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COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS AND SCIENCES .-.. UNIVERSITY OF-ILLINOIS AT tU bANA-dHAMPAIGN:

August -0, 1976

'

REPORT OF THE COMDTTEE ON-THE USE.OF ENGLISH

c

)

I. ORIGIN PURPOSE OF THE COMMITTEE
*

.

Early in the academic year 1975-76, reports from two national'testing agencieS

)indicated that test scores had declined st.::stantially during the previous decade,

particularly thope scores reflecting verbal ability; and the national press was

quick to take up such a fundamental educalpional Issue. Within the'College,general

A complaints abput the low qualiiy of student English had been expressed over.the"past .

several years, and the Rhetoric Division of tfie DepartmeAt of English reported that'

there had been a steedy decline in writing siills as measured by the departmental

proficiency and placement.examination during the period 1968-1974.

Faced with this evidence, in the fall of 1975, Dean R. W. Rogers appointed an
a

ad nae dommittee on the Use of English to determine the nature of the writing probl=

rem in the College, to assess its significanCe, and tO make recdmmndations for the

improvement of student writing. Because of the complexity of,the task,oDean Rogers

and Vice Chi.ncellor Weir appointed a sub-committee in December, 1915,to focus on

ihe particular concerns of remedial .01r developmental writing.'

Operation of the Committee

With the-exception of the spring brec'. and the semester interval, the Committee

on the Use of Faglish,m. crequently during the year,.for, a total of 27 meetings.

In the eariy weeks persons from outsidarthe committee were asked to comment from,

their individual -viewpoints; later on the committee was informed of practices and
it

opinions in the College from questionnaire responses.

The committee is grateful for.the additidnal unsolicited comments sent to them,

often by general observers,but also by-writing specialists. Detailed information on

writing in comparable universities.was provided by tlg.staff of the Committee on

4
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' I itution 1 Cooperation, which had in 1975 queried liberal arts deans of the thir-

teen CIC puses about English compoplition. ,irom these early documents., it was

clear lhat he perceived decline in English composition was not a Ideal affair and
_.._. . , .

that many ol our sister insti4ions were concerned also to the pbint of conducting
1

special studies or of charging committees to assesa "the writing problem." A meeting
a

oP'those having primary responsibility'for these'studies wasconvened in-Chicago in

May.1976, where it was agreed that results of such investigations as this one would

be circulated among CIC Onivervities.,

At.its first meeting the committee,dbtermined to ascertain student and faculty

views on several of the more aparent isauese. .To that end two questionnaires-were

developed in some haste--to be distributed tO the,faculty of the College aild.to a

random sample of,senior students-7both to.give factual information about writing.

practices in the College and also to provide both groupa an opportunity to suggest

solutions to any problems perceived. The data obiained:--reflecting both fact and

,opinion--have been found most useful by the,comffiittee; and in spite of the modest

return of.approximately one-third of the questionnaires, the committee believes the

iesponses to be a valid and cogent reflection of writing practices and policies in

the C011ege.

Early in its discussions the committee recommended that pile advice from other

campuses be sought to augment information received°from the CIC group.. Letters were

therefore obtained from chairmen of writing programs on other Millais campuses.

Impressions and in some cases historical commentaries on student writing 'were

solicited from publi'Shers and editors a'pecializing in college texts.
.

The cominittee further informed itsPlf of studies of freshman composition.that

had been p4riously undettiken on the national level. Along with the two major

studies of racent years (Albert Kitzhaber's Themes, Theories and Therapies, Carnegie

Series (1963); and Thomas Wilcox's The Anatomy of College English, Jossey-Baes (1973),

5
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members of the committee read articles reflecting some of the issues involvedjn

the teaching of college composition, some of them drawn from The Bulletin of t173

Association of Departments of English or from NCTE publications such as College.

English and CollegeComposition and CommUnication. Of special inter,t and Ihelp

wieh iegard to the reports g'y the testing agenoies waa an interpretive monograph

.by Annegret Harnischfeger'and David E. Wiley for the ML-GrodP for Policy Studies

in Education entitled Achievement'Test Score Decline: Do We Need to Worry'? Early

.reports from ad hoc committees at Ohio State And Indiana were f9und useful as well.

From the,outset,'the committee'determined to explore the issues of student

writing in the context of the College and the campus although reports frOm the

testing agencies tndicated that the alleged decline in writing ability was very

broad in ifs scOpe. Dean Rogers notes in his letter of charge (September 30, 1975):

The problem is Obviously a Lomplex one:4 there is little in contemporary
society that encourages either.literacy or skill., in written communication

:- in the college-age group. Public schooleappear_to have abandoneethe
effort; and; it must be confessed, there is little insistence on the
part'of the faculty to promote high standards of language usage among
our students, even in the humanities and social sciences.

Many have in fact asserted that the crux .of the difficulty resides in the

schools; particularly in the secondary schools, where English programs have under-

gone considerable change in the most recent ten or fifteen years. 'Even had it been

desirable to explore changes in the Substance and method of high school English,

however, the task woUld have been berond the ability of the ad hoc committee to

undertake during the time given it. 'Rather, the committee depended on Insights

provided by one of ita.members, Professor James Scanlon, who meet's periodically with

high school English teachers as a function of the University High Sdhool Articula-

-,tion Program: The committee was further informed of the secondary school point Of

vieW in a meeting with the Executive Secretary of the National Council of Teachers

6
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of English, Robert Hogan, and the Associate Executive Secretary, Edmund Farrell. in

additidn, the committee.chairman had prev.tous experience as a'high school English.
A

teacher, and, during the mid-sixties, he had conducted research on.high school

English programs. -Thus, while it.cannot be, said that the committee was completely' °

and directly knowledgeable of all- current trends and practices in high sctioOls,

-
neither can .it be assnmed thit'it operated in a complete vaeuum with respect'co high

school English programs.

Most of the recommendations eventualay made, however, reflect the committee's

general preoccupation with the statuvol writing in.the College. Certainly.there

is a great deal more growp that might be suAreyed to Tat the many parts in better

perspective; but the nature of 'the chargeoas well as the limits of time argued for

a.greater concern with issues and problems at hand rather than those removed from

° our proximity and our control.

It May.be argued that a More comprehensive survey should 4ave been'undertaken,

particularly one that concerned speaking as well as writing. Huch of the discourse

,of the academy is in.fact oral rather than:written, and speaking ability is surely

'to be valued in a world which has come to depend as'much (or more) on the voice ea

on the pen in its everyday affairs. Indeed, some would argue for a new primacy.of

the spoken word over the written word in our time. In brief, the committee would

agree that the improved use of English in both spoken and written forms is very much

,to be desired; nevertheless, the constraints of time and ability led us to concen-

trate our efforts on an examination of siudent writing. ,

Each member of the committee brought a special perspective to the questions at

hand, not only from hieown academic training but also from his- own personal experi-

ence and natural Tredilection. But this is not to' say that the committee was.biaSed,

nor that its members were prejudiced regarding the issues, the facts, or theigntcomes.-



.0n the contrary, insofar'as possible issUes were distussed de novo: Although the

committee N:,epresented" the four disciplinary areas'(humanitifts, social science9,

,
biological sciences, physical sciences) as well as the Rhetoric program, arguments

were often made without respect to the area which one represented, but from his

broner experience and bomprehenSiona 'Opinions, interpretations; and facts were

. . .

questioned and debated by.the committee from October to May; happily the recommtsda-
-

A

.tions which form the real /stibstance of this report were agreed to by all. In the

end it-was not necessary to count votes.or tO register opposing or "minority" views

on the principal matters4 as there seemed always a viable central poliition which

was acceptable to all Members of the comadttee.. Thus, the recommendations represent,

%

the unanimous opinion of the entire group.

The committee was strongly issisted by two part-time staff members: Dr.

Frances Warner, who reviewed much Of the background litarature and who provided"help-
.

ful first-hand informatibn from he'r own teaching experience; and Mr. Robert Bibb,

who aasisted in the development of the two questionnaires, tabulated and analyzed

the data from a statistical point of.viewsand prepared the statewent of procedure

in the Technical Report (p. 55)

*The preliminary parts of this report ire not so much products of committee

actions as they are independently' written acCounts. 'karts I-VI were written by the

chairman. While most members of'the committee would probably.agree with most of

each of these sections, the document was not subject to line by line approval or ,

committee editing. It is possible, therefore, that one member or anotheemight hold

a sqmewhat different view regarding the particular matter being reported orinter-

preted. Part VIII (The Technical Report on the Surveys) was written in halves by

pr. Robert Bibb and Professor Robert Jones.
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.II. EVIDENCE OF DECLINE IN QUALITY OF STUDENT WRITING \J

Standardized.Examinations

Table "A" below Cites average scores received by all college-bound seniors nn

the Scholastic Aptitude Test over the eighteen-year period from 1957.through 1975.
,

Scores frbm verbal and mathematich subtests are listed to provide some means of'

comparison And to show that test-score dtcline has been,both general and specific--.

that whereas verbal ability has declined over the period (particularly in the last'

.ten years), there has been a parallel though less.precipitous drop in.mathematical

'ability of high school seniors Over the same peripd. From 1957 to 1.963 there'was
' r

a slight increase in both verbal and mathematical scores.

Table A

Mean Scholastic Aptitude Test Scores for College-Bound Seniors (SAT-CEEB)3

Year Verbal Mathematics Year Verbal . Mathematics

1957 473' 496 1967 466 492

1958 472 496 1968 466 492

1959 475 498 1969 463 493

1960 77 498 1970 460 488

1961 74 495 1971 455 488

1962 73 498 1972 453 4844

1963 478 502 1973 445, 481

1964 :475 498 1974 444_ 480

1965. 473 496 1975 434 472

1966 471 496

Serious Afforts have been made by technical' experts to determine the cause Or

cafes of these declines on the basis of internal changes--whether or not, for.

example, the tests themselves have changed in form or in difficulty, nr whether the

composition of the groups taking the,test had changed. From a psychometric point

of view, the declines cannot be attributed to elther of these reasons.
2

The College Entrance Exananation Board has charged a prestigious national committee

1New YOrk Times, September 7, 1975.

Harnischfeger & D. Wiley, Achievement Test Score Decline: Do We Need To Worry?

(Chicago,Dec. 1975)4 PP. 20-33.

9
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to study the matter in an attempt to determine causes and recommend.remeales to

counter the apparent loss of verbal and Tathematical ability of high schoolkseniors.

'At this writing, the national committee continues to study the matter ahd it is not

likely to.report its findings for some time.

From tbe point of view of the College, a mpre pertinent set of data to review

is provided by the American College Testing P,1gram, the *ational teating agAcy

Which produces the entrance examination required of virtually all University Cf

. . .

Illinois students. As can be seen by the chart below, a significant and parallel
7

decline of test scores to those of the SAT has occurred in the American College Test
%

(ACT). Thefour componenf mean,scores re listell below as well as the composite

scores from 1964 to 1973.

, 'Table A

Mean ACT Test Scores for College-Bound Students
3

Year English Mathema4cs Social Science, Natural Science Composite

1964 18:7 19. 20.6 20.4 19.9

1965 19.1 19.$ 20.5 20.5 20.0

1966 '18.5 184 19.6 20.1 19.4,

1967 18.1 18.3 19.4 19.8 19.0

1968 18.4 19.2 19.4 20.0 19.4

1969 18.1 19.5 19.3 20.5 , 19.5

11970 17.7 18.7 18.3 20.2 18.9

1971 17.6 18.6 18.4 20,3 18.8

1972 17.8 18.8 18.1 20.5 18.9

1973 17.6 18.1 17.9 20.6 18.7'

In the ACT, math scores decline on much the same slope as do verbal scores;

however, social science scores decline more sharply than either and, mysteriously,

natural science scores drop not at all! One interpretation for-the fall in scores

in the social science subtat ith that it is largely a test of reading ability or

verbal reasoning, and that an incremental loss of these abilities compounds whatever

losses there ma:, in social science content. Unlike the College Board.experts,

!

3ACT Research Report No. 71, February, 1976, .

- 10 \
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American College Testing PrOgram research specialists believe tl'IN some of the

changeo in test scores can be attributed.to a dhsniing composition of the testing
*N.

.group over the yeare. Thbreare now more "low-scgring" students than there were ten

years ago; changing edaational aspirations and increasing educatibnal_opportunities
/

(community colleges, for eximple) have meant that moreetudents of lesser academic

quality are now taking the tests than heretofore.

Reports on other standardized measures add to the evidence of a national trend

toward receding verbal and mathematical skills among high school students. A .state-

wide testing prograi in Minnesota (Minnesota Scholastic Aptitude. Test) reveals that

high school Juniors showed the highest Scores in the mid-60's, but scores. have

.declined gradually over the ten-year period since. The State of Iowa his also

tested its students annually using the Iowa Test of Educational Developmeht (ITED);

and, once again, the mean score peaks in 1965 and declines regularly during subse-
.

quent years. It must be remembered that all tes,ts mentioned above are generally-of

the same kind and format, i.e., multiple choice, machine-scored devices that tend.to

measure discrete aspects of verbal ability or skill rather than to evaluate the

adtual writing of students.

Another scheme, howevet, which does use student writing samples is:employed .

by ihe National Assessment,of Educational Progress, a program which has been in

operation for the pea twelve years. It differs substantially from the other

measures in several important respects: It samPles various'abilities rather like a

national poll, add it tends to be a good deal more comprehensive in the areas

assessed. With regard to veibal abilities, the Assessment measures both reading and
a

4../

writing; the latter is measured not only by means of the usual kidds of questions

)
and exercises found on standatdized examinations, but also through an analysis of

student writing. Several age groups are sampled rather-than the whole range of

students and adults; in particular these are students aged 9, 13, and 17. According
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Eo the latest s9rvey (1975) students in the 13 And 17 year old groups wrote less

coherently, more aiMplistitally and more awkwardly than their counterparts four years

Ineliiously.. On the other hand,.the report note that the methanics of writing

stressed in elementary and junior high school English classes, such as spelling and

punctuation,'hre'being handled adequately by the vast majority of students."
4

The

assessors found "no evidence of deterioration in their (i.e., mechanics). use*"

Paradoxically nine-year old students surveyed seemed to be moviug toward more

, -
'sophisticated writing than theft- counterparts of 1971. In total, fhere appeared "to

be a subtle movement away from the established writing conventions and towards some,

of the techniques used by tewspapers, TV and the advertising field. An associate

of the National Assessment suggests that the tests now being given.to students "are

probably out of touch with prevailing writing styles and conventions." He notes

that "students are certainly writeing differently but I am pot sure whether they'are

mriting more poorly. It may just be the result of some movement in our culture that
A

we haven't been Ole.to pinpoint yet."'

In summary, recent data from a number of national testing bureaus and assess-

ment agencies suggest that there has been a change in the writing forms used by high

school students. There is as yet no reasonable and comprehensive accounting for

this change, neither as to its causes nor its consequences. The most dramatic evi-

dence of deterioration of verbal skills or writing ability is that provided by the

\
College .Board's Scholastic Aptitude 'Test and the American Council pn Testing.

Whatever the trends may be on.a naeion'al' seate,' the comMittee was more Oncerned

about áthe,quality of student writing in the College. ,Complaints of deteriorating

qvality have been voiced by faculty from a number of departments, and the Rhetoric

Division of the Xhglish Department has not, been silent on the matter. Professor

Dorothy Matthews, Direttor of Freshman Rhetoric from 1973 through 1975, reported a.

4
New Ydrk Times, November 19, 1975, p. 42,

12



-10-
-

..steady'drop-in the average score on the rhetpric proficiency and Placementitest from

1968 (529) to 1974 (470). (gginning this past-year, the department stopped using

the previous placement and Proficieficy vehicle, and now uses the English score on
,

the,ACT to determine placement and proficiency.) k

Table C.shows avetage scores on the four-prt Ameriean College-Test (ACT) ,for

those students.who entered the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences from 1966 through,'

1975. -Although scOres inAall categories are considerably higherfor University of

flljnoi

/

students than for-those n'etiOnally, a.similar trend towards deterioration

of verbal skij,ls can be found he're.

Table C
,1

Mean ACT Test SCores for Freshmen,Entering the' College of Liberal Arts
and ScienCes,-Urbana 19661975'"

Year English Mathematics Social Science Naturaf Science ComPoSite

0

199.6

1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975

24.32
24.23
24.29
23b80
23.68
23.69
23.07

' I

, 28.08
27.64
28.59
26.06
28.22
'27.82
27.16

.

62.92
26.01
26 .39

27.56
26.01 .

26.12
25 59.

.

27 .18

26.85
27 .76

27.97 ,

27.65
27.80
27:44

25.92
26.58
27.33
26.76
26.30
26.89

26.53
26.48

26.49
25.94

.,

Whereas there is little change in average composite scores made by'entefing students
I

1

over the tea-year period, there is a decline in subject areas (exceptillg natural
,

science) with the sharpest declines appearing in the socialscience and verbal areas
%

(from 1969 when sub-Eicorte werft first available). It appears then that though °

,natural.Science abiliiies as measured;by this ipet fsirly constant--if anything

slightly improved--our students' verbal as& mathematical abilities have been dfopping

,fairly steadily. Since the present admission policy of tht University is ip use a

-selection index comprisea of a student's high school rank and COmposite ACT, it is

podsible.for higher scores in one area to "copensate":for low scores in other areas.

5.11 of I Office of Admissions and Records, 1975,

1$: , .



A questiOn which the committee was not able to,pursue in_any detail is whether

or not the s'tudent populat(ion is to any extent biased in the direction of numerical.

'or sCience ski1Ia a frjm those associated with more verbal areas '(English

a d social sciences)--an6, if, so, the degree to which our present admissions system

contributes to such an imbalance.

Further evidence of a bifurgation of our students ( t least of their skills)

may be found in comparing results of two standardized tests Oven to college juniors

or seniors who aspire to enter medical school or law school. Compared to students

in other universities, U of I students perform relatively better on-that portion of ,

the LSAT (Law School Admission Test) dealing with factual or professional matters

than they do on the specific portion of the tegt which purports to gauge writing

ability. In 1969 the mean writing score of U of I students on the LSAT placed them

in the 60th percentile nationally; their/score on the LSAT portial,;,.r.he exam

placed them in the 72th percentile nation411y. The 1975 test reveals a rise of one

1
, (s `-\

percentile in each categor .

6

A similar phenomenon is apparent if on looks at the &istribution of scores on

1\:1the Medical College Admission Test taken by I linois students. Mean scores of

Illinofs students in the verbal portion of this test show them to be at the 78th

percentile approximately on the national scale buc at the 97th percentile on the

;

quantitative measure and at the 98th percentile on the science portion.

No comprehensive data were available to the committee to. conpare

a wide,range-of st'Idents with respect to their al or writing abilities--such as

the Graduate Recor -,,Imination. Nevertheless, the results from entrance tests and

from the two standardized professional tests would suggest that, on an average,

University of. IllinoiS gtudents are less weli qualified in verbal areas than in

those areas which Might be categorized as quantitative or professional subjects.

6Educational Testing ServiCe Report to the College of Liberal Art8 and Sciences

1 4
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Thilldifference of measured aptitude or ability may be a consequence of the differ-

ential aptitudes of entering students, a differential that is apparently wider at

the U of I than at any other CIC institut' n. This question deserVes close atten-

tion by those who are in a position to study the implications of admissions policies
A

and procedures.

Results from the survey conducted by the committee in November,_1975, reflect

faculty opiniOn as to whether or not writing abilitY of undergraduate students has

deteriorated over the last five or six years. These views are shown in Table D

below.

2able D

How would you compare the writing ability Of present undergraduate students with
that of former students (of five or six years ago)? (n = 282)

Humanities

Significantly.
Bttter

Somewhat
Better

About the
Same

Somewhat
Worse

Significantly
Worse

1.0% 4.9%
'

39.8% 46.6% , 7.8%

Biological Sciences 3.3 6.7 40.0 33.3 16.7

Physical Sciences -- 44.2 39.5 16.3

Social Sciences 6.8 59.1 22.7 11.4

Writing Departments 2.6 5.3 28.9 55.3 7.9

Others 0.5 4.4 47.8 35.2 12.1

Total 0.9 4.5 44.5 18.5 11.6

Approximately half of those who responded to the survey beli7ve that writing

skills have declined over the.period, although the large majority of this group

think that writing skills are somewhat worse rather than significantly worse.

This is, nevertheless, a rough and ready indicator; and given the publicity gener-

ated on the subject during the period,-the results are not surprising. Of more

pertinence perhaps is the way in which faculty commented on this subject according

to their own subject areas. Humanities faculty are,less inclined than their col-

leagues in other areas to believe that the writing of current undergraduates is

significantly worse," On the other hand, the largest single group among humanities

faculty is generally agreed that writing ability of current undergraduates

15
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somewhat.worse than it was five or six yearo ago.. Social science faculty are the

fllost highly skeptical group within the Collev,e-foigordtug the question of chnnging

standards of writing, at least thi5 group is apparently least concerned abo.r alleged

deterioration of student writing than other disciplinary groups. Physical science

0

faculty, on the otker tihd, are most emphatic that.writing standards have

declinad.

radAis in Writing Couiees

If one makes the assumption that final course grudns Leflet efficient abilitY

and performance, one index of changing verbal abilities should be found in grades

receivedOty students in Freshmah Rhetoric and Verbal Communication.. The following

tables note the proportion of A, B, and C grades given during the spring semester

since 1968 to LAS students enrolled in Rhetoric 105 (or 102) and Verbal Communita-

tion 112:

Table E

Percent of A. B. and C. Grades Given for Rhetoric 105 and Verbal Communication 112

.

Rhetoric 102 (1968-73)
Rhetoric 105 (1974-76)

Spring Semester

A'

(1968-1976)

-Verbal-Communication 112

Total # Total #

.A.13C A+B Students .ABCA+B Students

1968 37% 47% 29% 64% 1668 27% 45% 25% 72% 387

1970 29 46 19 75 1243 32 49 17 81 '517

1972 .- .32 43 17 75 463 -. 55 38 6 93 154

1973 .. 26 . 47 p 21- 73 584 42 .44 14 86 188

1974 28 44 23 72 1281 22, 54 23 76 289

1975 31 46 20 77 975 24 55 18. ,79 205.

,1976 25 47 22 72 , 711 22 55 21 77 240

This record offers little support to the thesis that writing skills of students

in the College have deteriorated badly. To.be sure, grades in Verbal Communication

112 have iallen somewhat since the'high water mark of 1972 (when 93% were given

either A or B),,but Rhetoric 105 grades have remained at virtually the same level

since 1970, ffter having risen substantially in the late sixties,' Nevertheless,
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when more than three-fourths of the students in the College consiStently achieve

A or B grades in basic writing courses indicating above-average to superior

performance, it is contradictory to believe also that there has been a pronounced

,
decline in writing skills. And it muw- be noted that the most able students are

not included in this samPle: approximately 12% have been exempted ffom the

requirement ;because of high test performance; 18% have leen assi ned to the special

cour17.,1 for superior students -(Rhetoric 108); and another small p el.tage have

received credit,from Advanced Placement English: At the other exreme, failure

rate in the two courses has dropped from 2-3% to.less than 1%.
0

In partial explanation for this apparent_contradiction between grades and

abilities, it should be mentioned that a rise in grades was experienced throughout

the College (as well as in other colleges and universities) in the late sixties

and early. seventies.
7

Otter Indicators

Publishers and editors of college texts comprise a group of interested but

semi-detached observers who-might shed light on the question of whether or not

there has been a significant loss in student writing ability. Although the

committee agrees with the point repeatedly made by these professionals that the

texts themselves merely reflect the prevailing attitudes and appetites to be

found in the academy, the committee agreed also that ideas from this group.would

be usefuld3ecause of their insights and their sense of history surrounding the

subject. By and large,,the editors were convinced that we were in the middle or.

(as some would hope) towards the end of a national trend ilwhich the public, and

to a large degree, the academics themselves, showed less interest in literacy,

7
See "Grading in

Teaching in LAS,

percentage of A's

LAS," by pall'. S. Hoover and 'Paul Schroeder, On Learriing and
3, April, 1976.. This report on campus grading notes a smaller
and'B's in rhetoric than in man other large courses.
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.

standard English, or clear and concise prose than the ifevious generation. Reason:,

given for the trend were bewildering in their variety. One revondent (Peter John

r
Givler, Direceor, College Department., Charles-Scribner's Sons) noted that he'hat

'at one time,or another heard the following argued as causes: "Watergate, trans-

formational grammar, television, sexism ane/or.racism, paperbacks, Viet Nam,

the weathermen, Mayor Daley, over crowded ichools, property\*xes, behaviorist

psychdlo&y, humanist psychology, noise audio: atmospheric pollution, faculty

unions, the lack of:faculty unions, busing, and Web'Ster's-Third._"
8

,

In the welter of newspaper publicity rollowing the first College Board Leports,

the fa orite targets for those generally decrying the ladk of standards or the

decay of writing abilities were the schools (who wre thought to have given up all
\

efforts towards teaching writing) and television, which was accused of confound_ng

\\
.

us all.. Television particularly,is cited as the most pernicious cause of declining

te'st scores and writing standards. Perhaps it is, but the committee hadnol way

to assess this influence. Certainly the daily fare usually offered td the public

is compounded of stock characters in search of banality; verbal ingenuity and

complexity seem to have given.way to the visually sensational. But the fauft may

not be so much with the medium as with the message. Surely there is no denying

>.

the possibility for the creative and positive influence of television if values

and priorities were shifted only slightly away from those of the cotmercial interests

whose scale of valUel.; is determined only by numbers of viewers. Another interesting

. account suggests that variations in the scholastiC'aptitude scores are di ..cly

related to trends in family size and the spacing of children.
9

8
.Letter to the chairman, December 2, 1975..
9
k. B. Zajonc, "FaMily Configurations and Intelligence," Science, 192, No. 4236
'<April 16, 19761 227. '
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8

In any -case, the committee did not spend much time studying or discussing

4 possible causes of Ow, test score declines for two reasons: First, we were

simply,more concerned i
)
finding evidence for an actual change in writing ability

at the oallegejevel; second, we were not able to weigh and sift the variety. of

evidence and opinion which supported one or ahother of the assuaed causes.

While each of the committee members will express his own view as to the general

or specific causes, the attribution of causes is highly speculative; moreover,

4it invites subjectiVe and anecdotal reports rather than significant And scientifically

determined fact.

`,

Nevertheless, ode cannot 1 e in the United States in 1976 without feeling

some anguish for the general erosion of the quality of Iife andlpartAcularly tor
0

the lack of linguistic values. It may be, as some professionals have Suggested,

that the genexation has begun to think less through complicated verbarconstructs

in favor of other symbolsless withwOrdsa'nd more with iMages and "feelings."... If

this is true,.however, the worst fears of Georgp Orwell forty years ago ate

even not.; being realized.

The paucity of hard information regarding the comparative writing .quality of!'

students.over the'past decade-forced the:dommittee:finalIy. to rely on its own

sense of things, its own,collective inthition and judgment. And as a group, the

committee was nOt persuaded by any single piece of evidence thatAthere has been

a decline of great significaht; nevertheless, the sum total (and the variety) of

indicators which moort to have sbme relatrship to writing stggests that a

trend has been in the making.
\

.

may o c e ne,While it be difficnit tit o pi ce'of evidence for,a decline in verbal
0 r

o

skill and writing standards \ver the past ten years, it would be folly, in the face

of the accumulated evidence, to prove that f,eneral.writing skills have iMproved,

.19
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either on this:campus or across the country.,q4EvIrtually, the committee agreed.

that the evidence it found would have to speak for itself. Whatever it "provis,"

there is no qtestion but thdt the writing Performance and ability of all of us

could beimproved considerably, and it should' be a prime goal of the Collegeto.

protote excellence in writing as-in other areas.

20
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III. .UMITING IN THE COLLEGE

. If there has been an incremental loss of verbal skill and writing ability (as

most of the evidence suggests), and if this decline is a consequence of societal

,pressures (or even genetic patterns), what is.to be done? It must be agreed that

there-is .verY little tbat can be done by the College of Liberal Arts ancrSciences

to change attitudes at lane or to reverse 11,nguisti6 habits in,Illinois or,the

coulstry. In fact, there is probably very little that can be done directly to affect'

eler.nitary or secondary school.English.programs. Indirectly,.the College or'the

niversity could have some influence b3r declaring the value it attaches to student

writing or by establishing a standard of achievement for admission purposes. The

committee believes that both of these etfcirts shpuld be undertaken, but 'it is less

sanguine about their effectiver..ess than it is abontthose things which can be

done,within the College.

The Purposes ot Student Writing

The bommitteAelieves that the cultivation of a stUdent's ability to write

well must .be of high priority.- There are two related reasons for the high level of

importance given to this facet of a student%s education--one specific And one gen-

e

eral. Pragmatically, writing is a tool, a means for ldarning. in .all -academic:-

areas--from,the humanistic to the scientific--from the simple to the arcane.

Serious discussion of ideas: the marshalling, of facts and argdments, the very pro-

cess of conceptualization-reqdire precise control of language, and students without

the ability to use English appropriately are.seriously,disadvantaged not'only in

their courses but in their careers. In aiell areas and at all stages, a student's

performanCe is reflected in some degtee-by his ability-to relate ideas and to inform

his'readevas to how well (or how poorly) he understands the subject at hand. It

.can also be said fhat the process of writing7-whether paper, examination, or dis-

sertation--becomes the means whereby the student engageS synthesizes, and, in fact,

Ji
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learns, essential aspect1 a subject. These forma of student wriffng have become

such ad established part of the'academic firmament/that many overlook theirbprimary

purpose as a means of learning,iand consider them merely as ends or "prodycts."

Seyond.the instrumental value of writing lies a somewhat more personal. and more

general benefit. Writing on subjects that are significant and useful to the student

not only broadens and deopens his understanding of those subjects, the process also

improves his general ability to write and to think. Writing cogent, yorthwhile

papers or examinations-in one area increases the student's'awareness and linguistic

repertoire, thus enhancing his value as a thinking person. Richard Lloyd-Jones,
111

incoming Chairman of the Department of' English at the University of Iowa, Comments

on the general or intrinsic value of writing as follows:
u

The ability to use language defines humans, and the ability to use written \
language defines human ideas and emotions most precisely and enduringly.

Often, as we write, we discover what we think 'and feel.

'Our ability to control language in a variety ofsays determines much of

our adaptability in coping with our personal crises and with,those of

our jobs. To some extent Tee imagine.the ,hopes and fears and abi:ities and

motives of other people because we have the language with which to shape

our ,empathy. In an important sense al/ of our schooling is designed.to

make us better users of the language, so the quality of writing prbduced

in and out of school must always be a central social problem

Other problems may demand our short term attention, but it q6 long rdn

,our ability to write is a central issue of higher education.

The committee is in agreement with,Professor Lloyd-Jones on the vital importance of

writing, both in the educational context and in one's personal development.

tr-

Given this dual purpose, it must be seen that the improvement of Student

writing becomes the concern not only of the specialist (the teacAr of rhetoric, or

-composition) but also of fa'ellaty In ali alociplines aud departments. To the extent

that the purposes cited beomce part of the consclous aim of instructorg who make

writing assignments in all fields (whether anthropology, English, or Zoology, the

10Richard Lloyd-Jones, "Is Writing Worse Nowadays?" Iowa Spectator, April 1976, -
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educational process is reenforced; to the degree ehat.writing,is passively ignored

or'actively subverted by exclusive reliance on multiple-choice examinations, the

learning process is fragmented or abused.

.11,There are, of course, limitations that can be expected of a public university

like theU of I. 'We recognize that the College of Liberal Arts and_Scierces does

not attract students of the same kind and purOose as, for example, St. Jon's College,

which provides a rich, not to.say literary, diet of reading and writing for its

undergraduates throughout their four Years. Nor dcres the College have the resources

to conduct the kinds of tutorial and small group classes which can give great.

-

vitality to student writing. Because of the size and structure of the College,

classes ate often conducted through large lectures usually preclUding direct dis-.

course between student and professor--either in writing or in speaking. All the

more reason for insuring that other opportunities are provided for student wr ting:

.in the sciences, during laboratory sessioni; in-the hUmanities or SOcial sciences,

through small-group'discussion sections. Evidence available to the Committee, how-

,

ever,,suggests that opportunities for sudents.to write are less frequent than one

would like; and even whe opportunities are ther4 faculty comment on the quality (or

ccrrectness) of the'writing is even more rare.

In brief, the most gen4tally held view of the faculty--as reflected on returned
V

questionnaikesis that Ihe improvement of student writing is'someone else's resporr'

sibilitythe thetOric instructor's; the high school.English teacher'S,'or the stu-

dent's. If there is to be general improvement of stUdent 'writing in the College,

however, a more positive and a more concerted effortmustbe rade by facultyaniatudents.

Contrary Views on Writing'
g -

The diversity and size Of the College require that there be some common under-
,

standing concerning .111R-rearning and teaching of writing which might be used as a

basis for improvement. Towards this end, the following assumptions (some of them
e
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N

slightly modified statements made on returned.questionnaires) are stated and at ed

as a preliminary, toward achieVing a consensui view.
CA

.1. Writing is ana3;ogous to mathematics. The rudimentary tools are,learned
t-

fn the early school years and,like computatibn, can be expeCted to-

remain with onethrotighout life.

Response--Although there ate similarities betWeen,the systemt of writing.
t *s.

-,, and mathematics, the differences are at least as ptofound as the simi-

larities. *Unlike mathethatics, which is nearly always learned in a clósed

situation, a good deal of one's.native language is learned outside the
, .

school setting:. Children talk, more or less grammatically by the time they

enter kindergarten;-they add to their store of linguistic knowledge as much

by what they heat as by what they..arc asked to read. Mathematics is con-

trolled byAireciee rules;.language (English Or.other) hat its own rules as

well, although these are modified by time and,occasion. Linguistic rules

learned in ihe elementary Or eren high school years give waY to-more elabo--

rate, more glexible, and sometimea contrary "rules" of the college years;

and new varieties of language,(diction, structure and rhetoric) must be

used" by the'college student to meet fhe differing MOdes of discourse in
.

the varipus'sohject areas. By extending the above assumption, many believe

that the 'Schools shoui4 spend much utot time and effort than they 'presently

ao in teaching therrules (i.e., the grammar), of English so as to.produce

--Mote able*writers. In.fact, research on writing over the years thows vir-

tually no .posititie correlation between the teaching of grammar and the
11

improvement of wriiing,

2. Clear and correct writing'is a proper concern of the elementary.

and secondary schools; but instruciion in writing is not an dOrro-

priate responsibility of the College. Students matricUlating in

the University cannot be expected to imprOve.theit writing capabilities

very much.
. /

ResponseRhetoric and composition have been taughein universities for

weil over 200 years; English (both literature and composition) became a,

11
R. Braddock, R. Lloyd-Jones and,L.. Schoer,Research in !:!ritten Composition (NCTE;-
1963). See also. W. B. Elley; I. H. Barham, h. Lamb, and M. Wyllie, "The *ole -of
Grammar in a Secondary School English Curticulum," Research in the Teiching of . .

English, 10, 1 (NCTE, Spring 1975)
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subject of instruction in the secondary schools and the universities in

America in the early 19th century; for a hundred-years required composition

and literatUre courses have been common in colleges and universities. 2

opulist movements Were largely responsible fOr.the inauguration of English

studies, both in the Upited'Statesand in England.
12

Although many univer-

sities in the last,decade dropped the rewirement in English composition, a

number of them (e.g.", Yale and Wisconsin) are now recommendipg a return,to

required courses. If students are expected to extend their linguistic

capacity during their four years in.the College, it'follows that they are

entitled'to receive,appropriate instruction_or assistance.duringthis
.. .

period. In truth, none of us writes as well 'as we could or as well asi we

would like. While certain rudimentary linguisti4 hibits are easier learned

while young, there is every reason to believe on phe basis of 411 evidence

that the process of-writing maybe imprOved throughbut one's lifetime.
.

3. Writing ability and writing_style are so personal .(even,idiosynciatic)

that they are not to be tampered with. To insist upon standard-usage

is to subvert one's_sense of personal or soci41"Adentity .

ResponseStandard written English comprises a wi.Z.e. ranie of patterns'from -

the highly-formal tathe very informal,- ana this range is in constant flux..
.

Speech patterns probably are'more,conducive to more rapid change; but,

writing orthodoxies are altened as well. In thia respedt, lahguage id a

hit like Heraclitus's riverparadoxically changing,.Yet the sate., To be..

sure, virtually 411 writing is flavored and seasoned by One's own persOn-.

ality and experienceinevertheIess, comtonly adcepted understandings and
, .

.observed cules are generally an aid to,communication more 'often than they

area handicap. When conventions of speaking -and writing begin to interfere

with understanding,..however, they tend to fade away. Unlike' spoken language,

much writing'in intelAtd to be more than transient, perhaps to affect persons

quite remote geographically or chronologically. There are thus more con-

ventions 1n writing (spelling, punctuation, etc.).which ease communication

and, for batter 'Or worse, become markers of social worth to many. These

patterns are enormously variable, however, not only with respect to time,

but 'also according to the substance of the writing and_the audience for whom

it is intended. -

12 Alan M. 'Hollingsworth, "Beyond Literacy: ADE Bulletin (March 1973) pp. 3-6.
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N
4. Only trained, ProfesSional teachers,have the ability and authority

to criticize writing. -

Response--Most-teachers of writing are themselved self-taught. The large%

majority, of them (either in school of in the university) have actually

taken few, if hny writing courses, alithongh they will,have spent a good deht
.

of time in reaaing and'Writing themselves and having their writing-reviewal

and criticized. Ironically, many of the present instructors in the rhetoric

program have never hod a writing course. Because of an interest in or pen-
.-

chant for langdhge, a number of them were not required to take frestinat

coniposition When theylwere undefgraduates. Not all faculty are equaii-
.

able writers. Yet it does seem paradoxical that those who espouse and value

scholarly distinction by virtue of "pubXication" do tot themselves feel cap-

able of helping their students to express themselves effectively in their

own fields.

Questionnaire Findings

Although the questionnaire survey conducted by the Committee revealed little

about,the quality of student writing in the College,.it did reflect a good deal,

about the quantity'and the kinds of wrfting expected of students in their under-
-,-

graduate courses. Nearly all respondents noted that some writing is assigned

'during every. semcsLer, nithough an.sigumentAvvary euormcmaly:

A Geology professor asks for a "report of laboratory analysis of rock,$amples";
a Biology instructor requires a brief summary noting the current status of
research. in the field in rhich "telegraphic style is encouraged" to prOvide
quick information to a large number of students; a Chemistry professor, notes
that students are required to write definttions which are then "pointedly
graded on what.they say--not What, might be inferred from what-they say."-

A Maa professor notes that he requires "written solutions to tipth problems"
and that"the problems aFe intricate and English is needed as well: as the ,

usUal symbols." Another Math instructor-pointedly notes that "only A mini7
mut of verbal expression" is necessary in Mathematics.

A Psychology profeSsor notegthat he requires no papers in any of hig three
300-level courses. A professor in Business AdminIstration requires fbur-
papers in a 200-level course and, three in the 3007levelcourse. An Anthro-'
pology professor -qsigns several papers in 300-levelcou'rges and none:Inthe
early,tourses--th ormer are "actually answers to take-home'exeminationS.

An English_profes: requires. six 3-5 page paPers on one Of ten.specific
topics. Another Eaglish professor requires only one paper'in each of his
300-level courses. A SpanIsh professor aSeigns.papers bpth in English
"and odcasionally in Spanish." A History professor requires two minor papers
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and,one Major paper for each of his courses and notes on an assignment
Sheet the requirements of each andithe fact that the paper will consti7
tute one-third of the course grade. A French professor requires two papers

in eacb of his classes in' which "close stylistic analysis of literary passages"
are made, "often in English in_order to get the best results." Another Frefich

professoi notes that in his courses (at the 200- and 300-level) papers are
written entirely in French.

Except to reveaT-the diversity of reaction and assignment in the variety of

courses in'the College, however, these random co 11.1 I ents May not be as useful or

telling as the summaries of statistical'data shOwing the amount of writing asSigned.

Both seniors and faculty were asked to indicate the number of papers required in

tYpical courses at various levels, the length of these papers and the proportion of

examinations requiring written responses. Responses indicate a Sizeable difference

in the amount of writing expected in the "writing depattments" (i.e., English--
a

including Rhetoric--and Speech Communication) and all others. This becomes appa'rent

in the-following summary of data from the student questionnaire:

Table Y

Median numnber of papers required in typical courses by:

n 123

100 level
200 levei-
300 level

Writing Departments 'All Other epartments

4.0
3.2 .64

1.0

Faculty respnses reportsomewhat different results as might be expected.

(Generally, stusdents reported

.indicat

Most students in the College can"be expected to write a paper in onlY half of

their 100-level courses, and ou'v slightly more Ulan that in courses,at the 200-level.

that.they wrote fewer hut,longer papers than fcculty

Assuming that those faculty arQ students who were most interested inthe question

of writing quality were the ones who responddd, we must believe that these figures

are, if anything) somewhat inflated and that students are in fact required to write

even less often that reported. While lack of written assignments in certain courses
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may be understood (for example in matheMatics or computer science); the dearth of

writing in other areas-T-particulaily the social sciences--is more difficult to under-

stand.

On the committee's questionnaire survey, seniors and faCulty were asked to cite

what might be done to improve student writing in the College, and both groups men-

tioned moSt frequently the need to require more Writing in the form of papers and

essuy responses on 'examinations.

This view was corroborated by findings from the LAS Senior Questionnaire in

May, 1976., [This questionnaire is given .annually to graduating seniors. Response,

rates in 1976 were approximately 80%. /The LAS questionnaireshould not be confused

with the committee's own questionnaire which was distributed to a random sample

(25%) of seniors.] In the LAS questionnaire,all seniors-were asked simply: Shouldthe

amount of,written york required of you by instructors in your major are have been

greater, aboUt the same, oi less."

Table C

n=999
; Responses' Greater About the Same Less

Humanities (188) 37 141 10
Biological Science (280) 115 160 5

Physics Science (151) 47 92 5

Social Science (380) 141 216 23

Total 340 616 43

More than one-third of all LAS seniors believe that they should have been asked to

write more by their instructors in their, respective fields of concentration. Biologi

cal science departments and social science departments Weressingled out most fre-

quently by students as those which they believ, should assign more written work.

While one-third is onlY a minority view, it is nevertheless a persuasive minority

when one considers the question in its context. Ag,it stands the eXpressed view

niest'be interpreted "hi an indication Of failuie on the part of many undergraduate

programs to, giv.e appropriate ir.phssis to student writing.
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While it is clear that many individual instructors are conscientious in their

- assignments and in their expectations regarding student writing, it must be concluded'

tbat for a variety of reasons many are also.taking the eesier option of asking for

very few (if any) written responses from their students. Some of the reasons cited

by instructors for not making written:assignments follow:

The size of their classes ptecludes the assignment and appropriate grading
of papers from their students..

Student writing is generally of poor quality and is therefore not an
effective means for promoting or measuring stUdent

The increased frequenty of plagiarism and 'the advertised availability
of term papers in virtually every subject reduces the effectiveness of
this means of learning. (k few instructors pointed to the exCeptional
difficulty of ferreting out those papers which are plagiarized and of
reporting these "academic irregularities" in an increasingly legalistic
atmosphe e.)

The committee has made no effort to analyze the force oi thsse arguments or

the weight of.the several.apparent problems, and it does recognize that these

responses are highly subjective. Nevertheless,, the committee agrees that there

should be some effort maokto determine the size and natuie of these problems. The

bestxcontext for analyzing them may well bethe departments, or divisions rather

than the College or University. The committee therefore-believes that departments

should make anceffort to determine the extent to which these (or other) factors

deter the faculty from makine`appropriate writing assignments.

On the basis of results from th)several questionnaires, it is clear to the

committeg that the quantity of student-writing in the College at llige is a good

deal less than desirable. While we believe that some special efforts can be under-

taken by departments in cooperation with the writing units:to develop especially

conceived courses at the 200-level (See Pdge 36),- such eventive medicine cannot

substitute for a regimen involving regular exercise and proper nourishment. _Active

learning in the College can be enhanced greatly by engaging students in important

and creative acts of learning. We believe that these occasions can be generated

and sustained'in virtually all disciplines if there is sufficient will on the part

of the faculty to do so. 2 9
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IV. MEASUREDENT AND EVALUATION OF WRITING

.The Tests

---'-----__-4
The committee is convinced that the Comprehensive assessment of writing

achievement or writing abilit; ia,a highly important but very difficult task, a

task that,114s not been accomplished very, well to date. Given the complexity, range,

and sophistication of langliage available to students and the varieties of writing

Which are,expected of them--even within the expository mode--a single test which

undertakes to measure writing performance with validity and reliability'is,

complicated tdevelgp. perhaps because of the enormity/a the task, most tests
0

of writing are actually tests of related but sometimes inconsequential matters.

For the most part standardized writing tests require no writing from their subjects.

Rather, the devices dwell on reading or the mechanics of writing, although some

attempt to measure verbal ability by posing questions involving word analogies or

antonyms'. Yet, the essence of good .writing Heti in those things which are not

measured at all in this kind of standardized examination: coherence, invention,

style, fluency, and rhetorical vigor. Instead, standardized 'writing" tests

attempt to'measure the student's response to very limited kinds of verbal problems,

and these tend to be problems of uSage or questions regarding writing (actually

printing) conventions.

There is strong sentiment among all teacherd,of writing to give much more

weight to the student's actual performance than to his responses to standardized

test items, and there have been a number of attempts to assess writing ability

through the use of student co6positions. The most serious difficulty of this

Approach, however, is the lack of consistency on the part of those who assess the

writing; a second difficulty is that"the process is necessarily long and expensive.

./
Some efforts have been made, nonetheless; to incorporate both forms (i.e., essay
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tests with short answer item tests), and the results of these programs suggest to

the committee that there is much room for exploration, research, and development

here. Along' with the National AsSessment Mentioned above, the following programs

involve.the rating of students' essays: The New York State Regents Examination

in English, which contains from 30% to 507. wtitten responses; the Advanced Place-.

ment English Examination (CEEB), which is composed altogether of written essays

regarding literature; the new California scheme for testing "equivalency," Which

is composed of two essays and an objective test. At.this time, the. College.Board

continues to debate the use of same form of written examination in connection

with their Scholastic Aptitude test. Until approximately twelve years ago, a

writing sample was included in the admissions tests.sponioted by the Board, and

copies of these samples were sent to institutions selected by the Student applicants.

The entire matter of measurement and evaluation of.writing may seem

tangential to.the committee's main condern; yet, there are important related

matters (admission, proficiency in English, and remedial English) all of which

depend on having appropriate devices and standards by which to gauge student ability

and performance. From another point of view, a test which is presumed to cover

certain aspects oropubjects (whether mathematics, writing, or elementary botany)

becomes by its very presence a kind of public definition of that subject. To the

degree that the test is not comprehensive or valid, the lack of precision or fit

makes the results misleading to everyone. It is the opinion of some that the
%

popular uproar over the deteriorating quality of student writing has been triggered

entirely by declining test scores-whose validity is suspect.

In any.case, what is urgently required in the dOmmittee's view is a significantly

better (i.e., more valid) test to measure verbal ability and writing performance
-

than the one turrently,betng used. At present students are admitted to 'he College

on the basis of their composite ACT score and high school class rank (a factor of
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high school grades).
.

While the ACT appears to measure a number of skills--including

arithmetic comptitatidn, reading comprehension, a rudimentary'knowledge of the

natural sciences--the test is a highly superficial one with respect to writing.

(A sample question from the ACT English test is included in Appendix D.) As .aan

be seen by,reviewing ACT test questions, 'the student 1.8 asked to do_a piece of

proof readirg, to be a kind of editorial sleuth .in searchof euors. In fact,

most ofthe errors found inthe short paragraph items reflect a very limited' range

of variables--those having to do with the mechanics.of publication rather than.

those 'dealing with the proceof composition.

Given the deficiencies of the ACT English test, he committee,recommends two

immediate changes. On the one hand, it recommends that the Department of English

stop.using the 'English subscore of the ACT as a' measure of English proficiency and

as a means of placement into. Rhetoric 108. Besides its general deficiencies, the

exam is also thought by the Rhetoric etaff to lack discrimination, particularly

among the group of students who are more able writers. On the other hand, the

very limited range of the test fails to make ita very sensitive device for

admissions purposes. 'Although the difference may simply be one of degree, the

committee favors the adoption of the Scholastic Aptitude Test (CEEB) over the ACT

as soon as this change can be accomplished. There are two reasons: The SAT

questions involve di.ction, vocabulally, verbal analogy, and reading; and, along

with the new Test of Standard Written English, covers more linguistic territory

than the ACT English test. Beyond this important difference, there is serious

consideration now-being given by the College Board to the use of writing samples .

(or a written test) to accompany the SAT.

3 2
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-.Ideally, a completelY original, institutionally (or consortially) prepared

examination of writing should be developed, and the committed suggests that the
1

several departments concerned (English, Speech, MARD) should prepare such,a

teat. hgh it is clear that we are using an aPpropriate vehicle for gauging

wr-ting performance and ability, the corimittee favors a policy which would set a

minimum standardrequired of all students in.the College. Students who do not

achieve this minimum score would not be eligible for admission under regular

policies, although (as in the case of EOP) students could be admitted under special

arrangements or conditions. It was-also proposed.that the students whose scores'

fell in a,limited range at the threshold of acceptability might be asked to take

an additional essay test. eventually, however, the committee decided that all

applicants for admission should.. be required to take same kind of written

examination for entrance.

Other Admissions Fac rs

Quite apart from their performance on standardized examinations, students
-

are expected to have completed three years of high schoo Entlish to be admissible

to the ColIeg-e and the University. This "paftern requir- has.been on the

books for many years; and as late as 1954, the following description of English

Was noted in the University Bulletin:

...only courses in hiStory and appreciation of literature, and

in composition (including oral composition when given as part of

basic English course) and grammar, will count toward the three

units in English required as a measure for admission.to all curricula.

Four units in English, while not required for-any curriculum, are

recommended by all the colleges and schools.
.
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Within the last eight or ten years, however, many schools have:adopted elective

4, -

English courses, some of which depart substantially from the above parameter. In the

committee's view, some English electives Hepart so iar that they cannot be

encompassed in any common definition of English.
13 Mile the committee

believes that the entire content of high school-tnglish programs should not, be

determined by the University or by the English departvents of universities,

since their clienteles are often substantially different, we do feel that work in

English that is presumed to be preparatory to university study should'have Some

reasonable relationship to what is to follow. For this reasdh the committee'

,,recommends that units offered in satflsfaction of the Eng1ish pattern requirement

0)
should be comprised of studies in the English language, composition, and literatu

and that in all such study significant attention will be given to expository
,

1k4,44,

writing. In addition, the committee urges that the College require,four years of

,

English rather than three.

13
As an example of some courses which might be considered to have pushed beyond the

legal limits, the following list of electives were noted by a teacher in the

April 1972 issue of the Englfsh Journal: Romanticism I; The History of the

-American Novel, The.Expanding World of.James Joyce, Legal First Aid,'Llack

-Dialogue, Yoe I, II, and III., Student Rights and Civil Liberties, Wit and

Humor in Literature, Trends in Contemporary Rock Music,. Still Photogtaphy,

Topics-in Psychology, and English for-the Garrulous.
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V. . THE REQUIREMENT AND THE COURSES

Background

The College (and each of its antecedent Celleges) has maintained a gradua7

tion requiTementlaEnglish composftion since 1891, first in a course entitled

"Themes and EloCution" arid later by a two7semester course in rhetoric, or composi-

tion. Before 1913--the.year the College of Literature and the Arta was combined

with !.he College of Science to form the new College of Liberal Arts and Sciences--
)

students in the Arts College were required to compl'ete 8 hours of English,

including literature and rhetoric, whereas qtudents in the College of Science had

the cption of completing work in literature, histaty, political science, ecOnomics,

philonaphy, or education. 'The first semester course (Rhetoric.1) was waived for

studrnts who demonstrated superior writing ability, buLt all students in the
.4

College we e req es to complete Rhetoric 2.

In 1944 students who failed.to receive a B in their second semester rhetoric

cour:)e. Yere required to pass an English qualifying examination to prove that

they had minimal competence in writing. If they failed the examination (as, same

did,repeatedly), they were required to take non-credit Rhetoric 200, which was

Itself a preparation for another round with the qualifying examination. Over a

20 year period, the number of students examined annually ranged from 167 to over

2,700 .(in 1963-64). Failure rate on the test ranged fromii3.3% (in 1946-47) to

59.1% On 1964,65). The qualifying examination was abandoned in 1968 upon

recommendation of the Senate Committee on Student English which asserted thatthe
4

test "does not exert the steady and continued pressure on the student to write"

well that is ncessary for genuine,improvemenr. Nor is the coMmittee convinced

that the qualifying examihation'is valid and reliable.
.14

That committee also

4 I

noted that "the elimination of this device shoull, encourage students, advisors,

14
Report of the Urbana-Champaign Senate Committee on'Student English, March 11,.1968,
V. I. West, 35
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4

and. cone& deans to assume additional initi'ative in searching for ways to

increase the proficiency of those who need help.': The group recommended the

expansion of tutorial services through awrIting laboratory whose facilities'

would be "sufficiently diverse that defiCiencies can be identified and. corrected

-

Whether they originate from deficient knowledge of grammar and sentence forms

or from more complex psychologiCal or attitudinal prohlems." The Senate committee

also proposed:"courses combining rhetoric with subject matter from a specialized

area, and a postponement of the second rhetoric-course untik the junior or senior

year."

The next major change in the rhetoric requirement was its reduction as

proposed by the Department of English in 1971. The department argued successfully

that, based on ACT scores and class rank, students:then admitted to the College .

were more capable than their predecessort; spokesmen also cited the elimination

of the requirement in other institutions (such as Wisconsin) or reduction (is

at Michigan). It was asserted that the first emester course was a good deal more
'41

effective than was Rhetoric 102; moreover, it was argued that,a one-semester

course could be more effectively taught, stipervised, and administered by

0 ' conscientious and enthusiastic teaching assistants than a drawn-out two-semester

offering.

In retrospect it is easy to view the 1971 propdsal for an abbreviated rhetoric

requirement as being out of keeping with actual student needs. If one is to put

credence in reports from the testing agencies, there was an actual rise in student

36 Vit
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vernal proficiency in the mid-60's Irhich went into an abrupt decline somewha;

before the English Depa ) tment proposal. Ironically, it would seem now that the

reduction in the requirement occurred precisely at that point when the College

might better have been considering its extension. It must in-fairness be asserted

that the tests thenselves were (and are) ,far less sensitive barometers of impendins

change than we would hope; and lor soma reason ACT scores were not 'broken down

according to subject area prior to 1969. Moreover, there were other pressures

and.attitudes prevailing then which might well'have influenced the faculty at

least as mUch as the stated arguments. Colleges'and universities everywhere

were reducing yequirements, not only in rhetorA\ and composition, but also in

foreign language and in general education. -During the following year, for

example, the College of LAS,liberalized its general education requirements and

once again delvited the foreign language requirement.

There are now two main roads which students may use to complete the University

rhetoric requirement. The most traveled option is tS. take one of the two courses

offered by the Rhetoric Division, Rhetoric 105, Principles of Composition, 4 hours--

or Rhetoric 108, Forms of Composition, 4 hours. Students are now admitted to the ,

/atter course on the basis of their performance on the English Subtest of the ACT.

In both courses the emphasis falls on the methods of exposition and argumentation,
411

and the uses of evidence and style; the main difference between them lies in the

fact that Rhetoric;108 is thematically organized, often concentrating on special

topics of'interest to the instructor and students. By design, neither offering is

primarily a course in literature; raher, they emphasize effective expository

writing. Although readings are often employed by'instructors botti to givp substance

to student writing and to serve as models of particular kinds of writing, current

policy says that the readings are essentiallY corollary to the main effort of the.,
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course. Both courses require a research paper of 10 or 12 pages besides at least

half a dozen other papers which are to be written both in and out of class. Instruc-
^

tors.are expected to annotate all papers and to have two or three conferencee with

each Student.

Alternative and Complementary Courses

The alternative course, Verbal Communication 111-112, 6 hours, was first

devised in the 1930's,under the aegis of the Division of General Studies. This

offering was transferred from the DivieN6 in 1968 to the Department of. Speech

Communication where it continues as a two-semestet course combining both written

i

,

and oral English. Because of the additional oral component and the two-semestet

format, Verbal Communication 111-112 is offered for six hours. As with Rhetoric 105

1

and 108, expositor writing is stressed and a research paper is required. For some

reason not altoget er clear to the committee, the Verbal Communication alter ative

is not as popular among LAS students as it appears to be for.those outside the

College: (In the November suryey, only 2.3% of LAS seniors indicated that they had

met the rhetoric requirement by completing Speech Communication 111-112.):,,

In principle, the committee agrees that alternative courses ought to be avail-

able to students and programs, and it rer lends that they continue to be offered by

the English and Speech Communication Departments.

, .

'Besides the4ntroductory writing courses, the Rhetoric Division,uffers a

writing laboratory (Rhetoric 103) which provides intensive tutoring in basic writing

skills for students identified as having speciAl pteblems. 'Concurrent registration

in Rhetoric or in Verbal Communication is required. An additional cOurse, Rhetoric

104, EOP Rhetoric, 3 hours,,continues as a special option for EOP students. This

course is regarded as a preliminary to enrollment in Rhetoric 105.

The Rhetoric Division also offers a variety of advanced writing courses

including Rhetoric 133, Principles of Composition, 3 hours,

38

Rhetoric 143,
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Intermediate Expository Writing, 3 hou*s. Writing in different forms and modes'

(e.g., fiction, drama and poetry) is also offered under the aegis of the Rhetoric

Division, and a series of special courses is given by the Division of Business and

Technical Writing. If one considers the gamut of offerings available to students,

it would seem that the College does in fact provide instruction in sufficient

variety to meet the requirements of students who want either to improve their writing

prowess generally or to learn the elements of particular kinds of writing. It is

not.likely, however, that students and -rogram advisors are very much aware of these

alternatives..

The effectiveness of'the present required courses is very difficult to determine,

but luestionnaire responses (particularly those by students) afford some insight

here. Of these students who believed that the quality of their writing had improved
\\

since they came to the University (83% of those responding), 11% identified either

.Rhetoric or Verbal Communication as contributing to that improvement. Students AD

had taken one of these courses were divided, however, on the degree of helpfulness

providO, 54% indicating that the courses had been helpful and the remaining 46%

, -

noting-that the;courses had.been of "little.or no help." The LAS Senior Question:-

naire provides yet another'glimpse of how students-value ihe writing courses.

Although students were not asked specifically on this questionnaire whether their

eomposition courses were good, poor or indifferent, approximately a hundred students

offered their opinions. Of these, 13 were positive, reflecting a view that the

course content was good or that the tdachers were especially effective. On the

other hand, 85 students provided distinctly negative responses concerning their

writing courses, most of them offering generalized criticisms but approximately one-

third pointing to poor quality of teachers (TA's). There were also suggestions that

the course should be made more relevant to the students' own fields of interest--

for example, that special sections be organized for students of the sciences or of
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those in business studies. It should be noted that the Rhetoric Division has been

sensitive to this notion, and that a few sections have already ,been organized to

serve special groups of students, particularly in engineering and ix' the biological

sciences. From the same questionnaire (LAS), a slight majority (59%) of those com-

menting on the issue favored an extension of the rhetoric requirement, many of them

qualifying their recommendation by suggesting some reorientation of the program or

some special tocus in the course which would be more appropriate to their'fields of

4.

concentration. Nevertheless, it must be remembered that additio1.11 requiredwork in

rhetoric is,rather low among the student priorities, even though i'.: ranks hig among

faculty recommendations, particularly from those in the physical and social sciences

Proposal for a New Course

In any case, the Committee on the Use of English believes that the best cburse

of action now is to develop writing courses at the 200.1evel in the,context of

departments or divisional areas. This is much the same recommendation as,that

A
made by,the Senate Committee on Student English of March, 1968, proposing experi-

mental courses of this kind. The idea is also supported by the present rhetoric

staff. An extension of the rhetOric requirement (or strengthening of the require-

ment) is the second most popular (recommendation made by the faculty surveyed last

November Snd the third most frequent recommendation of seniors. The committee urges

the immediate development of such courses ail(' the parallel establishment of a

junior-level requirement by programs or- departments.. Where appropriate, related

departments (or schools) might offer omnibus writing cdurses for their majors,

Although there were different views expressed in the committee as to the means
b.

of developing these cotirses--some proposing an immediate c-llege-wide requirement

and others espousing more evolutionary steps--it is the unanimous opinion of the

committee that these courses be established and required, if not by independent units,

then by the College. The primary purpose of the new offerings will be to provide

.4 0
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relevant instruction in the method and forMs of writing appropriate to giVen

-disciplines,or sets of ;disciplines. In consequence, the research paper now

. included in the curricu1um of Rhetoric 105 woUld be deferred until students

take the suggested upper level course,-and such papers would'therefore be written

in the context of their major subject or area.

If a majority of Students 'cannot be served by such courses within a

reasonable period (say by 1980), the committee,urges the faculty to adopt a college
.

aide requirement in advanced rhetoric which would be met by completing a comprehen
.

sive 200level course.

4 1
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VI, - STAFFING,. ORGANIZATION AND SUPERVISION OF WRITING COURSES

In the early 1930's a recommendation was made to the Senate Educational

Policy Committee to convene a Committee on Students' Use of English, but it was

not. until.June, 1941, that the standing Committee on Student English was confirmed.

This coMmittee. continued to oversee the rhetoric requirement and all its accompanying

paraphernalia until 1971, when it was superseded by a Committee to Explore

Coordination of Campus Services Dealing with Language Problems. Among the manifold

responsibilities of the Senate Committee on Student English were the following:

To studythe.operation of the regulatiohs relating to English And bring
in such further recommen4ations aa may seem desirable for thel
improvement of the'use of.English by students. To review all Matters
of.policy-relating'to general Proficiency examinations, the establish-
ment of upper-class remedial courses, the, improvement of speech, the--
establi-shment-of a.writing clinic and a writing laboratory, the
publication of a University manual of style, and publication of a
statement that a certain standard of English is requited for graduation.
It is nOt meant, however, that the Committee on Studer', English must
confine .itself to these protedurea,-,it should consider the subject in
the broadest way.15

A number of thege funetions were accomplished by the committee over its thirty-year

life, including the establishMent-of the writing laboratory and the writing clinic,

the publication of a style manual, Tld gendral coordination of proficiency and

qualifying, examinations. With the end of the qualifying examination and the 200-level

-

remedial program, however, therd wag-less scope for the-operation of the committee

and consequently'the coordinating-committee noted above, was impaneled.

. With the demise of the Senate Committee on Student English, it is assumed

that questions of policy'and procedure formerly subject to campus-wide review by.the

Senate Committee were now exercised almost entirely by the units themselvesthe!

Rhetoric Division, the,English Department,tand the Speech Department. Until
r

?/

recently, the Writi'lglaberatOry has functioned much as A separate eniity whose

most,direct ties were with the Student Services Office and the Educational Opportunity

Program, The Writing Clinic, the Speech and Heafing Clinic, and the Reading Program

15
University .Senate File, Chronological Statement.
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also seem to be largely,autonomous. The Coordinating.Committee appointed in 1971

appears not to have provided functional ties between these units nor to make them

very visible as independent services or as a group of reMAial efforts.

7

While there ean be little question but that the dir: t responsibility

regarding the day-by-day instruction lies with the academic units sponsoring the

courses, the Committee'on the Use-of English believes that policy issues and

coordination of writing programs should be handled from a broader base. Such

Matters as placement or exemption should be subject to,thorough scrutiny by an

appropriate group--in the absence of.a Campus coMmittee, by an ad hoc College

committee appointed by the Dean,. Similarly, continuing or periodic studies of

the state of writing in the C011ege should be conducted by a sitting committee

composed of representatives from a variety of disciplines,and having a continuing

interest in student writing.

The information and comtunication functions of the campus committee.prOposed

in 1932 are as clearly needed today as then. Indeed, the University has grown

substantially in size and complexity in the intervening decades and there now seems

even more reason for ariappropriate group to have oversight of the.many issues and

concerns regarding student English, not merely "remedial" matters.

Rhetoric

As noted above, the time honored format of froahman Euglish at tho University

of IllinOis has been a two-spmCster course in rhetoric or rhetoric and composition.

For many years sections of the course have been taught by assistants who were

themselves degree candidates in the Department of English, although the Department

often employed others (for example, faculty spouses) to augment the graduate'

student staff. ',At present fAshman rhetoriC is staffed entirely by teaching

assistants except for the rare occasions when a faculty member.requests the
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assignment (one or two a year); in addition, seven luetrfletate wewe employed during

the,academic year 1975-76, primarily as shpervisors of new TA'S. Their duties

included helping to orient nevi' teachers, holding weekly training sessions, mohi-

toring theme grading, and eve lusting classroom teachingy

Since there is such comp ete dependence on teaching assistants in freshman

rhetoric, there is more than ordinary turnover in fije staff: Although several

recent directors have made at empts t6 bring stability to the coutse by organizing

a coherent syllabus, by provOing for a brief orientation ptogram for new assist-

/
ants, and by arranging for/periodic supervision, the fact-is-that mOst teaching

assiStants are.largely 742 their own, particularly after their initial assignment.

Within recent years, as many as 35 new assistants have been asaigned by the

,department, most of whom had no previous teaching experience.

In the course of its deliberations, the committee met witWa group of rhetoric

assistants (those within the instructor/supervisor group and from that session

came eo believe that these experienced and selected individnsls were highly compe-

tent and professional in their work. Nevertheless, it was clear as well that the

teaching cf Composition was for them a temporary career rather than a professional

calling. When better Jobs were available--that is, positions calling for the

teaching of literature--virtually all of these individuals would unhesitatingly

abandon the teaching of composition courses.

rWithout intending to denigrate the abilities or the potential qualities of any

of the.teaching assistants, the committee does question the present system whereby

instruction in freshman composition is relegated entirely to teachihg assistants.

While the committee recognizes the economic difficulty of proViding senior'staff

to teach all sections of rhetoric (there are well over a hundred each semester),

the complete division of the English faculty fn this regard is most unfortunate.

4 4
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Although similar practices persist in manylarge state universities, there is

reason to'believe that the preponaerant, if not eiclusive, use of teachino istants

to staff freshman composition courses is carried to an extreme at Rep,rt-

. .

ing on this very feature of fresbman composition courses based on his survey of

1967, Professor Thomas W. Wilcox cites the Urbana ratio of 1-30 (i.e., one faculty

member fdr 30 assistants). In 1975-76 the ratio was even higher. Wilcox decries

this tendency to staff the freshman composition course with.teaching assistants

as follows:

Such over dependence on--or exploitation of-teaching.assistants may

have unfortunate consequences at both ends of the department's:A,

curriculum: !Its freshman'program,comei* rely on its graduate

program for inexpensive manpower, and its graduate provam is subsidized

to a large degree by its freshman program.- Neither program benefits from

this unhealthy-relationship; in a certain sense each preys'on the other.lfi

By comparing the number of instructional unitS (enrollments x credit hours)

derived from freshman rhetoric with those from English courses, one can get another,

perspective on the level of faculty commitment towards the composit1on4courses in

the department. In the fall of 1975, 9,878 instructional units came from freshman

rhetoric courses; English (i.e., literature) courses generated,16,261 instructional

units. In other words, approximately one-third of the department's total teaching'

effort is directed to freshman rhetor.ic, and towards this enterprise only one

professorial assignment -is currently made. 'There may be good arguments in defense

of the present staffing eituation; nevertheless, the unfortunate inference to be

drawn from the present schemes is that in the.hierarchy of courses freshman compo-

sition is an inferior and unrewarding task. Moreover, the iependence on an ever-

changing staff of assistants breeds constant flux and shifting goals. While the

committee believes that the task of improving writing throughout the College is not

1EThomas W. Wilcox, The Anatomy of College Enklish, (San Francisco: Jossey Bass,

1973), p. 66.
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an exclusive burden of the Department of English, or the Department of Speech

Communication, we believe that.the.special responsibility giventhese departments

should not be delegated to special, autonomous units, but rather embraced by the

department as a whole. Arid if a department is an appropriate home for basic

instruclion in written composition, it should be possible to find senior faculty

willing to participate in this Activity.. This is not to say that every member

of the department ought to teach freshman composition every semester (nor that.

every member should necessarily teach a section on a given rschedule); yet,.we

believe that some systematic use of regular faculty--perhaps on a voluntary basis--

would infuse a better sense of continuity in the program and would also have the

advantage of providing experience and interest where it is vitally needed. g few

faculty outside the regular divisionarstaff are qualified or interested in this

work, a serious question is raised concerning the proper location o, the writing

programs. We believe that, at a very minimum, the equivalent of three full-time

professors should be committed to the program. Those occupying these positions

should be appropriatelY rewarded by promotion and salary increases on the basis

of their performance. Criteria for both should include research and publication

in areas germane to the writing program.

In addition to the above recommendations, the committee believes that continuity

and expertise in the course would be further promoted if a limited number of special

appointments could be made in the freshman writing program. Although there are

obvious pitfalls rying in this direction; believe that a special cadre of

instructors might be hired on the basis of their training, interest, and experience

to teach composition for extended terms.

Actually, the committee was impressed with the apparent success of the large

enterprise known as freshman rhetoric given the meager support it appears to have

4 6



for its adminiitration and control. Membersinferred, however, that the,present

health of the wogram was owing primarily to the extraordibary efforts of,a few

individuals who seem.to give a great deal, more by way of service.to the program

than they receive in tangible rewards.

In effect, the coordination of freshman rhetoric is a job which must be
i r
I

.

regarded as more demanding end, cRlite probably, more frustrating than the task
6

of running many Smaller departments in'the College. During the 1975-76 academic:

year, total enrollments were 4,836; the number of instructors averaged 85 per

semester and sections numbered 250. The director must be responsible for the

assignment of instructors, their supervision and training, and their final evalua-

tion. He conducts supervisory class visits, consults with instructors on their

eaching,.and, of course, reviews all policies relative to syllabi, textbooks,

course requirements, grading standards, placement and proficiency. In addition,

the director is expected to determine budgetary and staff needs and to develop the
0

time table. As might be.imagined from such a large program, office and telephone

traffic is extensive, Beyond these more or less routine activities, the director

is expected to participate in (and often to direct) artiCulation conferences for

high school and junior college teachers and to conduct off-campus workshops. In

addition,the director conducts a three-day orientation program for new assistants

in August and subsequently manages a weekly in-service program for new TA's.

The present director serves as Treasurer of the Minos Association for Teachers

of English. Except for some assistance from the Director of Undergraduate Studies

and a group.of part-time,temporary instructors, the director has somehow to manage

this work on his own; and, if promotion is wanted, to do teaching and resea-7ch in

literary areas. It must:be c.pclucied that such an administrative organization

is both enormously complicated and frighteningly.dependent on the energy and

4
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the will of the incumbent director to make personal and'professional sacrifices

for ihe good oE the program. The committee therefore believes that the freshman
,

rhetoric program needs sasiantial support simply to maintain its present. status.

Of as much concern to the committee as the general Staffing of writing courSes

was the present policy of appointing the director of freshman rhetoric. Within
4

the last half dozen years, the program has been served by four directors. Although

the goals and procedures of freshman rhetoric appear now to have become stabilized,

it is not difficult to understand why Some of our colleagues have challenged the ,

program from time to time on the basis of a perceived change of direction. In our

view, the effort needs constant, professional leadership; and this kind of

leadership'can be realized only when the position is given credibility and prestige.

Fortunately or not; these quaiities are conferred in the University context only,

with academic rank. The committee therefore strongly recomniendS that the department

consider the directorship as a major appointment, to be given only to'individuals

who are themselves committed to the enterprise. In making this recommendation, the

committee does not.mean to derrogate any individual director, past "or present; but

the system of appointing non-tenured directors (twide within the last three

vacancies) ls seriously challenged.

In this regard, the committee asserts that the direction and administration of

a program as large and important as this-one should have proper rewards and

incentives. It is unfair and unwise, in the committee's view, to weigh literary

scholarship in one scale.and scholarship in writing in another. Therefore, Jhe

accompliShments of those who serve this program (both in teaching and in research)

should be given full weight and measure in all actions involving promotion and tenure.

4 8
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Whether it is because of the many variables involved in learning and teaching

how to write effectively; whether we simply lack appropriate devices by which to

measure the qUality of writing, or whether scholarship and research in this area is

.thoug t xo be Of little prestige,the fact is that 'there is very litile'research

extant on the teaching of writing. Nevertheless, we believe that there is a great

/ .

deal to be learned from what is; after all, one of themost important subjects in

all of one's education. At the very least we should have some better idea than we

now have regarding the optimal kind of bourse or courses to-be offered or required -

by the College, particularly for those of,varying levels of ability and ,achievement.

'Wesshould alto know a good deal more than we now do about the growth or deterioration

of student writing ability over the four-year span of undegraduate edueation. An

often-mentioded recommendation of faculty members on the November survey is the

use of a writing.examination to be passed by all studentS before graduation. Such

a requirement would, however, be similar to the earlier scheme of a qualifying,

examination abandoned by faculty in 1968; and until'some fundamental questions

regarding tesx validity can be resolved, it seems to the committee that the

imposition of another such examination would not necessarily promote improved

writing. All of these matters require assiduous scholarship; but given the staffing

policies now in effect, both in rhetoric and verbal communication, and the lack of

incentive through promotion, it is not likely that necessary research in writing
.

.can-be accomplished.

Our En4lish Department bas-had a long tradition of association with the English

departments of schools throughout the State. The IlLinois Association of Teachers

of English is directly sponsored by the department, which helps to organize itS

annual meeting for many,years held on the campus.' A member of the English

Department has served regularly as editor of the Illinoia,Efiglish Bulletin, the'

official publication of the Associat.ion,and two members of the staff have served



LATE as TreaSurer and Executive Secretary. Beyond these services, the department

has held articulation conferences to which representatives from many schools in the

state are invited. During the iast year the program's director (and previous direc-

tor) attended some twenty workshops. The committee applauds these efforts, though
,\

once again it would, suggest that the articulation. programs 'involve more direct

participation by more members of the d artment. We believe that thpse efforts

sho-2.d be more than ceremonial;,theY shotqd for the most part be cooperative working
-

sessions in which basic policies and practic s regarding the teaching of composition

and literatu're are studied.

As mentioned above, theformer Senate Commi tee on Student English, in

cooperation with the Rhetoric Division, did p a guide and style sheet which

was subsequently sent to each fatulty member in theDniversity. With the varying

standards that now appear to be iMposed by different disciplines and individuals,

we believe that it is time again to develop a new set of guidelines, probably

in the form of a style sheet. Given the varieties of style in use by different

disciplines, the most useful guide.would reflect these differences: It was suggested
4

° in committee that ihe document could be inserted into the Academic Staff Handbook;

and it could,certainly.be contained (perhaps in an abridged form) in the LAS Student

Handbook.

Beyond these suggestions and recommendations, the rest must be exhortation.

As noted throughout this report, we firmly believe that, whatever has been

revealed by test scores and statistics, there is'a serious need to Amprove student,

writing in the College. It is not enough simply to require another cburse,

although we do believe that the basic requirement should return-to .Lae six-hour

standard of many years. Much more importantly in our view is the difficult taqk

of raising ourown sights and our own consciousness. At the least, we believe that
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there should be a great many more opportunities than exist now for students to write

directly, coherenfly, and persuasively on subjects of their interest. We believe

that instructors should be making much more extensive use of written English on

student reports, papers, and examinations. From the -questionnaire responses

1. received by the committee, it appears'that many students'and faculty believe that

writing is of little value outsidean academic context. We believe this view is in

error. Although exceptions occur, it seems self-evident that the future of

professionals and managers, an well as scholars, will be greatly enhanced if they

are able to write accurately, forcefully, and gracefully. We suggest that placement

offices at all levels.publicize the fact that literate candidates for virtually all

professional or commercial positions will be given better opportunities than those

who arh not.

Indeed, mere literacy is too little to ask of our graduates. We therefore

believe that those students who exhibit speciugl ability and distinction in writing,

whatever their disciplines might lie, ought to be rewarded appropriately. At one

level, this will probably mean that students who are more able to formulate problems

inwords and crystalize their thinking in precise writing will probably be graded

higher than those who cannot. At another level, we would propose that departments,

or other teaching units, offer periodic competitions, especially to commend projects

of special merit to reward students of exceptional ability.

Finally, though the subcommittee report speaks more directly than we can to ,

matters regarding remedial programs, the Committee on the Use of English recommends

that*the several efforts.involving remedial or 'developmental writing should be

defined and publicized. While we believe that the-other recoMmendations made in

this'report will, if imple ented, improve the general quality of writing in the

College, we are aware that many ents have individual writing problems, most of
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.which can best be helped )-.3, such programs as the Writing Laboratory or the Writing.

Clinic. But the clietEle,for all suCh special efforts is that group.of students

who need special -help, regardless of their fields of concentration ard L.,:lte of

the reasons fc, their deficiencies.

A'great deal more might be said, but the esdence Cf the committee's work!lies

in the recommendations which fo low. Mnch needs to be done, and the committee

has proposed a number of remedis, many of Which we would agree are not easily

accom011Ahed. The st diffiC t of all is the transformation of opinion arid the

ncceptance of resp ity by all students and all faculty for the improvement

of writing in the College. It will not dO simply to relegate this important task

to a single department, to g division within the department, or to a special course.

Unless the academic community whicti we know as the College Values good writing, there

is little logic in having any requirement in writing, nor is there point in

assigning blame to other institutions.

5 2
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-VII. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Entrance ProCedure and Requirements

1. 'Beginning as soon aj possible, the College of Liberal Arts and

Sciences should require four units of high pchool English (rather

than three). Work offered to meet this, requirement in English ought

to be comprised of studies in language, composition, and literature;

and in all such work significant attention should be given to

expository writing.

2. Candidates for admission to the College should submit verba scores

from the Scholastic Aptitude Test rather,than the test develop
J1

by the American College Testing PrOgram. In addition, applicants

should present writing samples on at leaSt two topics. 'These composi-

tions are to be Written under examination conditions when students

take the_comprehensive entrance test. These samples will be reviewed

and assessed by readers under certain circumstances, i.e.,'where

students have marginal admissions qualifications..

3. -A minimum score on the verbal portion(s) of the required admission

\, test should be determined, and no candidate would be admitted who

doeS not meet this minimal requirement. (In individual cases,

however, writing samples may counsel admission decisions. Those

students now admitted under sbecia1 procedures [such as EOP3 would

not be affected by this screen.)

D Course Requirements

1. The basic college course in composition ought to ba the four-hour,

couree now taught in the English Department (Rhetoric 105) or the

six-hour, two-semester courses taught in the Speech Communications

Department (Speech Communicatio ( 111-112).
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2. The preaent freshman rhetoric course should be modtfied as fellows:

a. The research:paper and much of the bibliographic materials:now

covered in Rhetoric 105 and 108'should be removed #5below).

b. The rubric for the present course should be chaiged. (from:

Rhetoric) to reflect its primary concern .(e.g., English Composi-

tion or College Writing).

3. The present policy'of exempting students On the basis of.ACT Engli

usage sc9res should.be discontinued at once. Cnly students whohav

satisfactorily coMpleted 'a college-level course, such as Advanced

-
Placement English or an equivalent cdurse taught in another college

or university, should be exempt from the compo ition requirement.

4. At least three "tracks" of the freshman compos!_ ioa'covrSe should

be offered throogh the English Department, and-students should be

placed into the sections thr.t. fit their abilities and purposcs.

5- Writing courses appropriate to p.:,rticular discip,tines (or related

disciplines) should be dc:,:.lopcd with the.primary objeciive oi

instructing students in the writing of research papers and reports.

Although.the main emphasis of diese courses'auld be on the methodology

and procedures appropriate to the field of concentration (or bioad

area), a fuither aim is the general improvement of exposiory

writing. Towards rheSe ends it is recommecdcd that the courses be

developed cooperatively between faculty in the respective'departments

and specialists in,the Department of English. (The mkjouity oi tht

committee-favors the imposition of a second-level College requir27

went for all students in rhe'*Science and Leeters cur-ricula who ente!.r.

the University in the fall cf 1977 and thereafter.)
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C. Organization and Administration of Writing CourQes

1. Basic composition courses should conttnue to be administered by

the Departments of English and Speech Communications.

2. A more stable organizational basis for the freshman rhetoric progIam

should be provided, aild to this end a substantial increase in support

ought to be given by the.. Department or the College.

a. At least 3.0 professorial FTE should be committed-to the program.

Individuals occupying These positions should-be on the tenuxe

4 track and should, be rewarded by promotion and appropriate salary

increases on the basis of their performance. Criteria for .

promotion should includc research arcl,publication in areas

relevant to the interests of the program:

b. The poscibility of. developing a'cadre of teachers to assist

in the supervi:3iOn'and coordination of the program should be

Seriously explored'. These parsons need not be or th,. tenure

track; if not, thoy would have a reasonable assurance of long-

trrm emnleymene, given 'good performance.

c. The position of Director of Freshman Rhetoric'sbould be consiicre0

as a major appointment:in the Department to be gtven only to

these who can give leadership.to this enterprise over a *reason-
-

able period.

Although the verbal communication programin Speech Communications la

currently much smaller than fi.eshman rhetoric, additional support fcr

its administration and supervision should be seriously considered.

As in freshman rhetoric,pronotion should,depend on research and

ouglication ar w0.11.ar3 on teachir8 and administrative effaCtiveneG,
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4. Both departments should implement the following recommendations:

a. The orientation, training and close sopervision of instructors

should be continued and expanded. First year teaching assistantE.

should meet with a supervisor regvaarly; tipir clasees ou6ht

to be visited several timea during a semester and their grading

of assigned papers reviewed by a senior staff member.

b. Both departments should assign interested and qualified faculty

to teach in ttle reipactive writing programs from time to time.

c. Research in the teaching of writing should be encouraged and

periodic studies of the effectiveness of writing programs

should be conducti

d. Present articulation prorramf6 with English departments in the

state AOcid r eximhd ! and enriched, and workshops and summer

institutes for wri:ing should be organized. Support'

for these a iiitjc Ii noi. to be found both locally ar

from outside s'Ifces.

e. A gu:ide and style stwvt which can baUsed by faculty and

stulents cort:oLl. the College should be developed. (Ideally,

se-,erai sllould be Lo;p.ed to accomFwdate dif:ering modcs.ann

require,hents of the (liffei:ent dis:!iplinary areas.)

J. A college-level afl1Ltet shi ap2ointec: to mol:ito,: the rer!ulyel a

writing prograr_s in the Departments of Speech Communications and

English and t L vide l'aisch with other units in the College or

the University.
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D. General Policies

1. More extensive use of written Englishon student reports, papers and

examinations Should be encouraged by the Col/ege and by all depart-

ments. Annual reports from department's should include statements

summarizing efforts undertaken to improve the quantity and quality

of student writing.

2. Departments andSchools should conduct competitions to reward

students for writing of special merit and distinction.

3. Placement officers should cmphasize the importance of good writing

to students in all fields.

4. . Appropriate college officials, in onsultation with the Units

August 1976

involved, should define precisely the scope and-purpose of all

remedial or developmental writing activities and these should be

widely publicized.
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VIII TWE-WESTIOVNAIRE SURVEY--TECHUICAVEPORT

..."NData and Methods

Data used in the analysis were obtained by mailing separate self-administered'

survey questionnaires7to faculty and to a representatiVe sample of undergraduate

st/Adunts. From the College's enrollment lists, 420 potential respondents were ran-

domly selected from all seniors td receive questionnaires by mail; questionnaires

wera also distributed to all faculty members of professorial rank (750). In ill,

data were collected from 123 seniors and 282 faculty members, yielding response rates

of 29 and 38.percent. Admittedly,_these response rates are lower than many recent

surveys of unversity populations, yet.not unexpectedly so,given constraints

involving the'time of mailing, the Committee's desire to uie the results quickly

(precluding follow up Tequests),'and the varying interest in the pioblem addressed

in the survey.
. -

Since students were asked:to indicate their acadginic majors

were able to assess the representativeness of

across major divisions of L,a Coliege. By ard

their departmental affiliations, we

the distribution of our respondents

nd faculty to note

larg-e divisions ate proportionally represented by returna from stutlents and faculty,

althour,h In both, samples, the physical science groups are somewhat underrepresented.

Major Divisional Affiliation

Mdior
vtsion

Table H

and Corresponding Response Rates, in Percents

Faculty Faculty Senior Senior
Proportfon/Division Response Pt2portion/Divi-ov-Recfersrt

Humanitie r:; 427 21% 257

iltolos;ical Sciences 13 17 27 26

fhysical Sciences 29 20 20 16

Social Sciences 20 91 32

We .)elieve that, pal.ticUlarly amoni faculty member6, the ditEcren_c.2 in recpsa

Tares obtained in our survey probably reflects ptterns f varylo8 intetzst in ard

prniessionnl concern with the subject mateec of thy 9J2cion.laire i:self, nan.eiy,
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the observed deterioration of writing abilities among current undergraduate students.

Accordingly, we also believe that generalizations based upon the survey results pre-

sented here must be approached with some degree of circumspection, and that the

results are useful primarily as hypotheses'for further research rather than as

absolute statements of general trends in senior and faculty perceptions of the

quality of student writing, the causes of the problems perceived or specific recom-

mendatious. Caution is warranted, then, in deriving generalizations from these

findings due to limitations in sample size and, additionally, to a possible bias

familiar to many survey designs whereby those individuals believing a "problem" to

exist--however defined--are most likely to respond.

Questionnaires administered to both faculty and senior respondents closely

adhered to orthodox social science survey design with respect to general format,

question syntax, and the structuring and wording of response alternatives. Since

porsimony, anonymity, and immediate relevance to the practical concerns:of the cone-

411

.mittee were the principal criteria informing the design of the study, many'of the

customany demographic questions (age, sex, race or ethnicity, socioeconomic back-

ground Characteristics, etc.) were omitted in the final drafts of the questionnaires

which appear in Appendix A. Because a slibstantial number ok open-ended questions

ani l re!.?onse rates are, in general, known to be highly correlated, we'decidc-.,

to resort to closed andYprecoded, rather than open-ended questions, except in :-.hose-

inet-.ances uhere it was hoped more dtailed information could be acquired. General

topics addressed in the questionnaires included depth of exposure to written assign-

ments, perceptions of the influence of quality writing n coursework and future

professional life, sentiments regarding efforts by the student's or faculty membeA,'s

major department to improve student writing ability, ch ges in the writing ability

of stadent6. and specific recommendations to the department or College. Whsrever
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possible, a similar format between faculty and senior versions of the questionkaire

schedule was maintained allowing student-faculty coniarisons on many items.

A departure from the overall similarity of structure of the two questionniires

was warranted in several instances. The first two concerned additional information

requirc_ of senior respondents but not of faculty. Specifically, the student was

asked to indicate the method used to satisfy the University general rhetoric

requirement, i.e., whether he or, she completed one of the courses designated as

meeting this require4lt (Rhetoric 101-102, Rhetoric 105 or 108, or Speech 111 11.2),

took a transfer courae, or was exempted via a proficiency examinatift. acudents

were also asked to recall a course or instructor they felt had significandy con-

.

tributed to an improvement in their writini: &ityle and quility and, subsequently, tc

list aspects seen as responsible for tAa contribution. Finally, we asked faculty

membersbut nut senior respondentsto eValuata the writing duality of current

underl;raclucIte students compared it that ot the "typdcal stLident" enrolled five or

six years ago. Subject t.) thi LforemeationE:(1 qualifications, tb4 Ltem iadicates.

apptoximately of the 1.=,t4e ot deretiorating stadepr wri'ting quality

apeng tacult:, lu Vhen ask., co eompa-,:e current and post Lind-A-graduate

quaLity,.about -e4;:a-c((at) or tne faculty, :retip(Ah(4 t.hat the writing

cf t s stulent.is eft...2r "somewhat woftle" or "s;.gnif-;.cantly worse" tfan

prior t.adeuts. neari.y beiiee that cufrer ,:. onergradnatc are_

"aLoul the r ocLiler tir trormer students with respect to qritinG ability.

A preliminary strategy in th.-.! data analysis involved an as:;essment of actual'

Uistribution.. and coiraspcn perceurses on (.(3,2t-,tionnaire ktems, computed

scparhtely for senior and faculty samplLs. Next:, 60i':2. general compaYisons were

maLie be:ween faculty aur.; student resprs t, all items jointly asked of both.

:-..ubsent,ently, for boih faculty -:;i1 .scni.rs, separate analyses wE..m.. undextaken by

ctosgtaiAllatillg tt mot 1%.p,rtznt ittiss 1.0th majo- divisional affiliatiou
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(Humanities, Biological Sciences, Physical Sciencesr and Social Sciences), noting

resulting percentage breakdown. Finally, we extended.this analysis by comparing

responses of individuals majoring in, or teaching in, those departments which

actually teach writing skills (English, Rhetoric, and Speech Communication) with

individuals affiliated with all other departments. Thisidistinction is reflecied

in the reference to "Writing Department" and "Oth2r" in Appondix-"B."

Major Findings of the Survey

General Comparison of Student an3 'Faculty Resnonses

There'were several noteworthy similarities between the collective responses of

students and faculty. On the question of previous departmental effort to upg:ade

student writing,quality, for example, both students (84%) and faculty (82%) fee3

that little or nothing has been done. A majorityof both students (65.9!) and.

faculty (60%) believe that the writing ability of the typical student irproves after

his or her matriculation at tIbe University. Only a small group of students (14.6%)

and faculty (12.9Z) bear witness to deterioration in any degree. Finally, there

appears to be substantial agreement among both students and faculty over what might

be done to improve tha quality of student writing; repeatedly, respondents from each

'group recommended (a) the reorientation or extension f the.rbetoric requirement;

(b) more written-assignments ins,tead of multiple chc_ e examinat4m1is; and (c)

shifting the focus of instruction to include more cricicm and commentary on

student writing.

Nonetheless, student and faculty respondents disagreed on severa] is ues, Tn

typical courses at the 100-,200-.aud 000-levels, for example, students note thlt

Tney have written fewer papers than the faculty claim to have required, a finding

which persists through each of the divisions of :Ale College. Convk:-rsely, st:udents

claim to have written longer papers than faculty beli!?tie they have required. .AlsQ,

6 1
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faculty claim that their mid-term and final examinations require substantially more

in terms of written response than students felt had been required of them.

An interesting paradox emerges On the question of writing ability as acriterion

influencing final course grades. Students (22.5%) much more than facUlty (10.4%)

view their writing skill as a factor influencing their final grades; conversely,

relatively few faculty,(22.9%) cite content alone as'a criterion in evaluating

student performance, while a large number of students (41.7%) believe that it is.

Faculty (85%) believe that writing ability will have a considerable or major effect
_

on a student's professional future far more than do students (56.3%) themselves; and

while faculty are more apt to mention the possible adverse effee't of poor writing on

scholarly work and collegial communication, students seem,more concerned over gea-

eral writing competence. Finally, very few students (1%) recommend increasing

admission standards as a means ofimproving Writing quality, while number 6f-faculty

(15.8%) regard this as a potential corrective.

Intra-Faculty Comparisons

An effort was made to distinguish between faculty respondents from four

divisions of the College--the Humanities, Biological Sciences, Physical Sciences

ana the Social Sciences. The results indicate several substantial differencss. Tr

typical courses at all levels, for example, the social sciences faculty consistently

assign fewer papers,than other divisions; humanities instructors, on the other hand,

show a tendency to require longer pagers. Ihere seems to be considerable variatjr,n

In the emphasis upon written response in mi&.term and final examinations. And

finally there is substantial variation in the proportion of a typical course grade

determined by writing quality, ranging from the humanities (29.6%) down to the

social (10.37), biological (9.9%) and physical sciences (5.1%).

There seems to be general agreement among the varioua.divic.ionf; over the cri-

teria used to evaluate writing quality; typica/ly, these were noted as the mechdhics

6 2
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of grammar, punctuation, spelling, etc., followed by responses pointing toward over-

all style and content. But the divisions seem to disagree over the degree of the

writing "problem" and its ploper correct!svr2. Those respondents in the humanities,

for example, were virtually unanimous (98.2;9 in recommending departmental or

cdilege-level intervention to improve student writing quality, while over a third

(34.7%) of those in the physical sciences recommend that no action be taken. Appar-

ently related to this is the fact thatphysical scientists are subatautially less

likely (10.9%) than their counterparts to regard writing ability as a wajor Influence

on a student's professional future.

. Those faculty members affiliated with departments which teach writing courses

are more apt to claim that the writing of the typical student improves during his

pr her stay at the University (72.2%). Conversely, the same "writing department"

faculty tend to view current undergraduates as worse writers than previous students;

and this view was shared, though less strongly, by other deparments as well.

'Finally, "writing department" facultY are twice as likely as other faculty to recom-

mend the reorientation or extension of the rhetoric requirement as a potential

corrective. This group is also markedly less prone than other faculty members to

recommend more stringent admissions

Intra-Student Comparisons

There appearto be substaatial

standards (r.5% vs. 8.8%).

differences among students as well as taculty

3mong thevario-as divisions of th2 College. The number of papers required in a

cypt al course, for example, varies noticeably, with students majoting in the soclal

bcierces claiming they have written substantially fewer papers than other studenr,

while those in the humanities claim to have written substantially more. Students

3.n the humanities feel that a larger proportion of written response is required in

their examinatiops, and they also cOnsider writing ability to be a major determinant

(70'.) in their final course grade. Physical science students believe overwhelmingly
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(69%) that their faculty evaluate studeat writing on only content-related criteria;,
4

this sharply conflicts With the fact that only a small number of phYsical science

faculty members (18%) claim to employ content alone as the means of writing evalua-

tion..

The principal method of satisfying the LAS.rhotoric requirement also differs

8c.-ording to division. ,Very few stUdents in the humanities (2%), for example, have

satisfied this-requirement through a proficiency examination, while nearly a third

(32%) of the physical science majors have done so. Moreover, students Who took a

prn-cribed course to satisfy the rhetoric requirement consistently (79%) reported

that the quality of'their writing had improved since matriculating at the University;

conversely, nearly a third (30%) of the transfer students and even more (40%) of the

proficiency students stated that their writing had deteriorated. Over a fourth (26Z)

of the social science majors have noted deterioration in the quality of their

writing since entering the University.

There are' substantial differences across divisions in students' perceptionsOf

the future importance of writing ability. Predictably, students in,the humanities

consistentky (32%) view writing skill as a considerable or major influ6nce on their

future, while scarcely a quarter (26%) 3f those in the physical sciences feel that

their writing ability per se will aFfect their professional careers. Those studero:s

majoring in departments which teach writing courses are more likely than are students

in other departments to stress personal, soCial., ;Ind non-earcer aspects of t:

future thus affected.

vinally, there are suhstan:-.ial differences among the divisions on the question

of potential correctives to student writinr, disabilities. Studens in the biologi

zal.and social sciences, for example, must consis-tently recommend more writing

6 4
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assignments, while thqse in the humanities place more stress on the veorientation

end extension of the rhetoric requ!rement and generally upgradirlg.the quality of

writing instrqdtion. Students who have satisfied the rhetoric requirement through

proficiency examinations are'far more likely than others to recommend more Wrktten.

assIgaments es a potential corrective) but far less likely than others to recommend

reori.entation or extension of the rhetoric reqmiremenr.

6 5
1-7C,



COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS AND SCIENCES - UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS AT URBANA-CHAMPAIGN
294 Lincoln Hall

COMMITTEE ON THE USE OF EaGLISH
FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE

"". Appendix A

How many papers are required in a typical undergraduate course which :,ou have

recently taught at the fol1owin4 levels? Approximate Number

Department Course Number of Papers

1b0 Level
200 Level
300 Level

2. What is.the approximate average length of these papers? (Circle appropriate

number)

Department ,. Course. 1-3 476 7-9 10-12 13-15 Over 15
o

100 Level 1 2 3 4 5 6

200 Level ,2 3 4 5 6

300 Level .'- 1 2 3 4 , 5 . 6

Describe a typical assignment--or attach a sample assignment sheet if you wish.

3. With regard to examinations (mid-'term and final) given in the courses cited

above, please note the approximate proportion of each which require written
responses of 'at least paragraph length:

0-20% 21-40%
Mid-Term (or typical hourly exam)

(Circle appropriate number)

41-60% 61-60% 81-100%

100 Level 1 2 3 4 5

200 Level 1 2 3 4 5

300 Level _ 1 2 3 4 5

Final
:

100 Level 1 2 3 14 5

200 Level .1 2 3 4 5

300 Level 1 2 3 4 5

L

4. In the courses noted above, approxirnatelr what proportion of the student's final

grade is determined by the .Cluality of his or her writing? (Please estimate %)

Please note below any criteria which you employ ih evaluating the quality of

writing on a student's paper or examination.
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Faculty Questionnaire 2

5. In your judgment, to what extent is the professional future of a typical student
in your.field affected by the quality of his or her writing?

Littl Influence Some Influence Considerable Influence Major Influence
,

1 2 3 4

What particular aspects in the professional life of a typical student do you
feel will he affected by the quality of his or her writihg? (Please describe)

6. In general,fhow would you compare the writAg ab;.lity of present undergraduate
students wiih that of former s,udents (of 5 or 6 years ago)?

Significantly Significantly

Better Somewhat Better About the same. Somewhat Worse .Worse

1 2 3 4 5

7. How much has your department (or division) done to improve the quality of
student writing? (Circle appropriate number)

Nothinr Very Little Quite a Lot A Great Deal

1 2 3 4

Please note what your department has done in this regard: (Use back of page .

if more space is required.)

8. In your judgment, ho..4 has the writing quality of a typical undergraduate student
in your field chang,,,d r'.urilvr his or her stay at the University?

greatly Soro 1:rchanged Somewhat Greatly

Deteriorated Deteriorated

Fieae r whIch T7),! beiv, may account for any c,.:nge.

9. Eo you b,lieve efforts oucht to be undertakn by th Aepartment

the Collepe to the. .;uuliry of ',tadent writing?
Yes
No

What wou..-,f est: Oko a.,it2onai pages if you
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COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS AND SCIENCES - UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS AT URBANA-CHAMPAIGN

294 Lincoln Hall
0

COMMITIEE ON THE USE OF ENGLI H
SENIOR OJESTIONNAIRE

Please note ybur aocial security number and major (field of concentration).

SS#
Major

../

1. About how many papers have you been required to write- in a typlcal course in

your major department at each of the following levels? ,

,
Approximate Numbel, of

Department .Course Number Papers in Each Course

100 Level
200 Level,
300 Level

/ .

2. What was the approximate average length'of your papers in these courses? Circle

apprdpriate number)

Department, Course 1-3 4-6 7:9 10-12 13-15 Over 15

100 Level 1 2 3 4 5 6

200 Level 1 2 3 4 5 6

300 Level' 1 2 3 4 5 6

3.- With regard to examinations (mid-term or finals) taken in the above courses,

please indicate the approximate percentage of each which required written

responses of at least paragraph length. (Circle appropriate number)

0.420%

,Mid-term (or typic'al hourly exam)

21-40% 41-60% 81-100%

100 Level 1 2 3 4 5

200 Level 1 2 3 4 5

300 Level 1 2 3 4 vor 5

Final
100 Level . 1 2 3 . 4 5

200 Level
300 Level

1

1

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

4. Looking back on a typical course in your major, approximately what percentage

of youl, grade was determined by the quality of your writing? (Give % estimate)!

.

From your observation, what criteria do instructors Use to evaluate the quality

of youe writing? -(Please APscribe:)

5. In your opinion,.how much has your major department done to improve the quality

of written English among its students? (CirelA appvopviate number)

Nothing Very Little Quite a Lot A Great Deal

1 2 3 4

Please brief1x describe what your department has done in ihis area: (Use

back of page if more space is required.)
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Senior Questionnaire 2

6. Please note below any course or instructor (inside or Outside of your major
department) that you feel has contributed to an improvement iin.youf writing
style and quality.

Course Title

Inat:lictor

In your opinion what .aspects of the course or practices of the instructor
contributed to this improvement.

7. Which course did you take to satisfy the University's rhetoric requirement?
(Circle appropriate number)

Rhetoric 101-102 Rhetoric 105 Speech 111-112 Transfer Course Proficiency
or 1081' (other college) -(AP, Dept. Prof.)

1 2 3 4 5

In your judgment how helpful was the course noted-above in preparing you for
the writing assignments given at the University? (Circ. )propriate number)

Extremely helpful Of some Help Of Little Help Of No Help
1 9 3 4

8. How would you characterize any change in the quality of your writing since you
came to the Uniiersity. (Circle appropriate number)

Greatly Improved Somewhat Improved Unchanged Somewhat Deteriorated Greatly Deteriol

1 2 3 4 5

If the quality of'your writing has changed, what have been the pimary causes?

9. To what extent will the quality of your writing influence your academic or
professional future? (Circle appropriate number)

Little Influence Moderate Influence -Considerable Influence Major Influtp

1 2 3

What aspects of your future do you feel will be most affected hy the quality
of your writing? (Please describe:)

10. From your paint of vi e. what might be done by the department cr the colle
improve.the general qualitY Of student writing? (Atach additional Tv.u:=, if

ft
you wish.)
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APPENDIX B

STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF FACULTY AND SENIOR QUESTIONNAIRES

How many papers are required in a typical undergraduate course at the following levels:.

(FQ 1) ±"..i2LYLLkSLEUql.Y_Igl? in your major department? (SQ 1)

p 282 FACULTY n x123 SENIORS

0110

Cour;es, Mean Median % "None" Mean Median I "None"

100 Level 2,51 1.47 34.27 1,41 .71 43.67

200 Level 2.62 .1.55 19.6 1.55 .86 39.8

100 Level 2,49 1.42 .15.9 1,59. 1,13 28.1

Breakdown by LAS Division and by Writing Departmentsand Others

100 Level

Humanities 3,26 2.68 2.38 1.38

Biological Scie%ce 1.30 .33 1.80 ' .30

nysical Sciences 2,74 .40 .88 .15

Social Sciences 1.9 .43 .68 .68

Arg Departments :..15 J.21 3.77 4,00

OtL..f. 2,04 .82 1,09 .52

2,TJ Level

Humanities 3.58 2.29 2.62 2,00

Biological Sciences 1,36 .50 1,69 .43

Physical Sciences 3.40 !2.00 , .69 .17

Social Sciences .78 / .N .91 .75

D'epartments 4.52 2.44 3,31 3,20

Others 2,07 1.24 1.30 .64

300 Level

liumanities 3.05 1.97 2,20 1.79

Biological Sciences 2.83 1.43 1.46 .72

Physical Sciences 2,41 .92 1,00 .44

Social Sciences 1,41 1,15 .1.46 1.22

'iriting Departments 4.23 2.33 2,54 2.38

Others 2.19 1.30 1.47 1.00



' (FQ 2) What is the approximate

FACULTY' SENIORS

average length of these papers '(in typal pages)

.13-15 15+ 1-3 4-6 7-(i 10-12 13-15

(SQ :2)

.15+
Course 1-3 4-6 7-9 10.-12

100 Level 17%

200 Level 14

300 Level 6

55%

33

21

16% 9% 3% 11, 11% 44% 23",', 16%
t

21 ' 14 9 8 10 24 .44 27

14 23 12 24 10 17 16 26

Breakdown by LAS Division and, bv 'h-i!,u De ortment.,; and Others

--

15 17

,

.......

100 Level

Humanities 4 15% 61% 14% 4% 2'4, 9',/, 13% 447, 19.1, 13% -- 4%

Biological Science 40 40 20
... ... 44 22 22 11

Physical Science 27 55 3' 9 50 30

Social Science

firiting Derts 15

33

65

33

13

25

4

8
..,

15

42

69

33

15

17

1

8

Others 18 49 16 12 4
9 10 37. 26 20 8

200 Level

Humanities 15 41 20 13 7 5 11 30 26 26 4 5,

Biological Science 22 33 11 11 11 11 17 33 23 17 8

Physical S,cience 50 25 25
.... 23 50

Social Science -- 6 31 25 19 19 5 11 21 42 16 5

Writing Depts 13 50 21 4 13 -- .) 39 16

.0thers 15 27 21 18 8 11 12 13 26 31

300 Level

Humanities 8 22 16 24. 13 17 11 19 7 22 /A 12

Biological Science 7 '36 19 19 10. 10 25 31 25 19
--

Physical Science 9 27 14 36 00 H 12 r.) 7 13 49,

Social Science 2 4 7 '18 18 52 7 23 36 13 23

Writing Depts 3 20 23 23 17 1 15 15 15 16 31 8

Others 7 21 .12 23 11, 26 (i 17 16 28 12 18

177.
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FACUL1Y SEALE

Uith regard to examinations in the above courses, please infiicate the approximate percentage of each which

regUileasitup responses of at least paragraphlgth. (SQ 3) e

u720% 21-407, 41-60% 61-80% .81-100% 0-20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-80% 81-100%

(FQ 3)

Nidterm Examinations

100 Level

200 Level

100 Level

100 'Level

51%

30

22

10%

13

10

La

P,

9

47

11

9

Humanities 14% 14% 77 77

Biological Sciences 64 5 9 j

ihysical Sciences ,71 12 .6
as

Social Sciences 61 10 10 2

Writing Departments 8 15 8

Others 56 9 8 4

200 Level

Humanitie, 4 7 4 7

Biological Sciences 41 10 28 7

Physical Sciences 43 21
Oh 14

Social Sciences
,

36 15 6 15.

Writing Departments 8
.. 8

Others 33 14 12 11

300 Level

Humanities 3 3 3 3

Biological Sciences 37 3 17 17

74
Physical Sciences

Social Sciences

41

15

18

15

12

8

..

10

Writing Departments 8
.... _

Others 23 11 11 10

27%

35

50 .

1

59%

18

12

17

69

22

347 13% 67, 13% 34%

17 8 13 12 50

14 10 7 12 57

117 77 4% 227. 4 577.

44 11 11' 11 23

70 22 4 4.

42" 17 8 8 25'

9 13 4 26. 48

42 13 6 9 30

78 8

14 7

21 67

27 36

85 13

29 ,19

87 7

27 17

29 37

53 4

92 7

45 15

3

21

17

n
u

29

WEI

16

..

17

12 20 8

4 13 17

9 13 11

4 4 7

11 17 11

30 5 14

2 4 , 20

.40 7 7

11 7 13

66

43

..

24

52

49

78

43

14

70

78

54
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S. .

Percentage of Writing on Final Examinations

,

, 'FACULTY

(FQ 3 cont)

_
1 0-207,

4

Final Examinations

100 Level 52%

200 Level 30

300 Level 25

21-40% 41-60t 61-80%

8% 67 5%

.11 9 12

7 5 10

100 Level

Humanities 13 14 3

Biological Sciences 64 5 ..

Physical Sciences 77 6 6

Social Sciences 71 7 12

Writing Departments 8 .15
..

'Others 57 7 7

200 Level

'Humanities .4 8
00

Biological Sciences 45 7
n1
/4

Physical Sciences 43 21 MO

Social Sciences 33 12 9

',.:riting Departments , 8
.. ..

Others '34 12 10

300 Level

Humanities 4
60 MO

Biological Sciences 38 3 14

'Physical Sciences 53 18
MO

Social ScienCes 20 10 5

Writing Departments 8
OM Oft

Others 28 8 6

76

7

9

..

2

5

12

10

14

13

8

12

SENIOR: (SQ 3 cont)

M.

81-100% 0-207 21-407 41407 61-80% 81-100%

297 31% 14% 5% 13% 37%

38 17 6 12 14 52

53 12 11 7 12 58

t

62 8 6 4 22 60

23 50 10 10 10 20

11 70 22 4 .., 4

17 32 27 5 9 27

77 4 12 4 28 52

23 39 15 5 33

77 5 7 5 18 67

17 15 8 23 8 46

21 80 .. .. 20 ."

33 35 4 26 4 . 30

84 4 13 4 22 57

32 20 4 14 11 51

89 , 7 (.
.. 8 81

28 14 14 23 11 37

29 30 35 8 1:4 14

55 6 2 .18 70

92 '7
... .. 13 80

48 '13 ,13 C 12 54
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FACULTY SENIORS

Approximately what percentage of the grade was determined by the quality of writing
.

(FQ '4)

Humanities

Biologidal Sciences

Physical Sciences .

Social Sciences

Writing Departments

Others

All Departments

(FQ 4b)

in the courses noted above? f( in a typical course in your,major? (SQ 4)

Mean Median Mean Median

34,61 29,67, 64%

17.1 9,9 ,16

6.6 5,1 16

15.8 10,3 28

46,4 40,5 74

---\.
17.0 9.9 28

i

1

21.2 10.4 32,5

In evaluating the nuality'of writing on papers Dr examinations,

70%

10

5

23

80

20

22.5

(SQ 4b)

what criteria did you employ? .
what'criteria did instructors use?,

24.7% 33,5%1, General clarity of expression 1, Content, :acts, supporting material

2. Organiationoirder1y transition of ideas, 2. General clarity of expression 16,3

paragr h flow 18,6 3. Ogani:Lion, orderly tDansition of ideas,'

3. Grammar, sentenco structurE, punctuati6n, , 16.3peragraph flow
.

spelling, etc. , 15,2 4, Grammar, punctuation, spelling, sentence

4. Content, facts, bupportilmateria:,, 14,4 stncture, etc.
.

11,5

5. Conciscess and focused thnir 7,6 5, Conciseness and focused theois 7.8

6. All oth(...'s 19.5 6, All ethers 14.6'

Breakdown of above Critc-..:iQy area
? .

0

Human Bi Sc it Sc So Sc 11. D Other I"aman El Sc Ph Sc So Sc Wr D Other

1, . 23,7% 19.7% 36.E 24.4% 16.4% 24.5% 1, :6% 38% 647 33% 21% 38%

. 2. 18,5 25,8 10,0 18.6 13,6 18.2 2, :6 20 16 14 15 16

15,1 13.6 16,0 16,3 10.0 15.2 3, 21 7 5 21 24 15

78 34: 10.3 19,7 1 12,0 17,4 5,5 14.3 4, '14 16
... 10 12 11 1

S. 7.8 9,1 8.0 5.8 3.6 8
..

.0 5. L 17
.

0
n

3 9 79
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FACULTY SEHIORS

(FQ 5) To what extent will the quality of writing (SQ 9)

affect the professional future of a typical student? influence ypur academic or professional future?

Little Come Considerable Major

Influence Influence Influence Influence

Little Moderate Considerable Major

Influence Influence Influenee Jnfluence

Humanities .970 5.370 38.17 55,8% 4 197 38% 44%

Bieogical Sciehces 2.2 15.2 58.7 .
23,9 .12 . 52 24 12

Ihysical Sciences 1.8 36.4 50,9 , 10.9 16 58 16 10

Social Sciencas 3. 4 5,1 55,9 35.6 2 31 41 26

9riting 'Apartments 2.4 31,7 65.9 38 62

()thers 2 2 15.1. 50.0 31,9 7 42 31 20

All Divisions 1.8 13,2 48.0 37.0 6,3 37.3 31.7 24.6

'hat particular aspec:s in a student's professional

(FQ 5h)

What aspects of your future will be most aected by

the qua1ity7pf your writirr,? (SQ 9b)

0

1, Scholarly writing and publishing 30.0% 1, Chosen career involves competent w*ing

2, Routine comuunication with colleagues generally. 36.6%

'(letters, reports, evaluations) 23.2 2, Scholarly writing and publishing I 21.2

3. Virtually all aspects of one's professional 3. Amission to) and success in graduate c:

life ' 10,2 professional'schoctl 17,2

4, Teaching and lecture preparation 8,4 4. Job applications, resumes, vitae, etc, 10,1

5. 'Career mobility, evaluation of superiors 6.3 5. Social correspondence, non job-related reasonS 6,0

6. Ability to conceptualize ot organize one's 6. Chosen career requires tecUical report writing 3.0

thoughts 4,2, All otheis. 5.9

All others 17.7

Aspects broken down by divisions (faculty questionnaire)

Human Bi Sc Ph Sc So Sc Wr D Others All

1. 23.1% 36,0% 33.3% 30,87 27.5% 29,7% 30.07

2. 14.0 16.0 40,2 30,8 9,8 25.8 23.2

3, 16,1 6,7 -- 14,1 20.0 8.7 '10,2

4, 14,0 9.3 3,4 2.6 11.8 7.8 8,4

5, 6.3 8.1 8,0 2,6 5.9 6.3 6.3

6, 2.,1 2.7 1.1 7.7 5.9 3.9 4,2
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(FQ 8)
FACULTY c,EN10113 (SQ 8)

How has the writing quality of a typical undergraduate ih' How would you Jlarateri7.eany change in the quality

mir field changed during_ his/her sty at the Universiti? of your writing since you cam( ..', the Udvcritv?

Greatly Somewhat Somewhat Greatly Greatly Somewhat Soni,lh
.,:i

t

(

Greatly

Improved Improved Unchanged D2terioratedleteriorated Tgroved im,Ereved Ynchangrl DeteriorJted Deteriorated

)

Humanities 7.4% 64.9% 13.87 12,87 1,17, 317 53/, l'

Biol Sci 3.6 60,7 21,4 7.1 7,1 6 158

('
3

ny Sci 2,7 37,8 48,6 10,8 ". 11 12 4

Soc Sci 8,3 36,1 44,4 .83 2.8 16 :42 16

'Jr Depts 5.6 72,2 1,1,1 8.3/ 2,8 39 62 .. ..

Others 6.3 494, 30.8 11.3 1.9 14 48 14

1r,

All 6,2 53,8 27,2 10,8 2,1 16.7 49.2 19,1 ?: )
,,

i.

:.

(FQ 8b)

Tlrovement

Please list reasons which you believe may account in' :Cily

Improvement

1, Practice, more papers, essay exams . 3!,7

2, Extensive instructor criticism and comments 10,6

3. Increased maturity or intOlectual develop-

ment amonj students

Humaities Biol Sci Phy Sci Soc Sci Total .

1. 34,8% 34,6% 37,6% 45,5% 31,7%

9
15.2 7,7 -- 13.6 10.6

3. 9.8 7.7 6.3 4.5 7,7

Deteriorkion

4

1. Indifferent faculty, no effort to teach good

writing 5.0

2. Too few written assignments 4.4

3. Students have little motivation to improve

their writ4ng 2.8

1. 2.2 3.8 18.8 13,6 5,0

2. 2.2. 7:6 18,8 4.5 4.4

3. 2,2 - 6,3 9.1 2,8

8b)

82,8,

1. Fractic,,,, m,,r..: pap,-,6. ai.vi N),ft,l-

assignments 15,5

2. RhetoriC or othr.q. :rrodvt.ory '.,:ri,',:n

, course 11 1

3. Respondent's personal desire and efforrs 5.1

Humanities Biol Sci OS Sec Sci

1. 427, 32:4 14: 4),)

2. 8 .16 3 11

3, 11

Deterioration

1. Lack of practice

choice exams

ei multiple

17.2

15,2

V.2
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(FQ

SENIORS

bur:, been ,;one to 14rovo the quality ,t student writing by

yeur_L2117-ent (or divion )? your major department?. *Sq 5)

Quite A

ndinv L.,!.1k A lot Nal. 1,1',Int

Very Quite A great

Little A lot Deal

25,E 67, 41,' 4P, 97

Biological Scien,H 76,7 64 6 --

vsical Scionc!.. 1).3,v., 53 47

Social Sciences 1.4! Li,f? 52 41 7
O.*

WriLing Depamlent 23 54 23

(Ars (j.1 49 42 10

44. 40 14

Ple,..se note what ,..o.Jr d.-!'"tre"t thi' roa,V .7(1 "h\

19,8

1. Offer:, cour.,e5 desined !,:o improve ut:Ang

1Rstructor :-ritique and comment ;;rplv up(.41 stTient wttin deficioncH

3. Require cor, ritte assivnt.6 15.6

4. Expects exc,.,11.J1 ik qudel writik, and c; xc:i t bc kcwn 14.6

5. Deportmflit ihened r!%itoric te6 5.2

6, Upgrading and beret in-arvice tno or tn 3 and 1.YF 2,2

7. Enconrv..: thet e'yr. to wrle 1.1

C. kqui:es 1;..eign language trainin 1.1

Should any urlertaken by tie depart or

colle, to 1prov( ti uil of, ,..uJent ,tin,? (faculty; FQ
,

Humanities

, Biological Sc:enck!

Physical Sc.ences

Social Scienct4

DE-Ar!.::ten

OtHri

84

36.6
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ILILipf111 efforts should be undertaeen? ,(FQ,9b)

17,8%

16,2

9,6

7,9

7 4

7,2

6.2

5,9

4,4

3.0

2.5

2.2

1.5

1,5

1,5

1,2

1 2

Whet might be done by tlic: departint or col*

,Itignove general oualitv of, stude writinf?

to

(SQ

frnt2_
Wr

i

8

6

Nore written
assignments in coure5 esay exams

FAtend rhetoric requirement

Pressure grammar
and high schools to do job,

iesrructors grade
partially on ha;* of writing

qeality

Rhetoric stress grammar
more ft literature

i%Lerpretatien

Stiffen admissions
standards to the University",

Stiffen grJding in rhetoric courses

Remedial welting
clinics for students with problems

iore detela,instructor
Aicism and comments

partments require
specialized or technical

el:iting course for,majors

XandatOry writing
Wils exam for 1 students

,

midway ir their tareers

'eequire mo i.

revisions of Poorly written papers

C,onviw. ,students of importance of quality writing

'ake teaching of rhetoric.as "respectsqe" and

Oreer rewarding as reseaich

gNiuire upperclassmen to take an additional'

:Teske' c rse

re were relding

'Jere emptilasi
qcalitative aspects of courses,

on ,;uantitative

;;e'aler classe,s; improved competence of'faculty;

bcpectations of studen't writing; foreign

;e exposure

X(.s! f qrr :econendations in order (leeest frequent)

Require more papers and other writt,n

Pressure grammar and high sc*Ie job

Require more lay exams

Rhetoric stms grammar more than Ii

interprethtion

Provide runedial writing clinic- 6,f

with

Riletof n r Ho;4;

to studats' majoL,

instructors grade part-,.. i.y n hasil, of

quality

Extead rhetoric requirement

Improve competence of faculty ;n writinp. COV,1

More dAailed instructor criticism and coime

Lncourage or require more read,le,

Reduced class size; individualized attention

Most frequent recommoreiLjons ir

Human P Sc So

More pai..ers 3

Prevure schools 2

More essay exams 7

Stress grammar 5

Remed'il clinics 5 6

Relevant courses 6

Quality weiting

Extend rheLoric

Human Di Sc Ph Sc So Sc Wr 1) Other

wriiIng 1 1 4 2 2

5 1

V

2

r' 1 2 3 6 +3 '3

)ua, 7 5 4 4 4

4 8 4. 8 7 5

3 8 8 6

'tAL(:n
7 7 5 5 1

6 7 6 8

Cner

87
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6

4
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r:,PONSES ONLY

(SQ 6b)

no(H below .1cy Lrio, tc, or ont;
quction "What a(Tects of the course or practices of the

Maja area) that. :t' .:.onifiktoJ to a
instructor contributed to this improvement? elicited the

.1219_v_ellent in your ,rit.int, std.. 41).,
Ilowinr.umr,rt- amon, orhett,

Courses miy,t

RhotoriC (..,11 1

(2,0urse ',.(;quircd,papers

Instruct,r
criticized, commented upon written material

purposely designed to improve writing quality.

tv7u.,:tor rlphasized crdativiLy,
orkiiNlity in writing

irjrruccor .10asized grammar, punctuation, sentence structut,

Nuch , s.e.ission and reading of student written assignments

,ons of poorly written papers required

r.oquired essay examinations

rluired rcadings which reflect quality writing style

,,s.tiuctor iirovided highly individualized attention

or pcJded partially on f-.he basis of writing quality

Vph exi., ions of instructoi.
regarding student writing quality

'
Hvcr'JtYr, rhetlric'D.,Airement?

(SQ 75)11e1pfulness of courses used to

Sc So Sc Othert;
:,a'isfy rhetoric requirement

4/.

1).' 6'

..

rc.fit,4g1:d

1;c4.rkr

!

: ,

Rhet 105 or 108 Others

54% 43%

Little or no

help 46 57

'dation accorLK to methOd of fulfilling rhetoric requirement,

TN)k Shut r Sreech fransfer Proficiency

/V, 30Z 337

13 40
q7

8.
40

1 j.

222 501,

-( 10

13 25

17 15

13

9
YIN

89



90

(1'Q 6)

would_you comTa itinabiliy airslienLundigraillialt_with that of former stu .ents (or ,)_ol 6 vi..a

FACULTY RESPONSES ONLY

Significantly

Better

Somewhat

ytter

About the

Same ,

Somewhat Significantly

Worse Worse

kat the sale

or Viler Worse

hmanities 1,04 4,970 39,87 46,67 . 7,8% 45,7% Y4,44

ScienH2s 3,3 6,7 '40,0 33,3 / 16,7 IC,0 50,0

Sciences 44,2 39,5 16,3 44,2 55,8

SocL, Sci(T-es 6,8 59,1 22,7 11,4 34,1

Writing Departm ts 2i 5,3 28.9 55.3 7,9 36,8 6.3,2

Others .

o,5 4,4 47,8 .35,2 12,1 48,7 47,3

al Divisions 0,9 4,5 44,5 .38,5 11,6 49,9 50,1-

Criteria used_ to evaluate student qualy:

Pcceived student

writiu abilv
Criteria Used

Content Style Necharics

Same cr

fl

!rcr 347

23

20%

19

467

58

Aupst 1976
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COLLEGE OF LIBERAL A2TS AND SCIENCES - UNIVERSITY OF 11,71NOI:

Professors Roger K. Applebee
Douglas Applequist
Robert W. Johannsen
Robert A. Jones
Reinu
Howard S. IsIaclay

Jaes Scanlon

Dear Colleagues:

l''JiAA-CHAMPAlt;N

Appc..1(Ux C

29:4 Lincoln H11'

September ) )

There is increasing concer n the detei:otating quality the

English languase as used by our undergraduntos; and, after.con.oilting with tho
Executive C,-)mmittee of the Colleoe, I am appointing an ad hoc_ ':ommit.tee on the
Use of English (composed'of representatives of the faculty and with Dean Arpleboe
as Chairman) to consider what might be done to reverse this tre.:d In the Coliege.
the problem is obviously a complex one: tbore'is little in contomporarv :beioty
,that encourages.either literacy or Skill in written communication In the colloge-
age group. Public schools appear.t lave abandoned the effort; uld, tt 7.ust

confessed, there is little imiistence on the part of the faculty te promte h.
standards of language usage among our students,even in rhe huLLInitfc! lnd so,

sciences.

We are not alone in our ,-oncez.n.: RepdrtA; froT t

to the lower achievement of high school sLuden:i r.. 1..,lvoraitic aro

addressing themselves to the problem.- lit 1. clear to me Lhat we. mut tuldertak,,
a more serious and concerted effort to improve the situation r.v. we hay,: Sh Lt:e

past. ie responsibility for impr:)vement sutl Hot bt- LP the F.L.,g11.

Departtent alone; the effort must. be a 7eaera1 on wht ight point- !o

chaages in admission standarJs guidance !),

general.

If we are to avoid c.oillcn.ne, gradv.:a t d of peona,',e that

is the inevitable result of.one' t -11tv. to. e-,::ecs r.ob..aatolv in

spoken and writt,,n English, then I e ! tr:tp,:t be undertaken.

would appreciate your,advie and ,4e1 re); ,Atv, ninertake

end in the development of :1.1 ! pt atc ovc 1 st-rt4-.':y 7e to

acliorate the problem.

I write to ask you -, serve membors of th. dctor-
.

. what steps.are appropriate for '1 to t.ne in :o ef:ort Lo improve atenda-r-d.;

written communication in the (.7(,1Lee. In addition to the faculty I

am preparod to offer _financial suroort to tle Committoo to er:.ploy A l a-arch

,assiatanc to help with coniH _ation of data. I rblt t.cr !!!,,
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Aild not be as thorough and comprehensive in its revlew as Lime permits. You
need not respond to this letter if you can consent to serve. Needless to say, I
will be very grateful for your assistorce. I w!.1.1 call a meeting of the committee
in the near future co r;if,uss the matter and lay before you the issues that seem
'to be iavolved as far os I can identify them at this time.'

RWR:umc

cc: M. W. Weir
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Sincer-ly yours.

' Al

Robert W. Rogers /

Dean



',ppendix
TABU'. I

Cot,ten! !hc ACT Engl. !I 1.

-1( A and graph cnvenLioI.;; in Ar,.!en.nt;

-:erh torms; u:.(2 advorh, ond l tj-10 LU antecedont.;;;

(1 r op r C I i u f Lo2;t

clau; pat-.11U1' .; pl. nt 01 modifier,,,, and

,red1cAtion and -thitted c. a);trnction2,. (Pro;Hert I .25)

Vord choice And 1 Hlci i econ Li.

on t est = L.))

:nd 7:it. Ion .; ; the : Of inappro-
prial,., ide1 !L. and sti',-.mont i,roper o Ilvirco-

pri.it, conc ion oi tet

,.Arr ago, ;he o;.ten

-ange has all but 1:

appAred. cowbov:,

In:rd Ct a C

prac!

rat. 'r2 11 '

intcnt,;

"arpo.t:

P. ,;(1

!

, -1111 r o hon;o!

rourf.e, They
. .1 hold

!1

-

ovor r

1 h I.

) o!

!. I.

acre.;, por

than

n.

on. -fourth ci

ThL

Gity,

9 4

No

a. nearly a
thousand

like 1000
1. in the neigh-

borhood of
A thousand

NO CHANGE
in each;

J. ;IL ...ach one;
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