





parts, suggest three compelling and related factors which contribute to the long-
term endurance of WAC programs:

1. Administrative support (including funding). Among the programs in our
survey that have been discontinued, nearly half report that changes in
administrative priorities were responsible for program termination; lack
of administrative support and lack of funding are the most oft-mentioned
contributors to programs’ dissolution. Survey respondents with continu-
ing programs, too, repeatedly note that the future depends in large
measure on decisions made by a dean or central administrator.

2. Grassroots/Faculty support. In the prose comments elicited by the surveys,
faculty support (or, by contrast, apathy) recurs regularly in discussions of
the challenges faced and opportunities embraced by evolving programs.
Where faculty support is strong, programs have the opportunity to
flourish. Where the faculty is resistant, programs wither.

3. Strong, consistent program leadership. Program leadership manifests in
many ways. Among these, the energy to maintain an active program, one
with multiple components, curricular elements, and assessment strate-
gies, proves to be a telling factor in program endurance.

We wish to emphasize the role played by these three factors in the evolution,
growth, and (sometimes) termination of the WAC programs represented in the
survey group. We will begin by looking at how each of these factors manifests in
the survey data and how their relative importance is represented in the trends,
frequencies, and commentary. Later, we will reflect upon the difficulties in
measuring WAC programs, exploring not only what those difficulties entail for
WAC researchers but also what they say about the WAC movement itself.

Definition of Terms

When a WAC director at a community college in the Northwest laments (in
response to the 1995 survey) that her administration thinks “that WAC should
‘just happen,’” she identifies what for us becomes a substantial theme of the
surveys collectively: there is a genuine difference between writing “just happen-
ing” across the curriculum and an organized institutional effort to promote such
writing. The fact that WAC activities can be and inevitably are carried on even in
the absence of WAC programs can cloud definitions of what it means to have
such a program. Conversely, our notion of what constitutes a WAC program, or
more broadly of what constitutes an institutional effort to promote writing across
disciplinary boundaries, can cloud our perception of what WAC looks like after
twenty-five years of college life.

We wish to make clear some of our own operating assumptions about
WAC programs and the working definitions we used for this report. Although
we assume that “"WAC program” is defined as more than just a single WAC
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activity (a writing exam or one required upper-division course), we did not
define it as such in either the surveys or the explanatory letters that accompanied
them. The survey instrument itself, asking about myriad activities, implies that
we expected more than one activity, but we did not make that assumption
explicit. If the respondents to our surveys thought they had something called a
WAC program on their campuses, we took that to be the case (although, of
course, we had the evidence they gave us on the surveys to back up their
assertions). Further, we did not make any nice distinctions between programs
emphasizing “writing to learn” and “writing in the disciplines.” Because of their
site-specific nature, WAC programs come in such varied forms and stripes that
we wanted to cast our net as widely as possible.

Two other terms are worth discussing at the outset. Our interest here is
the progress and evolution of specific WAC programs over the course of a
decade, with a particular eye toward factors which appear to impact significantly
the longevity of these programs. Throughout this report, we refer to programs
which have survived (that is, instances wherein survey respondents indicate that
a WAC program is still in operation as of 1995) as enduring programs. There are
106 of these. Programs which report having ceased to operate as of 1995 (32 of
the 138) will be referred to as discontinued programs. We wish to emphasize our
respect for all those who responded to our surveys, regardless of program status.
While we assume that WAC programs can measurably enhance the quality of
undergraduate learning, and that it is therefore desirable that WAC programs
endure (an assumption which likely is shared by all survey respondents), we
make no negative assumptions nor, we hope, inferences about respondents
whose programs have been discontinued. If anything, we hope to demonstrate
the complexity of the institutional fabric within which the threads of WAC are
woven and the considerable challenges which WAC directors and programs face
as the movement’s third decade draws to a close.

Why WAC Programs Survive: Administrative Support,
Faculty Support, and Leadership

Administrative support and funding

The span of time which separates the two surveys discussed here has
been marked, for many schools, by general budgetary contraction—the academic
corollary of the downsizing in large American corporations during the same
period. This belt-tightening has affected the budgets of programs and depart-
ments across campus; it is no surprise that WAC, too, has been impacted by the
downward economic trend.

Miraglia and McLeod m




The increased budgetary constraints faced by central administrators have
forced difficult choices; when resources are insufficient to fund all programs,
even some successful and valued programs must be cut. By grouping adminis-
trative support and program funding in this discussion, then, we do not mean to
conflate the two. Rather, we mean to emphasize that even where program
funding is not a perfect index to the enthusiasm of an institution’s administrators
for WAC, it is still suggestive of administrative priorities. Within this interpre-
tive frame, we take the funding levels and administrative priorities to be
inextricable movements of the same process. And while the broad extent of this
impact should be properly measured by a more egalitarian survey sample than
that of our 1995 round, the results here are striking enough to highlight the
critical importance of administrative and budgetary support in the endurance or
dissolution of WAC programs.

Cast in negative terms, the bottom line could hardly be simpler: lack of
administrative support and lack of funding are the two most oft-cited causes of
program discontinuance among the schools in the 1995 survey whose programs
are no longer in operation; 19 of 32 schools reporting discontinued programs cite
at least one of these factors as contributing to program termination. Three genres
can be identified in this group:

1. Budgetary changes as a result of general budget-cutting in the institu-
tion.

2. Budget termination as a result of a grant which initiates the program
but is not picked up internally.

3. Change in budgetary priorities as a result of a change in administration
or administrator(s).

The first genre is arguably the most prevalent in this group, although few
responses develop enough detail to be identifiable as such. Many flat comments
("lack of funding/administrative support”), which constitute the majority of
causal references to these factors, might well be read as part of the general
budgetary trends described above. Where comments are more developed, they
are often revealing: “Money was set aside for the program but eliminated when
budget cutting became the order of the day—and year!” writes one former WAC
director from a public university in the Northeast; “budget cuts hit first at
programs outside of departmental budgeting. It was relatively easy to cut
WACY”

The second genre is referenced specifically by two schools whose
programs have been discontinued. “We had a Title Il Grant for three years,” one
comments, “and never received any additional money (despite requests) from
administration.” While our data fail to adequately elucidate the nature of WAC
budgets nationally (see below), this genre is of particular interest given the large
number of institutions whose WAC programs were established with the assis-
tance of grant. In the 1987 survey, for example, more than one-third (37%) of all
respondents reported being funded at least in part by external sources.!
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The third genre of insufficient administrative/budgetary support
referenced by schools with discontinued programs is marked by a change in
administration. Typical within this genre is a comment from a community
college in the Southwest: “The supportive president left the college. The new
president promotes TQM!” This comment, and others in this vein, suggest that
support for WAC programs has partly depended on the changing fashions of the
administrative world. Where WAC may have been high fashion in the 80s, the
90s have brought new budgetary pressures and new administrative strategies.

The 1995 survey responses from enduring programs offer a sharp contrast
to those of discontinued programs. Directors of enduring programs were asked
whether their budgets had increased, decreased, or remained unchanged during
the past decade (see survey, question 4). Of those who mark a response (94
total), one-third report that the program’s budget has increased, and nearly one-
half report no change. Only one in five enduring programs report a reduction in
budget over the period of time covered by the two surveys. While this analysis is
subject to the vagaries of self-reported data and by limitations of individuals
asked to represent complicated institutional histories, the suggestion is a strong
one: wheras most of discontinued programs indicate that administrative support
and funding were insufficient to sustain the program, the majority of enduring
programs indicate the remarkable fact that funding, at least, remained steady or
improved during a decade otherwise marked by budgetary contraction.?
Significantly, those 20% of enduring programs that reported budget cuts cite
causes for budgetary erosion similar these mentioned by discontinued pro-
grams. Comments on budget cutbacks, often colorful (“California’s economy is
in the toilet,” writes one WAC director in the CSU system), fall into the above
genres at roughly the same rate as those of their discontinued counterparts.

Faculty Support

The significance of faculty support to the endurance of WAC programs
can hardly be overstated; after all (as Walvoord points out), among founding
impetuses in the 1970s was an influx of students whose non-traditional back-
grounds, and in particular their innocent dissociation with academic discourse,
forced entire academic communities—not just English faculty—to respond
collaboratively to an unprecedented pedagogical challenge. Early WAC work-
shop leaders worked locally within generally atomistic institutional communities
to help faculty across disciplines develop strategies to meet the challenge.
Twenty-five years later, virtually all WAC activities are still designed to encour-
age colleagues across the disciplines to make changes in their pedagogy and to
provide the tools so that these changes can be made successfully. Such a goal,
now as much as then, involves patience, persuasion, and empathy on the part of
the WAC director. And yet it involves equally a willingness or desire on the part
of faculty to accept some responsibility for their students’ academic literacy—an
acceptance, now as much as then (and perhaps more), that many faculty are
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unwilling to make. What this study puts in sharp relief is that WAC directors
experience radically divergent levels of faculty support in different institutions,
and that the level of faculty support can prove a crucial determining factor in the
endurance of WAC programs.

The most direct evidence of the importance of faculty support derives
from 1995 survey respondents whose programs have been discontinued. Faculty
disinterest or resistance is specifically mentioned as a cause of the program’s
demise by 20% of such respondents, with this factor ranking third (along with
lack of a director; see below) among all cited causes for discontinuance. All
comments offered in this regard are unprompted (that is, no question asked
specifically about faculty involvement, whether supportive or otherwise),
making them all the more striking in their directness: “I've been here only since
1993, but as nearly as I can tell, the program never got off the ground here,”
writes one respondent from a small, Southern state college. “Faculty attitudes in
1993 ranged from indifferent to openly hostile toward WAC.” The same
respondent goes on to note that “the faculty at large seemed fearful at the
prospect both of having to increase their workloads and to demonstrate their
own credibility as writers.” Similar sentiments are expressed throughout the
responses from discontinued programs, where faculty resistance is a recurring
theme. At one small, private school in the Midwest, faculty resistance mani-
fested in a vote which assigned the teaching of writing to the English depart-
ment; the faculty, in essence, abdicated its responsibility to participate in the
process of improving student literacy. At a Southeastern community college,
“faculty said reading written essays required too much of their grading time—
TOO HARD.” And yet, the respondent sympathized with overburdened
colleagues in other departments: “We would like to see a program, but our
faculty are so overworked that no one has the energy to try it—especially with no
funding or support.”

Enduring programs, predictably, complain less about the lack of faculty
interest. Their complaints, when they have them, are far more often directed at
funding woes or administrative vagaries. However, the intricate and crucial
relationship between the WAC director and the institutional climate for literacy
education is evident in subtle ways throughout the responses from enduring
programs. WAC directors at these programs write about their fellow faculty
members as a population with whom they are in constant negotiation, a popula-
tion whose professional® and pedagogical processes they understand. “Success”
or growth of the WAC program involves, for these respondents, an ability to
introduce information about writing pedagogy into those processes. Examples
of this abound in the prose responses, in many different guises. The chairof a
humanities department at a community college in the South, for example, discov-
ered that including a “writing requirement” description in the template for course
descriptions in the college catalog was a useful strategy for promoting WAC:

Including writing requirements and skills levels in published course
descriptions has. . . resulted in faculty members carefully considering
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what roles writing plays in their classes, if any, and whether it should be
there if it isn’t. The implicit message to the faculty of our course descrip-
tion format is that each class probably should have some writing (and
critical thinking) component, and if yours doesn't, it stands out. But this
has also resulted in some faculty recognizing how much writing they
were already assigning or using and them becoming more purposeful
and confident in their use of it.

For this respondent, the catalog provided an opportunity to introduce the
question of writing pedagogy into every faculty member’s process; she contends
justifiably that even this sort of passive, non-threatening introduction involves a
host of implicit suggestions—that writing has a potential place in every course,
that faculty already using writing are in line with institutional expectations, etc.
Comments by directors of other enduring WAC programs demonstrate similar
strategies for engaging faculty across the campus and for cultivating faculty
interest and investment. One recurring strategy is that of visibly synchronizing
the priorities of the WAC program with those of the faculty at large through such
instruments as faculty surveys and interviews. Another strategy which appears
to be growing in popularity involves creating alliances between WAC and other
teaching and learning programs on campus, capitalizing on the increased
strength and momentum that can be generated when goals and resources are
shared. The Co-Coordinator of WAC at a public institution in the South de-
scribes both of these latter strategies in telling of her program'’s current efforts:

WAC has collaborated with [the institution’s] Center for Teaching
Excellence to identify faculty needs in order to improve teaching and
learning. WAC is trying to address needs such as appropriate and
accessible technology for teaching, learning about current students and
factors that hinder or enhance their learning, and improving the academic
atmosphere and expectations across the university. WAC has led an
initiative informed by extensive faculty input to ask for administrative
support (recognition and rewards) for rigorous standards and innovative
teaching. This year we have looked into ways of encouraging and
facilitating reading (students’ inability or unwillingness to read being one
of faculty’s most frequent complaints).
Her program’s approach, which begins with identifying faculty priorities and
then synchronizes them with programmatic goals, is typical among enduring
programs. WAC directors of enduring programs, these responses suggest,
cultivate faculty investment by understanding faculty processes, by investigating
faculty needs and priorities, and by initiating collaborative efforts to respond
accordingly.

Strong, consistent leadership

Individuals in charge of WAC programs across the country enjoy an
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astonishing variety of labels—the respondents who in 1995 report on existing
WAC programs give more than 40 separate job titles in reference to their WAC
duties, some of which did not include the word “writing.” 4 Of these, the largest
minority are “director” or “coordinator” of something (usually WAC, but often,
too, Writing Programs, Writing Centers, Composition, etc.), while others conduct
WAC activities as part of their deanship, chair position, or as director of another
curricular program. The majority of respondents give additional job titles as
well, and these are almost as diverse; while nearly half report some affiliation to
the English Department (from part-time instructor to Chair), the remainder are
spread out throughout the campus community both horizontally (in departments
ranging from Biology to Women's Studies) and vertically (from instructors to
deans and vice provosts).

If the title is unpredictable, however, the importance of the WAC
director’s role and its impact on program longevity is not. Among the 106
institutions in the 1995 survey whose programs continue to operate, nearly half
report that the original leader of the WAC program is still active in the program
in some fashion. In nearly one-third of the cases, the original director continues
to direct the program, even though many of these programs are more than a
decade old. Conversely, a significant subset of respondents describing discontin-
ued programs link program termination to the absence or departure of a director;
this factor matches lack of faculty support among the most oft-reported causes of
program termination outside of insufficient funding and lack of administrative
support.

Data from the 1987 surveys offers further evidence of the relationship
between strong program leadership and program endurance. Comparing 1987
responses from the 106 enduring programs against those from the 32 schools
with discontinued programs, striking imbalances abound:

1. Enduring programs were older in 1987 than those which have since been
discontinued. The average age of the 106 enduring programs in 1987
was already in excess of four years—more than twice the average age of
the discontinued programs.

2. Enduring programs had more components. Continuing programs were more
diversely active in 1987, with program components outnumbering those
of discontinued programs. (See survey question 7 for enumeration of
“components.”)

3. Enduring programs had more curricular elements. Curricular elements (See
survey, question 9), such as upper-division writing-intensive course
requirements, tend to represent the degree to which a WAC program has
affected the institutional climate in which it operates. Enduring programs
reported more curricular elements in 1987 than did their discontinued
counterparts.

4. Enduring programs were engaging in more assessment. Queried about a

broad range of program evaluation components (see survey question 10),
enduring programs reported using or having used more strategies to
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assess their program’s effectiveness.

It is easy, we think, to see these differences as interrelated—older
programs, for example, would have had time to add new components, integrate
WAC components into the curriculum, and implement assessment practices.
However, we would propose further that these characteristics are as linked to
strong and consistent program leadership as they are to one another. The
portrait of an enduring WAC program which emerges here is that of a program
which began early, was energetically developed, skillfully integrated, and
rigorously assessed. An enduring program, in other words, is very much the
product of a pioneering, persevering, and creative leader.

While the surveys did not invite the kind of self-congratulatory reflection
from program directors that would overtly support this argument, there are
clues throughout the surveys which do indeed confirm the pivotal nature of the
WAC director’s role. In many instances, for example, the current director
indicates a lapse or decline of the program as a result of an influential prior
leader’s departure. Typical of this genre is the following comment:

The presence of WAC declined following the retirement of [the first
director] in 1989. He initiated WAC [here] from 87-89. I was hired in
1993, in part to revitalize WAC. WAC currently takes three forms here: a)
a Writing Center staffed by faculty from across disciplines; b) faculty
workshops/presentations I've directed, primarily of the one hour variety;
and ¢) a small and informal focus group of faculty interested in revitaliz-
ing/introducing WAC.
In this respondent’s estimation, the vitality of the program was compromised by
the departure of the influential founder of the program. Within a few years of
the original director’s departure, she sees her role both as a revitalization and, in
some sense, a reintroduction of the program.

Other survey comments underscore in equally telling ways the impor-
tance of a WAC director with commitment, creativity, and energy. Many
respondents comment on the difficulties associated with keeping a program
operating with minimal resources and little, if any, release time. Often operating
against the challenges of administrative and /or faculty apathy (factors which, we
are arguing, are also central to WAC programs’ endurance), those directing
enduring WAC programs have faced and triumphed over desperate odds. This
respondent, at a small public institution in the Midwest, describes the task of
directing WAC prior to her own arrival:

The WAC consultant has, since the early 80s, been a full time English
Dept. faculty member. . . Here they had a 4-course/semester load, and
research expectations, plus WAC consulting, plus university and college
service assignments. WAC had no status outside the English Dept.—only
an English Dept. that believed strongly that WAC was necessary to
complement required comp. So until last year, WAC was a virtual
volunteer effort—often enthusiastically and zealously undertaken.
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Without the enthusiasm and zeal that this respondent regards so highly—the
kind of enthusiasm and zeal which bring about active, integrated, and rigorously
assessed programs—it is easy for WAC to slip between the administrative cracks,
for administrators to think that WAC should “just happen.” While the WAC
director may not be the only person on campus who cares about writing, she
may frequently, particularly in the program’s early years, be the only one who
cares enough about WAC to make sure that the program and its activities are
maintained. “I was sole proponent of WAC [at my institution],” writes a former
WAC director at a large Eastern university “and when I left, the program
ended.” Another former director remarks: “When I left on a Fulbright Fellow-
ship for one year, WAC became defunct on our campus.”

Even among those programs that are now well established, programs
which have operated with success and acclaim for years, the surveys reveal a
tacit recognition that the current director may be all that stands between WAC'’s
ongoing prosperity and its disappearance from the institutional canon. “God
knows what will happen to WAC on my campus,” one West Coast WAC director
writes in 1995, “when I retire.” In remembering that fully two-thirds of the
enduring programs have had either the same WAC director or only two directors
in the past decade, we are struck by the importance of leadership in WAC
programs. Leadership is something WAC directors themselves don’t like to talk
about; their mission is to empower teachers and students, not to trumpet their
own accomplishments. The best WAC directors we know (like Walvoord herself,
for example) have a collaborative, collegial leadership style, one that encourages
faculty to take credit for the successes of WAC. While this style is most compat-
ible with program development (we might even argue that it is crucial for a
program like WAC, which relies heavily on faculty cooperation), it also tends to
obscure what is probably an obvious point. Enduring programs survive because
of strong, consistent leadership. We are mildly haunted by the comment above
from a long-time WAC director who wondered what would happen to WAC on
his campus when he retires. One of the major challenges to WAC programs,
then, as we see it, is not only to help respond to changing institutional chal-
lenges, but also to help nurture and mentor the next generation of WAC leader-
ship that will be charged with envisioning, managing, and implementing those
responses.

Whither WAC?

Having made some claims above about which we feel cautiously confident, we
must now say a few words about the difficulty of subjecting WAC programs to
some sort of measurement, and speculate about some of the reasons for that
phenomenon. The first difficulty is the obvious one encountered with any sort of
self-report data—what you get depends on who fills out the survey. For ex-
ample, we somehow received two very different reports from the same institu-
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tion, one from the former WAC director, the other from the newly appointed
WAC person. In this case we were able to sort out which of the two surveys was
the more accurate with one of our telephone interviews, but we wonder how
many other surveys were filled out by someone who was new to the institution
or position and hadn’t yet learned the history and scope of the program. We did,
of course, attempt to verify our data with the follow-up email questionnaire and
telephone interviews. Nevertheless, self-report data is just that—one person’s
report of a program.

There are two specific reasons, we feel, for the difficulty of measuring
WAC. Oneis that WAC programs are site-specific and subject to local interpre-
tation. What functions as a “writing intensive” course on one campus may be
completely different from a course with the same sobriquet on another campus.
What one campus calls a writing center might strike a visitor as a teaching and
learning center. WAC programs vary as much as freshman writing programs, a
fact which should not surprise us. Hence any categories set up to measure
WAC-related activities (faculty seminars, curricular elements, assessment
approaches) will necessarily be broad, having the virtue of being inclusive but
also preventing any fine-grained distinctions in data analysis.

But the second reason is, to us, far more interesting. As Barbara
Walvoord has observed, WAC seems to be attaching itself to (or becoming part
of, or working in tandem with) other educational movements as they come
along—critical thinking, freshman seminars, learning communities, computers
across the curriculum. The WAC program on our own campus will soon be part
of a new teaching and learning center, and we are among a number of campuses
with such an entity. It is our sense that at its inception some 25 years ago, WAC
was the first wave of what has become a sea change in higher education, a
reaffirmation of the importance of teaching and of undergraduate education. In
the mid-70’s, universities of many varieties strove to emulate the research
institution, requiring faculty to engage in research and to publish if they ex-
pected to receive tenure. The fact that in many of these institutions the teaching
load was not reduced to that expected at a research institution had inevitable
consequences—faculty neglected their research at their peril, but if they ne-
glected teaching, there were few penalties. (Indeed, the lore was that getting a
teaching award while still an untenured professor ensured that one would not be
tenured.) The public statement of the swing back toward an emphasis on
teaching can be dated from 1990, when Ernest Boyer argued (in Scholarship
Reconsidered) for a different faculty reward system—one which would recognize
faculty contributions in areas other than the production of scholarly articles. Our
sense is that WAC at its beginning was part of a swing of the higher-education
pendulum back toward pedagogy. Thus it is hard even for those WAC directors
who have been involved with a program for more than a decade to sort out
exactly what constitutes “WAC” at their campus. The budget information we
received most clearly illustrates this: again and again respondents stated that
there was no separate budget line item for WAC, or if there were it did not
indicate the extent of the program, since WAC was folded in to the budgets of
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other entities. On the campuses with enduring WAC programs, the programs
have become something like general education programs—so much a part of the
institution that it is hard to separate WAC from what is thought of as business as
usual. This is perhaps the reason for the attrition we experienced in the return of
our survey; when we could not find a name to attach to WAC on a particular
campus as we were updating our mailing list, we addressed the 1995 survey to
“Director, Writing Across the Curriculum.” We speculate that on many cam-
puses (including our own, where we now have a Director of Campus Writing
Programs), the mail room personnel could not find such a person listed in the
campus directory, in spite of—or because of—the fact that WAC has become
embedded in the institution so completely, or has transformed itself into some-
thing with a new title. The fact that 138 survey respondents had 40 different
titles would seem to confirm this speculation. So while WAC programs can
certainly disappear on some campuses, on others they are changing and adapt-
ing to new educational trends. What may at first glance seem like the disappear-
ance of WAC from the scene is upon examination a shape-shift into a new form
of what WAC has been all along—a renewed emphasis on undergraduate
teaching and learning in higher education.

Notes

1. Given that many of these programs were well beyond the “first stage,” there is
a likelihood that the same schools failed to report external funding in 1987
because that funding had already been exhausted and had been picked up
internally. We cannot speculate, however, as to how much higher the true
gumber of schools whose programs were initially aided by grant support might
e.
2. At a focus group of 20 WAC directors which met at the 1995 WPA confer-
ence in Bellingham, WA, only one reported having had the WAC budget cut in
the past five years. All the rest had either stayed the same, or had actually
increased.
3. While the WAC directors responding to the 1995 survey were, by and large,
more interested in the pedagogical processes of faculty, an awareness is fre-
quently demonstrated in the survey's prose sections that other professionals
processes—such as the construction of institutional priorities for tenure and
promotion—can have a marked impact on faculty's ability and desire to invest
energy in pedagogical initiatives.
4. Aside from the usual administrative titles (Deans, Vice Provosts, Chairs, and
Heads of Undergraduate Councils), these included titles like “Director of

Critical Literacy” and “Coordinator of Critical Inquiry Seminar Program.”
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Appendix: 1995 National Survey of WAC Programs
Funded by the Council of Writing Program Administrators

Part One (for all respondents)

1. Name of institution

2. In order for our survey to be complete, we need some demographic informa
tion. Please tell us the following about your institution:

a. Number of students (approximate):
b. Number of faculty (approximate):
Full-time:
Part-time:
Total:
c. Approximate number of faculty, including both full-and part-time,
who have participated, one way or another, in your WAC program:
3. Please indicate which description best fits your institution:
a. Community College
Four-year College
MA-granting University
Ph.D.-granting University
Other (please describe):

® o n o

4. Please check below whether your institution is:
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a. Public
b. Private
5. Please check all the writing courses generally required of students in your
institution:

a. Less than a year of Freshman Composition (one semester or one or
two quarters)

b. A year of Freshman Composition

¢. Sophomore Composition

d. An upper-division writing emphasis course (in the major or in the
English Department)

e. Other (specify):

Part Two (for respondents whose institutions no longer operate a
WAC Program)

. What year did your WAC Program begin?
. What was its last year of operation?
. Did the program have a director when it was terminated?

. Did the program have permanent funding (permanent = expected to be an
ongoing, reliable source) at any time? at the time when it was terminated?
Comments (re. #4):

5. If possible, briefly explain why the program ceased to operate (i.e., lack of
funding, director took a job at another institution, program was ineffective,
etc.; attach separate sheet if necessary).

6. If there have been efforts to re-start the program, please explain briefly (attach

separate sheet if necessary).

B> W N =

Part 3 (for respondents whose institutions continue to operate a WAC
program)

Please give the following information about the person who coordinates the
Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) program at your institution (this should
be the person who fills out the survey):

Name:

Address:

Telephone:

FAX:

Email address:
What is your title (specifically with respect to the WAC Program)?
What other position(s), if any, do you hold?
How many years have you served as the director of the WAC program?
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During the history of the program, how many different people have held this
position?
Is the person who first held this position still
a. affiliated with your institution?
b. active in the WAC program in any capacity?
Comments (re. first WAC Director):

Writing Across the Curriculum programs usually evolve; no two years are
exactly alike. If the following questions are difficult to answer in exact terms,
give us your best estimate, and if necessary modify the options for answers we
have listed if they do not fit your situation.
1. In what calendar year was the WAC Program at your institution started?

a. Has the program been active in every year since it began?

b. If not, for how many years has the program been inactive?

c. Briefly, if applicable, what were the reasons for the program’s

inactivity?

We recognize that the following questions regarding program funding may be
seen as intrusive; please be assured that we will not publish specific budget
information as it relates to any specific institution without prior consent. Where
your response is approximate, please mark the approxmation with a tilde (eg:
~$100).
2. What is your annual budget for...

director’s salary

release time

wages, stipends,or other faculty compensation

meals

phone

copying

postage

room use

other

TOTAL
3. What percent of this funding, if any, is permanent (permanent = expected to

be an ongoing, reliable source)?— Comments re: permanent funding:
4. In the past 10 years, has the budget for your WAC Program (please mark only
one)

a. increased?

b. decreased?

c. stayed about the same?

6. If you can, please comment on the reason for changes in your WAC budget
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over the last decade.

7. What components make up your WAC program? (Please check as many as

apply.)
a.

5@ me oo o

—

j-
k
L

A faculty seminar (2 days or more)

Faculty workshops (1 day or less)

Follow-up interviews or meetings with faculty

Writing fellows or TAs assigned tspecific courses as writing coaches
A resident writing consultant (faculty member)

An all-university writing committee

A WAC advisory committee

In-house WAC publications (such as a newsletter)

Informal but regular gatherings (such as brown-bag lunches) of WAC
faculty

Outside speakers or consultants
A writing lab or tutorials for students
Collaborative faculty research projects

m. Other (please specify)

8. What is the relationship between your WAC Program and your Writing
Center? (Please check as many as apply.)

a.
b.

Institution has no Writing Center.

Writing Center exists, but there is no formal relationship with the
WAC Program

Writing Center Director also directs the WAC Program

d. Writing Center tutors provide outreach to WAC faculty

f.

WAC staff help train Writing Center tutors in disciplinary writing
conventions

other (please describe):

9. What curricular elements make up your program? (Check as many as apply.)

a.

b.

d.

e.

A freshman composition course specifically designed around disci
plinary discourse conventions

Upper-division writing-intensive courses such as Writing in the
Sciences) in the English Department or Writing Program

Upper-division writing-intensive courses taught in departments
outside the English Department or Writing program

Adjunct writing classes attached to courses in other disciplines, at any
level

Other (please describe):

10. What evaluation components are part of your program? (Check as many as

apply.)
a.
b.

We have not evaluated our program.
Writing sample assessment
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c.
d.
e.

f
8
h
i.
j.

k.

1.

Faculty attitude surveys
Student attitude surveys

Collections of documents (assignments, course syllabi) showing
impact of the program

Expressive evaluations (workshops, letters)
Classroom practices surveys

Faculty interviews

Student interviews

Faculty case studies

Student case studies

Experimental studies (please specify):

m. Other (please specify):

11. If you have done program evaluations, what have they shown about your
WAC Program? (Check as many as apply)

ap oo

5| o

Program having positive effect

Program having negative effect

Program having neffect

WAC faculty using more writing in their classes

WAC faculty more enthusiastic about writing as a teaching tool
Increase in student writing across the disciplines

Improvement in student writing across the disciplines

Other (please describe):

12. How have you disseminated the results of your evaluation (if applicable;
check as many as apply.)

a.
b.

- e a6

In-house reports thelp secure, maintain, or increase funding

In-house publications distributed tWAC Program stakeholders (
although not necessarily limited tthis audience)

Professional publication(s) Source?
Popular media (newspapers, television, radio, etc.)
Papers at professional meetings (specify)

Evaluations have been performed, but results have not been dissemi
nated

13. To whom do(es) the person(s) primarily responsible for the WAC Program
(ie. WAC Director, University Writing Committee, etc.—the one(s) most
responsible for the program’s operations) report? (If there are parallel lines of
reporting, check more than one.)

a.
b. Middle-level administrator (ie. College Dean)
c.

d.

e. Other (specify):

Chief Academic Officer (ie. Provost, Academic Vice President)

Faculty senate or senate committee
English Department Chair
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Comments (re: lines of reporting):

14. Please check below the administrators and staff involved in your WAC

program as part or all of their appointment.
a. Campus-wide WAC Director
b. Writing Lab Director
c. Assistant Lab Director
d. Clerical support staff (how many?)
e. Director of Composition
f. Other (specify):

15. What are your plans for the future of your program? Please summarize
below what you hope to add or change in the next few years.

16. Is there a unique feature of your program which our questions have not
brought out? If so, please describe it below. If you have a description of your
program or materials that will help us better understand what you are doing,
please attach these to the questionnaire. If journal articles have been written
about your project, we would appreciate the references or copies of the
articles.

Survey follow-up

Thank you so much for responding to the National WAC Survey sponsored by
the Council of Writing Program Administrators. The data which you have
generously helped to provide us has proved fascinating; while we are still in the
very early stages of organizing and analyzing the survey results, we have
already discovered some interesting and provocative themes.

Before we share these findings, however, we would like to follow up on the
survey with a few brief questions which will help clarify some questions this
survey has raised. These questions are appended below; if you would be so
kind, please take just a moment to respond electronically, returning the com-
pleted form to Eric Miraglia at miraglia@wsu.edu. Most email client programs
will allow you to use your “reply” function to return this message with your
checked responses; in this case, we expect these questions to require no more
than two minutes to answer.

Thank you for your time and patience; we look forward to sharing with you the
results of this work.

Susan H. McLeod

Eric Miraglia

Washington State University
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Wac Survey Follow-Up

1. On ascale of 1 to 5, 5 being most supportive, how supportive is your
institution’s administration of your WAC Program? Comments:

2. On ascaleof 1to 5, 5 being most supportive, how supportive is your
institution’s faculty of your WAC Program? Comments:

3. Did your WAC Program begin with a grant?

4. If your WAC Program did begin with a grant, was that grant picked up
internally when the grant expired? Comments on to #3 or #4:

5. On ascaleof 1 to 5, 5 being the greatest contribution, how much has each of
the following factors contributed to the endurance of your institution’s WAC
Program?

a. institutional mission

b. consistency of program leadership

¢. national trends in higher education

d. existence of a steering or oversight committee

e. degree of faculty commitment and cooperation

f. reward structure for faculty

g. existence of Writing Center or other support services for students

h. high degree of involvement from English Dept.

1. reliability of funding

k. presence of a vital, growing body of professional literature on WAC

Comments:

(Contacting WPA )

Address subscription and ienbership inquiries to Robert Johnson, Secre-
tary-Treasurer, WPA, Department of English, Miami University, Oxford,
OH 45056. (See subscription and membership form at the back of the
journal.)

Address inquiries about the WPA consultation/evaluation service to Ben
W. McClelland, Department of English, University of Mississippi, Univer-
sity, MS 38677.

Address articles and editorial correspondence to Douglas Hesse, Editor,
WPA, 4240 Department of English, [llinois State University, Normal, IL
L61790-4240. E-mail: ddhesse@ilstu edu.
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