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Objectives. To implement and evaluate a 3-year reflective writing program incorporated into intro-
ductory pharmacy practice experiences (IPPEs) in the first- through third-year of a doctor of pharmacy
(PharmD) program.
Design. Reflective writing was integrated into 6 IPPE courses to develop students’ lifelong learning
skills. In their writing, students were required to self-assess their performance in patient care activities,
identify and describe how they would incorporate learning opportunities, and then evaluate their progress.
Practitioners, faculty members, and fourth-year PharmD students served as writing preceptors.
Assessment. The success of the writing program was assessed by reviewing class performance and
surveying writing preceptor’s opinions regarding the student’s achievement of program objectives.
Class pass rates averaged greater than 99% over the 8 years of the program and the large majority of the
writing preceptors reported that student learning objectives were met. A support pool of 99 writing
preceptors was created.
Conclusions. A 3-year reflective writing program improved pharmacy students’ reflection and re-
flective writing skills.

Keywords: pharmacy student, introductory pharmacy practice experience, lifelong learning.

INTRODUCTION
Metacognition or “thinking about thinking” is valued

in educational and workplace settings as a way for indi-
viduals to improve future performance through reflection
and self-assessment of past performance.1 Within health-
care professions, reflection and reflective writing about
practice experiences are valued, as these skills can be used
to develop lifelong learning strategies. Also, healthcare
licensing and accrediting bodies have implemented stan-
dards for reflection and reflective writing.1 With respect to
pharmacy, reflection improves students’ critical-thinking
skills, while reflective writing allows pharmacy stu-
dents to document achievement of multiple ability-based
outcomes.2,3 The Accreditation Council for Pharmacy
Education encourages students to assume responsi-
bility for their own learning including self-assessment of

knowledge, skills, attitudes, and values, together with de-
velopment of personal learning plans and maintenance
of student portfolios.4

If pharmacy graduates are expected to use reflec-
tion and reflective writing as lifelong learning strate-
gies then it is reasonable that pharmacy students should
learn and practice these skills throughout pharmacy
school as a way to ingrain them as behaviors. However,
reflection is not an intuitive skill1,5 so students need to
receive appropriate mentoring and feedback to develop
it.1,6-10 The need for large classes of students to receive
detailed and individualized feedback on their reflective
writing necessitates the use of large numbers of writing
preceptors.

To address these challenges, in 2004, the Skaggs
School of Pharmacy & Pharmaceutical Sciences de-
veloped a required 3-year reflective writing program
and integrated it into a sequence of 6 introductory
pharmacy practice experience (IPPE) courses. A group
of writing preceptors to sustain the writing program
each year for 3 classes of 160 students were recruited.
In this paper, we describe the program and report on
the writing preceptors and student opinions regarding

Corresponding Author: Wesley Nuffer, PharmD, Assistant
Professor, Department of Clinical Pharmacy, University of
Colorado Skaggs School of Pharmacy & Pharmaceutical
Sciences, 12850 E Montview Blvd., C238-V20-1116J,
Aurora, CO 80045. Tel: 303-724-2654. Fax: 303-724-2658.
E-mail: Wesley.Nuffer@ucdenver.edu

American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education 2013; 77 (5) Article 100.

1



the program’s value and the preceptors’ reasons for
participating.

DESIGN
The primary goal of the reflective writing program

was to develop students’ lifelong learning skills. The pri-
mary strategy used to achieve that goal was to develop
students’ ability to self-assess their competency to care
for patients in experiential practice sites. Students were
required to use self-assessment skills to identify learning
opportunities and to act on and evaluate the outcome of
those learning opportunities. Restated with reference to
Bloom’s taxonomy, students were taskedwith integrating
and applying didactic knowledge and skills in the practice
setting, forming strategies to improve this performance
based on their reflection, and evaluate how these strate-
gies impacted their patient care performance.11

When the Skaggs School of Pharmacy and Phar-
maceutical Sciences implemented its PharmD degree
program in 1999, 6 IPPE courses were included in the
curriculum (1 per semester for the first 3 years) to provide
students with 3 contact hours per week in which to apply
newly acquired knowledge and skills in community, hos-
pital, and other practice settings. The 6 IPPE course syl-
labi included reflective writing assignments, but the IPPE
writing program was limited in its initial years because
of logistical issues. Students in the IPPE program were
paired with practitioners in a variety of practice settings
for periods of up to 2 years. This extended pairing allowed
preceptors to form mentor/mentee relationships with the
students and customize their teaching approach according
to each student’s needs. This long-term association allowed
preceptors to identify students’ strengths and weaknesses
over time and produced insightful feedback to course di-
rectors with respect to individual student performance.
Because of workplace pressures, however, this feedback
was focusedmore on select aspects of patient care than on
a comprehensive analysis of students’ use of pharmacy
practice competencies.

Onsite preceptor feedback is neither specifically tar-
geted at improving students’ reflective skills nor at de-
veloping students’ lifelong learning skills. In contrast,
reflectivewriting programs allow students time to analyze
their IPPE experiences unrestricted by onsite workplace
pressures and can be targeted at lifelong learning skills.
Thus, the IPPE reflectivewriting programwas designed to
complement the role of onsite preceptors, challenging
students to identify the strengths and weaknesses of their
performance on site and, based on that self-analysis, iden-
tify learning opportunities and develop strategies to im-
prove their performance. Similar to the one-to-one pairing
of students with onsite practitioners, the reflective writing

program was designed to establish long-term mentor/
mentee relationships between students and pharmacists.
Such relationships allowed writing preceptors to provide
formative feedback on students’ work such that students
could revise and resubmit their work as many times as
necessary during a semester to meet their writing precep-
tor’s expectations. Long-termmentor/mentee relationship
allowed writing preceptors to track the development of
students’ reflective and lifelong learning skills over time.

Members of the fourth-year pharmacy (P4) class
were asked to serve as writing preceptors for the P1 class.
Approximately 25% to 30% of the class volunteered each
year and each volunteer was given year-long responsibil-
ity for 3 or 4 first-year students. The responsibility com-
plemented the P4 students’ APPE program by providing
a “shoe on the other foot” opportunity to draw upon their
own IPPE writing experiences to mentor P1 students.
Overseeing multiple students allowed the P4 students to
calibrate the performance of their P1students against each
other and, if the performance of any P1 student gave cause
for alarm, the P4 student was required to consult with the
course director.

Writing preceptors for P2 and P3 students were
faculty members and volunteers from the practice com-
munity. Each writing preceptor was given a 2-year re-
sponsibility for 3 or 4 students (ie, the pairings were
established at the start of the P2 year and maintained
through the end of the P3 year).The writing preceptors’
primary responsibility was tomentor students in develop-
ing their reflective skills and, for those students initially
skeptical of reflection and reflective writing, to develop
their awareness of the importance of these skills in life-
long learning. They evaluated students’ writing on a
4-point system (exceeds expectations, meets expecta-
tions, meets expectations with limitations, and below
expectations) aided by a rubric that addressed each do-
main listed in Table 1 (copy available upon request from
the corresponding author) taking into account each stu-
dent’s place in the IPPE program. Work was either ap-
proved or rejected for further revisions, with formative
feedback provided to students in either case.Writing pre-
ceptors were asked to spend an average of 30 minutes
reading and providing feedback on each P2 or P3 writing
assignment (ie, commit an average of 2 hours per student
per semester), and were encouraged to review their stu-
dents’ earlier work and the feedback provided. Preceptors
were told to highlight strengths within the students’ writ-
ing to build students’ self-confidence and to identify areas
for improvement regardless of how well a student per-
formed.Writing preceptors identified learning opportuni-
ties beyond those identified by the students themselves
and, having demonstrated that learning opportunities
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were overlooked, challenged students to identify addi-
tional learning opportunities and submit a revised as-
signment for grading. They were also asked to provide
feedback regarding instances where an ability-based out-
come was used without recognition by the student. Stu-
dents often demonstrated communication skills and
professionalism in their performance but did not recog-
nize and report on these elements, so to optimize the re-
flective process, students needed to become more aware
of their use of these ability-based outcomes.

While the writing preceptors provided specific feed-
back to the students, the IPPE course directors were re-
sponsible for ensuring students understood the philosophy
and principles of reflection and reflective writing in the
development and maintenance of lifelong learning skills.
The course directors placed reflection and reflective writ-
ing in the context of career development by emphasizing
that IPPE writing assignments constituted a portfolio of
each student’s work which would be valuable in pursuing
residency, fellowship, and career opportunities. They put
reflection and reflective writing in the context of tradi-
tional classroom examinations in that students were chal-
lenged to perform to the best of their capabilities.

The IPPE course directors also were responsible for
supporting the students andwriting preceptors throughout
the program. They addressed student concerns regarding
preceptor timeliness and expectations, and were respon-
sible for training and orienting preceptors on how to prop-
erly provide feedback to guide students through this
process. This training was held twice a year, with the core
feature requiring writing preceptors to read and evaluate
writing samples first individually and then as a group in
an effort to standardize the feedback and expectations of
writing. Finally, course directors would assume respon-
sibility for those studentswhowere identified as requiring

increased time and attention for their work beyond what
a volunteer writing preceptor could provide.

To augment preceptor training in minimizing inter-
rater variability in grading and feedback, a major/minor
writing preceptor concept was introduced. Beginning in
2010, students in the P2 spring and P3 fall semesters were
assigned a secondwriting preceptor designated as aminor
writing preceptor with responsibility for mentoring stu-
dents for their communication ability-based outcome
writing assignments (ie, the workload of students’ major
writing preceptors was reduced from 4 to 3 writing as-
signments per semester for 2 semesters). The minor writ-
ing preceptors were recruited from the school’s full-time
faculty which permitted each student to be mentored by
a full-time faculty member and a volunteer writing pre-
ceptor at the same time for 2 semesters. Faculty members
were recruited because their mentoring role in the writing
program was aided by their knowledge of students’ aca-
demic strengths and weaknesses from other parts of the
curriculum.Recent graduateswere recruited because they
had in-depth knowledge of the school’s PharmD curricu-
lum and the IPPE writing program.

Students were required to submit multiple writing
assignments each semester during the 3-year IPPE pro-
gram utilizing the E*Value course management software
program (Advanced Informatics, Minneapolis, Minnesota).
Writing preceptors used the E*Value system to access
and return each student’s work with feedback and to in-
dicate when the work met expectations for passing. Stu-
dents and writing preceptors could submit and receive
assignments and feedback at any time from any location
with Internet access (many of the school’s writing pre-
ceptors lived and worked outside of Colorado) and would
receive e-mail notifications from E*Value when new
changes were submitted.

Because first-year students had limited professional
knowledge and skills, theP1writingprogramwas designed
to introduce students to reflection and self-assessment of
practice-based performance. They undertook patient care
responsibilities appropriate for first-year students and
submittedwriting assignments at regular intervals through-
out the year. The students described their experiences
and, with respect to reflection and self-assessment, were
required to describe their thoughts and opinions regarding
those experiences and to identify how andwhen they used
the pre-advanced pharmacy practice competencies in
completing their P1 IPPE activities.4

The P2/P3 writing program constituted the core of
the IPPE writing program and was focused on students’
ability to describe and analyze their counseling and care
of patients in a variety of practice settings. Students sub-
mitted 4 writing assignments per semester that addressed

Table 1. Writing Assignment Checklist

Adheres to 2,000 word limit
Assignment titled by name of student, ability-based

outcome, and practice site preceptor
Appropriate use of English
Concise description of patient interaction
Description of communication skills demonstrated in the

patient interaction
Description of thought processes
Self-evaluation of performance
Identification of learning opportunities (ie, skill and

knowledge deficits) and steps taken to take advantage
of those learning opportunities

Evaluation of new learning
Responds to/addresses requests from writing preceptor for

improvement
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2 specific ability-based outcomes (communication and
professionalism) and 2 global ability-based outcomes
(care of patients with medications; care of patients with
health promotion and disease prevention) . Each assign-
ment had a 2,000 word limit to encourage quality rather
than quantity. Deadlines for the initial and final writing
assignments were set at 4 and 8 weeks, respectively, after
the start of each semester. The students chose which 2 of
the 4 writing assignments to submit by the first deadline.
The writing preceptors were asked to provide feedback
within 2 weeks after students submitted their work and
were encouraged to incorporate their feedback within the
student’s text (ie, maintain the student’s work and the
preceptor’s feedback in 1 file) and to use a font color that
distinguished their feedback from the student’s writing.

Students were required to describe and analyze their
care of a patient that demonstrated her/his command of
1 of the 4 ability-based outcomes. A different patient had
to be chosen for each of the 4 outcomes. Each writing
assignment had to contain a narrative (;500 words) and
reflective (;1,500 word) component. A checklist of re-
quirements was provided for students and writing precep-
tors (Table 1). The narrative served to orient the writing
preceptor to the case and to outline the student’s thinking
and decision-making skills. For example, if a student de-
cided a patient’s symptoms were the result of a viral in-
fection, they outlined the thought processes that led to that
conclusion, including the consideration given to other
potential etiologies for the patient’s symptoms. The nar-
rative also required students to describe their use of com-
munication skill regardless of the ability-based outcome
addressed in the writing assignment. While one of the
ability-based outcome writing assignments was focused
on communication, communication skills were consid-
ered sufficiently important that students were to address
them in all writing assignments.

The reflective component of the writing assignments
required students to identify the strengths andweaknesses
of their performance and to conceive, apply, and evaluate
strategies designed to build on the strengths and address
theweaknesses. For example, if a student reflected that he
had forgotten to introduce himself as a pharmacy student
to a patient, in response, he may have described how he
created a simple performance checklist to guide his future
patient interactions. Students had to identify skill deficits.
For example, in analyzing her ability to measure a pa-
tient’s blood pressure, a student may have identified that
she lacked skill in wrapping the sphygmomanometer cuff
around the patient’s armanddescribed that, to address this
deficiency, she had measured the blood pressure of class-
mates and family members until she judged herself com-
petent in that skill. Students also were to identify and

address knowledge deficits. For example, if a student en-
countered a patient with limited English skills, he may
have later described the encounter and the outcome of his
search for resources available at the practice site to help
overcome language barriers with future patients.

Students were required to demonstrate increasing
competency to counsel and care for patients in a progres-
sive manner throughout the IPPE program and that im-
provement had to be reflected in their IPPE writing
assignments. For example, a student may have described
in her first P2 writing assignment how she interviewed
a patient regarding a self-care issue to establish the nature
and history of the patient’s symptoms and presented that
information to the onsite preceptor for him to advise the
patient. In comparison, P3 students had to satisfy their
onsite and writing preceptors that they were competent
to independently counsel and care for patients regarding
prescription and nonprescription medications and health
promotion and disease prevention. Students were required
to choose patients who represented different challenges
from those described in previouswriting assignments. For
example, students who spoke Spanish were expected to
showcase their multilingual skills in only one P2 or P3
writing assignment.

Students also had to demonstrate responsiveness to
feedback from their writing preceptors. Accordingly, stu-
dents were encouraged to reread all previous feedback
prior to completing a new writing assignment. Students
had to respond within 2 weeks if required to revise a writ-
ing assignment and choose a font color to distinguish their
revised work from their original work and the writing
preceptor’s formative comments.

Students had to demonstrate progressive improve-
ment in their reflective lifelong learning skills. While
their reflections early in the P2 year might show only
small numbers of simple patient care improvements, by
the end of the P3 year, students had to be able to use
reflection to show multiple and complex improvements.
For example, a P2 student wrote how he introduced him-
self as a pharmacy student to a patient in the nonprescrip-
tion medication aisles of a community pharmacy and,
after-the-fact, decided he would have appeared more
self-confident and authoritative if he had introduced him-
self by name as well as by his pharmacy student status.
The student evaluated the strategy by measuring its im-
pact on the proportion of patients who accepted his offer
to help with their self-care needs. In contrast, a P3 student
wrote about her ability to counsel patients on potentially
embarrassing topics. Based on a parent she encountered
reading the label of a head lice product, she decided it
would be an improvement to begin similar encounters by
stating that head lice products are a best-selling product.
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She used her knowledge of humannature to recognize that
people derive comfort from knowing their problems are
shared by other people and, for that reason, parents pur-
chasing a head lice product are less likely to be embar-
rassed if they know head lice in children is a common
problem. She then evaluated the strategy by gauging its
impact on the comfort level of parents she counseled on
the treatment of head lice.

EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT
A pass/fail grading system was used for all IPPE

courses. Grading encompassed onsite preceptor summa-
tive evaluations, successful completion of all mandatory
practice site visits, and writing competency assessments.
With respect to the IPPE reflective writing program, stu-
dents had to receive grades of “exceeds expectations” or
“meets expectations” for all writing assignments in order
to successfully pass the course. Students had to prove
through their writing assignments that their competency
to counsel and care for patients expressed through 4
ability-based outcomes (communication; professional-
ism; patient care with prescription and nonprescription
medications; patient care with health promotion and dis-
ease prevention) increased from one semester to the next
and that they were on track to meet IPPE program out-
comes by the end of the P3 year. Students, at the comple-
tion of the P3 year, had to have proven their ability to care
for a variety of patients (eg, infant, pregnant, and frail
elderly patients); patients with simple and complex med-
ication regimens; and patients with single and multiple
disease states. In addition, students had to prove their
ability to identify, act on, and evaluate a wide variety of
simple and complex learning opportunities based on their
IPPE practice site experiences.

The average pass rate for students in the IPPE reflec-
tive writing program from 2005-2012 exceeded 99%. The
pass rate included 73 students who failed to achieve
“pass” grades within course timelines but who were sub-
sequently successful in doing so without a delay in their
academic program. Five students were assigned “fail”
grades.

The P2-P3 writing preceptor pool grew from 20
in 2004-2005 to 99 in 2011-2012 and the average (SD)
number of years of participation increased from 1.4 6
0.5 years in 2005/06 to 2.7 6 1.7 years in 2011/2012. In
the 2011-2012 academic year, 99 individuals served as
P2/P3 writing preceptors; 19 were full-time clinical fac-
ulty members, 79 were recent PharmD graduates, and 1
was a pharmacist recruited from the practice community.
Eighty-one of 180 writing preceptors (45%) who partic-
ipated in the program at any time between 2004-2005 and
2011-2012 withdrew from the program. As of 2012, 9

full-time faculty members served as minor writing pre-
ceptorswith responsibility for between 12 and 25 students
in contrast to the volunteer major writing preceptors who
had responsibility for 3 or 4 students.

The 2011-2012 writing preceptors who were recent
graduates were surveyed regarding the writing program
as an IPPE continuous quality improvement initiative
(designated exempt from Institutional Review Board ap-
proval). The survey response rate was 83% (64/77). The
current practice settings reported by the respondents
were academia (14%), community pharmacy/retail (32%),
hospital–staff (2%), hospital-clinical (25%), managed care
(8%), pharmaceutical industry (2%), and other (18%).
Approximately two-thirds of the respondents reported
that 3 was the optimum number of students per writing
preceptor and that they spent an average of 30 minutes
grading and providing feedback to each student on each
writing assignment.

Eighty-nine percent of the respondents strongly
agreed, agreed, or somewhat agreed that P2 and P3 stu-
dents were meeting the required ability-based outcomes
(Table 2). Eighty-seven percent strongly agreed, agreed,
or somewhat agreed that the P2 and P3 writing assign-
ments helped students to learn from their practice expe-
riences and apply that learning to future experiences.
Eighty-six percent of the respondents strongly agreed,
agreed, or somewhat agreed that their feedback to stu-
dents was clearly reflected in the students’ later work.

Table 3 lists the recent graduates’ reasons for choos-
ing to volunteer aswriting preceptors. The primary reason
for participation was an interest in teaching. A responsi-
bility to give back to the profession was also cited by
many as a reason for participation, as was the thought that
participation as a writing preceptor would improve the
graduate’s resume status. Ninety percent or more of the
respondents strongly agreed, agreed, or somewhat agreed
that their writing preceptor experiencewas rewarding and
that their feedback expanded their students’ knowledge
(Table 4). Seventy-seven percent strongly agreed, agreed,
or somewhat agreed that the students invested time and
effort in the writing assignments. Sixty-two percent of
respondents strongly agreed, agreed, or somewhat agreed
that students struggled to link specific competencies to
their experiential activities.

Student opinions regarding the reflective writing
program collected anonymously in 2012 as part of routine
course evaluation activities (also designated exempt from
IRB approval) are presented in Table 5. The majority of
students finishing the IPPE program (P3 students) either
agreed or strongly agreed that the writing preceptors
provided useful feedback and that the maintenance of
a one-on-one relationship between a student and writing
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preceptor over the span of the P2 and P3 years was useful
for developing a mentor/mentee relationship and for
achieving course goals. Two-thirds ormore of P3 students
either agreed or strongly agreed that both the major and
minor writing preceptors provided helpful feedback and
were helpful mentors.

DISCUSSION
A 3-year IPPE reflective writing program within

a PharmD program was developed along with a large
group of writing preceptors who sustained the program
each year for 3 classes of 160 students. The primary goal
of the writing program was to improve students’ ability
to care for patients by developing their lifelong learning
skills. They were required on multiple occasions every
semester for 3 years to reflect on their IPPE patient care
activities to identify, act on, and evaluate learning op-
portunities. The primary feature of the writing program
was the establishment of 3 long-term mentor/mentee

relationships between IPPE students and APPE students,
full-time faculty members, and volunteer practitioners.
The mentor/mentee nature of the student/writing precep-
tor relationship allowed the mentors to provide formative
feedback on students’ work such that the work can be
improved prior to summative assessment.

The increase in the size of the writing preceptor pool
is important because it allowed the course directors to
reduce their workload as writing preceptors to a sustain-
able level (each volunteer writing preceptor throughout
the early development of the writing program was asked
to mentor 5 students which left large numbers of students
in the hands of course directors). The increase in the av-
erage experience of the writing preceptors is important
because it demonstrates an increasing maturity within the
writing preceptor pool with respect to both pharmacy
practice experience and writing preceptor experience.
Writing preceptors who hadmentored a group of students
through their P2 and P3 years were willing to continue in

Table 2. Writing Preceptors’ Opinions Regarding Pharmacy Student Learning, N 5 64

Survey Item

Response, %

Strongly
Agree Agree

Somewhat
Agree Undecided

Somewhat
Disagree Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

I feel the required competencies of the P2/P3
writing assignments are being met by the
students

3 59 27 5 3 3 0

P2/P3 writing assignments help students to
learn from previous experiences and apply
this knowledge to future experiences

3 51 33 6 6 0 0

The feedback I provide to students on their
writing assignments is clearly reflected
in their later work

6 48 32 3 8 3 0

Survey response rate was 83%.

Table 3. Recent Graduates’ Reasons for Serving as Writing Preceptors, N 5 64

Survey Item

Response, %

Strongly
Agree Agree

Somewhat
Agree Undecided

Somewhat
Disagree Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Keep a connection with the school of pharmacy 38 41 18 2 0 2 0
Enjoy teaching 32 43 19 2 3 0 2
Share my unique knowledge/insight with students 16 54 16 6 5 2 2
Fulfill an obligation to the pharmacy profession 16 43 22 8 6 2 3
Develop a professional relationship with future

pharmacists
14 46 21 5 5 10 0

Help maintain my own competency as a practicing
pharmacist

22 41 11 5 13 5 3

Improve my curriculum vitae 5 24 32 5 10 21 5
Make myself a more valuable candidate for

potential employers
3 30 24 10 6 22 5

Survey response rate was 83%.
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the program by accepting a new group of P2 students.
Nonetheless, it is unreasonable to expect all writing pre-
ceptors to participate for indefinite periods of time as their
own lives and careers evolve.

Evidence that the writing program develops stu-
dents’ lifelong learning skills is provided by students’
course grades and by the writing preceptor survey data.
A primary grading criterion is that students show progres-
sion from one IPPE semester to the next in their ability to
identify, act on, and evaluate learning opportunities iden-
tified through reflection on past performance; high course
pass rates indicate that these outcomes are being achieved.
In addition, most of the writing preceptors believed that
the IPPE students were meeting course outcomes and
were able to apply learning from past experiences to im-
prove future performance. The primary program limita-
tion is that it is not known if the lifelong learning skills

developed by the writing program were maintained and
applied by graduates in their pharmacy practice careers.
The fact that preceptors consistently reported that stu-
dents struggled to link specific competencies to their
experiential activities provides further evidence that re-
flection is not intuitive.1,5

Evidence that the writing preceptor mentor/student
mentee concept is working effectively is provided by
the writing preceptor and IPPE student survey data. A
majority of students held the opinions that the writing
preceptors provided helpful feedback on their writing
assignments and that the P2/P3 mentor/mentee relation-
ships were beneficial in achieving course goals. A large
majority of the writing preceptors reported that their writ-
ing preceptor activities were personally rewarding and
that their students put a great deal of effort into their re-
flective writing assignments.

Table 4. Writing Preceptors’ Opinions Regarding Their Writing Preceptor Experience, N 5 64

Survey Item

Response,%

Strongly
Agree Agree

Somewhat
Agree Undecided

Somewhat
Disagree Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Participating as a writing preceptor for second-
and third-year students is personally rewarding

10 56 27 5 3 0 0

I feel my feedback has helped to expand my
students’ pharmacy knowledge

5 67 19 5 5 0 0

I feel my students put forth a great deal of effort
towards their reflective writing assignments

3 37 37 6 10 8 0

I feel the students struggle to link specific
activities/encounters from their experiential
visits to specific competency statements

11 13 38 9 14 14 0

Survey response rate was 83%.

Table 5. Class of 2013 Students’ Opinions Regarding the Reflective Writing Program

Survey Items

Response, %

Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

For PHRD 7350 (P3 Spring Experiential) (N 5 162)
My writing preceptor provided helpful feedback on my
writing exercises

48 45 NAa 5 2

Maintaining the pairing between each student and her/his
writing preceptor throughout the P2 and P3 year is beneficial
for developing a mentoring relationship and achieving course
goals

40 46 NAa 13 1

For PHRD 7300 (P3 Fall Experiential) (N 5 151)
My major writing preceptor provided helpful feedback on my
writing exercises

38 48 11 1 2

My minor writing preceptor provided helpful feedback on my
writing exercises

25 48 19 5 3

My major writing preceptor was helpful to me as a mentor 35 44 14 5 3
My minor writing preceptor was helpful to me as a mentor 28 41 21 7 3

a The course evaluation system was changed in spring 2012 from a 5- to a 4-point system to align experiential courses with a new school-wide
policy.
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The writing preceptor survey data suggest the writ-
ing program could be reproduced by other colleges and
schools of pharmacy. The writing preceptors ranked in-
terest in teaching, keeping a connection with their phar-
macy school, and fulfilling a professional obligation high
as reasons for participation in the writing program. The
writing preceptor program permits any pharmacist with
Internet access to participate regardless of the nature and
location of their practice and, as such, provides a mecha-
nism for alumni and others to maintain active school in-
volvement beyond traditional workplace supervision of
IPPE and APPE students. In addition, the flexibility to
provide formative and summative assessment at any time
of day on any day of the week is probably an important
factor in writing preceptor participation.

The nature of the writing program has evolved in
response to experience gained in the early years of the
programand growth in thewriting preceptor pool. Faculty
resources were limited and the level to which IPPE stu-
dents could perform in practice was unclear when the
school’s PharmD degree program began; thus, by neces-
sity, the writing assignments at that time were short, em-
phasized elements of patient care rather than a detailed
comprehensive description and analysis of patient care,
and received brief rather than extensive feedback. Col-
leges and schools of pharmacy that choose to implement
an IPPE reflective writing program are encouraged to
begin by emphasizing the quality of student writing and
preceptor feedback rather than the number of writing as-
signments. The number of required writing assignments
should reflect the number of writing preceptors available
and should be increased only as the pool of writing pre-
ceptors grows. In addition, deans and department chairs
should encourage faculty participation as writing precep-
tors because reviewing students’ description of their ap-
plication of knowledge and skills in practice provides
insights to faculty members with respect to curricular
improvements.

SUMMARY
A required 3-year IPPE reflective writing program

aided by a cohort of writing preceptors who support 3
classes of 160 students was successfully implemented

and further developed over 8 years. The primary goal of
the writing program is to develop students’ lifelong learn-
ing skills by requiring them to reflect on their patient care
experiences to identify, act on, and evaluate learning
opportunities. Successful achievement of that goal is evi-
denced by high pass rates for students in their IPPE
courses and by the opinions of writing preceptors regard-
ing the achievement of course outcomes. The program
demonstrates that volunteer pharmacy practitioners can
be recruited in large numbers to support a reflective writ-
ing program.
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