constructs a 
different kind of learning than does the classroom; it's a place where peers tutor peers 
side by side."  

The University of Mississippi's relocation of its current writing center to a larger, more 
visible location—an important action of the QEP—is a necessary step for re-invigorating 
and expanding student support services for writing. Muriel Harris (2002) explained that 
writing centers should be located in a popular and inviting place, a high-profile co-
curricular site that students and faculty can easily locate and access. Harris explained 
that location is crucial to center vitality: "Writing centers located in the basement of an 
out-of-the-way building will have an uphill battle to get students to come in, so the 
location must be chosen carefully."  

Once relocated, the University's writing center can establish a vital peer tutoring program 
to bring the University writing center into alignment with other centers (Griffin, Keller, 
Pandey, Pederson, & Skinner, 2004). Not only will the use of peer consultants enable 
the center to increase hours of operation but it will also allow for development of an 
orientation program to introduce students in first-year composition courses to the 
services offered at the center. Such an orientation program is another standard practice 
at writing centers across the country, one that has been shown to dramatically increase 
a center's visibility and usage (Bourelle, 2007).  

With the rollout of the University QEP, the new Center for Writing and Rhetoric will hire 
and train (with the support of the University's Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning) a contingent of undergraduate writing tutors who will serve their peers and 
thus contribute to the overall enhancement of student writing at the University. 
Constructing effective peer teaching and learning networks requires a coordinated CWR 
plan for recruiting, hiring, training, developing, supervising, and evaluating peer writing 
consultants. Such models exist in other writing centers and at the University, for 
example, in an orientation program in which student leaders mentor new students in 
their transition to the University. It is expected that the new CWR Director and Associate 
Director will be experienced with such operations and poised to give oversight to the 
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writing center for this expanded operation, including enhancement of peer consultation 
activities in composition courses as desired by the composition community.  

Another best practice found in writing centers and programs advocated by the QEP is 
the establishment of a graduate writing fellows program to assist faculty teaching 
composition courses, especially those teaching seminar courses such as Liberal Arts 
102. This idea draws upon various aspects of programs at Brown, CUNY, George 
Mason, and the University of Richmond, to name a few.  

The University of Mississippi Writing Fellows Program, an important component of the 
QEP, will be used to assist faculty in enhancing "academic literacy" among students 
enrolled in first-year seminars and other courses with the potential to "re-invigorate" 
initiatives for writing across the curriculum (Brent, 2005) or writing in the disciplines 
(Thaiss & Zawacki, 2006). To this end, University writing fellows may be graduate 
students in English or in other fields, as is frequently the case at other universities. The 
essential criteria are that the writing fellows are carefully selected for their interest and 
ability in writing instruction and that they are well trained and supported. Working from 
the reinvigorated writing center, writing fellows will be assigned to two or three Liberal 
Arts 102 courses per semester. In the classroom and in the writing center, the writing 
fellows will serve students by giving targeted instruction. They may teach mini-units on 
specific problems with grammar or mechanics, for example, or assist with incorporating 
new activities into the writing process, such as the use of mind maps for brainstorming 
and drafting.  

By enhancing student writing support services, the QEP encourages the University 
community to unlock the potential for “the acquisition of knowledge and skill through 
active helping” and support provided by peer-to-peer learning networks (Topping, 2005). 
By providing highly-structured, well-supported academic teaching and learning activities 
among peers, the composition community can be expanded in a meaningful way to 
reach an increasing number of students and to implement new technologies, such as the 
peer review function offered by many electronic portfolio packages (Breuch, 2004; 
Zubizarreta, 2004). In this way, as students teach, they will also learn anew while 
facilitating collaboration with another learner), reaping what Zubizarreta (2004) calls "the 
benefits of collaboration and mentoring inherent in accepting another's challenging 
insights and perspectives."  

Community as a Core Value: The Teaching-Learning 
Environment 

 
Bob Broad (2003) argued that exploration of community values is a necessary starting 
place for developing effective writing programs on college campuses. His work What We 
Really Value: Beyond Rubrics in Teaching and Assessing Writing emphasized that 
establishing teaching approaches, developing curricula, and implementing assessment 
plans require intentionality and the inclusion of many different voices in the community. 
His work further emphasized that teaching, curriculum development, and assessment 
are circular—that these activities feed into and flow from each other.  
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Thus, instead of thinking about writing assessment as something that happens in the 
aftermath of teaching and learning, we should consider writing assessment as a 
beginning place or "opportunity" for improving the teaching-learning environment for 
writing instruction, as the scholarly work of Brian Huot (2004; 2002) has emphasized. 
Huot (2002) offered us a new theory and practice of writing assessment that is 
characterized by five principles, principles that are consistent with the community-based 
aspects of the QEP. These principles included implementation of writing assessment 
practices that are 1) site-based, 2) locally-controlled, 3) context-sensitive, 4) rhetorically-
based, and 5) accessible. For the University QEP, these principles made sense because 
the QEP topic selection and rationale arose from an in-depth consideration of academic 
community needs and perceptions. The QEP development process revealed that 
student writers would be deemed "improved" only when the academic community 
members considered them "improved." 

Hence, in our review of the literature, we determined that one of the best practices we 
want to emulate in the QEP is to empower writing program administrators and local 
academic community members to identify writing values and then design curricula, 
select texts, and evaluate student learning based on those values. Broad’s conception of 
“community” taps into the very essence of the nature and purpose of the quality 
enhancement plan initiative and broad-based accountability in higher education. Broad 
(2003) observed that when it comes to exploring what we value related to writing, full-
time faculty, instructional staff, administrators, undergraduate and graduate students, 
faculty in disciplines and schools outside of English or composition studies, and even 
members of the “general public all deserve both a rigorous inquiry” and a “detailed” 
report of “results of that inquiry.”  

Broad’s entreaty also suggests that others in the community outside of the University’s 
new Center for Writing and Rhetoric must be informed and included to the greatest 
extent possible in matters related to program development, implementation, and 
assessment. Broad reminded us that processes related to composition program 
development and decision making should be inclusive and transparent with plenty of 
"open discussion and debate." This lively exchange makes goals for student learning 
richer and more credible, Broad asserted. In addition, as instructors take ownership for 
their courses and specific student learning outcomes, opportunities for professional 
development become more apparent. This happens as the instructor mindset is 
transformed from passive deliverer of course content to active agent of student learning. 
Each time instructors meet to design a rubric, for example, they explore new ways of 
teaching to achieve the desired student learning outcome.  

Empowering composition instructors and the larger academic community to shape and 
direct the first-year composition program has the potential to improve student learning in 
the first year and beyond. First, as the QEP is implemented, members of the University 
composition community will particularize and deepen the QEP student learning 
outcomes to make them meaningful for the courses they teach. Then, the composition 
community will bring about an alignment of outcomes, curricula, materials, methods, 
grading, and assessment across the same courses within a newly revised composition 
course sequence. Students will no longer be confused by unordered practices and 
unfocused goals. They will know what the expectations for each course are, how they 
can effectively seek assistance, and how they can translate their learning into new 
writing contexts in future courses.  



THE UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI 
 

33 
 

Faculty outside the composition community will have an increased knowledge of the 
goals and content of first-year writing courses. By assessing artifacts from students’ 
portfolios, they will also have the opportunity to participate in direct assessment of 
student learning from these courses. The input and participation of the larger faculty 
community will strengthen the composition program and support the composition faculty. 
For the QEP and the efforts begun in the QEP development process, this community-
based approach will promote accountability for results and effective use of resources. 
The restructured, revitalized freshman writing program, together with the new approach 
to student learning and assessment, will also provide a solid foundation for successful 
campus-wide writing initiatives in the later phases of the QEP.  

Clearly, our QEP's “center” arrangements call for superior leadership capable of 
spreading goodwill, developing a shared vision about writing among University 
constituencies, and creating an environment that values and rewards excellence in 
performance. Attracting expert and experienced leadership is vital to QEP success. The 
Portland Resolution (WPA, 1992) offered guidelines for those working in writing program 
administration, including a description of the knowledge base and work experiences 
considered desirable of job candidates. In particular, the Center for Writing and Rhetoric 
Director must be skilled in building and sustaining a supportive work environment for 
graduate assistants; instructors ineligible for tenure (some of whom may currently feel 
like yeoman laborers with a heavy workload, few professional development 
opportunities, and little support); and a group of faculty (from various University 
departments) who voluntarily teach Liberal Arts 102. The University will hire a Founding 
Director for the CWR based on these and other criteria.  

In addition, the new Director will be assisted by an Associate Director and CWR faculty, 
who will also be hired as the QEP is implemented. Moreover, the Director will benefit 
from close collaboration with the QEP Steering Committee, the CWR Advisory Board, 
the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts, various University departments, and other 
campus entities, including the Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, the 
Faculty Technology Development Center, and the University Libraries.  

Of vital importance is that everyone teaching in our writing program becomes actively 
involved in the curriculum change process and in shaping all aspects of the program, 
including deepening the student learning outcomes, creating syllabi, making textbook 
choices, crafting assignments, developing criteria for evaluation, participating in course- 
and program-level assessment, and making improvements based upon results from 
assessment. Of course, writing program administrators and composition instructors must 
be recognized for this comprehensive work and supported by the campus community. 
The goal is not to pile on responsibilities (Nagelhout, 2007), but rather to give new 
opportunities for mentoring (Clark, Minton, & Andree, 2006), professional development, 
and investment in a community-based process that promotes "reflection and continuing 
adaptation" (Reid, 2003).  

Scholars in the field of composition and rhetoric recognize the importance of fostering 
faculty ownership and governance of composition programs. Joseph Harris, who directs 
Duke University’s writing program, and Irwin Weiser, who directs Purdue University's 
composition program, are among these scholars. In recognition and support of the legion 
of graduate assistants and adjunct instructors who teach composition in colleges and 
universities across the nation, Harris (2006) argued that ineligibility for tenure should not 
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result in “being denied a voice in the academic workplace.” Harris' goal at Duke was to 
facilitate the creation of a positive atmosphere in which all teachers are energized and 
engaged. Weiser (2006) agreed with Harris. He acknowledged the problem of 
marginalization among instructors of composition, advancing the notion “that 
composition teachers must not be seen . . . as assistants to the 'real faculty.'"  

Our intention to establish a strong composition community is not merely wishful thinking. 
In our review of the literature and best practices, we have identified programs where 
such communities and member benefits exist. Examples include but are not limited to 
the following: The University Writing Program at the University of California at Davis 
(http://writing.ucdavis.edu/); the Knight Institute at Cornell University (http:// 
www.arts.cornell.edu/ knight_institute/); and the Thompson Writing Program at Duke 
(http://fds.duke.edu/db/aas/UWP/faculty). We paid particular attention to model 
programs at institutions similar to our own, programs that are successfully practicing 
community-building and investment strategies.  

The General Studies Writing Program at Bowling Green State University (BGSU) was 
one such model that inspired our QEP. By many accounts, the working conditions in this 
program are exemplary. QEP Steering Committee member Dr. Ethel Young-Minor 
experienced this program personally as a graduate instructor and considers her time 
there formative in her own journey to becoming an award-winning teacher at The 
University of Mississippi. Current BGSU graduate students teaching in the program 
reiterated Young-Minor’s positive account of the experience in a collaborative 
presentation delivered at the 2008 CCCC in New Orleans.  

BGSU’s program stood out among other programs because of the university’s strong 
reputation for purposeful attention to advancing student-centered approaches and 
because of its similarities to our own institution in student population, particularly as 
related to undergraduate admissions policies (BGSU, 2008). During our QEP 
development process, Donna Nelson-Beene, Associate Professor and Director of the 
General Studies Writing Program at BGSU, provided in-depth consultation on how to 
establish collaborative working conditions in a composition program community. In 
partnership with our Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning, we also hosted her 
on our campus for a two-day consultation.  

Nelson-Beene is one of a number of expert consultants in the field of rhetoric and 
composition who have contributed to our vision for the Center for Writing and Rhetoric. 
Each expert consultant was provided with a QEP development report before speaking 
with members of the QEP Steering Committee. The Steering Committee also read 
scholarly literature produced by the consultants. In personal and telephone conference 
meetings, each consultant offered valuable feedback and direction and responded with 
care and consideration to our questions, often helping us localize lessons learned from 
scholarship in rhetoric and composition.  

Below is a table of QEP consultants, along with a short summary of their critical 
guidance and advice:  
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QEP Consultants and Contribution in Chronological Order of Consultation  
Consultant  Contribution to University of Mississippi QEP  

Linda Ferreira-Buckley, 
University of Texas  

Emphasized the need for expert leadership in the field of composition 
and rhetoric to promote community and ensure best practices in 
program oversight.  

Chris Thaiss (Thaiss & 
Zawacki, 2006), 
University of California 
at Davis  

Described the daily demands of running a successful writing program 
and the nature of the job market in the field of composition and 
rhetoric. Directed us to relevant scholarship and models for best 
practice. Encouraged us to scale back the assessment plan, 
promoting the understanding that meaningful assessment need not 
be overwhelming or overly burdensome to directors or the 
composition instruction communities.  

Chris Anson (Farris & 
Anson, 1998), North 
Carolina State 
University  

Emphasized the importance of ongoing professional development, 
especially for an interdisciplinary team of instructors teaching Liberal 
Arts 102. Advised that all courses in the composition sequence have 
locally developed and clear outcomes. (North Carolina State 
University has been recognized by U.S. News and World Report for 
its writing in the disciplines program. The writing program also offers 
a model for faculty development programs, including a grant 
program, and center consultation and outreach to assist faculty and 
programs across the university with developing student learning 
outcomes.)  

Linda Adler-Kassner 
(Adler-Kassner & 
Harrington, 2002), 
Eastern Michigan State 
University  

Prompted us to consider the QEP development process as a first 
step in a continuing exploration of community values related to 
writing. Pointed us to Bob Broad’s scholarship and urged us to ask 
faculty what they mean by “good writing” and to make this an 
important aspect of curriculum revision and enhancement.  

Throughout the QEP development process, our thinking has been informed by ideas 
generated within the local campus community. From the beginning, the QEP process 
has been broad-based, and thus we have benefited from the exploration of many 
creative ideas and practical insights. We understood, of course, that these ideas needed 
to be thoroughly considered and evaluated in light of relevant scholarship and practice, 
and we now feel confident that our plan also integrates core values from the literature 
and a thorough review of best practices in the field.  

Summary 
 

The QEP Steering Committee and the various task forces that have operated during the 
QEP development process have carefully considered best practices—as discussed in 
the literature and as demonstrated on a number of university campuses—regarding first-
year writing and community-based engagement in support of writing. We have also 
consulted a wide range of experts in the field. Most important, we have analyzed these 
best practices and expert perspectives within the context of our own institution. These 
investigations have informed our strategic approach to improving student writing at the 
University and the specific plan of action that we set forth in Chapter VI.
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VI. Actions to Be Implemented  

Overview 
 

During the QEP process, students, faculty, alumni, and others have identified challenges 
and opportunities related to improving student writing at The University of Mississippi. 
We have articulated five desired student learning outcomes. QEP task forces and 
committees have investigated best practices and scholarship from the field of rhetoric 
and composition. These discussions and investigations have guided the design of our 
plan of action, which is described in this chapter.  

We will improve student writing by undertaking the following actions in the three QEP 
strategic focus areas (ACTION numbers reflect the order of discussion in this chapter):  

1. Reshaping the Freshman Writing Curriculum  
ACTION 8: Create logically sequenced courses that build upon one another  
ACTION 7: Create placement procedures and design new 100-level course  
ACTION 6: Teach writing as a process by using electronic portfolios  
ACTION 11: Integrate and improve our course in basic writing  
ACTION 13: Improve and align our course in advanced composition  

2. Improving Writing Support Services and Resources  
ACTION 3: Move the writing center to a prominent, updated facility  
ACTION 10: Introduce peer tutoring and improve training of tutors  
ACTION 4: Increase student usage of tutoring services  
ACTION 15: Introduce graduate fellows as course-embedded writing tutors  

3. Enhancing the Teaching-Learning Environment  
ACTION 1: Create the Center for Writing and Rhetoric  
ACTION 2: Hire experts devoted to rhetoric and composition  
ACTION 5: Continue to involve the broader University community in discussions 
of student writing  
ACTION 9: Explore values and empower instructors to shape composition 
program  
ACTION 12: Improve orientation and training sessions for writing instructors  
ACTION 14: Award faculty seed grants for innovations in the teaching of writing  

From this point forward, we will describe these actions in chronological order rather than 
in relation to the QEP implementation strategies (targeting the curriculum, writing 
support services/resources, and teaching-learning environment). The chronology of 
actions is particularly important in effectively implementing and sustaining the QEP, and 
the QEP Steering Committee has devoted much energy to creating a practicable plan of 
action, one that can be achieved by the summer of 2014.  

We will enact the QEP in three phases, with each phase occupying approximately two 
years:  
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• Phase One: Groundwork  
• Phase Two: Course Piloting and Improved Student Writing Support  
• Phase Three: Building on Success  

The first phase began in fall 2008 and will conclude in spring 2010. During this time, the 
QEP Steering Committee will continue to oversee and support preparatory actions 
aimed at creating a strong foundation for Phases Two and Three. Phase Two will begin 
in fall 2010. During this phase, the Director and faculty of the Center for Writing and 
Rhetoric (CWR) will pilot and then launch the reconstituted versions of the freshman 
composition courses (as well as a reconstituted advanced composition course) and will 
implement actions designed to enhance the CWR’s support for writing. In Phase Three, 
which will begin in fall 2012, the CWR and the QEP Steering Committee will initiate 
additional programs designed to extend support for writing within the disciplines. By the 
end of these three phases, the composition curriculum will be orderly and aligned. 
Students will progress through courses that build upon one another and that deliver clear 
and consistent lessons about academic writing. Writing support services will be in place, 
and we expect there to be a noticeable improvement in the teaching-learning 
environment with respect to writing.  

Below, each action of the QEP is described in detail, placed into institutional context, 
considered from a number of perspectives, and clearly connected to the desired student 
learning outcomes. For a graphical description of the QEP’s order of actions, please 
consult the “QEP Timeline,” found in Chapter VII of this document.  

Phase One: Groundwork 
 

1. Transform Existing Writing Center into Center for Writing and Rhetoric  

At the QEP Steering Committee meeting of 10/9/08, the Interim Provost and the Dean of 
the College of Liberal Arts agreed that the CWR will be housed within the College and 
that the Director of the Center will report directly to the Dean.  

Although a writing center has existed for many years, its functions and responsibilities 
will be greatly expanded under the QEP. What is currently called the “writing center” will 
be transformed from a small, co-curricular service unit into a robust and multi-
dimensional academic unit known as the Center for Writing and Rhetoric. This 
transformation will occur in stages and will be complete by the fall of 2013. By that time, 
the reorganized and expanded unit will have absorbed responsibility for the following 
programs and services already in existence:  

1. Courses in Freshman Writing (currently offered by English)  
2. Tutoring Services for Student Writers (currently offered by the writing center)  
3. Course in Basic Writing (currently offered by the Developmental Studies Office)  
4. Support for the Teaching of Writing (currently offered to English graduate 

instructors and adjuncts by the Department of English; not currently offered to the 
faculty at large)  
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This reorganization will create a central home for “all things writing” at the University and 
will thereby facilitate the efficient use of QEP resources and the longitudinal alignment of 
writing instruction. The Director of the CWR, along with his or her staff, will be 
empowered to lead the University in a broader discussion of writing issues, to promote 
the QEP’s desired student learning outcomes, to coordinate the delivery of an aligned 
freshman writing program, and to implement the other actions described below. 

2. Hire Experts in the Field of Rhetoric and Composition  

In fall 2008, the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts formed a search committee and 
began advertising for the position of Founding Director of the Center for Writing and 
Rhetoric, with the goal of filling this position by fall 2009. This person will be a 12-month, 
tenure-track faculty member charged with organizing and overseeing all CWR activities. 
He or she will report directly to the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts and will be on 
equal footing with the University's other academic chairs and directors. For example, the 
CWR Director will be a member of the College’s Curriculum and Policy Committee and 
will be invited to all chairs’ retreats and meetings. Among other qualifications, the 
successful candidate will have significant experience in writing program administration 
and an accomplished record of scholarship in the field of rhetoric and composition (see 
Appendix XI for a copy of the job advertisement, which was widely distributed).  

In October 2009, the CWR Director will conduct a search for the position of Associate 
Director, a 12-month faculty position charged with assisting the Director in planning and 
executing all CWR activities and programs. The successful candidate for this position 
will have a PhD in rhetoric and composition or a related field, experience in writing 
program administration, and experience in the teaching of first-year writing.  

Also in fall 2009, the CWR Director will conduct a search to fill four to five instructorship 
positions. These persons will be nine-month, career-ladder faculty charged with teaching 
three-three course loads and assisting the Director and Associate Director in mentoring 
and assessment duties. Successful candidates will hold a master’s degree in rhetoric 
and composition or a related field and will have at least three years teaching experience. 
These instructors will form the CWR’s core faculty, whose initial duties will include 
teaching the pilots of all reconstituted and newly created composition courses.  

For many years, the Department of English has been charged with overseeing the 
composition program. This tradition is common to many universities and has survived 
locally, despite the fact that the department's academic focus has always been on 
literary studies and creative writing. Indeed, while the department has nationally 
recognized and highly committed literary scholars, theorists, and creative writers, the 
English faculty is without scholars dedicated primarily to the field of rhetoric and 
composition. During the QEP process, the Chair of the Department of English, Patrick 
Quinn, and many of his faculty acknowledged the urgent need to hire persons with 
significant experience and expertise in the teaching of writing (see Appendix V for the 
minutes from the QEP Topic Selection Task Force meeting of January 30, 2007), an 
idea that has been strongly endorsed by the QEP Steering Committee.  

By addressing this gap in expertise, the QEP will create leadership and a new 
community of scholars/teachers for the series of programs and reforms in Phase Two.  
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3. Relocate Writing Center to Lamar Building  

In the past decade, the current writing center has had many physical locations, all of 
them inadequate in one way or another. Its previous two locations were leaky 
basements in old buildings. Its current location is a small cluster of rooms on the top 
floor of the main library. Tucked away near the library's administrative suite—on a 
hallway rarely used by students—the writing center is inconspicuous, to say the least. 
Many students in our focus groups were not even aware of its existence.  

The QEP seeks to solve this problem by placing the new CWR in a highly visible and 
central location. Just such a location will become available in fall 2010, when the School 
of Law moves to its new facility and vacates the Lamar building. As detailed more fully in 
Chapter IX, the Lamar building is a perfect home for the CWR for many reasons. It is 
conveniently located in an area with considerable student foot traffic and is a future 
home to undergraduate classrooms, which will make it a daily destination for many 
students. It is also located next to the new residential college, which will make the area 
even busier in the near future. The QEP Steering Committee has already begun working 
with the University architect on preliminary plans for the CWR in Lamar, as described in 
Chapter IX. With this relocation, students and faculty will know exactly where to find 
writing support. Faculty will be encouraged to bring their students to the CWR, which will 
accommodate visits from small and large classes.  

The QEP Steering Committee wants to increase the number of students who utilize the 
tutoring services offered by the CWR. This increased usage will be paired with 
improvements in the alignment and quality of the tutoring itself and with generous 
increases in the size of the undergraduate peer staff (to be discussed below). A highly 
visible and accessible CWR can serve more students, more often. By placing the CWR 
in the center of campus, the QEP will signal to our entire community that writing 
occupies a prominent and central space in the University’s academic life, giving a locus 
to the motto “Write here. Write now.”  

4. Market the QEP  

Even before the CWR moves into Lamar, we will inform the University community of the 
coming QEP transformation. Hundreds of students, faculty, staff, alumni, and others 
have been involved in the QEP development. To expand this awareness, in spring 2009 
the QEP marketing campaign will be accelerated by the following means:  

• Placing QEP Stories in Campus Newsletters (Stories have already appeared in 
the Ole Miss Parents Magazine, the CLA Student E-Newsletter and the widely 
dispersed View from Ventress. Stories are forthcoming in the Library's alumni 
newsletter and in seven to eight other alumni newsletters.)  

• Blanketing the Campus in QEP Posters (These posters will feature the QEP logo 
developed by Zach Wilson, a University student of journalism and art.)  

• Speaking to Faculty and Student Groups about the QEP (Presentations will be 
made to the Faculty Senate, the Associated Student Body, the Graduate Student 
Council, the University’s curriculum and policy committees, and other campus 
organizations.) 



THE UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI 
 

40 
 

• Creating a QEP Web Page (This page will contain news and information related 
to the QEP. It will also feature video testimonials from University community 
members discussing the importance of writing in their lives.)  

• Producing QEP Promotional Items (In a QEP Marketing Focus Group, students 
expressed their interest in "freebies" as a reliable way to inform students.) 

• Filming QEP commercials to run on campus television stations and Web sites 

The University of Mississippi is a busy place. In the last few months, we have enjoyed a 
number of conferences, seminars, and symposia, countless guest speakers, many social 
and sporting events, and the first Presidential Debate of the 2008 Election. It will be a 
challenge to spread the message of the QEP in this dynamic environment. Thus, the 
QEP Steering Committee plans a sustained marketing effort, beginning in spring 2009 
and continuing until fall 2011, when the first QEP courses are launched at full scale.  

Most important, we want students and faculty to understand the QEP’s five desired 
student learning outcomes. From syllabus to assessment, every component of every 
freshman composition course will be connected to one or more of these outcomes. Both 
instructors in the composition courses and faculty across the disciplines need to 
understand the goals of the QEP so that they will know what to reasonably expect from 
students emerging from the program and what services are available at the CWR. The 
marketing campaign will be aimed at achieving this widespread awareness. 

5. Convene CWR Advisory Board  

The Dean of the College of Liberal Arts will convene the CWR Advisory Board in spring 
2009. The board will advise and support the CWR Director and offer guidance as the 
CWR develops and evolves. The board members will also constitute an immediate 
group of stakeholders and serve as valuable ambassadors for the CWR across campus. 
The CWR Director will provide the board with annual reports and other updates. Board 
membership will be determined by the College of Liberal Arts Dean, who issued a call for 
board nominations in November 2008. The board will comprise 8 to 10 members of the 
University community, including faculty, students, and alumni. The Honorable Richard 
Howorth, the Mayor of Oxford and University alumnus, has agreed to be an inaugural 
member of the CWR Advisory Board.  

6. Purchase Electronic Portfolio System  

The shift to portfolio-based courses is a central enhancement proposed by the QEP. In 
summer 2009, just after his or her arrival, the CWR Director will call together a 
committee to decide upon the purchase of an electronic-portfolio (e-portfolio) system. 
The committee will review the available commercial and open-source systems before 
choosing the best fit for our campus. (Preliminary research into available e-portfolio 
systems was conducted by Stephen Monroe in 2008.) Membership of the e-portfolio 
committee will include representatives from the following: QEP Task Force II Technology 
Group, English graduate students, Associated Student Body, Faculty Technology 
Development Center (FTDC), Information Technology, Institutional Research and 
Assessment, Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETL), the Dean’s and 
Provost’s offices, and other appropriate groups.  
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Although e-portfolios will initially be used in the freshman composition courses, faculty 
from other disciplines may wish to utilize these tools as well. Thus, the e-portfolio system 
adopted must be robust and expandable, with licenses that allow campus-wide use. The 
system must also enable the random assessment of writing samples, as described in 
Chapter X, in ways that protect student privacy. 

As soon as the electronic portfolio system becomes available, planning for faculty and 
student training and support services will begin. The FTDC, which already offers a broad 
range of technology support to University faculty, will oversee faculty training and 
support in the use of the portfolios. The CWR will also oversee student training and 
support. These activities and services will begin in earnest in fall 2010.  

By introducing e-portfolios into our composition courses, we seek to integrate QEP 
student learning outcome 1 (process) into every major composition assignment. When 
students use e-portfolios to develop and save their drafts, they “will demonstrate writing 
as a process that requires brainstorming, drafting, revising, editing, and proofreading.” 
Also, because they will now be electronically saving their work during each course of the 
composition program, students will be able to reflect upon their own experiences as 
writers. The CWR Director may wish to create a reflection template for all course-related 
portfolios. This common prompt could be used to encourage students to write reflectively 
about their own writing processes. Even better, the students could share their reflections 
with one another, thus achieving all the benefits of a learning portfolio, as defined by 
Zubizarreta. Not only will students be depositing and reviewing their writing in the 
portfolio, they will also be reflecting upon and collaborating about that writing.  

Finally, if possible, electronic writing handbooks and online writing resources will be 
integrated into the e-portfolio interface. Such tools (or links to tools) will help students 
"document their research properly" (outcome 4) and "produce writing that is free of 
serious grammatical and mechanical errors" (outcome 5).   

7. Create Placement Process and Design New 100-Level Course  

According to instructors of freshman writing, many students arrive at the University 
unprepared for the academic challenge of English 101, even though they do not qualify 
for the remedial writing course offered by Developmental Studies. There is no way of 
knowing just how many of our students face this barrier to academic success. Estimates 
(based only on ACT scores) are as high as 900 freshmen per year. At the moment, 
these students are not being identified, much less being served. The QEP seeks to 
remedy this problem by creating a new composition course, English 100, and a new 
placement process.  

English 100 will be an intensive course that will satisfy the first half of the composition 
requirement. Students who successfully complete English 100 will move directly into 
English 102 or Liberal Arts 102; after successfully completing one of the latter courses, 
students will have satisfied the University’s composition requirement.  

In summer and fall 2009, the CWR Director, working with the staff of the Dean of the 
College of Liberal Arts and the English Department, will develop the new English 100 
course. This new course will reflect best practices in the field of basic writing and will be 
aimed at achieving the relevant QEP student learning outcomes. Students exiting this 



THE UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI 
 

42 
 

course must be prepared to succeed in English 102 or Liberal Arts 102. In every regard, 
the new course must fit logically within the overall composition curriculum. English 100 
will be piloted in academic year 2010–11 and will be launched in fall 2011.  

During the same period, the CWR Director will also develop a placement process 
designed to route the appropriate students to the new course. The Director should be 
guided by the “Assessment for Placement” section of the NCTE’s position statement on 
writing assessment (2006), which advises that experienced “instructor-evaluators” be 
used to judge the course that best serves individual students’ needs.  

In examining existing models, the QEP Steering Committee has been impressed with 
the placement process of the General Studies Writing Program at Bowling Green State 
University, a process built on the following principles: 

• Begin with defined and logically sequenced curricula for composition courses.  
• Base placement decisions on actual writing sample(s), not on test score.  
• Articulate the criteria for placement, tying criteria to skills taught in the courses.  
• Employ experienced instructors of the courses as placement evaluators and provide 

them with additional training in criteria-based, holistic placement.  
• Place students into actual courses, not arbitrarily scaled levels (e.g. 1–6).  

The Director may also investigate other placement options. For example, directed self-
placement offers a number of advantages (Royer and Gilles 1998).  

With the addition of a new course and an accurate placement process, the CWR will be 
able to offer freshmen initial course work that is both fair and challenging. This will 
improve the conditions for student success and achievement. The placement process 
will also give instructors of composition more information about student preparation and 
thereby facilitate more targeted and effective instruction.  

We remain mindful of our regional context. Mississippi is continually ranked near the 
bottom in measures of student preparedness for college (National Center for Public 
Policy and Higher Education, 2008). Because ours is, de facto, an open-enrollment 
University, we feel a special responsibility to create conditions by which our first-year 
students can achieve success, without lowering academic standards. This often means 
increasing levels of student support and appropriately targeting specialized instruction to 
underprepared students. By introducing English 100 and an accurate placement 
process, the QEP Steering Committee hopes to extend the opportunity for writing 
success to as many first-year students as possible. 

Phase Two: Course Piloting and Improved Student 
Writing Support 

 
8. Sequence Composition Courses  

Beginning in the fall of 2010, all students will be required to complete English 101 (or 
100) before enrolling in English 102 or Liberal Arts 102. In the fall of 2010, the Provost, 
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in cooperation with the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts, will decrease to 
approximately 10 the number of Liberal Arts 102 sections offered that semester. These 
sections will be reserved exclusively for students who have already successfully 
completed English 101. Also in fall 2010, the number of English 101 sections will be 
increased to approximately 90, and English 102 will not be offered. Likewise, in spring 
2011, the section offerings will be adjusted, as shown in the table below. 

 
 

 

These scheduling shifts will require significant institutional planning in the months before 
implementation. The shifts will also necessitate changes in staffing proportions. The 
growth of English 102, for example, will create the need for more graduate instructors. 
New staffing costs are reflected in the QEP budget. The CWR Director will be 
responsible for course scheduling, with support from the Dean and the Provost. 

One of the QEP’s main strategies is the creation of a well-ordered, sequenced program 
of composition courses. The above shift in scheduling will create the appropriate 
pathway for our students and will effectively close the rather large loophole that has for 
many years allowed students to take composition courses in no order whatsoever. The 
QEP transformation of the freshman writing sequence is illustrated on the next page. 

For teachers of first-year composition, the newly sequenced system will offer fresh 
opportunities for professional and community development. In contrast to the current 
system, all instructors will now be teaching the same half of the sequence at the same 
time—100 and 101 in the fall and English or Liberal Arts 102 in the spring. Instructors 
will be connected by this coordination, which will also enable the CWR Director to offer 
timely, relevant, and clearly focused orientation and development sessions.  

As we learned in our student focus groups, many students are currently unable to 
identify the differences between English 101, 102, and Liberal Arts 102. The newly 
sequenced system is an important part of the QEP’s solution to this problem. Rather 
than being spread randomly around composition courses, first-year students will 
progress logically through a well-ordered program of study. Along the way, students will 
encounter lessons and assignments that build upon one another and that contribute to 
the attainment of clearly defined learning outcomes.  

 

Current Number of Sections
English 101

(≈90 Sections)
English 102

(≈26 Sections)
Liberal Arts 102
(≈100 Sections)

Projected Number of Sections (Academic Year 2010–11)

English 101
(≈95 Sections)

English 102
(≈85 Sections)

Liberal Arts 102
(≈30 Sections)



 

 

I
 
 
 
 
 

 

9
A

T
st
va
o

T
n
a
"a
p
p
w
U

N THE CURRENT

U

. Explore Lo
Accordingly

Throughout th
tudents, and
alues. These
utcomes, wi

The QEP pro
eed to impro
nswered. Fo
academic wr
rogram desi
urposes, wit

with the Unive
University's w

LIBA 102

QEP A

T SYSTEM, MAN

NDER THE QEP
(ENGLISH 1

ocal Writing
y  

he 2008–09 
d administrat
e discussion
th the goal b

ocess has rev
ove their writ
or example, 
riting?" Obvi
gned to emp
th an empha
ersity comm

writing priorit

2

E

Action: Seq

C
NY STUDENTS TA

QEP
P, STUDENTS W
100 OR 101) B

g Values an

academic y
tors from ac

ns will center
being to colle

vealed a ge
ting. Even s
what do fac
iously, the D
power stude
asis on acad

munity will en
ties and pers

44 

English 10

quence Co
 

CURRENT SY

AKE ENGLISH 1

 
 

P TRANSFOR

WILL TAKE THE A
EFORE ENGLIS

 

nd Revise th

year, the CW
ross campu
r on the QEP
ect specific 

neral consen
o, there are 
ulty member

Director will n
ents to "prod
emic purpos

nable the Dir
spectives an

THE UN

En

1

omposition

YSTEM 
02 OR LIBERAL

RMATION 
APPROPRIATE E
H 102 OR LIBE

he Composi

WR Director w
s to discuss
P’s five desi
interpretatio

nsus within o
many speci

rs mean whe
need this info
uce writing s
ses" (outcom
rector to bec
nd will inform

NIVERSITY O

nglish 102

n Courses  

L ARTS 102 BE

ENTRY-LEVEL CO
RAL ARTS 102

ition Curric

will meet wit
 our commu
red student 

ons of these 

our commun
fic questions
en they use 
ormation bef
suitable for s

me 3). These
come familia
m the Directo

OF MISSISS

EFORE ENGLISH

OURSE  
. 

 

culum 

th faculty, 
unity’s writing
learning 
outcomes. 

nity: our stud
s left to be 
the phrase, 
fore building
specific 
e discussion
r with the 

or's next acti

IPPI 

H 101. 

g 

dents 

g a 

s 

on—



THE UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI 
 

45 
 

coordinating the development of student learning outcomes for each course in the 
composition sequence.  

Course learning outcomes must be more detailed and specific than program outcomes. 
Under the QEP, composition course outcomes will be rooted in the five QEP student 
learning outcomes designed for the composition program as whole, but they will also be 
shaped and deepened by the community discussions described above. As an added 
benefit, these discussions will mark, for the University community, an official and visible 
launch of the University’s Quality Enhancement Plan.  

The CWR Director will gather the bulk of this qualitative data during fall 2009. With the 
networking support of the Provost and Dean, the Director will conduct student and 
faculty focus groups, one-on-one meetings, and/or class visitations. The Director will 
seek to understand, in very specific terms, the writing values of this University at this 
moment. We believe that this foundational work is critical to improving student writing 
and to building the best program for our students. The Director will then begin speaking 
to students, faculty, alumni, and others from across the curriculum and will move, over 
time, to the instructors and students involved in the composition program itself. 
Composition instructors should contribute in the largest proportion to the formation of the 
CWR's program. Collaboration will mark all major programmatic decisions, from outcome 
development, to syllabus construction, to rubric development, to assignment design, to 
textbook choice, to assessment formation and review. The QEP Steering Committee will 
ensure that CWR instructors are not mere deliverers of an imposed curriculum, but 
rather the energy and expertise behind the program itself.  

To this end, the Director will establish, during spring 2010, course-specific working 
groups. These will be compensated volunteers from the composition teaching corps, 
who can devote significant time and energy to the development of course outcomes and 
materials. There will be a working group for English 100, 101, and 102 and Liberal Arts 
102. With the CWR Director's support and leadership, each working group will be 
charged with developing, adapting, or adopting the following resources for its particular 
course:  

• Student learning outcomes  
• Standard syllabus template  
• Grading and assessment rubric  
• Common course textbook(s)  
• Portfolio-based writing assignments  
• Library of in-class writing activities and lessons  
• Course training packet for Peer Tutors  

The QEP student learning outcomes and the data from the Director's community 
discussions will guide the working groups in their efforts. Additionally, the groups will 
need to synchronize regularly, in order to ensure that a coherent and orderly program 
curriculum is established. The CWR Director will facilitate these connections.  

At the end of summer 2010, the working groups will have produced enhanced versions 
of all composition courses, which the CWR's core faculty will pilot in fall 2010 and spring 
2011. Ongoing discussions with the working groups will be an integral part of the CWR's 
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assessment and refinement of these courses. By fall 2011, the courses will be ready for 
a full-scale launch.  

The involvement of so many in the design and development of composition courses may 
seem ambitious or unusual. The QEP process has, however, revealed a community of 
composition instructors ready to be active and involved. The CWR Director will be able 
to develop locally effective courses that are “owned” by and thus energetically taught by 
the instructors themselves. In the end, students will be the beneficiaries of this 
investment because composition instructors will be teaching courses that they 
understand, believe in, and control.  

10. Introduce Co-Curricular Peer Tutoring  

In spring 2011, approximately 30 Peer Tutors will begin working in the CWR. These well-
trained undergraduate writing tutors will read and respond to drafts during traditional 
consultation sessions in the new CWR facility and possibly in satellite locations around 
campus. These tutors will be recruited from across the University. Their training—which 
will include sessions in fall 2010, a one-week workshop during the 2011 winter 
intersession, and ongoing, regular development meetings—will reflect best practices in 
the field and will be grounded in the QEP's core values. The CWR’s Associate Director 
will be responsible for the training and supervision of the Peer Tutors.  

As an important part of this training, Peer Tutors will be informed of student learning 
outcomes and writing assignment parameters for all composition courses. They will have 
access to and a working knowledge of the course rubrics, textbooks, and any common 
grammar handbook. For example, as described in Action Nine, the working groups that 
design the composition courses will produce course training packets for the Peer Tutors. 
Peer Tutors will also receive general training and support in the tutoring of upper-level 
students. Though the CWR will focus most of its initial energy on supporting first-year 
writing students, the CWR will also be available to the entire University student body.  

Peer Tutors will not be mere proofreaders. Instead, successful tutors will encourage 
students to think deeply about ideas and perspectives and to reflect upon and extend 
their own personal writing processes. In other words, Peer Tutors will help students 
achieve the student learning outcomes of the QEP.  

It will also be important to develop a sense of community and mission among the Peer 
Tutors. We will look to other successful undergraduate student programs, such as the 
Orientation Leadership Program, for ways to incorporate community-building activities 
and a reward system. The group of Orientation Leaders (who serve as ambassadors to 
prospective students) has become a valuable resource to the University and an 
incubator for student leaders. Because the CWR Peer Tutors will be a highly trained 
group of students who will assist with important academic responsibilities, we want these 
Peer Tutors to become a similarly dynamic group.  

The writing center within the new (and relocated) CWR will have funds to achieve an 
adequate staffing level of student Peer Tutors (e.g., up to 30 tutors), as well as its core 
faculty and Graduate Fellows (see below). This will enable the Center to significantly 
enhance its hours of operation (in contrast to the four days per week availability of the 
current writing center, with only three writing tutors), including the possibility of evening 
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and weekend hours. The Associate Director will gauge student demand and make 
appropriate scheduling decisions. The QEP seeks to increase significantly the number of 
individual consultations offered through the CWR during the five-year QEP period.  

11. Absorb and Align Developmental Studies Writing Course  

Beginning in fall 2010, the CWR Director will take responsibility for the curriculum and 
staffing of an existing course, DS 098, which is now categorized as “Developmental 
English.” Prior to that time, the CWR Director and Associate Director, in consultation with 
a working group of composition instructors and relevant constituents, will develop 
student learning outcomes and a curriculum for this course. They will also review staffing 
practices and pedagogies associated with the course, which has for many years been 
isolated from the broader composition curriculum. The new 098 will be piloted in fall 
2011 and launched at full scale in fall 2012. Under the QEP, 098 will be 1) re-
categorized as a “Basic Writing” course (English 098: Basic Writing), 2) aligned with the 
broader composition curriculum, and 3) populated based on CWR faculty reviews of 
actual student writing (not based solely on ACT or other standardized test scores).  

Changing the course name from “Developmental English” to “Basic Writing” will 
eliminate the negative connotation of the former. The new name reflects the burgeoning 
field known as “Basic Writing.” DS 098 will become English 098, an integrated part of the 
curricular whole. Connecting the student learning outcomes and curriculum of 098 with 
other composition courses will create a logically ordered and aligned composition 
program to serve all students, regardless of their entering level of preparedness.  

At present, incoming students are placed into DS 098 based solely upon standardized 
test scores (e.g., having a 16 or below on the ACT), with other students (e.g., those with 
17–19 on the ACT) being encouraged to enroll. The catalog course description clearly 
indentifies DS 098 as being remedial, with the wording “for students not yet prepared to 
take English 101.” The QEP Steering Committee believes that the course should instead 
be described by its intended learning outcomes, goals, and place in the composition 
sequence. We also believe that standardized tests (especially ones that do not involve 
actual writing) are not optimal for such placement decisions. Instead, as discussed 
previously in “Action Seven,” the QEP Steering Committee believes that all incoming 
first-year students should participate in a placement procedure based on best practices 
in the field of writing assessment. Ideally, the CWR instructional faculty, who will be 
familiar with English 098, 100, and 101, will review the writing samples of incoming first-
year students and route each student to the most appropriate course. This work will be 
done each summer, and instructors who participate in placement decisions will be 
compensated for their efforts; funds have been set aside in the QEP budget for this 
purpose. In addition to this procedure, students with ACT English subtest scores of 16 or 
below will automatically be routed to English 098, as required by Board of Trustees of 
State Institutions of Higher Learning policy (IHL).  

By integrating DS 098 into the writing program, the QEP seeks to support students at all 
levels of preparedness. The QEP Steering Committee affirms that all students deserve 
appropriate and accessible introductory writing courses. We understand that the QEP’s 
five desired student learning outcomes will be more easily attained for some University 
students than for others. It is our institutional responsibility to provide every student with 
a realistic opportunity for writing success during his or her very first semester of college. 
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By creating both a reliable placement procedure and a menu of appropriate entry-level 
courses in writing, the QEP seeks to offer multiple entrances to students so that each 
can begin the composition sequence at the appropriate level. The QEP will make it 
possible for all students to “Write Here. Write Now.”  

12. Provide Orientation and Ongoing Faculty Development for Writing Instructors  

For many years, instructors of freshman English have complained about the required 
orientation sessions. These frustrations were evident in the QEP focus groups. The 
consensus is that the orientation sessions are "a waste of time” and disconnected from 
students’ course work. The QEP will develop orientation and faculty development 
activities that are directly connected to classroom activities and program goals.  

Beginning in summer 2011, the CWR leadership will take responsibility for the planning 
and delivery of an annual orientation for freshman composition course instructors to be 
held during the week before fall classes begin. At the beginning of this orientation, new 
instructors will receive basic information about the program and the campus. The CWR 
Director will coordinate this orientation with sessions already offered by the Center for 
Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETL). On the last day or two of the CWR 
orientation, returning instructors will join the group for workshops and discussions of 
particular course issues focused on program assessment results and instructor requests. 
Orientation will be an active and supportive time of reflection and engagement—the 
community's opportunity to renew their energy and enthusiasm and to become prepared 
for the hard work ahead. This will also be an annual opportunity for the CWR Director to 
gather broad-based information regarding the status of course tools and texts. For 
example, if data from the summer's program assessment suggest that students are 
having trouble with "proofreading," the Director can lead a collaborative brainstorming 
session to explore pedagogical strategies to address this gap. In this way, orientation 
becomes not merely an introduction, but a formative, collaborative activity. (The 
Department of English will also benefit from this arrangement by being able to refocus its 
orientation specifically for instructors of its literature courses.) 

Throughout the year, CWR instructors and administrators will gather for faculty 
development sessions. The CWR Director will work with other campus leaders to find 
and develop relevant activities for CWR instructors. For example, CETL coordinates a 
highly successful luncheon series aimed at faculty development. The CWR Director and 
instructors will contribute to and participate in relevant sessions. QEP consultants (e.g., 
Donna Nelson-Beene, Chris Thaiss) have already been included on the monthly 
luncheon schedule, with QEP funds contributing to these activities. The CWR Director 
will continue to build on these connections and forge new alliances across campus.  

These orientation and faculty development activities will contribute to the energy and 
alignment of the composition curriculum, with the focus always being on the student 
learning outcomes. Faculty development should energize and inform CWR instructors, 
who can, in turn, improve the learning environments of their classrooms. Students will 
encounter teachers who are invested, knowledgeable, and energetic.  
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13. Review, Redesign, and Align English 250  

In summer 2012, the CWR leadership, with the support of a faculty working group, will 
begin planning the redesign of English 250: Advanced Composition. Designated 
instructors will pilot the new course in fall 2012 and spring 2013 and, based on 
assessment results, refine the course. The course will launch at full scale in fall 2013, 
with the goal of increasing by 50% the number of sections of this course (22 traditional 
sections were offered in the 2008–09 year).    

English 250 has been a somewhat controversial part of the composition sequence for a 
number of years. Recently, the School of Business Administration removed English 250 
from its list of degree requirements based upon the perception among its faculty that 
English 250 was not meeting the needs of their students. The problems here are 
familiar: English 250 does not have a clear focus, a unified set of learning outcomes that 
link meaningfully to standardized classroom practices, or a stable and identifiable 
curriculum. The required (or strongly recommended) textbook has been the same as that 
for English 101 and 102 and Liberal Arts 102. 

Under the QEP, English 250 will become a "capstone" course in the composition 
program's well-ordered and aligned sequence. Building upon the learning outcomes of 
English 102 and Liberal Arts 102, the faculty working group discussed above will 
develop English 250 student learning outcomes that are consistent with those of the 
QEP. Additionally, the faculty working group will be charged with developing, adopting, 
or adapting the following resources for English 250:  

• Standard syllabus template  
• Grading and assessment rubric 
• Common course textbook(s) 

• Portfolio-based writing assignments 
• Library of in-class writing activities  
• Course training packet for Peer Tutors  

If possible, members of the working group will have prior experience teaching English 
250 and will be willing and able to participate in the piloting of Writing 250.  

Phase Three: Building on Success 
 

Why Stop Here?  

Pragmatism tempered our ambitions at various points during the QEP process. At first, 
the community wanted to tackle writing, critical thinking, and research skills, all in one 
five-year period. After thinking honestly about our institutional resources and capabilities, 
we realized that such plans would be difficult to accomplish and that we needed to focus 
our efforts in one area. The consensus of the community was clear: improving student 
writing should be our top priority.  

Thus, we began imagining a comprehensive writing plan that would impact every student 
during every year of study. Soon, of course, pragmatism tempered our ambitions once 
again. First, not every writing-related practice needed to be reformed. During the QEP 
process, we discovered many local best practices, the capstone writing project in the 
School of Engineering being just one example. Second, a plan to improve writing in 
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every major—in only five years and with a limited budget—was simply not realistic. 
Thus, the question became, “How can we reach a large number of students, at a critical 
moment in their educations, with practical enhancements that really improve writing?” 
The answer that arose is that we needed to develop a solid freshman writing program, 
with the immediate goal of improving writing in foundational general education courses.   

As we consider the future, however, our vision for improving student writing expands to 
include a desire to enhance student writing in the disciplines. Although this next 
step will require future planning, we wish to acknowledge it here in the QEP. Moreover, 
even while remaining focused on freshman composition, we have determined that we 
can realistically begin pursuing this aim, with increasing levels of attention and 
resources, in the first five years of the QEP. In the fourth and fifth years, for example, the 
CWR will begin establishing significant new connections with faculty across the 
disciplines. Two of these actions are described below.  

14. Initiate Faculty Seed Grant Program  

In fall 2013, the CWR Director, working with the CETL Director, will issue a call to all 
University faculty for proposals for the Faculty Seed Grant Program, which will focus on 
improving student writing in the disciplines. The two directors will assemble a committee, 
perhaps drawn from their respective advisory boards, to select proposals for funding. 
Awards will be announced in spring 2014, with grant periods beginning in summer or fall.  

The QEP development process has revealed that faculty across campus view writing as 
important and that they desire more support for teaching writing. The seed grant 
program will be a step to enable faculty to enhance the teaching of writing in the majors. 
The idea for a seed grant program emerged during the Topic Selection Task Force 
period of QEP development. Task force members looked at a number of similar 
programs, including the Faculty Grants program at North Carolina State University, 
where seed grants support course development, travel to a relevant conference, 
development of assessment tools, and other activities. We have decided not to rigidly 
define the shape of our grant program at this time (almost five years away), but we have 
budgeted the necessary funds for the program and established that the impact of the 
seed grants will be measured and reported. 

15. Hire and Train Graduate Writing Fellows  

In spring 2013, the CWR leadership will form a faculty committee to hire 10 graduate 
students to serve as Graduate Writing Fellows. These students will generally be doctoral 
students from a variety of disciplines and will be trained during the late spring and 
summer for a two-semester, renewable term beginning in fall 2013. Their purpose will be 
to support faculty members in the teaching of courses in the majors. Any University 
faculty member will be eligible to apply for the assistance of a Graduate Writing Fellow. 
Beginning in fall 2013, each Graduate Writing Fellow will be attached to one or more 
courses per semester and will be charged with two interrelated tasks:  

• Support faculty in the development of effective writing assignments  
• Support students during the brainstorming, drafting, revising, editing, and 

proofreading stages of the writing process  
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Graduate Writing Fellows will sometimes attend the classes to which they are attached, 
but they will spend most of their time meeting with students in one-on-one or group 
consultation sessions, assisting these students in writing associated with the course. 
The Fellows will not participate in grading and will never report on student performance 
to the professor. In other words, this service will not be tied to student evaluation in any 
way. Instead, this service will be stubbornly student-centered and will deliver the benefits 
of co-curricular tutoring directly to students in the context of their major courses. 
Graduate Writing Fellows will become familiar with the goals and outcomes of the 
course, the writing assignments, the criteria for evaluation, and the basics of the subject 
matter. The major professor of the course will meet with the Graduate Writing Fellow to 
discuss course expectations and assignments and to provide course materials. At the 
end of the course, the professor will be asked to submit a post-fellowship report to the 
CWR.  

Throughout the QEP development process, professors across the disciplines have 
expressed a desire to assign more writing in their courses, especially in larger and 
advanced courses. The QEP Steering Committee expects just such professors to apply 
for the Graduate Writing Fellows Program. Along with this course-focused support for 
writing in the disciplines, the program will develop a cadre of graduate student 
ambassadors from various fields who will model effective writing to their graduate-level 
colleagues and to undergraduate majors in the fields.  

Summary 
 

In this chapter, each action has been described in detail, placed into institutional context, 
considered from a number of perspectives, and clearly connected to the QEP desired 
student learning outcomes. While the planning process has been beneficial and exciting, 
the QEP Steering Committee and the campus are now ready to move beyond planning. 
In short, we are excited about implementing our QEP—and improving student writing.  
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VII. Timeline  
The following timelines depict the major actions of the QEP. The first timeline covers 
Phase One, the initial two-year period during which the University will establish the 
groundwork necessary for QEP success. The second timeline covers Phase Two, the 
subsequent two-year period, during which the QEP will focus on reshaping the writing 
curriculum, improving writing support services, and continuing to enhance the teaching-
learning environment as it relates to student writing. The third timeline covers Phase 
Three. During this two-year period, we will build on our success by reaching out to 
support faculty within the disciplines, as we expand our focus to improving student 
writing at all levels.  
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VIII. Organizational Structure  

Overview 
 

The QEP organizational structure is designed for the successful implementation and 
continuing vitality of QEP initiatives. The organizational structure emphasizes clarity in 
lines of responsibility, a reasonable staging of the rollout of QEP actions, university-wide 
participation, coordination with related units, and open channels of communication. The 
sections below detail the following elements of this organizational structure:  

• Administrative framework to implement and sustain the QEP  
• The key roles of the QEP Steering Committee, the Center for Writing and 

Rhetoric personnel, and the Center Advisory Board  

The diagram on the next page illustrates the operational processes of the QEP 
organizational structure. 

Administrative Framework to Implement and Sustain the 
QEP 

 
From the earliest stages, The University of Mississippi QEP development process has 
inspired the active participation of numerous faculty, staff, and students, as well as 
several upper-level administrators from our Divisions of Academic Affairs and Student 
Affairs. The latter group has included the Provost, two associate provosts, the Vice 
Chancellor for Student Affairs, the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts, the Dean of 
Students, the Dean of the Honors College, and others. The involvement of these 
individuals has ensured that all of the University's administrative leaders support QEP 
initiatives and resource allocations.  

As discussed in Chapter II, the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts, Glenn Hopkins, 
appointed an ad hoc faculty committee in fall 2007 to make a recommendation about the 
organizational structure for the proposed Center for Writing and Rhetoric (CWR), 
beginning with a determination of whether the entity should, in fact, be a center or an 
academic department. Following this committee's recommendation, Dean Hopkins then 
proposed an organizational structure to the Provost, who accepted the proposal, after 
consultation with the QEP Steering Committee. This proposal formed the basis for the 
QEP organizational structure, as described below.  

• The University of Mississippi QEP will be administered through the Division of 
Academic Affairs, and QEP personnel will ultimately report to the Provost.  
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In this diagram, the red box to the lower right indicates University-wide Phase Three 
“Building on Success” initiatives (see Chapter VI) that will be implemented in years 3–5 
of the QEP. That is, in initial years we will focus primarily on establishing the Center for 
Writing and Rhetoric (CWR), including restructuring the freshman composition courses 
and enhancing writing support services.  

After the CWR and its functions are adequately in place, the QEP Steering Committee, 
in conjunction with the CWR and other University entities, will begin implementing 
several University-wide programs that are intended to “build on success” by enhancing 
the teaching of writing in various academic disciplines.  
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• A QEP Steering Committee will guide the development of the QEP and will be 
responsible for overseeing all Phase One “Groundwork” (see Chapter VI) and 
long-range issues, including reviewing program-level assessment, developing 
SACS reports, marketing the QEP, selecting the electronic portfolio system, 
securing adequate resources, coordinating QEP activities with the functions of 
other units, and performing other oversight and coordination duties as needed.  

• The Dean of the College of Liberal Arts will be the immediate administrative 
officer of the CWR Director and all CWR functions, including the staffing of 
freshman-level writing courses.  

• The Center for Writing and Rhetoric, led by a Director and an Associate Director, 
will be the primary unit that delivers and oversees the majority of the Phase Two 
“Course Piloting and Improved Student Support” actions (see Chapter VI) 
directed toward improving writing at the freshman-composition level and 
enhancing relevant student support services. The CWR will serve as both a 
writing center and an administrative unit for the freshman-level writing program.  

• Other existing University entities that will support the QEP include the following: 
the General Education Committee, the Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning, the Faculty Technology Development Center, the Library’s Committee 
on Information Literacy, and the Office of Institutional Research and Assessment.  

• An Advisory Board will be established for the Center for Writing and Rhetoric.  

This organizational structure has been designed to balance the need for a clear 
reporting line (through the College of Liberal Arts) with the needs for high-level support 
and university-wide buy-in and visibility.  

Key Roles of the QEP Steering Committee, CWR 
Personnel, and CWR Advisory Board 

 
QEP Steering Committee (QEP Implementation)  

The QEP Steering Committee will oversee and provide administrative direction for all 
aspects of the QEP. The committee will set or approve the timeline for implementations; 
will oversee the assessment strategy, results, and use of results; will prepare follow-up 
reports to SACS; will be responsible for securing adequate resources for the CWR and 
other QEP activities; will recommend the design of the CWR space; will select the 
electronic portfolio system; will oversee the marketing plan; will coordinate CWR/QEP 
activities with those of other University entities (e.g., the Center for Excellence in 
Teaching and Learning); will ensure adequate communication of CWR/QEP actions and 
goals (in circles of administrators, faculty, and students); and will ensure the integration 
of the CWR/QEP activities with general education goals for the University.  

After initially focusing on establishing the CWR and restructuring the freshman writing 
sequence during the first two to three years of the program (“Groundwork” actions), the 
QEP Steering Committee will begin coordinating other university-wide QEP activities 
(“Building on Success” actions), such as faculty development activities and the awarding 
of seed grants to faculty in various departments to create or enhance writing activities in 
upper-division courses in the majors. Since the latter QEP activities will provide 
opportunities to faculty and departments beyond the College of Liberal Arts, the 
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administrative placement of the QEP Steering Committee just below the Provost is an 
important feature of the organizational structure. The pace at which the University-wide 
“Building on Success” actions are implemented will depend on the rate and degree of 
success achieved in improving freshman-level writing and CWR services.  

The QEP Steering Committee will be co-chaired by the Dean of the College of Liberal 
Arts and an associate provost. Having these co-chairs ensures both the university-wide 
authority of the Provost’s office (for the university-wide activities) and a strong, linear 
reporting structure for the CWR and individuals/entities associated with it (e.g., the 
instructors who will teach the freshman composition courses, including Liberal Arts 102, 
will typically be within the College of Liberal Arts).  

Dean Glenn Hopkins and Associate Provost Maurice Eftink will serve as QEP Steering 
Committee co-chairs. They have co-chaired the University’s General Education 
Committee for the past two years. Their work on this committee is highly relevant to the 
QEP. In addition, Hopkins and Eftink have experience working together, each has been 
in his current position for 11 years, and each has over 30 years of academic experience. 
Other members of the QEP Steering Committee will include the following: 

• Johnny Lott, Director of the Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning (to 
coordinate CWR/QEP activities with those of this related center)  

• Larry Ridgeway, Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs (to ensure coordination with 
Student Affairs activities, including recruitment, retention and residence life 
functions)  

• Mary Harrington, Director of Institutional Research and Assessment (to provide 
expertise in assessment and student data)  

• Jeanette Martin, Professor of Business Administration (to provide input from a 
professional school)  

• Amy Wells, Associate Professor of Higher Education (to continue contributions 
begun as a member of initial QEP working groups, including Chair of the QEP 
Design Task Force)  

• Ethel Young-Minor, Associate Professor of English (to continue contributions 
begun as a member of QEP Writing Team and informal liaison with the English 
Department)  

• Stephen Monroe, Assistant to the Dean of Liberal Arts (to continue contributions 
begun as a member of initial QEP working groups, originally as a graduate 
student instructor)  

Most members of this Steering Committee have been associated with the QEP from the 
beginning of the process. This committee will provide the expertise, perspectives, and 
administrative positioning essential for implementing and sustaining QEP initiatives.  

Center for Writing and Rhetoric Personnel  

A search for the Director of the CWR began November 2008, with the goal of filling the 
position by summer 2009 (see Appendix XI for an advertisement for this position, as well 
as a list of search committee members). We anticipate that the directorship will be a 
tenure-track or tenured position. The Director will report directly to the Dean of the 
College of Liberal Arts. The CWR will have an Associate Director, will hire several 
permanent instructors, and will have funds for several graduate assistants/fellows.  
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The CWR Director will administer all CWR activities, including the freshman writing 
courses (English 100, English 101, English 102, and Liberal Arts 102). The Liberal Arts 
102 courses (approximately 30 sections per year) will be taught by faculty from among 
the departments in the College of Liberal Arts. These faculty teaching commitments 
already exist. The English 101 and English 102 courses (approximately 100 sections of 
the former and 70 sections of the latter per year) will be taught by a combination of the 
CWR permanent instructors and graduate instructors from the English Department. The 
funds for the English Department graduate instructors will remain under the control of 
the Department, which will be responsible for recruiting these graduate students into 
their graduate programs (MA in English, PhD in English, and MFA in Creative Writing). 
The CWR, however, will be responsible for the training, supervision, and course 
assignments of the English Department’s graduate instructors. This administrative and 
budgetary understanding will be clearly established between the English Department 
and the CWR, with negotiations being handled by the Dean of the College of Liberal 
Arts, to whom they both report. New graduate assistantships/fellowships associated with 
the CWR (see above) will be awarded to qualified graduate students from any 
department. This will provide a way for other academic departments to become engaged 
with the CWR, as well as provide a way to infuse writing skills across campus.  

The CWR Director will be responsible for implementing most of the procedures for 
assessing student learning outcomes described in Chapter X. These will include course-
embedded assessments, pre/mid/post testing, focus group studies, and community-
based assessment. The Director may assign these duties to the Associate Director or 
other instructors associated with the CWR. Assessment reports will be provided 
periodically to the CWR Steering Committee and Advisory Board. Certain other 
assessment processes, such as the administration of standardized national exams and 
student/faculty surveys, will be administered by other existing offices, such as the Office 
of Institutional Research and Assessment, with reports provided to the CWR Steering 
Committee, the General Education Committee, and other groups.  

Center for Writing and Rhetoric Advisory Board  

The CWR Advisory Board will advise the CWR Director and the Dean of the College of 
Liberal Arts with respect to the CWR's writing center services and writing program goals. 
The Advisory Board will comprise primarily faculty and student members (see Chapter VI 
for further description of the role of this board).  

Summary 
 

The proposed QEP organizational structure ensures clear lines of responsibility, 
prominent positioning, and high-level support for the CWR and related QEP actions. 
Because most CWR/QEP actions will involve courses, faculty, and graduate instructors 
from within the College of Liberal Arts, the Director of the CWR will report directly to the 
Dean of the College. The Dean and an associate provost will co-chair the QEP Steering 
Committee to balance linear reporting through the College of Liberal Arts with university-
wide components of the QEP, to ensure vital support, and to align QEP activities with 
other general education goals.  
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IX. Resources  

Overview 
 

The University of Mississippi is committed to providing the resources needed for the 
success of the QEP. As discussed in the chapter sections below, this commitment is 
evidenced by the following:  

• Alignment of QEP academic administrative support  
• Allocation of new funding and reallocation of existing funding to support the QEP  
• Provision of adequate and strategically located space for the Center for Writing 

and Rhetoric  
• Provision of adequate human resources for writing instruction and support 

services 

The preliminary budget is described below, along with information on the sources of the 
required funding. While this preliminary budget demonstrates the University's full 
commitment to the QEP, it also reflects the line-item flexibility necessary to meet all 
funding needs that may arise as we implement and continue to refine the QEP.  

Alignment of QEP Academic Administrative Support 
 

As described in Chapter II on the process used to develop the QEP, the selection and 
development of the QEP topic began with a strong directive from the University 
Chancellor and included participation of several upper-level administrators, including the 
current Interim Provost, the Vice Chancellor for Student Affairs, and the Dean of the 
College of Liberal Arts. Throughout the development process, QEP leaders apprised the 
University's upper administrators of QEP progress and consulted them regarding major 
directions and decisions. The administration made the commitments needed at each 
stage of QEP development. For example, a memorandum sent by Associate Provost 
Eftink to Chancellor Khayat and Interim Provost Stocks described QEP resource needs. 
This memorandum was followed by a response from both Chancellor Khayat and Interim 
Provost Stocks indicating that adequate funding and physical resources would be 
provided (see Appendix XII for copies of these memoranda).  

Chapter VIII on the organizational structure describes the proposed administrative 
alignment of the Center for Writing and Rhetoric (CWR), which is the operational 
centerpiece of this QEP. The CWR will be under the direction of a faculty-level Director 
and an Associate Director. The CWR Director will report through the Dean of the College 
of Liberal Arts to the Provost. The QEP Steering Committee will provide administrative 
oversight of all QEP activities. This committee is administratively placed just below the 
Provost. Chapter VIII provides details of the committee's membership and role.  
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Allocation of New Funding and Reallocation of Existing 
Funding to Support the QEP 

 
The five-year preliminary budget for the QEP, along with explanatory notes, is provided 
at the end of this chapter. In anticipation of QEP funding needs, the University set aside 
$375,000 (and associated fringe benefits) in new funding in the 2007–08 budget to serve 
as the base for the project. This base funding remains in the QEP budget. Additional 
new funding, ranging from $34,000 to $377,000, will be provided as the QEP is phased 
in over a five-year period.  

The QEP will also include transfer of control of certain functions and reallocation (or 
sharing) of control of certain funds in order to focus and support QEP initiatives. For 
example, the budget for most graduate instructors will remain under the control of the 
English Department to facilitate doctoral program recruitment; however, the supervision 
of these English graduate instructors' teaching assignments will be under the control of 
the CWR Director. Permanent instructor lines that are now in the English Department 
budget (for teaching English 101/102 courses) will be transferred to the direct control of 
the CWR Director. These reallocated funds will total approximately $600,000 per year.  

Provision of Adequate and Strategically Located Space 
for the Center for Writing and Rhetoric 

 
The QEP calls for the transformation of the University's current writing center into the 
new Center for Writing and Rhetoric. The CWR will eventually house the Director and 
Associate Director, eight faculty members, clerical support, and several graduate 
students, as well as being a site for student writing support/tutoring services. We 
estimate a need for 5,000 to 6,000 square feet for the CWR.  

The physical location of the CWR is expected to be one of the keys to its success. The 
University commits to providing an optimal location. Memoranda from the University 
Chancellor and Interim Provost indicate that our current plan is to place the CWR in the 
renovated Lamar building. Lamar, which has 73,685 assignable square feet of space, 
currently houses the Law School, which will move to a new building by fall 2010. This will 
free Lamar for repurposing as a building for general classrooms and student support 
services. Lamar is an ideal location for the CWR not only because it is scheduled to 
house many classrooms for lower-division courses but also because it is in the center of 
the campus and within 200 yards of a residential college complex (currently nearing 
completion) with student housing for approximately 450 students, including freshmen.  

The proposed floor plan of the CWR is provided in Appendix XIII. The plan includes a 
number of consultation rooms, a large multipurpose area, suitable office space, and a 
variety of other design features that will create an exceptional environment for student 
learning and productivity. The floor plan also illustrates how visible and accessible the 
CWR will be. The CWR will share a central lobby with the large classrooms planned for 
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Lamar, and convenient entrances will lead from the new residential college and the 
central campus gathering place, the "Grove."  

Provision of Human Resources for Writing Instruction 
and Support Services 

 
Each year, the University offers approximately 193 sections of the writing courses that 
currently constitute the freshman writing curriculum—English 101, English102, and 
Liberal Arts 102 (Freshman Seminar). The English courses are taught by a combination 
of permanent instructors and graduate instructors, support for whom comes from the 
budget of the Department of English. The Liberal Arts 102 sections have been taught by 
faculty from various academic departments, primarily from the College of Liberal Arts.  

The QEP calls for the hiring of at least four new permanent instructors and 5 to 10 new 
graduate instructors within the CWR budget. Additionally, the permanent instructors in 
the English Department (instructors who had been assigned to teach English 101 and 
102) will be reassigned to the CWR, as regards both administrative and budgetary 
matters. These new and reassigned instructors, along with the graduate instructors from 
the English Department and approximately 30 College of Liberal Arts faculty (who teach 
30 sections of Liberal Arts 102 per year), will teach the full complement of freshman 
writing courses in the redesigned curriculum—that is, English 100, English 101, English 
102, and Liberal Arts 102. Among the significant operational differences are that these 
instructors and graduate instructors will be trained and supervised by the CWR 
leadership and that the writing curriculum will be restructured, as explained in Chapter 
VI. The CWR permanent instructors, along with the 5 to 10 graduate assistants (writing 
fellows) and undergraduate tutors, will provide direct writing assistance to students as 
part of the writing center component of the CWR. CWR personnel, under the leadership 
of the Director and Associate Director, will engage in assessment activities, train 
additional graduate instructors, market the center, and support for various university-
wide QEP Phase Three initiatives, including faculty development activities.  

Summary 
 

The University commits adequate funding, totaling approximately $3.9 million over a five-
year period, to implement the QEP. We have tentatively identified strategically located 
space for the Center for Writing and Rhetoric, which is the operational centerpiece of the 
QEP. We plan to hire a Director and Associate Director to lead the CWR; to hire, train, 
and supervise a sufficient number of permanent instructors and graduate instructors to 
teach freshman composition courses; and to hire, train, and supervise a number of 
undergraduate tutors to assist with CWR writing support services. In addition, 
approximately 30 regular faculty from various departments in the College of Liberal Arts 
are dedicated to teach a section of Liberal Arts 102 each year. As described in Chapter 
VIII, full administrative support for the QEP has been in place since its inception, and a 
carefully designed organizational structure has been established to advance the aims of 
the QEP going forward. These resources, facilities, and personnel will provide the 
institutional capacity needed to initiate and sustain QEP activities.  
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Proposed QEP Budget 
Estimated Expenditures 

  2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012 2012/2013 2013/2014 
CWR Administration $445,100 $524,600 $524,600  $524,600 $524,600 
Director, Associate Director, 
Secretary, Operating 
Expenses, Graduate 
Fellowships, Assessment & 
Evaluation Expenses, 
Electronic Portfolio Annual 
Expenses, CWR Activities 
(e.g., training graduate instructors, 
enhancing writing center services)            
Instruction of Freshman 
Writing Courses $590,000 $857,740 $917,480  $917,480 $917,480 
Instructors (4 new positions 
assigned to the CWR)           
Instructors and Graduate 
Students (existing; for instruction 
of approximately 193 sections of 
English 101, English 102, and 
Liberal Arts 102 each year)           
Faculty Development 
Programming $10,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000
Equipment $75,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000
Computers, Printers, 
Electronic Portfolio 
Software License, etc.           
Total Estimated Annual 
Expenses $1,120,100 $1,432,340 $1,492,080  $1,492,080 $1,492,080 
   

Available and Projected Funding 
Newly budgeted for QEP 
implementation $487,500 $487,500 $487,500 $487,500 $487,500
Instructors and operating 
expenses already in 
budgets (e.g., current writing 
center and English Department 
permanent instructors) $338,918 $368,418 $368,418 $368,418 $368,418
Graduate Instructors 
already in English 
Department budget $134,000 $134,000 $134,000 $134,000 $134,000
Freshman Seminar 
endowment $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000 $125,000
Additional Provost's Office 
support $34,682 $317,422 $377,162 $377,162 $377,162
Total Annual Commitment 
of Funding: $1,120,100 $1,432,340 $1,492,080 $1,492,080 $1,492,080

New Annual Commitment 
of Funding (in blue): $522,182 $804,922 $864,662 $864,662 $864,662

Renovation Expenses and Funding:  Undetermined at this time 

Maurice
Rectangle
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Explanatory notes: 
The proposed budget is based on the following major expenses:   

a) Creation of the Center for Writing and Rhetoric (CWR), which is a significantly 
enhanced version of the University’s existing writing center (The CWR will report 
to the Dean of the College of Liberal Arts; be responsible for all facets of the 
freshman writing courses; be staffed by a Director, Associate Director, at least 
four full-time instructors, graduate instructors, and undergraduate writing tutors; 
and be relocated to a building to be repurposed as a general classroom facility.) 

b) Instructional costs for approximately 190–195 sections per year of the freshman 
writing courses—English 101, English 102, and Liberal Arts 102 (These will be 
taught by a combination of graduate instructors and full-time instructors, the 
budget for whom will be both in the English Department and under the direct 
control of the CWR Director.) 

c) Faculty development activities, to be jointly administered by the CWR and the 
QEP Steering Committee, which will be co-chaired by an associate provost 
(These activities will be directed primarily toward enhancing the teaching of 
writing within the majors.)  

d) Equipment and software to facilitate the above 
 
The positions of CWR Director and Associate Director will be 12-month appointments; 
the intent is for the former to be a tenure-track position. 
 
The faculty development activities will include a seed grant program for 
faculty/departments who wish to initiate or expand writing intense courses or exercises 
within their programs. In addition, the graduate instructors, permanent instructors, and 
faculty (from across the College of Liberal Arts) who teach Liberal Arts 102 will 
participate in structured instructional development workshops.  
 
The available and projected funding includes the amounts in blue that are new funds in 
support of the QEP, as well as existing funding that will be directed for support of QEP 
activities and will be under the direct or indirect control of the CWR Director and QEP 
Steering Committee.   
 
The latter sources include an existing endowment. The budget phases in certain 
expenses. For example, the Director and Associate Director will be hired in year 1, with 
four permanent instructors and the pilot programs being phased in during year 2. 
No annual salary increases are included in this budget, but these will be handled 
according to standard University practices. 
 
Renovation expenses cannot be estimated with accuracy at this time. Renovation of the 
Lamar building will likely begin in fall 2010. Consequently, the Director and Associate 
Director will be housed elsewhere for the first 12–18 months.  
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X. Assessment Plan  

Overview 
 

The University has cultivated a strong and pervasive culture of assessment throughout 
campus and has developed a comprehensive and varied approach to evaluating the 
success of its QEP. The first section of this chapter delineates the multi-faceted strategy 
for assessing (directly and indirectly) the QEP’s five student learning outcomes; the 
second section describes the means of assessing and tracking our implementation 
strategies (revision of the freshman writing curriculum, improvement of writing support 
services, and enhancement of the teaching-learning environment).  

Of particular importance is that the QEP features new practices in assessing student 
writing (including the elimination of the pre/post timed writing tests) and favors the use of 
electronic portfolios both to encourage process-based writing and reflection and to 
generate authentic artifacts for assessment. In addition, the QEP increases faculty 
ownership of writing assessment, moving it from the margins to the center by opening 
regular conversations about how to improve teaching and learning. The following best 
practices in outcomes assessment provided the framework of our assessment strategy.  

• The primary assessment methodology will be direct evaluation of student writing 
completed within the context of QEP writing courses. This evaluation will be 
conducted by the instructors of the QEP courses working as teams.  

• Multiple means of assessment will be used for each student learning outcome, 
thereby triangulating and strengthening confidence in results.  

• Assessment data will be analyzed across students by learning components, 
rather than by individual student, thus informing the faculty where potential 
opportunities exist for further strengthening the teaching and learning of writing.  

• An appropriate sample of artifacts will be collected from student electronic 
portfolios and will be evaluated using an analytic rubric. Rubrics promote validity 
and reliability on the part of the evaluators and also provide students with 
perspectives on precisely what is valued and expected in their writing.  

• The use of multiple evaluators, including the use of an external evaluator, will 
strengthen findings and reliability and potentially lead to the improvement of the 
assessment tools.  

• Assessment data will be entered into TracDatTM, the assessment management 
system used by the University for organizing, assembling, and archiving 
assessment records.  

In addition, we will gather information and track progress about our success in 
implementing QEP strategies. This formative assessment of data derived from the 
perspectives of CWR leadership, course instructors, and students participating in focus 
groups will help us make necessary adjustments to the implementation strategies as 
they unfold. The summative components of the assessment plan will help us discern the 
larger patterns in the University's overall performance, helping us judge the effectiveness 
of the QEP and prepare the five-year impact report.  
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Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes 
 

The five QEP student learning outcomes to be assessed are as follows:  

1. Students will demonstrate writing as a process that requires brainstorming, 
drafting, revising, editing, and proofreading. (Writing Process)  

2. Students will use writing to respond to readings, explore unfamiliar ideas, 
question thinking different from their own, reflect on personal experiences, and 
develop sound arguments. (Exploration and Argumentation)  

3. Students will produce writing suitable for a variety of purposes, with an emphasis 
on academic purposes. (Purposes and Audience)  

4. Students will conduct research using printed and electronic sources, evaluate the 
reliability of those sources, integrate them with their own ideas, and document 
their research properly. (Research)  

5. Students will produce writing that is free of serious grammatical and mechanical 
errors. (Conventions and Mechanics)  

The table below shows the specific methods to be used for direct and indirect 
assessment of each student learning outcome (SLO). The table also indicates the unit(s) 
responsible for each assessment activity and the frequency with which these activities 
will occur. In the following pages we describe these assessment activities in more detail.  

  QEP Assessment Activities 
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1 Process 
                  

2 
Exploration 

and 
Argumentation                   

3 Purposes and 
Audience                   

4 Research 
                  

5 Conventions 
and Mechanics                   

 
Responsible 

Unit(s) CWR-I CWR-L CWR-I ILC/G
E IRA P&IT IRA IRA IRA/G

E 

 Frequency Annual Annual Years 
1, 3, 5 

Each 
Term 

Annu
al 

Each 
Term Annual Biennial Annual 

           
Assessment Level: Direct Indirect        
Responsible Units: CWR-I: CWR Instructors; CWR-L: CWR Leadership; IRA: Office of Institutional 
Research and Assessment: GE: General Education Committee; ILC: Information Literacy Committee; 
QEP-S: QEP Steering Committee; P&IT: Provost's Office and Information Technology 
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Techniques for the Direct Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes  

Course-Level Assessment  

Course-level assessment will provide the most extensive and most immediate data to be 
used in evaluating success in improving student writing in the freshman composition 
courses, namely English 100, English 101, English 102, and Liberal Arts 102. Although 
this composition sequence is the immediate focus the QEP, assessment of English 098 
(Basic Writing) and English 250 (Advanced Composition) will occur similarly.  

The data to be collected from these courses will be a representative and random sample 
of student writing artifacts completed as course assignments (e.g., personal narratives, 
research papers, reflective essays) and contained within students' electronic portfolios. 
Assessments of these artifacts will be conducted annually (during the summer) by the 
CWR Director, Associate Director, and composition course instructors. These instructors 
will have designed the course, as described in Chapter 6, and will use the assessment 
results to make revisions in the courses and instruction for the upcoming year.  

The composition course rubrics, the selection/development of which is discussed below, 
will assess all aspects of the five QEP student learning outcome areas, establishing 
numerical scores for specific performance levels in the five outcome areas, briefly stated 
as follows: process; exploration and argumentation; purposes and audience; research; 
and conventions and mechanics. This scoring will yield data that are sufficiently granular 
to be used for specific course improvements. The number of scores at the specific 
performance levels in each area will be tallied, and analysis of these scores will inform 
the instructor-evaluators about areas receiving high scores and low scores. On the basis 
of this analysis, improvements will be incorporated into the curriculum, pedagogy, faculty 
preparation, or other areas to address the weaknesses for each course. This information 
from assessment will be reported annually by the CWR Director to the QEP Steering 
Committee and the CWR Advisory Board. Criteria for success for each outcome area will 
be established by the instructors collaboratively with the CWR leadership. For example, 
instructors may expect that at least 70% of scores for each component on the 4-point 
rubric will be a 3 or 4 and that no more than 15% of scores will be a 1.  

The rubric that will be used in the freshman composition courses (and for the 
pre/mid/post assessment described below) will be developed or adapted by the CWR 
leadership and composition instructors. We include a preliminary rubric as Appendix XIV 
to illustrate the general strategy for mapping to the five student learning outcomes. The 
process of rubric development/adaption will likely include consideration of other widely 
used rubrics, such as the University of South Florida's CLAQWA (Cognitive Level and 
Quality Writing Assessment System).  

In fall 2008, this community-based approach to course development and assessment 
was piloted by two English 101 instructors in a new cohort program for freshmen (called 
FASTrack). The instructors worked together to create shared course outcomes for 
student learning, chose a common handbook, assembled a coursepak of readings, and 
developed a rubric for grading. At the semester’s end, these instructors participated in 
course assessment sessions (along with writing tutors). During this assessment, the 
team used a modified course rubric to score 44 student essays. They will soon gather 
again to discuss the results and implications for making course improvements for fall 
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2009. During this process, the instructors agreed that while rubric development was a 
challenging, ongoing activity, it greatly influenced their teaching and provided meaningful 
professional development. 

Community-Based Assessment  

Huot (e.g., 2004, 2002, 1997) has clearly established the value of community-based 
involvement in the assessment of writing. This concept is particularly appropriate for the 
QEP because the topic was derived from a community-based process of needs 
assessment. While progress in writing over time may become obvious to those directly 
involved in teaching writing, it is important that a broad base of University faculty outside 
the CWR community evaluate whether the QEP is effectively improving student writing.  

The data to be collected in this assessment activity will be a representative and random 
sample of student writing artifacts completed as course assignments for Liberal Arts 102 
and contained within students' e-portfolios. This assessment will be conducted annually 
(each summer) by the CWR director, Associate Director, and other University faculty 
invited to participate. Before scoring the artifacts (essays), the faculty evaluators will 
participate in an educational or "calibration" session in the use of the Liberal Arts 102 
analytic rubric designed collaboratively by the course instructors. After scoring the 
essays, the faculty evaluators will discuss the strengths and weaknesses in student 
learning identified in the assessment.  

A written summary of the faculty evaluators’ comments and recommendations will be 
provided to the CWR Director and faculty teaching Liberal Arts 102. The summary will be 
included in the CWR Director's annual report to the QEP Steering Committee and the 
CWR Advisory Committee and used to identify ways to improve student learning. 
Because the use of student learning portfolios is being phased in through the QEP, 
collection methods in early years may vary.  

The criteria for success for each student learning outcome area will be established by 
faculty teaching Liberal Arts 102 collaboratively with the CWR leadership. For example, 
Liberal Arts 102 instructors may expect that at least 70% of scores for each component 
on the 4-point rubric will be a 3 or 4 and that no more than 15% of scores will be a 1.  

The benefit of this community-based assessment is three-fold. First, the results from 
assessment will be used directly by faculty to improve teaching and learning in Liberal 
Arts 102. Second, the process will enable the broader community to determine whether 
student writing is indeed improving. Third, the process will inform faculty outside the 
CWR of best practices in writing assessment that they may implement in their courses.  

Pre/Mid/Post QEP Assessment  

Pre/Mid/Post assessment will enable us to measure the success of the QEP by using a 
“value added” approach. The data to be collected for this assessment will be a random 
and representative sample of student writing artifacts (specifically, argumentative 
essays) completed as course assignments for Liberal Arts 102. These samples will be 
taken in the first year (2010, before QEP enhancements unfold), the third year (2012, 
mid-point), and the final year (2014) of the QEP. The assessment will be conducted by 
the QEP Steering Committee, with members evaluating the artifacts using the analytic 
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rubric designed in the QEP development process (see Appendix XIV for a preliminary 
version of this rubric, which illustrates the mapping of the five student learning 
outcomes). A designated coordinator will facilitate the scoring sessions and afterwards 
lead a discussion about the strengths and weaknesses of student writing. A written 
summary of the discussion will be provided to the CWR leadership, and the essay 
scores will be entered into the University’s TracDatTM system. A positive trend in mean 
scores (e.g., a 5 % increase each year) for each student learning outcome area will be 
the established criterion for success for this assessment.  

Information Literacy Assessment  

The QEP development process exposed the need to enhance students' research skills, 
especially their ability to integrate print and electronic sources effectively into their 
writing. The University's Information Literacy Committee worked with the University 
Libraries faculty to develop an online tutorial to illustrate various concepts of information 
literacy, specifically what constitutes plagiarism and how to identify appropriate 
electronic sources. The QEP Steering Committee has recommended that the newly 
created tutorial be included in selected QEP courses because of its alignment with 
student learning outcome 4 (research).  

The newly created tutorial has embedded questions that can be used to assess 
students' understanding of the concepts presented in the tutorial. The data gathered 
from these questions will be the students' raw scores from the students' first attempt to 
complete the embedded questions. These scores will be generated and collected 
electronically, and an item analysis will be conducted, aggregating all scores for each 
question. The analyzed data will be studied by faculty, the QEP Steering Committee, the 
General Education Committee, and the Information Literacy Committee to determine 
opportunities for improving student learning related to research. The criterion for success 
is that at least 60% of answers for each question will be correct.  

National Standardized Test  

Commercially developed standardized tests are widely used to measure student 
achievement and provide external validity of the level of that achievement. Since 2002, 
the University has administered the Measure of Academic Proficiency and Progress 
(MAPP) test from the Educational Testing Service (ETS) to measure students’ written 
communication skills, along with other general education competencies. (Prior to that 
time, the University administered the Academic Profile, also from ETS, which has scores 
compatible with MAPP.) This standardized assessment tool not only provides university-
wide data but also yields rich comparative data from peer institutions.  

MAPP was chosen because of its wide acceptance as a statistically sound tool for 
measuring students’ general education learning outcomes, such as those pertinent to 
writing. Moreover, the University plans to begin participating in the national Voluntary 
System of Accountability (VSA) in 2009, and MAPP has been selected by the VSA as 
one of the three approved instruments for measuring student learning outcomes.  

The most recent MAPP results underscore the need for improving writing at the 
University, with only 7.48% of students performing at the highest writing level (Level 3).  
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University of Mississippi (UM) 2007–08 MAPP Results for Writing Level 

MAPP UM Total N UM Total % National Comparison Difference 

Writing, Level 3 45.35 7.48% 8.72% -1.23% 

Writing, Level 2 134.88 22.26% 20.29% 1.97% 

Writing, Level 1 398.98 65.84% 68.86% -3.02% 

Currently, MAPP is administered by the Office of Institutional Research and Assessment 
and the General Education Committee exclusively to University juniors and seniors, but 
the test population will be expanded to include a representative sample of students in 
the QEP-related courses. Scores from freshmen completing the QEP classes will be 
compared to those of freshmen at comparable institutions in the University's Carnegie 
classification. As the students in the QEP cohort matriculate to the junior and senior 
levels, the QEP Steering Committee expects the percentage of our students who are 
proficient at Level 3 writing to be at or above the national comparison percentage.  

Techniques for the Indirect Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes  

Surveys  

Although survey data provide an indirect means for assessing student learning, the 
information can nonetheless be instructive in identifying strengths and weaknesses and 
can provide insights into others’ perceptions of the success of the QEP. Survey data are 
particularly useful in that they enable valuable longitudinal and peer group analysis. As 
discussed below, a number of surveys will be developed and administered.  

The University has been administering the National Survey of Student Engagement 
(NSSE) to freshmen and seniors annually since 2006. The data collected by the NSSE 
survey include students' self-reports of quantity and frequency of engagement in 
educational practices associated with high levels of learning and development. The 
NSSE questions related to writing and some recent results are included in Appendix III. 
NSSE data are collected by the Office of Institutional Research and Assessment and 
disseminated to the University community. The QEP Steering Committee will review the 
data over time to ascertain changes in students' responses after QEP implementation. 
The QEP Steering Committee will use NSSE data from Southern University Group 
(SUG) peers to compare student responses regarding the extent to which student 
engagement with writing has increased over time.  

The University administers the Evaluation of Instruction Survey online for each course 
section after each semester. Approximately 85% of students regularly participate. 
Specific questions will be added to the evaluation instrument for the first-year writing 
courses. Four questions from the WPA-NSSE consortium's list of 27 experimental 
questions have been adapted (see Appendix XV). These questions provide indirect 
assessment of student learning outcomes 1 (writing process) and 3 (purposes and 
audience). The Provost's Office will ensure that data are analyzed in the aggregate 
across student responses for all sections of each course. The results will be tabulated 
and distributed to the QEP Steering Committee, the CWR leadership, and course 
instructors and used to improve student writing.  
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The Graduating Student Survey is completed by all seniors as they apply for 
graduation. The data collected reflect students’ attitudes about their level of satisfaction 
with their academic experience. In spring 2009, additional questions that specifically 
address writing will be added to the survey. While the data will not provide immediate 
feedback regarding QEP success, data collected in the next two to three years will serve 
as a baseline against which data from students completing QEP courses will be 
compared as they complete the Graduating Student Survey. The Office of Institutional 
Research and Assessment is responsible for the online survey content and data and will 
provide data analysis to the QEP Steering Committee. The QEP cohort data are 
expected to show a marked increase in students' confidence in writing ability and 
satisfaction with writing instruction as compared with baseline data from students who 
graduate prior to QEP implementation.  

The Undergraduate Alumni Survey is administered by the Office of Institutional 
Research and Assessment to alumni approximately three years after graduation. The 
data collected reflect graduates’ attitudes about their level of satisfaction with their 
academic experience. The Alumni Survey currently includes one question regarding 
satisfaction with writing. This section of the survey will be strengthened before the next 
administration. As with the Graduating Student Survey, data from the Undergraduate 
Alumni Survey will not provide immediate feedback regarding QEP success. However, 
data collected in the next two to three years will serve as a baseline against which data 
from students completing QEP courses (eight years out) will be compared as they 
complete the Alumni Survey. The Office of Institutional Research and Assessment will 
collect and analyze the results from all respondents for each question and distribute the 
results to the QEP Steering Committee, CWR leadership, and course instructors, who 
will consider the results as affirmation of QEP effectiveness or impetus for improvement.  

Assessment of QEP Implementation Strategies 
 

In addition to assessing the desired student learning outcomes, we will also monitor our 
progress in implementing the three QEP strategic initiatives:  

• Reshaping the freshman writing curriculum by sequencing courses, revising and 
aligning course content and instruction, and improving instructor training and 
supervision  

• Dramatically improving writing support services and resources, especially by 
expanding the scope and effectiveness of the writing center and consolidating 
services and resources in a new, highly visible and accessible location  

• Demonstrably enhancing the teaching-learning environment by developing 
faculty leadership and expertise in best practices, establishing clear goals for the 
writing program, integrating assessment and instruction, and supporting research 
and development of creative new ways to improve student writing.  

The table below provides an overview of the various benchmarks and assessment data 
that will be used to evaluate our success in implementing these three strategic initiatives. 
This table indicates the units that are primarily responsible for monitoring or assessing 
each implementation strategy and the frequency with which data will be collected. 
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Revise Curriculum 
                

Enhance  
Writing Services                 

Enhance  
Teaching-Learning 

Environment                 

Responsible Unit(s) CWR-L 
& CLAD 

CWR-L/ 
QEP-S 

CWR-L/ 
CETL QEP-S CWR-L/ 

QEP-S CWR-L IRA QEP-S 

Frequency Annual Annual Each 
Term Year 5 Year 3 Year 3 Annual Year 3 

Responsible Units: CWR-L: CWR Leadership; QEP-S: QEP Steering Committee; CLAD: Dean of the 
College of Liberal Arts, along with English Department Chair; IRA: Office of Institutional Research and 
Assessment; CETL: Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning  

Successful Revision of the Curriculum 

The success of our QEP begins with the curricular revision of English 101, English 102 
and Liberal Arts 102 and the creation of English 100. We plan to institute the new 
curriculum within two years (piloting new course versions in fall 2010 and launching full-
scale in fall 2011). The revision and piloting of English 250 will follow in fall 2012. We will 
assess the quality of the new curriculum in terms of the QEP student learning outcomes.  

Usage Levels of Writing Support Services 

The enhanced services provided by the CWR should be reflected by a significant 
increase in the number of student visits and the total hours of consultation. Such direct 
measures will enable us to compare the use of services before (e.g., services provided 
by our current writing center) and after the relocation and start-up of the CWR. Our 
objective is to double the student consultation hours over the pre-QEP level. Comment 
cards will also be available for students at the CWR to facilitate ongoing improvements. 

Faculty Development Workshops and Faculty Seed Grants 

As described in Chapter VI, the CWR will work with the Center for Excellence in 
Teaching and Learning to offer a number of faculty development workshops in the area 
of writing. These will include those for the general faculty audience, as well as 
workshops for instructors of the composition courses. An assessment questionnaire will 
be distributed in all workshops and will include questions regarding satisfaction with the 
training, as well as content questions to evaluate the effectiveness of the training.  

Beginning in the third year, the QEP Steering Committee intends to offer seed grants to 
faculty/departments for development of writing intensive courses or related writing 
activities in the majors. Our implementation benchmark is to meet this target. All 
proposals must specify how student learning related to writing will be assessed. 
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Faculty and Staff Focus Groups and Surveys 

In the third and fifth years of the program, the CWR leadership and QEP Steering 
Committee will conduct a combination of focus group studies and surveys with faculty 
and professional staff (e.g., advisors, Student Affairs staff) to assess awareness of, 
course use of, and satisfaction with various aspects of the QEP, such as CWR services, 
the revised courses, and the efforts to enhance the overall teaching-learning 
environment in support of writing. The focus group sessions will be facilitated by QEP 
Steering Committee members or an external evaluator (see below). We will use the 
findings to explore the extent to which faculty and staff who have experienced QEP 
interventions share the QEP core values of reflection, collaboration, and community. 
That is, we hope to determine whether the faculty and staff perceive an improvement in 
the teaching-learning environment in support of writing. We will conduct an online survey 
of a larger group of faculty and professional staff for the same purpose. 

Student Focus Groups and Student and Alumni Surveys 

Similarly, in the third and fifth years, the CWR leadership will conduct focus group 
studies with students. By year three, we will have phased in the revised freshman 
composition sequence and launched CWR services. By including students from the 
freshman to the senior level, we hope to gauge the impact of the enhanced curriculum 
and services (which will have been experienced more by the freshmen initially). The 
focus group studies should provide insight from the students’ perspective as to the value 
of the CWR services and the enhancement of the teaching-learning environment (e.g., 
whether there has been an increased focus on writing by faculty in their major courses).  
We will monitor student and alumni survey responses in a similar way. Graduating 
student surveys are conducted online (e.g., coupled with the student’s application for a 
diploma), and alumni surveys are conducted biennially by the Office of Institutional 
Research and Assessment. The surveys include a question on student satisfaction with 
writing support services. We will analyze these survey responses, with the expectation of 
seeing a marked increase in satisfaction levels over time.  

External Reviewer 

Just as we have benefitted from external consultants at key stages in the development 
of this QEP, in year three (and perhaps again in year five), we will ask an external 
consultant to evaluate our progress in implementing the QEP and in achieving our goal 
of improving student writing. This consultant will be asked to review all assessment 
results and our effectiveness in using these results, to participate in faculty and student 
focus group meetings, and to make recommendations to the QEP Steering Committee.  

Summary 
 

The QEP assessment strategy is comprehensive, multifaceted, and well-defined. At the 
core of this evaluation is the direct assessment of the five student learning outcomes, 
the centerpiece of the QEP. We have also established benchmarks for the QEP 
framework, which supports and promotes student writing—specifically, the writing 
curriculum, writing support services, and the teaching-learning environment. Thoughtful, 
well-designed assessment will provide the foundation for data-driven, evidence-based 
continuous improvement, both in the learning and in the teaching of writing. 
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Participation Table

Prominent in QEP development were the individual contributors listed in the 
roster below, as well as other University constituents such as the following:
Students  
More than 50 students participated in a set of focus group studies conducted by the 
Topic Selection Task Force. Approximately 70 students, including Associated Student 
Body members and University orientation leaders, were part of a focus group 
discussion after QEP topic selection. Students in an ART 361 class designed a QEP 
marketing concept/plan and presented their designs to members of a student focus 
group and the QEP Public Relations and Steering Committees.
Alumni 
A total of 387 undergraduate alumni participated in an online survey (12.9% of 2002–
2005 graduates receiving the survey) regarding their academic experiences. 
Faculty/Staff 
A total of 461 faculty and staff (23.3%) responded to a survey on potential QEP topics. 
Several instructors and writing tutors used the collaborative "QEP process" to develop, 
teach, and assess their English 101 sections; the rubric they adapted was further 
refined for use in the QEP pre/post assessment of student writing.
roster:  X = member;  A = sacs steering comm (advisory);  blue = QEP steering comm 
(dev)

Maurice Eftink
Text Box
Appendix I:  Participation Table
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Mullen, Chris Faculty X X
Nordstrum, Tim Faculty X
Quinn, Patrick Faculty X X X
Reardon, Sparky Admin X X
Rego, Carla Staff X
Reynolds, Holly Admin A X
Reyson, Matt Faculty X
Rice, Penny Staff X
Ridgeway, Larry Admin A X X
Scott, Bill Faculty X
Shaw, Jay Faculty X X
Smith, M.K. Staff X
Smith, Whitman Admin X
Stocks, Morris Admin A X
Sullivan-Gonzalez, Doug Admin X
Vernon, Ron Admin X
Ward, Joe Faculty X
Watt, Jeff Faculty X
Wells, Amy Faculty X X X X X X X
Williamson, Lori Faculty X
Winkle, John Faculty X
Young-Minor, Ethel Faculty X X X X X X
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The University of Mississippi
NSSE 2008 Means Comparison Summary Report

Number of Respondents by School

Level
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Ole Miss
580First‐Yr 14 31 91 17 40 343 44

Senior 52 117 160 95 22 270 42

Ole Miss

Level Accy AppSci Bus Edu Engr LibArts Phar Meana Meana Sigb
Effect 

Sizec Meana Sigb
Effect 

Sizec

Academic and Intellectual Experiences

16 First‐Yr 2.93 3.00 2.81 2.76 2.50 2.78 2.56 2.78 2.56 *** .21 2.60 *** .18
17 Senior 2.59 2.59 2.59 2.89 2.43 2.44 2.41 2.55 2.32 *** .24 2.43 *** .13
18 First‐Yr 3.50 3.17 3.03 3.29 2.83 3.18 3.34 3.16 3.00 *** .20 3.01 *** .19
19 Senior 3.22 3.37 3.22 3.40 3.45 3.21 3.38 3.27 3.23 .05 3.24 .03

Mental Activities

62 First‐Yr 3.00 2.65 2.68 3.07 2.95 3.07 2.93 2.97 2.90 .08 2.85 ** .13
63 Senior 3.02 3.11 2.98 3.31 3.38 3.06 3.39 3.09 3.03 .07 3.01 * .10
64

First‐Yr 3.00 2.77 2.81 3.20 2.67 3.08 2.88 2.98 2.89 * .11 2.86 ** .14
65

Senior 3.06 3.10 3.01 3.19 3.43 3.00 3.29 3.07 2.99 * .09 2.97 ** .11
66 First‐Yr 3.31 2.83 2.99 3.07 3.03 3.23 3.27 3.16 3.08 * .09 3.03 *** .15

Senior 3.47 3.32 3.23 3.25 3.52 3.13 3.49 3.24 3.21 .04 3.18 .07

Reading and Writing

74 First‐Yr 1.08 1.19 1.32 1.27 1.18 1.21 1.10 1.23 1.21 .02 1.26 -.05
75 Senior 1.35 1.57 1.63 1.63 1.67 1.40 1.32 1.50 1.57 ** -.09 1.61 *** -.14
76 First‐Yr 2.23 2.23 2.20 2.40 2.05 2.37 2.17 2.30 2.24 .07 2.23 * .09
77 Senior 2.13 2.56 2.39 2.54 2.24 2.39 2.29 2.40 2.45 -.05 2.49 * -.09
78 First‐Yr 2.77 3.08 3.26 3.53 3.24 3.36 3.39 3.30 2.91 *** .39 3.01 *** .29
79 Senior 2.46 3.08 2.53 2.74 3.00 2.95 3.07 2.83 2.85 -.02 2.95 ** -.10

1=none, 2=between 1 and 4, 3=between 5 and 10, 4=between 11 and 20, 5=more 
than 20During the current school year, about how much reading and writing have you done?

Making judgments about the value of information, 
arguments, or methods, such as examining how others 
gathered and interpreted data and assessing the 
soundness of their conclusions

Number of written papers or reports of fewer than 5 
pages

Number of written papers or reports of 20 pages or more

Number of written papers or reports between 5 and 19 
pages

Applying theories or concepts to practical problems or in 
new situations

1=very little, 2=some, 3=quite a bit, 4=very muchDuring the current school year, how much has your coursework emphasized the following 
mental activities?

Synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or 
experiences into new, more complex interpretations and 
relationships

Ole Miss compared with:
School Means SUG Carnegie Peers

1=never, 2=sometimes, 3=often, 4=very oftenIn your experience at your institution during the current school year, about how often 
have you done each of the following?

580
758

Prepared two or more drafts of a paper or assignment 
before turning it in

Worked on a paper or project that required integrating 
ideas or information from various sources

a Weighted by gender, enrollment status, and institutional size
b *p<.05  **p<.01  ***p<.001 (2‐tailed)
c Mean difference divided by comparison group standard deviation
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Writing Skills 197 Writing Skills 4.49
Critical Thinking 191 Critical Thinking 4.47
Research/Creativity 187 Research/Creativity 4.24
Ethical Responsibility 116 Oral Communication 4.16
Oral Communication 110 Ethical Responsibility 4.11
Ability to Work in Teams 98 Ability to Work in Teams 4.02
Multicultural Perspectives 88 Multicultural Perspectives 3.73
Global Interdependence 60 Good Citizenship 3.73
Good Citizenship 57 Intellectual Curiosity 3.71
Intellectual Curiosity 57 Global Interdependence 3.61
Use of Technology 14 Use of Technology 3.15

Writing Skills 2167 Writing Skills 4.73
Critical Thinking 2146 Critical Thinking 4.72
Oral Communication 2043 Oral Communication 4.48
Ethical Responsibility 1943 Ethical Responsibility 4.29
Ability to Work in Teams 1899 Research/Creativity 4.25
Research/Creativity 1875 Ability to Work in Teams 4.17
Good Citizenship 1806 Good Citizenship 4.00
Intellectual Curiosity 1751 Intellectual Curiosity 3.83
Multicultural Perspectives 1729 Multicultural Perspectives 3.83
Global Interdependence 1671 Global Interdependence 3.70
Use of Technology 1580 Use of Technology 3.47

AVERAGE NEEDS IMPROVEMENT SCORE

Research/Creativity 1860 Research/Creativity 4.24
Writing Skills 1858 Writing Skills 4.23
Critical Thinking 1850 Critical Thinking 4.22
Ethical Responsibility 1713 Ethical Responsibility 3.92
Ability to Work in Teams 1671 Ability to Work in Teams 3.87
Oral Communication 1669 Oral Communication 3.82
Multicultural Perspectives 1590 Multicultural Perspectives 3.64
Intellectual Curiosity 1565 Intellectual Curiosity 3.58
Global Interdependence 1531 Global Interdependence 3.52
Good Citizenship 1495 Good Citizenship 3.45
Use of Technology 1226 Use of Technology 2.81

UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI
ANALYSIS OF QEP TOPIC SELECTION SURVEY

DECEMBER 2006
TOTAL RESPONDENTS (N=461)

TOTAL SCORE FOR IMPORTANCE AVERAGE SCORE FOR IMPORTANCE

TOTAL NEEDS IMPROVEMENT SCORE

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHO RANKED  
ITEM MOST IMPORTANT (5) AND AVERAGE SCORE FOR IMPORTANCE 

MOST IN NEED OF IMPROVEMENT (5) AND NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT
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The QEP Topic Selection Task Force met fourteen times during late 2006 and early 2007. Each meeting 
contributed to the shape of the QEP. Two meetings, though, were especially pivotal to the selection of our 
topic. Minutes from those meetings have been excerpted below: 
 
 
QEP Topic Selection Task Force Meeting--January 9th, 2007 
 
Key Points 
 
Mary Harrington presented the committee with the faculty and staff results from the Topic Selection Survey. 
An analysis of these scores was handed out to the committee members. The survey consisted of the 
following: 

- 2 page summary that was broken down by total respondents, then faculty respondents, and finally 
staff respondents 

- The top 3 issues that most respondents felt were the most important and had need for 
improvement were: 
1. Writing Skills 
2. Critical Thinking 
3. Research/Creativity 

- Total number of respondents was 465, which is 23.5% of all who were surveyed 
- Instructors – 294 respondents, which is 28.2% 
- Staff – 167 respondents, which is 18.2% 

 
 
QEP Topic Selection Task Force Meeting--January 30th, 2007 
 
The meeting began with Dr. Patrick Quinn, English Department Chair, discussing a proposal for the English 
Department, but with the possibility of incorporation into QEP. Dr. Quinn explained that his proposal is going 
to be turned into the Dean of the Liberal Arts School in hopes of improving written composition at the 
university. His main ideas on the proposal are as follows (the complete proposal will be revised and posted 
on blackboard): 

1. Combine English 101 and English 102 into one semester. English 101 would be taught on Monday, 
Wednesday, and Friday, while 102 would be taught on Tuesday and Thursday. English 101 would 
teach the basics of writing, such as paragraph structure. English 102 would focus on actual written 
composition. 

2. LIBA 102 must either be taken away as a substitute for English 102 or it must be restructured. One 
possibility would be to make LIBA 102 into a university introduction class. The other would be to 
place teachers in this course who actually know how to write and most importantly know how to 
teach writing. 

3. Implementation of an intensive writing course during a student’s junior or senior year that is part of 
their academic major. Example: Business writing during junior or senior year. 

4. The university needs to hire a professor that specializes in composition and rhetoric. This needs to 
be someone who has been out in the workforce writing for different disciplines. 

5. Improvements must be made in the student writing center. Currently the writing center tends to 
service a lot of engineering students that are native English speaking. One major problem is that 
we aren’t reaching the entire campus. Secondly, the international students are being taught by 
graduate students who are not ESL teachers.  

 
Discussion/Questions Regarding Dr. Quinn’s Proposal 

- How do we assess this? 
- How do we get instructors from outside of the English Dept. to buy into designing intensive writing 

courses in their disciplines? 
- One problem with LIBA 102 is that it has never been assessed and there is an uncertainty of how 

to assess this class. 
- There may be a problem in implementing a 2 class, 6 credit hours of English 
- The English Dept. cannot feel as if this is a burden upon them. One problem UAB has had in 

implementing their QEP is that the English dept. is very unhappy because they were made to felt 
like it was their responsibility. Ole Miss needs to think about this before any decisions are made. 
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The Strategic Planning Council (SPC) is a university standing committee responsible for 
all strategic planning efforts. Because the QEP is a plan for the future, the QEP Steering 
Committee has kept the SPC informed during the QEP development process. For example, 
Maurice Eftink delivered a QEP update to the SPC during its October meeting. The 
minutes from that meeting are excerpted below: 
   
Strategic Planning Council 
October 10, 2008 
Ventress Hall Conference Room, 2:30 – 3:30 p.m.  
Minutes 
Present: Dr. Larry Ridgeway, Dr. Glenn Hopkins, Dr. Julia Rholes, Dr. Maurice Eftink, 
Dr. Don Dyer, Dr. Judith Cassidy, Dr. Ken Sufka, Dr. Dawn Wilkins, Ms. Allyson Best, 
Mr. Norm Easterbrook, Mr. Graham Purcell, Dr. Noel Wilkin (Chair) . . .  
 

Announcements: SACS Update (Eftink) 
• At the stage of Off-Site reviews we should expect a report from those 

reviewers. 
• After that review, they will ask for focus reports or follow-up reports.  

Typically an institution will get 10 to 15 of those requests. 
• On site review will occur February 24 – 26. 
• On site, they will review 15 “super criteria” (most of which are federal 

requirements) 
• Then they will review the QEP – which is geared toward improving student 

writing and the teaching of writing on our campus.  This will be 
accomplished through the new center for composition and rhetoric.  It will 
also revamp freshman composition.  It also will employ the use of 
electronic tools – like e-portfolios. . . . The Lamar Law Center has been the 
proposed home for this center.  
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Summary of the Recommendations of the Technology-Focused Group 
 

Strategic Recommendations 
1. Deployment of Technologies - Faculty Adoption/Integration: 

A. Provide additional resources for instructional technology integration in new faculty orientation 
activities and other faculty development programs. 

B. Consider hiring a “Director of Instructional Technology” to work in the Center for Excellence in 
Teaching and Learning (CETL), the Center for Writing and Rhetoric (CWR), or Faculty 
Technology Development Center (FTDC). 

C. Consider a faculty technology grant program or “sabbatical semester” where a faculty member 
works solely to teach others and write about technology integration. 
Core recommendations: Expand on the success of grass-roots efforts in technology integration 
with faculty using technologies working to teach others how to use different technologies 
effectively.   

2. Technologies for Writing in Content Courses 
A. One of those challenges, overwhelming amounts of time-consuming grading, can be addressed 

through peer-review and grading processes.  Currently, for example, Calibrated Peer Review® 
(CPR) is being used in an Organic Chemistry course on campus.  This program, an internet-based 
writing-to-learn program, has been demonstrated to also result in learning-to-write.  Various peer 
and self review systems are offered by other providers 

B. Collaborative writing tools allow students to work as teams to create projects in environments such as 
Wiki’s and Blogs.  Learning Objects® has a suite of programs that operates as seamlessly as 
MSOffice.  It has Wiki, Blog, Podcasting, Website building, and Searching modules.  
Additionally, this suite of tools can be seamlessly integrated into the campus’ Blackboard LMS.  
There are a variety of free and pay Wiki and blogging services such as Wetpaint, Wikispaces, and 
PBWiki.  
Core recommendation: Involve the University’s Instructional Technology Standing Committee in 
identification of products and purchasing recommendations.   
 

Tactical Recommendations 
Track Student Progress over time through the use of e-Portfolios. We recommend use of e-portfolios for their 
ability to promote reflective thought and observation of personal growth. They may be useful to the university 
in demonstrating student progress, also.  Several options are available – CPR®, Learning Objects®, 
Blackboard®, Angel®, Weblog software – Moveable type®. 

 
 Survey the faculty. We recommend a survey of teaching faculty to discover the different technologies being 
used to support teaching and learning.  There was a general sentiment that there may be some faculty and 
instructors out there “going it alone” who have solutions to contribute.  This may also reveal potential “faculty 
champions” of specific technologies.   
 
 Offer Incentives for deploying technologies.   We recommend the use of incentives to reward faculty for using 
technologies for writing instruction.  These could be in the form of summer grants for intensive training or new 
activities for peer-to-peer training.  A technology and teaching sabbatical or faculty development program such 
as the one offered by Creighton University offers a model to explore in future discussions.   

 
Use distance learning technologies.  There are a number of technologies that facilitate “distance learning” that 
impact writing that might be useful for tutors in the CWR.  Already implemented on campus is the Angel® 
course management system for on-line learning that can be used for writing.  Another technology available on 
campus is Wimba®, a synchronous, online tool. Wimba®, allows for voice and video communication, 
application sharing, course instruction, and many other teaching-learning opportunities. This tool can be used 
to provide regular instruction, advising, mentoring, student collaboration, professional development, webinars, 
and many other applications necessitated by the need for synchronous communication.     
 
Use cognitive writing tools.  It was noted that there are a number of micro-tools available to facilitate the 
writing process.  A list includes: Outlining Tools – commercial vs. freeware – OmniOutliner, Backpack, Zoho 
Planner, Google Docs, MS Word, MS Excel.  Concept Mapping Tools – commercial vs. freeware - Cmap 
Tools, OmniGraffle, Inspiration, Gliffy, MS Word, MS Excel. 
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Summary of the Recommendations of the QEP Faculty-Focus Group 
 

1. Writing Course Renovation to Help Faculty Effectively Teach Students 
A. Courses should be sequenced, so that a student must take ENGL 101 before taking LIBA 102. 
B. Students who take the AP test should have to also have to take a writing exam at UM. 
C. Transfer Students should have to take UM Writing Exam. 
D. Make sure all advisors know the importance of sequencing. 
E. Since several non-humanities majors require ENGL 250, the CCR should make sure that ENGL 

250 is delivered with more consistency. 
 Core Group Recommendation:  Focus QEP on Freshman Sequencing.  This model parallels the 

work of other writing programs across the nation. 
 

2. Faculty Seed Grants 
A. Should be awarded in amounts of 2,500-5,000 depending on the nature of the proposal. 
B. Grants should be awarded for diverse projects to enhance writing such as:  teamwork between 

humanities and non-humanities faculty members, revising courses to make them more writing-
intensive, development of materials to be used in CCR as aids for teachers and students. 

C. Any member of the teaching staff at the university should be able to apply for a seed grant. 
D. Those who receive grants must be able to produce a tangible outcome: report, presentation at 

faculty-development brown bag, etc. 
Core Group Recommendation:  Faculty Seed Grants focus on training and development of the 
LIBA Faculty with a model similar to Honors 101 and 102 Faculty Development. 

 
3. On-Line Workshops:  The CCR should develop on-line writing workshops for faculty members.  

All faculty members who are already on staff should be required to take the course.  After 
completion of the course, they could receive a small stipend of 200.00 in an overhead account OR 
departments could receive equipment upgrades after all full-time faculty complete courses. 

 
4. Faculty Orientation: The CCR should be incorporated into the orientation of New Faculty 

Members.  The center should make a concerted effort to standardize writing expectations of all 
incoming faculty members. 

 
5. Faculty Support from the Center: The writing specialists hired to work in the CCR should all have 

different areas of expertise.  For example, one could specialize in writing for the social sciences, 
while another could specialize in writing for business environments.  These writers become 
“satellites” who are used as resources for departments and who deliver help in these specialty areas. 

 
6. Faculty Manual:  The University of MS needs a standard manual used across disciplines by 

professors and students.  This manual can be one created by faculty members at the University of 
MS or one that incorporates multiple styles.  People should have access to this manual in both paper 
and electronic form. 

 Core Group Recommendation:  Standardize writing text with existing manual.  The new CCR director 
could pursue this if interested. 

 
7. Developmental Writing Courses: should be brought under the umbrella of the center, so that the 

center displays a “No Student Left Behind” approach to Writing. 
 

8. Identification of Programs with Similar Thrusts: The center should work closely with the Center 
for Excellence in Teaching and Learning. 

 Core Group Recommendation:  Include directors of similar programs on the advisory board of the 
center. 

 
9. Work with UM Satellite Campuses:  The Satellite Campuses should be closely and carefully 

included in all of the thrusts of the CCR.  There should be a close relationship with the Writing 
Director at our Regional Campuses and our CCR Writing Director. 
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Search  Committee:  Dr. Gary Gaston (Biology), Dr. William Lawhead (Philosophy and Religions), Dr. Johnny 
Lott (Director of Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning), Dr. Jeanette Martin (Marketing), Dr. Steven 
Monroe (Assistant to the Dean of Liberal Arts), Dr. Patrick Quinn (Chair, English), Dr. Ethel Young-Minor 
(English), Dean Glenn Hopkins (College of Liberal Arts). 
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Interoffice Memorandum 

 

OFFICE OF THE PROVOST & V C FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS 
University, MS  38677 

Phone: (662) 915-1188 Fax: (662) 915-5280 
e-mail: EFTINK@OLEMISS.EDU  

TO:  Dr. Robert C. Khayat, Chancellor 
  Dr. Morris H. Stocks, Provost 
  Dr. Larry Ridgeway, Vice Chancellor for Student Life 
  Mr. Larry Sparks, Vice Chancellor for Administration and Finance 
 
FROM:  Maurice Eftink, Associate Provost and Dean of the Graduate School 
 
DATE:  October 21, 2008 
 
SUBJECT: QEP Center for Composition and Rhetoric Physical Location 
 
We are in the final stages of preparing the SACS Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP).  Our QEP 
focuses on improving student writing and enhancing the teaching of writing skills.  A centerpiece 
of the QEP is the creation of a Center for Composition and Rhetoric (CCR).   The CCR will 
oversee an expanded Writing Center and the teaching of all freshmen composition courses 
(including Liba 102). The CCR will also provide a number of faculty development activities 
related to the teaching of writing, in coordination with the Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning, and will guide the enhancement of writing activities in upper division courses. 
 
We need to include in our QEP a statement of commitment regarding the physical location and 
adequate financial support.   I am writing to request this commitment. 
 
Regarding physical location, we have talked about placing the CCR in the Lamar Law Building, 
when it is available.   I would like to have our Facilities Planning Office work with our QEP 
Development Team to map out an adequate location and prepare a sketch of the proposed rooms.  
We have to send the QEP to SACS in a little over a month.  It would be preferable to have this 
sketch ready to include at that time.  I formally request that this commitment be made. 
 
Regarding financial support, we have already allocated $375,000 (plus $112,500 in fringes) in 
the budget for QEP implementation.  I have worked with Dr. Glenn Hopkins to identify an 
additional $260,000 of existing funds (plus $78,000 in fringe) that can be realigned with the QEP 
CCR (e.g., moving instructor lines from the English Department to report to the CCR Director).  
We assume that we can also continue to use the earnings from the Freshmen Seminar 
endowment ($75,000 to $150,000 per year) for QEP activities.  Our estimation is that we will 
still be about $200,000 per year short from the amount needed for full implementation of the 
QEP.  However, this full funding does not have to be in place immediately, since the 
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Distribution 
Page two 
October 21, 2008   
 
 
implementation will be phased in over 2-3 years.  Additionally, some of these extra funds will be 
used to hire graduate instructors and to enhance the stipends for existing graduate instructors, 
which supports other proposed efforts to enhance graduate student assistantships.  That is, I think 
that our financial support is adequate at this time to move forward with hiring a QEP Director 
and implementing the QEP, provided that we realize that an additional $200,000 will be needed 
within about 2-3 years. 
 
Also, I am assuming that some portion of the lapsed salary funds associated with the unspent 
$375,000 can be used to purchase equipment and software needed for the CCR (which will have 
a computer lab).  
 
Thank you for your consideration.  My immediate need is to have assurance about a physical 
location for the CCR and to have Facilities Planning work with me to develop a sketch of the 
location. 
 
For your information, Dr. Hopkins is proceeding with a search for the Director of the CCR, with 
the goal of filling this new position in Summer/Fall 2009. 
 
 
cc: Dr. Glenn Hopkins 
 Dr. Amy Wells 
 Dr. Stephen Monroe 
 Dr. Ethel Young-Minor 
 Dr. Mary Harrington 
 Mr. Ian Banner 
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Early Draft of the QEP Rubric – to be used in Pre/Post QEP Assessments 
Artifact Identifier_______________________ Assignment _______________________ 

Student 
Learning 
Outcome 

Beginning 
(1) 

Developing 
(2) 

Accomplished 
(3) 

Mastery 
(4) Score 

Process 
(SLO One) 

Drafts show little variation.  There is some evidence of 
proof-reading and editing. 

Final draft has been 
thoughtfully revised,  
edited, and proof-read.  

Drafts demonstrate 
thoughtful re-organizing, 
revising, editing, and/or 
proof-reading.  

1 □ 
2 □ 
3 □ 
4 □ 

Exploration and 
Argument 
(SLO Two) 

Does not present an 
argument. Little or no 
evidence.  

Presents an argument. 
Evidence is present but not 
convincing. Fails to 
acknowledge or explore 
opposing views.   

Presents a clear argument. 
Evidence is relevant. 
Acknowledges an 
opposing view.  

Presents a clear and 
sound argument. Evidence 
is compelling. Establishes 
credibility by exploring 
opposing views.  

1 □ 
2 □ 
3 □ 
4 □ 

Purposes and 
Audience 
(SLO Three) 

Sentence forms, language, 
and tone are not 
appropriate for academic 
purposes.  

Sentence forms, language, 
and tone are awkward, but 
the writer has attempted to 
write for an academic 
purpose.   

Sentence forms, language, 
and tone are appropriate 
for academic purposes.  

Contains apt word choices, 
sophisticated sentence 
forms and a reflective, 
academic tone.  

1 □ 
2 □ 
3 □ 
4 □ 

Research 
(SLO Four) 

Secondary sources are 
scarce and/or unreliable. 
Secondary material has not 
been thoughtfully 
integrated.    

Secondary sources are 
unreliable. Secondary 
material is only partially 
integrated. Much seems 
disconnected from the 
writer’s argument.   

Secondary sources are 
reliable. Secondary 
material is integrated and 
often supports the writer’s 
argument.  

Secondary sources are 
well-chosen and reliable. 
Secondary material is 
thoughtfully integrated and 
strongly supports the 
argument.  

1 □ 
2 □ 
3 □ 
4 □ 

Conventions 
and Mechanics 

(SLO Five) 

Contains numerous errors 
in grammar, punctuation, 
and/or spelling. Format is 
inappropriate for the 
assignment.  

Frequent errors in spelling 
and grammar distract the 
reader. Document does not 
consistently follow 
appropriate format. 

While there may be minor 
errors, they are scattered 
and not distracting. 
Document is appropriately 
formatted.  

The writing is essentially 
error-free in terms of 
grammar, punctuation, and 
spelling. Document is 
appropriately formatted.  

1 □ 
2 □ 
3 □ 
4 □ 

 
If secondary sources have been used, they have been cited in the text and documented in a “Works Cited” page. This documentation 
follows MLA guidelines. YES _____   NO_____ 
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Possible Questions for Student Course Evaluations  

in English 101, 102, and Liberal Arts 102 
 
We will add the following questions as soon Spring of 2009 to our online course 
evaluation system for the above courses. This will create some baseline measures 
(indirect) for the QEP. 

 
1. In this course, for how many of your writing assignments did you create multiple 

drafts and receive feedback on those drafts from teachers or peers before turning 
in your final work?  (assesses SLO #1, Process) 

   A.  All assignments 
B.  Most assignments 
C.  Some assignments 
D.  Few assignments 
E.   No assignments 
 

2.  During this course, did your instructor clearly explain in advance his or her 
expectations for writing assignments?  (assesses the curriculum revision and the 
teaching-learning environment) 

   A. Always 
   B. Almost always 
   C. Usually 
   D. Sometimes 
   E. Rarely 
 

3. Upon completing this class, how confident are you in your ability to produce 
writing for your future courses?  (assesses SLO #3, Purposes and Audience) 
  A. Very confident 
  B. Confident 
  C. Somewhat confident 
  D. Not confident 
 

4. During this semester, for how many of your assignments did you visit the writing 
center to work on a project with a peer tutor?  (assesses SLO #1, Process, and the 
writing services) 
  A. All assignments 
  B. Most assignments 
  C. Some assignments 
  D. No assignments 

Maurice
Text Box
Appendix XV: QEP-Related Course Evaluation Questions
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