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A ABST R AC T

“

AN ADYIHISTRATIVE EVALUATION OF A PRCGRAM OF COURSES IN
ENGLIS? WRITING SKILLS AT AN URBAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE -

- Although 'a program of nine-week courses in English
writing skills has beeﬁ part of the English curriculum at
City Collere since 1966 no evaluation has been done to

/ assess its place and purpose in the curriculum of ‘an urban
community college, . Furthermore. only linited research-had

/ 'been dons in the past to determine‘its effectiveness in
meeting student needs. This.may be attributed to the fact

’ that the program was pJoposed and accepted as an‘experimént

/ in remediation and was taught mostl;‘by'the proposer. Only

'A// . recently has the entire anglish department become involved

,/l - ‘in teaching the courses“and as a consequence. a need devel—

oped to put the program into historical perspective with a
.///rationale for its existence, There was also a need to

d determine what student population the‘program and the indi- ’

i vidual courses currently served, and whether they met only \

’
) the studcnts' immediate practical needs or also prepared -

them for college-level En#lish. S

. -As an evaluative study, this Major ReseaTch Project -
¢ attempted to answer these.questions through: (a) a review.
of the historical development and rationale for the courses;

(b) the administration ard interpretation of a student

’r

questionpaire (Component One); (c) an analysis gnd inter- ° .}
pretation of data as found in collgge records (€omponent Tvo ); /

{
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(d) a statistical studg to determine wtether a combination c,
of the writing skills courses could be a reﬁlistic pre- S
‘requisite ‘for English 14 (Combonent Three). thh»these
'questions answered the English department at City College
~ -.should have a basis for systematically examining 1ts writing‘_
skills - progra‘ with a view toward appropriate change that
' is student-oriented. Furthermore.(counseling about the
? courses should become less haphazard. - Finally the college
should have a basis for determininggwhether this program of
~ nine-week writing skills ‘courses hasJa legitimate place\Tﬁ-

the curriculum as a remedial program._ *
Apart from the implications ofﬁthis study for the local\‘
AN ]
college.‘it is also the writer's hope that the informétion

b

and the 1ideas will be useful to other institutions. Further-

o ® .

\\‘l terature on program evaluati:i. ' "'7
. Vs ' ‘ TN

mrre. 1t 1s hoped that this - study will contribute to the

\ i
! |

- e - _(.‘A‘, . ) ' " . . . .
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AN ADMINISTRATIVE EVALUA“ION OF A PROGRAM OF COURSES IN'
ENGLISH WRITIFG SKILLS.AT ‘AN URBAN CA®MUNITY COLLEGE

~

Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

The "open door" commitment of the. community colleges,
while it has meant equal educational onportunities for

millions who. even twenty-five years ago, would have had

no access to higher educationf has also brought;many chal—h

lenges to these institutions in their efforts to meet the

needs of their diverse stdggnt population. Thé ¢ hallenges

relate to the extent and kinds of services to students, to ’

1’ k4
a reassessment of curricula and teaching techniques. even

to a retraining of faculty and a reshaping of . faculty

.‘%‘
S ’

attitudes. N

* More than any other DO t-secondary iﬁstitutions. con=- ‘

the. interest?land abilities of the learner
>

successful with non-traditional students-=studerits of varied

’

- age, backgrp?nd. experience, irterest, and abilities.

“ Consequently. communi;y colleges have pioneered new ways of

ching their”clientele. In the process, many have-opn-

-

_tributed significantly torinnoration in curricuium and
. ! : o : ¢ ’

s
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marticularly in instructionx1 laboratfries.'pfogrammed
: ;instruction.‘comnuter-assisted instruction.”the;use>of para-
professionals and peer tutors.-v | » . -
Significant‘among the efforts of community colleges ha;
- been their response to the needs of their students in the
area of remediation. It. has been estimated that thirty to :
fifty percent of studentsmwho enterbcommunity"colleges gre
in need of‘those Bastc skills .reduired’ for oollege study,*
/. and the percentage is expected\to\increase.2 Consequently.

most community - collnges have deVeloped courses and programs

.

to help students acquire ‘needed skills In mathematics.

- reading, and writing.

4

- + ./
*- ' How successful have these efforts in remediation beén?
S~ ,
In seneral. deVelopmental reading programs have been con-

-~

ducted by trained specialists in specially eguipped 1abora~
tories. Studies indicate "there is little doubt that Well-
conducted reading programs are bringing many students up.to

reasonable standards in reeding speed; comprehension.'and ’

. voc'abu‘lary."3 However, it has been.the writer's experience -

that'not énough effort has be

“rade by the whole faculty ...

1One proponent of innovqtion in the community colleces
has been B, ILamar Johrson, and among hls works o?i the sub-
ject is Islands of Irnovation ixvan®™ns (Beverly Hills,’
California: Glencoe Prcss{“ﬂ909). ]
2Lelamd Ned&ger and Dgﬁe Tillery, Breabinv the Access
‘\J Barrier (i.Y.: 'HEGraw Fill %ook Company, 1971), p. 65, N

31pia, . )
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in?identifying poor readers~early enough‘so&that they could
be helped. L | o | '
As for. remedial writing courses, more. seems to have

been written about their failure than their success.

" Whereas developméhtal reading has been left to the experts,

the tendency has’ been.to leaye‘the development of writing
skills to English departments as a whole. Therefore, there

are still factlty members who feel that remedial courses

are elther inappropriate on a college’ campusu or th;t they,,»

~ the faculty, do not havewthe training to meet the -needs of .
students With inadequate writing abflities. Often faculty

© gssume that students leann best the way they themselves

learned best, or faculty’ often perceive thelr primary
function in terms of changing a student's performance rather
° than changirg how a student feels about that erformance.

’Knowing themselves inadequate, their .self-kn ledge rein-

‘forced once again by the familiar surroundingg of a remedial .

Engli°h class, their students became experienced partici-

a self-fulfilling prophecy of failure."5 g

pants
On ,he other hand, the reader must not infer that there

.
- has been no success. Those familiar with the comlunity

.

unedsker's unpublished study (1967) of 57 Junior d
colleges ghoved ‘that one-fifth of the faculties belleved
thazésuch QQUTUGS ‘are actuaily not appropriate. Ibid.. -

P. * REIREN ] \"/ Y | .

- 5Daniel Fader "Shaping an English Curri ,ulum to Fit >
the Junior Collese Student,"” ERIC Junior, Poll e Research
Review, Vol. 5, Lumber 10 (June, 1971), Pe 2¢.) '

a4 . .
* " N—
. . . . PR
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N college campuses will recognize that the majority of the.,,_

faculty are committed and anxious that ‘their students

e

, -]
. succeed, Increasingly. graduate schdols have also made ‘\_

A " gtrides in preparing future ‘teachers adequately to meet the

Z.
N
chall%pges and needs of. students with diverse backgrounds.

Greater amounts of l1literature are appearfng in professional

-

Journals ab_out methods that -w_ork.6 Unfortunately. much of

the evaluation is, couched in rhetoric rather than data.. .
J . . ' B —
PURPOSE L,
. 7 T x - . L l
\ . The purpose of this ma jor research proJect was’ there—r'" ‘

fove to make ar eValuative study of the program of nine-
week) courses in English writing skills at City College. The

’ intent was to test in literature-and empirical data the
:‘l .
‘ratlonale for this series of coursgggon aniurban communi ty )

-
P

.
coIlege campus. In so doing, the Sriter not only could.

o contribute to the.zystit
1ish dep

_nal research in curriculum but

bro#ide-the En )
current data. on the basis of whichjappro?riate changes in
.the program. of courses in anlishéwritiﬁg ski1Qs Could be(

;.. ; ‘made, 1f changes seemed desirable? and provide the counsel-
1ng staff with information so that effective counseling 1,
could ake place.a This study should furnish,the college

with.a basis for determ}ning the extent to which fts program
. Lo N

R 2

. L ¢ 6For an. exanple the reader 1is Feferred to "English in
the Two-Year Colleges”, Collewe pnglish Vola\35. No. 8
(Iay 197U). © R o '

B P 11 e
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(Wit ng skills has a legiti-
?

= - /-I
o , . )
. ‘ “
. A, »

k courses in unglis

J-)'

mate ‘Pplace in the curriculum as a deveiopmental program

A of nine-w

- -

. that attempts to. meet the individual needs of “its diverse

.

° . student body. e T ' o
\Q ' .‘4 . / - * v zyLTIOT\TAIAE f\ ' - . . “ - :\ - “ ) ..'
. \ . " , ) ; . ) L "

“}~.> . That'ihstitutional’résearcﬁiin community colleges is’

necessary is supported in the Digest of Reports of the

. Carnegle Commissien or Higher 1=‘ducation. "There have been )

. - few careful studies evaluating community college policies.

programsT and experiences. Very little 1is known about...:

the degreﬁ of" success or failure in remedial education. '

- programs."s_ tuch’ criticism has also been made that Englfsh
departments seen to be quick to innovate, but slow to eval-
nat and that "in their zeal to be 'democracy s college'

d.qémmunity colleges have tended to initLate'courses and

x programs in triél-and-error fashion to(accommodate low-
Jachieving students, despite the fact that-very-little
research has been produced’ to demonstrate the success.of

n9n ' . r . . N
»

remeﬁial programs. 7 » ; ‘ =",

* - . . . ’
] . ] « .
N . . [2S
. ’ ’ CRE

_ 7By developmental program 1is meant a- series of courses
f\\; that attempt to help students acquire basic writing skills
- - 'in a systematic way. L ‘ -~

BA Dicest-of Revorts.-of the Carnevie Commission on .
‘Higher Educn Lion\(chra}iHill Book Coripany, 1974). p. 28,

9J. R. Boazs. "A Developmental Reseaxrch. Plan {qr Junior )
9

Qoilege Remedial Education," ZRIC ?EPORT ED 02247 (Julj, S
1968). pn 1.\ v ’ . K s 7 i Ty
12 o s




A Bearth through the ERIC repo}ts for 1973 and 1974

1 )
revealed aténosﬁ~three evaluative studies of remedial °

courses. A late 1969 report on ‘1Mmnovative courses in
thirteén community college districts showed that only one

program had been eValuated.19

Furthermore, a gtudy of five~ NS

- -

) <f::\ English programs. in Michigan contains the statement, "In
) f general, no English. department included in th;ﬁ study had
- -done any resea h to give supportab;e answers to"How good
© . a Job are we dz?;gf' or *How well are we meeting student ‘
R needsﬂ'"l% We must agrée that {f departments onlioguess at‘
the needs of students, then tpey can only guess at the
effect1Veness of their prograns, B
While the;e\$§\subject1Ve reason to believe that a pro-
! gram of courses in ﬁpglish writing skills at City College 1is
sound according to eprollment figures, student reactions in
classes, instructor observation and experience, very little

eValuative data he avallakle. As is often the case, funds

and time have been limited, Furthermore, the coudges were

accepted by the entire Englisgh department at a time when

there were no*ready solutlons to the problem of what to do

about student;\¥ho vere unprepareg for English 1A (collebe-
»

1oLearue for Innovation in the Cormunity Collere, "What
Is Ney in Thirteen Districts,"” Junior Collese Journal, Vol.
Lo (December 1969=January 1970), ©*

11John Weber, "Recomnendations for Better Enclish
Instruction,™ XZRIC RZIFORT 019140 (larch, 1968), p. 32.

.
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level Freshman Composition) nor of how to redesign the
tradiﬁional‘one-semester remeQial English course lntended

—

for students with common writi problems. However, at

'Ieast one-half of the present collﬁge English faculty Joined

the staff’after the writing skills couxrses had been accepted;

/
and, until recently, the courses ‘have not been taught by the

entire department. I%‘is very posSlble.\thérefore, that the -

)
rationale for the wrlting skills .program may have been ¢

: ‘o
elther forgotten or perhaps not even understood. ' (-

MAJOR ISSUES AND SIGNIRICANCE

o~

If this study}was to have value bath for the local
college and to other institutions, some ma jor issues had to
be raised, What, historically, was the rationale for the
program of courses in English writing skills on th;s urbsn
cormunity college compus? Hoﬁ did iﬁe present progran i
develop? What were student reactlons to the courses? To
what extent has the program been meeéing student needs?

What did we need to find out? What should we change?
Answers to these questions ougbt to glve the English depsrt-
ment & basis for arrivinz at a consensus aboué the purposes
of the writing skills courses sinee there seem to be con- .
flicting views anmo the faculty as to whether the courses
are"ssentially remedial in that théy help students improve
writing deficlenclies or whethcr'the§ a}e essentinlly devel-
opmental in that they ecan prepare students for English 1A,

if students talte theo in sorme preccribed sequerice., As a

-
.

14
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result of this study, the English department should hare sohe
direction for making appropriate changes in the courses 8o
that they can meet st?ﬁent needs better. Counselors too
should have a better basis for advising students about the
writing skills coupﬂes. It is also anticipated that other
colleges will. benefit from this evaluatia’.and the recommen=
dations which are an essential part of this-major reseach
proJect. In particular, 1t is hoped ‘that this study may
assist other English departments which are sé@uggling with

the problem of remediation and prerequtsites for English 1A,

.
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUNDL' REVIEW OF‘LITERATURE;

]

' Until the mid-sixties, a one-semester course calléd
Englishlx and genérally referred to as “bpnehead English,”
‘was the sole remedial course at City Collége designed to .

1m§?ove student writing skills. The extent to which stu-,

. . . R ) . -
dents benefited from this course may have been'questioqfd

for some time. However, as the‘college admissions poliéy“
‘became mbré and moye "open® aﬁd the students on this grbgn
community college campus bécame leés and 1ass'homqgeheous
in terms of academic preparation and related‘characteris—u
tics, instructors beg%n to experience frustrations ands to

have serious doubts about English X as a remedial course.
t

The cehallerﬁf remediation was becoming too complex *-
'for one course, due to the differéncés in ability and thé
variety of the %ritLpg problenms of students. It was not
uncommon that students repeated English_x. some even three
or'four times. Yet, success in Snglish‘lA was still not

achieved. According to one collesge survéy.12

at least 25
percent of those students ho passed English X did ﬂ;t sub-
sequently bass Enélish 1A. (This may have been a coﬁserva-
tive figure.) The whole process, therefore, seemed not only
N SR
1Z‘I‘his survey was made by a college comrittee in tg

e
mid-givties. The committee's task was to study the pro 1dm
of English X as related to the question of cffective recedi-

at%on.

» -
] 'Y
\
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expensive. but depilitating toIPoth ins tructors\and stu-

>

dents. As a result, a prograp/of nine-§gek courses in
. ¥

English writing skills was proposed and accepted byjthe .
\x‘

N

English department 1in 1965 as either a supplement t or &
possible alternative for- English X.

A ﬁevelogmental Avproach., ' t
The courses 1n English writing sk 115 at Clty College %,

fwere designed as an attempt to glve the: student with 1an,~”§?
guage’ deficiencies a- ”more positive and comprehensive study
of‘language than vias heretofore gvafiable to him,.and 1in a ‘
short time. 13 As separatg courses they'covered alI of the

hnsic skills which students needed to be sufficiently

a

prepared for Enslish 1A. namely. spelling, vocabulary, ,Ai "
senitence structure and rhetoric, organization, and paragraph ;\3
structure., However, students could -concentrate on only one
aspect of,composition et a time., The nine-week term for

each course with the tutorial component made it possible to
complete all of the courses in e short time, if a student

needed then all.. Still, if there were students who needed ',,;
or wanted additional work or practice; they could re=-enroll

\\ - for credit.lu

Contrary to the teaching approach ésed frequently in .

remedial courses, the approach here was intended to be

. 13Nona Ancderson, lMinmeccraph Report (Sacramento City
College, 1970).

1uIn actual practice, students do not repcat the sane
material vhen re-cnt 11linz in a class, but cover rore
advanced rmaterial. |

' .1‘- 1 7 : .. Y
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positive; that is, students were t& be shown in a'system-..
atic way what to donrather tharfewhat tg\Agoid. Laboratory

Lwork under the.supervision obe:er tutors was.considered an
essential part of the course work<if the material was to be
mastered in aashort time. ‘Such, an arrangement, it was

“ g &
o reasoned had advantages fox both the instructor and the

'iff : -learner.‘ The 'teac could present the ma%erial more -
4 efficiently and iniively in class if the practice and
- testing were confined to the léboratory. The learner could\
practice, at his own pace, the material presented in class.
. but he would engage in systematic drill under the supervi- xi\
-jsion .of a péer- tutor who vas familiar with the course hav-
g taken it previously himSelf.; The ﬁutor could_élso
’ provide the learner wlth the personal pelp and the needed
reinforcement to .encourage progress., The feedback from
tutor to learner would be. an essential part of this process.
*. Although standards were to Ve kept in the courses, the
grading policy was to'be npn-punitive. Thereforé; students.
who did not achieve satisfactorily on tests had the opper=
* tunity to revieW‘the material in-the laboratory with the
tutor and then to repeat the tests until satisfactory scores

- were achieved -Since only the passing grade~was to be

\. Arecorded é&ch ‘a system could encourage success. rather than

failure. I B i qg? -
The 1aborat011 was considered to have advantages for

the tutors also, bccause the tutoria},proccss was to ke an

extension of the learning process not only for the tutec but

\

et
oo
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for the tutor. Even the most recent remedial student-turned-
tutor could use immediately what he had learned to help )

- .others. In so doing, he could reinforce.his own learning,

- develop confidence in his abllities, and ddngre skills of-

: working with people effectively, skills 'which hé might use
’in future employment.® Therefore, tutors for the laboratory

uere selected from the .students who had been enrolled in

the skills course for which they were to offer tutorial

’ : . . . ‘), .
assistance.15 ’ : ’ L’ . I
. §9DDortiVé Literature. . ‘ ;' S
> ; The extent to which the use of peer fitors was & valid :

instructional concept 1s supported&in literature. Ini&n

.

article titled *The New Student in 1973" ¢ Knoell writes_ that
’ ﬁﬁe recent trend in intensive renedial programs is not only
to move away from the long term programs, but: "...the

assumption thatQtutoring is best done by 'honors' students

. has been abandoned on the evidence that studehts who are ™
-~

overcoming thelir’ qﬁn learning handicaps can better help . .
students with similar problems. 16

MoreoVer. .study bx Ross in the Tarant County Junior

p
N

College District Texas, to determine the effect of peer
tutoring on the readlng efficiency and self-concept of

: ’
disadvantaged community college freshmen chowed that both

Bope. . .
16DorothJ'N. Knoell, "The New Student in 1973, -

Community and Junior Collese Jourral, Vol. 3, No. 5

(February, 1973), pe 0. : /

19
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" tutees and tutors profited, However, the gredtest gains in
). {
\ . reading were made by the tutors who had been tutees and by
their tutees who had the advantage of tutors who had- taren {

» the courses themselves.17, ' YA
" The succgss of tutoring services is also demonstrated A

in the case studles of sgeo%al programs for the disadvan-y

taged in 19 institutions which- offered tutoring servioes. R

1
system, but oriticized programs in whic tutoring was miniv

N %,
T mal.. Some felt that tﬁtoring should be contin‘ d throu

" Students in these programs not only prac sed t e tutorial

' . s ~

18 v
the college years. » o ) ,4&v‘. ;i// >

/ [7) .
.Qgﬂyhe theory ? Zgﬁég- laboratory wlth its provie
. m;
sioh T

or individu‘a‘l h andf&eed v from tutors is an | ,
s
essential aid to lehtﬁing, and perhaps to a change in '

patterns of behavior. has found inoreasing support. - In fact,
universities suohfag the University of Oregon and the

University of California at Berkeley, finding themselves

.’ with many students who are defioient in writing skills. have

begun to: establish or to expand writing laboratories that

- were once intended only for the relatively few studentsAwho .

.
.

f

Y75anara F. Ross, A Stndv to Ddtermine the Effect of
“Peer Tutoriny on the Readine ~ nfficlency and Seli-oo“ceot of
‘Disadvantated Cormunitv Collere Fresntien (IasninQEUn. D. C.:~
National Cengér for nducatioznl Research and Development,
October.1197

Bielen s. Astin, Alexander Y. Astin, Ann, S. Blsconti,
Hyman FranXel, 3y ~har Education ard the Dis advanta~ed
Student (Washington, DeCe.: Hurman Service Press, 1972),

j.

1 .
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The teaching premlse underlyling the program of ﬁriting

»

‘could not copeﬂwitn fYeshman composition,

skills courses =-- particularly tne-course on sentence struc-
'\ \\\Jture and rhetoric (EnglishNM) -= Was that'sxstematic Yatn- / S

guage study Is a”more effective way than‘the traditional

-

repetitive functional-grammar approach for aiding students

-

& 'wno are deficient in: writing abilities; .This premise ‘is

' supported by an experiment with a freshman class at tn; N

\—//lllinois State-Wide Curriculum Study c nter in the Prepara- )
tion of Secoidary Sehool English Teachers._ L o

. One of principal objectives of .the Illinois erperf\

N
iment was to explore the advantages or the disadvantases pf

fintroducing freshman students to selective linguistic study.

The'students for the” experimental class were selected at

3. N random. However. of the’twenty-three students, only three
were hishly proficient in their usé/of English; two of the
sﬁiﬁentk wers at the remedial levels three had dialect
problens; and the others were average. Most of tne class

a“ ' periods were devoted to‘the study of langua es language as =
| a system, vritten versus spoken English landuage change. ~
and so on. The objective was to free the stu lents from t;;///
. ’ '"vagueness and inexactness" of thelr former training.

the conclusion.of the experiment. ‘the student evaluation -

4

19101coln Scully, “Bonehead English®, The Chronicle of
Higher Idncation ("qlch 1?7, 1975), p. 3.

_ o
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'lng;gated that ninety percent of '‘the class cons

N

. « :
Féélanguage-centered course both yaluable and interesting.

I&ered éuch

- . &
rthermore, some of the "poorer” students were among the

o

mostfﬁotivated,partici

————

k)
.

pants. The cbnélusions_arrived at

weret e >¢” ‘ -
In the‘giﬁeximental freshman cour e\>t~Was found
that students readily understaod the/distinctlions
between oral and yritten conventions, structural -
signals, and morphemef ofice they were clear as to
. the exact relationshyp Yetween oral and written
_ English, It was thefr~unawarergss of the baslc
: djstinctions betw n gremmar{ rhetoric, usage,
~and oral and writfen English \which made many of

2,

_ M fthem insecure In theyr writin . DBecause they were
. . uncertain why some sgructures d morphemes which
: they had always used were belng rejected, they
had no wag-to.pre-test\d-sentence for its accept-
abi1ity.20 . o
( Moreqver,. support for the overall departure in the
1] .
) N ;/“ | -
A\

furitinig skillg’ courses fronm the traditi )Lpproaches to
remediétioﬁ,(shqrt intensive COG;se drg cdﬁpled-withﬂefac-

ce and tutorial assistance, a positive approach, non-

ve gfading. and motivation) 1is fbund;not only 1n

&

theoretIgal literature but in,sysgi?étia research.

Medsker and Tillery point out that the traditio?al

. ] v v ,
remedial_syddses in1 the basic skills are often unsuo#essful
because tﬁey fgnore the 1ssues of 1ndividual learning prob-

2l these researchers found that stu-

lems and motivatlon.,
. . - {

£ '
i [ 4
. 5.

2oJustus R, Pearson ard Jameggs R. Reecse, Projecct Grammar:
The Lin-victic and Innmuane Prervanstion of Secondary School
" Teachors ot .o-wilzn, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Dept. of
Health, Education and VWelfare, 1669), pp. 54-64,

. 21Medsker and‘Yillery,.gg. Cit., D« 67.
22 {‘
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dents in traditional remedial olasses in English Were not

" - . ’
) . \

graded on individual progress but against the standarhs ,of

. college-level courses. Yet, the grading stgn ards did not

..

.always seem to be consistent; there could be great differ-

s

- 5‘“ence in the success rates of multiple sections of the

Samg course on a given campus, Suzgﬁbractices could do

. \
11t€1e to motivate students.?2 '

.

Tinker éupports this view and points out that many

*

college remedial courses too _of'ten only replicate all of _ jf‘
S e the .Weaknesses of high school courses. Improperly taug'ht *

and repetitive, duch courses lessen: motivation.23 |
with resneet to teaoher attitudes, Gordon and Wilkenkon

Yo

point out that "being sensitive to student concerns means
, hore than Just having generalized empathy; the teacher's
g . attitude and egcpeotations are also of critical importang.z}

P
Bosenhan in his study on "Effeots of Social Class and.

o

Race on Responsiveness to Approval d Disapproval" suggests
that students whose teagﬁers believe that they wiYl. perform -
. "better actually do regardless pf ability.25 How teaoher"f'
~ ' : | ’
22 . . * b o .
Ibi%., pp. 82-83,
3Irene Tinker, Resnorsb of Anericqn Collezes to the
Unprepared qtudent (N.Y.,: Center for Policy Hescaroh
1970)' P 6. ’
24

Cited in Astin, et. al., Op. Cit., pp. 32-33.

25Da.vid L. Rosenhan, "IZffects of Social Class on
Responsiveness to Approval and Dis sapproval”, Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology (September 1906),

pp' 2)3 259. »/K .
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attitudes can affect succesg,was derionstrated in a recent . k -
p - N

- study by. the New York State Office of Education Performance

¥ sohoors &

Beview. "In comparing reading achievement in’ two school

. 1t was found that one\g\ﬂiﬁe factors in making the program

at one schgol more effective than at the other was that the

teachers in the better school displayed a Rore, ﬁksitive

\

attitude toward student abilitieib 6 o AT
' An evaluation of the first yegr of open admdssions at )
' eit;g%niversity ‘of New York brought out the fact that W ile -

achievement test scoreslwere‘predictors of academic uccess,
the more motivated\students are, the more 1ike1y.t ey are to -

succeed, regardless of past achievemgnt, Contrary to the
rguments that developmental courses do nothing to prepare

| g% standards in these |

students for transfer courses bec
“ y

courses are not as high as in _college-level cgurses. 27 ther
was no evidence in the evaluation of CUNYYs firstryear that -

academiczﬁtandards had changed despite 1ts developmental

)
r

~

programs.28

-

3

26James Cass, "Schools that Make a Difference”

Saturdqv Review (April 5, 1975). Pe . - i

27Jerom "Karabel, "Open AdnisslonSi: Tow Meritocracy,"

Chanre (lay 972). Pp.. 38-43.

28::.dWa Qui "We're Holding Our Own," Change
(Summer, 1978)¢ Pponé5 =37,

) oy
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. Development of the Present Prosram of Writin# Skills Courses |
; L Ees N — -
-, ~at _City College. ' . R T
“~ .. It seems very likely that some of the skepticism which '_A"éﬁ

¢ _ - . e/
is8 usuajyly expressed at depaptqigS'from the tradi'tional, as
. . . . \ ‘ . - ~ . Y V2 9 \ . B .
. in the-cyse of CUNY's open 'dmissions,/wag'gg§s expﬁessed in
- R ot - ' . ooy T o :
1966 when\tht program of writing skills courses became pat: = . f°

: ‘ e

of the English c&rf%gy}um. THp. progfam was innovativé and

q;perimentéi: ve;j feq-communiii ppllggpé af~that-é%me‘haﬂ.¢n.f .;
- such a ﬁfogram as a revféw of.catélogs and aréicleé';nf .
\Engltsh_programS'in tﬁo¥yéar.cbkleges beérs ouﬁ. Sinde' Fﬁgﬁi-‘
_English X was still‘glsb part ;f the curriculum,i;mpiementa- ~ ";

tion of &he heg%qoﬁrses began on ; small dkale =~ one course.
. each 1n'§eﬁtenii/§tfacture[ spelling, VOcébﬁlaryf'a{d péfa;h“ A
’-‘graph writing,- The courses wére'assignéd to instruZto;s/whp, p
expresséa an 1n£erést in teaching them, but the deveiggéent J‘ )/’

; .
,oflthe program was left largely to two instructors who were

enthusiastic about the departure from traditionad methods '

s%to°the tuto;iai~;ab3ratofy approach., However, due to bedget-
ary considerations; it was hot possible'to'provide adequate
space for A vriting labo}atory. It was also not possible to
develop-adequate laboratory'mgtérials for ‘all of the courses.
Initially, there was no budgét'for tutofs. éonsequently, |
as studenté comp&s;éé’ﬁ'writing skills course, tutors were

recruited for the writing laboratory from among thése.who

\

were particularly interested in the program, ,

-~

Desplte the fact that the English department agreed in

principle to the writing skills courses and had appré%ed

' o 25
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th? m, there were sohe ins ctors who di not agree that the

courses could prepare students adeq tely for. Englisika’

s Somqﬁ;ere also skeptical about sen g ing students to ? iting ?
‘7~ , ' LY
1aboratory staffed by peer tutors whoathemselves we e reﬁe-

dial studentd“‘Thérefore. English X continued to be rt (U

of the English curriculum.,- z_L-,f '.' R
- N
However, asstime Went by.f;t seemed very apparent that
iny

=,
Egglish X was not meeting student needs, Not onlx dld this

~

f
.course bear a stisma and itself labeled the student‘.s being

.

deficient in skills or academic background; it waégalso too

broadly designed to focus on specific skills. It'was arso
‘- too short to remedy the full ranse of writing problems.z? R

Since an alternative existed in the program of writing skills;ﬂ

N

coupses, the department voted to phase E glish X out oT thefif
curriculum, effective fall ly?l. and to implement the writin:;‘ﬂi
A’skills courses on a larger séale., - . ‘ ' R s '
- Two new courses were to be’ added to the existing proe ‘.

o gram. one in intensive wgi&ing (English E) and oné in criti- f’

cél reading with an emphasisyon essays and ldeas (English
uho 1aqked

7%} These coursgs were intended forustudent
+ experience in writing and reading or who lacked confidenpe’

in their abilities in these areas, ~(Table 1)

x.

]

P . \ }5
. Imna récent article in Collere Comnosition and. . 7
Communications, No. 2, Vol. XXIV (iay, 1973), John A. . ' .
Hdligzzins expressgs the same view,” "One thre‘ hour remedie.l
course is just not enough for lower group students, Sonehow
econony oricnted administrators must be made to realize
this." - : .

\\. A . —‘(‘ . ’ o P

5
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. Table 1

Nine-Week Courses in English Wri ting Skills
1 ‘ . ENGLISH
B,C,D,E,G,H,L,M,N,S.71,72 | .
[WORKSHOP AND LABORATORY IN BASIC
WRITING AND READING SKILLS] *Units

Prerequisites: None, unless indicated. **For pative speakers of English rec.eiving
desi o qualitying examinations or receiving recommendation for
d counselors. Courses are for potential transler
et qualify for English 1-A. Elimination of reading
priority. . .

may be repeated once. for credit upon tl-:e‘

deficiencies should be

Nine weeks. FEach co
recommendition of the ingructor. -

EnglishC-  Speiling [Three bours lecture and laboratory in / . 11Unit
s clase]- ' »

£ : For those who want to improve their lpe'llinizf ‘
the most frequently misspelled words.

EnglishD-  Basfes of Paragraph Structure [Three hours 3-1 Unit
Jecture apd laboratory in elass]
- For those who want to learn to write unified,
coherent, coneretely developed paragraphs.

EnglishE-  Writing Practice [Three hours lecture: three hours 2-2 Units

laboratory)
For those who lack experience in writing or who
- lack confidence in their writing abilities,

-

EnglishG.  Basles of Vocibulary ad Dietion [Four hours . 2-2 Units
Jecture-laboratary) :
For those who need to expand their vocabulary,

English L- Principles of Classification and Organization 1-1 Unit
[Three bours lecture and laboratory in class)

For tbose who want help with outlining,

defining, problem-solving.

EoglishM-  Basic Sentence Structure and Rhetoric I [Four 2-2 Units
bours lecture-laboratory] ' _
For those who want to improve their understanding
of grammair and good reatences. ’
English N-  Basic Sentence Structure and Rhetoriol [Four hours  2-2 Uaits
Jecture-laboratory) )
Prerequisite: English M .
_For thosa who want to learn bow to combine sentences
to improve their writing. =

English S- Sentence Practice [Four hours lecture-laboratory) 2-2 Units
Prerequisite: English M and N or consent of the
instructor.
: For those who want practice writing long sentenges *
J and combiningthem into paragraphs [the first
step in paragraph writing.)

Eoglish72-  Critical Reading - Enphasis on‘essays and ideas 2.2 Units

[Four hours lecture-laboratory)

. For thoxe who have no serious mechiical
difficulties in readiag but who need to aequire
the practice and skills'necessary lor reading
snd analyzing non-fictional material.

Source: Sacrgmento City College Céxtalgg.

27 -
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Adequate numbers of sectigns of the courses were sched-
uled to accommodate the students who were not ready |for
glish 1A. ‘A realistié budgef fof;t tors’ was also submi t-
ted. Tutors were to be recruited from\those students who
‘had taken the courses in whicﬁ'they weré to tutor, and
additional assistance could be made gva®lable by students
who were enrolled in fie1ld work courses in English at a
nearby four-year. institutlon. -
Once the wfiting skills courses hgd been implemented
at City College a testing instrument had to be selected for
placing students in the courées they-néeded. While lsa_l
criterion tests had been developed to measure gspecific skill

competency, ‘no satisfactory standardized test had been

found, -
However, in spring, 1973, the MCGRAW HILL EDUCATIOMAL

SKILLS TEST-FORM A was accepted 6y the English department_ as
a possible placemeqt test to be used as part of the orienta-
tion progran for firsthtime entering spudents. ‘Thezteét 17as
scored immediately following cpmpletidnkand made avallable
to counselors to provide them with a test basis for placing
students into English classes, It was,uged for a period of
three semesters and then discontinued because it lacked
preaictive validity for placepent in English 1A. Further=-
more, the counseling which was based on test results did

. not seem to encourage greater number of studéhts to take

the writing skills courses desplte the fact th;t nany

students vere found to be incligible for English IA;
28
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Perhaps what Eley says is trues Students can usually.be

counseled about need for remediation only after they have

falled in their original intentions.Bo~ '
na -

Student Reactions to tﬁe Writinq Skills Courses.,

In 1970, the first follow-up study was undertaken to

deterufne student reaction: to the writing skills coursesg

A questionnaire was senf tq\g 788 studqnts who were known to

have cgppleted one or more of the courses in the four=-year

.period of their existence., Some 729 responses yere‘rebeived
¥

and tgbulated. of these, the ma jority of the.respondents had

_faken either s@éiling 6r sentence structure; ‘Four hundred

and thirty-four indicated enrollment to 1ﬁproﬁé writing or

.'understanding of English; 186 to prepare for English 1A;

\
the rest to earn extXa units.31 :

Phree hundred of the 729 students who reSpéﬁded to the
questibnnaire indicated that gﬁe coursesiimprOVed theyr
writing; 368 checked that the coﬁrses improved their under-
standing of English, Although only 299 sfudentsihad used
the writing lgboratory, 282 found -the tutorial assistanpe

helpful. »
The Writing Suills Courses are Related to Student Needs.

Also in 1970 the first attempt to study the effect. of the

writing skills courses in terms of success in English 1A

3%parie G. Eley, "English Programs for Terminal
8tudents" Collecre =nclish (Champaisn, Illinots: National
Council of Teachers or English, 1965), p. 99.

i 31Anderson.\_o_;rg. Cit.

29 -
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Vwas undertaken by a member of the English department.32
English X hed_been phased out of’theycurriculum but there
seemed to be no satisfactory blacement procedure of English
14. The departnent was therefore searching for additional
prerequisites to the nationally-eccepted standardized
obJective}tests usually administered in‘high school.’ The
study Was made to debtermine the correlation between success
in English 62 -~ Sentenre Structure and Rhetoric. now called
English M -~ and success in Freshman Composition. '

The subjects were 99 randonmly selected students who had
passed English 62. The results indicated that 43 of the
gstudents who had taken this course had also taken English 1A,
In this group, the ‘students who had received a B in English
62 and those who had received a D had an identical mean
final grade in English 1A -- 2,0 or C, Those who had
recelved a-grade of C in English 62 had a mean final grade
of 2.17 in English 1A, But those who had recefwed an A in
English 62 had a mean final grade of 1.8 (D+) in English 1A,
The conclusions were that a high score in English 62 was no
predictor of success in English lA. Hhile it might have
remedial value, there was no indlcation that English 62 wasd
preoaring students for. freshran composition.

On the other hand.(tho researcher found that students
who had completed 15 or more collcge transfer units with a

composite grade point average of 2,0 or higher had experi-

320harles Myers, Fimeograph Report (1970),

| 7
<
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ehced sﬁccess in English'lA. As a result, the department
. [ ]

agreed to the proposal to adopt the .units with G.P.A. as an
alternatiye~prerequisite to the-established test scores on
the nationally accepted standardized tests.33
l,Hahever, because there was some disagreement about the
results of this study and because there are some students
who take the writing skills courses in preparation for
English JA, the writer, who Was then Division Chair of 7.,
Ianguages and Literature, did a controlled study as part of
a‘racticum for the Nova University module LHARNING THEORY
AND APPLICATIONS. The purpose was to determine whether
there was any positive transfer of learning to English-lk
as a result of the experience and skills gained in the
sucgessful conpletion of English E (Intensive Writing
Practice). If there was any positive transfer, then English
E might be recommended to the1English department as g p0ssi-
ble alternative prerequisite.for Vnglish lA.

Tn this study, two groups of students were compared“ﬁ
the basis of their achievement in English 14, The experi-
mental group had passed Znglish B and had enrolled in
English 1A on the recommendation of the instructors. The

_control group had enrolled in Eriglish 1A on the basis of

completion of 15 units of college transfer courses with a

grade point avetrage of 2,0 or higher, However, the hypoth-

33The American College Test, Scholastlc Aptitude Test,
Cooverative English Test oY Iova Tests of Educational.

"Developrent,

31 :
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ment;l\i:oup performing'bﬁtter. i -

25

esis~that the experimentel group ﬁould‘perform significantly |

better as a result of the intensive writing practice 1in

English E was rejected on the basis of a:tetest: t = 081,

df = 58 or no statistical significance at the .05 level for

J - . . ,
a two-tailed test. - However, further research was recom-

mended because of the diff%rences in grade distribution and
in the mean of the final grade in English 1A, the experi-

Y v
What Dig}We Need 'To Find Out?
Aiéhough some evaluation of the English writrng skills'

courses at City College<2$d been done, there were still
questions. The resulgs oﬁ the student survey (1970) did not
reveal what the educational goals of the students had been.
Furthermiore, the results did not pinpoint how the writing
skills courses had specifically helped students:;to wh;t'
extent students found the writing laboratory useful anq for
what reasons; how many students had re-enrolled in any of
the courses and whys what the English goals of the students
had been. Yet, answers to such questions could lead to

‘possible change in course content and emphasisy modification.

of instruction, re-examination of the fole of the writing

laboratory and the student tutors; more informed counseling

which might cause changes in attitudes about the courses.,
Furthermore, while it may be true that not all of the

students take the writing skills courses as preparation for

" English 1A, there are some who'do., Therefore, 1t was to the

32

~
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ndvantage of these students if a recommended sequence of the
writing skills)courses could be discovered or a pattern of
grades that could indicate success 1n English lA. A study
showing a significant difference in the success: rate in

. English 1A between those students who took English M~

(Sentence Structure) Tollowed by either English D (Paragraph.

Structure) or English E (Intensive Writing) before enrolling
in English.-1A and those‘qpo enrolled only on the basis of
transfer units with a 2.0 grade.point might lead to an

alternative prerequisite to English 1A,

33
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ing data. The primary vurpose. of this analysis was to A

1974 subsequently. took English lA. A further pufﬁbSe va sy

Moo Y -

" Chapter 3 . o N

g '
METHODOLOGY " ' 3

i
P2t St

Since stud t’Evaluation is considered to be an

.
3

Clty College. the firsf/ggrt of this maJor researqh pro-:

important part in the whole process of evaluation at

s

Ject - hereafter referred to as Component One - deals /{

-’

with the analysis and interpretation of an open-enaed
L4

questionnalre, designed to obtain non-directed rqac*?on.,ﬁg

from students to the writing skills coyrses.-

Sl -

v
The second part -- hereafter referred to as cl 3
ponent Two == describes the findings derived from ' st-];

determine what percentage of a large sample of studiptss\ ;
who had enrolled in the writing skllls courses during l97:

"to determine whether ‘students had taken- the writrng sk¥lls--- -

courses in some developmental sequence before - emgofiﬁég in
English 1A, and 1f soMwith what success,’

k-4

fhe findings supported a hypothesis that students

) who completed English M (Sentence Structure and Rhetoric)

and English D (Paragraph Structure) andyor English E
(Intensive writing) would perform significantly better

34 f
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- when compared to & similar éroup which had not completed
these courses. An ex post facto étqdy,to test this hypo-
thesis comprises the last'pdftion -~ hereafter referred to
as Componént_Threé == of thié majof feseaish project,

The first part of this chaptqr describes the subjects

R~

for each'ofﬁfhefthree comﬁonentsx.the second part describes

the procedurés. |
' (.
- SUBJECTS | L

.

Component One: Ouestionnalre

The subjects who reSpbndetho:the questionnaire
were students enrolled in English ¢ (Spelling), Ené}ish D
" (Paragraph Strﬁctﬁre). Engligh 1 (Sentence Structure and
Rhetofié); Engl;gh G (Vocabulary), and English 72 (Ccritical
Readingo.?? They were enrolled in the secégd nine-week s
session fall 1974 and weré in classes taught b& eight
different instructors. All subjekts were volunteers for
this 1n§estigation and 1&Zntity was kept anonynous. )

W e e o o= > o 4 e~ . - « P T I S TR TR T e e

Component Two : Evaluativé Data

The subjects identified as' having been enrolled in

34Beéausc of the letter designations used for all
" of the writing skills courses, vith the exception of
English 72, these courses are often referred to as the
“alphabet courses.”

¢ S 85
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-

at least one of the writing gitlls courses duriné the

fib.,pe:tdd 1971 througn fa11l197h were,f?ungsin,gomputérized
data available at the college. All had completed ‘at least

'Lfifty-éight upits when identified and had elther been
enfolledbor wgré still éﬁr011;q in the éollege. as part-

time or_gull-t;me students, . -Identity was kept ‘andnymous.,

Component Three:  Ex Post Facto Statistical Stud

-

Tﬁe subjectg usgdﬁfor the experimental g;oups in
the ex post faoto study fad completed at least fifty-eight
units when 1dent1fieda, Fach had completed English 1A prior
to spring 1974 and had successfu?&y completed English'M,
and D or E which they fook in sequence bkfore enrolling
" in English 1. Bach had also completed at least fiftcen
5 units'of college transfé; courses with a composite grade
point average .of 2.0“16)' or jhigher. ‘The subjects- used f‘or
tﬂé control group had also completed English 1A prior
Tt spring 1975. None had taken a course in English, but
'”’éé&ﬁ““‘&”éo&piéﬁéd'éﬁ'Iéééﬁ”fiffééh“ﬁhiEé‘éfJéaiiééé“tréns-
fer courses with a composite grade point average of 2.0 (C)
“or better prior to enrollment in English 1A. Both groups
" had been enrolled in the collége as full or part-time
. students)dufing the périod'1971-197h. Both groups were

‘matched on the basis of grade point average, units
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- earned at time of enrollment in English 1A, the year
e
in which they wererenrolled in English 1A, and instrue-V ]
shy A - ‘ '

v ' -v‘. . \

: | ~ PROCEDURES

tors. v
-~ ‘."’&

!
.o
Component One: Qnest;%nnaire e ' . 7

In designing the queqtionnaire. the writer chose the
unstructuned response mode, despite the problems in quent}-
A ficetion. in order to allow the respondents to give non- N
directed responses, .Specificfinforpatfon being sought ’ .
'tnrough the six open-ended questions was: why students had o

'enrollee in the writing skills courses; whether the studente

W

. intended to re-enroll, and 1f so, for what reesons; how
;’ helpful students found the writing laboratory to be and why; - a
what part students found to be the most valuable part of
each course; what recommendations studente could make to

b
improve the courses; how many students intended to enroll

T““"f'”" 1n another English courser which one. and fefrﬁﬂétmreasons.35‘/'““
Several factors had to be considered in selecting the

participating ¢lasses, First of 1&1, it was neceseary that

the student group be representative of the student popu~

lation in the writing skills eonrses. In ordep‘to prevent

bias, 1t was also highly desirable that the student ‘group

35A sample questionnaire is included in the AP’9§37
PP 75.76,- . R

37

.
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- be in classes tau?ht b} several instructors., Furthermore,
since the writing iaboratory is a mandatory component only
for English G, English M, and English 72,36 an adequate |
representation of the students usiné‘the.wrfiing laberatdrﬁ. .
had to be insured, Because,the‘writing skilis courses are
short-term (nine weeks), sufficient time had- to be alloned“
before the questionnaire was administered so th%t Students
could respond with some degree of'eertainty about’ their
experiences in the classes, Certainly, the administra;ion
" of the questionnaire could, not interfere with the plan of
'instructiog. Finally, in order to keep similar the condi-
tions under which the questionnaire wds ‘to be: administered
the evaluation was to be eompleted during a classirather ‘
. than a laboratory hour, 5 S gﬁk"

; T LA -
In light of’ these fac§2rs, it was determined that the

; Q

ﬁw

questionnaire be given in the largest of each of the writing
' skills courses being offeredvin the second-nine-Week session
of fall 1974. However, since attendance~in the last week of
“,.“tbe,seégster.tﬁﬁds.to,pe-erratip.gnduainggﬂparﬁicipapionqwas-“.
. to be voluntary, the riginal nlan was later.modified to .
Anclude more tnanfén:oseetio%of ﬁnélish‘M so that the
sample of students using the writing laboratory would be

-

adequately representative. and mfrelthan one sec‘n of

_// : 36Sinpe English N and English S are extensions of
English M (Sentnnce Structure) and are new courses, they
are taught by qrran~ement in the writing laboratory. For
these reasons it was deeided not to include them in this

Study. . L. - v

o

S ‘ 38 -‘ p
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a English D since these classes all had small enrollments.
Also. one instructor 's plan did not later permit a sampling
of students in English E as had.originally been intendedg o

“'- The date for the administration of the questionnaire '

was decided in individual meetings betWeen the writer and

the'participating instructors. ‘In these meetingSy’the o

purpose of the evaluation and e questionnaire ﬁormat was

- Balso discussed, Specific directioni were given by the

37 - R -:9;;

RN

writer fof'administration of .the questionnaire,
In order to find out what the educational goals of the’

students in-the writing skills courses were, the students

were asked to state thelr major on the questionnaire. It

was anticipated that majors could fall iﬁeé one of three
eategories: Jndeclared. transfer, or occupational.‘

For purposes of tabulation, the writer identified and
coded major categories for the responses given to question ,
1, "I took this course because____." In general, the coding

posed no problems. -However, some assumptions made by the.

Although 1t 1s known from interviews with English
instructors and counselors that both of these groups recom-

mend the writing skills courses to students on the basis of .

X »

some need as indicated by ‘class performance or test results, )

‘students generally seem reluctant to admit that they need: # R

q ' 37he extent of administrative responsibilities and the
© 1imitations of time ﬁrevcnted the writer from personally

adminivtnring the questionnaire,
39 'j)

a T Lo~
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.h\]_p with basic ﬁgnsh sk:L11s.38 Therefore, in tabulating A'
athe results, the writer felt reasonably secure that comments\
such as "I needed English“ could be interpreted to mean that
a recommendation for enrollmené in a specific ﬂritihg skills
course had been made to the students.
on the other hand. such responses as "I d;dn t know how'
to write a paragraph," or "To get help with spelling,”
seemed to indicate to the writer that the student ‘had pri-
" marily enrolled in a course to acquire a basic skill. There-
fore, these responses were tabulatedfunder this category.
_ Two comnments, “curiosity and,"interest". while they.
:could~be the actual reasons"for eﬁrollment in a particular.
writing skills course, might also mean,that the students
needed units and that the units Were\the primary reason why
the student chose the course.; The‘writer, therefore, fnclud-
;ed these reasons under the cate SOTY “units.tf/' N
The responses to question 2,'"I intend/do not intend to
repeat this course because ~;_" were tabulated under~the
Hheadings;FIntend To Repeat,“p"Do Not Intend To Repeat;" and
‘“Not Sure." Only one ma jor reason could be identified for
those students-who intended to repeat the course in which
-they were enrol]cd. However, ‘those students who did not

in}end to repeat the course in which they were enrolled gavé

: various reasons. Therefore, these were coded and summarized

in a table.

-

A

38 The rcader is referred to pe 21,Chapter 2 of this

40
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, Since the writing laboratory is nmot mandatory for
Englls;‘b (Faragraph structure) and English C (Spelling),
only those students who were enrolled in Engllsﬁ M (Sentence
Structure and Rhétoric). English G (Vocabulary), and English
72 (Critical Reading) could respond to question 3, I found
the writing laboratory very helpful/somewhat helpful/of no
help becuase ____." Answers were tabulated according to the .
three possible choices. Then the reasans- why these students
.found the writing laboratory helpful to the degree which

they indicated were 1d\ént1f1ed. coded ak summarized in a

aeparate table.

The responses to question 4, "The most valuable part of
this course was _____," Wwere for the most part readily iden-
~tlficé. However, 1t should be noted that answers such as "I
learned\something.” or "1 got self-confidence,” or "I got

/‘help for classes 1n which writing is, required” seeﬁéd!;o
K\ sndicate to the writer that the studenﬁlhad made improvement;
\Qherefore. these responses were tabulated under the category .
»Improvenent Maded"
Question 5, "Thié course could have been More helpful
. to me if ___ " wa: formilated primarily to obtain information
from the studengs that could indicate a;eas in which 1pstruc-
tion ard/or counseling pight need improvement, Since 1t was
expected that there would be a variety of responses, no pre-
coding was attempted by the writer., In tabulating the
responses, however, the writer first listed Epc itexs by

course togethcr with tins number of resvcndents. Then a

¢
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comparison was made to determine whether there were ;
responses (that were common to all of the courses ‘and in what
percentage. These were }dentified, coded, and summarized in
4, s table. |
' In question 6, the students vere given a cholce of .
responding either to (a) "After this course I intend to take
English ___ because® or (b) "After this cqurse I do not
yntend to take another English class because ____." The
question was asked to determine to whatﬁp!eent the writing
skills courses were serving as steps toﬁard a long—-range
goal; to what extent one of the courses helped to 1dent1fy
the need for another in’ the series of coursesj and to wpat
extent students perceived the courses as sequential or
. develo#mental. In tabulating the responses, tﬁé}writer
dealt with the first and second part of the question sepa<
rately. The courses whi students indicated as their next
English goal were 1dent£ed first and tabulated, Then the
reasons were 1d;;t1f1ed, coded, and tabulated, Finally, the
reasors given in resporéﬁ to the "b" p&rt of~the question.

were identifiled, tabulated, and surmarized in a separate table.

+

Comooneﬁt TWO ¢ Txanination of Traluative Data

In an effort to find out -what percentage of the stu-
dents who had taken onec or more of the vriting skills
‘ courses subscquently took English 1A, and in an. effert to
" discover whether there might be a recommended‘sequence in

the writing ski1lls courses that could indicate success (C or
|

42
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better) in English 1A, the writer examined the evaluative
data from which the sraduation 11s§s for fall and spring
l?};&;&gys were compiled, 'This data was readily available
to the writer and included a subs%antital as well as &
representative sample of the student population - students
whose names ranged from A to Z, a total of 2850, These
students had completed fifty-eight units and‘were or had
been enrolled jin the collegé as either full or part-time
students., .

The data included the English courses which each of
these students had taken, as well as the year of ;nrollment
and the grade received in each course, In exanining the

data, the writer used charts for recording purposes.

" Whenever a writing skills course Was located in the student's

data, it was noted together with the grade received and the
gemester and year of comp&etion; If the studenﬁ‘subsequently
enrolled in Enalish 1A, the graie received as well as the
gemester and year of enrollment were also recorded under the
Bpproiriato headings on the charts, Furthefmore. the units
earned at enrollument in Engl;sh;lA were also recorded., The
student was identifled only by the major, This procedure
enabled the writer to dlscerm a sequence and a pattern of

grades without too rmuch difficulty once the 1nveStisation'

had been concludcd.

Component Three: FEX Post Facto Statistical Study

Since Enzlish X, the one semestefkremedlal course for
P

»
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students who were not qualified for English 1A, was pﬁascd
out of the English curriculum at Clty College, no single
English courée or series of courses;has served as-a pre-~

- requisite to English 1A, Instead, the English department
has déterminéd as preréquisites: (a) a satisfactory scof;
on one of the nationally accepted college placement tests:39
or (b) the completion of fifteén college transfer units with
an overall grade point average of 2.0 (C) or better. Ye%. »
the program of writing skills courses was developed‘not only’
to accommodate those students who needed to concentrate on
one baéic writing skill at a time and so to rem;dy in some-
systematic way the qumber of writing deficiencies they had,
but the courses were also intended as an alternative avénue

to English 1A, at least for some students., Furthermore, the

College Catalog states that the courses are "or students

almost ready gpr English lA."uo '

The findings in a previous study undertaken by the
writer and the findings resulting from the examination of
evaluative data on students (Component Two) led té the

hypotnesis(that~students who successfully completed English

M (Sentence Structure and Rhetoric) and English D (Paragraph '

Structure) and/or Znglish E (Intensive Writing Practice)

~

39A.C.T.. S.A.T., I.T.E.D. usuaidly taken in high school,
and durinz 1973-1974 the McGraw Hill Sducatlonal Skills Test
administered to all first time entering students at

Sacramento City College.

v

uoThe reader is referred to Table 1, pe. 20,
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with a grade of C of bettir in sequence before enrolling

in English 1A would perform significantly better when
compared with a group of sgndents who were also initially
ineligible for English 14, but who took no Engliéh.coﬁrse
before enrolling in Englfsh ;A‘on the basig of the unit
prérequisité. ’

" Purther suppo£t for this hypothesis comes from the
evaluation reported from other community col¥eges. At
‘Golden West College, for example, at least one half of the
students who completed the flrst_course in an intensive
- two-course sequence, 9 weeks each course, were found fo be
eligible for English 1A as Judged by a committee of English

faculty \on the basis of a writing sé.mple. :_gqfthermore, the
. reported follow-up studiles indicated that tggée students
Wwere more succéssful in Erglish 1A than students who were
initially eligible for English 1A. Interestingly, this |
first course 1s similar to English M at City College in that
there are no writing assignments and content mastery is
tested objectively. The Golden WesSt course also téaqhes
students to recOgn{ze errors in &nglish senpence ratterns,

Morcover, Enslish derartments at comzunity colleges have

been experimenting with the block course approach in
. ¥

ulBy sequence 1s meant one course follovied by another
in the same semester or in the following semester.

uzFor this inforzation the writer is lndebted to a
collearue who shared it after a personal visit to Golden

West in 1969,
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remedial instruction. and affparently with some suc:cess.l'3
A need for realistic prerequisites for English is. supp6ft:;
not only by the dissatgsfactien of many members of the
English department at City dellege. but by related litera~
ture. A study of the placement practicesxtdx\English 1A

in California Community College polnts out that in general,
the Enslish faculties were dissatisfied with English place=
ment procedures and were looking for alternatives.uu

The statistical study which comprises component three
of this major research project was the first attempt to
determine the erfectiveness of English M, English D and(or
English E in preparing students for English 1lA., It weas
hoped that the results could give/i%e local English depart-'
ment and other §g§lish departments some evaluative data for
reassessment of current prerequisities and placement
practices for onglish 1A,

The defined populatlon was taken from avallable conput-
erized evaluative data. The experimental group consisted of
L2 students who were 1ldentifled in a group of 2850 students
as having.succcssfully,completed English M arnd English D
and/or English I in sequence prior to enrollihs in English

1A. The gontrol group was searched out of the same data and

u30ne examnple 1is Santq Rose Comzunity College in
Calitornia,

uunobert Clark, "A Survey of English Placement Practices
in California Community Colleces,” Unpublished Report
Reedley Collcre, 1973, _
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also limited to 42 students, but the control grbup had no
‘English prior to enrollment in English 1A. Both groups were
initially ineligible for 1A and had enrolled on the basis of
the 15 unit prerequisite., Both groups had aﬁ overall grade
point average ranging from 2.0 to 2.9. Care was exercised
to keép the unit range (transfef ynits completed at time of
enrollment in English 1A) similar as well as the year range
(semester and year of enrollment in English 1A). Since
there has been no chaﬁge in the English faculty, it could
~ be assumed that the siﬁgents were distributed among the same
instructors ana had ;herefore experiended a similar learning'
environment. The proportion of women to men is equal,

Due to the ex post facto nature of the study, a true

design was not possible. The desiggwwas therefore a
criterion design, C being eligidbility for English 14, X

. being successful completion of English M, Engiish D end/or
English E in sequence and 0l and 02 being the depehdent

varlable: success in English 1A as determined by the final

grede in this course.

Data Analysis

A t-test was run by computer to anralyze the comparative

success, in English 1A of the experimental and the control

-

group at the .10 level for a one-tailed test.

i
4
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RESULTS .
<

. . N,
-

Conponent One: Ouestionnaire

[ 3

The student sample that i'esponded to ithe\ questior;hgire
totaled 129 or 60 percent of the number of stﬁdents to whom
‘the questfonmaire was to be adminlspered.hs The lack of
gfeater response may be attributed tp one or both of the
follovwing reasons, First of all, student attendance tends

' to be generally erratic during the last:wéek of a sémester;
therefore, some students were absent on the day that the
questionnalre was administered. fhen, response was on a
voluntary basils, and some blank questionnaires were return-
ed, which indicated that a few students chose not to
respond, |

The acaderic majors which the respondents indicated on
the questionnaire were classified as undeclafed, occupationai
(two-year prograhs), and transfer, The numpers of students
1dentif1e3 in ecach category are as fél}éws: undeclared - = 47
or .36 percent of the z"espondents:"occubational - 43 or.33
percent of the respondents; transfer - 39 or 30 percent of

the respondents,

While the percentage of undeclared majors was somewhat

-

m\ higher tnan either the occupational or the transfer category,
\

\\\\\ h5216 representcd 62 percent of the 344 students who
“were enrolled in the various sections of the writing skills
coursés, second nine-weck period, fall 1974,

48
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no one group greatly outranked another by peréentgse.
The implication seems to be that the WTiting-skills
courses are serving a cross-section of the student
population in terms of educational éoals. '
Table 2 shows the tabulated responses to-question
3., The results indicate that the ma jority of the
students polled were enroIledlin a writing skills
course as a redult of an identified need to-acquire a
basic skill., Only 19 percent étated they had_enrolled
specifically to prepare for English 1A, A small.per-’
centage, 11%, enrolled because they needed units, and
- 2% had other reasons: syrpathetic jnstructor (1%);
and graduation requirement (14). Only 3 students, or
24, did not respond to the qﬁestion. “
These resﬁlts seem to support thoge of:the 1970
follow-up questionnzire which also showed jthat the
ma jority of the respondents had enrolled in a writing

skills course primarily to 1mprove'their understandiﬁg

of English and/or their writing abillty.

2



Table 2

Reported basis for enrollment
in a writing skills course

2,

N . ) 4

To Acquire a Basic Skill 59 46
To Prepare For English 1A 24 19
Recommendation of An -

Instructor of/cOunselor 1?7 - 13
Units ‘ 14 . 11

a

To Prepare for College

Courses Which Require

Writing ' R 9 ?
Other - 6 , U

Sympathetic Instructor 2 D

Graduation Requirement 1l b

No Comment ° 3 ) 3

Source: Student Questionnaire - Question 1:
»I took this course tecause "

of the 129 students who participated in the student
opinion survey.’25.or 19%, stated that they 1ntended to
repéat the wrlting skills course in which Jhey were enrolled;
98, or 76%, did not intend to repeat the courses 2, or 14 werg,,

not sure; &4, or 3% did not respond to question 2, "I intend/doJ

‘not intend to repeat this course because «" Those

students who intended to repeat the course gave only ore
reason, that they’nécded more help in the subjlect or more

practice in mastering the naterial of the course, The
' *»

-
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students who d1id not intend to repeat the writing skills
course in which they were enrolled stated varlous reasons.

1

These are 1llustrated in Table 3 below.

Table 3
Reported Reason For Intention Not
To Repeat A Writing Skills Course

.Reason I S N B ‘¥> ‘)

R

Sufficient Help or Practice

... In Subject 26 26 -
kuﬁr;;;ing Course For The
Second Time 14 L
RRRER Repeé% Has No Value K 8 8
Intend To Take English 1o . 19 19 3

Intend To Take Another ' ’
Skills Course e 13 13

Course Has No Value a .+ 8 8
Academic Plans Do “Not '

Permit Repcating- The
Course ' : 7 7

Total .95 95

#Pour or 5% of the respondents who did not intend to
repeat the writing®skills course in which they were
enrolled did not state a reason, )

Sources Student Questionnaire - Question 2: "I

intend/do not intend to repeat this course
because o . :
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'Those studenﬁs who did mot intend to repeat the course
because 1t had no_value claimed. that the course was elther
;{ﬁu f ,tbo difficult of not very helpful, Those who stated‘that
‘ é%é}e would be no value in repeating the writing skills

performance was satisfactory. In -~ .

¢ /\ eourse felt that their{
‘ fact, one might exp- ééf 3¥vif a student were passing (c
or better), there woud be no need to take the course again.
Some authorities even caution against the practice of allow-

1ngustudents.to repeat remedial courses, stating that such

N a policy deludes students.u'6

Hoqgver, tﬁere are a few
students for whom a one-time exposure 1s apparently not
sufficient even if they are passing, which a cursory exami=-
>nation of data supports. Furthermore, the results cf the
.questionnair° show that 24, or 19%, of the respondents
intended to re-enroll begause they needed or wanted more
heip or practice. Beslides, 17% of the respondents vere
already enrolled for the second time. I ever, it is
possible that they did not .complete the ?;guirements of the
course the first time and hed consequently reeenrolled to
w7

remove a grade of "Incomplete.

// Although the results do not’ indicate that students

il
¥

repeat the writing skills courses rerely for the sake of

L6

~

John Weber, OD. gl_t_.. De 3“’0

. b7Accord1r:r to one instructor, students usually receive
an NC (I'o Credit) sracde bscausge they do not complete the
worke In a'class of L2 students who were enrolled in
Enzlish ¥, for example, 10 had rececived an NC grade becausc
they did not combplete the course requirements,

A

an

o
4
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*easy"” units,'there may bé this péssibility. So, whether
the English department is Jistified in permitting students
to repeaf any of the writing skills courses ‘once for credit
on recommendation of the instructor, if the student has
cémpleted the ‘course satisactorily (g or bettg?), seems to

batable question{

be a
Pables ¥ and 5 1llustrate the responses to question 3,

*1 found the writing laboratory very helpful/somewhat R

helpful/of né help because . o

‘ Table &4
Degree of Usefulness of 'Writing Laboratory

g

N %

Very Helpful ‘ 34 40
Somewhat Helpful 39 6
No Help . 11 S 1b

Total v84 | 100

Source: Stqdent Questionnaire - Question 3: *T found the
writing laboratory very helpful/somewhat helpful/
no help tecause "
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Table 5

Reasons fer Percelved Degree of Usefulnesg'
. of Writing Laboratory

< N - " s
Very Helpful Somewhat %elpful - Nb_gelp
. Reason N ¥ Reason N % Reason B 4
<y N ’ . )
Help Prom Help From Didn't
Tutors 19 15 Tutors 20 16, Go. To
.+ .. " Laboratory 5 4
Oppofkunity ' Practice - - Wasﬁ% ofr
To Practice Materials . - Time 6 5
Material ‘ Available 6 5 ' e
Preserited o .
in Class 5 L
Placé To . _
Study = -3 2 . \
Total 2y 19 Total . 29 23 )Total o1 9" ¢

#Ten respondents gave no reason why they found the
laboratory very helpful and ten respondents gave

no reason why they found the writing laboratory
’somewhat helpful. (23% of total number responding.)

Sources Student Questionnailre - Question 3: “I
 found ‘the writing laboratory very useful/

somewhat useful/no help because .

>
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The results indicate that 86% of those students who
were in those writing skills courses which have a
required hour each week in the writing laboratory, in
addition to class time (English M, G, and 72), found the
writing laboratory helpful. However, some specific
observations rade by the resoondents are worthy of note:
the laboratory was often noilsy and crowded the tutors
wene sometimes unable to explain the materlal adequately;

the tutors were sometimes not interested in the students,

These same observations were also made by tﬁLse students

: 'QP found the writing laboratory a "waste of time,"

St1ll, the fact that the maJority of the users found the
tutorial assistance of value lends support to the
continged use of peer tutoers,

Table 6 shows what the respondents to the question-
naire considered to be the most valuable part-of the

¥

writing skills course in which they vere enrolled,



Table 6

-
Most Valuable Part-of Writing Skills
Course as gfrceived by Respondentsg

r ~r—
N 5 .
COnfent of the Course 50 | 38
Method of Instruction =~ 28 21
Improvement Made By 1
Student 24 18 5
Programmed Text - 7 ) ‘ 6 i
A1l Aspeots of the -
Course ''g L
laboratory ~Jf§'u
4 <
‘i*‘u .
Total . 118 Q0%
\ .

#6% of the rarticivants did not resvond to the question,
The remaining LY were not sure of the value of the course,

Source: Student Quéstionnaire - Question 4: “The most
valuable part of this course was "

56
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Of the 118 students who re&ponded (129 possible)
38% considered the content to be the most valuable part
~of the course; for example, learning sentence patterns
for méaning.,learning to structuig a~paragraph, l;;rnlng
new words and nmeanings. Twénty-one percent reférred to .
theimethod of instruction; that is, lébture. class ‘
discussion, explang%ion. -Four percent could not singlé
ouf~any particular aspect and considered thé entiré T
coufsa to be valuable. While most of the responses
seem to indicate that students saw‘mérit in the course

in whichsthey were enrolled, the most significant

~
\
i

‘response and the one toward which the question was
\

' infgnded_might well be "improvement made," Yet; oﬁly{\
18% of the respondents considered the improvement med

in mastering a particular skill as the most valuable.

part of the course. i

Table 7 1llustrates the student responses to

question 5; "This course would have been more'helpful

-to me 1if "
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Table 7
;Distfibutlon by courses of student opinion
as to how writing skills courses could
have been more effective
English Course -
' \
. Student Opinion .C D G M 72 - N 4 x
Course "great® asis 2 12 5 1% 3 36 28
No Corment 2 92 - 10 - 19 15
.Nine Weeks Not. ' o
Long Enough 2 2 2 9 3 18 AL
More Personal Help e
From Instructor ' : j
and/or Tutors 2 1 =-. 5 - '8 6 -
More Writing - 3. - b - 7 5
other | ‘ oy 11 4 19 3 W1 32
. \ . ’ .
Total 129 100 )

Sources Student Questionnaire ‘= Question 5:
*~ . w“Pnis course would have been more
(ﬁ>‘ ~helpful to me 1if o

{ .

r Althoggh 36 .or 28 percent of the respondents found the

wriging skills courses in which they were enrolled Satise

factory, and 19 or 15 percent chose not to commeg} for some

unknovwn reason,

*

opinion as to how the c

58

‘the rest of the respondents stated an

ourse could have bBecn more effectlive,
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Despite the fact that some of these opinions are limited to
3 to 6 percénf of the students who résponded, some might
have implications for instruction and others for counseling.

" Beslides the references to tutors and writing practice
as indicated in Table 7, the following comments should be
noted: more concentration on word meanings as Weliyas
‘spelling in Englisa C; improved materials and/or text in
English ¢, G, M, and 72; more grammar in English-M and D,
In addition, students expressed such concerns as: "If I had
a2 better background for the course" (English 72); "1f X -
understood English better” (English M); *If I had taken the
course earlier" (English D). S |

While the results suggest a review of course content,

and materials used in the courses, as vell as an examinatlon
of Present tutor services =~ 1no1udrng the number of tupors
- Ehey also suggest some needed direction in counseling,
It is entirely possible that the students'who wished theyf
had understood English better were not mative speakers of
English~;nd therefore should have been advised about the

English Second Lanruage courses.,\Furthermore.’obJectives

have been written for the courses and made available to

| English faculty and the_counseling s‘caf‘f‘.u8 Perhaps g7

additiornl efforts must be made to make students aware SE;;ﬁ
the content and the expectations in the courses. More tﬁah_'»

that, better ways must be found for referring students to .
. .

uBThc render is referreéd to the Aprendix B, pp. 78~84,.

A
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the courses they”need} “There is mounting evidence that in - 7,

a community college the counselor's the pivotal staff membér o
b | ﬁ

in a remedial progran,
<

Table 8 shows the respon"es to the first part of ques-

/ tion 6a, wafter this course ﬁtintend to take English .

Tablé 8

Distributicn by courSES of next English goal of students g
énrolled in English € (Spelling), English D (Paragraph),
English G (Vocabulary), English M (Sentence), and

English 72 (Critical Reading). \
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As for the reasons students gave for their next EnsliSh
goal (ghe second part of questiqn €a “because'), 42 of the 48
students who planned to take Enslich 1A stated that it vas
required; 4 felt prepared as,%.fesult oi their—experiences
in English D 1 student liked English; and 1 student wanted
to learn to write. The reason given for enrollment Ln
English £ was to get writing practice in preparation for
English 1A, The same reason was given for enrollment in -
English D, Those students who planned to take English C or
.~G or M had either spelling or vocabulary deficiencies or
needed to understand the. structure of a sentence., Two |

]
students recognized the need f6r a reading skills course,

® put none of the respondents ‘planned to take the reading

’ course that is considered.part of the writing skills progranm
since it deals wvith organization and ideas and demands
writing. -

» The results of question 6a seem to point out e/éontra-‘
dictien. In responding to question 1, only 19 percent of
the students clpimed that they had enrolled in a'skills
courss to prepare /for English 1A, yet 37 percent of the
responconts indicated this course as their next English
goal when respondinv to queation 6, It may be that some of
those students whon the writer had identified as being
advised into a skills course by a counselor or an instructor
because they wneeded English™, had really.been unprepared

for English 1A, As o result, 37 percent might be a more

realistic firurc than 19 perecent in determining how many of

A .

. .
Ly

-

*




. S s
the respondents ‘to the questionnaire had been enrolled in
a skills course to prepare for‘;;glish 1A,
Only 8 students responded to question 6b, "After this
.«course I do not intend to teke another English class because
M of these, 4 students stated that they had already
completed the breadth requirement for graduation{ 1l studentu

couldn’t fit Englisn into his program; 1 student claimed
that English was of no help; and 1 student stated that hel
was not prepared for more English.. . (;;ﬂy/f

on the whole, the results of question 6a and 6b do _
reveal any planned sequence in the English goals of.the
students, In fact, 16 of the respondents were not sure at
the end of a course whether they needed moré English or
which course theyvshould take next, if they did need more.
Furthermore, if the stated English goal was English 1A, the
students, for tge most part, did not seem to be moving
toward any developmental sequence which could lead them to
their desired goel'wlth some assurance of success, Instead,
the English goals‘of the revpondents seem largely to be

determined by requirements, felt needs, even misconceptions

about what a glven course might do for them.

<

Component TvWO3 Analysis of Evaluative Data

Desplte the fact that the progran of writing skills
courses has replaced English X es. the remedia}‘program at
City College, none of the courses has ever been a prerequi-

site for English 1A as was the case for English X. Inter-.




' % ( 4 . .
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o views with members of the department reveal an agreement
that the courses have merit because they fulfill a rneed in
hglping students overcome vwriting deficiencies, Furthermore,
the small class size (en}oilments are limited to 25 students
per section). in the opinion of the English lnstructors. '
permits the individual help which many students seem to need
“in order to 1mprove. Additionally, grades can be based on

the progress which a student makes since student success 1is

not measured against the standards of English 1A, This non-

punitive grading together with the in®ividualized help, in
the opinion cf the lnstructors interviewed, help make some
students feel better about themselves and their abilities,
which méy be one of the a@&antages of the %riting skills

courses, "Courses such ds English E (Intensive Writing1(

. o)
Practice),” says Instructor B, "are giving students self-

confidence because they get lmmedlatgkresulég -= direct
question, direct answer, feeling., All writing is done in
class, and we take the studént where he is and bring him up.
Students are being asked to write about things relevant to
them, Thére i s more emphasis on communication, self—
/%xpression, what to do.“50 .

The percentace of students that need courses in writing
skills ‘is at pre§ent difficult to estimate since entry test-
.,{

50This opinion was.exvressed to the writer by a senior
member of the English department. '
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ing has been dispontinued on the'college campusS. However,
enrollments in the courses seem to-be increaélbg. Records -
indicate that 368 students enrolled 12“18 sections for the
first nine weeks fall 1974 but b51¢:nro;led in 16 sections
for the first nine-week session in 'spring 1975; the second
nine-week session spring 1975 drew 467 students, The total
for .the two nine-week sessions spring¥925. seem equal to "
the enrolliment in English x in the last semester that the
course was offered. . | S‘
Whether the writing skills courses only provide minircal
backgrcunu in essential literacy or whether they can prepare
students for English 1A has been an unresolved question in
the English department at City College., Yet, we know that '
there are students who take “the writing skills courses to
prepare for English 1A. English instructors have been .
recommending these courSes to students who.are haying‘
difficulties in English 1A, Counselors have also been
recommending the courses:to students who_find themselves
ineligible for English 1A on the basbys of test results or
’previous academic performanc The results of the question-
naire show that at least 37 percent of the respondents had

j-enrolleémfa;a writing skilld‘bourse to prepare for English 14,

Furthermore. at least 10 percent of the students who enrolled

1

51Durinrr, the three semesters that the McGraw Hill

- Edueationzl Skills Test was siven -to T »~st-tine entering
students at City Collese, 66 percent of the students tested
fell, below the 504, on neasures of reading comprechension and

basic writing skills.
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in English 1A in fall 197% indicated that they had previously
taken at least one of the writing skills courses. 2

An examinatloh of evluative data on a sample of 2850
‘students»reVealed that 408 students hzz been enrolled 1n‘a€
least@ne of the writing skills courses during the perlod
1971-1974, oOf these. 229 took -only one course; 179~t60k
more than one, and 224 or sk percenggof the 408 subsdijuently
took, English 1A. As in the case of the questionﬁeire results,
there did not seem to be, for the mest part, any prescribed
pattern or developmental sequence in which students enrolled
‘4n the courses. Yet, few members of the English department.\
it seems, would- argue that a course in sentence structure
and rhetoric followed by a course in paragrdph and intensive
writing cjﬁld not’ prepare a student for Exglish 1A,

In examining the data, the writer discovered 48 students
in the total of LOB who took English M (Sentence Structure
and Rhetoric) and then English D (Paragraph) and/or English E
(Intensive Writing)., Of this number, 8 students did' not pass
Engllsh 1A. However, t;ese 8 also did not pass both_of the
'writing skills courses. On the other Hand. the 42 students
who took English M end then English D and/or E in sequence )
and successfully paseed~each course (C or better) also
successfully pa°sed anlish 1A, This sequence appears to

,/
adeguately prepare students for the English 1A experience.

52Thls percentagg was deryved frem'English reglstration
enrollment data, :
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As for the pattern of grades. there seemed to be a
¢closer relationship between the grade received in English D
or E and the grade recelved 1n English 1A than the grade
received in English M and the grade ‘received in English lA.
The mean M grade of the group of L2 students was 2. 92; the
mean D or E grade was 2 41 and the mean 1A grade was 2,36.
A similar relationship was found when the mean English M
grade- of the 41 students (in the group of.224 who tookqat
“Aleast one of‘the writing skills courses‘before enrolling in
English 1A) who Were identified as having enrolled in lA |
without D or E was compared with their 1A grade: mean
English M grade = 2,91 and the mean English 1% grade = 2,26,
Furthermore, the mean English D grade of the group of 46 -

students vho were identified In “the 224 ghroup as having

W
Ny
,ﬂ{ :
B

while thelr mean English 1A graee

'énrolled in English 1A witho king English M wgs 2.52

was 2.38. Accounting for |
the closer relationship between/the D or E grade and the 1A
grade would certainlx be difficult; however, one factor
might be the nature of the courses:*\learning to identify
sentence patterns and thelr rhetoric as opposed to using the
patterns 1n writing aosignments. Another factor might be
the assigned laboratory hour for English M in addition to

the class hour, during which students have the opportunity

to practice and to get.help from peer tutors.

G6
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Component Three: ”Y Post Facto Statistical Study.

In this study the following hypothesls was tested: .
students who successfully completed English M and English~D
and/or English E in sequence before enrolling in English 1A
would perform sirnificantly better in English 1A wvhen
compared with-a group of students who took no English course.
prior to enrollment on the basis of the unit prerequisite

‘(successfulbcompletion of 15 college transfer unLts with an
overall grade point avefﬁge of.2 0 or higher). Two groups of
students, found in the same evaluation data. were compared on
the basis of thelr achievement in English lA. The experi-
mental group had successfully completed EnglishﬂM and English
D and/or English E(in sequence before:enrolling in English 1A, &
The control group had taken no Enrlish _prior to enrollment, -
Both grdups vere initlally ineligible for English lA and had
enrolled on tﬁe basis’of the unit prerequisite., Care was
exerclsed to\keep the groups similar with respecg to N
instructors, learning environment. sexy semester and year of

enrollment in”English 1A, Furthermore, t-tests were computed

to determine whether the experimental -and control groups.vere

©

similar with respect to unites eaTned at time of enrollment in
English 1A and with respect to overall grade point averase.

The results of the t-~tests are presented in Tables 9 and 10,

67 ,




‘61

e

Table 9 ° - -

Means and SDs and T Value of. Unit Values
for Experimental and Control Groups.

Group S Mean sd t Value - o
‘ LT e ) ' v y
Experimental b2: 23.4524 10,4909
Control' * .42 28,1429~ 12,8169 1.83529  N.S.
Ae,iiﬁ e | ¢ : A :
Table 10 ~ |

Means.and SDs and T Value>of GPA Scores for
Experimental and Control Groups.

Group N Mean . sd t Value

Experimental L2 2.52286 400433
Control 42  2,5169 284466 .07 N.S.

T Once—determined that the~grb&bs were -matched, -a-third
t-test uas corputed to test the hypothesis. The results_given
in Table 1l ohOwed no significant difference 1n the mean

English 1A grades between the experimental group who completed'
English M and English.D and/or E 1n)sequenoe with C ortbettcr
and the control group who had no Englishsin‘coi;ege prior'td'
enrol&ﬁent in Enzlish 1A, Therefore, the hypothesis that the

experimental group would perforn significantly bettetﬁﬁés‘

'rejectedf | . > 68 ,“ K - gs
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Table 11 °

Means and SDs and T Value of Enzlish 1A Grades
of Experimental and Control Groups.

Group . N Mean Sd - t Value . -

Experimental 42 ~ 2,39952  1.11504
Control b2 . 2,2619 1,12747 +,194615 N.S.
>

Howéver. in coépgﬁing a correlaéion‘coefficient to deter-
mine how the cumulati%glgrade point average of the experimen-
tal group correlated with the English 1A grade, a positive
correlation was féund: the ;umulative grade point awverage
correlaged 140 with the English 1A grades, On the other hand,
aniex%glnation of the control group fevealed a negative ;ela—
tionship of =,057 between the curnulative grade point average
and ghe English 1A grades. |

Although the observed’cOrrelations cannot prove that
successful completion of Englfsh M, English D and/or English E

has any effect on the English 1A grade or % curmulative grade

point average, there nay be a sgrgegtionﬁz
ranting further analysis or study. Furtherdgre; while the ex
post facto study showed no significant difference in the mean
English 1A grada; betiteen the experimental and the control

groups, the obﬁ%rved corrclations. neverthelesg. seenm to sug-
gest that the successful comrletion of the English I, Enclish

D and/or English‘E scquence night be as valid a prerequisite

“to English 1A as the currcntJls unit prerequisite,

69 .
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Chapter 5 _
CONCLUSIOLS "AND BECOWVEYDATIONS
. A
results of the student questlonnaire
. / / ~
p of

Although the
nt oOne of this

ted to the grou

gtudy) are 11ml
he local English '

(Compone
y‘should glve t

h responded. the

students whic
xills coursesSs it

jn the wrlting s
s but with one

h;different goal
11s. Yebts th
ped es efficlent13

jcated the need

pulation wit
ire writing skl
s are belnsg hel
e responses 1nd

sQKWare of the ¢©
oush to help pr

te be & PO
ere is &

geer.d
[ 4
to acqu

basic need:

"= question snether student

as they might be. some of th

urses as .

nake student
event

for moTe efforts to
nal support services early en

1nstructio

possible gifficulties.
.rnndation is t

The first ;ggg__________

»
vased tests of znpglish skills ve develo
and the counseling staff.
g and

{ ease in scorin

jven on specified )

herefore_that critefion- N

ped through & joint

The

effort of the EngXish faculty

s should nave the advantage (o]

‘test
adninistr

dates vefore Tre
Wﬂcthcr
in hnglish 1A

they could be &

atlon sO that
studehts at the

all first-tlme
;ed a8
Cn!

s who wish to

HoweveTs the .
'*v

udents soqe
thby

gistration to
the rcsalts should

a basls of

collesge.
t#r those stulﬂ

placement

enroll 1n thl

another quesgion.
y to give st

Furthcrmore.!

S course is

resuits could e us cd dlorno°t10311
asscsswnnt of strnnrths and wcarnesses.
s gpr odvlsing students to

nsclors a bars sl

o ywould glVve cou
C : : o'; L




enroll in specific writing skills courses, or reading-

courses, depending on the needs.

A second recormendation 1s that the testhdg service be

made available to students throughout the semeséer. Studenté
who encountered difficulties in college courses because of
writing pf;blems could be réferréd to this service by their
instructors at any time %Fring the semester. Approprfate‘
courses in reading and writing skillé could be recommended

to studentsy A system of referral could be the béginnlng

of a ;;mpus effort to help studénts succeed in college,
particularly those who might "drop-out® .in face of problems

arising as a result of basic skills defi iencies.

A third recomﬁendation 1s that at’ least one_seé‘ion of
English b2 ;chedulcd as an open laborator§ pericd,
(Precedcnt has alréady béen established by thé instructors
{n reading.) This procedure would permit st:aents to enroll
jn a writing skills course by arrangement a% any time during
the semcster, as soon as writing proﬂaemé‘became apparent.
However, such a cyctem would also presuppose. the developnent
of sélf-paced modular units to pérmit students to finish at
53

least one part of a writinz skills course with credit.

Therefore, a fourth recormendation 1s that time and funds

be regularlr‘budgcted for this purpose.

53hccord1nm to the literature, not all colleges grant
credit for remedial or developnenttal course vrork., Still,
the advantace of credit 1lc noc ts L> overloolrcdi, It can be
a factor in notivation vhich 1s sometimes necessary for

SUCCCTSe
71 *
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A diverse gstudent population rurtﬁer implies that one

text or set of instructional mategials or even emphasis L

S~

m{ght not be suitable for students wfth varied educational
goals, Thé results of the questionnalire suggest a need for
review of texts and materials for some of the courses.,
Instructors in occupational areas also criticiég English

. departments for the lack of relevant material t;i;;heir
students in many English courses. Consequently, a fifth

2
»

recommendation is & systematic review by a committee of

texts and materials in the writing skills courses with
respect to sultability and relevance to a heterogeneous
student group.

While rost of fhe respondents to the questionnalre vho
uced the writing iéboratory apﬁreciaﬁed the tutorial assis-
tance, there were some concerns about the attitudes of the
tutors, the inablility of thg tutors to ansfer questions or
to corréct tests adequately. Since tutoring 1s considered

to be an extension of the learning process for the tutor as

well a8 the tutee, a sixth recornendation 1s thatiimmediatc

steps be taken to improve the system of supervision of and

assistance to the tutorsi .
9

Whereas the nine-week term for the wrlitlng skiils
éourses offers fléxibility and options to students, the
resglts of the questionraire alsoc indicate that a percentage
of étudcnts iy ench cf the wrliting skills courség that vas

sampled found the nine wecks too short, A small percentage

of the recror eonts was even, re-curolled for the seccond time
,°
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because more practice or help vas needed. Therefore, &

seventh recommendation.ls that departmental jnvestigation

recommCl o= s

relative to the length of the courses take place and that
consideratlon also be glven to the question of the.optlon
to repeat any of the courses for credit 1. a student is
doing passing work (C or better). According to one ” -
gnstructoT, at least, the mix of first-time students'lﬁ a
course and continuing students in the sané class section
of ten poses 1mped1ments to effective 1ﬁstructlon for all
of the students. Classes»should certainly be surveyed SO
that student opinion could be a part of the general
discussion and re—assessment processSe -
Furthernores the*resulzé“of the questlonnalre sugéest
that, foT the most part, therxe is ne pla&neA'sequence in the
English gcals)of the studentss A Tew students Wefe even
uncertain whether -they necded more English. Therefore, an

elehth reccmnondation 1s that theTe be mor§ departmental

commltmcnt and effort en the part of 1nd1v1dﬁal English
faculty members to advising spudents aboul futur%rEngllsh
‘goals. Perhaps, jn-service sesslons about the conmi tnent
of the "open’ community collese rust ve & part of that
proceSSe whateover the sentiments of-lndlvidual 1nstructorc’
might be relatlvento the appropriatencss of remedial oT
developmental yjnstruction in a college curriculuh. these

courses are an jpntesral part of communi ty college offerlngs.su

-

”»

————

Su\'lebcr. 92. Cil¥en Pe 3“0
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't_ting °k1 ls cou for yar .reasons, However,

éziiiéépﬁfe %ﬁén hgi;gof the students wbo were found to hgve been

o anolled in 1easn ne of the wrlting skills courses

* duq}ng the”period 1971&197& had subsequently enrolled in

'1 Eng;ish 1A, Morebvcr.,BB percent of a group who had
successfully passcd English M and English D and/or English

* E in sequence had also successfuily passed English 1A.

There{ore. a ninth recommendation is that the English
department study the possibility of a block of writing
skills courses as a pre-requisite to English 1A. A part
of the study should 1nclude the ﬁresentaofferings in the
program: the extent of overlap:'the advisability of revison
or restructuring of some of the courses; and the phasing out
of unproductive courseo.

Although the r‘ta"istical stvdy did not reveal that
students who took nglish M and English D arnd/or Enblish E
performcd any bctter than students wﬁQ~enrolleﬁ 1ﬁ/hnglish
1A on the basis of the unit pre-requisite, 1t d¥8 show that
there was no sign%flcant-diffcrence in the performance of

fthe two croups. Tne fact that the gunulative grade point
average of thc experirmental group co1re]atcd 40 with the
English 1A grades surgests that the dcvelopchtql English M
arnd D anifer E Ecquencc seens just as justifiable as a

prercquisite to E“"lieh 1A as the comulction of 15 collere

transfer units w*th an over~ll rrade polint aveyrage of 2.0

(X
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or better, In fact, a recommended block or sequence of
vwriting skills courses designed to help sfﬁde@@siattain
certaiﬁ writing competencles scems even more justifiable as
a pre-requisiée to English 1A when one consliders that some
of-the 15 ults of collgge transfer work might be in such
unrelated areas as physical education, which the writer

disCOVered Was.gften the case. A tenth recommendation is

therefore that there be a review of existing pre-requisites
to English 1A, Yet, before such review can begin, 1t seems
there must be an agreement on wriéing standards and
competencies which must be consistently and uniformly
applied, This 1s no easy task since English departmehts

generally are vaing difficulties as to aéreement on what

constitutes "good wriﬁing."55

In general, the results of all three components of
this majer research project support the eonﬁinuanee of tne
progranm of courses in English writing skills. The lliterature
is also supportive of thelr rationale. There seen tdﬂbe no
negative labels on the courses: they are oﬁen to anyone who
needs help with specific writing skills, The courses also
seem tp ‘prepare students Ior tnrlish 1A 1f they are taken
in some prescribed sequence. Hovever, cvaluation-of the
courses must be an on-golng process, not only in tcrms of'
55In an articlec in the Chrenicle of Hicher gﬁucaflg:
by Malcolm Scully titled “Bonchecad “n"’i h* (Yarcnh 17, 1975),
the head of the Ascociation of DNMomrtments of ¥nmlish statec

that "at present we don't have a standard definition of the
term pond pmiiin—gt N

75 | e
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relevancy to the students enrofled but in terms¥of/whst
happens to the students 1ho take the writing skills courses,
Wﬁile follow-up studles of occupational programs 1s mandated
in California for occupational programs, not many such -

studics are routinely done in the so~called academic areas,

Follow-up evaluation is consequently an eleventh recommen=

d.ati on, ' ' ' '

’ While the process of evalugtion means to examine and
to judge, if one applies the dictionary definition of the
lterm,.it must also be a process designed to l1mprove. A

' p&rtlof this process necessitates an on=-going form of
communication between all those inxolved.56f That it can be
such a process has been the experience gf the writer in the
course of writing this major research proJect. Already

‘proposals are being prepared by members of the English
department to change the placement practices for English 1A,
How much effect the discussions between the writer and the
individual rcembers of the department, including the Chalr,
have had in stirulating internal evaluation is didfficult to
assess. Yet, the writer has been assured that the discus-
sions hav? had some positive effect. The true test will ba
when tHe completed study i1s presented to the college andlto‘
the dcpartnent. . N

<

56For an inforrastive article on the meaning of eval-.®
uation the Teader is retrerred to Tonl Howard, "Ivaluation
and the Centipede”, Fulnre Tol¥ (Cfrfice of the Chancellor -
The Califorria State Univercity and Colleges, liarch 1974), 3

pp. 1-4,
16 ‘




However, 1t is also the writer's goal that this study

q
~ will have broader implications than just for the local

\]

colleB®e. - ?opefully. it will encourage other community

-

colleges to embark on a similar’ process ?f evaluation, one
which 1is désignéd to improve instruction and which will
promote an on-going form of communication between all those
involved -- faculty and adninistrators, It is also hoped
that the lnfopmation and recommendations can assist other
.ﬁ’ English departments ln‘arr;ving at some soluffonftgithe
almost universal problem of remedlation as well as the

problem of satisfactory prerequisitesfor English 1A,

717
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-

Directions:

Student's Major - -

-
1.

2,

3.

Course No. i o

‘I took:this codrse because

SEUDEPIT_ QUTSTIONNATRE
F % .

Will you take a feWw moments to answer the
following ques$lons. . Your responses will
be used as part of a* study to help us
improve instruction, Answer each question
as completely as you can., It 1s not
_necessary to sign your namec

o _ ‘15/t - “

4 v e
a . _‘. .

I intend/do not intend to repveat this course beoause
. (Circle one) .

-

I found the writing laborafory very hclpful/somewhat

‘

‘helpful/of mne~help because

(Circle one) 4 | o

-

83

76



6.

‘¥
.

A

(Answer eltnre= <1=) or (b).

()

(b)

Do not ai)swer both.)

e, 1 intend to take English

because

¥

After triT =ouaTs
Y
. J .
.
"17 ~ .
AfteT Lz :'f ‘o‘jb‘:e, I do not lntcnd $o take'
another == :_.is:z course berSe
» ; ‘
84 )
N o .
:. ) T ¢ ’-K“
s - .
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‘ﬂcusu C (Spelling) .- 9 weeks - 1 unit - 3 hours per vaek,

Puxpose: " For those students vho have serious trouble with spclling.
. Epphasis: Study of the words that rese’rch has found to be most often
migspelled. : " .
Ob“fjectives: 1. To rcad and pronounce each wsrd carefully, :
e 4

%, To memorize and apply the major basic spelling tules., .

i

X |
3. To tccome familiar with the more difficult but less
applicabl‘(spellinf' rules.

%

4. To leawn how prefirxes and suffixes affact the ning
and speiling of words, .»:,,- oo
pes 8 I e o -
5. To learn the muan:hg of each uord stu@éel L O8N

6. To dewxon.,td the maatery’ of t efw%ds s ,’1‘&4 r;f ‘% e .

making perfect scores on 25 wprd tegge. .

Mote: These tasts are taken at "th

convenicnee in the ¥Hniting: L

2 ) . Learning Cemter.,
. of the grade and 4

necessary to attai

7. To demonstrate the maste Kt

two 100 vord testsg vhich conkfi
- ( end the final. . e\,
Noto: These ¥ests t gether W
as three foufh of the"

- ' 7 ;m:' :
N¥ote to the Counseclors: itronoly notiva‘éd é'tu‘dg:ﬁs"
p lling may sign up 'éﬁ

. for Englj oY R " S
the Vritd ab. ' Tié
vith the La dratory Instfuqgic

’ - * 11l work individwzlly on the’
: groblens in a programmed tcxt' ib "3
provide pre-tests to help thg, stude 3 QR

. place their major emphasig. ihcy wil '™
’ 4 test after.the completion: ofy cac‘\ cb\arm.
i uni® of credit 1] b2 givepsupon tha\oy
. LI .conplt.tion of t sixt\cn_ iters in: ',
’ ) . ¢ Thi-: ontion is not for at¥ optd vith” g ! »
, ﬂ . ) gp“‘.?wp pro.)lc"x., or sccond landunypd % b I ‘ o
\ ( . .
| g6 T e
. N B s .
[ M ; “ :""” ‘.
o » i"’ i
. ‘o .
-, . ' " . ’e L4 L




ENGLI‘H D (Bas:lcs of Paragraph St*uccute) 2 veeks ~ 3 hou:s per week -funi
. ; .
Pumoses' '/ For’ “students. wtm.i.pck expericnce in Vri;inp and want-a
. ., good foundation By;btg:i‘nni "¢ the paragrabh Fevels. . ?
Yot recormerided for thosc whthave serious problems

" . . with the basic mechavlcs of tnm*sﬁ'.., o,
Obj”éctives: 1. To learn to write unifiea cohefent, concretely
: developed pc.rf.graphs, e‘mﬂ’haSiQ’is on exposition.

a. Topic scntence

b. Structurc of the pa rap, aph
¢. Directness

d. Ccncrecte, precise diction ‘

. 4 -
2, To pro:,‘ss to ;h'.*/x)r:gtin{'. of longcr papers i\ order .
- : to pet 'practice in making prcper transitions between - .
' Paragraphs. )
. ’ k] te . . "
Methods: - Vorlshop = (May be preceded by lccture, demonstration, and
practice cxercises). Each student worls on a scries of _

4 : . short papers gfr&n one to sgveral paragraphs long;. ‘Students

writoe oniy en topics about which thay have real i{nformaticn

and arz cncouraged to think of 'writing%s ?mtmicg.tionﬁcnd
, not as drill. ' - )
. L The papcrs™are frog ntly evaluatad: problem§ are SRR

alt with as they arise ahe papers are urder almost
«conscrnt revision and a sideg2d finfshed only vhen
both the teacher and the, cn® agree that they. e
connunicate clearly 2nd ¢oherently.. - #,%, LorA
B - . SN - "’

»

E lk\l'c ’ . . . —

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Purpqse: For those tudents who lacL expericnce in writing or uho lack
confidencagin their writfng abilities. Mot recommended for
students with serious grammar or writing problers. : _
e ‘ Approach: Tutorial - € hours of class'timc plruits 1ndividgalized
instruction and in-class correction of papers. N L
wiiting Experiences: 1. Text assignrents on individualized basis Y
: . 2. Prescribed assignments - group and/or individual
basis {a
3. Additional writing assignments or drills on an .

"iadividual basis
w4. -Rewriting to achiewe a shfﬁsfactory version
. Objectives: ‘!. To acquire confidence in ona’ s ability to write .
2. To béconz motivatad to Writc for uha sake of improvement

and not for the sakc of grade. - s
3. *To becomc notivated to cxaring the work of othcrs and
; to learn from the experieace.
- 7 i "’ 4, To irprove ia writing at ona's own rate .
Y ‘ 5. To lecarn to identify with one's own writimg
5 . 6. To learm.to -recoznize cnc's progress. o .
v
N »
< ' . » . o ‘1
sg to the Counsclors: Recommenaid for those students who are not

sufficiently prcpar®d to writa on the leve -
expected in anliah l-A. ’ T

~ /
.?{\ .' . ;1 r
& . .
) Ed ]
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.. . ENGEISE G . (Vocabulary) - semester course* - 2 units

o . Y

7 Purpose: .~ An intensive, systematic approach to voc:\bulary study for
those students who need to expand their vocabulary but who
have average rcading ability.
NOTE: Students vith reading problems are ad¥ised to tal'e a V.

& . coursq& in basic reading skills concurrcntly or prior & N
“ to taking English G.

~

Objectives: . 1. To enzble the student to understaﬁd his language.
2. @0 increasc proficiency in the use of English.

Units studied: I. Use of the Dictiona
g A. Ristory of Engzlish
_ * B. Spelling

‘ C. Pronunciation : &
= $ D. Grzmrar -
. i . E. Definitign. and darivation

1X. Latin Derivatives
4 A. Roqts
) B-. Profixes

- +IIX, Gl'e.t:k.-~ Dcrivativ

. : . A Topts ¢ T
f | . . Prefixcs »

: W, Vocabulary Expansion . . o
{: A, Deagriptive wprds .
P - ' B. Actionswords g
O » . - . C. Rhetoric ... N N
LY . # Do Neme words® &

BN,
30

¥

B

V. Advar’xct;d Word Study .(Individual Basis)

. ( F 4 . ‘ e

*Beginning .Fall, 1974, this course will be a 9eveek coursc. SR

- ‘ , L R
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. e . - . .“ »
ENGLISH M (Basic Sentence Structure and Rhetoric I) - 3 hours per wgek and
1 additional ho%i in the Vriting Laboratory to bc arranged - 2 units
x f .

. » )

Purpose: For thosc students vho havd-a weal background in grammar. .
v ‘Approach: Lecture-Laboratory. Students use a progranmed text and have

access to tutoa}ng services in the laboratory.

Objectives:  To denonstrate on unit tests the mastery of 4 units

vy on sentence structure, and patterns: rhatoric and ‘usage.
NOTE: Each unit test has four alternate tests, permitting
G- . retaks of the test if score is low - efter «review -
v, and only the .top score on the alternate tests counts

togrd the final grade.

2

Units Learned: ' 1. 'éigllsh A8 a syntactical languagc;vwotd order determines- -

e neaning. R
o, ’ A. Structures. subject, predicate, noun phrase,
_ PO + - wyerb phrase, adjectives, adverbs,
P V-, *
’ i e -prepositional phrases. :
- e . §lu Pﬂﬂtoric. Clarity and eronas*s. ‘ .
) ke ) -’..'-- ‘ Usa ] - vi :
7 s st )
2 2. Seven basic sente Datteras
' A.. Rhetq;ic' brevity, rhythm, devices of sound,
- figures of specech
s T s . ) B. 6 Usage (ads, politics, litcrnturc) »
i B 3. Compouaf% of structures in units one q.l.tVO' rhetoric
i R . and usage (political spceches) )
R .‘ ‘;."ﬁ . o .
: . 4., Noun subg;itptes-' o q’""~
J 7 - v A, ‘Noun.8lots in Fnglish sentences - single words . .
) A Q;u end phgpses that act as noun substitutes' their
c. * . thetor and usage.




ENGLISH N

'
Purpost:

- -J ‘
Prercquisite:
Aporoach:

Objectives: -

.

~

* Same as for-English M

Units Learned:f'

8.9

84

{Basic Seatence Structure and Rhetoric*II) - 3 hours per week and
1 additional hour in the Writing Jatoratory to be arranged
2 units. .

\t

)

For those students who have 2 weak biékg:ound in English Graomar,

English ¥ ¢

Sane as for English M

1.

L J
&
Vartants on basic seﬁtcnce patterns; the rhetoric
’ and usage of each:” negatives, questions, rhetorical

uestions, imperative sentences, explatives, inverted
o;ms, excizmatory sentences, passives. '

Adjectives - sznglc werd, phrases, clauses-and methods
for combining sentences with adjectival structures.
Rhetoric and usage. i '
. : ) «
&dverbs - single word, phzases, clausas-and alternates .
open in revising sernfences. BPhetoric and usage. .
411 inflections in Englplf. -
ations f

- A, Review of transzfo tombining sentences
© B. Review of rhotoriczal priﬁi}p es. '
. 'i - C g °
L ¥ . Dk
P e
| L : 9
-.' a
oy . L
~ % ¥ " . .
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o f

ENGLISH 72 (Critical-Reading) - 9 weeks - 3 class sessions and 1 lab hour

(i : + per weck - 2 units : _
. | &
Purpose: For. those students who have no serious recading and writing .
disabilitics, shut who lack experience in reading. T
Objectives: 1. To read non-fiction paragraphs ‘and to learn ﬁob'o

sumnar‘ize then. -
S > 2, To rcad progressively longer non-fiction material ’
and - t:o learn how to summarize the readings.
(=3 . .
3. . Tp leam hov to read holistically (to learn that the
\vzhole of a non-fiction work is more than the sum of

its parts). ) ,’1’

. L]
- 4, xo learn to overcone. poor readin,o habit:s

5. To learn to wrire rGhQStx s;gnaqties o£«t.he. r:atefial read. /

-

Mote to.the Counsclors: ‘ﬁéc'omendcd for those students I"no ére hot @ 2z
.sufficiently prepared to read the type of ‘material

d - - read in Engdish 1-A. A
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Ms Dorothy H. Bohr received her -B.A.j deéree 'f"I‘:om the
State Universit); of NeW'Yori’:., Albam'eampus, with a major
in Latin and German. Before receiving her M.As in English
from the Cal'ifomia States_;g’Unqiversity‘Saeramento, she did
graduate work 1n Classics't'at Columbia University where her
maJor advisor was ‘the late, renowned Classicist, Dr. Moses N

Hadas, and also at the Universl,f:y of California in Berkeley.

Before moving to California, she taught Latin apd (’

gt .

e "

German f‘or three years at Walton Ceﬁf{ral*'}é?j.gh School in (y
‘ J‘Walton’. New York. Since 1956 she has been at :‘Sacramento"”
City College where she taught German until 1%9. in khat
" year she vas appointed Division Chair of Ian&ages and -
‘Literature and con‘t‘inued &o teach German ard then English
As\A Second‘ Lanzuage. In 1974 she was appointed®Associate
) o o
Dean oI: Inst':ruction.. . . o ... /
Wohr is married to Dr, Bussell Bohr, senior.professor
of Art History-at the Californlﬁstate University Sacramento,

They have an eleven year ‘old son.
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