WAC Committee Meeting Minutes

October 2, 2009, SO 105

Present: Jeff Galin, Niki Wilson, Dan Murtaugh, Lynne Hahn, Deborah Raines, Ellen Ryan, Allen Smith, Julia Mason, Jamie Cunningham, and Wairimu Njambi.

NEXT WAC COMMITTEE MEETING:
October 23, 2009, SO 105, 11:00 am – 1:00 pm
1) Jeff Galin (JG) informed the committee that the Joint Chemistry / English course was approved.

2) WAC Assessment Rubric
a. JG provided a background on the Rubric.
i. Developed as a holistic rubric about 4 years ago with 6 categories and papers given a single score. 
ii. Utilized in the Assessment Process, which entails 15 classes randomly selected each semester.  All students are required to submit first draft and formal draft of near end of term research based paper in addition to providing answers to a survey.  It is all processed through an online interphase that we have developed.  The object is to compare papers across disciplines – student names and/or faculty names are not on the papers.  Our goal is to assess the entire program.  We are looking for patterns in the writing of WAC students.

iii. The rubric was updated, shifting from holistic to analytical with 16 cross-disciplinary traits. The transition has been somewhat difficult, and we are consulting with the outside reviewer that helped us arrive at this more complex rubric.  
iv. For the most recent Assessment, we trained a team of about 18 raters and normed them on the rubric.  The norming process did not go as well as it should have, in part because there are many traits that have to be normed.  Getting agreement across 16 traits on a 4-point scale for 2 readers is difficult.  
b. JG opened the table for input as to whether the number of rubric traits should be reduced. 

c. Dan Murtaugh (DM) pointed out that trait #1 and #2 overlap somewhat. 

d. Jamie Cunningham (JC) agreed and suggested both #1 and #2 be removed from the rubric.

e. After a lengthy discussion, it was determined that the four opening traits would be reduced to two.
f. Trait #1, Thesis/Purpose/Argument would read “Fully and completely articulates primary argument in its context” and Trait #2, Organizational Statement would read “Presents a clear and direct statement located in the beginning of paper that demonstrates how the argument will track the fundamental, secondary, and implied problems/questions/issues.”  

g. The three argument traits were reduced to two, consolidating Underlying Assumptions under the heading of Reasoning, which now states, “Exhibits a logical progression of sophisticated ideas/analysis that support the paper’s focus and explores relationships among issues.”
h. The two organization and structure traits were reduced to one.  Coherence was brought into Rhetorical Structure, which now states, “Complete and precise use of transitions; clearly displays the logical progression of the paper, lending coherence to the whole.”    

i. Everyone agreed that they were satisfied with the one trait listed for the Conclusion.

j. The Disciplinary Conventions trait had been previously removed from Disciplinary Concerns, but all agreed that it should be reworded and reinstated as “Fully adheres to disciplinary conventions genre, format, document design, and presentation of graphs, tables, images, and footnote/endnotes.”  
k. Grammar and Syntax has three traits—mechanics, clarity, and style—that were left untouched.  
3) Class Size Limit 
a. JG pointed out that several departments have requested clarification of class size rules for the WAC program.  For example, in philosophy, courses can be as large as 300 with break out sections of 33 students.  Philosophy graduate assistants are teaching the 33 student break out sessions and grading all the assignments. The English Department provides their graduate assistants with comprehensive support for teaching, including a teaching seminar and colloquium; however, other departments do not have these resources.  Furthermore, large class sizes potentially undermine the purpose of the WAC.  JG asked the committee if we should make a mandate regarding class sizes.   
b. DM suggested that the cap should be a number in the 20s because anything higher does undermine the purposes and methods of a WAC course, which involves substantive comment on papers that guide students in revision.
c. Julia Mason (JM) questioned where we draw the line; the syllabus could adhere to the WAC requirements but are we saying that they are not capable of doing this?

d. Deborah Raines (DR) pointed out that her syllabus for a class with 38 people was identical to her syllabus for a class with 20 people, but she found that you have to either spend a great deal of time on the larger class or not do it well.
e. JG:  It is clear that we should come up with a number and it should be implemented.  What should the number be?  
f. The committee determined 27 should be the maximum for 2000-4000 level courses and 22 for 1101/2.

g. Voted in favor – JM, Ellen Ryan (ER), DR, DM, Allen Smith (AS)
Meeting adjourned at 1:06 pm.

