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Summary

We conducted a survey to discover what sorts of multimodal composition instruction happens in writing classes at higher-education institutions. We were especially interested in student and faculty production of multimodal texts (rather than analysis-only). From this data, we will provide the CCCC audience with an understanding of the state of multimodal and new media pedagogical practice by providing a set of standards/guidelines for best practices within this growing field.
The Survey

Our survey contains eight sections 

· Multimodality and Praxis, which addresses how these schools are defining multimodal/new media within classroom settings

· Assessment of Multimodal Compositions, in which we hope to discover what rubrics/heuristics, if any, teachers are using to assess students’ multimodal work

· Teaching Resources, which focuses on textbook and instructional materials, asking survey participants to address their use of such materials (and whether such materials are useful)

· Technology Resources and Infrastructure, in which we ask about lab settings, administration, and available hardware/software/peripherals

· Training, where two groups (graduate students and faculty members) respond to how they are (or are not) trained to use available technologies at their institution

· Assessment of Technology Training follows up on each of the two groups’ experiences with technology training for assessment purposes

· Scholarship and Tenure/Promotion, asks faculty members/lecturers to address their production of multimodal compositions within scholarly/publishing guidelines for their institution

· Individual and Program Demographics, in which we get basic information such as the responder’s name, school, program name, and years’ teaching, etc. 

We end with an Appendix to the survey that asks survey participants to send us copies of syllabi, teaching assignments, and their vita, among other items that will help us round out the picture of multimodal teaching and research.

Methods

Choosing Survey Responders
We have chosen survey participants in two ways: (a) personal invitation to individuals in schools/programs who we know are working with multimodal pedagogies and (b) general call to related listservs (i.e., TechRhet) for volunteers. 

Based on these two methods of getting respondents, we had a pool of 80 possible subjects. We were able to get 45 to respond. We considered ourselves as an additional six responders, although our answers to the survey were not part of the final results.

Usability Testing

The survey draft went through three rounds of readings by the grant participants and one reading by a group of faculty members at Utah State University. We placed the final draft online in the Zoomerang survey engine, for which NCTE had a login. (Kristen McGowan placed the survey for us, and made changes as needed according to our testing.) 

The group tested the survey online in April, making significant and useful changes to the way the answers were presented. One such change included limiting narrative responses in favor of multiple choice answers where multiple answers were possible within a single question. In the process of changing the survey, we did not go back and re-test the entire survey, which Zoomerang recreated as a “new” survey, and so we didn’t realize that some of the tweaking we had done made some of the survey directions and questions a little confusing (e.g., in some cases, we asked participants to skip a set of questions if it didn’t apply to their academic rank, but the directions for where to skip to was mislabeled because we had renumbered the survey). 

When survey respondents ran into confusions, such as those mentioned above, they emailed Cheryl with questions as they were taking the survey. She tried to respond quickly whenever possible, but in most instances, survey-takers emailed afterwards saying that they made the best choices possible. The grant group elected not to correct the errors since that would have caused the survey engine, Zoomerang, to change the original URL to a new one. Because most of the email requests to participate had already gone out, we decided that adding another URL to the mix wasn’t worth the small errors that the survey held. In only one instance did the confusion cause a respondent to want to re-take the survey, and so we threw out her first set of answers.

Distribution

The survey information was distributed via email on May 8, 2005. [A copy of the email text is available upon request.] A second round of survey requests (mostly reminders to the original participant group) went out June 7, 2005, and some individual emails to follow-up with new participants went out around July 1, 2005. 

Getting Responses
Because the survey is lengthy (145 questions), the group elected to use some of the grant money to pay participants to respond. The amount was set at $50 per participant. For tax purposes, participants received Internet gift certificates from iTunes, Amazon, Barnes and Noble, Target, and Crate and Barrel. (They could choose any online store; these are the stores they chose.) In addition, two participants elected to give their $50 to the Graduate Research Network Travel Fund. [For a list of gift certificate breakdown by store, please contact Cheryl.]

Preliminary Findings

CCCC Presentation Reactions

The grant group received two crucial pieces of feedback during the CCCC conference. In the grant initiative sessions, we spoke with a TYCA member, who graciously informed us that we had no two-year colleges represented on our list of possible participants. We weren’t aware of anyone working on multimodal composition at TYC. However, Jody Millard from Santa Barbara City College said she was working on a survey of TYC for her CCCC Research Initiative Grant, and she added two questions about multimodal composition pedagogy to her survey so that we could target these schools in a future research survey. 

During the panel presentation in which Cheryl provided a sample of the survey questions and methodology and Tony talked about case studies of schools that will be part of the edited collection we’re putting together, audience members also pointed out our lack of TYCA and non-research schools. We will definitely be addressing this point in our collection and look forward to adding to our results in future years. (We were also able to get several TYC faculty members to sign up to take the survey, so we do have a few results from such schools.)

Survey Results

We received the final round of results from Kristen McGowan on July 22, 2005. Cheryl distributed the results soon after, but also decided to format the results into a more user-friendly spreadsheet (the results came as three Excel sheets). She paid a student (out of the remaining grant budget) to format each question to print on one or two 8.5x11-inch pages. Each respondent’s answer was identified on every page by their unique Zoomerang ID number. These new spreadsheets were sent to the grant group in mid-September. We have approximately 300 printed pages of data, which we are currently culling through. Because of the preponderance of data to go through, we will hold off on making any statements about what the data shows at this moment.
Distribution
We decided to present our data as a book collection, with each grant member writing a chapter based on the particular survey section they contributed. For instance, Daniel contributed the survey questions on instructional materials and so his chapter will be to analyze that portion of the data and to write about it; Krista’s specialty is pedagogy assessment, and so she will write about those survey results, etc. We are working on a book proposal that we plan to submit to NCTE Press, but are willing to go to other publishers as needed. We are hoping that the publication process can be fairly quick (although we understand the realities of press timelines) since our data is a “current” snapshot of the field—thus, we’d like to get the research out to our audience as soon as we can. 

Timeline for Completion

September–January
participants work on chapter(s) based on survey data

October 30


book proposal drafted and sent to Kurt Austin at NCTE

November 18ish

Cheryl meets with Kurt Austin at NCTE to discuss proposal

January 15, 2006

first draft of book chapters completed

March 1, 2006

collection sent to publisher
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