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COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS AND SCIENCES - UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS AT U BANA-CHAMPAIGN

ST : i ' - : . : August 30, 1976

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON- THE USE OF ENGLISH -
) c.

o

PURPOSE OF THE COMMITTEE

I. ORIGIN

e v .
Early in the academic year l975-76 reports from two national'festing agencieé .

Vo )indicated that test scores had declined su.stantially during the previous decade,

particularly thoge scores reflecting verbal ability- and the national press was

quick to take up such a fundamental educa;ional issue. Within the”College,general

.

» .COmPlaints about the low qualiéy of student English had been expressed over the past .

- -, .

3 several years, and the Rhetoric Division of tfie Departmeﬁt of English reported that’

o

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

v

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

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

a - o~

_ad hoc Committee on the Use of English to determine the nature of the writing prohc

lem in the College, to asséss.its significance, .and to make recommendations for the
- . \ J
improvement of student writing. Because of the complexity of the task,#Dean'RogerS

-~

and Vice Chuncellor Welr appointed a sub—committee in December, 1975, 'to focus on

ﬁhe particular concerns of remedial ‘or developmental writing.
2 P [

!
o Operation of the Committee ) ‘ .

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

v

on the Use of Englisn,m-' ‘requently during the year, for a total of 27 meetings.
In the early weeks persons from outsider the committee were asked to comment from-

their indigidual “viewpoints; later on the committee was Informed of practices and
- . : : ' ‘e B
opinions in the College from questionnaire responses. ' .

s The committee is grateful for 'the additional unsolicited comments sent to them,
' ’ ’ e . _
often by"general observers, but also by writing specialists. Detailed information on

a~ .
writing in comparable universities,was provided by tng.staff of the Committee on

| . 4

-




. r‘i-tution 1 Cooperation, which had in l975 queried liberal arts deans of the thir-

.. teen CI” ca puses about English compos&tlon. From these early documents, it was

cktear thatrlhevperceived decline in English composition was not a ldcal aﬁfair and .
that many'og our sister institQFions were concerned also to the pbint'of conducting
special'studies’or of charging committees to asséss'"the'writingsproblem." A meeting
of\those hauing primary responsibility'for.thesefstudies was convened in'Chicago in

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

~—

L . . ) 2

be'circulated among CIC univergities.
At.its first meeting the committee:dEtermined.to ascertain student and faculty

-~ views on several of the more apparent issues. To that end two questionnaires'were

‘

developed in some haste——to be distributed to the. faculty of the College apd to a

’
~

random sample of . senior students——both to give factual infarmation about writing

!

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

'
‘ : . -~

solutions to any problems perceived. The data obtained--reflecting both fact and
.opinion-~hayve been/?ound most uséful by theﬁcomﬁittee; and in spite of the modest

return'of.approximately one-third of thé questionnairesg the committee believes the

. 9 . :
fesponses to be a valid and cogent reflection of writing practices and policies in

i
.

the College. : L - J
Early in its discussions .the committee recommended that fthe adyvice from other

campuses be sought to augment informatidn receiVed’from the CIC group.' Letters were
. therefore obtained from chairmen of writing programs on other I1ligois campuses.

Impressions and in some cases histoirical commentaries on student writing were

solicited from publishers and editors specializing in college texts.

2

The comhittee further informed itself of studies of freshman COmposition.that

had beern prgviously undertaken on the national level Along with the two major

a

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

Series (1963); and Thomas Wilcox's The Anatomy of College'English, Jossey-Bass (19v3),

— ,
’

o >




~
¢ - N .
L4 - ©

K Co
members of the committea read articles reflecting some of the issues involved in

" the teaching of college composition, some of them drawn from The Bulletin of th\B

-

Associationgof Departments of English or from NCTE publications such as Colleg .

English and Collegé’Composition and Communication. Of special in'tere~t and %elp

~with regard to' the reports by the testing agencies was an interpretive monograph

.

- by Annegret Harnischfeger and David . E Wiléy 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 0hio State and Indiana were found 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 - £rom the

testing agencies Indicated that the alleged decline in writing ability was very
broad in it's scope. Dean Rogers notes in his letter of charge (September 30, 1975):
The problem is obviously a-complex one:, there is little in contemporary'

society that encourages either literacy or skill. in written communication
~in the college-age group. Public schools appear_ to have abandoned 'the

v " effort; andj it mist be confessed, there is little insistence on the
. part of the faculty to proumote high standards of language usage among
~our students, even in the humanities and social scilences. -

~” Many have in fact asserted that the crux of the difficulty resides in the

schools;'particularly in the secondary schools, where English programs haJe under-
gone consilderable change in the most recent ten or fifteen years.'iEven hadfit been
desirable to explore changes in the substance and method of high school English
’3;@ however, the task would have been beyond the ability of the ad hoc committee to
undertake during the time given it.\’Rather, the committee depended on dinsights
provided by one of its members, Professor James Scanlon, who meet’s period1cally w1th
high school English teachers as a function of the University High School Articula—

. “&ion Program.’ The cormittee was further informed of the secondary school point of
view in a meeting with thé Executive Secretary of the National Council of Teachers

)
-

°

N\

v



. . R . * . k- a
of English, Robert Hogan, and‘ghe Associate Executive Secretary, Edmund Farrell. in

-

addition, the committee chairman had prev-ous experience as a’ high school English

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 schools, . v

v

neither can: it be assumed that it operated in a complete ‘vacuum with respect ‘to high

s > a

school English programs . O ) .li
Most af the recommendationg eventual;y made, however, reflect the committee s

7
general preoccupation with the status’of writing in-the College. Certainly. there -

v

is a great deal more groynd that might be surweyed to pfit the many parts in better
un

*

perspective; buL the nature of 'the chargefas 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. N K -

Qe

It may be argued that a more compreheneive survey shouwld have been'undertaken,

~

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

v A

of the academy is in- fact oral rathér than written, and speaking ability is surelv

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

-

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

LY

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 uery'much

L] . )
. .

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

trate our efforts on an examination of student writing.

A Y

Each member of the committee brought a special perspective to the questions at “
hand, not only from hié'own academic training but also from his own personal experi—
"ence and natural‘predilection. But this is not to say-that the committee was ‘biased,

. . - _ _
+nor thag its members were rrejudiced regarding the issues, the facts, or theiﬂutcomm.

'»;\ ’ . . . Y ' »- | . - - | .
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,;questioned and debated by. the committee from 0ctober to May, happily the recommqua- l

] : .

" On the contrary, insofar‘as possible issues were discussed dé novo; Although the

committee “tepresented" the four disciplinary areas (humanities, socilal sciences,

-
~

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

broaﬁer experience and comprehension. “Opinions, interpretations, and facts were

[N

[

-tions' which form the real ﬁubstance 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 matters/, as there seemed always a viable central position which

] -
was acceptable to all thembers of the committee.- Thus, the recommendations représent,
irL s

the undnimous opinion of the entire group

N

The eonmittee was strongly assisted by two part-time staff members. Dr.

“

Frances Warner, who revjewed much of the background literature and who provided help—

w
e

ful first—hand information from her own teaching experience, and Mr. Robert Bibb,
. N {

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

the data from a statistical point of .view'and prepared the stateument of procedure

" in the Technical Report (p. 55), i ) :

ﬁnm:preliminary parts of this report'are not ‘so much products of committee

- actions as they are independently'written accounts. Rarts I-VI were written by the

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

v

each of these sections, the document was unot subject to line by line approval or -

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

a sqmewhat different view regarding the particular mdtter being reported or. inter- -

preted. pare viir (The Technical Report on the Surveys) wds written in halves by

°

Mr. Robert Bibb and Professor Robert Jjonmes. o o
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-II. EVIDENCE OF DECLINE IN QUALITY OF STUDENT WRITING \// "
: J -

Standardized'ExaminationsT

Table "A" below ¢ites average scores received by all ‘college-bound seniors on
the Scholastic Aptitude Test over the eighteen—year period from 1957 .through 1975

Scores from verbal and mathematics subtests are listed to provide some means of

- . .
comparison and to show that test-score decline 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 period. From l957 to 1963 there ‘was

o

a slight increase in both verbal and mathematical scores.

©

Table A

Mean Scholastic Aptitude Test Scores for College-Bound Seniors (SAT—CEEB)
. , .

Year Verbal Mathematics ~ Year Verbal .Mathematdcs \
1957 473 - 496 - 1967 466 " 492 ' )
1958° 472 496 1968 466 492 :
1959 475 . 498 1969 463 © 493 ’
1960 g - 498 1970 460 488
1961 495 1971 455 - 488 .
1962 498 ‘ 1972 453 484, ' o
1963 . 478 , 502 ' 1973 445 | 481 - . v
1964 :475 498 . 1974 444 480 <
1965. ° 473 496 ' 1975 ' 434 472 -
l966 ) 471 _496 « ‘

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

'ca‘les of bhese_declines on the basis of internal changes——whether or not, for.

example, the tests themselves have changed in form or in ditficulty,'or whether the

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

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

The College Entrance Examination Board has charged a prestigious national committee

2

INew York Times, September 7, 1975. .

2A 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 .remedies to

counter the apparent loss of verbal and mathematical a§ility of high school seniors.

‘At this writing, the national committee continues to study the matter and it is not

likely to.report its findings for some time.

.
-
1

From the point of view of the Collegd, a mpre pertinent set of data tdireview
is provided by the Amefican College Testiné P;ogfam, the ngtioﬁal teéting agé&py
which produces the entrance examination required of ;irtually all University of '
Iliiﬁois students.' As can be seen by the chart below,.a sigﬁificant and parallel ot
decline of test scores to those of the SAT has occurred in fhé Qmerican College Test

(ACT). The four componenf mean,.scores \are listed below as well as the composite

scores from 1964 to 1973.
v ’ : ' Table B
Mean ACT Test Scores for College-Bound Students3

Year English ‘MathemaAics Social Science- Natural Science Composite

1964 1877, 19. 20.6 © 2004 19.9
1965 19.1 19. 20.5 20.5 20.0

. v 1966  "18.5 18.% ~19.6 20.1 19.4,
1967 18.1 18. 19.4 19.8 19.0
1968 18.4 19.2 ©19.4 20.0 C19.4
1969 18.1 19.5 19.3 © 20,5 ¢ 19.5
1970 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 | 18.7 - 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;

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

nafurai science scores drop not at all! One interpretation for-the fall in scores
in the social scilence subtest 1§ 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,

—r

n
- .
- . ‘ .

~3ACT Research Report No. 71, Feb%uary, 1976, . * . . .

\j ‘ ‘ (. - . S 10 _" . L ",.
E . o - - » ‘o s .o, . .
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.American College Testing Program research specialists believe :ﬁ?\ some of the e
. » B

change$ in test scores can be attributed- to awcbanging composition of the testinmg

-~

_group aqver thc years. There are now more low—scqring" students than there were ten
years ago' changing edubational aspirﬁtions and increasing educatidonal opportunities
(community colleges, for exsmple) have meant that moretstudents of lesser academic
quality are npwltaking the tests than heretofore. i, 4

' Reports on other standardized measures add to the evidence of a national trend
o ) . K

toward receding verbal and mathematical skills among high school students. A state-
wide testing program in Minnesota (Minnesota Scholastic AptitudeaTest) reveals that
hi8hvschool 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 has also

tested its students annually using the IOWa Test of Educational Development (ITED)s

0 .
and, once again, the mean score peaks inpl965 and declines regularly during subse-

-

quent years. It must be'remembered that all tests mentioned above are generally of
the same kind and format,'i.e., mulgiple'choice, machine-scored devices that tend-tq
1 . .

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

»

adtual writing of students. . : o

Another scheme, however, which does use student writing samples is '‘employed

.

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

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

measures in several important respects: It samples various" abilities rather like a

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

assessed. With regard to verbal abilities, the Assessment measures both reading and
- . - .

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

\

. . o .
and exercises found on standardized examinations, but also through an analysis of

(S mo RY

student writing. Several age groups are sampled rather than the whole range of
k4

students and adults, in particular theSe are students aged 9, l3, and l7 According

'\1‘1 SR -

/ -
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to the latest syrvey (1975) students in the 13 and 17 year old groups wrote less
coherently, more simplistically'and more awkwardly than their counterparts four years .

'breViously._ On the other hand, . the report noteqothat the mechanicg of writing
stressed in elementary and junior high school EnElish classes, such as §belling and
punctuation, "are being handled adequately by the vast majority of students."4 The
assessors found '"no evidence of deterioration in their (i.e., mechanics) use¢"

»

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

'sophisticated writing than their counterparts of 1971. In total, tnere appeared'to
be a subtle movement away from the established writing conventions and towards some

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

1
”"

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

‘

'Anrobably out of touch with prevailing writing styles and conventions.'" He notes
that '"students are certainly wri%ing differently but I am pot sure whether they 'are

Mriting more poorly. It may just be the resu]t of some movement in our culture that

/

-

we haven't been able to - pinpoint yet.fl ) ‘

d /

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 3

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

J College Board's Scholastic Aptitude Test and the American Council ¢n Testing
r -

y Whatever the trends may be on.a narinnal scale,'the committee was more concerned

N

i

about ‘the: quality of student writing in the College‘ Complaints of deteriorating
quality have been voiced by faculty from a number of departments, and the Rhetoric
Division of the English Department has not been silent on the matter. Professor

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

aNew York Times, November 19, 1975, p. 42,

. . 12
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a

. steady ‘drop“in the average score on the rhetpric proficiency and placement test from

1968 (52§) to 1974 (470). H(Beginning this past“year,'the department stopped using
- the previous placement and'proficiency vehicle"and fiow uses the English score on
the'ACT to determine placement and'proficiency ) |
Table C shows avetage scores on the four-part Ameriean College Test (ACT) for
those students who entered the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences from 1966 through,

197s5. Although scores in-all categoriés are considerably higher for University of

/.
| - -
I1linoiz 3tudents than for those nationally, a. similar trend towards deterioration

of verbal skil,ls can be foundfhere.. ! ‘ ’ o

T

ol ., . o _ ; : Table c

[ Mean ACT Test Scores for Freshmen

“ntering she College of Liberal Arts
and Sciences--Urbana 1966-1975

5.

v

Year ~ English -Mathematics Social Science Natural Science Composite

1966 -« o o 25:92
1967 | ’ -+ 26.58
1968 . . : . .o 27.33 .
©1969° © 24.32 -, "28.08 26.92 .+ 27.18 26.76
. 1970 . 24.23 27.64 ~ 26.01 ., 26.85 - . 26.30
1971 '24.29 28.59 . 26.39 27.76 . 26.89 -
1972 23.80 26.06 . 27.56, ©27.97. '26.48
1973 23.68 28.22 126.01 . ° 27.65 : 26.53 . :
1974 23.69 127.82 26.12 .27.80 26.49 )
1975  23. o7 - 27.16 25.59 ,27‘44 ' 25.94

Wheress there is little change in avﬁrage composite scores made by ‘entering students

f

' 'over_the'tenryesr period, there is aidecline in supject areas (excepting ‘natural

science) with the sharpest declines appearing in the social~scienci and verbal areas
(from 1969 when sub—scoroa were firsc aysilab]e) It appears then that thougﬁ :
natural dcience abilities as measured 'by thiq test are fairly constant——if anything
slightly improved——onr students verbal and/mathematical abilities have been dfopping
tfairly'steadily. Since the present admission policy of the University is to use a

' . v Sy L - R
“gelection index compriged of a student's high school rank and composite ACT, it-is

: possible_for higher scores in one. area to "compensate";for low scores in other areas.

L]

SU of 1 Office of Admissions and Records, l975o Sl

« T & | o *\»M\\. : - .
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A question which the committee was not able to.pursue in_&ny detail is whether

or not the student popula(ion is to any extent biased in the direction of'numerical_
\

'or science skillsta\d frgm those associated with more verhal areas (English

.

\\hd sccial sciences;——xuc, iﬁ so, the degree to which our presenk admissions system

_contributes to such an imbalance.‘

Further evidence of a,bifurcation of our students (at least of their skills)

nay be found in comparing results of two standardized tests given to college juniors

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

/

in other universities, U.of T students perform relatively better on' that portion of

o~

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

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

3

abiIity._ In l969 the mean writing score of UofI students on the LSAT placed them

< a
s ’

in the 60th percentile nationally, their,score on the LSAT pof!!saanf_;he exam

" placed them in the 72th percentile nationally.' The 1975 test reveals a rise of one
' NN s '

-
4

. s 6 » : .
percentilie in each category. ; ' - K
. °> H

g | o

A similar phenomenon is apparent 1if on'Plooks at the distribution of scores on
the Medical College Admission Test taken by IJflinois students. Mean scores of
Illinof's students in the verbal portion of this test show them to be at the 78thi'

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 commitftee to. compare

a wide rahge of st:dents with respect to their ver’ il or writing abilities--such as
the Graduate Recor? “vamination. Nevertheless, the results from entrance tests and
from the two standardized professional fests would suggest that, on an average,

University of I1linois étudents are less well qualifitd in verbal areas than in

‘» !

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

e e

6Educational Testing Service Report to the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences

- Pre 8 4 e 1 4
N e . :
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TH%& difference of measured aptitude or ability’maylbe a consequence of tﬁé{differ—
ential aptitudes of entering students, a differential that is aﬁparent;y wiéer at
the U of I than at any other CIC institut’on. This question deserves close atten-
vtion.by those who are in a position to study the implications of admissions}policics
inq.procedures. H .
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. i
. lable D g
How would you compare the writing ability of present'undergradugte students with
that of fgrmer students (of five or six years ago)? = (n = 282) _ ,
Significantly. Somewhat About the Somewhat Significantly

, Better Better Same Worse’ Worse
Humanities ' 1.02 .. 4.9% "39.87 - 46.6% - 7.8% ‘
Biological Sciences 3.3 v 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 38.5 11.6

Approximately half of those who responded to the survey beli%ﬁe that writing
skills have declined over the -period, although the large majority of this group

think that wtiting skills are ‘somewhat worse rdther than sfgnificantly worse.

. This is, nevertheless, a rough and ready indicator; and given the publicity gener-
ated on the subject during the peribd,'the_resUlts are not surprising. Of more

pertinencé perhaps is the way in which faculty cdmmented"onwgpis Spbjectlgppording
] . .

"to theilr own éubject'areas. Humanities faculty are.less inclined than their col-

[y

leagﬁes 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 ' i{g generally agreed that writing ability of current undergﬁéduates is
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~  somewhat -worse than it was five or six years ago. - Social science faculty are the

fmoét highly skeptical aroup within the College-toestdtng the que‘*‘on.of changing
standards of writing, at least this group is apparently least concerned abo-r glleged
deterioration of student writing than other disciplinary groups. .Physical science
faculty, on the other hahd, are most emphatic that writing standards haﬁe

“declirad.

cades in Writing Courses

e = — N

If one makes the ass umption that final course gradcs lcflcut crndent ability
and performance, one index of changing verbal abilities should be-found in g:ndes
receivedﬂ%y students in Freshman Rhetoric and Verbal Communication._ The following
tables note the proportion of A, B, and C gradzs given during the spring semester
since 1968 to LAS students enrolled in Rhetoric 105 (or 102) and Verbal Communica-
tion 112:

-

N . Table E

Percent of A. B. and C. Grades Given for Rhetoric 105 and Verbal Communication 112
Spring Semester (1968-1976)

Rhetoric 102 (1968-73) 'y - Verbal -Communication 112
Rhetoric 105 (1974--76) ¢ '

. Total f# _ : Total #
. . A B c A+B Students . A B C A+B Students

1968 - 17% 47% 29%  64Z 1668 27%  45% 25%  72% 387
1970 29 46 19 75 - 1243 32 49 17 8L 517
1972 - .32 43 17 75 463 .- 55 38 6 93 154
1973 .26 . 47 , 21- 73 584 42 - 4b 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 .71 22 55 21 77 240

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

JRO—— , . R

'

in the College have deteriorated badly. To-be sure, grades in Verbal CommuniQation
112 have fallen somewhat since thé'high water mark of l972 (when\93% were given

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

since 1970, ztter having risen substantlally in the late sixties, Nevertheless,

.ﬁJ.. i | | i . _ - [ - -
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when more than three-fourths of the students in the College con51stent1y achieve

.A or B grades in basic writing courses indicating above-average to superior
performance, it is conbradictory to believe also that there has been a pronounced

decline in writing skills. And it mus* be‘notedvthat the most able students are

-

not included in this sample: approximately 127 have been exempted ffom the
requirement because of high test performance; 18% have been assigned to the special
court~ for superior students ‘(Rhetoric 108); and another small pekcengfage have

rcceived credit. from AdVanced Placement English: At the other extreme, failure

rate in the two courses has droﬁped from 2-3% to,less than 1%. -
. . [ P

" In partial expiénatidn 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 coliégesvand universities) in the late sixties

and éarly”seventies.7

Other Indicators

.Publishéfs and editors of coliege texts comprise a group.of interested but

.

semi~detached observers who-might shedrlight on the qués;ion of whether or not
tHere has been a significant loss in student writing ability. . Althodgh the
conmittee agrees with:the point repeatedly made by these professionals that the

texts themselves merely reflect the prevailiﬁg attitudes and appetites to be

found in the academy, the committee agreed al§q that ideés from this group 'would

. * .
be useful:because of their insights and their semse of history surrounding the

-

subject. By and large, the editofs were convinced that we were in the middle or
(as some would hope) towards the end of a national trend iqawhich the public, and

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

-

See "Grading in LAS," by Paul S. Hoover and Paul Schroedef, On Learning and

Teaching in LAS, 3., April, 1976 rpjg4 report on campus grading notes a smaller
percentage of A's and ‘B's in rhetoric than in man? other large courses.

1;;'-7' L ,




. ‘account suggests that variations in the scholastic“aptitude scores are di _cly .
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standard English, or clear and concise prose thap the-ﬂkevious generation. Reason.

7

.

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

=
Givler, Director, College Department, Charles Scribner s Sons) noted that he hall

\'.

3

"at one time 0T another heard the following argued as causes: "Watergate, trans-

¢ -

formational grammar, television, sexism and/or racism, paperbacks, Viet Nam,
/

the weathermen, Mayor Daley, over crowded schools, property\ques, behaviorist

kY

* psycholoyy, humanist'psychoIogy, noise and/o: atmospheric pollution, faculty‘
- X @ o S

unions, the lack of-faculty unions, busing, and Webster's*Third."Su

,‘ﬁ

In the welter of newspapér public1ty following the first: College Board yeports,

the\f\yorlte targets forthosegenerally decrying ‘the lagk of standards or the
/
decay of writing abilities were 'the schools (vho wgre thought to have given up all
\ ‘ . o X .
efforts towards teaching writing) and television, which was accused of confound:ng o o,

us allj§ Television particularly is cited as the most pernicious cause of declining

’
~

test scores and writing standards. Perhaps 1t is, but the committee had no’ way

4

to assess this influence. Certainly the daily fare usually offered to 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 fault may

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

3

the possibllity for the creative anb positive influence of television if values

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

.

whose scale of value: ls determined only By numbers of viewers. Another interesting

'

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

[

8Letter to the chairman, December 2, l975. .

9R. B. Zajonc,‘"Family Configurations and Intelligence," Science, 192, No. 4236
(April 16, 1976), 227. . o ‘
. _ J ' _ - )
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In any case, the committee did not spend much time studying or discussing

A possible causes of thg test score declines for two reasons: ‘First, we were
> B 4
simply more concerned 1n finding .evidence for an actual change in writing ability

: at the chlege‘level second, we were not able to welgh and sift the variety. of
evidence and opinion which supported one or ahother of'the assuwed causes.

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

13

or specific causes, the attribution of causes is highly speculative, mor eover,

it invites subjective and anecdotal reports rather than significant and sc1entificany

determined fact.
\

\ NS

e in the United States in 1976 without feeling

Nevertheless, otle cannot 41

some anguish for the general erosion of the quaIity of ‘life and. particularly for o
the lack of 1inguistic values. 7Tt may be, as some professionalu have éuggested

that the genes stion has oegun to think less through complicated verbal constructs

- .

in favor of other symbols--less withwordsand more with images and "ﬁeelings."- If

this 1is true, - hOWever, the worst fears of George 0rwe11 forty years ago are

-4 v

even now being realized. ' : -

. .

The paucity of hard information regarding the comparative writing quality of
students over the’ past decade forced the COmmittee finally to rely on its own
sense of things, its own. collective intuition and judgnent_ And as a group, the
committee was not petsuaded by any ‘single piece of evidence that. there has been’

! decline of great significant, nevertheless, the ‘sum total (and the variety)lof
1ndicators which pu;port to have some relatﬂﬁnship to writing séggests'that a

trend—has been, in the making. ' _ \

5 While it may be difficult to cite one pléce “of evidence for a decline in verbal

N -

skill and writing standards xyer the past ten years, it would be follx in the face

of the accumulated evidence, tio prove that ~enera1.writing skills have improved
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e;;he; on this{cam?és'or across the cbhnt;&.v»EvéPtuaiiy, thé committee.agreedt

© that thénevidénqe,it found wéuld-haQe to speak for itself. Whatfver it fprovés,".
there 1is no qﬁescion but thdt the writing performance and ability of all of us
could be.improved considefably, andoiE_should:be ;'prime goal of the Collegedto’

promote excellence in writing as-in other areas.
w/ . . ) -

o
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111. WRITING IN THE COLLEGE

1f there has been an incr.mental loss of verbal skill and writing ability (as
most of the evidence suggests), aud if this decline is a conseguence of societal .
,pressures (or even genetic patterns), what is to be done? It must be agreed that
there - is very little that can be done by the College of Liberal Arts and’ Sciences
to change attitudes at large or to reverse linguistié habits in.Illinois or the
coubtry. In fact, there is probably‘very little-that can be done directly to affect
eler antary or'sécondary schooI?English;programs. Indirectly,. the College or the '
“niversity could have. some influence_by;declaring the'valueyitlattaches to studentl
- yriting“orlby establishing-a standard of achievement for adnission purposes. The
committee believes that both of these effarts‘should be undertaken, but 1t is less"
sanguine-about“their effectiveress thanAit is aboug.those things which can be

done.within the College. o .

" The Purposes of Student Writing

77“ . ’ Ihe,committeeabelievesethat the cultivationoof a stﬁdent's ability to write
well ﬁust-be of high priority. - There are two related reasons for the high level of
importanceigiven‘to'this facet of a student”s education-;one specific and one gen-
eral; Pragmatically, writing‘is'a tool, a means for léarning in ‘all ‘academic: -

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

5 .

" Serious discussion of ideas: the marshalling of facts and arguments, the very pro-
cess of conceptuaIization'require preciSe'control of language, and'students without .
the ability to use English appropviately are seriously disadvantaged not only in
their courses but in their careers. In a}Jl areas-and at all stages, a student 8

.performance is reflected in some-degree by his ability to relate ideas and to. inform.
his reader: as to how well (or how poorly) he understands the subject at hand. It
.can also be said that the process of writing--whether paper examination, or dis-

-

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

P
2 A\l
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- writing, both in the educational context and in one's personal deyelopment.

=~ ° /
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Jlearns, essential aspecggzof a subject. These forms of student writing have become
such an established part of the'academic firmamenf/that-many overlook their*primarﬁ‘
. .o : I ' .

. ' ’ .0 | . :
purpose as a means of learning,:'and consider them merely as ends or “prodvcts."
- ‘7 . . . . .

‘Beyond. the inst;uméntal value of writing lies a somewhat more personai.and more

Y
'

general benefiE. ﬁriting on subjects that are significant and useful to the student
not only broadens and'dewpens his understanding of those subjects, the process also

improves his general ability‘to write and to tanink. Writing cogent, worthwhile

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

repertoire, thus enhancing his value as a cthinking person. Richarq Lloyd—Jones,

. A
N ~

incoming éhairman_of the Department of English at the University of Towa, comments

on the general or intrinsic value of writing as folloﬁs:

&

[ 4 A ’ . . .
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 of ways determines much of

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

our jobs. To some extent we imagine the hopes and fears and abilities 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 produced

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

Other problems may demand our short term attention, but in tEﬁ long rdn .
.our ability to write is a central issue of higher education. e

-

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

-

<

Given this dual purpose, if must be.seen thgg'the improvemeﬁt of sStudent :

writing becomes the concern not only of the specialist (the teagﬁ%r'of rhetoric, or

- composition) but also of faenlty 1in all diccip1ines'aud departments. To the extent

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

writing assignments in'allifields (whether anthropology, English, or Zoology, the

10

Richard*Lioyd—Jones, "Is Writing Worse Nowadays?" Iowa Spectator, April 1976,
p. . ' .- . : ;
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educational process is reenforced; to the degree fhat.writing;is passively ignored

-

or-actively subverted by exclusive reliance on multiple-choice examinations, the
learning process is fragméntedtor;abused. '

«

*There are, of course, limitationg that can be expected of a public university

like the U of I. We recognize that the College of Liberal Arts and.Sciences does

not attract students of the same kind and purpose as, for example, St, John's College,

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

undergraduates throughout‘their four Years. Nor does the College have the resources
- ' 7 .

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

vitality to student writing; Because of the'size and structure of the College,
classes are 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 1nsuring that other opportunities are provided for student writing:
-in the sciences,' during iaboratory sessioﬁ§° in’the humanities or social sciences,
. o . ~ .
through'small—group‘discussion secﬁions. Evidence available to the COmmittee, how-

0

ever, suggests that opportunities for students to write are less frequent rhad one

'ﬁ would like; and even whe: opportunities are there faculty comment on the quality (or

'ccrrectness) of the’ writing is even more rare.

In brief, the most generally held'view of the faculty——as reflected on returned
. . . N ; )
questionnaires-~is that the improveément of student writing is’ someone else's respon-
o / .
sibility-~the rhetoric instructor's; the high school English teacher's, or the stu-

dent 8, If there is to be general improvement of student writing in the College,
however, a more positive and a more concerted effort must be made by faculty anrlsmdents

Contrary Views on Writing

s ~ v

The diversity and size of the College require that there be some common under—

A

standing concerning thkmfearning and teaching of writing which might be used as a

basis ;or improvement. Towards this end, the'following‘assumptions‘(eome of them

Q ..#. . - i :323 ‘ '
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slightly modified statements made on returned . questionnaires) are stated and ar ed

-

as a preliminary ‘toward achieving a consensus view.
> A .

1. Writing is analogous to mathematics. The rudimentary tools are, learned
in the early school years and 1ike computatibn, can be expected to-
remain with one throughout life. .
© e 'Response-—Although there are similarities between the systems of writing
> and mathematics, the differences are at least ‘as profound as the simi—
larities. - Unlike mathematics, . Which is nearly always iearned in a closed
situation, a good deal of ‘one' s native 1anguage 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 hear as by what they.arc asked to read. Mathematics is con-
trolled by/precise rules; language (English or~other) has its own rules as
well, although these are modified by time and occasion. Linguistic rules -
"learned in the e1ementary or eVen high school years give way to-more elabo-;
rate, more erxible and sometimes Contrary "rules" of the college years;
and new varieties of 1anguage (diction, structure and rhetoric) must be
: used by the' college student to meet the differing modes of discourse in
- the various subject areas. By extending the above assumptipn, many believe
that the schools shouid Spend much mor‘ time and effort than they bresently
do in teaching the rules (1. e., the grammar) of English so asg to. produce
':Tmore able” writers. In. fact, research on writing over the years shows vir—‘
tually no positive correlation between the teaching of grammar and the
improvement of writing.. 11 o -’1 Coee o ~ . )
2.  Clear and correct writing is a proper concern of the elementary
and secondary schools, but instruction in writing is not an aprro—'
'priate responsibility of the College. Students matriculating in
the University cannot be empected to improve their writing capabillties

‘very much. ' / s " ) ©

Response--Rhetoric and composition have been taughtfin universities for

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

b

_ / ; .
R Braddock, R. Lloyd-Jones aﬁd L. Schoer,Research in Yritten Camposition (NCTE, -
1963) See also. W. B. Elley, I. H. Barham, M. Lamb, and M. Wyllle, "The Role -of
Grammar in a Secondary School English Curriculum," Research in_the Teaching of

English, 10, 1 (NCTE, Spring l975)

// . « ”( £ . ’ cof
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subject of instruction_in the secondary schooIs and the universities in.
a America in the early 19th century; forra'hundred~years required composition
‘ and literature courses have been common in colleges and universities. - 7 a
-opulist movements were largely responsible fbr_the inauguration of Englishu
> studies, both in the United‘States:and in,England.12 .Although many univer- - .
sities in the last decade dropped the requirement in English composition, a
W ¢ number of them (e.g., Yale and Wisconsin) are now recommending a return to
- required courses. If students are eypected to extend their linguistic
capacity during their four years in. the College, it’ follows that they are.

entitledfto receive,appropriate instruction_or_assistance'duringgtﬁis' o,

v

Y

“period. In truth, none of us writes as well as we could or as well as’ we
would like. While certain rudimentary linguistié hqbits are easier learned
while young, there 1s every reason to believe on the basis of "all evidence ’/////

that the process Qf writing may.be improved throughout one 's lifetime.

3. Writing ability and writing style are so peraonal (even idiosyncratic)

that they are not to be tampered wlth To insist upon standard'usage .

E , -

is to subvert one's sense of personal or social‘identity . ST

.

a

Response-—Standard written English comprises a wice range of patterns ‘from -
'the highly formal to .the very informal, and this range is in. constant flux.
Speech patterns probably are more .conducive to more rapid change, but ) ) ;
writing orthodoxies are altened as well. Ie this respecx lahguage is a

bit 1like Heraclitus's river-—paradoxically changing, fet the Same. , To b;:
'sure, virtually all writing is flavored and seasoned by one' s own person—;
ality and experience'Lnevertheless, commonly accepted understandings and
-observed rules are generally an aid to. communication more often than they
are’ a handicap. When conventions of speaking-and writing ‘begin to interfere
‘with understanding,.however, they tend to fade away. Unlike spoken language,
much writing in inte:sded to be more Than transient, perhaps to affect persons
quite remote geographically or chronologically. There are thus more con—
ventions 41 writing (spelling, punctuation, etc.) .which easercommunication

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 1s intended. ‘ U

.

12 Alan M. Hollingsworth, "Beyond Literacy, ADE Bulletin ‘(March 1973) pp. 3-6.

L4 .
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4. Only trained, professional teachers .have the ability and authority
o to criticize writing. - - o
Response——Most-teachers of writing are themselved self-taught. The larges
' majority of them (either in school or'in the university) have actually .
taken few. if any writing courses, although they will have spent a good dea¥
of time in reading and writing themselves and having their writing reviewéd
and. criticized Ironically. many of the present instructors in the rhetoric
program have never had a writing course. Because of an interest in or pen—
chant for langdfage, a number of them were not required to take fresh&an
composition when they,were undefgraduates. Not all faculty are equally‘
able writers. Yet it does seem paradoxical that those who espouse and value
-scholarly distinction by virtue of "publication“ do Mot themselves feel cap-
able of helping their students to express themselves effectively in their ’

=™ _  own fields. .

vt e

v

ngstionnaire.Findings

Although the questionnaire survey conducted by the committee revealed'little'

I

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—
- . cr

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

during every. semester, although aasigumenta:valy euormously
)
A Geology professor asks for a "report of laboratory analysis of rock. samples
a Biology instructor requires a brief summery noting the current status of
" research in the field in s/hich "telegraphic style is encouraged” to prdvide
~quick information to a large number of students; a Chemistry professor notes
that students are required to write definditions which are then "yointedly. °
graded on what.they say--not what- might be inferred from what they say."

A Matﬁ professor notes that he requires 'written solutions to math problems"

" and that "the problems are intricate and English is needéd as well as the ;
usual symbols.” Another Math instructor pointedly notes that "only a mini-
mum of verbal expression" is necessary in Mathematics.‘ . )

A Psychology professor notes that he requires no papers in any ‘of his three
300-level courses. A professor in Business Administration requires féur
papers in a 200-level course and three in the 300-level ‘course. An Anthro-
pology professor -ssigns several papers in 300-level courses and none 'in the
early courses~-~th  ormer are actually answers to take~home examinations.

_An English .profes: requires six 3-5 page papers on one of ten. specific
topics. Another Euglish professor requires only one paper “tn each of his
300—leve1 courses. A Spamish professor assigns -papers bpth in English

"and occasionally in Spanish.” A Ristory professor requires two minor papers

26
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and one major paper for each of his courses and notes on an assignment

sheet the requirements of each and/the fact that the paper will consti-

tute one-third of the course grade. A French professor requires two papers
in eacg of his classes in which "close stylistic analysis of literary passages"
are made, "often in English in_order to get the best xesults.' Another Frehch
professor notes that in his courses (at the 200- and 300*16V61) papers are

written entirely in French.

Except to reweal the diversity of reaction and assignment in the variety of
courses in the College, however, these random comﬁents 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
e \
in the amount of writing expected in the "writing depattments" (i €., English~—

» o
including Rhetoric~-and Speech Communication) and all others. This becomes apparent'

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

¥

Table F

Median number of papers required in typical courses by. (7%

-

n = 123 _ Writing Departments .All Other bepartments
. lbO-level 4.0 .32
‘ 200 level 3.2 .64
300 level ' . 2.4 " 1.0

Faculty resp#nses report‘somewhat different results as might be expected.
(Generally, studints repcrted that.they wrote fewer but,longer papers than fcculty
. s . .
]indicat ¢l\\ ' u; ’
o Most students in the College can be expected to write a2 paper in only half of
their 100-level courses, and ouly slightly more than that in courses,at the 200—level
9
Assuming that those faculty ané students who'were most interested in\the question
of writing quality were the ones who respondeéd, 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

T 2% - o
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may be understood (for example in mathenatics or computer science), the dearth of
Writing in other areas—-panticularly the social sclences--is more difficult to under-
stand. ‘

On the committee's questionnaire SurveQ, seniors and faéhlty were asked to cite
what might be done to improve student'writing inlthe College, and both groups men-
tioned most frequently the need to require more writing in the forn of papers and
essu.y responses on‘examinations.

This view was corroborated by findings from the LAS Senior Questionnaire in
yay, 1-976.l [This questionnaire is given .annually to graduating seniors. Response,

rates in 1976 were approximately 80%. ~The LAS questionnaire. should not be confused

with the committeefs own questionpaire which was distributed to a random sample

a

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

Al

amount of.written work required of you by instructors in your major are have been

greater, about the same, or less."

Table G

n=999 B Responses Greaterl About the Same Less '
Humanities -(188) 37 141 10
Biological Science (280) ~ 115 160 5 . e
Physicz Science (151) 47 99 5
Social Science (380) 141 216 . .23
Total - . 340 - 616 43

More than one-third of eil LAS seniors believe that they should have becn asked to
write nore by their instructors in their respective fiElds of concentretion.' Biologi—
cal soience departments and social science departments were\singled out most fre-

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

s -

- .
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,_tho expressed view
myst"be interpreteéd as an indication of failure on the part of many undergraduate

-

progrsms to give appropriate ercphasis to student writing.

e 0 - 28 N
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While it 1s clear that many individUal instructors are conscientious in their

assignments and in their expectations regavding student writing, it must he concluded

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

-

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

by instructori for not making written;assignments follow:

The size of their classes pfecludes 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 leurning.

The increazed frequenty of plagiarism and ‘the advertised availability

of term papers in virtually every subject reduces the effectiveness of

this means of learnivg. (A 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 2.} . =

The committee has made no effort to analyze the force of thsse arguments or
the weight of* the several apparent problnms, end it does recognize that these
responses are highly subjective. Nevertheless, the committee agrees that there ‘
should be some effort made\to determine the size and natufe of these problems. The
bestkcontext for amalyzing them may well befthe departments, or divisions rather

. N {

than the College or UniVersity The committee therefore*believes that departments

should make an“effort to determine the extent to which these (or other) factors

deter the faculty from making “hppropriate writing assignments.

On the basis of rssults from the gsevéral Questionnaires, it is clear to the
committee that the quantityfof student/%riting in the College at rarge is a good
deal less.than desirable. While we believe that some special efforts can be unoer—
taken by departments in'c00peration with the writing units;to develop especially
conceived courses at the 200-level (See Page 36),‘- sueh eventive medicine cannot
substitute for a regimen invofying regular exercise and proper nourishment. Active )
learning in the College can be enhanced greatly by engaging students 1in 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

f the faculty to do so. 29
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Iv.Y MEASUREMENT AND EVALUATION OF WRITING ' o o i

- - s
O N

.

The committee is convinced that the comprehensive assessment of writing

‘The Tests

achie;ement or writingvabilitf is a highly imﬁortant but very diffic&it task, a
'task that has not been-acéompiished very well to date. Given the complexity, raﬁge,
and séphibticétioﬂ ;f language available to éﬁqdenfé and the va;ieties.of writing
dhigh are;expected of them--even within the expository mode--a single test which

undertakes to measure writing pérformance with validity and reliability is. .

complicated to develgp. Pé;haps because of the enormity-of the task, most tests

o

of writing are actually teéks of related but sometimes inconsgquehtial matters.
For the most part standardized writing tests require no writing from their subjects.

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

S

aftempt to measure verbal ability by posing questions involving word analogieé\br

antonyms'. Yet, the essence of gaod.wr}ting lies in those things which are not

-

measured at all in this kind of standardized examination: coherence, invention,
style, fluency, and rhetorical vigor. Instead, sfandardized'"writing" tests
attempt to ‘measure the student's response to very limited kinds of verbal p;oblemé,

and these ;ehd to be problems of usage or questions regarding writing (actually

t

printing) conventions.
. \
There is strong sentiment among all teachers.of writing to give much more

r -

weight to the student's actual performance than to his responses to standardize§

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

-

through the use of student coﬁpositions._ The most serious difficulty of this

a

agproach, however, 1is the lack of cbnsistency on the part of those who assess the

writiﬁg; a second difficulty is that the process 1is necessarily long and expensive.

L. C , i , -
Some‘efforts have been made, nonetheless, to incorporate both forms (i.e., essay

“.’.‘ : o ) | 30. . ‘ L ,':.

. t s
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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 Mew York State Regents Examination

in English, which contains from 30% to SOZ written responses; the Advanced PIace-:
'ment English'Examination (CEEB), which is composed altogether of written essays
regarding literature; the new California scheme for testing "equivalency," vhich
is composed.of two essays and an objective test. At"this time,.the.College.Boerd
continues.to debate the use of some 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.sponsored by the Board, and

A}

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 concern' yet, there are important related
matters (admission, proficiency in English, and-remédial English) all of whichu
'depcnd 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
certailn aspects or subjects (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 1is not comprehensive or valid, the lack of precision or fit
makes the results misleading to everyone. It is the opinion of some that theA
popular uprear over the deteriorating quality of student w:iting has been triggered
entirely by declining test scores—whose validity 1is suspect.

In any case, what is urgently required in the committee's view is a significantly
better (i.e., more valid) test to measure verbal ability and writing performance
than the one currently being 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

[:R\!: ‘~ .f;w?} ”A . N :3:1
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high school grades)l While the ACT appéars.to measure a number of skills--including
.\arithmefic computation, reading camprehension, a rudimentary knowledge of the k

nétural sciences--the test is a highly supergicial onelwith resbecf tolwriting.

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

be seen by.reviewing ACT test quéstions,'the student 15 asked to do_a plece of

proof réaﬁipg, to‘bela kind of editorial sleuth .in search:of egrors. In fact,

most of the errors found ih .the short paragraph items téflect a very limited range

of vqriables--those ﬂaving to do with the mechanics.of publication rathe; than

those dealing with the prdcegé\bf composit;on. |

Given the deficiencieé qf the ACT English test, the committeeorecommends two
immediate changes. On the one hﬁnd, it recomhends that the Department of English
: .

stog,using the 'English subscore of tﬁe ACT as a'measur% of English proficiency and
.as a“means»of placement intd-Rhetoric 10#, Bééides its genéral deficiencies, the
exaﬁ’is also thoughtlby the‘Rhetorié staff>to laék:discrihinaﬁion; particulafly

among the group of students>ﬁho‘are more able writers. On the other hand, the

Id

very limited range of the test fails to make ita very sensitive device for
admissions purposes. ‘Alfhough the difference may‘simply be ome of degree: tﬂe
cémmit;ee favors the adoption of the Schslastic Aptitude‘Teét (CEEB) over‘the ACT
as soon as }his change can be accomplished. There are tqureasons: Ihe SAT
questions inv&lve diction, vocabula:y, verbal analﬁgy, and reading; gnd, ai&ng
with ;hé;ngw Test gf Standard Written EngliSh, covers more linguistic territéry
than the ACT Englisﬁ test. DBeyond this.important differenée, there 1s sérious

. . . . s
consideration now beilng given by the College Board tu the use of writing samples ..

(of a written test) to accompany the SAT.

.




*.1deally, a completely‘original, institutionally (or consortially) prepared
examination of writing Should be developed, and the committe€e suggests rhat the
| several departments concerned (English Speech MARD) should prepare such a
test. UWh®h it is clear that we are u51ng an appropriate vehicle for gauging
wr ‘ting performance and ability, the committee favors a policy which would set a
minimum standard required 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 ﬁbP) 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 bé asked to take
an additional essay test, Eventually, however, the committee decided that all

applicants for admission'should:be required to take some kind of written

examination for entrance.

- Other Admissions Facugr;—‘\\\S\

Quite apart from their performance on standardized examinations, students

-

are expected to have completed three years cf high scho Engl2sh to be admissible
to the Colleée and the University. This "pattern require ant ™ has-been on the

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

/

was noted in the University Bu11etin- . . -- } ) N

B

...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,‘wnile not‘required for -any curriculum,ware

- recommended by all the colleges and schools.

33
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:;s' ~ Within the last eight or ten years, howevef, hany schools have adopted elective .

- - . ) .
;Epglish courses, some of which depart substantially from the above parameter. in the

. \ g ] :
committee's view, some English electives depart so far that they cannot be

K

2 encompasse& in any common definition of Engliéh.l3 Vhile the committee

.2

believes that the entire content of high school “English programs should not be

i,

ddfermined_by the Univer§1t9~or by tﬁé English departpents of universities,

since their clienteles are often substantially differenﬁ;:we do feel that work .in
English that is*presumed to be prepardtory to university study should have some

féasonable_rela%ionship to what is to follow. For this reason the committee’

Y

,\/xecommends'fhat units offered in Eatfbfaction of the English pattern requirement
should be comprised of studies in the English language, composition, and literaturf:)

and Ehat in all such study significant attention will be given to expository
T ) ! \'_h . . A
writing. In addition, the committee urges that the College require. four years of -

A

English rather than threé. ‘ - L o, . : _

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 English Journal: Romanticism I, The llistory of the
. American Novél, The Expanding World of James Joyce, Legal First Aid, Llack
-Dialogue, Yoga I, II, and III, Student Rights and Civil Liberties, Wit and .
Humor in Literature, Trends in Contemporary Rock Music, Still Photography,
Topics-in Psychology, and English for-the Garrulous. . '

“ o 34
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V.. THE REQUIREMENT AND THE COURSES Y

- . . . ¢
=

Background . N .

The College (and eath of its antecedent eolleges) has maintained a gradua- ,

tion teqnﬁrement'hlEnglish composition since 1891, tirst in a course entitled
"Thenes and Elocution" ard later by a two-semester course in rhetoric or composi-
tion. Before 1913--the~year'the Coliege of Literature and the.Arté was combined.
with :he Col}ege of Science to form the new College of Liberal Arts and Sciences--
students in tne Arts College were requirec to compléte 8 hours of English,
inclodiné literature and rnetoric, whereas students *n the College of Science had
the cption of completing work in literature, histoty, political science, economics,

) . N [y - .
philasophy, or education. The first semester course (Rhetoric 1) was waived for

stuoonts who demonstrated superior writing ability, oﬁf all students in the

‘¥ .
College weﬁeﬁz;ﬁhhkj/{o complete Rhetoric 2. ' z

1Y
In 1944 students who failed to receive a B in their second semester rhetoric

~courue Lere requtred to paSs an English qualifying examination to prove that
they had minimal competence in writing. If they failed the examinht;on (as.some
) | did/xepeatedly), they were requited to take non-credit Rhetoric 200, which was
itSelfia preparation for another rotnd with the quelifying examination. Oversa .
"~ 20 year period, the number of students examined annudlly ranged from 167 to over
2,700 (in 1963-64)., Failure rate on the test ranged._fromu_&3.3%, (in 194§—47) to
59.1% €n 1964-65). The qualifying examinationbwas abanaoned in 1968 upon %
recommendation of the Senatexcomnittee on St?dent ﬁnglish ,which'asserted that the
test ''does not exert the steady Aﬁ% cont inued ptessure on the student to write
. well that is ncesssry fot gennineaimprovementa Nor is the committee convinced
>~tnat~the quslifying examinstion‘is valid and reliaole.";a_ That committee siso ’

1

noted that "the elimination of this device siioul 1 encourage students, advisors,

14
Report of the Urbana-Champaign Senate Committee on” Student English March 11, -1968,

V. I. West, _ o 35 . .

&
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Aand‘colleée deans to assume additional initiative in searching for wayé to

v

increase the proficiency of those who need help.” The group recommended the
expansion of tutofial services through é'writing laboratory‘whose facilities"

‘would be "sufficiently diverse that defitiencies can be identified and corrected

whether they 6riginate from deficient knowledge of grammar and sentence forms

or from more complex psychologiéal or attitudinal problems." The Séqgte committee

" also proposed ‘"courses combining rhetoric with subject matter from a specialiqed

area, and a postponeﬁent of the second rhetoric:course until the jﬁnior'or senior
-year.," ) L

The next major change in the rhetotid requi;ément Qas its reduction as

proposed by the Dep;rtment of English in 1971. Iﬁe depattment argued sﬁcceséfully
'

thaé, based on AC? scores and ciass rank, students:fhen admitted to the Collége
vere moré'capable than their pfedecessoré;vspokesmeh alsd’éitéd the elimination
. of the Efduirement in other institutions (suchJas Wisconsiq)vor reduction (&s
at ﬁ{chigan). It was asserted that the first semester cou;se wés a_good deal more
effective than was Rhetoric 102;‘moreover; 1t was argued thét\a'oné-semester—
1cour§e'coﬁld be mofe effectivei; g;ught, s%pervised, andfadministered by
. cod;cientious and enthusiastic teaching aésistants than a drawq-out two-semester
offering. / )
In retrospect it is easy to view thé-l971 propdsal gor an abbreviated phetoric

requirement as béing out of kéeping with actual student needs. Ifldne is to put

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

» . il

/

n

E’(s : .l“l | ."'
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verBal proficiency in the mid-60's Yhich went into an abrupt decline somewha;

before the English Depgycment proposal. Ironically, it would seem now that the
reduction in the reduirement occurred precisely at that point when the College

>

- - ’ ' \
might better have been considering its extension. It myst in-fairness be asserted
that the tests themselves were (and are)\far less sensitive barometers of impending

change than we would hope; and for somc reason ACT scores were not broken down

according to subject area prior to 1969. Moreqver: there were other pressures

' end.ettitudes prevalling then which might welllhave'influenced the faculty at

least as much as the stated arguments, Colleges*-and universities everyvhere
vere reducing requirements, not only‘in rhetorf\ and composition, but also in

foreign language and in general education. JDuring tte following year, for

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

once again dehated the foreign language requirement.
There are now two main roads which students may use to complete the University

rhetoric rejuirement. The most traveled option is to take one of the two courses

¥ .
offered by the Rhetoric Division, Rhetoric 105, Principles of Compg§ition, 4 hours--

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

latter 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,
"\

and the usee of evidence and style; the main difference between them lies in the
fact that Rhetoric 108 is thematically organized, often concentrating on special
topics oftinterest to the instructor and students. By design, neither offering is
priﬁarily a course in lite}ature; rafher: they emfhasize effective expository
-writing. Although readings are often employed by‘inegfuctors potﬁ to give substanee
to student writing and to. serve as models of particular kinds of writi?g, current

A d

policy says that the readings are essentially corollary to the mair effort of the-

37
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course. Both courses reduire a research paper of 10 or 12 pages besides af least
half a dozen bther papers which are to be written both in and out of class. InstrUCj
tors are expgcted to annotate all papers énd fo have two or three'conferences with
each Studené:v ' | '

Alternative and Complementary Courses

The alternative course, Verbal Communicatioﬁ 111-112, 6 hours, ﬁas first

' ~ -

" devised in the 1930's under the aegis of the Division of Genéral Studies. This

offering was transferred from the Divistth in 1968 to the Department of' Speech

Communication where it continues as a two-semester course combining both written
i . . : \ 4‘
and oral English. Because of the additional oral component and the two-semestét

}ormat, Verbal Communication 111-112 is offered for six hours. As with Rhetoric 105
aﬁd 108, eprqitor writing is stressed and a research paper’is required. For some
reason not altogetier clear to the committe;, the Verbal Codmunication alter ative
is not as popqlar among LAS students as it appears to be for.those outside the
College. (In the November survey, only 2.37% of LAS seniors indicatéd that they had
met tﬁe rheto;iq requirement by completing Speech Communication 111—112;):4
| In principle, the committee agrees that alternative courses ought-to-be'avai}—
able to students and programs, and it rec:~mends that they qontinue to be offered by
the English and Speech_Cémmunication Departments. Y - : '
"Besides the*}ntroductory.writing courses, the gheéofic Divisioﬁvuffersva

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

skills for students identified as having special problems. " Concurrent registration'

"in Rhetoric or in Verbal Cpmmunication is required. An additional course, Rhetoric

104, EOP Rhetoric, 3 hours, continues as a spécial option for EOP.students. This -
course 1s 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.bomposition, 3 hours, - Rﬁetoric 143,

38




Intermediate Expository Writiqg, 3 houss. Writing in different forms and modes’

(e.g., fiction, drama and poetry) is also offered under the aegis of the Rhetoric
Divieion; and a series of special courses 1s given by the Division of Business and
Technical Writing. If one considers the gamut of offerings available to students,
it would seeﬁ that the College does in fact provide instruction in sugficient
variety to meet the reQuitements of students who want either to improve their writing
prowess generally or to learn the elements of particular kinds of oriting. It 1s

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

alternatives..

._The effectiveness of ' the present required courses is veryﬁdiffieult to determine,
but ouestionnaire responses (particularly those by students) afford some insight
‘here. Of théee students who believed.that the quality of their writing had improved
since they came to thevUniversity ‘(83% of those responding), 11% identified either
. Rhetoric or Verbal Communication as contributing to that improvemeht. Studeots;who

had taken one of these courses oere divide& however, on the degree of helpfulness
provided, 54% indicating that the courses had been helpful and the remaining 467
hotingnchat the‘courses had been of "1ittle or no help." The LAS Senior Question-—
naire pﬁo?iﬂes yet another ‘glimpse of how students .value the writing courses.
Although studehts &ere not aeked“specifically on this questionnaire whether their
tomposition courses were good, poor or indifferent, approximately a hundred students
’offered their opinions. Of these, 13 were positive, reflecting a view that the
Coursé content was good or that the teachers were especially effective. On the
other hand, 85 students provided distinctly negative responses eoncerning their
writiné courses, most of them offering generalized criticisms but approximately one-
third pointing t:o'poor quality o:f. teachers (TA's). There were also suggestions that
Zthe 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

39 -
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those in business studies. It should be noted that the Rhetoric Division has been

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

serve special groups of students, particularly in engineering and in 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 '
quelifying thelr recommendation by ;uggesting some reorientation of the program or
some special focus in the courselwhich would be more appropriate to their'fields of
concentration. Neuertheless, it must be remembered that additionsl required:work in
rnetoric is-rather low among the student priorities, even though it ranks hig. among

\
faculty recommendations, particularly from those in the physical and sociél sciences

Proposal for a ilew Course

In any case, the Committee on the Use @¢f English believes that‘the best cburse
of actipn now is to develop writing courses at the 200-level in the‘context'of '
departments or divisional areas. This is much the same recommendation as‘that
made by the Senate Committee on Student English of March, 1968, p?pposing ‘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 Qecommendation made by the faculty surveyed last
llovember and the third most frequent recommendation of senlors. The committee urges
the immediate development of such cdurses and the parallel establishment of a
junior-level requirement by prpgrams or“'depértments.,vwnere appropriate, rclated
departments (or schools) might offer omnhibus writing cdurses for their majors.
Although there were different views expressed in the committee as to the means

of developing these courses--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

\ | .40
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. included in the curriculum of Rhetoric 105 would be deferred until students

-relevant instruction in the methed and forms of writing appropriate to given

-disciplines*or sets of’disciplines. In consequence, the research paper now

-

'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 Btudents ‘cannot be served by such courgses within a

reasonable periocd (say by 1980), the committee Jurges the faculty to adopt a college~

wide requirement in advanced rhetoric which would be met by completing a comprehen—
\ . ’ - L, ) . . .

sive ZOO-Ievel course; ' '

41
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In the early 1930's a recommendation was made to the Senate Educational

VI, 'SIAFFING,‘ORGANIZATIOH AND SUPERVISION OF WRITING COURSES

Policy Committeée to convene a Committee on Students' Use of English, but it was

‘not, until June, l94l, that the standlng 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 study the operation of the regulatiohs relating to English and bring
in such further recommendations as may seem desirable for t
improvement of the use of English by students. To review all matters
of . policy-relatving to general proficiency examinations, the establish-
ment of upper-class remedial courses, the improvement of speech, the -
establishment ‘of a- writing c¢linic and a writing laboratory, the
publication of a University inanual of style, and publication of a
statement that a certain standard of English 1s required for graduation.

R It is not meant, however, that the Committee on Studenq English must
confine ‘itself to these procedures, it should consider the subject in

: " the broadest way.15 " g o

. /
A numter of .these functions were accomplished by the commlttee over its thirty—year

life, including the establishment ~of the writing laboratory and the writing clinic,

the publication of a style manual, Q€d general coordination of proficiency and

qualifying*examinations. With the ebd of the qualifying examination and the 200-level
\ . . K = -

. [ . : .

remedial program, however, theré was-less scope for the operation of the committee
7 ) v o . '

and consequently the coordinating-committee noted above was impaneled.

v

» With the demise ofithe Senate Committee on Student English, it'is assumed
that questions of policy and procedute formerly subject to campus-wide review by the
Senate Committee were now exercised almost entirely by the units tnemselves-—the[
Rhetoric Division, the‘English Department, and the Spcech Department. Until
recently, the Uriging Laboratory has functioned much as a ieparate entity whose

most .direct ties were with ‘the Student Services Office and the Educational Opportunity

Programq The Writing Clinic, the Speech and Hearing Clinic, and the Reading Program

15University Genate Flle, Chronological Statement.




Aisolseem to be;largely,autonomous. Thé Coordinating.Committee appointed in‘1971
appears not ‘to have provided functional ties between these units nor to make them
very Qisible as independent servicés or as a group of reméaial efforts.

While there‘ban be little question but that the dirg t responsibility
régarding tbe day-by-day inétruction lies with the‘academic units spensoring the
courses, the Committeé‘op the Use of Eﬁélish believes that policy issues and
:oordinaﬁion of writing programs should be hardled from a broader base. Such
matters as placement or exemption apould be sdbject to.thonougﬁ scrutiﬁy by an
app;opriate group--in the absence of.a~Campus committee, by an ad hoc College
committeg'appointed by the Dean. Similarly, continding or perilodie studies of
the state of writing in ;he College éhauld be conducted by.a sitting committee
composed of ;epreséntatives from a variety of disciplines,anq having a contiﬁuing
interest in student writing. ) | |

The information and communicétion functions of the campus committeb.prépoéed
in 1932 are as cleariy néeded toéay as then. 'Indeed, the University has grown

substantially in size and complexity in the intervening decades and there now seems

even more reason for an‘appropriate group to have oversight of the.many issues and

@

concerns regarding student English, not merely "remedial matters.

Rhezoric . .

N

As noted above, the time honored format of [roshman Euglish «tL tho Imiversity
of Illinois has been a two-semdster course in rhetorlc or rhetoric and composition.

For many years sections of the course have been taught by assistants who were

v .

themselves degree candidates in the Department of English, although the Department

: | S

often employed others (for example, faculty spouses) to augment the graduate’
P .

Y

student staff. " .At present fréshman rhetoric is staffed enfirely by teaching

1S {"

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 inmotructors were employed during
/

the. academic year 1975-76, primarily as supervisors of new TA s. Their dutiesg

included helping to orient new'teachers, holding weekly training sessions, moni-

l 4
toring theme grading, and evaluating classroom teaching /

Since there is such complete dependence on teaching assistants in freshman
rhetoric, there is more than rdinary turnover in ;ﬁé staff. Although several
recent directors have made attempts to bring stability to the course by organizing
a coherent syllabus, by providing for a brief orientation program for new assist-
ants, and by arranging'for/periodic‘supervision, the fact-is”that'most teaching
‘assistants are -largely ?h their own, particularly after their initial assignment.
Within recent years, a@ many as 35 new assistants have been assigned by the
»department, most of uhom had no previous teaching experience.

In the course of its‘deliberations, the committee met with‘a group of rhetoric
assistants (those within the instructor/supervisor group and from that session
came to believe that these experienced and selected {ndividnnls 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. T -

’Without intending to denigrate the abilities or the potential qualities of any

v
of the teaching assistants, the committee does question the present system whereby

instruction in freshman composition is relegated entirely to teaching 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),

l the complete division of the English faculty in this regard is most unfortunate.
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Although similar practices persist in many large state universities, there is

reason to believe that the prepon&erant, if not exclusive, use of teachine istants

*

to staff freshman composition courses is carried to an extreme at Il1lin~is. Rep-rt-

ing on this very feature of freshman composition courses based on his survey of
1967, Professor Thomas W.vWilcox cites the Urbana ratio of 1-30 (i.e., one faculty
memher for 30 assistants). In 1975-76 the ratio was even higher. Wilcox decries
this tendency to staff the freshman composition course with_teaching assistants

as folldws:

Such over dependence on--or exploitation of -~teaching assistants may

have unfortunate consequences at both ends of the department '5.,.
curriculum: :Its freshman program. come§§to rely on its graduate

program for inexpensive manpower, and its graduate program 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.16

By comparing the number'of ingtructional units (enrollments x credit hours).
derived from freshman rhetoric with those from English ccurses, one can get anothera
perspective on the level of faculty commitment towards the composition,ourses in
the department. In the fall of 1925, 9,878 instructional units came from freshman
rhetoric courses; English (i.e., literature)Acourses generated 16,261 instructional
units. In other words, approximately one~third of the department's total teaching
effort is directed to freshman rhetoric, and towards this enterprise only one

’
professorial essignment*is'currently made. \There may be good arguments in defense
of the present staffing.situationj 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 unrewsrding task. Moreover, the dependence on an ever—

chianging staff of assistants breeds constant flux and shifting goals. While the

~

committee believes that the task of improving writing throughout the College is not

16Thomas W. Wilcox, The Anatomy of College English (San Francisco. Jossey Bass,
1973), p. 66. - X -
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an exclusive burden_of the Departmcnt of English, or the ﬁepartment of Spcech
Communication, we believe that.the.special responsibility given :these departments
ﬂ should not be delegated to special autonomous units, but rather embraced by the
department as a whole. And if a department is an appropriate home for basic
instruction in written.composition, it should be possible to find senior faculty
willing to participate in this activity., This 1is 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 3chedule); 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. '}f few"
- faculty outside the regular divisionalfstaff are oualified 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 hy promotion and salary increases on the hasis
of their performance. Criteria for both“should include research.and publication
in areas germane to the nriting 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 lying in this'direction; v;'believe that a special cadre of
instructors might be hired on the‘basis of thelr 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

| © 486




for its administration and cantrol. Membérs_inferred, however, that the ,present

[y
»

health of the progrém was owing primarily to the“ext;aordfnary efforts df“aﬂféw
individuals who éeém.to glve a great deallmpre by way of se;vice_toithe program '
thanithey receive iniﬁangible rewards. |

In e%feét, the coordination of freshman rhetoric is a job which must be

f -

Qegarded as more demanding and, quite probably, niore frustrating than the task
» - .
of running many smaller departments in the College. During the 1975-76 academic:

/_\ . .
year, total enrollments were 4,836; the number of iﬁstructors 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 supervisofy class visits, consults with instructors on their

teaching, and, of course, reviews all policies relative to syllabi, textbooks,

qoﬁrse‘requirements, grading standards, placement and proficiency. In addition,
tﬂe director 1s expected to determine budgetary and staff needs and to develop the
: ' ® .

time table. As might be. imagined from such a large program, office and ;glephong
ﬁraffic is extensive. Befsnd theée moré or less routine activities, the difec:or
is,e%pecfed to ﬁarticipate in (and often to Qirect) articulation conferences for
high school and juﬂior collegé'£eachers and to conduct ofchampus workshéps} In
addition,cthe director ccﬁdﬁcts a three-cay orientaéion program for new assistants
in Augﬁst and suysequently manages a weekly in-service pfogram for new TA's.

The present director serves as Treasurer of the Illinos Association for Teachers
of English. Excepf for somé'assistance from the Director of Updergraduate Studiés
and a group.of‘part—time,temporafy:instructors, the directdr has somehow to manage
this work on his own; and, 1f promotion 1s wanted, to do teaching and reéeéfch iﬁ

literary areas. It must be concluded that such én'édministrative organization

is both enormously cbmplicated’and frighteningly dependent on the energy and

L g




: accomplishments of those who serve this program (both in teaching and in research)

" - . : »
. .

T .
-

the will of the incumbent director to make personal andfprofessional_aacrifices

for the good of the program. The committee therefore believes that the freshman .

- N *

rhetoric program needs substantial 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

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. 1In our .
view, the effort needs constant, professional leadership; and‘this kind of
leadership'canAbe realized only when the position is given credibility and prestige.
Fortunately or not, these quaiities are conferred in the Uniuérsity context only
with academic rank. The committee therefore strongly recommends‘that the department

consider the directorship as a major appointment, to be given only to individuals
who are themselves committgd to the enterprise. In making this recommendation, the
committee does not;mean‘tb derrogatelany individual director, paat or present; but
the system of appointing non-tenured directors (twice within the last three |
vacancies) is seriously challenged.

. In this regard, the committee asserte that the direction and administration of

a program as large and important as this one should have proper rewards and

incentives. It 1s unfair‘and unwise, in the committee's view, to weigh literary l_' .

scholarship in one scale- ‘and scholarship in writing in another. Therefore, Jbe

N

_should be given full weight and measure in all actions involving promotion and tenure;' -
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' Whether it is because of the many variables involved in learning and teaching

i

how to write effectively, wheth=r we simply lack appropriate devices by which to

measure the quality of writing, or whether Scholarship and research in this area 1is

. A

.thought,to be of little prastige, the fact 1is that ‘there 1s very little’ research

\

extant on the teaching of writing. Nevertheless, we believe that there is a great
. . - s

deal to be learned from what is, after all, one of the most important subjects in
all of one's education. At the very least we should have some bétter idea than we

“now havefregarding the optimal kind of course or courses to be offered or'requiredA-

by the dollege, particularly for those of -varying levels of ability.and achievement.

" We 'should also know a good deal more than we now do about the growth or deterioration '

of gtudent writing ability over the four-year span of undergraduate education. An
often-mentioned recommendation of faculty members on the November survey 1s the

use‘of a writing examination to be passed by all studenta before graduation. Such
a_requirement.would however,'be similar to the earlier schene of a qualifying
iexamination abandoned by faculty in 1968 and until some fundamental questions
regarding test validity can be resolved it seems to the committee that the
imposition of another euch examination would not necessarily promote improvedA
vriting. All of these matters require assiduous scholarship} but given.the'staffingi
policiee now Iin effect, both in rhetoric and verbal communication, ahd the lack of
incentive,through promotion, it is not likely that necessary research in writing .
;can'be acconplished. : .
Our English Department has‘had a long tradition of association with the English

departments of schools throughout the State. The Illdnois Association of Teachers

of English is directly sponsored by the department, which helps to onganize its
annual meeting for many*years held on the campus.' A member of the English

AN
DepartmenL has served regularly as editor of the Illinois English Bulletin, the’

official publication of the Associlation, and two members of the staff have served
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IATE as Treasurer and Execntine Secretary. Beyond these services, the department .

.

'has held articulation;conferénces to: which representatives from many schools in the

\
" -

state are invited During the last year the program 8 director (and previous direc=-

R

tor) attended some twenty workshopg The committee applauds these efforts, though
\ Y

once again it would suggest that the\erticulation programs ‘involve more direct

participation by more member s of.the ;égertment. We believe that these efforts -

sho:7d be nore'than ceremonialj - they shosld for the mest part he cooperativelworking

sessions in which basic policies and prectiehi\reéerding the teaching of eompesition

and literature are studied.' : . - ' v' _
As mentioncd above, the tormer Senate Committee on Student English in

cOOperation wvith the Rhetoric Division, did pféyare\a guide and style sheet which

-

was subsequently sent to each faculty member in the’ University. Uith the varying

~

standards that now appear to be imposed by different disciplines and individuals,
we bplieve 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

° in committee that the document could be inserted into the Academic Staff Handbook‘

and it could certainly.he 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‘repprt, we firmly believe that, whatever has been
revealed by test scores and statistics, there'is‘a“serious need to .improve student
~writing in the Cellege. It is not enough simply to-require another course,
-although we do.believe that the basic reguirement should return to ine six~hour
-standard of_many yeare. “huch'more importantly in our view is the difficult ta<k

of réising'our*own sights and our own comsciousness. At the least, we believe that
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thére should be a great many‘more opportunities than exist nowrfor students to write
directly, coherepfly, and persuasively on ;Lbjects of theif interest. We believe
that instructors qhould be making much more extensive use of writtén English on
studen; reports, papers, and examinétions. From thé ‘questionnaire responses
,f-received b& the committee, it appears'thét many étudentsfand faculty believe that

writing is of little value outsideJan academic context. We believe this view is in

error. Although exceptions occur, it seems seli-evident that the future of

)
-

professionalg and managers, at well as scholaré, will be gfeatly enhanced 1if théy
aré able to write accurately, forcefully, and gracefully. We suggestvthat placement
offices at all levels publicize the_fac£ that literate candidates for virtually all
prpfessionél or commercial positionsbwill Sé given better opport;nities than those
who ark not. |
Indeed, mere literacy is too little to ask of our graduates. Ue therefore

believe that those students who exhibitbspecial ability and distinction in writing,
.y .

whatever their disciplines might be, 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 pefiodic compétitions, 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 implemented, improve the general quality of writing in the

College, we are aware that many §pad€;:;‘have individual writing problems, most of ’

l

FIe e
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- which can best be helped by such programs as the Writing Laboratory or the Writing.

Clinic. But the cliez rele for a11 such special efforts is that group. of students

who need special nelp, regardless of their fields of concentration ard v =.ite of
I .

the reasons fc. their deficiencies.

A'great deal more-might be said, but the essence of the committee's work :!lies

in the recommendations which fof{low. Much needs to be done, and the committee

has proposed a number of remedi s, many of Wwhich we would agree are not easily

accompl;éhed. The st diffitv t of all is the transformation of opinion and the
[ 4

atceptance of resp Vity by all students and all faculty for the intprovement

of writing in the College. It will not do simply to relegate this important task

to a single department, to a division within the department, or to a special course.
”nless the academic community which we know as the College values good writing, there

is little logic in having any requirement in writing, nor 1s there point in

assigning blame to other institutions. 7 o’

P
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" VII. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Entrance Procedure and Requirements

1. “Beginning as soon ag rocssible, the College of Liberal Arts and
| Sciences should réquirerfour units of hiéh schocl anlish (tathef
than three). Work éffered to meet this requirement in Englisl ought.
to be qomprised of studies in language, compcsition, and literature;
and in all such work siéﬁificant aftention should be given to
expository wr%}ing.

2. Candidates for adﬁission to .the Col lege should submit verbai\gcores
from the Scholastic Aptitude Test rather than the test develoézé\\\\\
by the American College Testing Program. In addition, applicants ,
éhould ﬁresent writing samples on at least two topics. ‘These composi-

'tioﬂs are to be written under examinatioﬁ condifions when students
take the comprehensive entrance test. These samples will be reviewed
and assessed by readets pnder certain circumstances, i.e.,'where
srudepts have marginal admis;ions qualificatiogs, N

3. -A minimum score on the verbal portion(s) of the requir;d admission

2\test should be determined, and no candidate wpuid bé admitted who

QOeé not meet tials minimal requirement. (In individual cases,
>hqwéver, writing samples may counsel adwission decisions. Those
students now admitted under special procedures [such as EOP] would

not be affected by this screen.)

. Course Requirements

1. The basic collegb course in composition ought to bz the four-hour
‘ course now taught in the English Department (Rhetoric 105) or the
six~hour, two-semester courses taught in the Syeech Communications L

Department (Speech Communlcatioti 111-112).
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2. The preSent freshmsn rhetoric co&rse should be modtgied as fcllows:

a. The research papcr and much of the bibliographic mntelialg-nOW
covered in Rhetoric 104 and 108 should be removel ®ee #5 below)

b. The rubric for the present course should be chdhged (from
Rhetoric) to reflect its primary concern (e g., English Cqmposx»
tion or College Writing).

3. _The presen; policy'of.e%gnpftng‘students on the basis of ‘ACT Enhlis
usage scgres shogld he_d%sconcinuedkat énce. Cnly students wggfhav
satisfactorily completed‘% cotlege-level qoufse, such as Advéncé&
Placement English or an equivalent course taugﬂi.in ahother collgge

or university, should be exeﬁpt from the compo”ition requirement.

o .
ioa’ corrse sihould

4. At least three "tracks' of the freshman compos’
be offered throwvgh the English Department, and “studenrs ehould be
- placed into the sections’t::L fit their abilities and purposcs.

Writing courses appropriate to p.rticular discipjlines (or related

i

disciplinee) should be dercloped with the primary objective of

¥ -

~ .
instructing students in the writing of research papers and reports.

.

Although .the main enphasis of these courses’would be on the methodology

and procedures appropriate to the field of concentratidn (a; broad

N
~

area), a furthgr aim is the general improveent of expository

wiritiag. Towards chese ends it is recommended that the courses be

-~

developed cooperatively between faculty in the respective departments
. 4 : - g ,

and specialists in the Department of Englich. (The majority of the
committee-favors.the impositicn of a’second—levei Coilege requira-
ment for all séudeﬁ:s in.the'hcience aad Letters cur%icqla who enter
thie University in the fail éf 19?7 and thgreaftar.) . v
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1.

Basic composition courses should continue to be administe%ed by

the Deparcments of English énd Sbeech Communicatinns.

A more stable organizational.basis for the freshman rhetoric progran

should be provided, and to this end s substantial increase in support

ought to be given by the Department ov the College. | |

a. At least 3.0 professorial FTE should be éommitted:to the prﬁgram.
Individualé occupying‘ghgse positions should-be on the tenure
track and should be rewarded b; promotion and appropriate salary

ircreases on the basis of their performance. Criteria for.

! ~ - .

promotion should include¢ research ard publication in‘areés
relevant to the intcrests of the program.

b. The possibilitf of developing a cadre of teachers fto assist
ia the superiinibn'aniﬁcoordinatiqn of the program should be
ée%icusly explorcic ihese parsons need not te or th- tenure
track; if’ﬁot, thoy would have a réasonable assurance of long-
term empleyment, ctiven gond performénce.

c.” The pOSttiOﬁ of Director of Freshman Rhetorijc’ should be_cénsidcred
as a major uppointmehtiin the‘Departmeﬁt to be given only to
those who can give leqdership'to this enterpfise over a reasen-
able perioa. .

Although the verbal communicatidn'program\in Speech Communications is

currently much smaller thanm feeshman rhetoric, additional support forv

its administration and supervision should be seriously considerad.

As in freshman rhetoric, promotion should depend on resear:h and

DuBlicatiqn as wall. as on teachiry and administrative effactivenezs.

‘
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Both departmeﬁts siiould implement the following recommendations:

a.

: o
The erientation, training and clcse supervision of instructors

should be continued and expanded. First year 'teaching assistants

should meet with a supervisor regularly; tgéar c'lasses ovught

to be visited several times during a semester anq their grading
of assigned paperé revieved by a senior staff member.

Both departments should ;;sign interc;ted and qualified faculgy
tq teach in the respective writlng programs from time ?o ti%e.

Research in the teaching of writing should be encouraged and

periodic studies of the effectiveness of writing programs

should be conduct: i.
Present articulation prerrams with English departments in the
state shouid - expand. ! and emriched, and workshops and summer

institutes for trirhi: o o widizing chould be orgenized. Support’

for these aw-ivitics, - !l nee¢ to pe found boih locally ar

frgm outside svurces,

A guide and style shert which can be ‘'used by faculty and
stusents tnrougtoul the College sh0ulb be developed. (Ideally,
sexcfai sbould ke cowpeied e accommodate diflering modes.ana

rcquirenents of the differcat disciplinary arcas.)

A colleze=~jevel coamittee sheuld bLe aprofuted to moiitor the reauived

writing prograns in the Departments cof Speech Communicaticus and

English and to 3 ovide liaiscn with other units in the Collepe or

the University.

26



D. General Policies
- 1. More extensive use of written English on student reports, papers and
examinat ions should be encouraged by the College'énd by all depart-

ments. Annual reports from departments should include statements

L

summarizing efforts undertaken to improve the quantity and quality

of student writing.

2. Depértments and Schools should conduct competitions to reward

students for writing of special merit and distinction.

- - -

3. Placement officers should emphasize the importance of good wriﬁing
to students in all fields. A
\

4. . Appropriate college officials, ig\consultation with theAhnits

.

involved, should defiue precisely the scope and*purpqse of all

remedial or developmental writing activities and Ehese sﬂbuld be
o wideiy publicized. . ' N

August 1976
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VIIT THE QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY--TECHMNICAL, REPORT
e y REPORT

K§\§étaAand Methods

pata-used in thqﬂanalysis were obtained by mailing separafe self-administered’
‘survey questionnairesrtb faculty and to a, representative sample of undergraduate
studcnts. From the College's erirollment lists, 420 poéential respondents were ran-
domly seleécted froﬁ all seniq;s td receive questionnaires:by mail; questionnaifes
were algo distribufed to all faculty members of professorial rank (750). In ell,
dafa weve collected from 123 seniors and 282.facu1ty memgers, yieldipglfesponSe rates
of 29 and 38'pgréent. Admittedly,'EQese response rates are lower than many recéqt'

surveys of university populations, vet.not unexpectedly so, ziven ecnstraints

involving the’ time of mailing, the #ommit:ee's desire to use the results quickly

{precluding follow up requests);'and the varying interest in the problem addressed

in the survey;

-~

Since students were asked to indicate their académic majors and faculty to note

-

. ~ < . . . R
theic departmental affiliations, we were able to assess the representativeness of
the distribution of our résponden;s across major divisions of t.2 Coliege. By ard
latvre divisions are proportionally represented by returns from students and faculty,

dfkhough in toth samples, the pihysical science groups are’ somewhat underrepresented.

Table H

“
.

Major Divisional Affiliation and Correspo%ding.Responae Rates, in Percents .

¥ L.

Mdsjor . Faculty ' Faculty .. Senior Senior
Sivision Proportion/Division Response Proportion/Divicows Recponge
Yumanit ies - 37 427 21% 257
Pivlogical Sciences 13 17 27 26
Fhysical Sciences 29 20 2N 1h
Social Sclences z0 21 P 12 3

We walieve that, particularly amony faculty members, the differcace in rogpoose
tates obtained in our survey probably reflects patterns c¢f varying interzst in ard -
professional concern with the subject matCer of the quezsilonadire icself. nareiy,

3
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the observed deterioration of writing abilities.amoné current undergraduate students.
AcCordiﬁgly, we also believe that ge;eralizations based upon the survey results pre-
sented here must be approached with some deéree of circumspection, and that the
results are useful primarily as hypotheses' for further research rather than as
abqoldte s;atemeﬁts of general trends in senior and faculty percéptions of the
quality of sfudeﬁt wr;ting; the causes of the problems perceived or specific recom-
mendations. Caution is warranted, thgn, in deriving generalizationsxfrom thesé
findingq due to limitations in sample sizg and, additionally, to a pqssible bias
-familiar to many survey designs_whereby those individ;ais believing a "problem" to
exist--however defihed——are most likely to respond.

Questionnaires administered to both faculty and senior respondents closely
adhered to orthodox social science surﬁey design yith respect to general format,
question syntax, and.the s;ructufing and wording of response alternatives. -‘Since
persimony, anonymity, aﬁd immédiate relevance to the practical céqcernsﬁof the com-

o | ’ .

‘mittee were the principal criteria informing the design qf the stddy, many'of the

. hY
customany demographic questions (age, sex, race or ethnicity, socioeconomic back-

ground characteristics, etc.) were omitted in the final drafts of the qdestionnaires
which appear in Appendix A. Because a substantial number of open-ended questions

ani 1w response rates arg,_in general, known to be highly correlated, we decid«?
_ P . S

to resort to_closed'andibrecoded, rather than open-ended questions, except in :hose’

insrances vhere it was hoped more datailed informaéion could 5e acquirgd. General
topiés addressed 1in the questionnéirés included depth of expdsure to written assign-
nents, perceptioné of the influence of quality writing n coursework and future
érofessional life, seatiments regarding efforts by the \student's or faculty member ' s
fajor dgpartment to improve student writing ability, chapges in the writing ability

ot students. and specific recommendations to the department or College. Wharever

09
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possible; a simillar formét between faculty and senior versions of the‘quegtionmairé
schedule was maintained allowing stuéent~faculty comparisons On mawuy icems:

A departure from the overall simiiarity of structur=z of the two queétionnfires
was Qarranted in several instances. The first two concerned additional information
requirc . of senior respondents but hot of faculty. Specifically, the studeat was
asked to indicate the method used to satisfy the Unive;sity general rhetoric
requirement, 1i.2., whether he or she completed orec of the courses designated as
neeting this requirett (Ruetoric 1G1-192, R;letoric 105 or 108, or Spcech Lli 112y, -
took a transfer coursa, or was exempted via a proficiency exaninatidn. Studeuts
were aiso asked to recall a course or imstructor they félf had significan;ly con -
tributed to an improvement in their writing style and yuility and, subsequently; te
list aspects seen as responsible for t.is contribution. Einally, we ssked faculty
éeibers——but nct sentor respcndents--to evaluate the writing cuslity of current
wndorgracuate students compared with rhat or the ”typical studeat'' earolled five or
six yearsvago. Subjecet t; the cforemeationsd qual;fi:acidns, thig item i.dicates
approximetely the visibility of the lseue ol deteriorating studes¥ writing guality
anoﬁg faculty 1o the t.ollege. Vhen askee to compare current ahd past Qud@rgcaduate
writin, quality,.-about nalf (52,4 porceat) or the facvity respan(;duihat che writing
abjlicy of t luy's stulent is eitior "sSomewhat worge' o “significantly worse” than
pricr studeuts. Jonveisely, neatdl half belicve thet currenc undergraduat e a;e
"al.our the vare or buicer than former students with ;espec? to @riting abiluity,

A preliminary strategy in th; data analysis involved an as;essmént of actual’
distriburion . and corresponaing verceatages on wucstionnaire items, computed
separately for semior ard faculty samplcs.‘ Nexe, sui-e general Comparisong weve
wage potween faculty and student respunses to w1l iteaws jointly asked of both.
subseauencly, for bouh f%culty ‘nd seninrs, separate. dnalvges w;na undexcaken by

crosstavulating the most inportent lteds «ith najov daivigional affiliation
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(Humanities, Biological Sciences, Physical Scilences, and Social Sciences), noting
resulting percéntage breakdown. Finaily, we extended. this analysis by comparing
-*responsesfof individuals majoring in, or teaching in, those departmente which
actually teach writing skills (Engliqh, Rhetoric, and Speech Communication) with
individuals affiliated with all other departments. This/distinction is reflec&éd‘

in the reference to "Writing Department" and "Othar' in Appondix ."'B."

Major Findings of the Survey

-General Comparison of Student and Faculty Responses

There’ were several noteﬁorthy similarities between the collective responses of
stgdents and fasultyﬂ On thé quesfion of previous departmental effort to upg:ade
student writing quality, for example, both studeﬂts (89%) and f&cuity (822) feel
that little or nothing has been done. A majority ‘of both students (65.°%) and
faculty (60%) believe that the writing ability of the typical student lirproves after
his or her matriculation at t&e University. Only a small group of studenﬁs (14.6%)
and faculty klé.9l)Jbear witness to deterioratiog in any degree. Finally, there
appears to be substantial agreement among both students and faculty over what might v
be done to imprové the quality of student writing; repeatedly, responden;s fron each
'éroup Fecommendéd (a) the reorientation or extensior f the rhetoric requi;ement;
(b) more wriften-assignments in%tead of multiplé ch.. e eraminatioas; and (c)
shifting the focus of instructio; to include more cri:.cism and commentary on
student writing. .

Nonetheless, student and faculty respondents disagreed on sevrral is-ues, 1In
typical courses at the 100-, 200-. and 300-levels, for example, student; rote thut
they have written fewev papers than the facuity claim to have required, a flgginﬂ
«hich persists through each of :he'divisions of tae Ccllege. CoanrQ;iy, students

claim to have written longer papers than faculty believe they have required. | Also,

>
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faculty claim that their mid-term and final examinations require substantially more
in terms of written respomrse than students felt had been required of them.

Anhiﬁteresting_paradox emerges on the question of writing ability as e"criterion
“influencing final course gredes.."Spudents (22.5%) much mofe than faculty (10.4%)
view their writing skilleés a faetor influenciné fheir final grades; conversely,
relatively few faculty\t22.92) eite content alone as a criterion in evaluating
student performance,JWhile a large number of students (41.7%) believe that 1t is.
Facuity-(SSZ) be;ieve tﬁat wfiting ability will have a coneiderable or major effect
on a‘stude;eje>;rofessional future far more than do etﬁdehts (56.32) themselves; and
while faculty are more-apt te mention the possible adverse effeét of poor writing on
scholafly work and collegial communication, students seem.more concerned ‘over geil-
eral writing competence. vFipally; very few students (1%5,rebommend increasing

admission standards as a means.ofimproving writing quality, while > number of faculty

(15.8%) regard this as a potential corrective.

E intra—Faeulgy Comparisons

© An effort was made t0~diStin£eish between faculty‘respendents from four
divieioﬁé of the College-~the Humaﬁities, Biologieal Sciences, Physical Sciences
and the Social Sciences. The results indicate several substantial differencss. Ip
typical courses at all levels, for example, the Social_sciences faculty consistentl9
assign'fcwer papers_ than other.divisions; humanitiee instruetors, on the other haqd,
show a tendency to ;equire lorger papers. -There seems to be considerable ﬁeriatinw
in the emphasis upon wfitten response in mid-term and firal examinations. 'And
finallyithere is substantial variation in the ﬁroportion of a typical course grade
deterﬁined by writing quelity, renging froﬁ the huﬁanities (29.67%) down to the
social (10.37), blological (9.9%) and physical sciences (5.1%).

There seems to be general agreement among the various.divizions over the cri-

fcria used to evaluate writing quality; typiczlly, these were noted as the mechaiiics

t
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of grammar, punctuation, spelling, etc., followéd by regponses pointing toward over-
all style and content. Buf the divisions seem to disagree over the degree of the
wriging "problém" and its pi.oper corrective. Those respondents in the huﬁnq}ties,
for example, were virtually unanimous (98.2%? in recoumending departmental or
cdllege-level intervention to 1@prove student writing quality, while over a thixd
(34.7%4) of'fhose in the physical ;ciences recommend that no actioﬁ be taken. Appar-
‘ently related togthis is the fact that'physical scientists are substauntially less .
likely (i0.9%) than their pgunterparts to regard writing ability as a major influence
on a stugent's professional future. - . ‘

Those faculty membefs affiliate& with depdrtménts which teach writing courées
are more épt'to claim fhat the writing of the typical student iméroves during his °
br her stay at the University (72.2%). Cbnversely, the same "writing department" |
faculty tend to view current undérgraduatea as worse writers than previous studenté;
and this view was shared, though less strougiy, by other deparmménts as well.
‘Fihnliy; “uyritiug departmené‘ facult& aré twice as likely as other faculcy to recom-
mend the reoriemntation or exteﬁsioﬂ of the rhetoric requirement as a potenfial
corrective. This group 1s also markedly less prone than other faculty members to

recommend more stringent admissions standards (I;SZ vs. 8.8%).

‘Intra-Student Couparisoas

There appear to be substaatial differences among students as well as facuity
among the”various divisions of the Cdllpge; The number of papers required in a
cypi. al course, for example, varies noticeably, with students majoring in the scciai

sciences claiaming they have written substauniially fewer papers than other students,

{

wiile those in the humznities claim to have written substantialiy nore. Students
an the numanicies feel that a larger proportion of written responsz is rerquired in
their examinations, and they also cbnsider writimg ability to be a wajor determinant

{705) in their final course grade. Physical science students believe overwhelaingly

{
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t69%) that their faculty evaluate Ftudent writiag on only content-related criteriai
this sharpi; conflicts with the fact thét oﬁiy a s%all number of physical science
faculty members (18%) claim to employ'contept alone as the ieans of writing evalua-
tion.. |

. The principal method of satisfying the LAS rhctoiic reqvirement also differs
acaording to division. .Very few qtudentq in the humanities (?7), for\example, have
satisfied this requirement through a proficiency examinaticn, while nearly a third
(32%) of the physicai sclence majors ha;z,ﬁone §0, Eoreover, séudents who teokla
pre~rribed course to satisfy the rhetoric reduirgéeut-consisﬁenfly (79%) reported
that the "'quality of ‘their writing had improved since mati'icullating at the University;
conversgly, nearly a third (30%) ;f the tranéfer students and even more (40%) of ihe.
proficiency students stated Fhat their writing had deteriorated. Over a fourth (26%)
of the social science majors have noted deterioration in the quality of their
writing since entéring the University.

' There are substantial differences across divisions in students' perceptions-of
the'futpie importance of writing.aSility. Predictably, students in/ﬁhe humanities
ponsistentry (82%) view vritirg skill as a considerable or major influégce on their
future, while scarcely a quarter (26%) of thos° in the physicsal sciepces fepl that

their writing abillty per se will a€fect their professional careers. Thcse student*s
S , :

ma joring in departments which teach writing courses are more likely than are students

in other departments to stress personal, social. and non-carcer aspects of t. 2

future thus affected. %

Finally, there arz suhstan-ial differences among the divisions on the question
of potentinl corfectivcs to student writire disabilities. Studenis in the biolbgi

cal. and sncial sciences, for example, most consisEently recomnend more writing
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.
assignments, while thgse in the humarities place more gtress on the peorientation

and extension cf the rhetoric requivemeat aud generally upgrading. the quality of

o

weiting instructlon. Students who have satisfied the rhetcric requirement through
proficiency examinatinns ave *far more likely than others to recomnend more written
~ asslgaments as a potential corrective, bur far less likely than others to recommend

veoclentation or extensicn of the rhetoric reguivement.

“
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COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS AND SCIENCES - UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOTS AT URBANA-CHAMPAIGN
294 Lincoln Hall
. A i
COMMITTEE ON THE USE OF ENGLISH ppendix A
FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE

. ] ’
‘1. How many papers are required in a typical undergraduate course which ;ou have

recently tgught at the follOW1n5 levels? Approximate Number

Department Course Number of Papers
. 1b0 Level
200 Level _
300 Level
2. What is,thelapproximate average length of these papers? (Circle appropriate
number) »
. _ Department .. - Coursz 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-15 Over 15
100 Level ) 1 2 3 w5 - 6
200 Level 1 2 3 4 5 6
300 Level" - 1 2 3 v 5. 6

~ Describe a typ‘cal assignment--or attach a sample assignment sheet .if you wish.

ta

Y

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: (Clrcle appropriate number)

: 0-20% 21-40% 41-60% 61-60% 81-100%
Mid-Term (or typical hourly exam) '

100 Level o1 : 2 3 L

5
200 Level 1 2 3 L 5
300 Level .o 1 2 3 y 5
Final
100 Level 1 2 3 W’ 5
200 Level .1 2 3 . y 5
\ ' 300 Level 1 _ 2 3 y 5

4, In the courses noted above, approximately what proportlon of the student's final
~ grace is determined by the quality of his or her writing? (Please estimate %)

%

Please note below any criteria which you employ in evaluating the quallty of
writing on a student's paper or examination.
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8.

9.
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. Faculty Questionnaire 2

In your judgment, to what extent is the rrofessional future of a typical student

in your field affected by the quality of his or her writing?

Littlg Influence Some Influence Considerable Influence Major Influence
1 2 3 "

What particuiar aspects in the professional life of a typical student do you
feel will be affected by the quality of his or her writirg? (Please describe)

In general,!how would you compare the writ.ng ability of present undergraduate
students with that of former s.udents (of & or 6 years ago)?
Significantly j . Significautly
Better Somewhat Better About the same Somewhat Worse . Worse
1 2 3. 4 5
How much has your department (or division) done to improve the quality of
student writing? (Circle appropriate number)
,Nothing Very Little Quite a Lot A Creat Deal

1 2 ’ 3. 4

Flease note what your department has done in this regard: (Use back of page:
if more space i3 required.) !

4

In your

judgment, how has the writing qualitv of a typical undergraduate student
in your field changed Aurins his or her stay at the University?
Ureatly Sempe b Unchangped Somewhat Greatly
Improw. i : Deteriorated Deteriorated
~
1 2 Yy 5
Fieacs 1is® reastns which you believs may account for any ciinge.

" Lo you relieve any sprooial efforts ournt to be undertaien by the .lepartment -r

the College to improve the guallty of student writing?
Yes
No

What would you wnooest: (Ure ad liticnal pages if you wish.



.

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL APTS AND SCIENCES - UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS AT URBANA-CHAMPAICN
294 Lincoln Hall :
¢ . . ‘
COMMITTCE ON THE USE OF ENGLISH
SENIOR QUESTIONNAIRE , . l

W )

Please note your social security number and major (field of concentration).

SS# ; _ o
Major
' / . e 13
1. About how many papers have you been required to write in a typical course 1n
your‘major departnent at‘each of the following levels? - Approximate Numbé; 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 courges$? Circle

apprdpriate number)

Department, Course 1-3 u4-6 7-9 10-12 13-15 Over 15
100 Level : 1 2 3 v 5 6
200 Level ‘ , 1 2 3 4 5 )
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)

A 0-20% 21-40% 41-60% ~ 61-53%  81-100%

Mid-term (or tygichl hourly exam) o ' '

100 Level . 1 2 3. 4 5

200 Level o 1 2 3 4 5

300 Level 1 2 3 4 5

F1ma}40 Level St 2 3 .4 5

200 Level - : 1 2 3 4 E

5

300 Level — 1 2 3 4

4. Looking back on a typical course in your major, approximately what percentage
of your grade was determined by the quality of your writing? (Give % estimate)

L)
e ) %
B - ——

From your observation, what criteria do instructors use to evaluate the quality
of your' writing? ..(Please describe:) '

~

5. In your opinion, ‘how much has your major department done to improveé the quality
of written English among its students? (Civecle appropriate number)

i Nothing Very Little Quite a Lot A Great Deal
1 : 2 ’ 3 . L

Please briefly describe what your department has donme in this area: (Use

back of page if more space is required.) _
N ™
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Senior Questionnaire 2 - ,

6. Please note below any course or instructor (inside or outside of your major
department) tlat gou feel has contributed to an 1mprovement inlyouﬁ'writing
style and quality. -

Course : Tiﬁle

Inst:uctor

‘

. In your opinion what aspects of the course or practices of the instructor
contributed to this improvement.

7. Which course dld you take to satisfy the Unlver51ty s rhetoric 1equ1rement°
(Circle appropriate number)

Rhetoric 101-102 Rhetoric 105 Speech 111-112 Transfer Course Proficiency
or 108" (other college) (AP, Dept. Prof.)
1 2 3 . b ” : 5

In your judgment how helpful was the course noted~above in preparing you for
the writing assignments given at the University? (Clg\ ~proprLate number )
Extremely helpful of some'Help - Of Little Help Of No Help
1 2 - 3 u
8. How would you characterize any change in the quality of your writing since you
came to the Uniyersity. (Circle appropriate number)

Greatly Improved Somewhat Improved Unchanged Somewhat Deteriorated Greatly Deterio:
1 ' 2 3 L 5

If the quality of your writing has changed, what have been the ppimary causes?

-

9. To what extent will the quality of your writing influence your academlc or
professional future? (Circle appropriate number)

Little Influence Moderate Influénce -Considerable Influence Major”fnflueuce

LN
1 2 . 3 . 4

What aspects of your future do you feel will be most affected by the gualirv
of your writing? (Please describe:)

. . . . . . .
10. From your point of vie. what might be done by the department or the coliepe ‘9
improve. the general quality of studnnt writinpg? (Attach additicnal papes if
you wish. ) *
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‘ o APPENDIX 3
STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF FACULTY AND SENIOR QUESTIONWAIRES y

liow many papers are required ip a typical undergraduate course at the following le\}elsl:

(FQ 1) which you have rec.ently taught’  in your major department’ (50 1)
Cope BN | nx 123 SENIORS
Courses ¢ Hean  Median % "None" tean  Median % "None'
100 Level 151 147 34,20 1,41 JL )43.6"/.,
200 Level | L8 LS 196 LSS 86 %08
300 Level 2,49 L& +15.9 1,59, 113 28.1
Breakdown by LAS Division and by Writing Departments and Others
100 Level | |
lumanities . 3.26 2,68 2,38 1,38
Biological Scieucer 1,30 33 1.80 .30
“hwsical Sclences 2,74 R 88 15
Social Seiences LY 53 .68 68
Jvoving Departments w1 J.2l 3.0 4,00
Othe.e 7,06 .82 1,09 52 ,
) |
U Level
Humani t1es ,, 3,58 2.9 2,62 2,00
Blological Sciences LY P50 : 1,69 43
hysical Selences U N IENY
jocial Sciences .8 718 ' 0l J5
70 triting Departments 4,52 2,46 | 340 30 \
" (thers 2,07 1.2 130 6
| Y
300 Level ; .
Humanitics 3,05 1.97 2.20 1.79
Blological Sciences 2,83 L& 1,46 7
thysical Sciences 2,40 .92 . 100 4
Social Sciences 1,41 115 | 1,46 1.2
Jriting Departments §.23 .33 2,5 2.38

Others 9 L0 Lo L0’




BOLY SENIORS

. ! (FQ2)  What is the approximate averape length of these papers {in tyned pages) (8¢ 2)
Courses -3 &6 749 1012 1315 L 1-3 46 J-0_10-12 115 1o+

107 Level (VA 0 VYR SN VNN VAR O L S U ER 1

200 Level Y R N S B o % 4 7 y

300 Level 6 A b N0 AU 017 16 2% 5 1

Breakdown by LAS Division and by “ri:.np Departments and Others

100 Level : ' '
lumanities « 15 6l % 4L 2% Y 187 4% 19% 15k - bk
Biological Science 40, 40 -~ 20 .- - - W noon -1
Physical Science 27 55 9 9 - - 00 - - S
Social Sciemce  -- 33 33 D) § - L Y X Y - §
Lriting Depus 5 65 D 4 TH o6 1 -
Others [ R A b ? 3 %0 - 8

200 Level
Humani ties 15 4 2 13 ] ) it % 2b 4 3
Bislozical Science 22 33 1l Ll 11 1 335 17 - §
Phusical Science 50 25 25 - . e S ARG B - 50
Social Science -~ 6 31 25 9 U yoouoo 8 1 5
Writing Depts 13 % 21 4 B - - 45w 6 - -
Others 15 27 21 18 § 1 B w3 §

300 Level !
Humanities § 2 1 13 17 19 ] 2 0 12
Biological Science 7 36 19 19 10 I /5 B SRS TS ST
Physical Science 9 27 l& 36 ST S T ¢ S
Social Science 2 4 7 I8 13T [T A I | 30
Writing Depts KO Y KA 7o 1515 15 1b £ §
Others ]

a2 1% S VR 1218




PMOLT SEALRS

it regard to examinations in the above courses, please indicate the approximate percentage of each thch
(FQ 3) required weitten responses of at least parapraph length, (Q3)

GI0 QLWL G600 6160 8100 | O QLU0 U6 6L-40% glelonk

|

uidterm Exapinations \

100 Level VA S Y AR VAN T A B S S K/ SR Y S b W
200 Level 30 13 A ¥ oo 813 12 50
300 Level 2 10 y 5 0 W10 1 12 5
100 Level - , | | N
Husanities W, Wm0 W nm”
Blological Sciences -, 64 5 9 I I el i1l 23
thysical Sclences J1 12 6 - IV 10 2 4 “ &
Social Sclences L 10 2 1 8 1 8 § - 25
Writing Departments RV 8 - 69 -9 13 b 26 48
Others 5% 9 8 b 2 YR X 6 9 30
200 Level -
Rumanities 4 7 4 1 78 § 3 } 16 66
Blological Sciences 4l 10 28 7 U [ S - 43
Physical Sciences 42l -r 14 2l 6 U . 17 -
Soclal Sciences  « 30 15 6 15 U %% 1 20 § 24
Writing Departments § - - 8 85 KR 13 17 3N
 Others Nl 12 11 29 19 g 13 11 49
300 Level | | |
Human{ties 3 3 3 3 A ] booooh 1N
Biological Sciences 37 - 3 17 17 /S U 17 11 43
Physical Sciences 41 18 12 .- 2 ) 1 14

Lo, N

Writing Departments g - - .- 92 T -] TN
Others o 1 65 51 ] 13 54

19

Social Sciences - 15 D5 8 10 53

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. N, :
Percentage of Writing on Final Examinations

(FQ 3 cont) |

]
Final Examinations

Iﬁatiével

200 Level \

300 Level

100 Level
Humanities
Biological Sciences
Physical Sciences
Social Sciences

Writing Departments -

Qthets

200 Level
Humanities

Biological Sciences

Physical Sciences
* Social Sciences

uriting Departments -

Others

300 Level

" Humanities
Biological Sciences
‘Physical Sciences
Social Sciences

Writing Departments
Others

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

0-209 21-40%  41-60% 61-80%  81-100%

FACULTY

SENTOi:

o’

(XQ 3 cont)

2

30
25

13
b4
1
11

37

L5
43

33

3%

38

3

20

28

7
1
]

1l
12

18

10 -

6l
9
5

[ ] Lo} [ ]
- L]

10

14

oh
12
10

12
10
14

13

12

n

29
%
5

02
23
1l
17

X

23

11
17
21
33
84
3

89 .
28
29
55

92
48

0-207  20-40% 4l-60% 6L-B0%  81-1001

3%
17
12

30
10
3

39

15
80
3

20

14%

b
1

10
22
21

By
13

13

I
12
]

E ] 1
v w1

13%
14
12

18

20

2

n

11
14

18

13
12

I
5
58

I
60
20

4 .

2

52
33

61
kb
30
5
51

o

3
14
10

80
5

77



R0 SEITORS -

Approximately what percentage of the grade was determined by the quality of wrltlng

(FQ 4) in the courses noted above! in a typ1ca1 course in your major? (50 4)
. , Mean Median | Mean: Median
Humanities 34,67 29 67, b4 10%
Biological Sciences 17,1 9.9 b 10
Physical Sciences . 6.6 5.1 16 5
Social Sciences 15.§ 10.3 28 23
riting Departaents 4.4 40,5 T4 80
Others 17.0 9.9 28 20
All Departments 212 10,4 32,5 2.5
(FQ 3b) In evaluating the quality'of writing on papers or examinations, . (50 )
what criteria did vou cmploy? what' criteria did instructors use?
1. General clarity of éxpreséion 24,77, I, Content, Zacts, supporfinn naterial J33.5%
2, Organization, orderly transition of ideas, 2, Genera: c.arity of expression 16,3
paragre h flow 18,6 3. Orzanize.ion, orderly tyansition of 1dcas,
3, Grampar. sentence structure, p!wctuaton, . Leragraph flow . _ 10,3
spelling, etc. 15.2 b, Cranpar, punctuation, spelling, seatence
&, Content, facts, supportif@uaterials 16.4 struicture, etc, 11,3
5, Concisc ess and focused thésis 7.6 5, Conc:seness and focused thesis 78
(6. AlL othe s 19.5 6. Al others | o 14,6
| ¢ Breakdoun of above criteia by area , ,
Huran 81 Sc RS SoSc WrD  Other fnan BiSc PiSc SoSc WrD  (Qther |
L0 90 6.0 %41 164 %5 Lo W s wmoum W
C 185 58 10,00 186 136 182 2. 6 20 16 b1 16
78 Lo B 160 163 W .2 o2 [ T S S VI :
Lo 10,3 19,7 VAR VLR 14, b U b - 0 1 1l |
. 78 91 80 55 36 8.0 b L 17 -- 0 3 9 . fzs)




FACULTY C SELTORS

(RS | To what extent will the quality of writing (809
affect the professional future of a typical student? influence your academic or professional future?
Little Some  Considerable  Major | Little  Moderate Considerable  Major -
Influence Influence Influence  Influence Influence Influence Influence Influence
llunanities 5 B 55,81 19 % 44,
Bidlogical Sciences 2.2 15,2 8.7 23,9 oo N 12
“hysical Sciences 1.0 3.4 50,9 10,9 16 % 16 10 .
Social Sciences 34 5,1 55.9 B4 2 i1 4 20
lriting lepartments -« 2.4 | 3.7 65.9 - e 38 62
thers 20 151 500 39 TR 3w !
411 Divisions 1.8 13,2 48.0 31.0 6.3 3.3 3T 24,6
Jhat patticular aspec’s in a student's professional What aspects of your future will be most aiiccted by
life will be affected by the quality of writing? (FQ 3b) the quality-of your writing? (5Q 9b)
I, Scholarly writing and publishing 30,01 1, Chosen career involves competent writing
2, Routine comucnication with colleagues generally 36.6%
(letters, reports, evaluations) 3.2 - 2, Scholarly writing and publishing ; 21,2
3. Virtually all aspects of one's professional 3. Idmission to and success in graduate ¢
life ’ 10,2 professional ‘school 1.2
&, Teaching and lecture preparation 8.4 b, Job applications, resumes, vitae, etc, 10,1
5, ‘Career mobility, evaluation of superiors 6,3 5. Secial correspondence, non job-related reasons .0
6. Ability to conceptualize or organize one's 6. Chosen career requires teshiical report writing 3.0
thoughts ’ 4,2 . ALl othets. 5.9
811 others A 1.7 <

Aspects broken down by divisions (faculty questionnaire) '

Human BiSc PhSc SoSc  WrD Others  All

0 NI NS S BT 300
W0 160 W2 08 98 598 12
61 67 - Ikl 200 81 10
ko 93 34 6 LB 78 B4
63 81 80 26 59 63 63
SRS U IV A TS S Y A Y R K R ¥

= AR S DU S
- < - - .




(FQ 8) FACULTY ' | CENTORS (50 8;

. . , i, .
How has the writing quality of a typical undergraduate ih*  How would you sharacterize any change in the quality
your field changed during his/her stay at the University?  of vour writing since you cam o the Universits!

. Greatly Somewhat Somewhat  Greatly Greatly Somewhat ozt Greatly
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11 efforts should be undertaren _(FQ‘?b) What might be done by the departwint ar cobiei to
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“improve general quality of studen’ writing? S )
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sytend rhetoric requirement 16,0 Require more papers and other writt n assippeent. L
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“wpartmer.ts require specialized or technical , quality 3.
writing course for majors : 3.0 Ixtend rhetoric requirement 14
yandatory writing skills exam for ! students , Tmprove competence of faculty sn writing couries ‘3'1
aidvay ir thejr carcers H : . 9.5 More d:tailed instructor criticism and commests 1.6
tequire moue revisions of poorly written papers 2,0  [Encourage or require more reac.ns 19
Cevince students of importance of quality writing 1.5 Reduced class size; indlvidualized attention 19

i

‘i teaching of rhetoric. as "respectshle” and
Jareer revarding 8s research ' 1,3 " N ,
| : S Most frequent recommeriaiions in o lex (L=z 't freque

ssquire upperclassoen to take an additional - ‘ { S o er (et dregeent

JTusher e ose Ly Homan Bi " 10 B¢ Su o+ Wr honther
feyalre rore ronding 1.2 ' T T -
Hore emphasic « qualitative aspects of courses, Hore e, ers , : : y ? l
o nn‘quantitative 1.2 Preseute schools : ’ 2 : f 2
seaalier classes; improved competence of *faculty; flore essay exans : ? % e
't urpectations of student writing; forelgn Stresg.grammaf - T f o b
s ponte : Remed” il c¢linics  ° 5 b 9 g
. S ' ' Rilevaut courses : 3 8 £
| . . Quality writing ‘ ) ! ; §
Vst frequent cecomendations dn order (1emast frequent)  Extend rhetoric “ ; i : ho 1
§3ii :. " humen BLSc PhSc Sodc HrD _Other

sote writng 1 1 4 /i 21 ’
Pt rhetoric : ;-1 l Lo

g el ! 36 3

Juaso o 7 4 5 4 4 b

LSRRV S 4 § : 8 [ .
TR VR RS B S 8 6 p
piiten grady i ] i 5 5 1 87 ‘
erefial Ll G f b /A P ‘

‘N




(3Q 6b) .
Ihe question "What aspects of the course or practices of the
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e . FACULTY RESPONSES ONLY

(k0 6)

How wou

s

Significantly Somewhat About the Somewhat Significantly

Criteria used co evaluate student quality:

Porcetved student - | Criteria Used )
writing ability ~ Content  Style  HMechapics
Same 0 hottor BT 20% 46%

LTS 23 19 8

fugust 197

| Better  DBetter Same.  Worse  Horse
nanitics NIRRT S X R XA/
birlogical Seiencos 33 67 40,0 3330 167
Phvitea Sciences - - 42 39,3 16,3
Soci: wcirn-es - 6.8 9.1 22,1 114
Uriting Departm ts 2 5.3 8.9 5.3 1.9
Uthers . 18 b 418 35 12,1
all Divisions 0.9 6,5 4S5 385 11,6

or Botter Worge
45,71 4
(.0 50,0
44,2 55.8
6.9 36,1
36,8 63,7
48,7 41,1
49,9 50.t

1d vou comparc viting ability of present undergraduates with that of fommer stu.cnts (or 5 ei b vedrs ago)!
Maut the sthe
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Appendix C
204G Lincoin Halt

september 3645 00

IR 4

Professors Roger K. Applebee
Douglas Applequist
Robert W, Johannsen
Robert A. Jones
. Reino Kallio
o Howard S. Maclay
Jaries !, Scanlon

Dear Colleagucs:

There is increasing concern ahont the deteriorating quality o towe
English language as used by our undergraduat.-s; and, after-consulting with the
Executive Comnittee of the Collece, I aum appuinttnr an ad hoc Commitvtee on the
Use of English (composed of representatives of the faculty and with Dean Applobee
as Chairman) to consider what might be done to reverse this tre.wd in the Coliege.
The problem is obviously a cormplex one: there fu little in contemporary socieny

‘that encourages.either literacy or skill in written communication in the college-

age group. Public schools appear .t ave abandomed the effort; nd, ft must be
confessed, there is little insistence on the part of the fuculty fo promete h.
standards of language usage among our students, even in the humxnxtiv'hwnd sor ial
sciences. ’

We are not alone in our .oncern.. Reparts freom the  ollece Beord nrtout
to the lower achievement of high school students and o v widveralities arn
addressing themsclves to the problem.. Lt i clear to gme Lhat we must undertake
a more serious and concerted cffort to improve the situation tiho. we have fn the
past. .1e responsibility for improvement shoeuld kot be riven to the U llah
Department alone; the effort must be a *c”eral one  which ridght print te mee
changes in admission standards ac well ¢ of Ter gutldance v ghe faonity a
general.

If we are to avoid coiuleom ny cur graduare, € oo ind of peonace that

is the inevitable result of one' . i: =~flitv. to evpress  funelr wloguately dn
spoken and written English, then T ° lieve g wdses muat e undertaroen.
would appreciate your advice and - sel roy o diny steps whiion can he andertaren

erd in the development of an ar @ priate oversll stratesy Lo recve »r Lo
as.cliorate the problem.

I write to asli you " serve reshers of o th o

- what steps are appropriate for =« *o take {n o effnrr to {mpreve atandurds

written communicdtion in the Coliece. 1o addition te the taculty men ooste 1
an prepar~d to offer financial supvort to tic Committes to euploy o warch

~assistant to help with comp.: .ation of data. [ heliewe riat v Senmitto

. : Q- -

TN



page 2
September 30, 1975

:uld not be as thorough and comprehensive in %15 revliew as time permits. You
need not respond to thisg letter if you can consent to serve. Needless to say, I
will be very grateful for your assistonce. I wlil call a meeting of the committee
in the near future tu Jic-uss the matter aand lay before you the issues that seem
‘to be involved as far us 1 can identify them at this time.’ .

Sincer.-ly yours.

5

}

7 1 .
oy ' / r
(e ;'/ y C oy
. .

; o
Robert W. Rogers /
Dean

RWK : nmc ] -

cc: M. W. Weir »
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