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Appendix 1: Writing Task Force Report 

SPU Writing Task Force Report 
     to Faculty Curriculum and Assessment Committees 
 
Task Force Chair: 
Christine Chaney 
Interim Director of Campus Writing, Professor and Chair of English 
Task Force Members: 
Owen Ewald 
Language, Cultures, Linguistics Department (representing the Assessment Committee) 
Liz Gruchala-Gilbert 
Library (representing the Curriculum Committee) 
Gaile Moe 
Family and Consumer Sciences Department (member-at-large, former chair of UPEC) 

             
 
Introduction and Overview 
 
The Writing Task Force was convened in the spring of 2012 by UPEC in response to their audit 
of all Seattle Pacific University writing instruction (see report, appendix pages 4-16). UPEC gave 
the task force our charge “to envision and subsequently develop a comprehensive writing 
program at SPU that includes clearly articulated goals and assessment strategies” (see task 
force charge document, appendix pages 1-3).  
 
By way of background, it may be surprising to learn that there actually hasn’t been a 
universally-required, standard writing curriculum at SPU at least since the 1974-76 catalog, as 
University Archivist Adrienne Meier’s research shows (see appendix pages 34-44). But this 
historical curricular shift away from earlier catalog requirements was not done for pedagogical 
reasons but rather for resource ones, as former SPU faculty members and administrators have 
helped us understand.  
 
In the early 1970s, in response to pressures to increase SPU’s academic rigor, hard choices had 
to be made about the allocation of limited faculty teaching resources for writing instruction. 
Many universities across the country, under similar academic and financial pressures in that 
generation, shifted to adding a large cadre of dedicated part- or full-time writing specialists to 
their campuses -- teachers who were not regular, tenure-track faculty members but rather 
ongoing Instructors or Lecturers in order to continue offering the standard college writing 
courses. This staffing solution was not ideal, of course, but the move was made so that those 
colleges would not lose universal writing instruction for all the students, one traditional 



backbone of the liberal arts curriculum. (Seattle University, University of Puget Sound, and PLU 
are local examples of this decision – see appendix pages 45-47.) 
 
SPU, however, made different curricular choices in response to that same resource pressure 
but, as a consequence, gave up universal writing instruction. Open-ended expectations for 
writing instruction were instead spread across the General Education program into varying 
courses and requirements over the years (including shifting elements of the Core and “W” 
program, see appendix pages 34-44 for details). And SPU’s only form of assessing writing 
competency necessarily tilted toward seeing it as an incoming high school student placement 
threshold alone (emphasizing “college readiness”) rather than as a college graduation standard.  
 
It is perhaps not surprising, then, that the only required writing class at SPU (English 2201) 
came to be seen as “remedial” since only those students who weren’t “up to incoming college 
level” were ever required to take it (and they made up only a percentage of any given freshman 
class).  Just to make matters even more complicated, the University Scholars faculty have 
alternately developed a much more focused, robust emphasis on writing in the honors core 
curriculum thereby inadvertently creating a two-tier, “haves and have-nots” situation where 
University Scholars now receive a markedly more effective writing curriculum than SPU 
students as a whole. 
 
We can certainly understand and appreciate the efforts of our earlier colleagues to somehow 
hang on to writing instruction at SPU without the resources or staffing to teach it in the 
curriculum or comprehensively assess it as part of student learning. But it has been long enough 
now that we can see the unintended consequence of those hard choices. By moving from 
required writing instruction for all students to our current uneven assemblage of courses, 
choices, assignments, and requirements, SPU has inadvertently continued to conflate incoming 
high school placement with college graduation proficiency ever since -- and with little or no 
ability to assess and track learning. There is a reason so many students seem to struggle with 
writing – and learning – at SPU. We have not taught them how to do it at the college level. 
 
Our task force’s charge is therefore a timely and important one. National higher education 
leaders of many kinds are also finding that increased college writing instruction is one of the 
single most effective ways to foster all learning in students. Several prominent leaders (such as 
Vincent Tinto) and several recently prominent books (such as Academically Adrift by Richard 
Arum and Josipa Roksa) articulate this need in clear and compelling language: 
 

“[H]aving demanding faculty who include reading and writing requirements in 
their courses (i.e. when faculty require that students both read more than forty 
pages a week and write more than twenty pages over the course of a semester) 
is associated with improvement in students’ critical thinking, complex 
reasoning, and writing skills. ….Even after we control for a range of individual 
attributes, including academic preparation, students…still improved their skills 
significantly more than did students lacking those experiences.” (Arum and 
Roksa 93-94) 



 
Now is an excellent time, in many ways, for SPU to revisit its writing curriculum. 
 
Before moving on to new recommendations, however, we wish to recognize and applaud the 
many faculty members across SPU who already care deeply about the issue of effective student 
learning through writing and who adhere to high standards in both. In many cases, these faculty 
members have taken extraordinary measures – often at their own cost -- trying to help students 
learn to write while simultaneously teaching the content of their own discipline, all in the same 
class, and with predictably difficult results. But this ad hoc system based on individual faculty 
heroics is neither effective nor comprehensive for all SPU students, as the UPEC writing review 
clearly showed. Our recommendations seek to redress this serious curricular and learning 
deficit on our campus, based on our charge to “envision and subsequently develop a 
comprehensive writing program at SPU.”  
 
In addition and fortuitously, recent advances in the cognitive sciences have dramatically 
impacted the field of writing pedagogy itself, leading to a new and much stronger academic 
consensus about writing’s role in effective student learning across all majors on campus (see 
appendix pages 49-50). This emerging consensus particularly incorporates “transfer of 
learning” cognitive data findings. In brief, this research has shown that students across all 
disciplines greatly benefit from freshman-year writing instruction that emphasizes rhetoric. 
These newly-framed classes teach students to see, through both reading and writing 
assignments, what counts as a claim, what counts as evidence, and how can we assess whether 
this information is reliable. Rhetorical instruction, the research has shown, “transfers” much 
more successfully into disciplinary learning for students than the old-fashioned days of “English 
composition class” as they move into major programs.  
 
These new findings have also contributed to a virtual explosion in new college writing 
pedagogies, textbooks, and software programs that support this instruction as the key building 
block for teaching students “academic inquiry” itself – that is, in many ways, “how to be a 
successful college learner.” The importance of “transfer of learning” in the writing curriculum 
has also solidified the trend toward building on freshman-level introductory courses with 
systematic, discipline-specific writing training to follow through to graduation.  
 
Much has changed in college writing since the old days of “freshman English” and yet some 
surprisingly traditional notions – such as the centrality of rhetoric -- have also returned with 
new vigor in light of these recent scientific advances. Our task force recommendations below 
incorporate many of these new “best practices” and teaching tools in order to create a 
comprehensive and effective writing curriculum as the backbone for all successful student 
learning at SPU. 
 
             
 

 



Overview of current national writing pedagogy best practices  

(see appendix pages 17-33 for representative source materials): 
 
 

 Instruction in college writing is foundational for teaching “academic 
inquiry” across all college disciplines and must be explicitly taught 
beginning with a universal, two-course freshman-level sequence. 

 
 

 Increasingly rigorous writing requirements must continue through 
the sophomore to senior years, embedded in both general education 
and major coursework, and leading to an assessable measure of 
competency at graduation (in many cases using a required senior 
essay/thesis and digital student portfolio). 

 
             
 
 
 
 
 
Specific SPU Task Force Recommendations 
 
We believe that the following curricular and program proposal achieves the important aims 
outlined above. It “envisions a comprehensive writing program at SPU” that will dramatically 
increase student learning, bring us into compliance with national best practices, and “includes 
clearly articulated goals and assessment strategies.”  
 
Summary of recommendations:   
 
 

1. Implement a required two-course sequence (10 credits) in the freshman year for all 
incoming students, preparing them for university-level academic inquiry, critical 
thinking, and writing during the rest of their time in college. (The first course teaching 
the foundations of academic inquiry and writing, and the second one discipline-
embedded research writing). However, we recognize that ten new credits cannot be 
simply added to our current General Education program without reducing credits 
elsewhere, nor without a thoughtful review of our early-college curriculum as a whole.  
We recommend instead that a special faculty task force be called to thoroughly 
investigate the possible implementation of these writing courses in the context of 
assessing the overall effectiveness of our first-year program. 



 
2. Develop a new, clearly-articulated “W” framework for writing expectations across the 

SPU curriculum in general education and the majors, providing an assessable template 
for departments and degree programs, and showing increasing challenge and rigor from 
the sophomore through senior years. A final written work as determined by individual 
departments (such as senior thesis or essay) will be required for graduation. 

 
3. Implement a university-wide holistic, digital, portfolio-based assessment program, 

incorporating evidence of student learning at all levels and in all expected graduation 
outcomes. 
 

4. Hire a full-time, disciplinary-trained, and experienced Director of Campus Writing 
responsible for leadership, faculty development, oversight, and assessment of this 
program at all levels. 
 

5. Return to staffing a writing tutorial course as a linked writing “lab” requirement for 
those students who need specialized academic support in addition to regular 
coursework (such as those from underserved populations and/or ESL students). 

 
6. Increase professional staffing and hours, and, if possible, move the physical location of 

the Writing Center to a central, widely available part of campus (such as the Library) in 
order to provide more effective and robust support for student learning across the 
campus.  

 
 
 
 
 

Recommended Comprehensive Writing Program in Detail 
 
FRESHMAN YEAR:  Two required courses (10 credits) for all SPU students. 
 
 

 

 “WRI 1000:” Academic Writing Seminar (5) 
 
 
Explanation and Rationale:  
 
WRI 1000, required early in the freshman year, would provide the curricular backbone for all 
academic inquiry at SPU for all students. It would be taught by a combination of regular English 
faculty members (or interested others) and a cohort of regular Instructors/Lecturers with 
specialized training in writing pedagogy, as is standard at most colleges and universities nation-



wide (see appendix pages 45-47 for examples of such writing faculty staffing at peer and 
comparable universities). Student enrollment limited to approximately 20, freshman only (or 
transfers, as needed).  
 
Course goals and outcomes include: 
 

o Understanding the basic elements of academic inquiry in both reading and writing at the 
university level -- identifying key ideas, formulating questions, evaluating evidence, and 
developing claims. 
 

o Understanding writing situations, strategies, and conventions. 
 

o Practice at deploying the elements of college-level composition, including the 
importance of revision for developing and deepening ideas. 
 

o Summarizing and documenting sources (and avoiding plagiarism). 
 

o Sentence- and paragraph-level writing conventions.  
 
 

Example textbooks:   
Understanding Rhetoric: A Graphic Guide to Writing    (Bedford/St. Martin’s, 2014) 
Everything’s An Argument    (Bedford/St. Martin’s, 6th ed, 2013) 
From Inquiry to Academic Writing: A Practical Guide    (Bedford/St. Martin’s, 2012) 
Acts of Inquiry   (UW custom textbook) 
 
 
 
 

“WRI 1100:” Inquiry or Research Seminar (5) 
    
 
Explanation and Rationale:  
 
WRI 1100 is a research seminar course, helping students build on the basics of academic inquiry 
learned in WRI 1000 by incorporating the elements and standards of college-level research skills 
and writing (and therefore must follow WRI 1000 in sequence.) This content-rich course is also 
embedded in disciplinary learning, giving students specific practice in gathering and evaluating 
research materials along with using them appropriately in effective research writing. The SPU 
librarians will be asked to partner with faculty members to help develop each course’s research 
curricula and learning outcomes. Student enrollment would be limited to approximately 20, 
freshman only (or transfers, as needed). See example courses and assignments from Seattle 
University and Pacific Lutheran University (appendix pages 20-33). 
 



 Course goals and outcomes include: 
 

o Understanding the elements, situations, and conventions of research writing at the 
university level, deploying them effectively within the course’s particular disciplinary 
framework. 
 

o Finding and evaluating academic sources of all kinds (including textual, database, and 
field research) – including a required library component. 

 
o Synthesizing research information accurately and effectively and summarizing from 

sources. 
 

o Writing accurate and effective research papers of extended length. 
 
 
Example syllabi and assignments (see appendix pages 22, 24-33):  
“Freshman Inquiry Seminar” (PLU) 
Seattle University Core Curriculum diagram 
Seattle University sample writing assignment  
             from “Inquiry Seminar in the Natural Sciences” 
 
Example textbooks:  
They Say, I Say: The Moves That Matter in Academic Writing   (Norton, 2nd ed, 2012) 
 
 
 
 

NEW “W” 
 A new university-wide outcomes and assessment framework for student writing, clearly 

articulated across the curriculum, and leading to expected graduation outcomes. 
 
 

AND 
 

NEW PORTFOLIO REQUIREMENT 
Student-generated digital writing portfolio (required for graduation), must contain 

representative and assessable student writing from each academic year. 
 
 
Explanation and Rationale:  
  
The new SPU “W” program will be a well-understood and explicit set of writing requirements 
and developmentally-appropriate learning outcomes from the freshman through senior years. 



This new “W” program will track with the latest pedagogical research by explicitly moving 
students through a required series of courses and assignments -- from “novice” college writers 
at the freshman level to proficient graduating seniors capable of successfully deploying “expert 
insider prose” in their majors (see appendix pages 21 and 23).  
 
In conjunction with these requirements, the e-Portfolio software will provide a holistic, 
assessable, and student-managed means to store and use all written materials. The portfolio 
also provides an easily managed digital template for both students and faculty members to 
track “W” progress through to graduation. 
             
First year:  10 credits of required coursework (WRI 1000 and WRI 1100) – which together make 
up the “W1” requirement. 
 
Second or third year:  “W2” requirement(s)  

Each department will designate their own set of courses and/or assignments that meet 
the “W2” threshold in their discipline for second-year (or “early major”) mastery, in 
consultation with the Director of Campus Writing and after an appropriate period of faculty 
development. To be more specific, some departments may choose to designate certain whole 
courses as meeting the “W2” requirement and others may opt to spread the requirement out 
across several designated assignments in two or more courses (which can be managed and 
tracked through the e-portfolio). The guideline expectation is that these courses and 
assignments operate at the 2000-3000-level only and could not be taken by students until all 
“W1” requirements have been met.  

In addition, departmental advisors may freely substitute other assignments or 
coursework to satisfy the W2 designation as needed for transfer students on a case-by-case 
basis. 

All “W2” designations in a department would be approved and subsequently assessed 
for effectiveness by the Director of Campus Writing 
 
Third or fourth year: “W3” requirement(s)  
 Each department will designate their own set of courses and/or assignments that meet 
the “W3” threshold in their discipline for third- or fourth-year students, in consultation with the 
Director of Campus Writing and after an appropriate period of faculty development. To be 
more specific, some departments may choose to designate certain whole courses as meeting 
the “W3” requirement and others may opt to spread the requirement out across several 
designated assignments in two or more courses (which can be managed and tracked through 
the e-portfolio).  

All “W3” courses and/or assignments build on the practices of “W1” and “W2” by 
expecting students to increase in the depth and sophistication of their written ideas and 
arguments at the “advanced major” level.  The guideline expectation is that these courses and 
assignments operate at the 3000-4000-level only and could not be taken until all “W1”and 
“W2” requirements have been met. As before, departmental advisors may freely substitute 
other assignments or coursework to satisfy the W3 designation as needed for transfer students 
on a case-by-case basis. 



All “W3” designations would be approved and subsequently assessed for effectiveness 
by the Director of Campus Writing. 
 
Final year (graduation requirement):  Senior Essay or Other Written Project 
 Each department will require a senior essay or other written project in the major as a 
measure of graduation proficiency. This written work will show that they have achieved 
successful mastery of both the content of their major as well as the appropriate skill in 
discipline-specific writing (“expert insider prose”).  The senior essay or other written project will 
be assessed according to a rubric developed by each department in consultation with the 
Director of Campus Writing. This senior essay/thesis may be also used for departmental honors.  
 The guideline expectation is that this senior essay/project could not be submitted for 
graduation until all “W1,”“W2,” and “W3” requirements have been met.  
 
             
 
 
 

NEW FULL-TIME DIRECTOR OF CAMPUS WRITING 
 
 
Explanation and Rationale:  
  
A new, comprehensive SPU writing program will require at least one full-time faculty member 
to lead faculty development, monitor and propose curriculum, administer the program, and 
assess student learning, as is standard at most universities. The Campus Writing Director will be 
a faculty member whose credentials incorporate both scholarly expertise in this field as well as 
robust practical experience in writing pedagogy and programs. The Campus Writing Director 
will teach W1000 and W1100 annually and will  report directly to the Dean of the College of 
Arts and Sciences 

 
 
 

             
 
 

WRITING TUTORIAL “LAB” COURSE 
 
 

Explanation and Rationale:  
  
In previous years, SPU has resourced, on an ad hoc basis, a successful program of linked writing 
“lab” tutorials (connected to a regular writing course) for those students who need specialized 
academic support (such as those from underserved populations and/or ESL students). These 2-
credit sections paired an experienced writing Instructor/Lecturer working closely with two to 



three students on supplementary learning assignments, greatly increasing student learning and 
academic success. This program should be made a regular part of the new writing curriculum 
and staffed appropriately and permanently. 
 
 

 

NEW WRITING CENTER 
 
 
 
 
Explanation and Rationale:  
 
The current SPU Writing Center is staffed by dedicated part-time peer tutors and staff members 
who care deeply about student learning. However, the reality is that they have only a fraction 
of the resources needed to do so regularly and successfully. Specifically, SPU’s Writing Center 
currently has only has five part-time student tutors, no full-time staff members or directors, 
and is housed in a shared space in the Moyer Hall basement. Contrast that with our sister 
school, Seattle University, which currently employs 23 peer tutors, a full-time director and 
assistant director, and has four full-time support staff members in their library-based (and 
therefore widely accessible) Writing Center. 

 
We recommend that SPU do likewise and vastly increase the resources, professional and 
student staffing and hours of the Writing Center, as well as, if possible, move it to a more 
central and accessible campus location. 
 
 

Proposed TIMELINE for implementation 
 

 
April 2013 Writing Task Force Recommendations to Assessment and Curriculum 
Committees 
 
May 2013 Writing Task Force reports findings to Faculty Senate and New 
 Implementation/First-Year Review Task Force convened 
 
Fall 2013 - Writing Curriculum Implementation/Review Task Force at work  
Winter 2014 Pilot program begins for new departmental “W” requirements 
  Possible trial use of e-portfolio and Writer’s Help software 
 
April 2014 Implementation/First Year Review Task Force reports to faculty 
  Faculty governance approval of new curricular program 
 



May 2014 New full-time Director of Campus Writing hired 
  Newly-expanded Writing Center in the planning stages 
 
Fall 2014 Approved curricular changes to Catalog  
  Hiring of new writing Instructors 
 
Winter 2015 Hiring of new writing Instructors, as needed  
  Faculty development program begins 
 
Spring 2015 Faculty development program continues 
  Final planning for full implementation of curriculum and full expansion of W and  
 portfolio program  
 
September 2015 

New universal writing curriculum for all SPU students begins 
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Cultural Engagement Proposal 
White Sheet 

 
Prepared for the Curriculum Enhancement Committee 

Brian Chin, Feb. 2014 

 

 
Overall Requirement Goal:  
 
The Cultural Engagement Requirement addresses the multicultural reality of our current local-global society. These 
courses introduce students to aspects of racial, ethnic, and gender difference as well as the structural injustices that are 
present in society. As well, the CE requirement seeks to promote a process of reflection and engagement (whether 
personal, social or political) toward becoming people of wisdom that can be cultivated throughout students’ lives.   

 
 
Structural Philosophy: 
 
The structure of the Cultural Engagement Requirement is designed to introduce students to the CE 
goal through a constellation of courses taken throughout the Common Curriculum, Exploratory 
Curriculum and/or major requirements. In the first year these goals are diffused into the Common 
Curriculum courses (UFDN 1000 and WRI I). In the second year students are introduced to the goal 
through UCOR 2000 and finally through a course which has been approved for a "CE" designation. 
Approved "CE" courses offer a more immersive engagement with a topic or skill consistent with the 
CE goal.  
 
 
Learning Objectives:  
 
Towards the aim of the CE goal, all courses that have an approved "CE" designation adopt at least 
one of the following learning objectives. In courses where the goal is diffused - a particular activity, 
text, or unit may fulfill one of these objectives. Courses and study abroad trips must demonstrate 
how they will fulfill one of these learning objectives in order to receive the "CE" designation. 
 

 Understanding patterns and histories of inequity – Students are introduced to the systemic 
and/or historical forces that create racial, ethnic, and/or gender inequality. 

 

 Understanding culture/s, dynamics of cultural and racial, ethnic and gender differences 
interpersonally and in society – Courses fulfilling this objective will focus on either a) self-
understanding of their racial/ethnic/gender identity not only as an individual, but also within 
the larger cultural context or b) will examine non-dominant cultures (open to discipline-
specific sources and methods) giving particular attention to racial/ethnic/gender-specific 
cultural expressions or other specific challenges, histories, or methods. 

 

 Preparing students for vocations with cultivation of diverse workplaces, conflict resolution, 
peacemaking, and community development – Students are introduced to ways of navigating 
diverse workplaces with cultural competency, trained in skills of conflict resolution, and/or 
learn ways to identify effective methods of cultivating diverse environments, community needs 
and development strategies, and strategies to advocate for the poor, dispossessed, or 
marginalized.  

 

 Articulating reconciliation as participation in God's reconciling work in the world – Students 
examine how the process of identifying patterns of inequality, developing a self-understanding 
of one’s cultural history and present, developing skills of peacemaking and/or justice all 
contribute to God’s reconciling work with and in the world. 

 
 
 



Cultural Engagement Proposal 
White Sheet 

 
Prepared for the Curriculum Enhancement Committee 

Brian Chin, Feb. 2014 

 

 
CE Requirement Summary 
 
 CE in the Common Curriculum 
 

1. First Year Common Curriculum (UFDN 1000 and WRI I): CE 
Requirement goal is achieved through the correspondence of at least one 
text, activity, or assignment to one of the four learning objectives listed 
above. 

 
2. UCOR 2000: Many of these learning objectives are currently fulfilled 

through the present UCOR 2000 structure. The UCOR 2000 will continue 
to adapt courses and readings to these more closely align to the above 
learning objectives.  

 
 "Cultural Engagement" Credit 
 

1. The CE credit is fulfilled with a passing grade in at least one course or study 
abroad with the "CE" designation. (eligible courses must be at least credits). 

2. CE courses can also fulfill WKA, WKA, or major requirements. 
3. The University Curriculum Committee will approve proposals to designate CE 

courses, with each proposal describing how it will meet at least one of the above 
learning objectives as one of the central aim of the course. (Process is similar to 
the evaluation process of WKA and WKE approval). 

4. Faculty Development centered on teaching and/or modeling the learning 
objectives will be available. 
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Learning and Technology Task Force 

Digital Wisdom Recommendation 

 

Established by the Provost in spring 2013, the Learning and Technology Task Force exists to 

explore technological education and educational technology at SPU. The task force is charged to 

generate recommendations about the digital competencies, tools, spaces, and programming 

needed to support and advance student learning and development at SPU. 

Task force members: 

Michael Paulus, Library (Chair) 

Ryan Ingersoll, Library 

Ryan LaBrie, SBE  

Laura Sweat, SOT 

Dave Tindall, CIS 

David Wicks, SOE  

The task force’s first recommendation is for SPU to adopt a definition of digital wisdom and 

integrate related outcomes into the outcomes described in SPU’s Undergraduate Degree 

Program Learning Outcomes. This document identifies the outcomes SPU currently aims to 

achieve to graduate “people of competence and character, becoming people of wisdom, and 

modeling grace-filled community.”1 These outcomes, approved by the faculty in 2005, include 

the demonstration, integration, application, and communication of knowledge as well as the 

development of interpersonal, social, and professional skills. Outcomes associated with the 

concept of digital wisdom are connected with all of these outcomes, as well as many of the 

outcomes of SPU’s graduate programs.  

More than ten years ago, Marc Prensky introduced the terms “digital natives” and “digital 

immigrants.” Prensky says a more helpful distinction now is “digital wisdom,” which he defines 

as “a two-fold concept, referring both [1] to wisdom arising from the use of digital technology to 

access cognitive power beyond our usual capacity and [2] to wisdom in the use of technology to 

enhance our innate capabilities.”2  Becoming “people of wisdom” includes being able to use new 

and emerging technologies wisely.  

Digital wisdom begins with a mastery of certain digital competencies or literacies. A working 

definition of a digitally literate person describes someone who: 

                                                           
1 Assessment Committee, Seattle Pacific University Undergraduate Degree Program Learning Outcomes, approved 

May 2005, available from http://www.spu.edu/depts/oaa/documents/assessment/UGDegreelearningoutcomes-

May05.pdf. 
2 Marc Prensky, “From Digital Natives to Digital Wisdom,” in From Digital Natives to Digital Wisdom: Hopeful 

Essays for 21st Century Learning (Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Corwin, 2012), 202. 

http://www.spu.edu/depts/oaa/documents/assessment/UGDegreelearningoutcomes-May05.pdf
http://www.spu.edu/depts/oaa/documents/assessment/UGDegreelearningoutcomes-May05.pdf
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 possesses the variety of skills—cognitive and technical—required to find, understand, 

evaluate, create, and communicate digital information in a wide variety of formats; 

 is able to use diverse technologies appropriately and effectively to search for and retrieve 

information, interpret search results, and judge the quality of the information retrieved; 

 understands the relationships among technology, lifelong learning, personal privacy, and 

appropriate stewardship of information; 

 uses these skills and the appropriate technologies to communicate and collaborate with 

peers, colleagues, family, and on occasion the general public;  

 uses these skills to participate actively in civic society and contribute to a vibrant, 

informed, and engaged community.3 

Supplementing these competencies, a digitally wise person could be described as someone who 

also: 

 understands and practices the legal and ethical principles around content creation, 

ownership, dissemination, publication, copyright, plagiarism, acceptable use, and 

preservation; 

 demonstrates digital literacy within a particular disciplinary or professional context; 

 reflectively uses technologies with an awareness of implications for character formation 

and spiritual development. 

In addition to defining digital wisdom and formulating outcomes, methods for assessing these 

outcomes would need to be determined. The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) 

provides one measurement of how students assess SPU’s contributions to digital literacy: 

Educational 

and Personal 

Growth 

To what extent has your experience at this institution contributed to your knowledge, skills, 

and personal development in the following areas?   

1=Very little, 2=Some, 3=Quite a bit, 4=Very much 

   SPU CCC&U Carnegie Class NSSE 2011 
 

Class 
Mean a Mean a 

Sig 
b 

Effect  

Size c 
Mean a 

Sig 
b 

Effect  

Size c 
Mean a 

Sig 
b 

Effect  

Size c 

Using 

computing and 

information 

technology 

FY 

 

2.70 2.97 *** -.30 3.05 *** -.39 3.05 *** -.39 

SR 2.93 3.16 *** -.27 3.21 *** -.32 3.20 *** -.31 

 

A recent report from the Washington Student Achievement Council (to which David Wicks 

contributed) states:  

                                                           
3 Digital Literacy Task Force of the American Library Association Digital Literacy, Libraries, and Public Policy 

(American Library Association Digital Literacy Task Force, 2013), 2, available from 

http://www.districtdispatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/2012_OITP_digilitreport_1_22_13.pdf. 

http://www.districtdispatch.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/2012_OITP_digilitreport_1_22_13.pdf
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The fundamental responsibility for educators is to focus on student learning and students’ 

educational experiences. We need to be nimble in the usage of technology, and we must 

ensure that the learning objectives determine the selection and use of technology.4 

The wise use of technology is increasingly important for academic work and success as well as 

personal and professional development. As SPU reviews and refines how we cultivate people of 

competence, character, and wisdom, it seems appropriate that the concept of digital wisdom be 

incorporated into the outcomes that we articulate and pursue throughout our curricula.  

 

November 4, 2013 

                                                           
4 Washington Student Achievement Council, Ten-Year Roadmap Issue Briefing: Challenge Area: Capturing the 

Potential of Technology, May 2013, available from http://www.wsac.wa.gov/sites/default/files/Council-

Technology_IssueBriefing_1.pdf.  

http://www.wsac.wa.gov/sites/default/files/Council-Technology_IssueBriefing_1.pdf
http://www.wsac.wa.gov/sites/default/files/Council-Technology_IssueBriefing_1.pdf
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Appendix 5: Colloquia Examples  

Colloquim: Global Hunger  

In this one credit colloquium students will learn how scientists and health care professionals define 

hunger and malnutrition, about its prevalence in the world, consequences for babies, children and 

women, the role of food aid and political advocacy in ending hunger, and how Christians might respond 

to hunger.  Students will learn how to find data on appropriate websites such as the WHO and UNICEF 

sites, we’ll read and discuss David Beckman’s book Exodus from Hunger: We Are Called to Change the 

Politics of Hunger and watch a film together.  Of the eight sessions, five will be devoted to discussing 

these topics.  The other three sessions will be devoted to learning how to use the university catalog and 

Banner system as college self-management tools, work effectively with a faculty advisor, explore options 

for majors and minors, and to learning about academic resources available to students along with 

general strategies for college success.   

Colloquium: Engineering 

Each week my group would focus on an article that we all would read before-hand from engineering 

practitioner magazines about cutting edge topics relevant for everyday people (e.g. issues of electronic 

voting, understanding solar power, brain-powered prosthetics, etc.).  Our time together would focus on 

what data was presented, what bias might be present, what the impact might be of the author’s 

conclusions, what knowledge the author must have had in order to write the article, etc.  These would 

lead to discussions around the need for a college education and the concepts of vocation and calling. 

 

“Anglophilia” 

Prof. Christine Chaney, English 

The love of all things English may seem like a recent American or popular culture phenomenon (think of 

“Downtown Abbey” mania, the passion for royal weddings, or endless hit Jane Austen movies). But in 

fact “Anglophilia” (the Latin meaning literally “love of England”) goes back centuries and across 

continents, influencing serious movements in government, history, and culture from the 18th century 

onward in countries from Germany to Russia. As the aristocrat Sophie von La Roche wrote in 1786 as 

she voyaged toward London: 

 

“England! You make me tremble for joy! For I confess books and travel have always been for 

me the only perfect happiness of this life. Especially England, whose history, writers and 

agriculture I loved for so long -- my whole soul was eager!” 

In this colloquium, we will investigate how this “England” (our own American “mother country”) has 

been so constructed and idealized for centuries as a model of Protestant religious tolerance, cultural 

civility, representative democracy, and the highest achievements in language and literature – and 

whether or not it actually deserves so much unbridled love. We will look closely at the remarkable 

continuity of what Anglophiles say they love about England -- from Sophie von La Roche in 1786 to the 

http://www.exodusfromhunger.org/
http://www.exodusfromhunger.org/


most rabid Sherlock Holmes fan now. In fact, recent linguistic research has shown a marked in increase 

in British-English expressions in both casual conversation and news reportage in only the past five years. 

How, then, has global travel and the worldwide globalization of sport, film, television, and literature 

helped foster these recent connections? And how were they so robust in earlier centuries when books 

and ideas travelled much more slowly? Why, in particular, do “English stories” seem to be an unending 

source of love and admiration across the globe – from Shakespeare to Austen, Dickens, Sherlock, and 

Tolkien? 

We will read, watch, and discuss lots of lively material related to this topic in our colloquium for most of the 

quarter. But we will also spend several sessions on more practical matters, especially as the quarter goes on, 

looking at the university catalog and Banner system as college self-management tools. We will also talk 

about strategies for planning coursework as well as the role of faculty advisors, majors and minors, and 

other general strategies for college success. 

 



Colloquium	  Synopsis	  
Brian	  Chin	  
Music	  
	  
Hypothetical	  ‘Syllabus’	  
	  
Week	  1	   Introduction:	  	  Why	  music?	  	  (why	  do	  we	  all	  do	  what	  we	  do?	  Why	  is	  music	  a	  

cultural	  and	  human	  universal?	  	  Why	  are	  we	  still	  fighting	  for	  music	  in	  our	  
schools?	  What	  is	  music’s	  place	  in	  the	  21st	  century?	  

	  
Week	  2	   Active	  Listening.	  	  What	  do	  you	  hear?	  (i.e.	  how	  to	  talk	  about	  music.	  	  how	  to	  

really	  hear	  what	  is	  happening.	  how	  to	  use	  recordings	  and	  live	  music	  as	  the	  
ultimate	  learning	  tool.	  

	  
Week	  3	   Success	  in	  College.	  	  A	  discussion	  around	  what	  makes	  for	  a	  complete	  and	  

successful	  college	  experience	  including:	  time	  management,	  
work/school/social	  balance,	  life	  away	  from	  home,	  strategies	  for	  academic	  
success,	  strategies	  for	  graduating	  as	  an	  artist	  prepared	  or	  the	  21st	  century.	  

	  
Week	  4	   Seattle	  as	  a	  cultural	  hub.	  	  An	  exploration	  of	  the	  art	  and	  music	  in	  Seattle	  and	  

an	  overview	  of	  Seattle’s	  eclectic	  lineage	  and	  it’s	  tendency	  to	  be	  an	  artistic	  
incubator.	  	  How	  to	  engage	  with	  our	  city	  and	  it’s	  artistic	  culture.	  

	  
Week	  4	   Field	  trip:	  Library.	  	  A	  tour	  of	  the	  musical	  resources	  at	  the	  library.	  	  How	  to	  

search	  for	  items,	  find	  scores,	  check	  out	  recordings.	  
	  
Week	  5	   Advising	  and	  one-‐on-‐one	  meetings	  
	  
	  
Week	  6	   Where	  does	  talent	  come	  from?	  A	  discussion	  around	  the	  intersection	  of	  the	  

philosophies	  of	  God-‐given	  talent	  and	  freewill.	  	  
	  
	  
Week	  7	   Practice	  makes…?	  An	  introduction	  to	  practice	  and	  skill/talent	  development.	  
	  
	  
Week	  8	   Conclusion:	  Why	  Music?	  	  A	  ‘full	  circle’	  discussion	  emphasizing	  mission,	  

purpose,	  and	  vocation.	  



Colloquium Synopsis 
Andrew Ryder 
Theatre 
  
Hypothetical “Responding to Contemporary Theatre” Syllabus 
  
Week 1 Introduction: What have we seen, heard, and felt in the best theatre we’ve  
 seen and made? 
 
Week 2 See a local theatre production together. 
 
Week 3 Responding:  What questions do we ask of the theatre we see and make?  

What were they trying to do?  How well was it done?   Was it worth doing? 
 
Week 4  See a local theatre production together. 
 
Week 5 Responding:  What questions do we ask of the theatre we see and make?  

What were they trying to do?  How well was it done?   Was it worth doing? 
 
Week 6  Advising and one-on-one meetings  
  
Week 7 Field trip: Library.  A tour of the theatre resources at the library.  How to  

search for items, find scripts, check out dvds.  
 
Week 8  Success in College. A discussion around what makes for a complete and  

successful college experience including: time management, 
work/school/social balance, life away from home, strategies for academic 
success, strategies for graduating as an artist prepared or the 21st century. 
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