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IX. Resources 

 
Budget 
 
Startup funding for the 2007-2008 academic year: 
 

Sample tests and instructional materials to review  $1000.00      
 
For 2008-2009: 

Reading Materials for the library     $2000.00 
Testing of students (baseline for reading skills)     1000.00 
Publicity          1500.00 
Workshop on reading instruction (internal presenter)      500.00 
Fee for outside consultant          500.00  
Reading nooks         2500.00 
 
     Total                           $9000.00 
 

 
 
 
Expenses to Date for 2008-2009: 
 See Following Page 
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PROPOSED FIVE-YEAR QEP BUDGET

Year One  2009-2010
Direct Expenses
Nelson-Denny Reading Test $8,000
NSSE 4,000
College BASE 6,205
Reading Materials for the Library 4,000
Publicity 2,000
Mini-Grants 2,000
Workshops on Reading Instruction 1,500
Reading Nooks 2,500
Compensation for Reading Circle Leaders 3,900
Course Releases/Stipends for QEP Implementation Co-Directors 17,800
Total Direct Expenses $51,905

Indirect Expenses
IDS 110 Instructor Time $31,750
OIRE Personnel Time for Assessment Support 21,612
Library Staff Time for Acquisitions 17,615
Reading Nook Maintenance 1,000
Printing Costs for Reading Circle Materials 600
Total Indirect Expenses $72,577

Total Year One $124,482

Year Two  2010-2011
Direct Expenses
Nelson-Denny Reading Test $8,400
NSSE 4,200
College BASE 6,515
Reading Materials for the Library 4,000
Publicity 2,000
Mini-Grants 2,000
Workshops on Reading Instruction 1,500
Reading Nooks 2,500
Compensation for Reading Circle Leaders 13,000
Course Releases/Stipends for QEP Implementation Co-Directors 17,800
Total Direct Expenses $61,915

Indirect Expenses
IDS 110 Instructor Time $32,703
OIRE Personnel Time for Assessment Support 22,260
Library Staff Time for Acquisitions 18,143
Reading Nook Maintenance 1,000
Printing Costs for Reading Circle Materials 2,000
Total Indirect Expenses $76,106

Total Year Two $138,021

Year Three  2011-2012
Direct Expenses
Nelson-Denny Reading Test $8,820
NSSE 4,400
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College BASE 6,840
Reading Materials for the Library 4,000
Publicity 2,000
Mini-Grants 2,000
Workshops on Reading Instruction 1,500
Reading Nooks 2,500
Compensation for Reading Circle Leaders 13,000
Course Releases/Stipends for QEP Implementation Co-Directors 17,800
External Reviewer 1,000
Total Direct Expenses $63,860

Indirect Expenses
IDS 110 Instructor Time $33,684
OIRE Personnel Time for Assessment Support 22,928
Library Staff Time for Acquisitions 18,688
Reading Nook Maintenance 1,000
Printing Costs for Reading Circle Materials 2,000
Total Indirect Expenses $78,300

Total Year Three $142,160

Year Four  2012-2013
Direct Expenses
Nelson-Denny Reading Test $9,260
NSSE 4,620
College BASE 7,200
Reading Materials for the Library 4,000
Publicity 2,000
Mini-Grants 2,000
Workshops on Reading Instruction 1,500
Reading Nooks 2,500
Compensation for Reading Circle Leaders 13,000
Course Releases/Stipends for QEP Implementation Co-Directors 17,800
Total Direct Expenses $63,880

Indirect Expenses
IDS 110 Instructor Time $34,694
OIRE Personnel Time for Assessment Support 23,616
Library Staff Time for Acquisitions 19,248
Reading Nook Maintenance 1,000
Printing Costs for Reading Circle Materials 2,000
Total Indirect Expenses $80,558

Total Year Four $144,438

Year Five  2013-2014
Direct Expenses
Nelson-Denny Reading Test $9,720
NSSE 4,850
College BASE 7,560
Reading Materials for the Library 4,000
Publicity 2,000
Mini-Grants 2,000
Workshops on Reading Instruction 1,500
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Reading Nooks 2,500
Compensation for Reading Circle Leaders 13,000
Course Releases/Stipends for QEP Implementation Co-Directors 17,800
External Reviewer 1,000
Total Direct Expenses $65,930

Indirect Expenses
IDS 110 Instructor Time $35,735
OIRE Personnel Time for Assessment Support 24,324
Library Staff Time for Acquisitions 19,826
Reading Nook Maintenance 1,000
Printing Costs for Reading Circle Materials 2,000
Total Indirect Expenses $82,885

Total Year Five $148,815

Five-Year Total Direct Expenses $307,490

Five-Year Total Indiect Expenses $390,426

GRAND TOTAL FIVE-YEAR BUDGET $697,916

Notes
Nelson Denny Reading Test costs reflect testing 450 freshmen and 300 seniors annually. 
Also, year-to-year costs reflect an estimated 5% price increase annually.

NSSE costs reflect surveying 149 freshmen and 83 seniors (sample determined by NSSE 
based on institution size).  Also, year-to-year costs reflect an estimated 5% price increase
annually.

College BASE costs reflect tesing 450 freshmen and 100 seniors annually.  Also,  
year-to-year costs reflect an estimated 5% price increase annually.

Mini-grant costs reflect awarding mini-grants at $500 each, four per year.

Compensation for Reading Circle Leaders is based on 3 one-hour reading circles per 
semester for two semesters in Year One, at $650 per credit hour, then increasing to 10
reading circles per semester in Years Two through Five. 

Annual costs for course releases and stipends for the QEP Implementation Co-Directors are 
based on the following: one Co-Director will receive a stipend of $5,000 ($2,000 each for fall  
and spring semesters and $1,000 for summer), plus two course releases (one each for for fall
and spring semesters) with a budget impact of $3,900.  The other Co-Director will receive no
course releases, but will receive a total stipend of $8,900 for the year.  Thus, a grand total 
of $17,800 per year for the QEP Implementation Co-Chairs.

The External Reviewers in Years Three and Five are needed to check progress.

Indirect expenses are for estimated financial impact associated with the IDS 100 instructors' 
time devoted to the reading component of these classes, OIRE personnel time for testing
and assessment activities, library staff time for acquisitions, maintaining reading nooks, 
and printing costs for reading circle materials at $100 per reading circle.  Year-to-year
indirect expenses for personnel time reflect an estimated 3% increase annually.
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X. Assessment 
 

We intend both to assess the effectiveness of our QEP as a project and to 

measure the improvement of our students’ reading skills. Some of the measurements we 

use will be specific for one of these components; others will be more holistic and 

intended to measure student attitudes and abilities in general. These approaches include 

standardized tests that will provide normed quantitative data in addition to informal 

assessment instruments. Benchmarks for standardized tests will be set after the 

preliminary year’s testing and used to establish a baseline. Using a variety of these 

methods and mechanisms will enable us to determine which QEP strategies are 

immediately successful and which will need to be modified or restructured.  

Standardized Tests 

The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) will be administered to 

incoming freshmen and to graduating seniors and used to help assess changing student 

attitudes toward reading. There are several survey items that directly and indirectly 

relate to student reading. (These items, along with the results of student responses to 

them during our last administration of the NSSE in 2006, are presented in Appendix D.) 

The responses to these items will be used to measure the effectiveness of our project, 

specifically the number of books read for personal enjoyment and academic enrichment.   

The Nelson-Denny Reading Test will be used for assessing the skills component 

of our QEP. The Nelson-Denny measures critical and analytical reading in addition to 

vocabulary, comprehension, and reading rate. This test is published in two parallel forms 

(G and H) that can be used in a pre-test/post-test methodology, which we plan to do in 

order to determine students’ baseline reading skills (pre-test) and improvements (post-

test) in these skills after implementation of the components of our QEP. Data from these 

tests will be used to assess improvements in student reading capability.   
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The University already gives the College Basic Academic Subjects Examination 

(College BASE) to incoming freshmen in the fall semester and graduating seniors in the 

spring. One-quarter of each of these groups also takes the English test, which includes 

measures of critical reading, analytical reading, and literary comprehension. These 

measures, along with the pre-test and post-test scores of freshmen and seniors, will 

provide an additional data set for assessing the impact of our QEP on reading capability.  

Results from the 2006 and 2007 College BASE administrations to our freshmen were 

presented in Section III.    

Internal Measurements 

We will use an internally-generated Cloze Tests that can be individually designed 

for each genre- or theme-specific Reading Circle. These tests, described in Appendix 

H, can be used for assessing a variety of reading skills, including comprehension and 

vocabulary. Additionally, we will use an internally-generated instrument for assessing 

student attitudes toward reading in their freshman and senior years. This instrument, 

titled “Methodist University Reading Survey,” is presented in Appendix I. This 

instrument will provide an additional data set for assessing changes in the attitudes of 

students toward reading and the success of creating the culture of reading initiative.   

Analysis of Data 

 The QEP Assessment Subcommittee and the Office of Institutional Research and 

Effectiveness will conduct data analyses and report to the QEP Committee, the VPAA, 

and the VPPE.   

Instruments Used to Assess Student Learning Outcomes 

Student Learning Outcome 1: Students will engage in more reading-based 

activities both recreationally and related to their course work.  

a.   Davis Library “Popular Collection” circulation figures 
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b.   Internally generated survey of student attitudes toward reading 

(See Appendix H) 

  c.   Feedback from students involved in Reading Circles 

  d.   Feedback from facilitators in Reading Circles 

e.   NSSE data (specifically, comparison between freshman baseline 

testing (pre-test) and senior testing (post-test). (Note: NSSE also 

is used to assess levels of student engagement in several areas 

of the University.) 

Student Learning Outcome 2: Students will show improved reading skills over 

their course of study at Methodist University. 

a. Nelson-Denny Reading Test – specifically, comparison between 

freshman baseline testing (pre-test) and graduating senior testing 

(post-test) 

b. College BASE – specifically, comparison between freshman 

baseline testing (pre-test) and graduating senior testing (post-

test). (Note: College BASE also is used for assessing student 

learning outcomes regarding general education competencies.) 

Orientation for Reading Circle Facilitators:   

 Faculty participating as Reading Circle facilitators will meet for a series of pre-

course workshops in grade-norming, rubric application, and discussion facilitation. These 

workshops will be under the auspices of the Reading Circle subcommittee and the QEP 

Leadership. The Davis Memorial Library has already begun collecting books dealing with 

how to run books circles and discussion groups to help prepare the initial workshops. As 

facilitators develop expertise, they will be called upon to participate in and help lead 

future workshops. As we continue to assess and refine our Reading Circle project we 
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expect to develop a facilitator’s guide which will summarize what we have learned, to 

include both successful and unsuccessful facilitation strategies. 

 As students are keeping a journal of their reading processes, each facilitator will 

likewise keep a journal which will outline his or her thoughts and observations on each 

group meeting to include questions and strategies that worked especially well, things 

that did not seem to work, and comments made by students. Journals should also 

contain any revisions that facilitators make to their teaching strategies as a result of their 

observations.   

Assessment of Reading Circles: 

 The Reading Circles are only one component of our Culture of Reading project. 

In order to show that the Circles have been an effective and positive influence on 

student attitudes, we will need to assess student attitudes before and after their 

participation. This will be done through and an internally-generated attitudinal survey 

which will be prepared by the QEP Assessment Subcommittee, the Reading Circle 

Subcommittee, and the QEP Leadership after consultation with the University’s 

Institutional Research and Effectiveness Department. 

Use of Assessment Results:  

 As stated earlier in Section III, assessment results are to be used to improve 

student reading performance and increase reading activity. More specifically, the results 

of the Nelson-Denny, College BASE, and the rubrics developed for assessment in the 

IDS 110 and Readings Circles will be discussed in the QEP Implementation Committee 

and then communicated to IDS 110 and Reading Circle faculty via workshops designed 

to discuss and plan adjustments to these courses to improve student reading skills. The 

results of the more subjective measures like the NSSE and the internally-generated 

reading survey will be communicated to both students and faculty via student meetings 
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and faculty workshops to get more suggestions how to increase reading activities on 

campus and in coursework. 
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Appendix A:  
Documentation of Project Development 
 
Notes from the 17 March 2008 Town Hall Meeting 
 
Those present: Gabie Kerr, William Walker, Lynn Clark, Darl Champion, Emily Wright, Peggy 
Batten, Eric See, Nancy Alexander, Linda Szulc, Shivappa Palled, Theresa Zucchero, Michael 
Sullivan, Carl Dyke, Valaria Russ, Hugh Harling, Bonita Belcastro, Robin Green, Lori Brookman, 
Rebecca Wendelken, and Bill Watt. (20 total and all were faculty or staff) 
 
Ideas discussed: 
1. Will there be measurement of the reading level before and after implementation? It was 
mentioned that everyone should check back periodically to the website as the “working” paper is 
updated periodically. There will be testing, which test is still being determined, of incoming 
freshman and also testing prior to graduation. It will indeed be reading specific. College Base 
data is also available for review. 
2. Have we considered Transfer students and how we would assess their reading? Will our 
current testing represent the “representative sample”? The suggestion was offered that we could 
use transfer students and evening students as a control group.  
3. Darl Champion discussed the Watson-Glazer test and its relation to critical thinking. Emily 
Wright discussed the use of a California based test in the IDS 110 class that could also be cost 
effective and related to this idea. Could be used as a pre/post test. We were reminded that 
assessment identifies “correlation, not a cause”.  
4. It was recommended that we bridge the gap between recreational and academic reading. We 
need to address the “stigma” associated with being a book worm. It was mentioned that we need 
to create a culture where people WANT to read. We have to be sure that we are addressing and 
trying to improve all students and not just the poor readers.  
5. Many thought that when we had the newspapers available, many read them. Not sure if the 
subscription ran out but would recommend getting that funded. 
6. It was recommended that the IDS 110 text should be available for all (faculty, staff, athletic 
coaches/staff, etc). Recommended that it should be available to check out at the library and 
available for purchase at the university bookstore.  
7. Should encourage and incorporate the Big Read into the QEP idea. Sully mentioned that in the 
Business School, they create a “Theme”, in his case related to Ethics and it created this 
combined effort to emphasize and create a culture. He also recommends we consider incentives 
to change the culture.    
8. Robin Green reminded us that we should approach this carefully and with the idea that we 
need the “buy in” and that it isn’t viewed as an “add on”.  
9. Emily Wright mentioned two concerns: 1) it is hard to teach reading, and 2) it is hard to find 
time for workshops and sharing of ideas.  
10. Hugh Harling mentioned that it is imperative to talk with athletic coaches, athletic director 
specifically, in relation to their role in this initiative. Hugh also mentioned that we would all need 
some training on how we can incorporate this into our existing efforts.  
11. Lastly, it was asked if we truly know what the students want to read. We should provide 
students with more outlets to purchase books. We should engage students and faculty with 
workshops and training sessions.  
12. Possible QEP school meeting at the end of April to get input. Sully mentioned that the EVENT 
is key and we should lure people with food and interesting material.  
 
 
       Notes from the 20 March 2008 Town Hall Meeting 
 
Those present: Pres. Elton Hendricks, Gabie Kerr, William Walker, Darl Champion, Valaria Russ, 
Bill Watt, Spence Davis, Eleanor Ninestein, Jennifer Purvis, Drew Ziegler, Mary Deyampert-
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McCall, Deborah Murray, Lysa Holbrook, Daniel Bennett, Stephanie Hooper, Robin Davenport, 
Dawn Ausborn, Michael Hadley, Tanya Davis, Robin Greene, Michael Safley, Jane Gardiner, Ron 
Foster, Del Crisp, Don Lassiter, Margaret Folsom, Ashley James, Katharine Snyder, Beth Butler, 
and Sandy Combs. (30 total and all were faculty or staff) 
 
Ideas discussed: 
1. Announced that members of the QEP committee will attend Student activities meetings on Mar 
30 and 31st.  
2. Margaret Folsom discussed how is Fall 07 this process began and emphasized the need for 
these programs and outcomes. The question now is how to implement. She wanted to dispel two 
common misconceptions in regard to the QEP: 1) we don’t want this initiative to be punitive to the 
students, and 2) we don’t want there to be extra work for the faculty. 
We do not envision this as a remedial program.  
3. Dr. Hendricks stated that with the invention of the printing press, we moved from oral culture to 
a reading culture. Now he feels as though we are moving from the reading culture into the “sound 
bite” culture. What is the correlation between the abundance (books stores, i.e. Barnes N Noble, 
etc) verses the simple lack of interest. He also asked if through research we have identified 
reading as the focus of the QEP?  
4. It was recommended that we appeal to the computer staff to set up possible email groups, chat 
rooms, and additional computer space for students to interact. This can be associated with 
common reading or otherwise.  
5. It was suggested that we discuss the idea with the library of downloadable media (books on 
tape, etc). The idea is that students listen to music on their IPod and elsewhere, maybe they can 
have something to listen to as well. This may also take some of the “effort” out of getting students 
to read.  
6. Bible Study, this may increase analytical reading.  
7. Print Media, newspapers in areas for all to see and read. Have seminars for “Hot Topic” ideas.  
8. Dr. Hendricks mentioned that we should blend pleasure with accountability. Not to burden 
them, but hold them accountable. It is like blending oil and water. On that note, someone 
mentioned we should put emphasis on “availability of opportunity”. Provide a step where students 
know they are accountable for knowing and having read the material. Focus attention on reading 
and the lack of attention. Use things like “My reading lab” as this helps with skill building.  
9. Bookstore should sell pop culture literature.  
10. Dr. Crisp described how when he was in the classroom, he moved from the lecture style of 
teaching to a discussion based approach. This encouraged them to read because he would tell 
them he was responsible for covering 50% of the material in class and the other 50% they would 
be responsible for learning.  
11. Jane mentioned that we should encourage a component that would stimulate new teaching 
styles. We can support these with the Teaching & Learning Center. Strategies that might facilitate 
this could be faculty forums, newsletters, and information sharing. On this note, Dr. Hendricks 
mentioned he asked his students to outline the chapter and this may be tedious but works.  
12. Dr. Hendricks stated that we should identify poor readers and do this early so we can then 
target their learning. How can we in turn determine that? Once you determine this, what do you 
do then with those students? He suggests that we ought to propose programs that would 
respond to those students with reading difficulty.  
13. To what extent does poor vocabulary correlate with reading. We want them to read more as 
this in turn makes them a better citizen.  
14. We need a catchy theme as identified at Berry College.  
15. We should require students to own a dictionary when they come to college.  
16. Dining Hall Table Toppers with reading information 
17. USA Today and other newspapers available as mentioned previously.  
18. The Bern’s should also include some study area and not all the pool tables.  
19. We need to encourage students in non traditional ways to get involved and we can’t spoon 
feed them. It should be powerful and FUN! Create a climate where all types of readers feel 
comfortable, regardless of talent.  
20. Again, accountability.....ask them to do oral reports.  
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21. Reading nooks 
22. Need comfortable chairs, not the plastic ones, in and around Trustees as they seem to 
congregate there and if they feel more comfortable they will stay a bit longer and return more 
often.  
 

Notes from QEP Meeting with SGA 3 30 08 
 
These were the ideas generated by the SGA members.  There were about 12 in attendance. 
There is no priority associated with the order they are presented, just the order that the ideas 
were mentioned.  Dr. Watt and I first gave them a brief summary of what the QEP initiative is, as 
well as the topic.  Several were aware that the focus was on improving reading skills. 
1. Environmental Support 

• Reading areas in library – the students were excited about the “library café” 
• Outside shaded areas for reading 
• Picnic areas for reading 
• Keep outside reading areas free from fire ants (a real concern) 
• Outside reading areas should have trash cans nearby 

2. Find book authors to visit campus and give talks/lead discussions on their work; 
 coordinate a group reading activity featuring the author 
3. Sponsor an “author in residence” for a semester or an academic year 
4. Classroom 

• Instructors need to give “worthwhile reading assignments” – what they mean is that too 
many instructors require texts that are rarely used and hardly ever covered in testing; if 
you are going to require students to buy a text, at least make it worthwhile to the class 
instruction 

• One SGA student commented that this semester, 3 of the 5 texts he has for his five 
courses he does not use 

• Instructors have even said that even though this is the text, I am only going to test you on 
the lectures 

• If textbook is not going to be well utilized, put it on reserve in the library 
5. Instructors can print out a journal article and distribute to students to read 
6. Have an arrangement with the Cumberland County Library – let students be able  to get a 
library card – have a promotion of this arrangement 
7. Bring back the Fayetteville Observer – provide for free to students like it used to  be – 
outside the cafeteria/student center; also provide USA Today 
8. Have departmental discussion events on books – offer food for these gatherings 
9. Students want to be on the QEP Committee next year 
(Bill and I gave them our phone and email, and told them of the April 3 meeting) 
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I wanted to give you the feedback that Professor Davis and I collected from the students 
who were present during our meeting with the Residence Hall Association on Monday, 
April 21 at 9:00 p.m. in the basement of Garber Residence Hall. Eight students were in 
attendance.  
  
1. Students agreed with purchasing and selling best sellers in the University bookstore. 
They felt like students would purchase and read the books. 
2. Create an area on campus where students could read and drink hot or cold beverages 
like Barnes & Nobles. 
3. Make sure their are adequate reading assignments for each class taught at Methodist 
University. 
4. There should be some uniformity among professors and each class some have some 
basic reading. 
5. Do not teach so much from text books, but use case studies and real world scenarios  
to engage students. 
6. Students said they would read local, regional and national papers if they were 
available in various places. (They should be famous or well known papers). Online 
subscriptions would be well used as well. 
7. Create an outdoor area on the Quad which will allow students to relax and read on the 
outside. 
8. Establish different book clubs for individuals who have like desires and interests. Give 
an hour of academic credit to students who join and are active in these book clubs. 
9. The students endorsed the common reading program for freshmen, and they 
suggested a common read for sophomores, juniors and seniors.  
  
  
  
  
  
William H. Walker 
Senior Associate Dean for Student   
  Development and Services 
Methodist University 
5400 Ramsey Street 
Fayetteville, North Carolina  28311 
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Appendix B: 
Membership of QEP Committees and Subcommittees 
 
QEP Development Committee – 2006-2007: 

Co-Chair:  Lori Brookman, Department of Biology 
Co-Chair:  Spencer Davis, Reeves School of Business 
Darl Champion, Department of Justice Studies 
Dawn Congleton, University Registrar 
Megan Friend, Office of Admissions 
David Hodgins, Davis Memorial Library 
Tom Inczauskis, Reeves School of Business 
Jerry Jackson, Alumnus 
Dee Dee Jarman, Assistant Athletic Director 
Don Lassiter, Vice President for Planning and Evaluation 
Valeria Russ, Academic Services Associate 
Amber Smith, Student 
Marilyn Vital, Department of Sociology 
William Walker, Associate Dean for Student Development and Services 
Willis Watt, Department of Organizational Communication and Leadership 
 

QEP Development Committee 2007-2008: 
Co-Chair:  Spencer Davis, Reeves School of Business 
Co-Chair:  Willis Watt, Department of Organizational Communication and  
 Leadership 
Co-Writer:  Lori Brookman, Department of Biology 
Co-Writer:  Margaret Folsom, Department of Biology 
Co-Writer:  Rebecca Wendelken, Department of History 
Darl Champion, Department of Justice Studies 
Delmas Crisp, Vice President for Academic Affairs and Dean of the  
 University 
Robin Greene, Professor of English & Writing, and Director of the Writing     
      Center 
Jerry Jackson, Alumnus 
Gabie Kerr, Academic Services Associate 
Don Lassiter, Vice President for Planning and Evaluation 
William Walker, Associate Dean for Student Development and Services 
Tenille Woodward, Student 
Kathryn Zybek, Davis Memorial Library 
 

QEP Development Committee 2008-2009: 
Chair:  Robin Greene, Professor of English & Writing, and Director of the  
        Writing Center 
Co-Writer:  Lori Brookman, Department of Biology 
Co-Writer:  Margaret Folsom, Department of Biology 
Co-Writer:  Rebecca Wendelken, Department of History 
Darl Champion, Department of Justice Studies 
Delmas Crisp, Vice President for Academic Affairs and Dean of the 
 University 
Angela Duncan, Alumna 
Jane Gardiner, Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs 
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Jerry Jackson, Alumnus 
Kerry Jenkins, Department of Art 
Dee Dee Jarman, Assistant Athletic Director 
Gabie Kerr, Academic Services Associate 
Don Lassiter, Vice President for Planning and Evaluation 
Pam McEvoy, Director of Public Relations 
Alicia Secord, Student 
William Walker, Associate Dean for Student Development and Services 
Kathryn Zybek, Davis Memorial Library 
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Appendix C:  
Informal Student Survey 

 
STUDENT POLL  

METHODIST UNIVERSITY 
Spring 2008 

 
Please circle the answers that apply to you.  In some cases you may want to circle more 
than one answer. 
  

1. How I feel about reading: 
a. I like to read and read for pleasure (includes newspapers). 
b. I only read assigned material. 
c. I only read for exams. 
d. I never read texts but depend on class notes to pass exams. 
e. I hate to read. 

 
2. I read material that is not required for class  

a. daily. 
b. 3-4 times a week. 
c. maybe weekly. 
d. as seldom as possible. 

 
3. How I take notes: 

a. I take notes in class. 
b. I take notes in class and go them after class. 
c. I sometimes take notes in class. 
d. I never take notes. 
e. I use someone else’s notes. 
 

4. How I rate my ability as a reader: 
a. I read on a college level, have a good vocabulary and retain much of what 

I read. 
b. I read OK, there are often words I don’t understand, and I retain some of 

what I read. 
c. I read the text but don’t understand it and don’t remember much of it, if 

any. 
 

5. When I find a word in assigned materials and I don’t know its meaning the first 
thing I do is 

a. check the glossary of the text and then look in a dictionary. 
b. try to figure out the meaning from the context. 
c. ask someone else. 
d. ask my professor. 
e. skip it and go on. 

 
6. I would like to be able to  (you can circle three answers) 

a. read faster. 
b. have better comprehension. 
c. be able to remember more of what I read. 
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d. improve my grades. 
e. improve my vocabulary 
f. None of the above. 

 
7. How important do you think reading will be in your chosen career? 

a. Critical. 
b. Fairly important. 
c. Somewhat important. 
d. Unnecessary.            

 
8. Circle the following items that you think are true: 

a. People with poor reading skills cannot improve. 
b. Everyone can improve his or her reading skills. 
c. You can be a good writer without being a good reader. 
d. Good readers are generally good writers. 
e. Vocabulary skills are over-rated. 
f. Increasing your vocabulary will enhance your reading skills. 
g. Grammar is unnecessary in today’s world. 
h. Studying history is unnecessary in today’s world. 
i. I don’t need to read; I will have people who will do that for me. 
j. Illiteracy has been virtually wiped out in the United States. 
k. A college or university diploma means something in the business world. 
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Appendix D:  
 

NSSE, COLLEGE BASE, AND VERBAL SAT DATA 
 

On the following pages are the following data tables: 
 
1. Results from the last administration of the NSSE to our students. Results are 
shown for selected items relevant to our QEP topic of improving reading skills and 
developing a culture of reading on our campus. These results provide data about the 
performance of freshmen and seniors. They also include comparisons between the 
performance of our students and those of students from three groups of institutions: peer 
institutions that we selected, Carnegie peer institutions, and all institutions which 
participated in the NSSE administration on that occasion. 
 
NOTE: The university changed its name from “Methodist College” (hence “MC” in the 
NSSE date) to “Methodist University” in November 2006. 
 
2. A College BASE institutional summary report showing freshmen scores on the 
English subtest of the College BASE.  Scores relevant to the topic of reading are the 
three Reading and Literature subscores. 
 
3. Entering freshmen Verbal SAT scores for the years from Fall 2004 through Fall 
2008.  Reading comprehension and vocabulary skills are two key verbal abilities 
reflected in the Verbal SAT score.  
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COLLEGE BASE INSTITUTIONAL SUMMARY REPORT 

ENTERING FRESHMEN STUDENTS FALL 2006-FALL 2008 
 

      N Average Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum

FALL 2008           
ENGLISH  97 225.55 48.119 127 331 
  READING & LITERATURE 97 226.94 49.184 126 333 
  reading critically 97 234.96 44.057 147 355 
  reading analytically 97 252.48 50.630 156 359 
  understanding literature 97 269.31 44.316 185 383 
  WRITING  97 246.22 47.253 137 363 
  writing as a process 97 253.20 48.074 146 350 
  conventions of written English 97 265.36 39.070 179 343 
              

FALL 2007           
ENGLISH  107 228.23 62.022 87 429 
  READING & LITERATURE 107 230.73 62.259 87 416 
  reading critically 107 238.03 51.160 147 375 
  reading analytically 107 258.99 56.445 156 359 
  understanding literature 107 266.81 47.610 185 366 
  WRITING  107 246.15 58.821 117 387 
  writing as a process 107 253.71 52.136 146 350 
  conventions of written English 107 263.84 52.260 179 389 
              

FALL 2006           
ENGLISH  95 239.59 53.412 145 385 
  READING & LITERATURE 95 241.89 54.255 144 378 
  reading critically 95 245.71 48.585 147 375 
  reading analytically 95 270.08 46.670 173 359 
  understanding literature 95 270.34 46.736 185 355 
  WRITING  95 255.38 52.098 165 382 
  writing as a process 95 265.71 44.986 166 350 
  conventions of written English 95 266.17 49.749 179 389 
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 FRESHMEN VERBAL SAT SCORES* 
 
First-time Freshmen Fall 2004               First-time Freshmen Fall 2007 
 
VSAT              VSAT  
N Valid 316
  Missing 202
Mean 482.06
Minimum 300
Maximum 690
Percentiles 25 430.00
  50 480.00
  75 530.00

 
 
First-time Freshmen Fall 2005         First-time Freshmen Fall 2008 
 
VSAT               VSAT 
N Valid 276
  Missing 163
Mean 489.60
Minimum 320
Maximum 700
Percentiles 25 440.00
  50 490.00
  75 547.50

 
 
First-time Freshmen Fall 2006 
  
VSAT  
N Valid 329
  Missing 156
Mean 480.97
Minimum 300
Maximum 690
Percentiles 25 430.00
  50 470.00
  75 520.00

 
 

N Valid 319
  Missing 118
Mean 482.04
Minimum 300
Maximum 780
Percentiles 25 430.00
  50 480.00
  75 530.00

N Valid 335
  Missing 133
Mean 485.25
Minimum 280
Maximum 690
Percentiles 25 430.00
  50 480.00
  75 540.00
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Appendix E: 
Syllabus and Rubrics for IDS110 

 
IDS 110  

The Methodist University Experience 
Fall 2008 

 
Instructor: 
Office Location: 
Office Hours: 
Telephone Number: 
Email: 
Class Location and Time: 
Texts: 
Strike, Kenneth A., and Pamela A. Moss. Ethics and College Student Life:  A Case Study 
Approach. 3rd ed.  Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Prentice Hall, 2008. 2005.  
Deng, Benson, Deng, Alephonsion, and Benjamin Ajak, with Judy A. Bernstein.  They Poured 
Fire on Us From the Sky.  New York:  Public Affairs, 2005. 
 
General Education/Core Goal:  Critical Thinking 
 
Course Description:  This course is designed to develop freshmen students’ reading 
comprehension and critical thinking skills. It is also intended to assist first-year students in the 
transition to college life. The subject matter of the Freshman Reading Program selection is 
deliberately chosen for its thought-provoking potential. The textbook related to college transition 
topics is presented in a case study format in order to facilitate class discussion and analysis of 
various relevant issues. 
 
Prerequisites:  none 
 
Goals: 
The goals of this course are to 
 

1. prepare students for the Methodist University experience by acquainting them with 
key resources, information, and strategies for a successful transition into college life; 

2. pique their interest in intellectual endeavor by engaging them in reading and 
discussion of interesting texts that are relevant to their lives; and 

3. prepare them for college-level academic work by reviewing basic skills in  
       reading, writing, discussion and critical thinking and by having them apply      
       those skills in meaningful ways. 
 

These goals partially support Methodist University General Education/Core Goal 1, improving 
students’ skills “in written and oral communication.”  They also support General Education/Core 
Goal 3, improving students’ “ability to think critically about complex subjects.” 
 
Objectives: 
The objectives of this course are for students to  
 

1. demonstrate knowledge of key Methodist University resources and information; 
2. indicate increased interest in engaging in college-level intellection; 
3. read and discuss texts that are relevant to their lives as young people and as college 

students; 
4. produce satisfactory written work on topics related to this course; 
5. take an active part in civil class discussions;  
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6. demonstrate improved critical thinking skills. 
 
Assessment: 
 
Objective 1 will be assessed by means of a quiz on the college catalogue and a passport 
assignment requiring students to participate in/locate various campus events/services. 
Objective 2 will be assessed by means of a brief attitude survey administered at the beginning 
and end of the course. 
Objective 3 will be assessed by means of a journal on the reading. 
Objective 4 will be assessed by means of four short response papers and one longer, thesis-
driven essay, graded according to the rubrics included in this syllabus. 
Objective 5 will be assessed by means of the Class Participation Sheet included in this syllabus. 
Objective 6 will be assessed by means of reporting and analyzing the series of scores earned on 
the “Analysis/Development” portion of the rubric used in grading the four short response papers. 
 
Grading Criteria:  
1.  Participation     15% 
2.  Passport assignment   15% 
3.  Catalogue assignment   10% 
4.  Quizzes on the reading   10% 
5.  Reports      10% 
6.  Reading Journal    10% 
7.  Four short papers    20% 
    (first 2 = 5%, 3-4 = 15%) 
8.  One longer essay    10% 
 
Further Explanation of Assignments: 
 
1.  Participation. This grade will be based on the Class Participation Sheet included in this 
syllabus.   
 
2.  Passport assignment. This assignment requires you to visit and/or participate in a variety of 
campus events and services. It will be explained at the beginning of the semester, checked twice 
during the semester, and submitted at the end of the semester. 
 
3.  Catalogue assignment. This assignment requires you to locate specific information in the 
Methodist University Catalogue. You will be given a list of questions at the beginning of the 
semester and will submit your answers in week 3. 
 
4.  Quizzes. I will give you occasional quizzes on assigned readings in Ethics and College 
Student Life and They Poured Fire on Us from the Sky. These quizzes will be short (5-10 
questions) objective (usually multiple choice) tests that will be easy to ace if you have read the 
assigned pages with a reasonable degree of attention. 
 
5.   Reports. In the process of discussing They Poured Fire, we will generate questions.  Because 
both the situation and the location described in this book are very foreign to most of us, we will 
discover that we have questions of a factual nature. For example, we might wonder how many 
times a day a Moslem is supposed to pray or where Ethiopia is in relation to Congo or what 
refugee aid programs are available around the world, etc.   
 Whenever such a factual question comes up in class discussion, I will ask for a volunteer 
to research the answer.  If no one volunteers, I will assign the question to someone on the basis 
of alphabetical order, starting at the end of the alphabet. (That is, if your name is Winters, you’ll 
be assigned a topic earlier than if your name is Jones.) 
 When this happens, the class will decide what it wants to know about this question and 
will generate ideas about where the information can be found. At the next class session, I will give 
the reporter an assignment sheet summarizing the class’s discussion. 
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 During weeks 11 and 12, everyone will share the research of his or her research in the 
form of 3-5-minute reports. The rubric by which these reports will be graded is included in this 
syllabus. 
 
6.  Reading Journal. From week 8 on, you will keep a reading journal, which you will submit at the 
end of the semester. 
 
7.  Short Papers. You will submit four short (1-2-page) papers, as assigned, in response to our 
reading in Ethics and College Student Life.     
 
8.  After we have finished reading and discussing They Poured Fire on Us from the Sky, you will 
write a 3- to 5-page paper on that text. Before you start the paper, a Writing Center tutor will 
come to class to review the principles of essay structure that you will be expected to follow in the 
paper. 
 
Policies 
 
1.  Grading Scale 
93-100   A  78-79 C+  60-62  D- 
90-92  A-  73-77 C  below 59 F 
88-89  B+  70-72 C- 
83-87  B  68-69 D+ 
80-82  B-  63-67 D 
 
1.  Attendance: See participation sheet for impact of attendance on your grade for the course.  
Also note the following statement from the university catalogue: “Credit will not be awarded for 
any 100-level course in which a student is absent for whatever reason (sickness, family 
emergencies, University athletic events, etc.) for more than 20% of the first thirteen weeks of the 
semester. When absences, for whatever reason, exceed 20% during the first thirteen weeks of 
the semester, the registrar will drop the student form the class.”   
 
2.  Honor Code: The Methodist University Honor Code prohibits cheating (including plagiarism), 
theft, and academic misrepresentation. These terms are thoroughly defined in the University 
catalogue, and all students are responsible for thoroughly understanding the material on those 
pages. Students who are found guilty of academic dishonesty often claim that they did not know 
that what they were doing was a violation of the Honor Code. This is not an excuse! You are 
required and expected to know what constitutes academic dishonesty. 
 
Penalties and procedures regarding infractions of the Honor Code are outlined in the University 
catalogue.  In this course, the following apply: 

• students who violate the Honor Code will receive either an F for the assignment in 
question, a zero for the assignment in question, or an F for the course as a whole, 
depending on the severity of the infraction; 

• plagiarism is defined as the deliberate or accidental borrowing of another’s words or 
ideas without giving credit to the source from which the words or ideas are borrowed. 

 
3.  Students with Disabilities: Any student requiring accommodations due to one or more 
disabilities must bring the appropriate documentation to the Methodist University Center for 
Personal Development (Pearce Hall/630-7150 or 7402) no later than the first week of classes 
during the semester in which the accommodations are required.  Together, the student and the 
Director of Disability Services will decide upon the accommodations to be implemented. 
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Report Rubric 

Student Name:_____________ 
 
Report Topic: 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________
__ 
  
 
1.  Was the report at least three minutes long and no longer than five minutes?  (25%) 
 
 
 
2.  Did the report answer all of the questions embedded in the assignment sheet 
provided by the instructor? (25%) 
 
 
3.  Was information provided clearly? (25%) 
 
 
4.  Was information accurate?  Were reliable sources used? (25%) 
 
 
 
Grade _______ 
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IDS Paper Rubric  

1) Content/ 
Concept1 

2) Purpose/ 
Focus 

3) Analysis/ 
Development2 

4) Organization 5) Source 
Handling/Citation 

6) Writing 

5--Is appropriate 
to the require- 
ments of the 
assignment. 
Shows insight, 
understanding, 
awareness of 
perspectives 
and contexts.   

5--Clearly 
focuses on a 
central point.  
Maintains 
consistent 
focus on that 
point. 
 

5-Develops the 
central focus 
amply and 
persuasively 
with appropriate 
reasoning and 
evidence.  
Sources are 
used effectively 
and 
appropriately.3 

5-Each 
sentence and 
paragraph has 
a clear, 
focused 
purpose and 
coherent 
relation to the 
whole. 
 

5-Every point 
and statement of 
fact is reliably 
attributed.  Every 
fact, point, 
paraphrase, and 
quotation is 
completely and 
helpfully 
documented. 

5-Clear and 
correct.  Few 
errors in 
grammar, 
sentence 
structure, 
grammar, and 
usage. 
 

3-Is appropriate 
to assignment 
but ideas and 
contexts are 
poorly 
understood 
and/or 
described.  

3-Seems to 
have a central 
point but does 
not focus 
clearly and 
consistently 
on it. 

3-Develops the 
central focus 
more through 
summary and/or 
assertion than 
through sup- 
porting analysis 
or evidence.  
Sources are not 
used as 
effectively as 
they could be.  

3-Some 
important 
organizational 
elements are 
missing, 
inadequate, or 
garbled.  
Difficult to 
follow. 

3-Citations are 
mostly complete, 
but some are 
sloppy.  There is 
some confusion 
about the source 
of ideas or 
information. 

3-Mostly 
correct.  
Occasional 
minor errors 
may be 
present, but 
prose is 
generally at 
college level. 

1-Is 
inappropriate to 
assignment 
and/or ideas are 
simplistic, 
narrow, without 
context, 
perspective, or 
interpretive 
depth. 

1-Lacks a 
clear point. 

1-Consists of 
vague 
generalizations 
and assertions.  
Is illogical.  Fails 
to use sources 
when necessary 
and/or uses 
them 
inappropriately. 

1-Lacks logical 
structure and 
flow; random or 
disjointed; 
makes little 
sense. 

1-Elements of 
paper meet the 
definition of 
plagiarism. 

1-Major 
pattern of 
errors or 
many sloppy 
errors. 

Points: 
 

     

Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     

1In order for one of the short papers to score well on this criterion, it must make intelligent 
reference to one of the criteria for moral reasoning presented in chapter 1 of Ethical Issues.   
2The five-page paper and the short paper will differ in this regard.  The former can and should 
develop its thesis more thoroughly than the latter can.   
3You may or may not require or allow your students to consult secondary sources.  Whether they 
do or do not use secondary sources, they should cite the text. 
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Appendix F:   
Syllabus and Rubrics for Reading Circles 

 
The Reading Circle 
Spring Semester 2010 
Instructor: 
Office Hours: 
 

Course Description: 
The Reading Circle is a one-semester-hour credit reading group designed to promote 

self-selected reading and to enhance the development of critical reading and thinking skills. Each 
course focuses on a particular genre or theme. This course focuses on [name that genre]. Over 
the course of the semester students will read a total of five books: one facilitator-selected book to 
be read as a group; three student-selected books to be read as a group; one student-selected 
book to be read independently. Students will participate in critical discussions of the selected 
books and complete written assignments described below..  

 
General Education/Core Curriculum Goal: 
Critical Thinking 
 
Prerequisites: Successful completion of IDS 110 or exemption. 
 
Goals: 
Goal I:  To pique students’ interest in intellectual endeavor by engaging them in reading and   
             discussion of popular books in a genre of their choosing. 
Goal 2: To prepare students for college-level academic work by enhancing reading and critical  
             thinking skills.  
 
These goals partially support Methodist University General Education/Core Goal 1, improving 
students’ skills “in written and oral communication.” They also support General Education/Core    
Goal 3, improving students’ “ability to think critically about complex subjects.” 
 
Objectives:  
The objectives of this course are for students to:  
1.  indicate increased interest in engaging in college-level intellection; 
2.  read and discuss texts of interest;  
3.  actively participate in class discussions; 
4.  demonstrate improved critical thinking skills. 
 
Assessment:  
Objective 1 will be assessed by end of class survey.  
Objective 2 will be assessed by class participation and evaluation of students’ journals. 
Objective 3 will be assessed by Class Participation Sheet included in this syllabus and by  
 attendance. 
Objective 4 will be assessed by evaluation of students’ journals and short response   
 papers. 
 
Grading Criteria: 
 Participation    50% 

Attendance    10% 
 Response papers   20% 
 Journals    20%  
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Grading Scale: 
 The course will be graded on an A, F, or P basis. 

90-100   A  
60-89     P 
Below 60  F 
 

Further Explanation of Assignments:  
Participation includes reading the assigned and self-selected books and engaging regularly in 
meaningful classroom discussions. Attendance: Students missing more than two classes will be 
dropped from the course. Response papers: The response papers will be short 1-2 page papers 
in which students analyze the four common readings and the one self-selected reading. These 
are not to be book reports but should demonstrate close reading, comprehension, and 
engagement. Journals: Students will make regular entries into their journals as they progress 
with their reading. Journal entries can include things like new vocabulary, questions about the 
reading, and reading provoked questions. 
 
Rubrics: 
 See Reading Circle Rubric and Reading Circle Journal Rubric at the end of this syllabus. 
 
Policies: 

Honor Code: 
 Remember that the Honor Code is in effect at all times. The Honor Code 
covers violations such as cheating, plagiarism, academic misrepresentation, and 
theft. If you are unfamiliar with the Honor Code and penalties for violation, please 
refer to your student handbook. All work submitted for this class must be 
“pledged” to show that it conforms with the Honor Code. 
 The first time you break the Honor Code in this course I will give you an 
“F” for that assignment and write a letter on the offense to the Honor Board. If 
you err a second time, you will be removed from the course with a final grade of 
“F” and there will be a mandatory Honor Board hearing. 
 
Students with Disabilities: 

If you are a student with a disability, please contact the Director of 
Academic Development at 630-7033 as soon as possible in order to make the 
necessary arrangements. 

 
Rubric for Reading Circle Journal 

 
1) Reading  
 

2) Content 3) Connections 4) Questions  5) Vocabulary 

5-Shows evidence 
of reading  (Based 
on number of 
pages agreed 
upon)  

5- Shows 
evidence of 
consistently 
making entries  

5-Makes 
connections with 
other books student 
has read for the 
circle 

5-Student 
consistently asks 2-3 
well thought out 
questions with each 
journal entry. 

5-Student 
consistently lists 
several new 
vocabulary words 
with definitions. 

3-Evidence of 
some reading, 
based on the 
number of pages 
assigned. 

3- Entries are 
random and 
inconsistent 

3-Makes some 
connections or 
connections are 
simplistic 

3-Has one to two 
questions which lack 
sufficient thought. 

3-Few vocabulary 
words listed or 
definitions are 
inadequate.  

1-Obviously hasn’t 
done the reading or 
has done very little 
reading. 

1-Rarely makes 
entries 

1-No connections 
with other books or 
readings 

1-No questions, or 
questions are 
simplistic and show 
little thought 

1-No vocabulary 
listed or vocabulary 
lacks definitions. 

Points:  
 

   

Comments:     
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Rubric for Reading Circle Response Paper 

 
1) Content 2) Focus 3) 

Analysis/Argument  
4) Organization 5) Writing 

5-Is appropriate to 
the requirements of 
the assignment.  
Shows insight, 
understanding and 
awareness of 
perspectives and 
contexts. 

5-Clearly focuses 
on a central point. 
Maintains 
consistent focus on 
that point. 

5-Develops the 
central focus amply 
and persuasively 
with appropriate 
reasoning and 
evidence.   

5-Each sentence 
and paragraph has 
a clear, focused 
purpose and 
coherent relation to 
the whole. 

5-Clear and 
correct.  Few 
errors in grammar, 
structure, and  
usage 

3-Is appropriate to 
the assignment but 
ideas and contexts 
are poorly 
understood and/or 
described. 

3-Seems to have a 
central point but 
does not focus 
clearly and 
consistently on it. 

3-Develops the 
central focus more 
through summary 
and/or assertion 
than through 
supporting analysis 
or evidence.   

3-Some important 
organizational 
elements are 
missing, 
inadequate or 
garbled.  

3-Mostly correct. 
Occasional minor 
errors may be 
present, but prose 
is generally at 
college level. 

1-Is inappropriate 
to assignment 
and/or ideas are 
simplistic, narrow, 
without context, 
perspective, or 
interpretive depth. 

1-Lacks a clear 
point. 

1-Consists of 
vague 
generalizations 
and assertions.  Is 
illogical. 

1-lacks logical 
structure and flow; 
random or 
disjointed; makes 
little sense. 

1-Major pattern of 
errors or many 
sloppy errors. 

Points: 
 

    

Comments: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    

 
 
 

Methodist University



                                                                                                              

 
 
72

Appendix G:  
Advertising 

 
QEP Marketing and Publicity Subcommittee Report 
Re: Subcommittee Report 
10 October 2008 
To: Members of the QEP Committee 
From: Gabie Kerr, Subcommittee Chair 
______________________________________________________________________
__ 
Our Charge: To market the slogan and purpose of the QEP, “Get Between the Covers: 
Improving Reading Skills by Encouraging a Culture of Reading” to the entire Methodist 
University community.  
Membership: Currently, the following people serve as members of this committee: 
Gabie Kerr -Chair, Pam McEvoy-Vice Chair, Angela Duncan, Kerry Jenkins, Mark 
Kendrick, and Vanessa Gault (student). We have been continually recruiting new 
members for the subcommittee. 
Marketing Update: We have recruited Dr. Greg Combs’ Senior SMA 421 Marketing 
class to create a marketing and publicity campaign for the QEP. They have asked for a 
$200 contribution to their SIFE Marketing club for conference support. We support this 
request and would like to have this money allocated for this purpose. This expense, we 
believe, will be money well-spent: by using University resources with its excellent talent, 
we are fostering community support and “buy-in” and accomplish the desire to reach the 
students in a unique and creative way.  Moreover, the class promises to have a plan and 
campaign to submit to the October QEP meeting. Along with this presentation, the class 
has agreed to supply a student representative for the QEP committee and 
subcommittee. The students in this class have a unique perspective on how to reach the 
MU student population and since it is now part of their course work, they have a vested 
interest in the campaign. We all hope that this results in an increased willingness of 
others students to participate.  
Marketing Plan: We intend to reach the MU community by employing some of these 
tactics: a catchy logo,  faculty meetings and staff meetings, student communication 
through email and the ROAR, flyers, posters around campus, academic avenues 
(advisors, syllabi, posters in the classroom, blackboard), communication with residential 
life and student life, communication with coaches, athletic events, website revitalization, 
Facebook and Myspace social networking websites, table tents, reading nooks, Small 
Talk paper, MU radio station, use of mascot, suggestion boxes, screensavers, mouse 
pads, provide attractions for non-traditional students, Mustard Magazine, t-shirts, 
bookmarks, and many more. 
Current Budget: As our current budget of $1,500 will not extend very far, we have 
solicited and received approval from the Development office to pursue other donations 
from Books a Million, Barnes and Noble, and two other local bookstores.  
Timeline:  
October – create a plan, receive approval of the committee, and determine 
responsibilities.  
November – reach out to staff and faculty and begin marketing.   
December – continue publicity and ensure we are ready for big launch in January.   
January – big Kick-Off and major publicity in the classroom and with student life. Make 
presentation at Faculty meetings and organizational meetings.  
February/March – Continue publicity throughout SACS visit 16 March.  
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Appendix H: 
Cloze Tests 
 
     For our internal assessment of IDS210: Reading Circles, we have chosen to use the 
Cloze Test. This test, devised in 1957 by W. L. Henry, can be used for assessing a 
variety of reading skills, including comprehension and vocabulary. A Cloze Test consists 
of a selection of text (approximately 250 words), and every nth word is replaced with a 
blank. For testing comprehension, n= a particular number. For testing vocabulary, n= the 
number of words that are selectively removed. For comprehension, the deletion of every 
fifth word seems to be canonical, but the test can be made more difficult by deleting 
every third or fourth word, or it can be made less difficult by deleting every eight or ninth 
word. Once the appropriate test had been devised, the test subject is asked to fill in the 
blanks with the appropriate words (Datta and Macdonald-Ross, 70). Scoring can be 
done in two ways: Either the blank in the text must be filled with the exact word that was 
deleted; or the response can be scored more liberally with words that (1) are the correct 
part of speech (noun, verb, adjective, etc.) or with (2) synonyms or words that make 
contextual sense. Test subjects should be allowed misspellings because test results will 
be skewed otherwise.    
     As an example of scoring for an “exact word” test, Datta and Macdonald-Ross used 
the following rubric: 
 
     Gaps left blank did not score. The points scored, as a percentage, were calculated for    
     each of the two passages for each respondent…. A score of less than 40% suggests  
     inadequate comprehension, 40-60% suggests partial comprehension, and more than  
     60% suggests satisfactory comprehension of the passage. (Datta and Macdonald- 
     Ross 72-74) 
 
Datta and Macdonald-Ross found that there was “significant correlation between 
success in the Cloze Tests and book reading habits: those who have not read a book for 
3 months or more score lower marks on the cloze passages” (Datta and Macdonald-
Ross 86). This correlation suggests Cloze Tests might help to assess vocabulary and 
comprehension as well help to assess the effectiveness of formal tests and informal 
student surveys that present questions regarding student reading habits. 
 
 
Sources: 
 
Data, Saroj and Michael Macdonald-Ross. (2002). “Reading Skills and Reading Habits:  
     A Study of new Open University Undergraduate Reserves.” Open Learning 17(1), 69- 
     88. 
Sachs, J., Tung, P, Lam, R. (1997 Spring). “How to Construct a Cloze Test: Lessons  
     from testing measurement theory models.” Perspectives (City University of Hong  
     Kong) V. IX. 
Taylor, W. L. (1953). “Cloze Procedure: A new tool for measuring readability.”  
     Journalism Quarterly, 30, 415-433. 
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Appendix I: 
Methodist University Reading Survey 

 
METHODIST UNIVERSITY 

READING SURVEY 
Fall 2009 

Below are statements regarding reading.  For each statement, please give the scale value (1 
through 5) that best represents your opinion.  Scale values have the following labels: 
1 – Strongly Disagree    2 – Disagree    3 – Neutral      4 – Agree      5 – Strongly Agree 
 
1. I like to read and read for pleasure (including newspapers). 
2. I only read assigned material. 
3. I only read for exams. 
4. I never read texts, but depend on class notes to pass exams. 
5.          I read material that is not required for class: 

a. daily. 
b. 3 to 4 times a week. 
c. maybe weekly. 
d. as seldom as possible. 

6. I take notes in class. 
7. I take notes in class and go over them after class. 
8. I sometimes take notes in class. 
9. I never take notes in class. 
10. I use someone else’s notes. 
11. I read on a college level, have a good vocabulary, and retain much of what I read. 
12. I read OK, there are often words I don’t understand, and I retain some of what I read. 
13. I read the text, but don’t understand it and don’t remember much of it, if any. 
14.       When I find a word in assigned materials and I don’t understand its meaning, the first 

thing I do is: 
a. check the glossary of the text and then look in a dictionary. 
b. try to figure out the meaning from the context. 
c. ask someone else. 
d. ask my professor. 
e. skip it and go on. 

15.        I would like to be able to: 
a. read faster. 
b. have better comprehension. 
c. remember more of what I read. 
d. improve my grades. 
e. improve my vocabulary. 

16.        I think that reading will be ___________ in my chosen career. 
a. critical 
b. fairly important 
c. somewhat important 
d. unnecessary 
e. People with poor reading skills cannot improve. 

17. Everyone can improve his/her reading skills. 
18. Good readers are generally good writers. 
19. Vocabulary skills are over-rated. 
20. Increasing one’s vocabulary will enhance one’s reading skills. 
21. Grammar is unnecessary in today’s world. 
22. I don’t need to read; I will have people who do that for me. 
23. Illiteracy has been virtually wiped out in the United States. 
24. A college or university diploma means something in the business world. 
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