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‘goals, program leadership, procedures /and policies for remedial - :
writing instruction, adjunct writing| assistance, and upper-division °
.writing requirements for -graduation. The questionnaire data rovided
descriptive information about writing teachers and their att tudes, .

practices, and perceptions. The results indicated that fev cpmpuses

had definedvprogrum,gohla<or,ﬂgheaive sequential curricula. The ,

results also suggested that tenured faculty knew-less about recent

writing theory than did part time ¢0nt:nct;insttuctoréifand that =
~ program coordinators' authority and power of persuasion over regular
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. This study is designed to meet the nesd foi systewatic _,ﬁ/ﬁ
. deseription and zvaluation of current practices in ctllege f\//p.
cpmpoﬁi;ion»pzngzamn.~gWhile_much1hau’been‘writteﬁﬁabout.~: -
 ipvestigatione of elemeantary and secondary school student - -

. writers—and teachzrs of writing,. comparatively little vesearch
has enples2d the larger, programmatic rature, of college -

. writing, jnstruction. Because so little work hiae. been done :
in thiz arez, this researsh project was planned in. phases to” -

L meet thuree rate f research goals:. Phase I, Lo ebtain and

T ooxgenize descriptions 0f progren practices: and variables -

affecting those practices; Phase 11, to obtain student and

- faculty. "outcome' data and relate ‘thore data to varieties in _
pﬁaégiee;_aﬂéﬁPhaae;IIIe”t@.inteqr&tckﬁhaqettvqnﬂ\gtcxindiﬂgm'.'

dnte meaningful recomneadstions for compegition: fasulty and :

progian adninigstirateis, and to -relate findings ta outzent =

'thénry_gnéykﬁbwledgéjahunt;ﬂritingwingtxuétion&anngﬁoutﬁ&ccndary_

fdduﬁaﬁiﬁn;;-Tﬁiafrspér dedetibes Phagézx"worh;ahdytﬁﬂultﬂ -

Cko date. e oA T e T e

7 The study sample uakes use.of the nineteen canpuges of
The Califorria. Statp University (CU). This samplie inkcludes.

. rurel, subucban,, and uzban campuses, with predominantly e

- Anglo as well «s. othrileaily-mixed student populatiens,-and’ .~ - .
-lakge, modium,g&mdﬁpmallﬁenrellm&ngax;‘ThéﬁcsquQQﬁamfham i

~ focused special attentidon on vriting.skills in: twe hidhly
visible ways. - First; thore is the systemvide requirna

ad (344 . o N
. English Plagemont Teet for entering freshmsn- and many transfer.
studenta; '\efplaqamﬁﬂﬁﬁtontﬁis;muPpetﬁgglhx;g:loqiglativuﬁ ‘
- mandate  to ‘provide: ﬂﬁ@lalﬁf%nﬂmh$Q§6&'h?éﬁmpﬂlfﬁﬂtﬁitqnﬁf‘
admitted students who foll below i srityrion.score.and are
thereby identified am in nee ol remediatiou. -Second, all -
~ degree candidates muat bo; G ified Ly thell Cwapus-es
competont writ«rs at the upper-division level im orxdar to

. receive the &vgree.. . .- % i oo oo
- In-gatherdingid 3gr;pt1vqginfermaximn;:thonprnjaetvmaég(“

" use offneverdﬁgﬁi¢£¢zﬁhtfmcm%@da;ana;aeugcem;girs;tﬁhr o

information on-%glish . d partaent courses was cbtained by’ e
~asking English department cliaizsito complate a snext survey. ...
-asking about auchlmattera»gﬁjﬁonrsenf;BﬁQEﬁiaQ)amndrj?ecial,; 2
- , le :of ten campygns stiuctiised. interviews « - -
- were conducted with Fnglish chairs, compositicu peegram’ ... .= . -~
- coordinators, remedial instruction ccordinatoss,.nonifnglish . -
. department writing-program coordinaters,’ learningrasgigtince
‘center directors, educational tpportunity prugram.cosrdinators - -
of writing assistance, schoolideans,: -and acadsaic viee =~ . - 7
presidents. 'All writing instructors, in e outs’ide zhe
gngliah_depurtment{\receivpd;avdetailgdkqaeﬂt¢bnnaixe ahout

. . ] :
o 7\” S "“.

\ » . ; v o 4 ) v.(__ \ |
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instructional - practlces perceptzons of the wrltzng program,
the campus climate for writing. instruction, current writing
'“gtheory, remegrptlcn, the: upper-dzviszon wrzting requzrement,.
influencing the writing proqram. R
Two kinds of analyses were performed ‘on the Phase I
data. First, interview transcripts ' ‘were coded and reviewed
in an effort to group campus proqr 8 which appeared similar '
in a pazticular cading category. hese categories were then -
refined through discussions and reanalysis of interview '
‘passages, supplemented by information from the factual -
 survey. Second, guestiopnaire responses were tabulated and
factor analyses vere run on a subsét of items. These analyses
-, established one set of factors describing perceptions of the
vwriting program and its campus contexzt, and a aeconﬂ aet .
describing instructional perspectives. - ‘
‘From the interview data, five broad cateqoriea emérged
as useful ways of talking about similarities and differences
in writing programs: program goals, composition program
‘leadership, procedures and policies foriremedial writing -
instruetion, adjunct writing assistance (outside the English
department ¢lass), and procedures and policies for the
upper-division writing re?uirement for ‘graduation. The
< tenecampus interview sample demonstrates considerable variation
. within each of the five categories. ' Surbrisin in most -
instances, campus proglams which group together within a
. category are not necossarily- similar in terme of ‘their -
. campus anmplin? characteristics such as size or ethnic mix.
-~ Features of writing program organization ‘and management, for
. ‘example, do not appear to be related to features /of . the
campus setting.: t -
° . The guestionnaire datnugrovided dencriptive‘lnfbrmntian '
‘about writing teachers and qut their attitudes, practices,
and perceptions. . Factor analysis of Likert pnd forced-choice
- dtems yielded sin program factors and seven instructional '
-, factozs. The program factors are (1) camplus climate for- S
writing instruction, (2) student centeat, (3) adjunct writing
- -aseistance, (4) program leadership,. (5) cohesivenoss of the
conpdsition program, (6) faculty attitude, and (7).faculty
effort. ?o in gtructional practice factors are (1)..the
‘literature! approach; (2) the compoaing process -appraach, (3)
the rhetorical modes approach, (4) the basic skills- nppranch,-
(S) the in=class- workohop nppronch. and (61 thc nervieo )
course. nppronch..j_ -
l The first: chaptern ef this volume prenont the eoncoptua1~i
,,fworh devaloped by the faculty researc téam and suggestions
" for practical uses of this report. Results of interview and
,“quentionnaire analyses comprise the ajor portion of the . -
document. - Subsequent reports will g ye the rosults of the o
- evaluative and thoarutical phnseﬂ. g _ . E

ob

.\




~ ‘aBsTRACT .

(CHAPTER ONE

N

CHAPTER_TWO

g Review of Related Literature - G e e

' CHAPTER THREE

Theoretical Framework and Research Sett;ng e
: Summary of Project Activitiea to Dnte S .X._u

.-CHAPTER FOUR
o Renearch
lfcaaymma FIVE
Sampling
»'CHAPTER sxx

mthodology’- P P S ST

.CHAPTER“SEVEN
Tananamy
. CHAPTER EIGET

-uResults

) 2.
R P

6. I

a1
- :
-.
. e ot e o
=Y
A

k-

-PHASE I FINAL REPORT = . .

' Table of Contents =- leume'iff
A - s S e

.

é" .

Object1ves and Practlcal Uaes of ThlB Report

-

- v'( -
/
Lol

/

Queations for Phase 1 T A

Blan S oW i e e e e

of writinq Pregnam\Variableq .'

" Goals and’ Instruetional ?hiloﬂophioa /.
-Coordinators! R@nponnibilities oy
- Remedial Procedures. and Practices . /

“Upper-nivision Writing- Requiromont//. :

Non=English' Department Activitieg// .
Aftﬂm@rd ¢ o0 0 '.T'» .v‘-o ¢

v

* »
TR T T AV .
M b B . .
. ot~ i . Wy~ ty
- . > '-,' D . P Wt
- ) . oo ’ - B p
; - . B . e . Ao

of Interview Analysis '; ;f.- ﬁx; . ;

e -



e . . .
¥ . ’ T .: -
- BES N L .
S x v 3 bn“ , /
T S DU : et T .
. < P Y . . » . BEEEE
* . o a a ) ) - L . - ?agé .
. . = . N - B . T~ - . " qa o ' -
. : e R : - Y
. . oL P . . ) v . ’ L ! T
PHAPTER NINE o R I PR
. - . . . . . - L La
] v .

Results of the Prelimlnary Ana.yszs\of the R :j3-1. » 'jg iﬂ 

—-—Eaculty Survey . o e . .. ;: 176
‘ 1, 'Faculty kground . P ete . . 177
’ . 2. Faculty Attitudes e ol . 181
' -7 3.7 ,Classroom: Pructices e h e e et .- 182
. 4. Influences on Program Operatlons . -,186
DEREE- PP Factor Analysia of Data . . . 187
mmmmRva,‘, ;'-.% _.}, | A .
Dlacuasion of Phaae I Findinga .“;_}~{ . e cﬁ~262_ l: ;‘
. - Data SOUZCEB . « w « o +°3 + o« . o . 204 . '
) Program Goals . . . .. . ... s . ,‘:2?7“5.-
. Programmatic 1netruction o o e ER RS S
’ - Faculty Development . . . .. ,:;}f,; e e o 2187 0 T
- °_ Remedial Writing Imstruction . . . e e . V220" 4
.. Campus Climate for Writing Instruc ion PR .-%225 Ry
‘The Upper-Division. Writing Require ent . . . . 229 % -
summary and Conclusion. . . .7. L T L .. .u.2%2 0,
' Recommendatiens to Reﬂearchera and Coye ol
) EVﬂluﬂ%Qrﬂ:i.a. o o & % .« o 03.). e o.i o . 236
“Nexat stcpﬂ 'o’olu o e .-(_g_o:.”o o e IR N 238 N
7Appendicue Accempanying Final Report - Volnme II N R e
(baund nepuratcly) S - A\ N N : e '5;3
_'Appendix v .“&;‘33;”;- Fifi“ ) Ly
| ;A{ ? Faculty Queﬁtiannaire o ;X ) » r
- B. | Campus Faat Sheet . N b
\ c.; -Interview Protocols . :
. D, . Tanonemy of writinq Proqram Varidbles ?
v Appendix II — 'g_s' :T S ';- \ o ﬁ
o Tnbled Survey Dntn |
.\- i . ‘.i ‘ a
: \\ o ! [N — = v
b -
i\' ) : ? . '““.j’“‘:’fl.b o



; 3.
- - ; 9 /\
?.3:._1 Lo - ; ‘f/‘; ‘
Ob ectlvee ';:I-: . i :‘ ', : ::1_, ‘ ’:; N ". L :‘ : . 4 T - é
,—eE::;————- R SR e ) _ s )
National’ concern over the ?pparem: mabfility of studcmts o {
to write. with competence has/been‘so widespzead in recent s
- S R .
'years that it\hardly requirea documentation., while tradi- oL T e T

tionally directed at the grude and high achcola,, ere and

more of thia cence n ig directed éb peatsecondazy inatitu-“

,'tions.t The inﬂtul atipn of Qrcduation requirementn in p—
writing akilla fo university Byatemﬂ in Califarnia, New :;4 0T

’ N ‘ Y

/ ’
York, Georqia. anﬂ elaewhera, and the aprQad of bnsic akills L

-'proficiencv teﬂts for teachinq credential candidatee in many B

RS

istatea, temtify to mn unﬂerlying belief thpt too many cellege 

 graduat& cannat write yell. enough.”. Manwhile the cnpanﬂien L '
iof the‘eellegc pepulation to include studenta who have not 4:$‘.‘;'f7i¥?:
~ in the pant been able to “attend hae added major responsibili-li? ",EQ
‘itien fer pro-collegp traininq in-writinq to muﬂy university B

1 [y

”'curricula..-~,\ _'Ni , ?:‘{ ' .'“-,;.'1T 'f o *;f

-

Altgguqh postaecendary inatitutionn, in& particularly o ;}f
_the/Enqliﬂh depaitmenta in'thegc institutienﬂ. hqsn ba@n ,"_ : !
s;riving to meet the now challénges, the state af knowledqe '

i about cullegiate compoaition inﬂtruction remuins inadequate

%o the taak, thOﬂgh a’ qxowing bo?y"of reacarehO@nqeuragea IR TN
Lthe b”11°f that help is on- the w‘y.. With a million or more :;_;ji'




: studen 5/;eekin§.fre;nnon compooition ihetruction each yeer,wf'l;-gc
i dixéégirs of programs in vriting 1nstructionPhave had little =

researcn to look to as. tney tried to mobiliceuolim resources | ,‘
’e and (generally) inexperienced and thinly graiﬁed faculty to

teacn in their particular settingo As E. D Hirocn (1077) | fi?g"’

states in The Philosognx of Composition,_“Our moot urgent ?f;{ﬁf‘
. ‘ e /
problem [io] the lack of direction in our toaching and ? ,u;f_f;cl,

~ research. We are boaet by conflicting idoologieo which .;J:iy;”éff
confuse uo and fampor pxogresa in both dqmﬂina "' Douglaa B. }{f |
Pork, writing»in the Septomber 1979 issue of ol;ogo Englion .
on "iheoreticel Enpoctaiione.“ on Concoiviﬂg Composition end '{Q;;fe
f R?etor.c ea a Diocinlino" emplifioo/tho onmo noiﬂx ‘ o

e Whot componition ocudioﬁ n w offer io a i ﬁ_}i“r“ P L
o . potpourti:of thoor{ zesea; qh. specula=~ - I o\
5/ L tion,> somo of 1t close tg.. ped agogy, sogme - . .-~ °c. . C 7
© far namovedy some of it! spoculative and R
Ry -contemplative, some scient £icalli ond . N
LN '1 ~experimentally. oriented, some of it ,‘,; TR
FAT jargonariddled and pretantious, enouqn I
: T .t 80-provdkigg .and sti ulating that. ,v, L,
. * . “the pegvading n% of’ encﬁtemont and ' R
.« .. -.challefige Hooms tified.| vhat compoai- e el
“»i:o;l,tion sepgazéh does not -offer. is a shapely S e
- = . cohezencea’ thot>mekon it dofinablo ao . T
diacipline.,° 1; o o .\;ff“"_j[*:'qf LW

ho a roault o§ thia~tneoxoticul and poa.gggieal ‘ﬁu_f3 ~‘i:

. writing inntrnction proqrumo heve beon fncod wicn n vaxioty;ﬁ7{1e>'?
f~of qyacordant choorioe to guiﬂo practico. nono of which = fflf/ﬁ
tflseemn to gonoralizo convincinqu boyond Qhe limitod populo-.’v*ff/3;




minimal direct guidance mig__ywork well with well-trained f.”ﬂ:

©

preparatorz school graduates, but might be quite 1nappropriate.f7;c"

for éducationally disaHVantaged otudents whose fundamental '

[ /._ e e oo :
xreadinq difficulties block writing 1n general ’///_" e e

3. ‘l “' N
/-’ The objectiyg of thlB pro:ect is to provzde to researchers,w;

+

compOsition program di ectora, and compooition policy makers

¢

coherent framework for ordering or pLanning writing e

instruction activities herozofore lefﬁ largely to perao&al ¥7f<' f’9"

— , \ @u

NG .
‘ exporzemc@ or hiatorioal occidént.. Until 1n-&oa$m deac iptiono

2 "\-

of program optigno are availab ) for d#fferopt populat ona
in<ﬁifﬁeront college inotc/;tionax,sottinga thooe renponoihle a

Eor composition programa lack an osoontial xesourco fon;,“

gnoking proqram decioions.f Until reliable dnta about the - "fj';f~

E— : et

'reiEEIGE_Eiocoao of thoeolpgogram optiono are ovoiloble,vu
_}writiﬁo progxoma are liioiyéto devolop not aa a renult of G
Euefféctive planninq but ao\a mattor of o anco._ And until R fff'ﬂ§
:bwriﬁing thooryioan bo onrichod bg oystomntic ovoluntion oﬁ ‘v.f?}
J%ractice,_ -«importont aapect of compooitioﬂ roaoarch wi11 irfﬁffﬁJf,
5 remoin oo.woah that concluoion in- the\}ield will romain !; fk/<}?
mezolr.theoreticaloig"' XQ\ SR R

T,
A

Thie report dcaoribas the ;éﬂultﬂ of xhe first eigntoen' t

- ,____,_’-_-
z U
SIS ps

.fmonths of o throe-yearrreoearch otudy. Thia firat phase‘wJo\

foimed at occumulating nnd orqanizing deacriptive¢inform _ion f'




campus ‘programs, and campus enéﬁroqments to encompassfmost
/

of the 1ssues relating to. writing 1nstruction programs 1n
{ g !

'American colleges and univer51t1es in: general
. e P .

Practical Uses of This Rsport

'-'Tis with our Judgments as our watches, none
Go Just alike but each believes his own.
‘ ‘ -Alexander Pope
Descrlptive information about college writing programs .
can bc of particular use to those charged with responsibility -
~ for diroctinq such progrsms, normslly chairs of Enqlish o
o depsrtmcnts or composition coordinotors. Our findinqs Bhow-

_tnst guch indiViduals can usually structure or restructure

‘\ .
wucomposition programs if they wishi, thouqh sometimss a reorgsni-

ﬁ{,ation cslls for a major cxponditsrc of sffort. It is our .

ﬁfihope and expectation that the dosc\iptivo materiuls in this

:ug;rcport will assist sll those conce 4sd about the structuro 1

£ college-level writing programs.  ¥§ slso onpoct to publish '
1

i”3“nbsequent rsports svalustinq the re ativo effoctivenoss of
~tne program featurss dcscribed in this roport, for different :

'r kinds of students snd institutions, in ordcr to increase the ‘

'ﬁ;usefulnessxof tne research. ‘ @f
| Anyonc sooking to use theso materials in rolation to an
'existing composition progrnm yill most nsturally begin with

"‘Jan snamination of the present program structuro, using the

tanonomy descrihsd in Chaptor 5svon as a guide. It sesms'

that most composition program are more complex :

;than they appear to be. In fact, sometimes those\pgggic\\\\;\

A
’ i S ‘ . 41

appare’




working in qurte complex programs have little conscious
awareness of the program’ structure which establishes the
ground for their work///The structured 1nterV1ews reproduced
‘.1n the Appendix,lparticularly those for the composition R .
chair and the E/glish chair, may be of:use in uncovering all//
 the parts 6f a composltion program These structured 1nter-
/

vievis are based on the taxonomy, and seekfto develop the '7

jin rmation the tanonomy defines as the Aost important

’ Thus, tne descriptive materials presented in’ this

report offer a systematic and coherent approach to program
\

feature analysis. Most composition programs, it appears,_’ ~fi

» / nave grown incrementally, according to the spccial interests
o fof temporary administrators or program faculty, and it is‘
, rare to find any such program reviewed as. a whole..' y :;
This report not only offers tne tasonomy (along witn
the structured 1nterviews and Fact SHeet for developing '
information systematically), but it also sets out the wide |
variety of program options ROW in use in our sample group of

campuses. Thus, the" report suggests a range of choices*-

among program features each in use on a campus, each with ;%-

/z'/its defenders and gup ort. It is healthy, if a bit surprising,'
16" notice that wnat appears to one composition director as
tne only perfectly natural and appropriate way to cope with
an issu” may not seem so at all to*his or her’ counterparts

_ elsewnexe Thus, one campus may assign low-scoring Black

, students to course work in an Afro-American Studies department,

'

'\




“on the grounds that homogenous rac1al groupings w1ll prov1de

support for student 1mprovement in writing. Another campus, &

1

believ1ng that homoﬁepous racial groupings create or support

~
"/!5"\ . \

negative labeling, may place such students in an integrated
remedlal writing course, with speczal support servzces - Yet
another campus may carry that argument even further by

P avozding remedial course work altogether, but asking low—
h

scoring students to add special support servzces as part -
4their-work in reqular freehman composition courses. ‘A8 with

Pope's obeervation about watches in the Eesay on Criticism,///;»

,'"none go just alike but each believee hie own 2 It/ié///

~— o e

/ i . o

humbling and eye-openinq to realize that what seems obviously

R ———— {

S

‘right to one 8 self seems quite wrong to one's” colleaques.
: The descriptive materials presented in thie report thus |
offer to progrem administrators aeverel vays of aeeing and
| organizing their programe, and an array of alternative
" structureﬂ\now in use. While +he eveluetive dnta to emerqe
- in the' nextdwbnse of the research should be veluable, this
| report eho ld in its own right, etimulate and help ﬁhape~'
/uch program review.v

The interview data Bummarized briefly in Chnpter Eiqht

also offer a qrent deal of useful informetion, even though
much of this material remaina to be coneidered in a aeperate
report. For enemple, depertmente conaidering faculty develop-'
ment proqrame 14 compoaition will profit from the knowledge

that none of the.eample campuses has yet foundva euccessful

5 15
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‘ ; . v
direct way to‘;nvolve tenured faculty 1n such training, and

~_z'that 1nformal rather than formaJ procedures seem to produce

?'the best results. : ' o y, l;»iﬁﬁV_,_ﬂL

__The- preliminary analyeis of the feculty survey prov1des

- additlonal useful 1nformat1on. For the first time 1n writing:
i-researcn, detailed reports are available from the tenured A

_ faculty, whoee ;;als and procedures in claes are generally -
respected eo nighly that no one ‘ever discovers wnat tney
~are.f The ourvey data show how certain clusters of attitudes |
correlute with certain clansroom precticeo, and how different

' theoriee of writinq inetruction ere given life in: the writinqo

' claes.. Preliminary fector{tnnlyeis of methods of compoaition’

-fcleﬂseo, wnicn we named as rollowa. 1) the liter&ture

rapproecn, ) tne composing proceae enproacn, 3) the rhetorical

' modes epproacn, 4) the basic ekille epproach, 5)/

workenop approncn, and 6). the eervice course npp_oach.- _

thile we do not yet Tiave any, informetion on the comperative |
I

efﬁectiveneoa of tneee approachon for differentlhindn of

studente, it is certainly interesting to see

groupinge allow us to describe inclusively ao\'
verioua a fnculty semple. R |
As the reeearch continues, ve expect to produce T
: Bpecialized reporte for tne verious audienc e whion will
want to make use of our worh the educationel research

community, the nationel Englien composit.on community, The R

-

the in-cloes E ﬂ
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eCalifornia'suare4Universiry, among others |At thelsame '
-tlme, ‘we w1ll be proceedlng‘w1th the second phase of“our
research, durlng whlch we w111 be uszng a complex serles of
o outcbme measures wzth a large student- sample, our goal w111
;be to-dlscover, deflne,'and compare the effectxveness of the-
*7wr1t1ng program features described in thls report Subsequent
'reports w1ll deta11 cur progress and our f1nd1ngs Meanwnzle,
. this comprehenslve ;eport to our funding agency offers an
overvzew of the- theorotical and pruotzcal work so far’ accom-eff

plished, in'the hope uhat this Work will be of use to those

__Qolznvolved in. the teaching of or rosearch in oollego compoai ton.

s




CHAPTER TWO . . . -

' Review of Refafed Literature

o L B J D . . . . L
- o PO o . . ? s : ~o . .-

Lo . e,c- M ) . -
Lo . a . .

 What Do _We Know About co

ThlB rese&rch,pronect was designed to. meet the need for
rnformaticn about ccllegcnlcvel pragrama in ccmpcsiticn.
’:._Prcgram administratcra necd to kmoJ vhat' kinds of program o
y*.chcicec eniat ‘and hcw thcse choices have wcrkcd in particular o
ginstituticnal Bcttinga, with specific student and. Btaff
L populatichagj-ln acarchinq the educational research and ‘the o
| Enqliah cﬂucation litcratures, we found little auch kﬁowlcdgc
availablc, and a qcodly proportion of that litcrature qiven h
over to rcpcrta of thc succesaea and failures of spccific .
curricular or service’ prcqrams, 1. e., individunl prcgram
dcﬂcripticna and cva{raticna. The problem with thcae “course
descriptiona cnd evaluationﬂ is thdt thcir uﬂefulneaa in
~ other contenta is always in doubt."ﬁv . |
A fcw*reports, dcﬂcribed bclow, arc morc/qeneral in
scopc and provide acme innight iﬂto the isauea and importantﬁl_ -
factcrs to consider in an . cnnmination of any prcgram cf
writing inatructicn. Theae atudics have aouqht to describe
| the nntional accnc in ccllege Engliah, most cften through A
naticnal ﬂurvcy data and eelective interviewa.‘ we do not B
._ find any attempts to vnlidate or cvaluate theaa dcncriptiona'

’ of program fcaturca in tcrms of actual impact or aucceas 4dn

RSN
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-'cééching stuaénts‘to write beftér Thus, they stop'chort df

2

:help omp051t10n dlrectors, commlftees, department chazrs,

'prov1d1ng the sort of data-based recommendatlons that can

A,

_ ?colleg admznistrators, and 1ﬁstructors make dec1slons among .  f

i
a range.of optxcns whose auccess may be closely linked to

Ay S

partlc lar ?ettzngs or E911c1e9 or: personnel

-One. cf the earlieat studzes of college c m@oaition waa

published in 1963. The Albr“* Kztzhaber report\on colleqc

T compoeition begina with a dlscuBBiOﬂ of. the ccntéqsi:tory ,'

|
goals or purpcﬂes that may be perceived as guidinq
/

: curricul ana'insttucticn in college writing coursee.-

_ Kitzhab7; describea "therapy" pfbgrams aa thcae which take .
. as thedi

misaion—remedying~tnefill-prepared entering freshman__;

' student, thus prcvidyng a “service" to tha atuﬂente and for

'the f?culty in other departments by tcachinq theee atudenta

"tc write with nggngonable oaee, p/reciﬂicn, lmd cernectneaa.," .

' The seccnd thome undorlying collcge compositicn +i8 concerned

kwith ccgnitive dcvelepment rather than ccrractneaa.; Frcm

this pernpective, compcni icn prcqrnma are "tc fccus the

'Btuﬂenta' attention cn fun nmantal principlen of clenr

thinhing and the clear nnd effectiva written enpreaaion of
that thinking, and o give him dinciplined 7ractice in the .

O\ e

principlea " “i*f”ﬁ‘f"~x;4f '} o “T;,;‘._],;'

Theae two perspectivee on cqmpositicn programs sug@eat

differencea in 1ocating the roaponﬂihility for teaching _  cf,‘

"ﬂatudents to be competent college writers.//In the first :



.

case, where~wr1t1ng 1nstruction is performed as a service,,

B Y [
.

b

primary 'esponsibility for the suqcess of thlB serv1ce is

A\ -
: normally left to the English depgrtm@nt In the secand‘

case, where writing 1nBtruction is part of the generdi
intellectual training receivcd in. college, there 13 the
expcctation that other courses in ‘other departmcnts should

"foste* the Bamc discipline but direct it toward the varying

" demands of the specific supject matters." » »\;-f;' . -

In: addition to these ccntraﬂting viewa of writing

. 1nstruction purpoaes and reaponaibilities, Kitzhaber fﬂentifiea.'

L4

o variablcc in studenta' hiﬂtory and cnpcricnccn and effecta

~

the variety of Enqliah\department epecialitiea in ail but ]
writinq that usually quidc writinq prcgrams becauac of the
particular enpertiae cf the department chair—cr ccmpoaition-~——~
director.' aemantica, logie, rhetoric, linguistics, literature,

. and- 1iterary criticism. He also pcinta cut the-lack of

"prccf" of the cauﬂe-effect relaticnahip betweeé inatructicnal

| activities dcrsved fram any cf these pnrticulnr themes and

gaina in atudent uchievement. ‘tie ﬂeacribea difficultics
that awnit prcepectivc reeearchera becauae of théir innbility
to identify cr ccntrol cffccta due te the variety of intcrveninq

’
-3

from the purticular peracnality traita and tcaéhinq competencies

. of inatructorﬂ. Further, he rniaes the aeue of Bensitivity

and valldity of meaaurea of etudent qains in ccmpetence aB a

result of freshman ccmpoaitionu



g

‘/Y/
After discu331ng these issues and prcblems, Kitzhaber

' reports the. results of his tdn data gathering effort, the .
'f;nprpose of which wa; o describe the variety in writing
Programs offered in American four-year universities Kitzhaber
collected-syllabi/from 9% universitiea and analyzed thoee»
-‘. gUidelinea in teéms of the expressed goals, content, progree-

/éion in inetrnctional rontent, and texts.i Interested in the

-// veracity of tneee "syllahi " he paid fdllow-up visite to .
/

.

eighteen of sthe campuees to determine the eatent to which

-

ﬁl.ccursee were implemented as deacrihed. o e
‘ Mcst/nctable frcm the analysea of eyllabi were the
Q;riety/cf apprcachee to wxiting inatrxction, the’ lach of

— rigcr and echclarliness evzdent in the ﬂelecticn of ‘texts

.fcr ccmp-eiticn aalccmpared tc_the standard fere fcr ctner -

Q? cci&ege ccntees, and»the eppnrent lnck of confidonce in the -~

| ccmpetence of inatructera, Fuxthor. ne fcund that cnmpua -
//ize was a key factcr detormininq-etaffing.patterna. pcrticu- )

///larly in the.use ef part-time inmtrnvtcre and lecturern.

/| Kitchaber's werk is valuab1e lesa for its deseriptive - .

)/(“ Cinfcrmaticn, the vnlidity of wnﬂch mny nc 1onqor hcld. tnnn o

k fcr its identificnticn of key Vuriables thnt cugnt tc be .{f .
ccnaidured in the' inveatiqaticn of ccllogc writinq nroq:ama.'°‘

{ clearly, campup aiza and the philoacphy cr gonla of the

~'ccmpcsition prcgram are important ﬁnctora in dotermining

- ‘:what takos place in claesreoms and whc is dcin? the teaching.

He alsc suggeate attention co ‘the follcwing.} t:aining of _i




,T_ZSurvey of Undergraduate Programe in Englleh,ﬂ eppnsered byf& g '

‘_'the Natzonal cOunczi of Teachere ef Engllen and fnnded by

ﬂ,ef Enqllen departmente within tne cellege centent. st

~staff, texts, amount of wr1t1ng a551gned,gwhere wr1t1ng 1sff.,
,rdone (1n class or, out), and the dlrectlon, structure,"and ae;'f“"

5gn1dance»glven to students. 7;’7f- .,%

‘the U. s Office%of Education.q'sze Kitzhaber, Wileen (1973),_ :
_cellected eurvey data (questiennairee frem Enqlieh department
Lheade) and interview data. wnile Wilcen etudied cempeeitio

. . . .. o
’ \ - o . . - . . . . R
N S : - , Yo STR : - :
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A decade later, Tbomas W1lcex conducted "Tne Natzonal :'f

|

[ -

5preqrame. he did ee ae part ef‘aie larqer ceneern with the=fﬁfa:‘

adminzetratien ef Englisn department pregrame and the eperftiegjf

eurvey data deecribe the maheup efadepartment etaffe in

',‘terme of statue categories and tne reward eyetems in eperatien

}'fer theee Btaffe.: ﬂe netee the influence of eampue aize, as ,

,“tnie eize dietatee etaffing demande._ On the larger cam/ueeei¢ .?

. he finda tne need fer speeialiete in. 1iterary fielde. e"

_ frem part-time and nentenure-traek anFeintmente and/nradaate

f,generalieta, tne emphaeie en effective teaehinq ra

\ ’deeire for didtinquiahed "eenelare in the field [ef iﬁterature],"
the everuee ef eneap labor fer writinq inetruetien available:

]

”aeeietante. on the emaller eampuaee‘.he notes the /need for

/ ’ o"l.‘ ‘_ .

er than

'publiening, and the tendency teward "tep-heevineee" character-

‘\'ized by a predominantly etable. tenured ataff ieelated from

ﬁ-:"new ideae and enthueiaeme" aueh as’ theee eeeeclated witn

'newer, yeunger etaff membere. o

= - . s
. . C s L= e . : . 7
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'finstruction in- compOSition,,WLlcox concentrates ‘his reporting o

'-zu.on the administrative properties of English departments,f

' . - M e

.
-—
i

. Where kitzhaber concentrated upon course content and

o with the implicit assumption that these characteristics and

:d§c1510n3 alsp affect the nature of instruction.f The key

- departmental iesuea he identifies include department éutonomyh

'-teacher evaluation, staffing, and philosophieo underlying

'“jcompoSition and remedial courseo. Like Kitzhaber, Wilcox'f”

,recognizeo a’ relationship between campuouaize,and ntaffinq

fu'patterno, and betweon philoaophies uhout writinq instruction _

.;“nd the organization and content of writing couraea. The

'new information in tne Wilcon otudy concorne tho ovaluationj

_of instructors and the organization of writing courses.

‘ In deocribing information on teoc evaluation, Wilcon

raiaes two issues-' dosired cnaracteriotica und their_measure- .

' fment.L«ﬁia aurvey dnta ﬂquost oome degree of‘conneneus_l,{; *; :

.ane tvwo descriptiono receivinq enaornemont by more than 75%

- and intorect" (40%), and 57 "rnpport with studenta" (39%) f

'about the cnaructeriatica ovaluatooﬁ oook in inetructorsr;,'

-

'of the Wilcon snmplo ere l) "atimulation nnd motivation," ' ff

and__X‘Wﬁnaﬁléago“dnd~maatetxrgﬁ_ﬁgﬁ_?“bj°°t matter.ﬁ /f.‘

7

Following these two valueo, tne remnininq threo top nEIectionn-~

are 3) "fresh ideaa and critical in-ights" (45%), &) "onthuniasm
"

l
Surprisingly, the five moat<waluod toacher trnita suggest n

greater intereot in tne general characterieticn ‘of good ] .';
tenchers than inﬂepecialized gompetence or particular knowledge
and philoaophiee.~.= 'ii;- “‘~,ff?,“ }»“ oy

B L




i{* eVa‘ ﬂtions of inatructors wete’ cited by enly 40% cf thc

e Given these characteristics sought- in instructors, y

: ) ) . e
o% - .o - . o . . {

Wilco& agked his department administrators'abcut the measure=
- .

ment of these qualztzes. Here he. descrxbes the baszc problem

T of "how to obtaln ralzable and accurate ev1dence of what

JRp— e —— \

’ actually occurs ln each 1nstructor 8 classroom."’ The most

o commcn aource of 1nformation czted by the survey respondents B

The Beccnd most common anawer waa the 1eview of aaaignmenta,
enama, and teaching materials (51%) Intereatingly, student
o .
res "”‘entﬁ and clasé obaervations by only 36% Othcr _
choices revealad by the aurvay included infermal ccntActa
with atudents, atudent-published evaluations of staff,. e

Bolicitcd colleague opinionﬂ, ccmpariecna in qradinq\amcng o

el

instructors for the same course. and behaviora during depart;“ﬂ“

ment meetinga.ha &, j f~;ﬁ_f_ . "_4-;l' ,/itff |

Wilccx also inquired into the question of courac ..
i“ergamization. Wilcon a keﬂ hiﬂ ﬁurvey pdpulaticn the degree o

bility was achieved.’ /From his findinga it appears clear .

S
e e

of courae uniformity/;froes inetructora and how this compara-?v

" tnat/course consint7hcy is vary qenernl indeed anﬁ rnrely

. - courcc uniformit are tho follewing. staff meetinga (68%), ‘\(,

. l

L

use of syllahi (62%),»commcn texts decided upon by committee

: “was. 1mformal personal contact with ‘the instructcra (93%) SN

o !

l...é

'1:-enforced. Top anos g the chcicas fcr methodﬂ of eetablishing .tf7

(62%). and f/ﬂs populnrly, cammon exams (22%)ovcommon lecturea oy

(124). and ommon theme grading (1 2%) ‘For Wi;cqg,.thesq: .




~
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flndlnga lead to the unanswered questlon of whether Qr not

there as "a xlght, true, or‘beat in teachzng Enqlieh A

In hze focus upon composltzoq, W11cox reporta much the

S s

adm1n1stratore .as does Ritzﬁhpen» though the two atudiee are

a decade apert 1n time!

Again, tne\gssnef f “eervice and
therapy“ veraue broader intellectual goalﬂ in Hriting instruc-
tion is mentioned.~ Wilcon expnnde upon Ritzheber '8 termﬂ,;'

descrihing the growth beyona eimple therap<\for the illepaepered

;; etudente, te "enercising and educatzng R ;ﬂ.~ceeehinq atudente

for future eceneione whibh may demand the uee og‘lanquaqe f
and nfrentinq them with preaent eccaeiuue whieh requife i
the ;Ze o all their mental feculties.". wileen also preeente A'
ﬂata o the growth inﬂﬁ;;eed, clenrly ﬁemeﬂial eeurﬁewerk. ”
Theae courees are deaeribed by Wilcen aﬂ predeminnntly a. ¥3
mntter cf praetica and drill 1n meehnniea with writinq ;ﬁ;f"'
limited t pnraqraphn dano in elunn nnd with tente limited

to "junior hiqh Aehool.primera" or ;ogggfgplo 11qhtwoight .‘7 ';
s————‘“——’— N




J R , \ - | \
. ' The Au8t19 rese rch teﬂm is primarily 1A$ereeted in the f-\\

development of ev -uation guidelinea and methods £o; %311eges~

tokuae in evai?ating composition proqrams._ A preiiminary

aﬂtiv1tz i_their,develepmentfproﬁect—haéfbeen a national

"\survey of colleqe compoaitionfprogram administra%ors.’ Thia .f.f

—

national profile includes and distinquiﬂhes results from

g.

“*two- and four-year calleqes, anﬂ public and pri’ate univer-

7 eitiae._ witte, et al., have reported th@'runge of practice\\\\

in 1) writinq course centent and aequence, 2) g aifinq and:

writing couraes, 3)tenxﬁocks\nnd macerials, 4): inatructioual

,'.activitiea, 5) s.udent evaluation and praficiene teeting, /;;///i
and 6) fnculty evaluation and development.~, gnin, na/ig the B

o

Kitzhaber nndqwilcon studies,_inatitutionel ﬂizq aeemed to ;='/j:e

be a clear factor in dfhtinguiahinq amonq actue; praeticea"

in these eix(areae.l‘T‘fz””f7W”fmf7"f”f7ff“"m - f“tiﬁis [

. R

The update of instructienal infermatien is rcmnrkably

| ;' unrcmarknble giVﬁﬂ the’ serioua changeﬂ that ‘have 6ceurred in 'ﬁ9
theery and reaenreh-baﬂeﬂ rccammendatiena for instruetiennl

' activities to faato the studenta' awaruneaa of writinq ag"!

process.' For enqmpl j the Anstin data dascribe.the centinued '

P R

. -

i the anly renl distinction ia that univereities alea report L

4 o B . ‘
greater uee ef non-fiction nnthologien.- '

o . . .
o - y .
) Ty .-
. - . : tT. .
P . . . oy e T -

a 1The Auguat 1981 report on the Writing Program Asseasment ?’ N
Project preneptg descriptive data only, no Btatieticul

;‘analyaee are included. N Y , .
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The new 1nformat10n on stafflng is “perhaps more 1nterest1ng
because of the care with whlch the Austin team has dlstlngulshed
\\ ~

- among faculty status categorles The result of their care

-

has been the acquls1t10n of data supportlng some of the
rurrent otherwise unsupported opinions about dlfferences iu
'fwrltlng 1nstructlon traceable to dlfferences ln staff status
For example, the data reveal d1spar1t1es in faculty development
}}opportunztzes for full-tlme, tenured and nontenure-track
faculty Th1e f1nd1ng further demonstrates some eV1dence of
1nteractlon w1th/the size of the 1nstitut1on, most likely
becauae the larger 1nst1tut1one employ a greater number of
part-time or full-t1me, nontenure-track 1nstructors ?he
unlversit1es seemed to be doing the most for all cetegor1es
of staff1ng,‘though slightly more energy was directed toward
the part-timere." o-year colleges,=on the other hand, aim
nost of thoir workehop activity towarﬂ the tenured and
tenure-track full-timors.

Another particulnrly relevant aopect of the Austin i
eurvey date ie the’ self-report by compositzon program dxrectors
on the auocessen of thoir proqrnma. Severnl proqram components
were mentioned ovor and over by the queationnairo respondontn.
mhese‘includod 1) the independont writing lab, 2) teacher -

'training-efforts, 3) peer. ! utnring and other collnborativo_.
1earn1ng, and 4) placcment procedureﬂ. The reepondents also
"listed a fairly consistent set of evsful cutcomes" for

tneir programs,'includiné 1)_teaching etudenta to write

en25{5. {v




cléﬁrszffective prose for different audiences, 2) getting

e

teachers to teach writing as a proceéss, and 3) involving
tenured faculty in teaching writing. ' T {
D Of the seven successful outcomes most often c1ted fcur

relate to program policy and" organization ' Clearly these '

'program-level decisions can have 1mpact upon’ instructional 2

‘more than student gaine.a

Relationshi of Ou Phuse I Findin B to the Releted Literatu:e

success; .and’ Just as/clearly, program.outcomes.encompass .

o That relatively few directors cited any one succeseful

aspect of college vwriting programs suggests that-those
--programs vary coneiderably—from—one~inetitutionnl_con:;_ .
text to-another, from one department to. another, from. - .
one @irecto: to another....we also found congiderable
evidence of a variety of approaches to writing program
" administration, with somie directors investing consider-
‘able energy in one area while others fosus on anotlier
area.... If the conteats for writing programs differ -
from one institution to another, it is difficult to
gsay-=-on the basis of the statements we read--in what S
. aspects of writing programs, directors around the o
country ought to invest their energies. ' .
(witte, Meyerl Miller, . Faigley, 1981, pp.“103-104)

.7

The three studies described above report on’ the atate

of English compoeition programs at three juncturea ln time, ./‘ o

: 1963, 1973, and 39811 They. have each attempted to portray

' the apectrum of actuol practices in several areas of program

operations, guch as ataffing potterns, course content and

'texta, 5tudent and faculty evaluation, and £aculty development.

Each of these etudiea relied almoat exclusively upon responsee

to multiple-choice questionnaire items for accumulating data,

though Kitzhaber and Wilcox also sought backup interview.data »

[ S . , ! .
) .
Lo . : I o




on a small'subsample of cases. Further, each of -these -

studies confined their sample to comp051tion program or
English department data : ' _ »
| Our own Phase I data also ‘were derived from questionnairef‘
and 1nterv1ew. However, we 1ntentionally began‘w1th the -
;hinterviewing of‘a variety‘of"aoministrators” including '
']English department chairs, composition program directors,
vremedlal course directors, learning and/or tutoring center
'directors, heads of writing programs under the auopices of
Chicano,_Pan-African, or Asian studiea departmonts, Deans of
77777 'hArts and Sciences or of Schools ‘of ﬁumunitieo and Academic
Vice Presidents. We_believe that this wealth of perd@gctive
hag’ allowed us to better underetend7the institutional content '
IWIthln which the writing programs operate. Thia is the very
Aconcern cited by the Auﬂtin team (at the cloee of the previoue iy
aE section) | Q | ' . -'
g Lg Further, our intervievs with progrum directors indicntod
‘ that their knowledge of inetructional prnctices amonq vriting
*;proqram staff tends to be limitod to part-timo or nontonuro-
'"trach instructors and graduato asnistonts.v Tonurod and ',~j
tenure-trach faeultx,appear to be unnuporviaed und lnrgely
\unevaluatod for their compoﬂition toncning.. CIourly thiﬂ
calls into” queation the genoralizability of tte queﬂtionnaire
- and intervzew data of "all three Btudiea doacrihed above.

To address this concern, we ‘have’ developod a aurvoy

,questionnaire for the faculty teaching writing both within
.and outside of English departments.“ o s .] _"

20 , S

. ; . P
. o
A A . : N ~ . .
: P ; ‘Ara ] - o TR
. . o [ . i N .
. L : et S . .. i [N L - L e
. R i . . i s : . N - -




?inally, we would like to emphasize . that,'unlike its

predecessors, .our study had been planned to venture beyond

description into. comparative analyses In Phase II we will
-ne looking for.outcomes\in the broadest sensekofﬂthe word,
,ﬁarticularly giVen the broad goals‘offceil€§eflevel writing
instruction and the previously ignored tside effects" any

program has upon itefenvironment

What Do _Wwe Know Abgut Eveluatinngritingfprog ?

Two recent reports bear upon our goela and methodoloqy
DaVis, Scriven, and Thomaﬂ (1981) combine the iseuee pertain ng
'to evaluation. in generel with thoee arieing in the eveluetio
; of writinq inetruction programe Davis, et al.,’ write on

'thie topic from their direct ond frustrating emperience of
' trying to. "evaluate" the "outeomee" of the Bay Aren Writin‘;
Project (BAWP) for\writing teachers and " their etudente ‘ ,
Michael Scriven lent his pertieuler evaluetion expertise tﬁ , .‘
the task but could not develop conclueive findinge, hccor ing -
to the. funﬂing agency, ‘the Carnegie Corporation, "et the nd
of their~work, the Scriven team delivered no lees then a2/
. separate %eporte on BAWP eotivities, none of which was -
to preeent direct cauee-endneffect etetietice._‘}1 _;i

baeed upon their experiencea in evaluating Bth impect,

.'Davis, SCriven, and- Thomae~recommenﬂ -an- evoluation egeu R

and discuee evaluation ieeuee and problems.for writing,. ////

_ perticulerly difficult eubject area for measurement.»

1"Teaching end Learning the Art of Compoeition- The Bay Are
Writing Proﬂect " Carnegie Quarterlx, 1979, volume ‘ II,//ﬂ
5number 2, pege 7. R ' . N

\ . ,‘? ' i ‘ Qe)




- The first of these problem. areas is Validity»in'both /

. the methodology and measures. . In his ‘chapter on the basic
evaluation concepts, Scriven notes: )
...in the evaluation of composition instruction
‘there has been a most serious failure to deal with
the most central aspect of the issue of validity. .
‘To understand why this has occurred, it is essential -
‘to understand the peculiar status of mastery of an o
instrumental intellectual skill like writing or .
reading or reasoning or apeaking Spanish, by '
. contrast with mastery of a gubstantive intellectual
,,,,,, ' subiect like English literature or the history of
. philosophy or special relativity theory. The
skills are in some sense content-free--loosely
, . speaking, they represent knowing how to do something
;- without knowing that scmething is the case. The

/o . first problem that affects validity arises £rom
/o ~ the terrible temptation to try to convert the

. L gkill into a subject, because subjects are easier
U to talk about, to teach, and to test.... 8o the
evaluator should take great care not to confuse
_content knowledge with instrumental skills.
(Davis, Seriven, & Thomas, 1981, 'p.37) =
‘For Scriven, this distinction in the nature of the
'»'instructional centent of writing has ramifications for
assessment of instruction and ipatructioﬁhi gains in writing
_akiill For example, he appeals to teaéhﬁ:n and evaluators
'to-bay careful attention to gopic and rating Byqﬁcmﬂ uaed’in
asseééing.student akillévby eseay;sample.' Throughout their
. text, the authors emphasize a broader demaip—6§4urig;ﬂg e
instruction than has traditionally been studied. Citing the

recent blethord:of?reaearch Qﬁ'iﬁdividudl coqﬁf%ivé processes

‘f‘*f—iﬁ*w:itinq*undfonfproceaﬂkbripntgdf;ﬂatructionggfthoméuthoﬁa'

- VR

—

25ee for exampleé'-neréiter, scardamalia, & Bracewell, 1979;

“Bruce, Collins, Rubin, & Gentner, 1978; Flower & Hayes, 1980;
. Nold, 1980. 'These citations’ are expanded in the Bibliography
- following this chapter. ‘ o A S
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arguevfor'attention to other valuahle'components-in successful

\

" writing: 1) motlvation, 2) iinguistic competence, 3) audience
sensitiv1ty, 4) understanding the demands of different
‘rhetorical purposes, 5) competence in the composingﬁand ***** S
.rev1sing processes, and 6) competence in developing and
'applying metaplsns or strategies to complete the writing
task. This broader perspectlve in instruction and learning
requires that sssessment as well reach beyond student writing?'
performance to include 1ndicators of attitudes snd bclicfs
about writing and follow-up 1ndicators such as subscquent
course enrollments and grsdes. _ ,
Beyond the increased validity of the ovalustion dcsign,
there are several: aﬂvantaqes to including tncse inﬁicators*I“
" ...gkovwth in writing occurs slowly; cnnnges ‘are -
more noticeable at two= or foureyear intervals
than during. the course of a semester. Further, .
attitude changes often precede improvement in o
skills and can be -considered short-term indicators
-of possible future changes. ...And, measuring.
 gtudents' attitudes and beliefs about wxiting can
provide a tichez understanding-apotential - T
. explanations--of more subtle program effects. - ;
“Attitude measures thus allow us to take into L
account some importunt nspccts of learning

procesges..
! (stis, Scrivon, & Thomss, 1981, P. 95)

‘Aftcr studcnt-centered chancs in writing, tninking,
and attitudes, the ncnt gset of items on the stis, ot al.,"

ovaluntion sgenda focuses on teachers, their bsckqfound,

' training snd bcliefs, and their teaching msthods. The
‘ traditional evaluation design ignorcs these mntters und ”
‘their potential“ﬁsefulness'to the teaching profession. o

1

L




o vit ionores-the potential for.evaluation prdcedures to act as
'powerful tools in program 1mprovement and staff development "
Among the %1nds of teacher-centered varinbieo recommended,
DaYIB, et al., discuss l) claasroom procedures, 2) responses

-vto student writing, 3) writinq assignments, 4) expectancies

fnfor students' learnina, 5) Rndwledge of comp051tion theory,

' 6) philosopny of compoaition, 7) profesaional activities and

) leaderahip roles, and 8) formal traininq. While some of
*theee teacher-oriented data directly tap into the clahsroom '
proceas, others are of interest as they might affect teachers'
deciaion-making with regard to curriculum, materialn; and
methods. o 8 i e

o The third’ cateqory of aqenda items includen program
adminiatrntion and unintended outcomos from the program. 7
The firnt of these. islueo auqqosts a policy focue, thnt ia,
the utility of pnrtioulnr kinds of ovaluntivo information :
for making polioy doeieions about programs. Tho koy dimonﬂionn

;o din this aroa cover tho oducational and institutionol eontent
of the programﬁend:tnowndminiatrntivo/;eaponoibilitieﬂ £9:.¥’
1?. S o S N ’

Edncational and inﬂtitutional contont should attompt to |
‘charactorize the sotting -n whicn tho proqrnm operatoo by o

deecribing the supports aupplied by 1arqor eﬁﬂeuﬁiOﬂﬂl ““ite ! ;

- - (department, achool collego) Theno raeourcea can bo of-'
o many t{pos. fiscal, peraonnel, phyaical facilitios, incentivear

,5m;~—xn-gqnigifn—to-investigating~system~supporta, a—thorougn

RIENY
s
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"program evaluat{on must conszder the oonstralnts whzcn

operate on +the pr ram. These ma;rtake the form of fiscal: -k

constrelnta, restrlctzve pollcxes and staff llmltatzons.
When Davie, et al., sPeak of admlnlstretive reaponslbzlll-
:tiee, they include the strueturee for_communicetion wzthzn_
tﬁe-proqram as well as between prbgfem enn’insfitution{} .
Theee structuree may be actzve commztteee, regular mee*ings,\
or other forume for communlceting ideas end problens, flndlng

solutions, and formulatlng pollcieﬂ ‘and plens.° Alno an ﬁ_/..947

P
|

_‘odmln*etretive conoern ig the onqoinq development or maintenance “

.‘of etaff skills fhfough feculty development or, in-houeo "9ﬁ¢

evaluationa. S T o L fi_,- .%551 S
, S

‘ The eecond ieeue, unintended outcomee,\ie an often e

t

~

------

overlooked eepeot of program evaluetion.. The Devie, Scriven,

;:}\,

dnd ‘Thomas team refer to these unplanned resulte ne_“aide\ oxefigaﬂf

effects':

"
0 . *

The seercn for aide effecte underecoros the impor-

- ¥ance -of 1ooking at what a program-hasg Weotnally

done, not what it has. intended...itld i

., to find out whether they havei

+ they neve been trying to do.% . [

be the gole focus of an’ evnlnation./ may: |

 too vague, too easy to, attain; - The /focus- ‘of"an’ -
" evaluation should-be .on-what: the"program eccom :

b pliened, whether intended 'oF: not.. ‘

(DeVie, Scrived &, Thomeﬂ, 1981 p. 142) :'_fm

- ‘ Y ~
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.Open-ended questlons, observatzons‘and 1nterv1ews can plck‘
up 1nc1dents or c1rcumstances whose occurrence or nature
shares\some relatlonshlp to the existence of\phe program .Al
. common, beneflclal‘ezde effect of an 1nnovative program is
what is. called the "spread of effect." That 13, often the
N proqram is able to exert an. influence-on people outezde the
;nrogram staff and particzpants. Thia often occure where the
- program operates in close pronimity to ether,iregular instruc-
tional units. .For example,AWnere the'combesitien proqram"

operates within the anlish department, or where composztzon \

staff share facilitien with etaff from other humanities
departments, ve mignt find greater intereat, aupport. and |
‘involvement in "writing across, Lhe dieﬂzpllnes" by outelde
”vfaculty. ‘Another noticeable\"spxead of effect" miqnt be

gains in the hnewledge ‘about: camn/ﬂﬁtlan reseaxch and theory

as recently graduas eﬁ lectx n-e 1nteract with regular tenured
literature feculty who nnvc bcen ‘nrccd to shaxc the compenition
inetruction lond.bu ‘, ' I _L ‘

| The Davia Scriven, and Themns werk ie an eutntanﬂinq

‘aid to the ~onluntien eﬁ-cempesitien pregnems becauee ef the'-f
,careful ;1aheration of targot iaauee and tneir meaaurement. '
.Pawever, thoir werh seems fecused nlmost entirely upon B
.Btueent and toacher outcemes. This reflecta the predominn t
Aiucereet in the cempoaitien field, elementary and necondary.= U;

sathool inatruction'jfnt the postaecondary level inatruction’ﬁ

;programs are- under greater influence from the several layersﬁfa

- ..’. . . . ‘
. SN e o . : .




e et
) ”'of‘administretion7above them and from tge competing neecs '
and,interests of other depertments ar?@nd them.‘
| R Thue,,though the DaVie, et al., ; ecommendatione are
_;neceeeary, they are" not :ufficient for deecribing the range } _
- of program iseuee 1n poeteecondary fompoeition.instruction. i\r~
Interestingly, that study is compljmented by our laet source e
" of program evaluation recommendations, the Rend etudy of "
1nnovative elementary and eeconda b 4 echool programe (Berman
. & McLanghlin, 1978+ Bermen, Greenwood, MCLpughlinﬂ,& Pincue.
1975). The Rend etudy eimee at diecoverrng—the eelient
fectore that determined the euccueeful continuation of |
'innovative programe\funded wi federal seed money. ;Iﬁv
doing 80, the etudy uncovered/patterne of euoceee that

!

, euggcet a theoretical model./"a model of- educetionnl change." B

-

/

The key element in this. mo%el is a proceee referred to as - :
/
"mutual ndaptation.“. It is thie model and the mutual edaptation
- procese. specifically. thét we find complete our underatenﬂing

of factors affecting pre;rem effectiveneee.'

. ‘
’

Eerman anﬂ Mcnnughlin baee their model on three categoriee

/

or fectore as theee cntegorice affoct program operations.

: Theee cntegoriee erc l) fedoral input, 2) project characterie- -

-

.'f ties, and 3) institutionel eetting.~ clenrly. contentuel

T

-influencee are more importent in thie perepeetive than they

were in the avie, Scriven. and Thomae reoommendntiona for

evaluation. o




, The ﬂederal 1nput category concerns the regulatlons and
1?o11c1es Jttacﬁ‘d to the award of funds, ‘as well as the /i
- quantity of funds themselvas . Other funding agency 1nputs

. might 1nclude prov1szon of technical asszstance or other

[
.

ufisupportive resources Curiously, differences in the funding
did not relate. to, pro;ect success, whether that succees waS';f
_ measured as teacher change,,studenr gains, or.simple,continuaa

“tion’ of thé project . : ‘“ 'Cu . o Lot

~ -

Coet

o Berman and McLaughlin describe project characteriseica;.fg}
‘urnﬂtheir_eecond_aetcofrcategorieef_which_enpﬁhdwthe_nsnal_________
}conceptunl}zation of programs ' The Rand model includea e
! goals, methods, and materiala under the rubric of "educational
methods " "Scope of chanqe“ describes the breadth and dehtn .
of the- innovation, that iB, the "txp of chango required in f .
'reaching practice. and the amount of. cxtra efforﬁ roquired
of teacners.ﬂ While difforencea«in eduentionnl mothoda did
not yield any aignificance an nn indicator of project succena.
.fthe Bcope of: ehnnge attempted wae very much nn indicator.ee
.o.our dntn indieate that.- teaehora rise to challengen.,
" Ambitious and demanding inncvations seem more likely
. to eliecit the commitment of teachors than routine
projocts. ‘This is 80.-in pazt because these. proﬂccts »
appeal to the teachers' profnnnionulium...‘,‘ L
B (Borman & Mcnauthin, 1978, -p. 2%) EA C -
., A corollﬂfy to chisofinging revealed that projoct stnff e

‘need to have a clenr understnnding of their objoctives in

-ﬁthe project. This eﬁfoct of clarity turna up in the implemon-

tation of the project.f For the Rand reaearchoré, thf"

_;1arity was not achieved hy written statementa. but rather v




through careful preparation of the staff”éor carrying out
project activ1t1es~' "practical, concrete trazning act1v1t1est
that permit progect staff to understand the szgnificance of
pIOject precepts aa they dpply them to their own claesroomsit‘fﬂ
o The third category of progect characteriatics describes
o the implementation of project operatlons. Perhaps most T
interesting here are the strategies that proved ineffective. N )
- Many of these are familiar and popular, despite their ineffec- t;p~
tiveness‘ l) uae of outside conaultents, 2) packnqed menagement
approachea, 3) one—Bhot,.preimplementation training, 4) pey
for training, S) formnl evaluationa, nﬂd 6)" comprehenaive o {
o applications (breadth of scope of change) ' | E
' In contrnat, a group of lesa popular Btrateqies were |
found to produce "mejor, poﬂitive effecte on pro;oct outcomeﬂ
, nnd continuation"' 1) concrote, "handﬂ-on" trairing, ongoinq ﬂ
o thro\aghout tho lifm of the _ roject, 2) rlaaaroom naaiatcmce
“ from project or local diﬁtrict ataff, 3y obnerVAtion ot " .. :
similar projoctn in other settingﬂ, %) rdqalar prejqct ': |
| meetinqa, 5) teaeher pnrticipntion in decisian mnhinq for\\_w' '
:3 tho preject, 6) locnl mnterinla developmont, and 7) principnl |
(administrntor) pnrticipntion in trniningt- Thoso atrutogies
do not guarnntee succeas; the Rnnd rcaearchera nro quick to -
- point out ‘that these strategies must be well onocuted on’

~ .

,Bite.

A . . f

ere—ie—a—clear—theme in the ‘two.. 1ieta of puccoaqful

-and’ ineffective implementetion strategios. Whore there is’

Ao A




K 4 o ; : SRS .
"Ibcal ownership" or "inveetment“ in the project operations,
'-there lB a climate for success, a climete of motivatidn,
'support knowledge, and patience or tolerance for the hard
'»ftimee and demende that accompany any maﬁor syetemetic innovation
4Where outeidere are brought in ae experte,ﬂwhere there is
little room for participation either becauee of prepackagedﬁ'“‘ 3
materiale, or inadequate training and knowledge, end where o
the chengee are. oo eweeping, there is leee commitment to -
"and: effort in project implementation, and greater confueion*~<¥*fff
'.‘end demoralization emong project Bteff. 49'1 : ' i 45”}'
In the third mejor cetegory of verieblee effecting ;;Qw;f‘~
profect eucceee, Bermen end Mcneughlin deecribeﬂtneﬂcomnlen?fw.
contentuel issues of. tne "inetitutionel eetting" in whicn .g
“the innovetion eniete. lt ie thie cetegory of vurieblee |
deecribing tne locel inetitutionel eetting thet had "tne

mejor influence on project outcomee end continuetion."k;g' N j,

Tneee vnriehlee covered l) orgenizetionel climete end leeder- |

ehip, 2) echool end teecher cnerecterietice, end 3) menegement

'~~ cepecity and eupport frem local dietrict edminietretion.,
Organizetionel climate refere to. the guelity of the/

\ reletienehip emong project eteff end locel edminietretore.. |

AN snering 'ideas end working as . a. unified teem helped project ,':”

: tee here meintein a "criticel meﬂe thet could overcome both. '

; tdéh end emotionel neede," i.e,. creeted e working'eupport o

ggroe;\\\ln eddition to euppert from project collee#uee, the

‘_ective en?port of principele, i.e., ‘loecal on-eite edminietrdmmhe

4_;tien, veetly improved the likelihoed of eucceee fer the
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project in meeting its goals.jin'troubleefreo:implementation}i;
» . ‘ ° \ 4 . o I: I " . . - R
- and in mainten eﬁboxogd the start-up year. The key here

¢ is “active"-"' o .\\\ Lt - -
'- ' ' . 1 @ . - ' ‘ : B
T " The principal's unlquc\ ontrzbutlon to 1mplementat;on
- " lies not_in "how to-do-it"advice better offered .
- — by -project dzrectoro, but\ in. giving moral support
to the staff and“in -creating -an organizational . . -
climate that gives the pro gct legitimacy." - This . ;
role is particularly demand \ng for ambitious - . o
‘projects...[vwhich] can be viewed as. a radical and . f -
undesirable -departure from the\school norm unless . _ -
“thc principalwactivcly'supportéwthem and runs - L
interference. ;} , Ce .
(Bormon & W@;aughlin, 1978, p 31)

1in_find the- rolea*of principal and

g
/v"

Bermon and McLa

project director crucial to projcct Bucceoo, but in different

\

phases. When the projo.t is Btarting up and Btaff must o

_\‘.. f/ (v
‘acquire new okills and ottitudeﬂ,,the project diroctor'o

leadorohip and subject area competerice qrently*affect the *;
*3_ succoﬂs of the 1mplemontation phaoc, of starting up onﬂ
o rogularizing operotions._ Afterlth'»érojoct ig;succossfully
unddrway ond aeeka oupgort for continuation, the grincipal's_ 
speci&i administrativo enporienccﬂhnd powor dctormine thc f;"
,r,ouccosa ‘of the continuotion bio In—fact*'Borman and Mcnauthin
o foel ao Btrongly aboﬂt the princ pal 8 role 1n/oupporting :
bide for chango, thoy refer to him/hor oa "the qotekoepqr of- o

‘\“ . S

» w o+ " e
change.g,. S wx. R P .

School and teacher choracteristica found te” be 1nf1uential
1n project success did not 1nc1udc tho'usunl domographica on ,' :

. I'\» o //’_—\‘

: ethnic, economlc and’ social strat ;bnor ataff otability B

ol e
.._,,_,..,.__




Instead they describe teacherS-with strong "subjectiorienta-
tlon," as opposed to "student-centered orlentation " Subject-
| oriented teaehtrs were .less ea51ly 1nvolved in. 1nnovat10ns
which they ‘saw as challenglng thelr respon51b111t1es to
| cover particular content. '
Also, twé‘teacher tralts proved 1nterest1ng in their
effects years teaching and. sense of efflcacy " The greater
B the teachlng experlence of the staffs, the lese llkely the
pro:ect was to realize its goals or tc improve student
achievement, these teachers were more 1nflexible with regard
- to changing their teaching behavxors or learning nev approaches
| -sense of effioacy," as defined in the Rand study, refers to
teuchers' beliefs 1n their abilitky to teach even their most
dlfficult students.- Thie attitude refleots,.to gome degree,,
teachers' feelings of their professional oompetence. “This
Ctrait was poaitively reloted to the sucoesefui implomentation
\\4 and continuation of - innovative projoots, ‘the presence of
) 1,enchero who empected to Buoceed in the context of the

rojeot helpod oneuro thnt -success.

\ District management was an importnnt variablo in the . ,

continuation of the project, ofton smoothing over the politioal .

road along whioh projeots move from innovntive to reqular

Y

statuo. - . v
...supportivo distriots deaigned, from the boginning,
continuation strategies that. were aimed at maintaining

" the project in the face of. finanoial, personnel, and
politioal uncertainties. - .
(Berman & McLaughlin, 1978 p.33)

e




In sum, theifactors the Rand team'rnveStigated revealed
*uneXpected-differences;in their-impact.upon project success+
In determining program success, research has tradltlonally
concentrated its evaluatlve focus ‘on demographlc 1nfluences'
(soc1oeconom1c status, ethnlclty), project goa s, and student _
outcomes ‘The Rand report suggests that succes is tempered _
- by several varlables whlch share a common, admlnlstratlve
coloring. The speclal rolesrof key leaders.ln the~project;
on site -and in thellocal administrative - .gencg kdistrict),”
together Wlth teachers' amenabzllty to change, far outwelghed
other . po331ble factors affectlng the successful start-up and
ma1ntenance of a project fosterlng change~ Theee-key factors
- were 1) act1ve involvement. in supportlng pronect efforts, 2)
‘local "ownershlp" of the project through local 1nput in ,
'_ declslons,vdevelopment and traznzng, and 3) "mutualyadapta-‘
:tion" - the shared burden of change whereby the project

A

adapts to the constraznts, resources, and characterlstzcs of

'Vh'the setting, and the 1nst1tutzonal-Bettzngtaccommodatea the
project. . | . ' -‘
wWhile the Rand study seems less clearly related to our
-study of program effectiveness in college composztzon 1nstruc-r
tzon, ve belleve the nature of the imore effectlve programs

is lzkely to be innovative and subject to the same probleme
and 1nfluencee_a;\thoee projects.investigated by the Rand

team. 1In partdcuiar, as‘descrihed in/the~previoua;cha?ter{'

the Csu campuses are typical of American higher education,




e et an.

:fac1ng new challenges -and ‘new knowledge in the area of

'wrlting, they are operatlng under new remedlal placement
ané exlt.coqyetency requirements whlch have led to program.
changes Seed money for remedlal proaects has only recently

j“p been prov1ded by the state, determlned by newly developed

placement test scores. Further, the avallable staff in
English departments con51 sts. prlmarlly of professors trained
in literature, many of whom view with great distress the _

_ 1ncreaslng pressure upon them to teach composition courses

3

Also, composition staffs exhibit an 1nteresting mix of never
and older facult§ and a considerable difference in forms of
administrative support. These cherecteristics suggest the -
value of the Rand study for 1nforming our own investigetion ,

glflnto the effects of the setting in which programs operate.

o

' conclusions . and Implicatiogs for Our Research

our literature review, though limited, suggosted to us

the potential value end likely success of our study end

offered several recommendetions affecting our reseerch '
questions and design _ .. | '
First, the litereture on composition disproportionutely

reports on the instructionnl research on the individuul’

AR

'lwriting_process and on elementery and secondary writing

-classrooms The college composition studies summerized here ’

(Kitzhaber, 1963, wilcox, 1973, Witte, Meyer, miller &

e

Faigley, 1981) have had to begin at the beginning, describing

current prectices, philosophies and theories Unfortunately,

a\
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they have also had to make the hard chdice between breadth
‘and depth in the information’ they g ered and soug t to

‘-understand. Each

study opted for breadth, secur1n7 national

survey data from rogram and de artment admlnistrators only
{ 4 l

In our- preparat'ons for rese/rch we have found their data .

\ _useful in lisfing catego of act1v1t1es, setti gs, personnel
end instruc ion.f“ﬁowever/?jn appealing to the br ed sample
andeemplo‘ing the limi-ed multiple-choice format«-survey
'researchers have sacrificed the descriptlve detaiﬁ
’enlivens category'labels and distinguishes Emong' ariations-

that

315 ectuai praetices within those'labels For ingtance, we'
find it frustrating to know that discussion of revising and ’
editing occurs 'very often" in the first semester ertlﬂg
courseso/since we do not know how many of those responses -'
<'are based upon newer theories of the. recursive nuture of

reVISloﬂ during writing and how many are based upon concern

for correctness andserror reduction. ' - s o e

X 2

.

' i—allow us to make better-informed decisions about

_ clearly, these studies vere not intended to

'for not fulfilling goels they never ‘held. Their findings :/4J/
-are nevertheless valueble because by. "counting"

'-or frequency of use of various cutegoriesf these °

,;vartgbles for our own study.: ve do believe the time has
ucome for a" closer look at the current stete of col. ege

’?-compositioﬁ.’;Ten~yearstgf~exc1ting.new developmen 8 in’

v e R . & - -
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' 1nstruct1onal materlals and metnods and in theory suggest
the 1mportance of a study which can get below the surface~
structures of operations to see to what degree col. ge |

‘ wr1t1ng programs now reflect these developments. Thls very -7
theme underlles our Phase I actlvitles to gather descrlptlve
data with greater depth than any prevlous study. o

Dav1s, et al., are clearly foﬂused on elementary and
secondary writing 1nstruct1on and proqrams to 1mprove that
1nstruct1on. Nevertheless, their enpansive descriptlon of _
outcomes, beyond ‘the usual narrow reliance upon essay test

gains, helped us select and refine other ceteqories in the

1nterv1ews and faculty survey. Tne Rend study provided the

< .

, missing link,” institutional content.’ first, hithighting
 the degree of influence such factors wielded and, second
,A", suggestinq the precticel renge in reality for tnese factors.
| ’Toqetner those reports elso neve squested to ug the

value of end need for enponding our focus beyond the usual

-

‘sources of - deta (administretors in tne department) to include
English department faculty (both full- and pert-timers),
faculty teeehinq writing outside “the Enqlish ‘dopartment, end '
hey administretors at all levels of cempus involvement in

writing programs end eveluetion. R . RN
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. CHAPTER THREE = c
Theoretical Framework and Research Setting

PrOJect Activities to Date

“Theoretical Framework

Before going or to describe the research Betting nnd

”_our work in the firet ycar, we set forth here the hypothesen )

dftnat are the intellectual foundationﬂ for our worh., since
college level writinq "proqreme" have not been wcll Btu ed
.Jprevioualy, and nince conflictinq theorica of thc method
and even goala of auch inﬂtruction nhound, we need to )
'advence a eeriee of tentative hypotheces in order to proceed

'“to gathcr mannqeable data., At the aame time we: try to be

alert to: “the 1imitationn oi ‘these hypothesee nnd to qether\ :

eufficient deta to ellow other hypotheeee to emerge.

~ It is the coi}ective judqment of the’ reneerch team
3'thet proqram decieiona heve a profound impact upon college
writing inetruction.' Despite the univeruity tredition of*
‘ independent teaching reaponsibility--still very much elive?

even for meny minimally trnined teachinq eeﬁietentn--it is

' v.plein thet the teaching df composition differed in important

ways from campus to cnmpus end thet these differencee can
be described ae proqremmetic., The fact thet;feculty involved
in a writing nrogrem often do.not perceive it as a. coherent

l}‘whole, or that progrem decisions often emerge from university




R |

tradition or merely personal experience, in no way denies
:the fact that most American colleges and universities have .
writing programs : Only recently, however, have these prongms
been recognized as legitimate objects of concern and study |
) The Council of Writing Program Administrators was formed. atA
the Modern Language Assoc1ation in the late 19708 in response
to this perceived need; th Writing Program ndministrators o
journal WPA was. first published just five years ago._
o Thus we' set out to describe, from our theorotical .
' knowledge anp practical enperience, a "tanonomy" of’ writing
\ _program features. Creating this\descriptive framework |
helped us define our suhject and was the firet of a series f.\,‘
of tasks focuaed on the gathering of usahle data.‘ This |
framework led to the collection of "Fact sheets" from each

campus and genoratod the nterviaw protocols. in each: caoe.

we sought hoy information aboat oampuo programs that would
£ill out our preliminary doscriptivo frame in order to move.
toward tha goal of identifying difforenees that might turn :
‘out to be significant. We nooded to move oarofully hotweon
'=aaing "host guoasoa" ahout important phonomona to ohaorve
| and recogniaing tho possibility that" anforeseon hypothosoo
'_ might well arise from tho data if ve’ woro not too hound to L
- our preliminary views. | | |
| '_ This procooa of dovelopzng premiaes in ordor to gather -
.data, which are then used to~ gonorate nevw hypothoaoo as they

‘are analyzed, ia a delicate and croative procedure._ We kept-

Lo g9




vi7orgdnﬁred at all) by tradztion or

plar r1t1ng 1netructzon actlvrtz'e heretofore organlzed (if

. \ \
rely personal enperzence

3 we needed to keep 1n mind the fact that the relatzon\of
campus wrzting program policy to actu 1 classroom 1natruct1on -
19 far from clear. our field interviewe have eince confirmed
the pereonal experience of the research team that eome..
program direetore do not know how much progrem policy is
actually being carried out by individual inetructore _partzc-
ularly where those inetructore are tenure-track or tenured
faculty - - IR |

‘

’“m Although there have been mnjor changee in both theory

'oq and practic 4in compoeition 1netruction over the laet decade,r

ve enpected that much.of that chanqe hae failed to vork ‘its

- way’ 1nto compoeition clnesrooms.‘ Novertheleee, vwe fe}t the -
nlneteen campuses would offor organizntion -and - policion to

allow us to address 1asueo of progrnm implomomtntion, curriculer
innovation,.and faculty dovelopment in. this rapidly chnnqinq '
.fzeld Indood, a continuinq queetion in the field is how to
develop programe that will urge, . or even mendete, upnto-date o
_knowledqe for compoaition inatructore. As. we begnn our ” |
__research, however,\we could not assume conaiatent connectione .
'between program poilciesoamd instruction in tmo fiold of

S

' wrltrng.

Ca g



The thmoreticalzprobiemé for‘thié_prmjgét are thus =
analogous to those'faced byrthe authors'éf‘thé~ﬁaﬁd study of
"feﬁfral programs supportinq educational change ‘ Their goal,
to \"provide an,orderly and logical description of how change
. occurs,“ called for a similar process of movement_between
'theoretical ‘and practical asaumptiona.;'"this procéas‘of :
.developing and testing theory is particularly important when g
'there is no clenr connaction between policiea and results,
when qoals themselves are unclear, when the means_ or technol-l_
oqies used to promote chanqe aze harQ to deecribe and vary
over time and place, and whem the policiea beinq ntﬂﬁied ara )
'often only a ﬂmall factor in the many forees that affect
_outcomes“ Berman, Greenwood, McLaughlin, & Piﬂcua, 1978,
p. 6). Thia atudy, like the Rand projeet, is- intended to
'develop nn orﬂerly way of viewinq E-7e) axtraordiﬁ%rily camplam

- area now ueinq majorknmaunts of publir as w&ll aa privnte

LY
\ . . . - .-

fundn.,- o A - " o ,;j

A8 oriqinnlly deaigned, eur atu&y'dfkéallége levelf - f,
| writing pra?rams.will preqresa thxough three phages: 1) :

vj devcloping deﬂdiiptions of pregrnm companontn as. they are .;f

beinq implemnnt d for a vide. variety of institutiona and

- atudenta,»z) developing nn npproach te deteet aueh outcome .
ﬂifferencop as may,be Fraceublo to proqram aifferenee|4 3)
devclopinq thooreticul\and practicnl materiala to nssiat in L
program ehange at the point in the inntitution most rcsponnible-

'~ and most receptive to this information, i. €. English departmentnf

. E SR e SN e e R . Y JFTV
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. chair and composition‘direetor. Thus, our first phase,
o , ‘ _ d _

veps-=ed in here, has. been baeically deeeriptiVe " The

!

second, eluatlve, pheee ane the thlrd theoretlcel phase

hav. «. planned. Lach phase promlses to offer to thoee f.ﬁ
charged wzth pollcy or program responezbllity in the aree«of

'co11ege writan 1netruction sye///gxlcelly derlved informatlon

1

-

on whzch ;g base decrsrene.__'_ T

-~

hY

It ie important te nete ther, whrle thie research tekee
| fer its semple the writing inetructien pregreme ef The
Celifernia State University, it is met designed te be a CSU
reeeereh prejeet. Tﬂe eheer eize of the csv, with ever
| 300, 000 etudente em ite nineteen campueee, and the wide ‘,'

T

renge ef ite writing 1netructien programs, effer a (1erge |
9e31e) miereeeem of sueh eregreme in American hiqher education
ee a- whele. ‘The fellowlng summery ef infermetiem ebeut the
| esv end the etrueture ef the writimq preqreme en csu eempueee
. is deeigned to aesiet readers whe mey not be fnmilier with
. these mettere to understand the lecel eentent of rhe research.
Neirher rhe pregrame ner etrueturee.deeerihed eheuld be seen’ .
; ae unique to ﬁhe csu eettinq, in. ell cases- they are feirly
typieal ef preeent preetice or are reedily implemented in f 7?d_
ether eettinge in American hiqher educetien.
The Cnlifernie state Univereitx. Thie eyetem ef inetitu--
tions - eeneiete ef nineteen cempueee epreed eut along the

theueend-mile length of Celifernie. -Governed by a_aeerd o
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,cf"Trusteeg appointed by the vaernor oflthe srate;iand

"administered centrally by the Chancellor S Office located in

Long. Beach, the campusea strIl mazntazn different characters 5f}
_'and misSions. Distinct from the Univeraity of California,-.

ithe Ccsu offers bachelor’s and master’s degrees, teaching
._.credentials, amd various professzonal programs, it is authorized

. to coﬁduct research ccnsistent With ltB baaic teachinq

- . .
SN . . Y

goals.. - SR P .
| The Chancellcr’s Office has played a significant role

~ in the develcpment of the writing instructicn progrema on -

' campus. Funding for the Engliﬂh Plncement Tegt and the =
Engliah Equivalency Enaminaticn has been administered through

, the wancellor’ﬂ Office, aa have the apecial funds provided
~for reredialfwritinv inﬂtruction. The Division of Acndemic

'Program\Improvement, formerly called New Progrum Dovelopment

. and Evaluatian, lias funded forty-nine innavativofcnmpue———
-l progrnmn in the tonching of writinq“ta a tetal nmcunt of ,
';31 111 743 from 1975 thrcuqh 1981. The Divinian of Inﬂtitu- o
‘ tionnl Reaearch has pravidcd epace, auppart and matchinq N ‘
funds. for tho research reported in. thia vclume. i |
' The Engl b Caunci . Tnia netwerh of roprefonrntives" f_
from encn cf the cnmpus Enqlish dopartments meets ench fall
’ ; 'and spring to dincuan profeasienal*concernn. Thene meotinqn_
" Have helped form atronq peraonal and profensional links
iamong key departmental faculty, and huve qiven streng impetua

" to recent developmente iﬂ the area cf writing akills._ Both
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of the lower-d1v151on te ting programs, the upper-d1v151on

. writing‘requirement, and ‘this research pro:ect all began .
with discussions at English«Council meetings -
The English Placement Test gEPT) Entering lower-d1v1sionkfil3
‘ students are required to take the' EPT, unless they huve . iﬂ'fi
} completed freshman compes1tion elsewhere or have entrance -;“”:Q";
test scores above the- 80th percentile in verbal uptitude.;‘”/
over 4100, 000 students nave completed the EPT" since it was
 first offered in 1977, .and the csmpuses ade required to B
” offer speciul essistunce to- students wno score in the: lewer
‘half of the tetsl scorinq redée. Tne 2%-huur test is designed
by a CSU test development cemmittee, with the technicnl
. assistunce of tne Educutienal Testinq Service, und censists_:;f “ ot
of four parts" resding, sentence cenftruction, legic snd N
orqnnizstion, nnd.essuy writinq=ﬂane*tegislature*nns“ﬁfevided T
’ enricned instructienal fundinq fer students scoring below o
tne Scth pereenéile on. the EPT. Escn campus receives n»va‘ o ‘
special alletment frem the Chuneeller's Office to be used in '_ ;1
wnntever way is decmed apprepriute by the campus for. theee R
lew-scoring students.~ L ' R .-;9>/{?

a

The English Eggivulencx Enaminatien gEEE]. This veluntury

?credituby-enuminution pregram is taken each yeer by appreni-1 '
- matel:}ﬂ 4, 000 students who may guin either two terms of B B
credit for freshman Englisn (about: 30% achieve tnet level) S

or exemptien from’ the EPT (sbout 70% of the totel-test

group). Over 31, OOO‘students have taken the EEE since it‘ R

A

: .45..




was first offered in 1973. The examination is developed by

9

csu fequlty in coordination With the College~Level Examination

Program of the College Board, and consists of 90 minutes of

~ multiple-choice testing on the analysis and interpretation

- of literature, end two 45-minute writing‘samples calling for

‘'experiential-expressive writing as well as analytic writing.

_The Upper;DiVision Writing'Reggirement. Allrdegree‘

candidates at each of the CSU campuses are now required to

.. demonstrate writing prdficiency before receiving the degree.

- The campuses ‘certify this writing proficiency'in different

 ways, and usé different acronyns to des’cribé their programs:

Thus the Junior English Profieieneyeﬂﬁsay Test at san Francisco
is ﬂeiied’JEPET;'while‘the~Greauetienvﬁritiné_Prdficiené§unmn"
\

Exemlnatzon at Long Beach is called GWPE, the upper-dzvzszon

course that meets the requzrement at San Bernardzno 1s called

. 495. (Unfam111ar acronyms in campus 1nterv1ews wxll often

refer to the locai;name of thzs requzrement,.whxch is having

substantial impact upon.the,writing programefon'alI"campuses.)
o A typical entering student wiii.take either the'EPT’or':-'
. the EEE. If the EPT score is lon;’he or she will paés TR

~

through one or more support programs at the remedzal level,

4 w1th a hzgh EPT score or EPT exemptlon, the Btudent wzll

{

enter dzrectly ‘into freéhman composltlon. After freshman
composztzon, or exemption (w1th credit) from freshman composl-
tion for- a hlgh EEE ecore, the student wzll meet the upper-
d1v1310n requirement as a- Junlor or. senzor* Transfer students‘

¢

e ’ 46 : E
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from cOmmuhity_colleQes do not generelly take lower-division

writing courses, but do need to meet the upper-division

- requirement in writing skills. The campuses have a wide

variety of programs at ail ;eveI§7~ihc}uding~§up§ort:servrces::i£
aVailable.to any etudent who finds his’or her way to the‘
learning center.. However,”different campuéeS-have-different
'programs, and there has been little or no attempt to regularize

o
or restrict these offerings at the central level ThlB wide

variety of program features, ‘within a common ground\of;

v L
requirements and tests, offers the context for the present

g

GO JR U S

research. : - v

__ Summary of Project Activities to Date . ;
The emphasis of Phase I of thlB research has been to g
a‘obtain the most complete and most accurate description of
colloge composition programs that e could achieve. ‘Since
time and resources were restricted, we proceeded under the
-assumption that The California State University Ber;e;) in
its variety of campuses, as a rough working model of American
higher education. in addition, we decided that less expenslve _
data collection techniques, Buch as queationnaires, would be
used on all nineteen campuees of the csy, while more expensive

_____datalcollection_iinteryienﬂj_ﬂonld_focug on ten representative

campules. (See Chapter F ve for the aampling procedure )

”From the start, we were ava. nat, if we were to develop

: this description sensitively, a collaborative faculty research _

model would be required.

[ —
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‘ A faculty research team was convened in the early days
of the prOJect to add depth pracrical experience, and
specialized knowledge' to. the research.ﬁ Four comp051tion_ﬁwrlﬁ

—————faculty——from—feur—de££erent—campusesf_uere_appointed+_aﬁ___

~~~well known scholars in’ the field, they also brought a&d1t1°nal

credibility:andﬂreputationvto the progect,~qualit1esfthat

W\

were vital to the success of the camnus‘interviews and . that

s will be valuahle in disseminating'results 'The research

'Wtéém met regularly Wlth pro:ect staff and discuased all™ SEE

phases of the work ae it progreased developing and approving

‘all 1nstrumente, ‘and undertaking much of the work ‘involving

'personal contact with the campuses

The pro:ect also convened a three-member advisory panel

from outaide the csu to serve -an external critical function
,The three outside panelists are specialista in educational
greeearch, pBychology, and teats and meaﬂurement All three
?«have an active interest in the field of writing inBtruction
.The outside adviaory panel was convened in spring 1981 to
review progresB and plans, to propoee suggestiona, and to
evaluate programe | This ggnel was purticularly helpful in
suggesting waya of moving fxom the descriptive mdteria‘a of ;3

";_Phase I to the outcome meaeure data collection of Phase II

An 1nitial need for clear definition of the«terms -and

concepts behind the reeearch led to eom‘“important*thooretical
work. The chhpter describing the Taxonomy of Writing Program

' Features%speaks to the problem of defining "writing program“




. for the purpose of the study, and elsewhere in this report
= ) B ' \ . ‘ ! . )
-(e.qg., €arlier -in this chapter) other conceptual work of the

' ”panelﬁis“éet“forth., In_general, it waswneceesary,to discuss

;Tf—and—define—the‘ﬁqﬁndariee orfproject.eftorts-and categories

of information'to be dgathered. This ‘report repreaents the

decisions reached on a number of theoretical issues, defini-
tions, and practical limitations that allowed the ork to'w'
proceed in an orderly and coherent fashion

' f?emfirat_docnment_produced by the DrOJect was the

x Taxonomy of Writing Program Featuree, which 18 preaented and

: discussed in Chepter Seven. An overlapping agenda {tem at "
7

}/that time was the selection of a subsample of ten campuses

i PR SSERESERR U  V

/l--to be v;sited for a close-up look at their writing progrems.

E Criteria for exclueion of campuses (from the nineteen-campus :

'populetion) were adopted amd used to select ten campusee. S

e e o

' The four faculty penelieta eﬂﬂ the principel investigator

':i(also a feculty member) were ecach assigned responeibility
¢  for two of theae campuses, encluding their own, .and_two
| other campuees which would not be visited but which would be
_ 1ncluded in other data gathering activities. . _ )//”ﬁ

The staff and penelists next eetfebout the task of
designing and pilot-teating three inBtrumente to collect

" descriptive program information. The firet'wee a brief i

'survey doonment—sent—torEnglipnrdepartment—cheifmﬂon—u
nineteen campueee. This document asks foz course deeorip-

tiona, staffing patterns program and department edministrative

. o ; .
DL e . . o \
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structures, perceived strengths and weaknesses of the
comp051t10n program, and~other general 1nformation (This

survey, the Fact Sheet, ‘is included in the appendices.)'

The second instrument is actually_a“set”ofwsix,distinct N

--interview scripts for the following personnel categories:

English department chair, comp031tion program coordinator,
remedial program codrdinator, Dean of Humanities, Academic

V1ce Preszdent learning skills center - dlrector, Educational

0pportun1ty Brogram director. (These lastetwo categories

:uee the same ecript ) The interview scripts were revised

”“féé@éiéi“éi&és field teeted and practiced. The five faculty

members then conducted and tape recorded the intervzewe on

two campuees each After the 57 1nterv1ews'were tranecribed_

- each-of them was coded by two separate paneliete (neither of .

whom was the 1nterviewer) in accordance with a coding scheme,

_and tnen analyzed by topic. Information derived from the

1ntervzewe is presented in chapter Eight, and the intervzew

_Vecripts are included in thehappendicea volume.

Finally, project gtaff and;p nelists decidod to gather B

. facultv queationnaire data in order to qain a Broader sample -

: of program participantﬂ and a wider variety of perspectives

_nponethe—phenomena—bei}:u

eeeribed———Thc—queotronnarre‘waeuuv

.developed. pre-tested on a univereity faculty oufslde the

csv,_further revised and finally distributed < two separate

' forms. All people teaChlng compoaition on all niucteen .

campuses_received a_questionnaire.- The return rate of 554

Poe




is well above: normal expectations for such a lengthy survey,
and the detailed responses to the survey, tabled in the

Appendin volume, will iield rich information about faculty -

wperceptionseandwprectices rrrrrr PreliminaryeanalysiBQoffthefw_eelrrm

/

: questionnaire is presented in Chapter Nine o rf .='M . f

While thlB study was planned to provzde descriptive ’ f‘

information about a wide range of 1ssues in the, area of

'"compoeition instruction, the follovwing- areas were not major l L
_~“"gongernﬂlwnor“dn,yemintendwtondovelop~evidence—or~conclu8ions-”
about these areas: | o . RS |

o Individual teecher evnluation:
o Classroom oboervation techniqnes ; o s ‘l'/
o COmparative evaluation of.CsU campus programe . -
o Theories of composition curricula or of the writing A
process , ¢ : IR
‘.o.Measurement'isnuee in writing-' = -
v other studies have attended to thése mattern, whicn are
._nll-relevant”gnd important to composition instruction.
ﬂowever, as the literature review demonatrntee, little is
‘known about tne effectiveness of compoﬂition progr { options,
, the central concern of this project o 4'
© We expect the data here to form a vdluable baée for
c..renearch in. effective writing program featureo. This study =

l

Bhould provide answers £ e Lirst time‘to*some.o Lo

most importnnt questiona of conc - rnﬁfo practitioners, .

administrators, and‘researchers in writing instruction.

£qr
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" CHAPTER FOUR -

__Research Questions for Phage I. . .

~oq

- In the first phase, our descriptive 1nquiry 1nto the
state of current practice (ae represented by the CSU), we
have asked: ,' . S S
1. What are the goals of composition’ inatruction at
. - the college level? '
V}.— ‘what is a compeeition Erezghm?

- 3. what are the imstitutional structuree withiﬂ which
£ . composition programs operete?

'R .Whe are the ﬂtudente theae programe Berve? U \-‘
- '~éeals - When we speeh of the geala of inﬂtruction in |
compoeitien, we are not limiting these geals only to ntudent
gains in basic writing. One of the . essumptiona of current :
compesition'tﬂeory i8 thnt writing-helpa the atudent te\aee\%
'Vthat writing in a way af ceming to knew (e means of leerning)

, ’

__;_w aﬂ_nell_nﬂ ninnxm_f commngieeting that which ie alreedy

known. Furﬁher, ve aueume the importenee and relevnnee of
e \ N

———
o S

e‘studente' atﬁiéﬁdes ‘toward writing taske-suc a8 reviei“'" e

and ntudents' nbility to cope with writinq preblems auch as

anxiety or bleck.. while theee inatructiennl goals aeem
' reeecnable, they mey be articulnted differently by different
.,programs. Or, there. mey be other goals held by eempoaition :
program directors. Our first phaae of researcn is intended.

f to uncover the range and definition of instructienal goals,

- S |



: \ - ..
'amd we have been detefminéd not to be tcolnarrcw ;5 our
scope of 1nqu1ry o » ) .
Beyond these uaually expl;cit geals of compoeition
1nstruction for studentsp_ﬂe_gxe_alﬂo intexeated.in_the_leea__
qobyioue goals of the comp'aition program for its faculty and
.fot the campus aetting in which it operates.. Writing instruc«
tion is, especially likely to move . toward these ‘other implicit
"goale" becauee ef retent attention to inetructienel tneery,n
coupled with the diamatic increeﬂe in demamd for compoeition
inetruction and remedial writing inetruetien. Theﬂe circum-.
stancee creete a unique eituation in which inetructers - v
trained and interested in Englieh literature ere"beinq aeked
to teech coursea in baeic writinq and freehmen compoeition."
Such a situation raiaee the issues of faculty development
and, less formelly, cemmunication neceaeary among . ataff to-
'.ahare knovwledge and'experience. In additinn to tneee in-houee,
. or. depextmental, goals for the writinq p: rﬂ'am, there exists
~ the growinq awarenees and concern amenq inﬂtructore in other
departmente end among campus adminiatraterﬂ that etudente'
_writing cempetence be a qhared reepeneibility : Newhere is
thie mere cleerly demenetrnted than in the Califernie State )
Univereity gsystem's policy requiring eampue certificatien of
upper-diviaion writinq competence for all atudente. our -
reeeerch preject leoks at ‘the compoeition pnograme for

implicit goale related o this campuawide reaponeibility for 5f

writing




Cngpsition Progfam _ One of the early dec1smons 1n
\

-formulating the study de31gn was to determine the working

':definition of the phenomenon belng studied. Just what

\
\

rSggnlgeﬂgllncludewend»exclude_1nﬂour_researchlon_effective

N

flwriting progrems?'\slearly we went‘our vwork to be uSeful_tq
a variety of pcStsecBndary institutione, end yet we wish to
keep our scope of work\to a size that will allow for suff1c1ent
depth in 1nquiry. Our first coneideraticn, then, wae to
focus upon lower-dzvzeion required writing xnetructicn -

_ courees,‘commcnly."freehman composition," and upon the
adjunct support_pfpgrame,cf instruction quchfesitutorialef,
workeﬁcps, learningicentere, anc the.like.' Witnin that

;‘freme of-reference‘we find'it useful to refer tc'fcur”feeturee’
of proqrams' 1) crganization, 2) curriculum, 3) inetruction,_h

and 4) articulaticn.

our intereet in the erqanizatien'ﬁf ccmposition programa

" refers here to the type. end sequence cf courses, for enemple,_,
\tutcrinq worhsheps, and ether ways of previdinq inatructicn.
(our interest in administrative decieicn-muking in praqrnm _
orgenization ia enamined in our reeeerch queetion on inatitu--
-tienal ccntente ) Our interest in curriculum tranelatee
intc aahing who is teaching what where. For enemple, we | N\
find remedial asaistance in writing defined in varieue wefe l
‘and offered in lenrning centers, ethnic atudiee departmente,-

_'educeticn depertmente and ‘of courae, Englien departmente.




Our interest in instruction needs careful eiaboretion .
* * here. This is not a studylof individual teachers and their

classroom techniques. For reasons described in the theoretical

e S -

A framework section, e axe focus1ng our 1nquiry on writing N

grogram . Inatruction becomes important 98 a feature of

.program . organization or policy.' We have learned in Phase 1I

that the range of delivery eystems is great, even within a
' single format eucn as "workshop" ot "tutoring aeeietance" e

ve are interested in the ways writing programs affect these_; o

differences. - . _ : | r |

Our fourth concern in deecribing compoeition programs -

is the nature of articulation among courses and nmong otner
-Bources of instructiomal assiotance.e In Bome instances ve

find very little syotematic cooperation, even competition,:

- amonq places Berving the same Btudents, in- othere we find a

history of cooperation and support.

Institutional structuree. Programﬂ do not operote—in a
?Vacuum ~ There are: eeveral levelo of adminietrative contexte~
| within whicn Q\colleqe progrnm io conducued in composition \
erogrnme tneee levela are typicnlly the Englien depurtment,- o

_the. School\of Humanities or Arts and Sciencoa, and tne

coliege campue a large. In, eome settings, such ae the one

N
N\\\:n wnicn\our atudy eniots, tnere ie also a. multicampus

yetem\gogernedrby_a_centralhﬁeyatemwide administration.

Three iaeuea arise within our question on the institu-

\,
A%

\\ tional context for writing programs. These are 1) composition -



_program organization, 2) campus administrative and organizationa

structures related to composition 1nstruct1on on campus, and '

3) external pressures or poliCies, as from the central

administration or the tax-paying publié{”

~———~~than~are—tneir literature-fecused—ceunterparte .

L]

'~regular department staff and to the decision-making process

W1th1n the composition program itselr, we loox"atrthe———**

nature of dec1s1on-making~w1th regard to curricdlum, :Lnstruc’f—“~

~

\

'tional methods, ‘teacher - assignment and evaluation We pay

L i

'particular attention to the 1ncreasingly popular phenomenon

<

]of "part-time“ teachers ;and non-tenured “"lecturers" hired . .

']specifically to teach composition er rkmedial writing our

i
interest is in the re&ationship of theFe staff members to .

that . affects, ultimately, tne range ofloptions availahle to.
writing instructors.' This issue is pafticularly complen and
impertant, since sometimes these temporary staffmmembers are

better informed and more experienced 1% composition instruction

N

we leoh alse at two levels of pochies and structures .
| .

\ .

_ affeeting compositien programs.» the 8! stemwide level and

" the indi idual/campus level. (where ve have studied ten of

the nineteer}sites with particular int%nsity) At ‘the
campus level;we look at campuswide literacy committees and

- policies. affecting composition instruction, special funding

_' for remedial assistance, incentives for involvement by

< P————

- non-English faculty in writing instruction, and cooperation

among learning centers, tutoring assistance programs, and

oL L L e .
. ) . s : s,
e B NI SN S e .
. . S A
. ) . .
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English departments. Beyond the campus, our research question
. _on institutional contexts leads us tq inquire about policies

“affecting campus composition instruction. Here our gpecial

setting-of The California étate'UniVersitY offefs the opportu-

f:gnity to. trace the 1mpact of two particular aystemwzde polzc*es
‘addreseingﬂgriting skills (a placé&ent test in compoeition -
,;-for enterinq?ﬁrEEhmgn('and required campue certification of

“~

“gupper-division writing competence for gradu}tion) to determine

" how compoeition proqreme on tne ninetee campueee nave

A

' responded for tneir own Btudent populet e and reeourcea.ﬂ/,
;_ while the plncement policy dictatee tne uee of a epecially ;
ﬂdeveloped eystemwide teat (the EPT), implementation of the

grad ation,writing competeney requirement has been left up
Y e diecretion of the individual campuaea. .Our reseurch_

in Phaae I deacribes not onﬁy tne perticular method ench o

: campus nes developed, but alao—tne—uppurent impdct“ofﬂtne

' policy and campua procedure upon the compoaition program for,

K
lower-divieion writing instruction.

3.-Com o tion Pro ram Studente. The compoeition progrqm

. /oo
. in its institutional eetting eniete to eerve the ﬂtudent,,_f:“

and no deecription of progrom cen be meaningful witnout a’
vconsiderution of thoee etudente. The cnaracterietice of the
:rstudent population tne proqram eervee often—affect tne
wmw-gdecisions and policies governing that program -_Many of the .:ﬂ~
S campuses in our Btudy face an 1ncreaeing proportion of '

a

entering freshmen who are, "exceptional" admissions,_or

. . . Y T . .
. . . . . . . ol LT ‘

|

. , i e : _ a3 - 2 .
o e Y B o




_ —~ : . . S v ’ T
‘_nontraditional in their préparation for'college work.
LY

Increaslngly, students for whom English is a second 1anguage

are enrollzng in claases for freshmanfcqmposltlon. fr' —
Theféfore cur 1nterest in the composltmpn Program’j""“f'j:“

student populatlon 15 not solely for the purposes of data
: analyszs of d1fferent1al effectlveness of program ﬁ;atures
vtfor m1nor1ty and whlte major1ty factors, but also for under-
:stand1ng the changlng demands upon composztlon programs as’

~the college p0pulat1onychanges-1n_1t§_needs and’bagkground

————experiences.——. Y . o - =
KB
T . . : '
] t
“‘ " _’_#_’________’____,__
: : Zam— me—— —
" . & : ¢ _ . Y
. ' ‘:
— ) o )
; ’ : :
/ - '. . . _.‘-'0 .
. % ’ ~ o » ~




‘Btudent population, ‘and ethnzc make up_o: of_the_ﬁtﬁggntaeﬂerveéf'
" Tables 1 and 2 present a description of these ecaiipu

‘7_-;H“-'f" ' PR - = e - _; eséﬁpling,giéﬂr{‘ o

CHAPTER BIVE: °

w

e e e T

The PQEulatlon _L ’f’””'*"”**:‘*"M.'~—v-~»7»1-~~~»-—-——Mﬂ—;--ﬂ. e I .

. The nlneteen campuses of The Callfornla State Unzverslty~

’

T
e P
i
.-

ses on . o

» POPULATION SIZE.g arge oampuses are thoae whoae fall enroll-

these three dzmenszons. Also of 1nterest in our study, .

campuses differ 1n thezr use of part-tlme and full-time,

non-tenured 1nstructors to- teach undergraauotékéoﬁﬁoiition*“““”j

| couroes. Table 3 presento this 1ntormation for .each campus. | o :
Values for the first category’, GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION, /
_ 1nc1ude. rural, urban and suhurhaﬁ%\north, aouth and central. "qf\n

¢

There are three values of the’ Becond category,. UNDERGRADUATE L;}f*ﬁQ\

’1ment enceede 20 000 studentﬂ, medium campuses -are- greater4~ﬂww~ﬁw::~ﬂw

~————gﬂﬂn~19Lﬂgoeﬂﬂﬂalﬂﬂﬂ—ﬁhon\@0 ,000; smollvoampuses are those S

, w#th less than 10,000 undergraduotea. _ ategories repreeenting

;,proportzon of mznorzty student populatdons on each of theff-uﬂ”i’jfifv

Paooomxom OF mmom'n' s'ruoms are defined relative to the BRI

‘ nlneteen campuses. Enrollment fzgures for Blacnr Hiepanic

Qand Asian students vory between 7% and 40% of total under-"

N graduate populations for the nzneteen campuses.;lAccordingly, "_”i?w
our threo categorzes representing campus ethnzc makeup\\ >
s o ' . 59 v - . ° )




are defined by percent of white students:lf2 ;gg'ggigg'.‘
(less than or equal to 62% white'undergraduates); relatively
~well-mixed (62% to 80% white enrollment); __;_g_"white (white
'students comprlse 81Y% or more of the enrollment total)
STAFFING STATUS within Engllsh departments ig “a complex
K varlable, i.e. comprlsed<of several factors. These factors

\\ X
:descrlbe the dlstrlbutlon of off1c1al—status~and~responslb111ty,m—.:

—

Full=time-staff may be tenured or tenure—track. or_contract.
. . . P -
lecturers. Part-time staff are lecturers contracted as

needed, courSe by course.' Generally, graduate teachingb

a531stants are not counted in these categorles ' Full-time ,
lecturers and part—tlmers are most often a551gned to teach-

S N .
comp051tlon courses ‘while full-time, tenured and tenure-track

el professors most often~1nstruct in llterature, etoric and

S

N e T, iy
other non-composltlon, upper-dlvls;on courses. We. vieéw the

ﬁz_distribution*of English department staffkamong tneee status

categories ‘as an ipdirect indicator;of who is in fact “teaching
compusition. This.: stafflng status variable was 1nc1uded in
7
~our descrlptlon of campuaes on,two dlmenslona. proportlon ’

of staff that is (a) tenured or_tenure-track, or (b) contracted

full or pArt time. These proportlons can be expressed elther '

‘as the percentage of full-tlme equlvalent positions (taklng

1nto account the partlal courseldads of part-tlme contract ’

1nstructors)"or as the percentage of the tot;i number of -f9fﬂ~_

L]

-1

Based—on~£;gures_reported_for_fall 1980..

\ In this way other, smaller minority groups are 1ncluded in
\ the “minority" definztlon._ o -

3 ',

\ ) . i . ) '].. N . -
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individuals teaching courses in the English department.

Both approaches are presented in Table 3A and B. In Table]3A

L

the campuses are separated -into groups accordlng to the.

percentage of FTEFlwhlch 1s_accounted:for bv tenu;ed_facultyr__rr.___

aﬁd~phe percentage which is accounted for by part:time e

R,

faculty.. We have found that & 75/ ‘Split-point is most =

Se e, —

S P e

f;* meanlngfulwalon

The;part-time

)

————drmensron—ts~drvrdedﬁtnte—three—eategorres*__less_tha“ 10% ;
of FTEF, 10 to 19%, and ZOA or more of FTEF. ' t
Table 3B dlsplays faculty dlstrlbutlons 1n a sllghtly ?J.
dlfferent manner, by grouping campuses accordlng to theA R
.proportlon of faculty members who are part- or full time

-

vcontract 1nstructors. \Three categor1es—are"found—to—d1séirbute

the campuses well: = those whlch had less can_ZQA_Qf_facnlty _

on contract, those whlch had 20 to 39% on contract and

e . — ’ /

those campuseS\at\whlch 40% or more of the 1nstructors in

1ts\Eng11sh department were'non-tenure—track personner.

. These data and the varlables they represent have been

.used along wlth other data (descrxbed later) to select = .

"campuses for the 1nterv1ew1ng activ1ty. N

’

Sampllng_for Phase I Interv1ews

'( o szen the- lxmrted"resourceswfor thls pro;ect, our first

“~-step~xn—the—deveiepmentnoﬁ—the—entervaew—scrlpts—requlred

that we determlne whlch campuses to 1nc1ude.

To select the ten campuses (more . than half of the

nineteen total populatron)-we sougnt campuses reputed to be

-3
<




most innovative or successful in their composition program.
In addition to concern with program reputations, we Were
determined to maintain a rarige in campus—factors such as

td51ze, geographlc location, ethnic distributlon, ‘and ‘the

like we. reached agreement upon the follow1ng campuses for

-~7—»~»—the~1nterv1ew—sample-f—-—A,—~C -D,-E,” F, G,_,H I, Q _‘I'hls ﬁ

1nc1udes tné”two‘poiytechn1c~campuses

L

" The on-s-te 1nterv1ew sample of campus personnel was

'b.more diffrcult to determine, in part because of the variety

1n organizatlonal structures on campuses of - varying size.

’Our faculty panel was 1nstrumental 1n ‘this seiection (and in o

L

the'campus sample selection.above). The faculty panel

-—_—con3ensus_on the:compositibnrrelated'leadership f_r 1nterv1ewfﬁ§_

purposes 1ncluded. ‘thé Engllsh department chair, the composio :

‘_———tron—dt‘ectorfeoerdinator—andr—where_appropriete+_the_remediei_____

, coordinator In” deciding which cnmpua administratorscto_“__ﬁ_im-’-

;c___includer_the pﬁ,el and project ataﬁf‘“@reed that‘the-academic———~——
%

' v1ce presidents were 'an important source of information

about "campus climate" townrd writing and about, implementation

o of. the upper-divzsion writing requirement for graduation.3

9,‘Aiso, gince many campus - support aervice organizntions outaide

the English Department offer writinq assistance or instruction,

the research team decided to include 1earﬂinﬂrgenter_directora_____

(and/or tutoring center directors), directors of programs
. PR, [ B - / . 3

—————3For—a"dtscussion"of -the” Carzfornia State” UniVersity system 8.
Upper Division Writing Requirement for Greduation, please Bee
Chapter Three. : o | o B




for Qhe:diSadvantagéd,.Ahd directors of ethnic studies

e

~ centers (for example, the director of_thé-Educationél
Opportuniti—Prograﬁ and the head of the Chicaho studies
Department). . R

-

<

- At the last minuLé__;hgnks_tg,ﬁhehfacultyfpanelistsT_We—Z:f—_w«_

;::reaiized:wé¥hadfomitte§¥a~kéy—intermediarmithe;déans_of____ﬂ¥.;‘_;“;

i;,gixhg:mHnmanitles_or”Arts_and“Letggrs;4depehd@ng*uponfthe

campus crganization). We expected that the expansion of

interest in wri;ingAinstrubtion;outside;ofwthe,compositioh,-
- -program-and the English Department might be orchestrated by _
ot through these administrators. : ' I ;

b,

Table 1

== “Geographic Setting of Campuses——

— T R T - ;
. . e it . S S

/ — : e I

" Locatiom in~ -~ Community Setting ‘
’’’’’’ “the State " " Rural -~ —Urban-— - Suburban -
——— —_— — —_—

North

_F,ABJ_yJ‘,ﬂg;w,‘#,.Dia_‘E,,_m:_ [ ,H ’ VN,,A [ ‘vA e , [

RSUDENY S——

Central - A, C, S - P

South , ) ¢ F, K, L I, J, 0, Q o T

- .
.
SR
R
e : '
1
e }

72
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Table 2

Student Population: Size and Ethnicity*

!

Undeig;fduate.ﬁnréllment - e
DR Ler than 10,000 10,000 to 20,000 More than 20,000 '

. (small) ‘ (medium) (large)
.Ethnic Diversity - - . - '
~,-Less_than 629 Whlteummﬂ_“ﬁ, Qe o e [y —
—————(high- mtncr1ty)“' . T ’ '
| 62% to 80% White S . I, N, P D, H, J, K
(relatively mij mxxed) e " o
More than 80% Whlte A, B, M . C, R F, 0

T (low mxnorxty)

Baaed on 1980 f:1l enrollments, compxled by_the Diyxalon of_Instxtutxonal

) Research CSU ih‘ncellor 8- Office —— e : . e
L g o . " Table 3 .
"se~o£—Parc-Txme—and ‘Tenured Stnff “
A Part-@igg vs. Tenured Perrent of‘FTEF*
- T —_ - . Percent Tenured
. Percent Part-Timers .. Less Thén-7§3 5% or More
Less than 10% . -5 N, 0, D, B A
10% to 19% : B €, R, G | ‘I, P, K, Qi H -
20% ‘og More ;YU",' - M, E, '_;1 ,,Li,J~ 5
FTEF datavunavailable'for one'cdmpus.
¢ - - }
: 64 - '
- - o ._::\; T e I




Table 3 S \

Use of Part- Tlme and Tenured Staff ). L \ ] ’

- B. ,Non-Tenure Track Faculty as._ Percent of Headcount n \ ? R

S S —— \

~ : 7 . \

Less than 20% - N, §, 0, B —

20% to 39% I, C; PyK; Qs Hi 6y Iy D

a €

40% or More R, M, L, F, BT

L

- Chapter-Six, -below, descr1bes the. 1nterview proceduresrm;

and ‘the method of developlng the interview data. Chapter | 'W

- Ezght gzves a pzfl1m1nary—analysls of. the.data,-whzch ylelded

a particularly rlch pzcture of how the world works on each

campus in the sample. ~~ = DR L épéf__ﬁ‘__—‘
s ‘lzn ‘for*FacuIt -Surve.._e v T iii:itjftffj“%f-;~QWm

_E:jzfﬁezfiaﬁit?*EﬁfVey was—planned to e ﬂuleﬂ—a~sece5d-~~enﬁ%\e;e;
~——perspect1ve on- compositzon programa,vthat °f,th¢ faculty

_f—rataffzng those programs. thle our 1ntervzews asked for: the ;M'W"}H
perceptzons of campus, department program, and. adjunct

' serv1ces admlnlstrators. our queatzonnaire would ask similar

and "’ additzonal qneations»of the people_teqchzng w:itzng on

- . ) -
d

Accordlngly, ve decided to attempt to’ sample all Ccsu

et et e s,

faculty teaching writing, i. e., our enti - populatzon. 'Thia

I task——nefma%i¥~“n_acknnnledged 1mpos<¢L 1 was faczlltated o




by the cooperation of the systemwide Ex‘xgl:‘.snCouncil.4 and

‘the efforts oggzur research team of faculty members.

) obtained from each campus, a- complete roster’ of all

‘people on campus who_were currently or“regularl ”teﬁchlng
undergraduate writing courses. These lists included'steff

Lr_waremedepértments;cher thaannglish,le.gr,'Chicéno Studies

and'tutJring centers, as weII‘“s*Engtish—departmentestaff e

' Next, we's assignedreach—name a codewnumber designating campus, ,

,department afflllation, and personal 1dent1fication number

/

'(within.campus roster) These numbers_were printed on the '
o /
prepaid preaddressed return envelopes whxéh accompanied the

questionnaire In this way, we were able to monltor return

rates’ and to send follow-ups to/each 1ndiV1dua1 faCulty

R %

- mEmber hose survey ve had not received.

“as a resul of our efforts, ve. sent out 862 questionnalres,

79§iéf Form A for English depaztment instructors, and 63 of .

= Form B for non-Englisn deﬁﬁrtment instruotors.s~—we—reoeived

—
e

‘a Form A return/rate of 55%, and an overnll rategof_ggi

' Table 4 summarizes these resvits; Table 5 presents a breakdown o
————-by»campus// 1t is important to note that the campuses differ

~widely 1” the number of writing 1nstructors on their roster.

;ﬁlggus,/for enample, while campus m has returned only 9 question-

naires,‘only 18 were sent out. T _ },",f — =
o / . . o ,z - /'/’;

4For a more complete description of the Enqlish Councll, please '
,/ _see Chapter Three. -

,;f sOnly Form A responses are discussed in thls report




" Table 4 .

Résponse Sample of Questionnaire

Foim A » , )
W . Sent L 799k . 55.4%
Réceiﬁed SR 443 ‘

e Form B = ' : | ‘. "L
 Sear 63 | 63.5%,
ST oeeeo o Received - 40

N -

e 'ﬁ,_;i..gdmbfned-_v_y_‘_;._.._.__.___.f_.-.._w,wjR..».,.__A,.,.‘,.. L ~ R
 Seat 862 . 56.0%
_ Received . 483 - -

A ' o : ’ .- ‘ N
“Includes some duplicate lintings approximately 6, from questionnaires
‘raturned with code numbere obliterated, for whichk new code numbers were
assigned. - Ces L

. N . .. . 4 ‘\ N

S U, “S-+4

c Table 5 - T
= : — Campus-ResponsceRate for Questionnaire ™.
. © (Form A ~ Department Writing Staff)

Cawpus.  Number Seat  Number Received .

| U . 22 . 18
N ... B , 26 o1

..... - G e 38 S 18
U s e 25
. : _ 45 ’ .28

100 .38

19 v - 13

69 . . . - . 46 :
39 . 21 ' .’
49 : 29

87 . . . 50
. 30

) .10 |
- 26 . i : T f‘.‘ T T e e e
b S T -
; $~53 | 23

22 . .. 19
- 27 S O
Co 220 T

BROTOZRRPREGAMNOR
tn
(%3

Totals L 799 IO X

87 -. ' ,

~1
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“TAPTEP STX
Methodology

Instrumentatien - -
| The'aim of Phase. I reéearch aétivities was to acquire
descriptive 1nformationeon vomp031tion programs 1n the Ccsu.
These data then Lave been used to answer the four research
questions._ Tabie 6 Bud%arizes the relationship between
-.research qneetions belcw and data collection activities.

. what are the goals of compoeition inetruction‘
- at the college el’ B , .

2. vhat is a composition Rrogram am?

‘3. what are the institutionaj structures wathin
: which compositIon pregrame operate?

-4, -Who are the students theee progrnmﬂ aerve?
To addreee the researcn queatienn peeed ahave, the
— - .research team decided to gather baaic data on comprﬂition

programe from two sourcee., leadership persennel on campus

who have a etake in or an influence on the compeeition
<
» program, and faculty in the Enqlish depnrtment, learning

/ 'center, and other placee where writinq inetruction occurs.
- Two important decieicna shaped theae activities. First, ve-
decided that ve did not know enough yet about the varietiee
T iine proqram practices or orqanization to conatruct or rely-
- upon a "closed choice" questionnaire _Second, e felt. that.

. we could obtain a broader view of writing programs by

4
r .
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T.ole 6 %

R ’ o Snmmary'of Phase 1 Design
RESEARCH . QUESTION T ~ DATA SOURCE . ? , MEASURE OR METHOD
@ . . LT ' .
What are the gcals of Campus administratots 3 . Interview '
composition instruction - English department chnir ) ; Zi
for our college program Composition program, director T
snmple? .
-What is a compoeition . Cnmpus Adminxatrators ' Interview | . '
"program" (staffing, Eaglish ‘department chair - - Interview ‘& Fact Sheet
. - central & adjupct - . Composition program director Iaterview & Fact Sheet
courses)? - . . Progrnm instructional atnff . Fnculty Quentionneire
What are the institutional - Campus adninistrators . _Interview . '
supporting structures for Composition program chair Interview & Fnct Sheet
compogition.instruction? ;Adjnnct services oo " Integview
S N adminiatratora v\\
' Who are the_ students Composition prbgram director ‘Interview & Fact: Sheet
"served by the composi- Remedial program director Interview & Fact Sheet
tion progrnm? o Adjuact gervices o Interview
>  adminiatrators . .
I Program.instructional stnff " Faculty Queationnnire
_ Ccsu Syotgmwide data bagk ° - Enrollmeat fiaureauf
R S . . . i - e ’ o = TP

[ . . . . . ;

interviewinq,key-leodership people'rather than by intérﬁiewinq
: a: sample of English writinq 1netructors. This, then, would
‘fbe followed by the all- faculty survey whzch would nllow us
_ to 1nclude staff perceptions of program.operotions and .

campus_context. Thus, to gather«neceaaary~dato, we constructed

~..
three 1nstruments. (1) the campus Fact Sheet,-(z) 8ix

1nterv1ew protocols, and (3) the faculty questlonnazre.v : 5?““f

o




(.
team first developed a taxonomy of composltlon program
features.- (The "Taxonomy of ertlng Program Features" 1s$
wn1icated in Chapter Seven ) Thls "taxonomy" covers the

. four wajo. areas oi focu. 1n any 1nvest1gat10n of wri ting

.programs-. the‘administrat1Ve context.of the prog* the

' program structureﬁltself, the staff 1nvolved 1n the program
and, of course, the student populatlon the program serves.u
Wlthln each of theseﬁareas ourﬂresearch_gronp_broke_out o

“m-~categor1es andweubcategorles for—descr1pt1Ve~1nformatlonLdﬂg;Lw

a It became evldent that these 1nformat1on poznts were of two
"1sortﬂ; personal op1nzon and faet We -did-not- want to o

1eave personal perceptzons about composltlon progﬁams,;w,;f

solely for the commentary of our 1nterv1ew Bample of admlnis-.‘

trators. Thus, the research team aﬂslgned such categorles

to the surVey of wr1t1ng faculty as well as to the adm1n13-.

trator 1ntervreW~protocols. in th1a way we hope to acqulre

L3

Aévsf—two*v1ews—of—the—same real&ty

[ S S N

?act ‘Sheet. In: adﬂitlon, we found that ve needed Bome

background 1nformat10n on campue and department programs 1n

order for our researchers to funct1on as knowledqeuble o
ntervzewers. Accordlngly, we deviseéed the "Fact Sheet" on

campus compos1t1on programs and sent copies of each to the

nzneteen Engllsh department chalr*\ The Fact Sheet régue&ta

o iriformation on structurul aspects of compoaltlo programs°

the number of sectlons offered 1n freshman compoertron+~the~——~




.~

.kinds and" sequence of writing courses, the location'of
".remedial a551stance, the use of non-tenure track staff and
graduate a551stants, and existence of policies regarding
common texts, conteﬂ@,\instructional methods and student - -
hassessment All nineteen Fact sheets were returned ~and |
1nterv1ewers took copies with them when they went into the
field - (A copy of the Fact Sheet can _be found in the
. Appendix volume.) o .
mé;;;féwmo—cais 1n "thé' interviewﬁ protocblsv e
'»fattempted to embody the taxonomy - categories of program .
'features At the broadest level these categories or
domains of variables are/ (l) systemwide administrative_
h lbstructures and policies, (2) .campus level. gtructures and . o
'_ policies,>(3X pProgram, level structures policies, ‘and v-
gstaff; and (4) ntudent population characteristics _For the
most part we' concentrated our questions within the first

\ T
three domains on organizational stfuctures7—1nter-level~—_

£}

““'communication“and involvement, and decision-making processes
for composition-related igsues. Additiondlly, within the |
'third category of program level variables, we included -
questions to elicit the . attitudes and behaviors of leadership

,,toward the composition staff, the differences between )

'--tenured/tenure-track and non-tenure track staff in their

‘Bkllls, beliefs, and behaviors,hand the perceived‘successes—_—e——
and failurea of the composition program Also, since the .
—*-—Fact~5heets—became available duringﬁthe deVelopment of the a;nif,

oL ' “ ,




' w;knowledge of. certain administrators, wnile other queetion At

@

;1nterv1ew protocol they allowed the research team to

-1dent1fy particularly 1nteresting variations in regular--'

- program operationsn variations that helped fine-tune some f ’

of the 1nterv1ew~;uestions and- which suggested some of the L
: I

follow-up probes 70 those qnestions . _ - s
e @

As ve: constructed our 1nterv1ew scripts,.the\experienced
'.£aculty on the reeearch team realized that some categories

of 1nformation were outside the range of experiencee and

P

A
) categories could be aaked Of all 1ntervzewees. Accordingly,
we constructed six protocol forms, baaically a aingle theme _*'

and fiVe variations. Theee protocols dre included=in the~ T‘qf

l Appendix volume accompanying this report..
- Ther first and most complete protocol is that for the
-composition program coordinator (eometimee called oompoaition
; program "director," "head ", or "chair") .In this Bcript ve

Hiﬁprobe-entenaively for information on program policiea and -

o deoieion-making proceeaea regarding inetructional goale,v

methoda, materiala, and etaff. In additionf 'we aak about
.-relationahipe between tne writing program and tne campus, e
- and- the program and adjunct servicee (auch as. the Educatigzal
_IOpportunity Program office) ‘ "l

Tne Becond interview script -is for the coordinator of .

- remedial writing programa or couraee _offered. witnin the _
| Englian department. According te our Fact Sheet data, thie o

/'"»

position is not present on ail campuses, and on those where

yw~w~yw«nmeT”wM“m,;Lp;Mlmw;;m.M

- £ "v'-:‘ i . ‘e " \ — ,_._,_l.._
Sl N — T
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’ 1t does appear, 1t is. often an’ unoff1c1al title Nevertheless,

some English departments find they have suffrczent remedialﬁefweu

/ R,

. workload to support this position The protocol constructed _i*
for remedial coordinators is much like that for\the composition)
'coordinators -It emphasizes the 1nstructional components _

fﬂremedial coursework, 1t asksg, about the relationship B e
- “ L :
between remedial work and regular composition, between e ,

.4remedial work and the support servrces dn- writing which are

available outside regular English'department courses )
.- Also quite similar to the/composition coordindtor e L %;;'

‘script is the one constructed ‘for the c?ordinator of _
writing instruction offered outside the English d partment

courses.{ Interestingly, -our Fact/sheet data. indicated thut T

somn such services, @BEEEEQllY-tutorinsfand—writi§9—1abs;—«ﬁ;~ﬁ

luasmermw.rfrnm.
n e N

~—«-~outside*“e g., through campus learninq assistance centers.

- are available vithin the English department ag_ve

In these: interview scripts we are interested in tne relation-

ship of these activities to regular English composition and

remedial composition courses and to_composition—progrum”“‘“_‘ o

\“/_

operations./ We also seek instructional information u ing - (f-

J

questions parallel to those used in uncoverinq instructionalee,_

»_ goals, materials, methods, and staffing, in the composition[ =
' ‘program. - . L ',4. .-"\

\'_: "The fourth interviewfprotocol is that for the English \
department chairT- it is much lihe the composition‘zoordinatoﬁ

o script, however, emphasis is upon program-dephrtmgnt,relatrons——*




rather _than upon composltlon program pollc1e° and procedures.
" Also of 1nterest is the background of the department chair
,wlth regard to wr1t1ng 1nstructlon, and hls/her perceptlons‘
'of the kind and amount of support the department provides
for the composltlon program. * ; % . _ | (
) The flfth and slxth interview protocols are for campus
'admlnxstrators who- are 4in a p051t10n to exert an 1nfluence
on the composition program. Our faculty research team and
the gata from our Fact‘éhé%ts:suggested that the'academic

.

‘vice presiderits and the deans\ofrthe\schools'within which -

~ the Engllsh departments are housed are often- 1nvolved in

writing program pollcy and were good sources of information
about the campus climate surroundlng wr1t1ng 1natructlon:
Most of the questlons on these two protocols ask about the
interest in and commltment to college level composltlon '
instruction'on the part of campus adm;nlstratlon. Also of
interestxis the percelued'impactuon campushfro; the systemwide
upper division-writino requirement for graduation, a requirement

'that must. be met to demonstrate wrltlng competence before

‘the award of the undergraduate degree (The questlon of

: 1mpact on- the writing program and on demand for outs1de

writing:= 1nst*uctlonal support serv1ces is also ‘included on’

protocols for-Engllsh department chalr, composition coordlnator,

and adjunct services directors.) -

After the’lnterview scripts were developed,~ they were

pre-tested with theyfaculty research team role-playing as




both intervieJers and interviewees. After a next round'of
adjdstments, the protocol was tried out on staff from a
campus excluded from{the.interview sample. ‘Ihe four faculty
on‘the researchateam.and the project director, also an
-English professor, eaoh preparea to visit two'caﬁpuses and

. spend two‘days interﬁiewing on each camb%s. Interviewers
took With_them tape recorders, notebooks, copies of the

' EagL_§heeLs;for_their_oampuses+_and_guidelines for interviewing

and for the write-up:of field notes. The“interviews took
—-—place—during"November—and-eariy—December—%QBl and_resultlng

tapes were transcrlbed durlng December and January 1982

In all, 57 1nterv1ews were conducted on our ten-campus
sample.
To digest the interview data and trafisform them into

more manageable unlts, we followed a recursive process in

_ whlch we both- applled categorles to the 1nformatlon and

allowed categories to;emerge from the data. As described
din Patton"(1'98'0')l and elsewhere, this process beoins with
broad-level~contentﬁanaleis in\which passages of conyersation
are labeled at a broad,level:bf'topio'(sometimes covering

two or three differeht topios inlanﬁ one.section). This
process"was carried out by the facuity research-teah,

though no one. coded 1nterv1ews he/she had conducted. These

analyses and results of analjses are descrlbed 1n Chapter

Elghtu Then, swithin each'toplc, the passages are reviewed

~ - -

lpatton, M.J. Qualltatlve Evaluatlon Methods Beverly Hills,

CA: - Sage Publications, 1980.

s\
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for the inherent categories’ distinguishing the range of .
. responses on"the’@:op-ic.2

Faculty Questionnaire; The faculty questionnaire-was -

developed primarily by the associate director/of the project, :
a specialist'in educational research;.the‘faculty research
team then reviewed and revised the questionnaire during-a‘

series of meetings. Development was based upon the identifi-
) § " ) oy L /

cation of domains of information-needed for the research.

Decisions on specific ‘content were gulded by our review- of

interview experlences and Fact Sheet data, and by relatron hips

among program features as hypothe51zed 1n the taxonomy. We

" - .decided to cover four domalns of 1nformat10n- (1)1531118

-and knowledge about the teachlng of comp051t10n, (2) attitudes
toward composltlon ‘as a subject and toward the comp051t19n

/ .
A pro%ram on campus, (3) behav1ors (self~reported, f coufse) ot

that demonstrate an 1nstruct10nal approach and those that_

-

demonstrate act1?é*profess1onai—rnterea%—an—eomposat;on____________
/fflnstructlon on’ campus, and (4) perceptlons of the group

process in decision-making for the program apd sharlng of

1deae, perceptlons of efflcacy, and perceptions: of»outslde
.,sup\\rt for the composltlon program Addltlonally we
.-dellberately 1nc1ude 1tems similar to. those questlons

which had appeared on the varlous interview protocols

' 2As Patton BhOWS, the analysis and synthe51s of)qualltatrve

data is a complex and time-consuming task. We' expect to
continue to reflne and 1nterpret these data in later phases
of the project.. . . , . o

i : . . ¢
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" In this way"we hoped tJ‘uerify our interview descriptive

|

data;and’to expand upon.it somewhat by tapping a source
largely,unfamiliar to the admfnistrators, i.e., classroom
,actiuities as seen by the actual instructors. In partlcular,
our lnter&iew'data had alread3 demonstrated to us a remarkably

-

. congistent lack of.awareness on gye.part of adm1n1strators
L .

‘with regard to what goes on in the classrooms’(and in -the

mlnds) or the full-time, tenure-track_ﬁaculty_uho_teach

composltlon Tth is largely due to the almost absolute

——-autonomj—these_tacutty—memhers have in comparlson to the

'

more carefully,superv1sed;and evaluated partftlme, nontenure-
“track orfgraduate‘student;instructorsthInTfact; thls .
“"_'facultffquestionnaire will bé the‘first.substantial source
) of descrlptlve data for tenured and tenure track faculty - -
teachlng comp051tlon The faculty questlonnalre was |

-

‘dlstrlbuted to all 1nstructlonal and adm1nistrat1ve faoulty

’zlteachlng wr1t1ng in- the Engllsh departments of the n1neteen
‘;campuses in m1d-Apr11 1982 | |
:,In addltlon, based upon 1nformat10n in the Fact Sheets
and 1nterV1ews, we developed a second form of the questlonnalre
'for 1nstructlonal.andjadmlnlstratlve Stuff offering wr1t1ng-; é?._}
h-instruction or?instructional support'services outside the-_
Engllsh department, such as learnlng center staff or. Chlcano i&T“V
studles Department comnosltlon course 1nstruct1on Thls ‘
T-latter group, rece1V1ng Form B of the questlonnalre, “is not
f1ncluded-1n th15~report although a’ copy of the Form B

"'survey 1s appended along w1th Form A

& .




' | | ~ CHAPTER SEVEN

.Taxonomy of writing Program Variables

LR Yy . e

) 'Development'of-the Taxonomy , ' o ’ ' o

5 \\ )
Because no commenly accepted definition of the concept

"writing program" is to be found in the literature on composi-

tion, our research teafi was obliged to formulate a working . /

definition to focus our study. We might nage'justified_ai_i_#_i_—_-

definition that includes the entire liberal arts degree : .!
since, increasingly,‘faculty in all disciplines employ "
" writing in their tourses not only as a. recorder of’ thingsh

learned but also as a mode of learning. | However, a definition ]

that would have required us to include ‘the entire univerSity

‘" curriculum’ and faculty was reJected as impractical " On:the-

___i_otherghaadT—sestrietang—the—definttion~to—stngle—w 't‘ug

“ classps, as designed by relatively autonomous instructors,
would have eliminated the possibility of arriVing at the

kind of useful generalizations that our study aims to produce.‘

e

' We quickly deCided therefore, to conSider as p;o
only those components that: are assumed . affect groups off ' ]
faculty and students beyond the ind1v1dual writing class
For ‘efkample, a staff decision ‘to adopt a particular text or
to establish\particular goals for all courses in. the program
fits our definition of a program variable, whereas an 1ndiv1dual

//“ 1nstructor s decisions about texts and goals unique to his

,J'
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*fcourse does not. .(However, an administrative decision to
allow 1nstructors to make the1r own cholces 1s ronsldered

programmatlc ) Correspondlngly,

a wrltlng laboratory or tutorlal center is progr ammatlc,

*

whereas a part1cuar 1nstructor s declslon to employ 1nd1v1d—

uallzed procedures 1s not g (Agaln,'

to allow instructors such optlons would be programmatlc )

v

A def;nltlon that does not encompass any and all campus
wrltlngllnstructlon must at _the same t1me recognlze that

"many elements of the campus as a whole have an impact upon .

wrltlng prof1c1ency requlrements are an 1mportant feature of

3

the larger context in whlch wr1t1ng 1nstructlon takes place

\

On many campuses, the Sklll level of entering students W1ll

be*a-factor in program-declslons And on all—campuses,

)

admlnlstratlve actlons on one or more levels 1nescapab1y L
affect the wr1t1ng program. | Thus, the composltlon program

1tself w1th its course structure and adjuncts,'lts content

a campus dec1s10n to set up

,and methods, formed only one of four p rts that we - 1dent1f1ed’

as, 1nterconnected factors that bear upon wr1t1ng 1nst1uctlor*~~m

_?After ‘much dlscusslon, “the research/team postulated the N

- / /,
.1nterpl:;\represented 1n/§1gurj)}ﬁ‘
— . // <
-~

an,admlnlstratlve dec1s1on

‘“Eﬁé*ﬁrrtrng*program—-Gn—some—campusesT~£or_anstance+_graduat1on



Figure'l:

Scheme for Major Categories of Program Taxonomy

> 7 Administrative

| Structure

\3C0mp Program

As Flgure 1 shows, the ultlmate form and operation of a
Composltlon program is the, result of a complex set of relatzons
among faculty, edministrators, and atudents. The programee B

cannot be descr1bed as. eg\abatractlon apart from the 1nd1vzduals

-‘who give it lzfe . Nonetheless, it has an identifiable l .

‘ \

,structure of 1tﬁ own that derives from circumstances as well

.as cumulatzve declslons tnat ‘re'varicusly‘xmplemeute& by-—~«m-~~ -

“key 1nd1v1duale. EFeaturee of tﬁe\mrogram 1tself are 1nfluenced

by and, in turn, ihfluence'other'c mponents of the taxonomy

"eventually, to compare elements of the com\os1t1on program, :

’which, for research purposes, functio\: as a‘theoretical

diagram. ThlB framework makes it poas\ le to deecrlbe -and,

as earlzer defined, w1th1n a complex campus envl:onment.

80



o ' Table 7 L e T

Summary of MaJor Factors in. Frogram .
Taxonomy Categories

- . . 18 -

Administtative Structure and Decision Making “
: : o administrative organization
. d o faculty organization, '

) oy o department structure and decision maklng

0 program decision making and admlnlstratlon '
. . i ' : ’ )
Fgmpositinn_R;ng:amg__f;;f;~_‘_NWA N RN
“éfj o 0. ’ . ' )
gtructures .

o instructional formats
o ‘instructional activities

X\ o . . - N -
Comp081b10n Program Faculty .
)
o demographlcs : : !
o experience/education- o -
» 'motivation(s)
‘o . philosophy of composltlon
. o pract&c . .
‘Students . x\ L A T .

demographlcs (sbqQ, ethn1C1ty, sex, age, etc )
attltude, anxiety

acidemics (record) R
post measures - ¢

o
‘o
g

o

3

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



.JHAﬁﬁiﬁigtrative-Structure and Decision~Makinq.b' )

The team dlstlngulshed admlnlstratlve rssues from

L@

operational 1ssues in order to determine; how lelCles affectlng

the composztlon program are made. On all of the unlverqlty
campuses in our study (and on the vast majority «£f Amerlcan
'_college and un1verszty campuses) there are severa’ levels of

'admlnlstratlve organlzatlon. ”losest to program operatlons

-

is the admlnlstratlve structurc of the progxam 1tse1f

. usually a small structure operatlng within the Engllsh
: department, and, in a few case w1th1n other units tnat
have responslbllty for- wrltlng Lnstruction. The larger
_structure within whlch the composztlon program res“des usually
conszsts of departmmntal conmlttees and a department chazr.q.g
We expect that the quallty of artlculatlon bet inen Cwﬁposltlong

program and Engllsh departmert admlnlstratlons variea among
b
campuses and may have an 1mpact Japon the operut:ons or

<

policies in writing 1nstruct10n.‘ Often, partlculmrly-oﬁ

large campuses, thlb %econdary la rer of admlnxafratxve

structure may oxrand €0 1nc1ude a 1chool of humanthes or o /

arts and letters with 1ta own dwaL and gchool comm1_tees. i

y

Campus-level udmznrstra“zoa Hnmprlses the third and

@

Y
broadest level of organlzatzzn and declsLGVwmaklnq thuctures N

I

%
affectlng compoa*t\on. ana may 1rclude C&mpu5W¢Qﬁ commlttees,

©.

Vice pre51dﬂnts,.and d@ans, aJl of whon Apnrcv@ and allocate” <

1
resources for impl ementlng com6051+;on porx lﬂs. &lsa, at

a .




this level att1tudes and deciSions may affect the extent of -

“campusWide Jnvolvement in’ qu responsibility for composltion
A final layer of administrative deCiSion-making is

unique to multi~campus systems the systemw1de central

office. It is at this level that the most. important policy-

setting decisions’ may occur and financial or legal support

foi'those_deCisions arise. (This level has significantly

~affected composition instruction for the nineteen campuses
of The California State University, as Chapter 2 of this

‘reportsmakes>clear;). Important'policy, funding, and testing
B ° R R Y B
decisions made,at_thb“system'level have had a strong impact

- 'upon all writing- programs in the system Infparticular, the

Board of Trustees’ action 1n May 1976 established three new

o . -
policies that caused, and stil1 cause, review and reViSion
R

of campus writing programs! (1) a systemWide English Placement

Test- (2) authorization of workload credit for faculty
teaching remedial English and (3) establishment of a writing 7

proficiency requirement at the upper-diViSion evel as a

’conditionwfor graduation. ’ S —

o

. 0f _all these structures; the administration ofithe~

composition program clearly has the most immediate impac
- I
upon writing instruction Some composition chairs are

highly trained in composition, and exert considerable influence

i

upon the-program others serve largely because it is their-"

L

“ turn in a position ‘someone must occupy. Some composition

committees meet often and make -important decisions on staffing,

hY




Table 8
T 'Admxnxstratxve Structure and Decxsxon Makxng 'T' .
1. TS?ﬁtémwide—admfmistrative—oxganizanigg RER ; . ) .
4 - '(a) systemwide funding _ . o “ . o
i (b) .systemwide data gathering 7 s
(c) - -procedures and policies - ' S Sl
e , . = English Council "—~-ff-mw~ﬁ—4wf“***”““*t-~«?éumwilqu»~4”ﬂ3Wﬁ
7T 7w Academic Senate o oo S A N
- EPT, EEE . g e T S ' N ,
2. Campuswxde éaculty entxtxes and admxnxstratxve polxcxes oo \i<
(a) campuswide, commxttees and coordinators “~ f- . AN
- -+ = upper djvision writing-requirement .committee B L
(b) campuswide policies and progedurés- (requxrements) ‘
.- What ‘are they?fﬁ(remedxal lower and upper lelSIOﬂ) - .
R 'How-’are they decided? . : . . - -
' - What is their impact on faculty? " ' S
. () non-Englxsh department compogition actxvxtxes
3. Englxsh department structure andjdecxsxon makxng ‘
- ° (a) .department_chair ’ ‘ . ™
“—‘——————fb}——eomm;ttee_atrncture and coordxnatxon ; AU .
. (¢) composition direction and coordimatiom ~
- (d) faculty assignment: s , ' ' .

- student/teacher ratio
= teaching load ] - ,
_proportion of staff tenching composition . j .
f_ proﬁdrtion of" composttion—tﬂctruttorslclaasen_ragght by
o " t.a.'s, part-timers, lecturers
"(£) -detision making \ ¢ ‘ S
P - location of dec181ons by type (placement polxc texts, etc.
. (g) morale . : ce e
T e - expectations for colleagues and program - . o

4. Composition program decision- making and/;dmxnistration_M“; oL

(a) English department chair involvement with comp051t10n
(b) composition direction and coordxnétxon
. = profesegionalism”
S . = nature of re8ponsib1ﬁht1e5/(texts, currxcula)
- power/effectiveness -

¢0

- (€)' composition committee o .
_____X ~ meetings (frequency) =
*—*“——*“*‘turf—fpewer—and-}urlndxr ;on .
‘= nature of membership i T A i

(d) policy and procedure zgreeme ts for composition classes,
-~ "follow-up" and enforcement of policy T _
(e) faculty dﬁvelopment and "re raining" S : . B
(f) morale

: - exgectatxons for coll agues nnd program



- N

course goals, curriculum, texts, and. éXaminations: other

composltlon commlttees meet rarely and do 11ttle The

research\team ls part1cufgrly Interested 1n know1ng whether N

leadershlp in the program bears upon such matters as staff‘“"“‘—-“——

morale, faculty retra1n1ng and ‘1ndeed, the quallty of T .
‘ . ) R . ) . _.b
o writing 1nstructlon 1tse1f

Whlle thls portlon of the taxonomy does. not attempt to.

<

llst all pos51ble adm1n1strat1ve structures whlch may . affect

d:

/wrltlng programs, 1t does encompass the functlons that are I -

A}

llikely to affect program.guallty._ : " L '”{ - y

Com2951tlon Program . !:_f'- - .

.‘_; Next, we: focus attentlon on certa1n speclflc progcam '

'_components whlch represent optldns for the 1nstructlonal .
“*—process-rtseif—-—These—featurea—eften*fall—w&thln—the_purylen_‘_____

of a comp051tlon commlttee or comp051tlon chulr, they may

affect all or some portion of the five p0351ble levels of ’ jé
‘ comp081t1on 1nstruct1on. pre-remedlal‘zstudy Skllls), | P
. remedial;pfreshman,'advanced“ graduate: The‘research team;
fgconsidcred three categories of=features»as pféba51y signifi-tr»:
’“cantailprogramlstructure,ltseif, instructional formats{_andﬁ_{\

instructional activities;

Program structure, where 1t can be - Sald to exlst,-

. —— e

.centers on features common to classes at a partlcular level.
.

_ (e. g., all'remedlal classes) ‘ hus,‘some programs attempt

R

to normal;ze grading procedures 1n Varloushways, rang&ng

from exhortatlon to common examlnatlons graded by the staff

4

4 L : L "; . e e

™~ o - o . 85 - 94;
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~as a whole.i While some programs rest content'with implicit
goals for instruction, others develop more or less elaborate
,,,,, 'm,statements of goals and procedures for all those teaching//ﬂﬂ/f’”’“”
'f_—particular courses l Indeed, some programs by design avoid
common standards, goals, and procedures, while other prqgrams
"“'seek“to develop them. Whether one pattern,vor combination

of patterns Otends to enhance student outcomes remains to be

' \’

determined o ' R j'/ ' SRR

“‘While evaluation of compOSition instruction would
g appear to be an important common feature of composition‘
programs, it varies conSiderably from one program to anotheri
Graduate students and most.part-time instructors are routinely ih;
evaluated Wlth considerable care,.but full-time instructors |

may or may . not be evaluated, and tenured faCulty rarely if

ever are evaluated It may’te that“the advantages of'systematic f

9 ~

evaluation are offget bg.the risk of lowering staff morale.

-

rff—~The variety—of evaluation practices~in composition programs
no. doubt reflects this problem,- s wuii as othe‘x‘e._

"R second category of features that\the research team

1

‘sees as’ potentially significant has' to dﬁ\ﬁlth instructional
R /\ '
format The range s here is from class lectures through small

) -

group actiVities o indiVidua ized instruction.. in addition,k

\\ T ——

format. Learning skills centers, for instance, WIthln o f “
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. . . ) Table 9 ' Q . ) //7/’_.,_,_,,* B ;
L - ”7/' B :‘“"'“’COWPOSHZ ¥ Program - - // S -
| | e
Curricular Uescription of"Courscs by/Type* / .;@-f”\
v - o e . o

' (a) preremedial, s R

T ' (c) freshman compggition . Iz

T (d) advanced con ogitior. : °
‘.‘ . ¢ ‘u . . . (e) ~graduate p ogram _' //

1. Composxtlon program structure

b T T

(a) commona11t1es among cla_ses (w1th1n a category above)

+,* = ‘grading criteria ‘ o
, oﬁ\k- common activitiés i
‘ - s .common goals//} ' .
(b)’ teacher evaluatiofi -
U - “k/and tenured
- frg A
2. Instructxonol fo o cee ) ’
- (a)  classroom- rmat .
v = lecture ' . . RN ;
g - ‘discussion’ .. L . b o
’ - workshop -~ - T . e ;
.= small group A j
. 1ndividuallzed ' / o . . ' f‘

- _tutors . <L E =
- ‘student-wgacher conferences . ' : i
(b) other, aypplemental or adjunct "servxces" (dellvery formats)
. -._ = tufors ; : )
;. = Jlearning or skllls center 1 . g ‘ T
- - computer-assisted 1natruct10u or other auto-tutorxnl methodsk

- counselxn tegtin ' - A v

N . ' 8, 8 - » oo /.

, .. - _ Jo o

3. \Instructional activities - . .. = " - L ./‘
, '(o) assignments R R L : S '/5

- : - =« assignment characterxstxcs length, frequency, mode,

setting (home, school, 'lab), proportlon completed

- "= in each setting .
- assigament context: prewr1t1n3, revising, how /
- ’ assiguments’ are given oit and explalned, plannxng :
: . . opportunity and context e ; e
- . syllabus- - . - .t ' / ‘
e \.\ ."; - - R : N : E \
The taxonomy above is appllcable@to pach Lourse type. \T\j-fumw L
~ ' N - \‘\. .
s . 7 ' N
. e [ ’ _ - P - . 9 O . X \
~ 8 ( -~ .
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‘Table 9 (continued) s o o
. | | ”’ . . * ,‘\' S . ::;'u. ’ . .
. ' ‘ - T - \ . ’ . .
3.° Instructional activitjes '(continued) 1 g g
(b) response to writing ' - S : o

- marking papers: quantity and purpose of feedback
- . feedback method: oral with class, oral with
, 7 individual, written R : - _
~ - nature of feedback: priorities, emphases, tone’ '
- relationship of feedback to instruction: used i class,
.variety of audiences. ’

o - grading . ‘ T
! () aclassr§0m instruction ’ -
[ - = content -
h/h' © v - methods
[ : - - materials

.= sequencing

-
~ D
- 1
A
v -
' ”» J/’ i
“ .
o
A
\
— . \\
|
\
e N
7 s : ' .
4 —
/ M
e
Al
o
z N .
<
/
N
/ . /
." .
v *
N
a &~
- "
Al
.
- .
. .. -88.
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' student outcomes . o RN ot

1mportance of these supplemental serv1ces has not been

/

demonstrated, but the projectsteam feels there was a strong

.llkellhood that some of them are assoc1ated w1th p051t1ve

F1nally,'1nstructlonal act1v1t1es themselves are llkelY ‘

! to be among ‘the most s1gn1f1cant program features. We need
\ -

- to know how 'much wr1t1ng 1s‘asslgned, how often, and for

' and method of feedback to the student wrzter, and the

!

most important of all, we need to. describe\the teacher 8-

, practzces. . ‘ - -;' o T

' what purpose, we need to 1nqu1re about how asslgnments are

ngen out and explarned and how much\pre-wrztzng and revzszon _

‘.

taﬁe place. We need’ to dzscover and descrlbe the content of
classroom 1nstructzon, the methods and meterzals used, and

the Seq&eqplng that shapes the currzculum And, perheps

‘response to writing, i. e., “the quantlty, nature, purpose,

'relatzonsth of thet feedback to the 1nstructzon in class.

L R (

«

Ccmgosztzcn Program Facultx _ -
 With respect to the composztzon facu1t§7\the research

team 1dent1f1ed severel taxonomzc categorles, arranqeﬂ under

flve przncipal heedzngs. dempgraphlﬂg. experlence and

_educatron, motzvatzon, phzlosophy of composltzon,,end teachzng

/ i
Demographzc categorles 1nc1ude ethnzczty, sex, and age.

More or less strenuous efforts in recent years/to recruzt

'raczal mzno:ztzes as composztzcn teachers are’ reflected in

P

the ethnic makeup of camposztzon staffs. The kinds of



Table 10

cpmpoéitiqn Pro§E3m~Fa°ﬁltY*

1. Demograhics N T -
“(a) . general . ‘sz-.J T A
[ - ethn1c1ty . -~ o
- sex, . o o
: -,age . . L L
(b)- job related . - .
. : S time on campus;. dlstance from campus . .
-« - - .status: tenure-track, part or full t1me t.a.
* 2.. Experience and gduca}ion B
(a) educatiomal background - - /‘
- = training . ' .
- ' graduate school -
.~ ‘teacher-assistant ’
- courses l . .
= faculty development :
: - resbarch, publicntions, 3r?nts ;
(b) related experience [ s /)
", = time on this cempus (years) : ) ' S (
’ o total time teaching = . o N - / )

- time teaching compesition.” . ¢
-~ time at other camnuaes with other student groupa
3. MOthﬂtiOﬂ e o .
. . _ - : _ .
(a) Pxofessionaliﬂm ~ e ' -
- main fidld of focus (Enslioh, rhetoric, linsuiatics,
compgsition, other). '
- attitude, tovasrd ‘composition, . toward tenchins compooition .
- demonstrnted interest: srnntn, conferencen, publicntiona
. - in composition . )
e "~ = attitude toward studento
: (b) faculty development ° ' ’ SN
o - courses outside -campus (voluntary, requ{;ZET
_ - 4n-service, "retrninina“ (veluntary, required)
(c) morale
= gense of nutonomy
- . senge of efficacy
- enpectationn for. atudentn (effect of atudent)

BN

&, Philonophy of componltion

. (a) "why do you do what you do?" .
A = "gequencing
o~ cou\ne 3$adin3
2 et : ,‘
: Applies to‘aa-v‘ceu _personnel’ outuide the componition clnssroom, e. 3.
in the Learning Center or CQunaeling Center./

93 o __




Table 10 (continued) e

5. ..Practices

(a)" asszsnmente
B -~ assignment characterxstxcs
= assigoment. context
. - syllabus :
(b) t88ponse to writing
' ' marking papers P
. feedback methed . - . S
- nature of feedback -

classroom ingtruction and format

ST - grad1n3 for course - - s
- content * Ce '
- methods - S e

- materials"
- sequence

- relationship to in-class 1nstructxon
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speclaI programs developed for- minority students sometimes

‘ depend upon a staff wzth szmllar background It is,  however,

;g:by no means clear whether separate classes or 1ntegrated

1ones are more to the benefit of most‘minority studenfs, nor '
1s 1t clear that teachers are more effective if they share |
the same background wzth their students Similar 1ssues

‘revolve atound the numbers of men and women teaching composiqt
‘tion Age, as well, may turn out to be. significent, younger

‘teachers may be more sympathetic to. writing topics thet

'“'engage young writers, vwhile more experienced teachers may be

wiser and more shilled in,Lheir teaching approaches 5nd '
expectations. Because .any one . of these issues may turn out
.to be very important for the composition proqrsm, a coreful

description of the composition faculty loqically begins mith
. I . .

»these demographics.A < :
Educstion snd enporience in the srea of composition may

be expected to he of . considerahle importnnce to faculty L

c 'description. TreditionaIIV. English faculty at the coiloge

level are %rsined in the study of litersture or, to s lesser
' entent, linguistics or- rhetoric. The training in writinq

_ offered iJ Ph D. programs ususlly consists of some on-the-jobA
-]supervision (sometimee quito desultory) while the - candidste -
is teaching- section or;two of composition during the - )
;writing of the dissertation.» until recently. the teaching ]
of writinq received neither attention, reseorch. nor prestige

i}{in the education of most college Enqlish professors.( For 7A'




x‘,l s
!

this reason, many Engll,h faculty who received thex- trainino
~—-more\than ten years ago (that 1.—»,' almost all swnl.»r professors)
have had llttle or no formal edutatlon in. the teaching of
writing We may’ dlscovex however, that many geniorn faculty -
f'ln The Ccljfofnia Stcte Univevnity c'osely follow the recent
_developmeﬂt .5 o} compéEIEioﬁmand have. eftectlvely trained
o themselveo in the field. Others moy uot~ﬁavc eithnr tnc
“lnterest or the fiﬂe to keep up with a field that is f'
’ peripheral to thexr training. |
In recent yeara, newer Ph.D./8 are mort 11kely to nave a
'_systematic hnowlodqo of compoaition aa & xmeld sinco most\ '
joba in colroge Enalish departmcnts haVQ conoistod largely
of cqmpooition tonchiuq, aud slnco thore havo been many : »
"/Egglicants for each job, thoao wnth training in composition .
.have found thomselvea bettei ahle to cumpoto. Th@ﬁ in
fecent yeare, muny thooe reces iving the English Ph.D.. hoveo'
had eomo educotion and expurienco iﬁ compooition. Nonotholeos,
since it remains unuoual tu f nd a major Ph D.-qrantinq
Enqlish department with a aonior acholar in componition, and
aince acadomic fiolds chonqo BlOWIJ, most of the scholars in
zfrcompoaition are otill aolf-taught. Thun, 1€ io particularlyfq
;‘uaeful to identify foculty wi7v

publicationa, granta and

- Ongoinq reaoarch in the fieldf@=ince at this. time guch - u

_evidenc ‘of professional activity indicatos an unusual levolt
of responaibility and onergy ~It may not be true, however,_

that scholarly activity translates into uﬂ lmproved w:iting
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instruction program. Con01u51ons %n this area w111 only be

possible after the entire research prOJect is Complete _ 1f,

“1ndeed, roncluszons are 90551ble at all. = t' o f
- while all campuses in our- study (and the overwhelmzng "
'majorzty of Amerlcan campuses in general) gquIre Composltlon |
teachzng, reward good teaching. and épeak of honorlng profes-’"
| 51onal actzvzty in the fleld, we knew there was a coﬂs;derable
varlatzon 1n praCtzce.- SOme composltzon programs appeér tr |

'foster facu;ty composztzon at1v1ty much more than do’ othc:s, -}YJ

or, perhaps faculty with actzve com9031tzon 1nZereet3 foster'

such- programs.. The programs in the study do 9 ve ev;dence

~of a wide range of faculty prOfeasional actiVity in compoeition,

" a range perhaps typical of American ‘higher education in "
. R o : S
' Qeneral ‘ | Y ¢ x

-

_ There alao Beema to be a wide Variation from cﬂmpus o
~campus i“ tire attitude compeﬂition faculty maﬂifeat to;ar -
~each other, ‘their Btudenta, and thezr work- Thig general
area, which the ressarch teqﬁ called "merale," seems to be a. .
.result/of muny diffaranc factorg, all of which are difficult ;_45
to detect and to measuxe. Nonotheloﬂa, ainco nuch eomponqﬂt.

..of moral& as the aongg~af ceacher Officaey or °3P°Cﬁﬂtion af

S

'student performnnce auggeet progran differences, it vas
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'proérams e expected +b'find faculty qréuping themselVes

1n several £7 1r1y clhar-cat ~ategor1es of’ approacheg to
'comp°51t1°n in theorV‘anq\ln PraCtlce« For example, there -
.are those who feel Str°‘gﬂy that readlng 1nstruct10n is

.,1ntegra1 to wrxtznq lnstructlon, or that systematlc revlslcn

-iis essentlal to teachlng the wrltlng Process. It 15 1nterest;ng :

to compare 1nd1vxdual faculty statements on such matters,

.b

actual classroom practlces, and the VleWS of program admlnls_

trato-s,- slnce i?mposltlon research 1nClud1ng the Planned FQ"1'='

future phaseB of thig” study, seeks to eValuate the ¢°mparat1ve

effectxveneas of these varlous qpproaches .for varioua gfoupyngg‘
of students,'zt is critically imp01tant to dlscover what

; teacheirg are in fact doing (or, at leaat, what>they asaert/

.'theY are_doiﬂg) anﬁ why - /" o .J_l 1 -'//57'

Compogition Qtudenta ',»;’, - ’ ' S S

~

The academic bﬂcquound and demogrnpth charactarzstics o

. of the studen« bodr have an ‘obvious and important impaﬂt i

..;upon the. composition Program Despite the appargut ﬂim‘larzty ',_‘

vin admzsaion atandarda, there are majox differenceﬂ “in Lhe

g-gtudent populationd on the vu:iqus cﬂmpuses in the Btuay

T&bleﬂ 1 and 2 n Chapter Fiva Bhew-the gaggraphic 'g; | .\j

, Bettinqs and ethnic representation on theﬂe campuses. much ’//if

,PrOQer features as Chicano Btudias or Black gtudigg Writing/
/

. couraes obviously depend upon adequate POpulationa Beeking ;

-Q }/

%,,to_engoll-in sich classeg‘ Again, Campuseg located in og/

S

. v e
e o
. .
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. « ’ / ‘\ Co -'.- v . . -\ . f
. near 1nner-C1ty locatlons WIl} enroll more students w1th

« -

lowe” 5001o-econom1c status (sES) than xural campuses w1th a.
ﬂhlgh proportlon of students 1n res&dence, low SES ls often ;

agSOClated w1th weak academlc skllls 1n general ' More

@ o .

?'dlrectly' the wr;tlng sklll level of enterlng students‘
vvarles greatly on the - Engllsh Placement Test whxch is used
_'to place freshmen in regular or remedlal Englxsh leVels |
These and othér dlfferences Lrom campus to’ campus help :
'f_g1ve rlse to compos1t10n program features that refrect the an.wtt
needs of the students. student character13t1csb traxning,- ;;}/~
.and ability 1eve1s-need/€o be consldered 1f a campua 1t1ng
f.program is to be fully duacrlbed Thusr a very. sma 1 remedlal
 writ1ng component or none at all ‘might reflect the absence‘
.fof need on one camPUB Wh{/ﬂ/i could be ev1dence\of‘ignoriﬂq
an important need on anotner., . \,.'
Finally,_aa thia research movos into\ita evaluntzvé .
~.phase, the conaideration of student outcomes from the’ oowPOBi" o
; tion program wzll become prominent. 81nce we wixl bo seeking |
‘ﬂ1fferonces in outcome for similar qroupingﬁ of students,
careful deecription of stndent\characteristice will be

n%ceasary 80 that tho findanqa of the Btuﬂ? will be meaﬂingful- o )
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. The toxonomy presented
4 Q

"features, in the college”content,athat the regearoh‘togm
propoaed as a quide for 1n§prmod data qathering. It repreaonts

N
hoth an organized and deacriptivo frame fo: proqtam fe@turea
Ch \} oty )
and an informod (thouqb dotn-froe) aeries of poﬁtuldtea e
about whoﬁ might turn out to bg associated with poaitive ::%'

R

) ouxcomea for studenta onﬂifaculty The tanonomy waswa haaic

theoretical oonatruct that‘aIlowod the projoct to gather o

oata.J Tho roeearch'toam'was awaxe that some : of the doocriptive'

‘\

features were’ likely to omerqe as faz more significant than

othors, as the data from tho campua p:ogrnmn began to ‘ili

hd ;x: - ~

.;in, or aometimcs, altor»the theoretical otructuro.A Nonethe- ¥

leaa, the taxonomy survivad the test of tﬁe real world

1 surprisingly well the daga collected fnom facnlty and M
z | 97 : ¢

B

P

hereLFortrays the' set of Erqgram ?yifﬁﬂ}ft
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R e CHAPTER EIGHT ”f° e e T
" * Results of Intervievgnnéleisf - .s”‘, - | :
A - - T B
. T - - e A4 ' '
/ o
hls section describes the process and results of our ‘
fana1y51s of 1nterv1ews, augmented by*Fact sneet data. QIn '
\ \ * N . N
.Awinter of 1981 ve 1ncerv1ewed 57 people on ten campuses «-'p.’ ..
s [+ JENN - / -

;yOn eacn campus we spoke/with the academic Vice president, - /g&
_ the dean of humanities (or arts), the English department

‘fchair, the composition program coordina7or, and the director f'fﬂ;f?"
- of the Educational Opportunity Program (EOP) In addition-

‘on gseveral campuses ‘we found and interviewed remedial course - T

—— G e

,:coordinators, learning assistance center directors, ippcr ‘, ,";_,"ng

ty

:ndIVIBIOﬂ reguirement coordinators, or directors of writing

programs housed outside of tne English department. Thase

interViews were taped and tne tapes\later transcribsd }a,; Z -
) ve divid?d the tranacriptions i\to numbersd sectionl ‘_;i:-fiéﬁf
(using an- arbitrary bnt constant sizs rule basec\on tnrn-taking :

in_ tne interview conversation) We asko§ eacn -ahearch l_f r: i?;;:;

panelist (fiva), all of wnom nad done intﬁrviewinq, to‘code :

-4

‘eeach numbered passago according'to main convsrsational

S T \

topics. The code scneme=for possible topics was bassd upon

tne taxonomy of writing programs, modifiad tnrough several

i} trﬂiniﬂg sessions in interview coding v N fvg:f: J,Gfpg:u
:é’ | Each, mter"ie" wag_coded'by tw/o raters. . Interview «p
, é;ssages and their setrof two code numbers were entered lntc 3,




Lo . S }: A

a computer data base Frequency counts of code numbers

1nd1cated for wh1ch toplcs/we had the most, and most d1verse,

-

':rnformat1oﬂ ‘. In th1s way we. 1dent1f1ed e1ght top1cs for

-, \ These toplcs were further reduced 1n number ‘to five, by
‘;‘\cons1der1ng the results of our factor analys1s of quest1onna1re

;Q'flrrt pr1or1ty anal?srs.

4«".data . We hoped 1n our f1rst major reportzng effort to'

'hprOV1de a coherent and thorough dlscu581on of major tlnd1ngs

R
_;rather than a. dzsjolnted lzstrng of data. . Thue weé settled

\
"*nupon thé followzng f1ve 1ssues, each of whlch conﬂidere a
‘ i»sllghtly dlfferent 1eve1°of 1seues and each of whlch has a
correspondlng questlonna1re-baeed descrlpt%ve factor or

‘ u"factors i"' B }vi' L o ' \ \)
K SR : Ao

o J' f."be;;%. Intervxew Topzce for Analysi

K B o . i \ . R .
T ; ;;‘ )COmpoeition program goals and instr ctionel
AR o 'philoeophiee. SRR ‘ . _1\

'“}_Composition'program coordinetor'e ac ivities .
“-and reeponeibilitiee. o

'“tﬁ'a,; _Remedial\dhstruction' proceduree en& reeourcee.
4. . The upper=division writinq requireme nt:
' procedures end policiee.; - ,«‘

'_5;'}TNon-Engl*eh department compoeition ectivitlee,

-weuch as tutorinq>\§9?~g ; /

._four next step wes to read through\the coded eectione of S
intervzewe for eech topic.» This’ time readere did not rate

u.;or code passages further. Inetead they let the\remerke\oi\\\\\\




. the" 1nterv1ewee suggest éspects ‘of the topic area that
hould be noted. - After/all note taking act1v1ty had been

- completed for one topic'area, readers met and discussed

}their notes and 1mpre551ons /First readers "agreed upon a‘

/

descriptor for the topic drea and, then, aided by their p
'notes and quoteg fro;;the transcriptions, the group worked
out categories distimguishing campuses W1thin that deecriptor
,heading Somet{me% what had. originally been one deecriptor
. was broken déwn into two or more eeparate but releted aspects

+ of the‘ori inal topic. Then withih each new . deecriptor,.

categories mere created Sometimes a descriptor not only N
' remained/iﬁtact, but offered only two mutually exclueive '
~ categories. A |

Following agreement on the topical analyeia/of the -
intervieWB,/we wrote up prose drafts explicating theae - h
analyses and offering quotatione in support of analysie N %?*}'
concluaions. ‘These "vignettee" were circulated among the . .

alyeia group __— " "‘ B Q -

f
(%

After some diecusaion, we decided to indicate in which c'
categories campue programs had been placed for each deecriptor.
However, _by doing so we.do not m¢an to imply ‘that theése ‘
,analyeea are baeed upon and.yield facts. They do not~ They

,/are perée/tions and personal beliefs and their analysie
_ yielde impressione of how the world worhe on each campus. .
- The utility of our analyees is to identify program patterns,

* not to compare individual,campuees, In fact, as ve began to

c o




dlscrlmlnate grouplngs of campus programs we found that two i
”of our’ ten campuses have addltlonal fully developed wrltlng
programs outsxde the Engllsh department

In these two non-Engllsh department programs,'wrltlng
program dlrectors coordlnate the courses and 1nstructors
much the way their Englisn department colleagues do. IOn
campus J, a large suburban campus, two departments outside .-
of Engllsh offér complete wr1t1ng programa Theae two
departments, Chlcano studles and Pan-African Studles, each -

-

with its own composition coordznator, do not serve only d'

mlnorzty ethnzc group studenta, though that haa been ‘their i

l e

prlmary responsiblllty It isg. important to/an/lude “these

\

. geparate programe with thexr own 1dentificatzon, gince they
lare legztzmate programs and 1ncidentally, enpand the useful-
ness of the research. | ‘ ,

To identify multiple programa on a single campus, we
agreed to treat these programs separately from the Enqlieh
department operatione. The "B" notation denotea\the non-
Eng\ish depnrtment ograms.s Thia distinction in used only
for cqmp&ete,«discrete writing. prograﬂb, proqr Q with a .

aeque/cé/of coursea compnrable to those we might find in ’
an English department.‘ Departmenta that gimply offer a’
functionally equivalent courae, i. e., accepted in Jieu of an
};ngliah department course, have not been: conaidered as _
Vi providihg aeparate writing Erogr . This definition and

identlfication of Q(B) -and J(B).holds true for these campuses

L ..
1 .
v ’ . T
' ! . .
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on other topics in our 1ntervzew analysxs, and ve continue '
Hreferring to the different programs uszng these notations in .

-our discu551ons below

1. Composition Program Goals . and Instruétional PhilosophiosT
- One of the most frequently used code categories for the“*
1nterv1ews describes the goals and underlying" philosophy of

- the’ composition program. We. speCifically asked this of °

composition program coordinators, but referenceo to program

,goalo and philosophy also surfaced in interViews with -remedial

AN

' coordinators, English chairs, learning center directors, EoP
directors, deano, and academic vice presidents ' :
; - Reviewinq our notea on these coded paoaages, we further \\\\
'refined our category definition., vie aqreed that vhat' ve
 vanted to know was not the personal ‘philosephy or private ’f

goalo of tnf compoaition program coordinator. Rathor, we ?\

sought inﬂiﬁations of a programmatic response This, ve ~ /

'txpected,,would bo identifiable as (1) Byatemutic and

unified in nature; (2) specified in writing, eithor as a

-

/.
‘handbook, »r guidolino, or. common or sample syllabuo, andl

)

(3) reportodly widoly ombrach or genorally adhored to by.
composition inetructore ’ After much discuesion of notes and - .

'preaentation of interview paaaagel as "evidence," we ag eed

_ and those that do not. Howevor, our interview data snggested

/

. that a‘further delineation was necessary. Some_programs do -

LT




1nc1ude such unifying features aS\curriculum guidelines,
course desc*iptions, handbooks, sample syllabuses ; While
: many of these same programs 1nclude statements of expected

|

outcomes, 1 e., goals, others cover only 1nsfructional

'approaches, i.e. '"philosophy.ﬁ There is an add1t10na1
complication 1n definlng both goals and philosophies.1 ror. D

- some programe this 1nformation applies only to the freshman |
composition couree(e), for othere, just the remedial courseworkh

for etill others, both regular and . remedial inetruction are

:covered v
o a. Laiaeez-faire.' A meaningful distinguiehing
characterietic emong progreme Wlth goele etetemente 1s the f
"eerioueneee" w1th vwhich theee statements "are taken. To'a'-w~'
v large entent, thie dietinction reflecte our ogaqinal criterion,
\f_"Widely embraced" gonle end philoeophy While all compoeition
"jcoordinators interviewed report the enietence of guidelinee
-aor coursge deecriptione, some edmit they heven't eeen a copy
~in years, while othere prodnced for our interviewer hundred-

' page documente and’deecribed inetructor treining., Thue, at

-

- ene. entreme we could lebel ee "laissez’ feire" cempus progreme

'1 where course guidelinee are "avnilable" if aomeone aﬂke. but

_ where there isn't an ective attempt to eneure wideepread
adoption of theee gundelinee. Also dietinguiehing the
"laieeez faire" programe is the ebaence of e npecific goals :'
statement. vhile. guidelinee or eample eyllebueee provide )

instructional recommendatione, they do not epecify the



. skills or knowlédée students are expected to acquire_thfbugh

¢

[}

_this instruction. In short, these programs have a limited .

'"p:ogrammatiéﬂ nature.apd leave a éood"déal of theif_domain_

uncharted. v . Lo T
. The three programs we identify as "laissez-faire" are

_'campuses F, H, and I. Progréms F and H aré_large, urban

- campuses’ known for their extensive .use of part-time instructors

(So%xéf tﬁé deparﬁment'ﬂtaff),;~Pf6§ram‘i“ié/a.mid-éiiéd S

,p01§$echﬁic&;'acp091 1ocath.ih a subufban, a1moét rural, -

* the composition program directors (COME). .~

‘commu ityl,.To‘pemdnéttq;evﬁﬁx'1§isaez-fairé-agfinition and

- ) - L. Lo I ) N L. . - .
'pur_decidiothq_label“prqgrams‘F,-H,'anq 1 as such, we offer

the fpllow;ﬁg'enchaﬁgéé_betweéﬂ thg,interviewer,(INT) and o

. PROGRAM F
INT: I8 thgfe‘ah?thfhg like an«uﬁderiyinq‘
philosophy, a set of goals for the composition
program? - S ’
coMP:  In this university? - "

INT: In this'deﬁattmaﬁtu

COMP: - - Universally held, probably not. -1 think
the diversity of the 100 sections, it's hard to=- -

" there is, in our statement about what the-coursgn,. .
that it's a course in expository writing, if :
that's a philosophy. 1 guess it can be ansvered S
in two different ways:. Among the 100 plus Bections,
no, in theory, yes. There is our statement which
says clearly it's a course. in eapository writing
not in literary analysis. That students will-
write. But it can't be taken .for granted that in
every section they write... the papers will.be o
responded to and students.will have an opportunity
to respond to the response, to vwrite to show that

. | ..-b‘ : ». ; | | . ‘114 - | a. |
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/ . \ . Sk . -

_ they have learned The. wrltlug igs=-what we're -
j/f.; trying to ‘impress on everbody is that this is a
- wrltlng p{ocess o _ ' '
?INT:” " Do you get into matters of partlcular _
approaches \to rhetoric, anything of that sort, the
pre-writxng rev1slon procegs 4dea?z; . + .

..TL

~ COMP: Ce tainly the most coherent theory S
 probably exists among the TAs because they've all T
been- following through my class. The- first words.
“on the board|are writing is a process, writing. is "
discovery.  And for their sections, I think they “
, all know that. They're good people. They're . -”\
.. really splendid / and 1.think¥writing is a process .
- in their‘class. Ahd it is responded to and worked \
- on again and in many of the part-tir ~that's
“true, for maybe a third of them. The ,aculty, 1
don't know really vhat happens -in faculty. sections.
1 never see their evaluatioris. 1've been ' in one Lo
-faculty member/a writing class on his refguest. 1 '
hear rumors from some others, but 1 don't really '

know what hapaenn. '_,: - . 3
- 7 7 INT: There. are “fi6 syllabuaes for the comp—
- classes? . _ _
COMP: - Individual course loads--nothinq rasembling
- a departme27a1 syllabus. S . . : o
’ B /
INT: ust ones the individuals prepare for
v .themselves? - ; & / .
. COMP: Riqht I |
ﬁaocnﬂm 1 |

INT: 18 there anything like'an underlying
philoaophy or set of. geala for e camp pxegram?

.'Agomgr u  There probahly ia. ‘E;' )

"INT° Do you have copies of tha objectives off’
| those...? , T N L . /l
. coMP: Yes.:'l e ,’éﬂ'tﬂ " f:
INT: ° Do you try in the comp. committba to |

|

0malce explicit and articulato some philosophx\

: .\ - S e
B o . : . L -




COMP: . .I think not....although we collect
. textbooks. We put together a list of textbooks in
. this department.’ That probably does more in -
controlling what actually goes on in the classrooms.

INT:  How well do you feel youfknoﬁ what goes
. on in composition classges? ' e
COMP : "1 don't know much about what goes on in

- all composition classes, but I know more about -
i’ what goes on in the comp. .classrooms, the sections,
.~ taught by our part-timers, because at the end of
" the gquarter I ask them to hand in to.me a copy of.
1 “ ¢heir syllabus and the essay finals' and they come
«+ . .and talk to me. : ~ o

INT: ibo_ybu‘have'iﬁpfassidns on what's going '~
_om, Bay, in the full-time faculty classrooms? '

COMP: - Y@és. -1 have-impressions--1 don't know
“how accurate they are. They are based on either
what they tell me they are doing and I am also
' very suspicious when scmeone comes up and starts -
. sort of boasting....the department chair might be,
able to help you more. T ST

~ PROGRAM H
" INT: ;Do 96ﬁ“eée‘anytﬁing like an undeflying. /
~pnilosophyfog.qaalﬂ for'the-camp:-proqrnm?rv - ,

\ - .- COMP: I hope that one is emerging and that is,

‘ 1 think, basically what the compasition committee
has been directing. itself to this fall. The s
history of. thé. composition program here is: that we
used ‘to be a departmerit of literature that taught
some composition and. I think now it would be more
accurate to say vwe are a department of composition
that teaches some literature. certainly that's—
true in terms of our FTE [full-time equivalent’ -
“gtudent enrollment]. S T

. . — ¢ <
TINT: Does the departuient have any kind. of,

while you're putting together those goals staftements,
any other kind of guideline for people teaching. o

~—-

COMP: No: tﬁ&fe.haﬁﬁ't been. The,chiy guidélipeS'
. that.have existed have been rather general and . =
pqrfunctory-dgacriptions of the courses that =

v

S
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- appear in ‘the university catalog ' But I suspect
%/ that most faculty members have not even looked"at
.»those Lo o ; .

/

/v. . . C gt

:'iIn sum, these three programs neither pursue a unlfied
’ program of 1nstruction nor do they ‘have mechanisms for doxng
eo.' Thelr 1nstructional approaches are described in a L
limited manner, by a catalbg course description or recommended }A
texts,'and/no one iﬁ expected to pay them very much attention.
Furtheft the compoaition coordinators do not explicate or A
disseminate a goals etatement for compoeltion coureea. In
all three cases, tne eompoaition coordinatora Buggest that
attempta to generate a greater "programmatic" approach would &v |
meet with a great deal of oppoaition, particularly from
regular tenure7track and tenured facultj. B
The balanée of our interview campuaee have more actively .
and aucceeafully eatablianed a atructured program of inatruction.
Nevertheleae, ve find a diatinguianing factor dividea these
more organized programa into two typea. Tnia characteriatic -
| might beat be called “scope" or "breadth" of program goals -
and ghiloaophy etatementa. The dietinctiou deacriboa the
degrée of planned articulation among coureea, particularly
between remedial and regular compoaition.‘ Sim of the- remainlnq
nine program coordinatore deecribe an inatructional philoeopny
for remedial and regular inatruetion. For three otner _ "”7
4 programa, i‘etructional philosophiea articulated by\tneir i w

coordinatorq apply only to remadial coureework.; All nine of




F e . TN
_*  these program coordrnators explained their program ‘s 1ntended\

~

outcomes for students, though again for three programs the

goals are restricted to remedial students

b. Remedialgxnly ‘The three compos:tion programs where .
ii goals and instructional philosophies are restricted to C
remedial courses;are J(A),eEh and C.a J(A) is on a large, |
suburban campus, E 1s on a large, urban campus, ‘and program C
1s on a polyteohnic campus in a ﬁargely rural setting.i The
first common eature among thesei%rograms is- the apperent
‘disinterest in establishing prog#am goals or. an instructidnal
pnilosophy for freshman oomspsition. Insteaa, attention is
devoted to remedial courses. Queried about their regular'

freshman' composition instruction, these program coordinetors

o sound very much like tneir "lsisseZafaire" colleagues.pv'

o . e 4 . ’ ’ <A

L pnocmm_ I .' O

'. INT: ° And in. the 185 . [freshman comp ] in your '
course description, do you include’ gomething like
- a description of the standards you expeet students |

- to_meet in order to pass that course? - . ... .
7~ comr. . - No, we don't. Frobably should, but we T
4 " .don't. Our department i8 8o individualistic, that

.. they have a hard time agreeingqand feeling  that

. gomeone else- is going to:impdse what they. are
going to do. - That is why ve ceuld not get the . - J
,nolistic grading for the upper division requirement.. /

INT: Do you feel you would iike greater Co T
uniformity in the structure of the program?

the [litereture specialist]. - And the need to have
changes and variety and experiment vith thingg=-1
- would hate to have. enough’ conformity. that it would/
© not allow, really,. experimeﬂtstion."; N | /7.,
/

COMP: COmposition is very herd to tenoh for . ‘/V

- ., T
- . 8t . 7 e
.’ R ”
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e | PROGRAm-é.Z

- .iNT 7 1s there anythlng llke an underlylng
' phllosophy or set of goals for the:composition B
program?  Is it wrztten downrserwhere7 Can 1 get

,‘ a copy') o o . \

COMP . -~ Ofour ph1losophy° No, we don't have ) ﬁ
. our phxlosophy written down anywhere. The, theory ";s _
is that we make students into better writers, - . & _ (N
. ...The English composition committee has good R '
_drafts.and_very, very loose guidelines for 114 .. . .-
(freshman comp.)...and distributes them to the - .
department at large. .But they are .80 qeneral--
not to mean a great deal . o7

#5 ) ' INT: '_» I would not mznd gettzng it.. 3 ;w';”f‘=7.

' COMP' . -Yes, but otnerwise, there is nogneed to"
becaugse there are going to be some people that are

- trained in a particular way=--you don't want to '
A give them any furthar guidelinas.:;'

f : U INT: Are there uniform exams, grades; or‘: - - . -
. . other standards in dealing with -the courae--the A R
'4Lfreahman course for iﬂatance? o v

4COMP: No. DR L . R : .Lf R

INT: . Do you feel that yeu would like greater
uniformitf’in xhe structure of the ‘program? .

vCOMP. 1 wish’ that we could have. ag/hore of an .
effect on vhat the full-timu faculty are deinq e
Outside of that, ‘Nno. - .

“,.'

TSR

None of‘thene~campnaes haa n pnrticulnrly well ceordinnted

¢/

D proqram of: inatruction for regular cempesitien clasees S

"[However, whila program J(A) ih not actively pursuinq eatablish-.
:r‘ment of freahmnn compoaition program featurea, B and ¢ ghow :
~eome mdvement toward atructure. Unfortunately,_ as with most

programs, thefr composition coordinnt@rs enereiae their

authorzty qhiefly in renpect to part-time lecturere and .




teaching assistants Accordingly, ln these two programs a

' 3_higher degree of commonali y exists among comp051tion s ctions

;y,taught by these staff members than .among those- covered by
; .ffull-time, regular faculty (This part-timer/ﬁfull-timerl
distﬁnction is covered 1n greater detail under the. compo51t1on

\ N

”f;coordinator category described later PR R

B

NS

Nevertheless, the remedial cou sework for-programs J(A),

'“”E,.and o is much more highly specified than 1s the - regular
hcompositlon courseworh In fact two of these three programs
w;(except,ﬁ) have a seﬁarate remedial program,coordinator in 7
a'addition to their composition coordinator.f.Program E's

’ *OmPOBltlon cor is ator reports a uniform midterm in all ;g“,vuﬂ
_ remedial classes, a single common tentbooh, ‘a reguired ‘
?. trainihg course for instructors, sequential curriculum,\and L

specific expectations for students. Campus program J(A)'s
I'rémedial coordinetor tells of common mrdterm and final ‘

enams;-' course . guidelihe, a common text, and agreement ‘on -

methods. The remedial coordinato” for program (o describes,;
'with,the enception of common exams, a similar degree of e

_"specificity and*commonality CF r all three of the programs,

the coordinators mahe it_clear,that_a large pert of. their\
success in.establishing commpn goals and philosophy "ig. due
“to the fact that remediel igstruttors are almost eholusively
'part-timers or teaching essistantsf(graduate students) 5 Vﬁ

These differences the amount of focus end control "?-L

between the regular freshmen composition courses end remedial i

=



"

'1nstruct10n are xemarkably dlstlnctlve e COmpare, for example,

”“;‘—ﬁfoqﬂ“"’E‘éoordiﬁﬁtar*s remarks abbut remedlal—coursework--4

T

(below) wlth hls remarks about composxtlon (Just above) ”JQ;L

o PRéGRAm E - : S
’ ) ) . N - ‘ - ./ - ) . . .
| . SN

INT: 1s there any phllosophy or set\of goals
or 1s 1t the same ones for the regular program? '

COMP :: Well, yes., There is a very speclfic set '
of goals for English 104 [remedial]. At the\end
. of.the first half of the semester we want the :
- . gtudents to be able to proof read their owvn wratzng
. accurately. The theory behind. that. is-these véry,
 very inezperienced writers literally do not see B
. what they have: writtan. ‘They see only what. they Lt
‘meant to write. And 80 we...(on for l-1/2 szngle- R

f%j"*i*f spaced pages) . T _ T
T \ , .
S ‘IuT:. C Theﬂe are taught by‘part-tzmers? o
> cBMP:u Yes, chluaively i .Tiwm3m~;4-35~-m»;w St
INT;,_ - Then you know what goes on in the course? IR
- T T And you ‘have ‘a pretty tight eyllahus for ;
. .~ that clasﬂ, aectien by section?. : .
. C ' l \\ . - - N * -.-‘ - o
-'icomw., Yaa.. a --uﬂr{, A S
. . . .. R REY 54 [ R ‘/\‘ /‘_;
s . . _,_,————"—/— - {—— -
I INT:. . Do yeu hnve,uniform exnms? _/A._‘ .
. N / ) ‘\. M . .
"“’”tomr~r_. We | hnve a uniferm midtermrabut not .. o
: INT. ; Dp yau feel that ia aﬂaquate uniformityz ’ S
trninin@ course and thcy are either MA cnndidatea BRE

. or people vho have completed. thoir MAJB ip either
literatur9 or creative writinq. SR

In Bum, while theae prcqrdma do seem to succeed in *5"{

N establishing andnmaintainingﬂg‘set of instrucﬁianal goald”




?;,and th%ory for remedlal Jnstruction, these same programs Lre .

18

'less cogcerned about their coordination of regular freshmanl

:composi ion glasses _ Although each composrtion coordinator
e )
ip'makes 1$ clear that he or she has llttle knowﬁedge of or

g ;power ok persuasron oVer full-time 1nst§dctors, thlSlln an&
. \ -

e 3 ¢

.of 1tself Cannot explain the lack of a programmatic structure
in the composltzon coursework. " The sif other programsﬁin

four interv1ew sample share the same staffing characteristics,
yet each manages to bresent a program of goals and instructiona

theory guiding both freshman and remedial composition. c

;- c. Remedial and Regglar Composition. Interviews gathered
on the sin remaining vwriting programs suggest that specific-' .
goals and»philosophical or“theoretical approaches underlie
writing courseworh, and that these programmatic features
,provide for some . measune of cohesion among instructors in {.
'.; both remedial and regﬂlar freshman composition., The gix -
T programs are J(B), D, Q(A), Q(B), S and G. Perhaps it is no-'
' ;Zcoincidence that four of these six programs~are found on
'bjismaller, suburban campuses._ Q(h), Q(B),,s and G. The fifth ¢

"*'eampus program J(B), although housed on a large suhurhan

campus, actuall& refers to two programs each in a small

v'\

- department outside English (Chioano Studies, Pan-African

o

= Studiesf) The campus 6'program is the only one found 1n the .
15

English department of a large, urhan campus.',? . ";' 5
“Program D _has divided. control of its writing program '

between the English department composition coordinator and

‘the Writing/Lah'director vho is the remedial coordinator. ’
// : " . N e . .o : ‘v )

RS R “3; 12.3
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\" “All femedial éésistance_is‘provided in'fhe'English deﬁértment
';ab,jeithe: as wgrkshoﬁnor regﬁ;ar courgerrk. - Nevertheless,
both coordinéf@réég:ticulaﬁé'clear?goals'for their stﬁdents
'and specific'%gfatééiésfﬁpog which instruction is based.
Furthéf, thh inter&féws éug§estvan*active intérrelatiénship

' betwegn’léb~gnd'aepargmeq#ﬁdoursés,.aéd'persdnnel. .(Ih the‘

excerpts below, REML stands for remedial coordinator.)

PROGRAM D
. - ca Y e g / . - : . ' :
INT: . How well do ou feel you know what goes
on in compesition clagses? How about full-time,
part-time_ and TAs; d7?you have an idea what happens
- within the c}pshes?,_ o
¢coMpP: ~ Fairly vell. More than I would have.
thought pogsible. The [common] final exam allows
a great:deal of that to ‘occur. The common final
exam, not/just for being able to 'go back over and
work with the statidtics and the calculator, but
the committee work that comes prior to that, -
.. working with peopla and setting up the topics,

-talking about the ‘theory of composition. They

bring in topics, possible topics. You learn .

gpmething.nbout‘it:'ycufmnhe comments and make an
. ~;q§fect on people and vice versa, "you can't make
- gtudents vrite on that." Also, the reading sessions,
-/ /vwheze you spend a whole day with all your comp.
./ staff, at every level, and they're talking about ..
‘L/_ composition. That's the focus and prior to that,

everybody went his own separate way and--you-never. ..

really--you really didn't know what was going

- ORI
. P .
o)
IINT:,, . Is there any underlying philesophy for
the remedial program? . S

Ll

. f I At : ' , '
C .| REML¥T 1  thifk se. 1 think we try to c~ome at

. |them.in two.different directions.  One, - suild
' gentences -in a positive skill performance. - “tence

building seguence that does not emphasize ex..a:. f
We emphasize writing performance in building up ; P

', AR Y g 114 : i
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skills by patterning practice and things,like
_that At the other end of the scale, ve try to
give them -large volumes of writing. Free. writing
journals, daily writing, open discussion. Very
little -evaluation. So they have got. freedom in
the Composition component with a lot of journal
writing and open-ended assignments. And the
disc1p11ne in the sentence level. - .Now, I think
those two=-«they are balanc1ng factors. We try to-
-maximize the disc1pline in the, sentence part of
it. Anyway that is what I try to 1nst111 in the
teachers. Writing should - be a Joy . Sometimee 1t

""" is a laborious joy. L/
- - :
‘INT: - How well do you know what. goes on in the
remedial sections. . R
REML: I visit. I talk. I know the 4tea'dheré.
. personally. ‘ R T
INT: Do you furnish syllabi or syllabuses for

. the remed1a1 classes?

REML 1 have guidelines specifying the number

‘ of assigmments, the kinds of assignments, the lab
;- work, word volume.  _And my composition book is -
used in about half the classes. So that is another N

- kind of- 1nfluence i

. | '
INT: , But nobody has to use the textbook?
They can choose their/ own textbooks’

REML: - They all have'to use the, 1ab textbook
. for the lab part of it. So the lab text" ie uniform
“  They all ‘have tp use the lab textbook.

INT: = And then they can -use other text.'

REML: . Oh, sure There iB a vide variety. g
Some use short stories and very little text,  And
some people use a handbook. There are all different .
- kinds- of approaches R

INT:_ They follow'the guidelines though.
" REML: They all fqllow the guidelines, right |
INT: “You have got a uniform final 'wQuld you '

like greater uniformity in the remedial program or .
.are you satisfied with it’ , :




B 1

REML: -  No.  1I: think we are' the right--we. have
tried to strike the right balance petween the
consensus and agreement and individual styles and
methods. -~ : S

i

The J(B) programs reside ‘in the two ethnic studies

-qepartments (Chicabo, ?@neAfrican). In both caées the

~ writing program is small;"fﬁﬁjby one‘pérsonf and staffed .

‘primarily by part-timers or nén-tenure track full-time
lecturers. This may account for the control the writing

ébordinatqrsvexert in specifying instructional goals and,

i appfogches..
PROGRAM J(B).
COMP #1
f_ INT: . © would yoﬁ'say that'theré_is anything

like an underlying philosophy or set of goals for
- thig total composition program? e

COMP #1: Yes, we have, of course, the whole "
notion of students developing facility in the use
of the language, both written and oral, of college
level proficiency such as what wWould be an accom=
. plishment equal to any other college level - * - -
;> proficiency.. So, -therefore, ve teach them how to
read and how to interpret what they read and how
to think critically and clearly, and to express '
your ideags in writing. ‘The main goal is to see, -
of course, that students can do that and do it to
the best of their ability and at a level that is
[qt'leasqhthe] minimum fer any college student.

- iNTf - 18 this w#itten dbwn aomewhére--what .
""""" 7ot you've jyst described? :
. . . - / - ) .
cCoMP #1: Yes.
INT:. 5',...d6 you'feel-you know what goes on in -
the. composition classes? - - -

A



COMP #1: Reasonably well{ ‘we have staff meetings
and we have a small enough staff that we can talk
"to each .other very frankly about what is going on.

JINT: And-ydu mentidhed--did-youAuae syllabuses?
COMP #1: Yes. -

INT: ° The faculty follow these syllabuses .
pretty regularly? A T
COMP #1: Yes. They are supposed to and I think
that they do. ...Yes and we all use the same
text. ...The main thing that I have initiated in
the staff development sessions is that writing
sliéuld be viewed as-a process. Students do their
papers, the teacher reads them, grades them and
makes comments and then they are asked and required
to revise themn. o : -

INT: - And there are in fact uniform exams and
standard in these courses? - ‘ - -
'COMP;#i: Yeé.t We have our depaitmental éséay.'

INT}i‘ 1n both the deYeibbmentai (remedial) and :
the 150 courses (comp.)?/ . - -

!

coMP #1: Right. |

INT: .  But is it true thate-the fact that the
members of the staff that participate jointly in
this kind of enterprise-=that a set of common
gtandards pretty much evilved pragmatically?

COMP. #1: That is right emactly. 1 think it is
true that we have a set of standards. We do have

' ptandards written out...used in determining what

level a studernt falls into., For example, we have
a standard for C or B. ...But I think we have a

‘healthy uniformity and we allow for diversity

: _within it. I think you ought to allow instructors

to exercise some options.

" PROGRAM J(B)

COMP 42

4 “

INT: Is’thére anytﬁing'like an'underlying

- philosophy or set of goals for this composition

‘program?

ooty




‘COMP #2: Depends on the course. 1 think t-e

remedial courses ve are just simply trying to get
those people to read and write at what we think is -

' college level writing--to be able to take the

‘regular freshman course with some degree of success.

see, our students are sometimes recent immigrants.
So they really need an. ESL approach. Others are

"second generation, third generation--ve really get
a mizture...We try to tailor-make it. And it is

very hard to have an underlying philosophy for

“that. Now by the time they get to freshman English
" we hope that they -are all, that is. the.regular

university requirement, we hope that they are all

~ at least at the writing level that would pass the

[systemwide] English Placement Test with a score

-of at least 145 or better. - '

INT} Do you‘have'infbrmation ahodt goals‘ot*'

objectives inm the program written down any place?
| coMP #2: Yes. |
/

 /INT: . Do you feel that you have a pretty good

idea of what is going on in the composition classes
in the department? o o

coMp #2: Yes. We are small hnqugh-éwevarh only
about five instructors--that it'is not difficult

to keep tabs on vwhat is going em. -

INT: . Do you have ﬂyllhbﬁses for your comp.
classes? S _ .

COMP #2: We have staridardized textbooks that we
will use in each eclass. We have a general course .
outline but it is=-I would not call it a syllabus,
because each’ instructor is alloved quite a bit - of

;frqndom.-‘

INT: - And your sénse-ia that thé]f&cuity

 follows these guidelines?
. COMP #2: ' Yes. -We keep track of that too, through

-,
DY

\_\\ ) .

the meetings we have - the writing committee meetings =
* _and the 1little training workshops that we have on —

Saturdays once in a-while.

INT: - who chooses. tha textbooks? The Committee
as a vhole? L . e ST

COMP #2: As a gﬁbup}, wQ:ﬁddiprétty hﬁéh decided

on the same grammar book. We use different reading

{ Y




anthologies but we have,agreed that we will all
use an anthology rather than to bring in a bunch
of miscellaneous artrgies )

, INT: ~ Even 1nformally, ‘have you a kind of
consensus in the department in the writing program
" about what students are expected to know....

COMP #2: / ...And the 50% of *the final that is not
the holistic writing is on the grammar bcok. . So
‘novw, ve knov that they have covered the seven
. chapters in grammar, -the paragraph, the term
_paper. And they have had the eesay 80 they get S
. the. qestalt of the |whole thing.

_INT: ~ There ie'considerable uniformity. S

coMP #2: -Oh, yes.|.l like: it the way it is.

| In'eum,‘these eix 'rograme-exhibit & higher degree of

- direction. They have: %oals and specific inetructional

orientations.. These are not aimplx paper Btructures,vcommon

) exams, exteneive quidelines, required texts,_and training
sesgsions, all contribute toward the faitnful implomentation

,"of program goals and.phiioﬂophiea articuiated.by the inter--

vieﬁeeo.v\Further,ﬁtheae quelitiee exist for regulerdand ;

D —

remedial writing coursework.

-2, Comgoeition Progrem=Coordinator'e nctivities,end ' ".!
- Reeponsibilitiea | | | )

' This category, as uaed in interView coding, included
reports of the responaibilitiee end actiVitieB of composition

Vrcoordinetors.m Early in the development of the interview

protocois we realized ‘there might bé a difference between

| program reaponeibilitiea undertaken voluntarily end _those =~ -

11‘9'," 4L i" 12o :

\
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responslbllltles that are traditionally part of the ]Ob
_vdescrzptlon “We decided to gather 1nformat1on on both but
“to try to dlstlngulsh between them. Several of the campus.
_programs in our 1nter%1ew sample do in fact have dynamlc
1.hard-work1ng 1nd1V1duals who have assumed respons 11tlés;
beyond the call of duty. For this reasoh .ve malnjien this
concept in our. descrlptlons of composmtlon program coordlnators
'in this report. .

., a. Remedial Too. The'easiest‘distinguiahinQ oharacteriétm

_‘_——to—identrfy—rﬁ—whether—er—net—the—eompesition—coordinator_irt___
' also responsible ‘for remedial writrng instruqtion._ Five
N 'combosition coordinators in°our'interview sample_ogytwelye
do oversee remedial writing instruction. These five are
‘ coordinators of ‘programs E, J(B), Q(A), Q(B), and s.
‘ Two of these five are the non-Enqlieh department proqrams,
J(B) and Q(ﬁ), and. are small in ﬂize. It is not surpriainq |

then that their compesitien coordinatern maneqe all aspecte

¢

of the writing course offerinqs.
roqrame E, Q(A), and S, though seeminqu large enouthwf‘
to divide responsibilitiee between eomponition and remedial’
coordinatore, do not do so. - The Q\A) preqrem, interestingly,
haa recently enlarqed its remediel offering (see deaeription
in aectien on Remedial Inntruction) This effort has largely
been promoted hy the English department cheir. in fact, the
/operations of the. Q(A)—pregram_are_distinguished by the. degree

of involvement and’ lnterest on the part of‘the depertment

chair (ENGL).-; - T o o L

“./,fl t '. ",. Il. . »' -




pRocm oa) .

+ - INT: [c°mp051tion ngrdinator] talked about -
the way the comp. chair and the department chair
work together presently, w1th the two of-you
occupying. the ‘positions. What's your perception
of the way the department chair and comp chair :
should operete7

ENGL y I'm trying to maintain a very: delicate

balance betveen being supportive and helpful on -

‘ the one hand and trying not to meddle on the ' _ i
other. ) L “

INT: .- Now ae far as pcliciee in. the pamphlet
.are concerned--the books, the_goals and objectives
of the courses-=do you feel that you, as chair, ‘ -
"‘—‘““—heve*anv—pert—in—udminieterinq—theae?——what—isrf, S

3 seeing te it that those matters of department '

“policy ere carrieﬁlcuteincclaeeee?

- ENGL: T Yes., 1 wculd feel that if, fcr enample,
we were having problems with. Bomecne vwhq is perhaps
abusing or refusing to-follow the guidelines, 1
would feel very-comfortable abcut talking to that-
person. [CQmpcﬂiticn Coordinator] - would get the . . = . -

- first and primary: responsibility but 1 certainly '

—yould support him fully. and if that means- telhing

te the perecn, I would do itr

i

' o 7 In edditicn to the involvement of the Englieh cheir,
l,the Q(A) compceition cccrdinetcr eheree respcneibilitiee

e, .
o Tes e

_ with the compoeiticn committee. Aekod abcut the\aevelopmenti?

o T
of the deciaion to enpend the two-unit remediel,edjunct to a,
i :"\
full fledged fcur-unit couree, theJccmpcBiticn cneir repliee i

that it "was a reccmmendetion of the composition<cemm1ttee ;1tw?
to the depertment as a’ whcle." ancughout bcth Q(A) ﬂepartmen

. &

chair and compoeition cccrdinator interviewe tnere age ;me- ¢

—————exteneive—teﬁenencee_te_the_:cle.nf_the_cgmpggitiqn committee

in initiating and affecting policy changeﬂ. As the . ccmpcsition

) N . .
LR < -
e TR f13u ; P
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coordlnator says, "$o far‘As I know, all topics that{bear
dlrectly on'the composrtion program come to my committee
They're discusaed there." I ' %
The other two programs in this category (Joint |
responnibility for regular and remedial composition) are‘:;
~~sxmilar to each other but quite different 'from the Q(A)
- program For these two, E and S, remedial instruction
; respon91h11ities have been undertaken by the composition
coordinator by choice, with littlo aseistance from others in

the department, ‘either chair or committeo momberﬂ. These

"'coordinators are examplés of the: dynamic leader whose extensive
workload ig largely the result of personal choice. The |
oursos those two aro reopunaible for are largely ataffoo py
partntimera and graduate ‘TAs. This factor may rontxrbute to

the clarity of purpoae and tho cohesivenema estabiiﬂhed

- among the writing inntruotoro. e ol
', . PROGRAN S
‘comP: . My main reoponn‘,ilitios aze txaining

the part=-time compositio:. pacplae, vwho get ‘MOTe
- - DWNCrous evary quarter: keeping up some kind of
- . communication: among »%zl the people who teach.
_compositien on'all “avels. That audience ohnnges o
every quarter. Ars L try to get them together to S
-« .discuss’ muthoda,,toatbooka, vwriting assignments-- :
e . that sort of th.nq., o .

- INT: " Are uny of thoﬂo pot projocts? Part of~, i
- the. job or becoming pnrt of the job? _ .

comp. rnoy are bocoming pnrt “of the job. We
just acnwdﬁlaﬂ—u—compoBtzton*retrcat——for—onamp}e-—————
one of them in the mountains-~just for people who
. axe aolely renponoiblo for teaching compoaition--part

capm

7 3 : et e et
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. . . . .. -./
and full time. That's all they do.' And thL
retreat was wonderful, we. talked about things from
policy decisions all the way to methods. I alvays :
chose remedial courses first [to teach] and developed -
" the remedial program\from nothing-—without any
- title of any gort--vhen I first got into the
~ department. we ‘had a single tourse that wae
~ supposed to serve all of the purposes ofAthe
~various remedial students. - And now we h ve. three
"~~~ [courses]... . -

8
PROGRAM E

INT: ' Are there any particular ideas or pet : -
' prOjects to which you've devoted a lot of-time?- ‘
— -the-remedial course,—_~_~_i____
, " a job had to be done from scratch, -the remedial
course had to be done from acrntcn,/the teaching
writing courses from scratch, the hiring procedure ,
from scratch, the pagt-time instructors.... ‘L

l

INT:  Who really has"the.clout for compoeition
»decisions for campuswide policiea? '

.

y

COMP: It covers-a-lot of territory For most
- day=-to-day and basic policy matters, I-really have .
. the clout. And for campus-wide/policies on- writing... ]
. there is the university litorecy committee....

A

The program E: coordinator nlso runs the training couree S

required of all instructors (regu&ar or contract) bofore v e ,
they mny teach writing couraes.d/ ;f ' ' A
These” two‘program coordinetore’nave both atepped.into a
f vacuum in leadership and interest in compoeition and héve
taken on the tqﬁks of reviﬂiné the remediel proqra?; of ;:;
aeeking continuity and qunlity in pert-timera' in truction,

and of retraining faculty (tnough both admit dif icultiee in -

getting meaningful participation from tenured quulty) -

‘

v / N . _ .

- '
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In. Short, in ﬁhis category describing composition
'-coordinator whose #esponéibilities 1nc1ude regular and
fremedial writing program administration, we - find:a variety
of 31tuations 1ead to the sgme end. Two programs, Q(B) and
. J(B), 1nc1ude remedial respon31b111t1es 1n their comp. |
coordinator s role because the sxze of the department writing
‘program 1s very small manegeable by one person. The. third
'program coordinator, for Q(A), shares hlB 1oad with a very
active department chair and composition committee.? ‘The -

fourth and fifth nomposition program coordinators, on %ei

- -i el a remedial program coor&inator. o

S SR R —

‘ campuees E and s, choose - to take on the remedial reoponsx-»
7

; _»bilitiee as part of their job e : jh‘ _J'ﬁ

P i - S, -

' The remaining seven progrem coordinatora we interviewed
Qo not‘include remediai.programs in their description of 3
reaponsibilities and aotivities.. Each of those programs

does’ in fact have a Beparate titnlar head of remtdiation. ?.J‘;'

' ouz interviewa uncovered a. wide range of oﬂtivitieo
that are carried out by all or noarly all twolve program
"icoordinatoro. The fizst of these common activities is - ' |

- chairing the composition eommittee in tho dopartmont. _Not
Teurpnisingly,‘then, tho nqcond oommon involvemont fB in the.
: P

1development of policieoﬁand procodures ‘for the oompoaition

-program, often done in oonjunction with the chposition :i

committee. Other activitiea and responaibilities follow._tv.
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3y b. Supervision of Partftimers. Almost all our. pragram

.cpofdinators claimed_réqunsibility.forlthg."ﬁrainiQG".and_
evalué?ibn, howevef cﬁrsbry;‘ogttheif-pért;time insgruétorsﬂ-

_iFor the most part}f;heéé.program.coordiﬁaéoré participate invi
hiti?g decisions.ﬁbi;?eithé§~as comTittée members gtlbg

digect\respdnsibility:fof that task. Here are typical.

descriptions:
) [

-

PROGRAM-E =

INT‘vM:;+%¥ouﬂpartic;pate;primazily_in_aelgcting
the part-time faculty? . Cotw
COMP: - . Yes, it's done by the English composition
committee.. I'm cliair of that ¢ommittee and I have
one -vote. The new instructors have to take "an.
in-service course during the first semester of ,
teaching. 1 don't have to monitor what goes on in- o
the part-time instructors' classes.. I found out a -
long time ago, years ago, vhen I was really worried '~

. about it. .They are homogeneolsly traimed.- And . .~

- their hiring process is so meticulous and thorough

_ that anybody who survives it is automatiecally = -

‘guaranteed to be compul#ive. . ' o e

~ PROGRAM § -

1

, I
N . T

INT: - what about hiring staff? .. L . -
'".. COMP: - (English.department chair] and'1 both
' ~ interview for thp_hiripg»of p@rt-timeAétaﬁx._H oy
... INT: . -Can you say why...you are directing.a
' program and you don't really Know very much of
what people are doing. and you say you are
comfortable? e '

. : C N T e e
.COMP ¢ - Yes. We know that we have trained them.
We' know that we have exchangeé sessions constantly

“on methods. ' We have .policy meetings where 1 have - 7
contaét with them.  And the ultimate proof of

. B A} ' 4 Vet s . N LI
\ o T . . ‘.. “.,v . R L . Lo
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their success dies wzth the student evaluathn
We read those*comments thh a f1ne “tooth comb for
evaluating. -ﬁ ot
CINT: - -Since the department has adopted these‘J
v[goals] official policies--And the part-tlme ,
- /instructors see thesge, I take it, and talk W1th
you about them when they re hzred7'

COMP . That is part of their tralnlng whlch 1 .
- do; -as they are hired--one on one. e

[ e & TN e e e e

PROGRAM C'
INT: What are your mazn respon91b1;;t&g§°‘“““*"‘*‘””;
. .COMP: I have trled to put in’ place truining

TAs,, TA couraes, try to stay in constant touch .

with the TAs. . Part-timers...l have implemented ‘a:| =
. - gystem [so tha . nobody can be placed on a priorzty ORI -
[ [hzrinq] 113t thout my ponaent. : ] :

.‘_L s\"’- "’5 -
INT s Your part-timers and TAs only--do you
=~know-pretty much what qeeﬂ_on in the claasroom?

fv " COMP:. - thinh do.n I will visit a claas

. where somebedy feels it ia a problem: But we have
s . full-timers evaluating the part-timers once a .
..l yeéar. ‘And each” pnztntimer.or TA iﬂ evaluated.by
twe' full-timers” SR .

There are only two proqrama whoae coordinatora are {ng
exceptione to thia commen involvument of compeaition coordi-v
, nators 1n hzring, monitoring,_nnd evalnating pnrt-timera and ‘

TAB. nroqramﬂ D and H. In,both theae writing proqrtms,_

.....

"°°mmittﬁe‘t FO proqramkb,,monitoring and evaluatian of tne‘y/

part-timers and TAﬂ naa been passed to the remedial coordinatoz

primarily in an attempt to reduce the compoaztion coordinatarﬁ

KN . . , S b
- \\‘».‘ o . . ’ .0 : “ 4
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workload For program H, the remedial coordinator has maJor
respon51b111ty for part«time and TA staff and yet 1s excluded

——“‘from-the—hrrrng—comm1ttee-<Both—D~and ‘H remedial coordinators -

also direct the departmental writing lab where remedial

coursework and tutoring occur Co.

N . P . ~ . - .',"a

c. Facultx;Retraining » Those working 1n the world of

college comp031tion programs use the term,‘"faculty develop-"“
ment" or- "retraining," to refer to an entire range of
activitiee whoae\goal 13 to help eaee the trandition for the

literature-trained faculty whokm et now function as writing

N

7

. claee inatructora.f Theae activitiea can,be ae marginal as -

circulating a research article or aa vigorous as a com@lete B

N

graduate courae in compoeition theory.f- ;; o o ;'« fkﬁg} '

&,.

tenure-track faculty;to take on_ lower divieion writing claae

inetruction., Compoeition program coordinators, then, find |

programe and ggminaxg, thuq in part retraihing literature

- faculty for thefr new role., Ironically, becfuee of the

.o

[N
Q-

recent burgeoning intereet in writing inetruction ae a

legitimate field Jetudy, many part-time 1netructors who

. (,
L o 5

are new grdauatee are often much better informed about ';

i/

writing theorv end even traxned in teaching writing,' This

N

’ disparxty in tralning and 1nterest can further Btrain the

_j‘:. _7‘ a . L ,/‘ ) . s 7  ] V . . - 127‘
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i

' relationship between regular faculty,and the writin& program

in which they must participate.
In our lntervlew protocols we lncluded questlons and

probes to explore the. role of the compoaltlon ccordlnator in

- deallng w1th "retralnlng" llterature facu]ty (We have

; already descrlbea compo81tlon coordlnators' 1nab111ty to

exert as much control over regular faculty 8 classroom
1nstructlon as they do over part-tlmers' work.’) We found

composltlon coordznators ezther shoulder thls retraznlng

,respon51b111ty and generate sultable activities or they do

not.. Those that do, vary 1n the extent and auccess of thelr

k3

) efforts and in- the auPpprt they réceive from other admlnzs-

trators. (Some of the retra&nzng act1v1tiea are directed
N,

toward flllzng the 1nstructor pool for the upper-divzszon.’%
wrztznq requzrement courses. That isgue is - fiot included in
thza aectlon ) y | o | .

) g COmpositlon coordlnatora who tahe an actfve role 1n

retralnrng faculty cgu;be/fbund leading programﬂ E, Q(B), I,_

andiJ(B) The program.E coordinator haa developed and
|

teachea a courae on teaching writing. It i8 a graduate |

) level courae and faculty membera flust complote this course -"'

befoFe they ara allowed to teach compoaition.- The Q(B)
program alao reliea upon a- course to retrazn faculty

Howevbr, thia iﬂ predominantly for non-Englinh depart@ent

|
faculty who are teaching in the Q(B) writing prcgram locatedu

nld in a‘emall 1nterdisciplinary department. Tha I and J(B)

2 o
.~ . .
o
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vprogram coordlnators are 51mllar in the1r approach whlch is

,con51derably less formal than teachlng courses These»

program dlrectors ‘run loosely organlzed soc1al gatherlngs 1n .

whlch composltlon is the formal toplc for dlscuss10n Some ‘,j
) .

of the other compos1tlon coordlnators 1nterv1ewed also ake
';~opportun1t1es to’ dlscuss compos1tlon "avallable,? but th
lack of sustalned effort and success 1n draw1ng tenured
faculty 1nto these act1v1t1es precludes our labellng these
coordlnators as’ effectlve leaders in. faculty retralnlng
Compare the descrlptlons of effort and guccess on the part

of the I and’ J(B) coordlnators wlth thoae less successful :

efforts of the J(A) and S coordlnators.;

R

Pnocm I

Eﬂ
INT: -  Are. you involved 1n any way in faculty
retralning programs’ L
'ENGL: We have an informal luncheon meetlng

-called Comp. Meetings held perhaps énce every six
. weeks in which we as a faculty are to read an
article .and discuss it. Or-have an individual .
' faculty member come and discuss an article on
which he may be working, on.composition=--or whiech
he has read and wishes to use as a focal point for
an hour, an hour and a haif discussion: 1In that .
sense, refining faculty understanding of the
composition field.

" .INT:  Are those well attended? _
ENGL: 1'd gay we have perhaps eight to ten
faculty. Often the people who attend the meeting
_and are most interested, are also, of course,
those who know the most about it, and those who
‘need. it the moat are nowhere to be seen.

~ INT: . - Are these ezght ta ten mostly part-tzmers’

138
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~ ENGL: - Half. and half, I would say. .They're

o rea;ly better attended at: first and it really
deépends on how the person who's got the energy to.
do the paper work and recrultlng--(the comp . and
remedial coordlnators) _

-,

- ;P‘Roqﬂw £ 10

,.r)' : C ~ 4 : - ‘ - . COMP #2 '
INT: What about faculty . retra1n1ng°~ Do you o
get involved in that? . '

COMP #2: We have workshops in- the wrltlng commzttee
occa31onally where we decide to update each other

on what we are doing, interesting things we have
read. It is usually a Saturday workshop or something :
in gomeone's home. And it is casual and vwe have
pie and coffee. But sometimes some very few good
suggestions come out of that. Everyone brings his
or her favorite essay or progect or whatever. We
exchange a lot of 1deas _

It would be very hard to structure them because 5
all of this is taking’ place for free--on a Saturday
~or a Sunday. So quite often they are at my house
and I provide a little dinner party or some hors
d'oceuvres or something. How are you going to. ggt
people there otherwise? You can't pay them. .¥You
have no honorary liquor license. Y¥ou have :to have-’
some sort’ of a carrot And that ia why they are.
80== . : ,

1

INT: . Do they. reﬂpond to thia carrot? e
- coMP ﬂz' Most of them show up o

PROGRAM :J(,A), -

- i P . . : A

~ .INT: Are there any atructured occusiomu for . b'ﬂ C

fulletime faculty and others to come together to
‘ share ideas on- teaching? .

comr.h Yes. -We have occaaionally had, and
would like to have now, some kind' of geminars or

. gete-togethers...weé will try to have ome or two a
semester. .We don't always. ,

135 13’6._ |
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\INT:'  what kind of response do you get ffom
' the faculty? R

i

COMP : Not' strong.
! . .
/ ‘
'PROGRAM S ; .
o ~INT: Ahd I take/it you ﬁave';he-prinéipalé J
J *  responsibility for

aculty retrajning? . ﬁ/
COMP: - That's fight. \.}.WQ/éi:e had:none'of_it" .

go on so far. 'Ifset up a composition library in : ’/f
our, staff room./ ...There's been a low check out N
rate so far--bdt they are -looking at the .books. ‘
some of them will.just stand there and read some-

thing and put it baek bn/the‘shelﬁ.“ B

INT: =~ You've just/ﬁéen talking about thige-- B I
; .° structured occasions for full-time faculty and .
: . others to coma,toge;her’(grading sessions). And :
is it correct to say that vwhat you've been saying
is that the part-timers are very ready to do that
and it's kind of tough to get the others.to join?

» COMP:  That's pretty accurate. 'And the others,
they take the’ time to say .1'd really like to come
to that and /I can't. And I think part of it is .
that conflict in their souls between composition
and literature. They say, 'Look, I'm going to. give
just so much time a week:to composition. ' 1 believe
in it-~teaching is an important thing, but I'm not

. going/to that discusiéion session. 1It's too much

" of my time.! .So it's d really interesting paradox -
and yet the interest is there. Oh they'd love to
kriow in two seconds vhat happened at that discussion

- -gession. But they don't want to take that hour -

/ and a half. : S T

/ 'In sum, eight.bf the twelve,gompoeitién coordindﬁ;;ﬁ in‘ .
’ 'oui interview sample are largely unable or,uﬁviiling tg tg%e- '“
" active reéponsibility foi ﬁhe féﬁ;aining’or "devélopment"no
‘“writing inétructéfs within thé-dépgrtment. of'thoaa four
.who.attgmpt.to do so, only two cléarly succeed; Alllof our |
.intérvieweesldescribe thgﬁdifficdltieé’they eﬁcounter in '\
R R

o /ial :’?j‘ i '\\' :

1

. " . . . . . . . . " .




'getting regular'tenured and'tenure-track English faculty to .
participate - This is desplte the sense that these llterature-
"vtralned 1nstructors are the very ones most 1n need of "catchlng

j‘up" on the developments 1n wr1t1ng theory Those coordinators

;whose retra1n1ng "efforts do look successful have used - one of ;_
two approaches (1) mandatory, nforced coursework before

~:a551gnment to teach wrltlng, or (2) soc1ally contexted

"meetlngs" for: whlch comp051tlon t0p1cs and materlals are

prepared ahead

“3 Remedial Instruction Procedures and Reeources 5

Certain basellne features of all remediel programs 1n-
The- Callfornia state Unlveralty system should be’ coneidered
when rev1ew1ng theee data.- A major concern for -all campuses
- ig the uae of remedial augmontation funds which qro made d
_avaﬁgable through the system headquartera on ‘the baoia of
the number of students who scorqiat or below 150 on the EPT
.on each'campue.' (The EPT has a range of 120 to 166, etandord
'deviation"of 9; a scoro of 150 is appronimatoly at the.SOth

percentile ) The formula which genernten this_fundinq 18—

© based upon a theoretic reduction in- the student/faculty
ratio - in remedial clossee from 18: 1 to 12 1. In practice,
however, the campuses have a great deol~of leewoy in the_a“
lenacttrEmediation schemes using these fundo.thhgeige'at

" least partially a result of the fact that the central remedial



. R ) . . R .
~ . i . . . A &

fund only takes care of, at most, 'half oflthe funding needs;
the campuses must alsc use other course and admlnlstratlve

monles to establish remedrﬁl courses The result is that

/ v,
. the 51mp1est solutlon to the remed1a1 problem, namely tutor1al

R

e g

adjuncts to freshman comp081tlon classes, is a partuof many
mcamggfﬂproél%gg__hﬂﬁ_&hgxg_a:eralsousnbstantial_var;ations___~————
. on the b élc kmndlng "scheime. '
Another conszderation 1n most remedlal programs is the

/

- ‘use of reading classes for students at very low skill levels

(EPT 'eading/sub-score less than 135) All tne campuses
1nt? iewed had reading classes availahle or planned for
S im lementation in tne next academic year. Reading skills

ork is occasionally integrated into pre-remedial writing ‘

&

_p 'courses, but for the most part is separated from. writing
V4 coursework at least in’ the 1nstructional sense._'

’ C The original/intention -of the tacu}ty panel was to lhc" |
gather information on the mechanical details of remediation T

;___pr cesses.waeatures such as” sources and allocations of

7“funds, hiring status of instructors, location of administra-

‘tive responsibility ror‘remEdiaI*proorams, processes-for————————-

] diaqnosing and placing remedial students,; course sequenoing—“"r—f
pand’enforcement of requirements, could all be reasonably |
associated with this category Thus, a number of decisions

" were necessary to narrow the focus of the topic for this
ianalysis. First and foremost, only the ‘lovwer division

:remedial;program-is 1ncluded. Some courses related to the

s




up er-d1v151on writing competency requ1remenﬁ‘for graduation '
might also ‘be eon51dered "remedial " The content of such.
courses, however, is colleglate in nature and is oﬁten so

\ ¢

closely t1ed to the 1mplementation of the requirement that

© . the details of sucn remediation are better- dealt-W1th~in~theﬁ_meﬁ

ummmupper~d121sion_reguirement category

‘ _ Other components of remedial procedures which are notA
1ncluded in, this area are processes for diagnosing and
- plac1ng remedial students and enforcement policies. (Both
) of theee areae are in a eeparate category not included in
thlB report Engliah Placement Test proceduree and policies )
An additional area which has, not been dealt with, nere 18 _
.'sourcee and allocatione of ‘funds.’ vl o inw
| There remain under our qeneral heading three ‘sources of
variation. location of adminietrative reeponeihility for
:' remedial programe, courae sequencing, and nirinq gtatus of\
,1natructor8;’ These sourcea of variation are labeled end
described below. ;~ . : // L o - ﬁfn
a. Remedial Program Location. The firat oé three
___——arrangomentﬂ—ﬁor—rumedie1_reapongibilitg_ig‘gggigaiiz_a_‘

\

‘”—“—nonfnrrnnqement+—i e.rmthe campue_hae.no_remediai coordinator:::

-d and remedial coursework/in writinq is availabie outside the.
Englieh denartment. cémpue program F is the ‘only member of '
this clags. - Primary arrangemente for remediation are made L

-~~through the*study Skills_ Center, which offers cataloged

courses. study Skills. Center staff deal wzth remedial




composition instruction as\a.partnof their broader"

responsibilities.for assistance\in“ﬁﬁnumper-of_subﬁect_

‘areas. .f;' T o . ! . o
The second type of arrangement places the remedial

mueprogram WIthln the English department, but the department

a"

does not have a remedial chair. Responsibil y fo//remediation
usually lies with the composition chair ;/1ve programs make .
use of this arrangement, they are E J( » Q(A), Q(B),.and S.
l-\ . The remaining szx remedial programs i our sample are ;f;i
| located within the English department, \nd the department #
has a remedial chair or coordinator who' is responsible for
program administration In Five of tne programs in this‘f
class, the remedial“coordinator is responsible for a subset,
of the overall English department curriculum Programs C,
p, G, H, I, and J(A) are/all of this type._:?rogram D: is an -
extreme variation of this form The English department has
acquired and manages a large-scale learning center whose
sole function is remediation in reading and composition ‘
skills Within the English department both the director of
this learning center ‘and theqremedial composition director
_—_—EEE‘responsible for administration ' _ .
~ b. Course Seggenoing. The course seguence available on
.'-some campuses to remedial students is guite detailed, offering
. a multiplicity of course objectives, remediation levels, and :

teaching technigues. After some- consideration of the’ critical

features of thsse programs, however, ve settled upon four _‘




broad classifications: (a) adjunct assistance only, (b) one
remedial course, (&) pre-remedial .and remedial coursework,

~and (4) pre¢re@édia1'cou;sgﬁprk and remedial adjunct assistance.

:

- hdjunct Agsistance Only. One Engliéhidepartﬁeht; F,

vbg&gram offeré:remedial instruction only through course

4v‘:adjunct-assiatancg,*‘In-Fhia qasefthgt cbngiéta solgly'of
}..tutors attached to:certaiﬂ seétiona.bf the reéular f#eshﬁan'," N
}"compositidn'éoqrse for qtudent;'whqnﬁéhsésé'skilig.atltne-
ﬁ@?ﬁ}%“ievela_of thg!rémedialfrange; 'oth¢rwi§¢.Btudéhté must
"iﬁitiate/thei:.own'fémgdiation“in wfitingfﬁyAaéékiﬁg"learping
cente:(asaietag¢¢.v Cémmgnté-ffomAa;;éa#ﬁinAcenﬁerJsta£f -
menber (LC STAFF) and from the English department chair
illustrate ‘the extent of remedié;@dn available from the

Engiish-departmeﬁt.

o \ ' PROGRAM F

\ .
"LC SQAFF:,ﬂbll;JEﬁé*6ffbur—budqeﬁary*ttems ig; 1
forget whether it is $10,000 or $12,000 this -
year, 1 believe 912,000, is that we give over to
the English department to supply them with tutors
- for some\of their more remedial writing students. ' S
- ...S0 there iz a physital connection. Those are
monies that \come from the Chancellor's writing
development funds vhich are apportioned through -
. us. But ve feel that they.really belong to anybody - .
* in the university who 48 doing remedial writing.
instruction and even though the English department _
is technically not deing remedial writing instruc-
tion,. we know they are. ' - L S
Lo . ° o LNy

Y

’ .ENGL: -Uﬂdqf’%hesp circumstances, ve have
P developed a little scheme t¢ help the students,.
f our majors, vwho want to be, teachers, to provide
/' : more.contact hours for the students who are taking .
.~ our comp. classes, and to enlarge the class sizes -

- ‘
P |
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N . . { N : ’ ~—‘
'in comp. (without jeopardizing.

' e '25 or we;all
- quit' stand of the comp‘ teacher : ‘

i
P

Lo Each seméster mofe and m re teachers
have opted for this,,because the :tutors are doing
a good job. What the tutors are to do largely are’

 pre-read papers, write these supportive remarks, RN

- and keep office hours where they. tulk ith the S , N
gstudents. “=rt1cularly those who aré having - - N\
trouble. use somé momney.that we' get\from the o

study skii.. center to.bankroll ‘this tutgr prograr
. out of the Chancellor's special fund.for remedial
writing. Because the students who "see th tutors,
overvhelmingly remedial students, that get them a
little extra exposure ' '

one Remedial Course CQmposition programs of this type -

A

t-prov1de remedial instruction through one departmental course
’Four programs, G, H, Q(A), and Q(B), use tnis arrangemznt _;;
ctions,f'

Program G's course has a common midterm for aZﬂ
f a ’... )

although scheduling problems have prevented tne-us

. common, final. However, beyond the ‘common_ midtermﬂ decisions'
about remedial cours? content are. left to the 1nstruc""rs.
The following exchonge occurred when the. remedial chair was

/

-+ agked abqut the remediel program. _

.

.. PROGRAM G. -

" INT: '...What, in terms of the remedial prog'am,
what does the program. consist of? Ig it just ~
English 100? - ,

(KN

. REML: Thut is ull we nuve
INT: - }; So, no seguential courses.z )
REML: .  Well, 'English 100" (remedial] feeds into )

101 [regular comp.]. And I 'tfy to. emphasize fo our

part-timers that a passing grade in English 100 o
. means that the student has a likelihood of completing '

English lOl with a c.' That is the standard or the




1 . "' . .‘-." hY .
‘& ° ' course. .But there is no real program. - We are
just a’ bunch of people, teaching the same course,.

~—~try1ng to get the students to the ‘point where they. - \
~-can . write well encugh to survive 1n freshman ' : ‘

" composition.

Programs Q(A) and Q(B) also do not provxde for much
uniformity of course content among sections.of the remedial
; course ~ Both programs use: the same remedial course,. which 'i.‘;‘
1s run by staff from Q(A), the English department composition
B program Tutors who are . attached to the reme&ial course are
| trained in a common faahion, but quidelines are not provided:
to the 1nstructors of the course, nor are common exams . The.
primqry shared feature nmong sections of the remedinl course
- in programs Q(A) and Q(B) is the skill level of students who
.are required to taho\the course. The- remedial course in . i'« ‘
program H also lacks mechanisms for estnhlishinq und maintaining

L8 stnndard ‘course content. &3

Preremedisl and Remedial Courses._ ou momt cmmpusemr

there enists the recognition thst some students are so - much - _
“in. need of help that instruction in preremednnl shills, ‘such -
. as qrammar and resdin? is necossary on csnpusns B and S

the Enqlish department re edial proqrnm provrdee thut
: preremedisl assistance through coursos which teech readinq ;‘f.
and vocahulary skillsfin conjunction with fundnmentals of \
',sentence and paragraph construction.Q Students operating at ﬂf
‘a somewhat higher level can find help in a remedial course

which concentrates ‘on composition shills. For'both programs,_.

4'_'this course 1s staffed. hy tutors as', wcll as regular course




‘1nstrpctors At both .levels. of remed1al 1nstructlon, course' T
contenﬁ)1s guland by wr1tten syllabuses and course descriptlons

in add1tnon, pa:”-tlme faculty who teach these courses are ,-':

o
proﬂ = E the camt compos1t1on degree programs or have

om , .ignifi -aining in’ teach1ng wrltlng,; These
programs are Cicarly well-coordinatEd*between levels of
;nstructlon, in placement of students,. 1n 1nstructlonal v°

approach Interestlngly, both programs make extensive use '

o

o of Engllsh Placement Test ‘scores in asszgnlng students to

: courses.} - s R |

‘PROGRAMZS‘-‘ L

lg COMP°" The students are placed’ in the [Englzsh]<~‘
508 coures if their EPT total score is below 140. © .
1£ their logic subscore is the lowest, they must, ,
begin in 51. 1If their reading gubscore is- lovest, - .
they must begin in 52. And if .their gentence P
construction subscore ‘is the 1owest, they must
begin 1n 53.. . _

_INT: - And if thﬁY'ﬂI’e—ai‘l—a‘t:"thVUOLuamr .

N ' . Co

COMP: . They begin in 51,~an@ they muﬂt progress' . e

through the series sequentially‘to get to 100 - . -

[Remedial].. The only way they can jump a course . :

. out of sequence is with the instructor's approval. -

L The faculty are delighited because for;the first. :

) time in .their lives the courses_are fairly- -congistent.
‘English 100 really contains pooplo who need. that o

: ingtruction on that level. Thdy don't have’ te hit . :

X a ‘middlé ground with a brilliant person nitting to - ST
their right and a dummy to tneir 1oft.! . '

4 v

Preremedial COurBea and Remedial Adjunct. 'The remaining
five (¢, D, I, J(A), J(B)) of the twelve programs have some

form of preremedial 1natructzon also,‘even though tney have -

-’

- .
.. K . = . P . s e e R .




fic remedial- courses “{nstead, regular Temedial SYﬁEEﬁtsmaremwwmm

'-olaced in freshman composltlon classes and given tutorlal
as91stance in class; ‘the especlally weak students are placed
in preremedlal classes. In general, the remedlal coordlnator ‘
has the most lnfluence in the preremedlal courses, although
. he or she may haVe hlrlng and/or tralnlng respon51b111t1es

-, [}

_ for tutors workxng Wlth sections of. the freshman composxtlon L

- .
» : E : L]

.courses. % . '; | o g R S
- One obv1ous result ‘is that preremed1al content is’ more
cazefully deflned than remedial by means of various technzques,
- including selection of cotimon’ texts, use of common syllapuses,
oo or adm1n1stratzon of common f1nals. Formats for preremedzal |
1nstructzon vary from szngle wrmt;ng courses to multz-course |

. complexes which speclalize in- hlghly speczfic composztzon

-skills. COmments\from two. remedlal program coordinators are fd
v : L

,,,,, ).

typical of tne dsqroe of BpélelClty 1n proromedzal content,_
RSP W

despite no remedial offeringg R
ot ."‘?Rocm c

REML: . ...Ome other thinq T forqot, we also '

.have gpecial comp. courses: for students who score

in the mid=range on the'EPT vwho.aren't low onouqh e e
to be. disastrous and to necessarily need.vork - /
before they go into comp., although many ofsthem

do. We 'can't have a large remedial prgram.~it‘s - X
4ust teo onpensiva., ‘So-this particular. -GToup ¢ of B .

. gtudents gets placed in-a “special comp. course; : \
taught by people vwho are specially. concerned or
interested-oz--sympathetic. to.. anxiety-ridden studeénts
and also we make the course: ‘No_more than 20 in. a ‘
course .so they get ‘more - attention.; '




— \~ o . . » 3

SR—

“"ffthey get a very low Reading score and I consider -
_ low somevwhere around 133, 134, if that seems to be:

‘a serious problem there's an education course ~ -0 -
called "Efficient Reading" which 1 suggest they = . - -
take. If they score very lov, in sentence construc- ’
tion they take the Sentence .Construction course.’

_ 1f they score very low.in logic I suggest that.
‘However, -if their scores are low but they do e -

 pretty vell on the. essay, if the essay is a 6 or a -
7,1 think twice about putting them into a really )

2

'basic CourBe LY J‘c . .
INT: - What if all sco:és_dfé'equally.low?j‘-V

' REML: -. . 1 try to get them into Reading, first of -
. all. It seems to me- they really need to work.-on -
- their reading and try to learn some tricks for
" comprehending. Secondly, I put them'into the' |
writing Workshop always if their scores are lov,
because that's a program wiich has all the writing
/accomplished.in class and there are tutors there
\  so they get immediate attention and they write a .
S .'lot.' s i ) o ) . : . r S

- ~ The 103 (writing Workshop) course, since

~ I generally set that one up, % tell everyone °rery

o ——_...gpecifically how.it works and the other thing I do -

' to keep a great dedl of control on 103, is that I - |
type up a schedule of assignments, exactly what's

© due.on what day and vhat assignments will come i
what week, -I make sure that everything is ready )

———————w—for—ene—Tﬂn—nhepTthey~wa%kfin%o—e%naa—en—ﬁnaffirat
« morning, thay,hnow;agactlygﬂhhtmpapegggto;ngndvqgt;-_ ;
- to students, what they're—supposed-to-dothat—day, —
and 1 say if something works out im class, it Just =
. is too slow, you may skip an assignment, I let . -
) them think there's a little leeway, but finally, 1
" make- sure ‘that all of the assignments come to this
office and they aré given to them. = They.are in a
.. ‘way advisory to the students but the assignments
come from here. ST ' s e
1
® .

b

.~} PROGRAM J(A)
g€ s oo L _
REML: ,v‘”.:.Whén_théy take the;Ehgliah'?;acement
Test, if their scores are such, 145 or helow on

-~ -—the-total-score, and/or 135 and belaw on the ,
N Reading section; they cannot take freshman compo- . -

/,'

1y

sition until they pass-the 097 Reading. course
and/or the 098 Writing course. That is how we

.

.‘maintainYa‘gontrol.

141




- The "0" classes admlnlster a common
wr1t1ng examinaticn. Which is . ver ry reminiscent of -
"the Engllsh Placement Test wrltten sample. And "
that is scored holistically by all the remedlal
‘instructors and the tutors.. The score, I think--
this year the midterm score of 11 was required for
‘ - the student to pass.out.. ‘That meant one of us had
. to give it a six, "which would be the highest score
o \'p8ssible and another a five, at least...And:- at -
e ' this point,the instructor would advise him either
. to take the \regular freshman composition course or -
- ---—— .a-course-which .ve call restricted 155, which is
our freshman composition course. The restricted 155
* is for .the student the instructor feels will not
profit by another semester of 098, Basic Writing,
but is perhaps not quite ready for the. mainstream.
SRS — Y U~ these*restricted”lSS*courses carry regular
composition. eredit but there is extra tutorial. -
help- and the instructors are specially chosen for '
their - &blllty to work with that Rind of Btudent.

In sum, the twelve programs. discussed here‘have arrived
at four different approaches to’ the same problem of:remedial
.writing 1nstructlon,: Nevertheless, our remedlal program
coordlnators demonatrate agreement that for lower levels of
writing 1nstruction, i.e., preremedial instructlon, an
effective program requires a good deal of centralized contro.
and uniformity The extent and level of structure in hrgher
levels of remediation, however, seems to be a functlon of ¢
Lf 1ndiv1dual preferences budget, and adminiagrative v1ewpoint

Remedial Insiructors A3 ve progress through our'

’

:analysis of the guestionnaire and 1nterview data, there 15
~1ndication that the extent of tenure-track faculty involveme:
.in the composition program may have an 1nfluence on the
Eamount of oontrol ‘which a composition coordinator can exert

A

.- over course subject matter and instructional technlques
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Our 1n1t1al review of Fact Sheet .and 1nterv1ew data in this

area is restrlcted to courses wh1ch are strictly remedial;

that 1s freshman composltlon courses with remedlal adjuncts

"as descrlbed\ln the previous section are excluded. We f1nd'
only one program where more than 20 percent of the remedial’
sectlons are taught by tenure-track faculty That ‘program, - oo
flﬁ reports tenure-track faculty teaching:in 50 percent of

1ts remedlal sections. For all the other programs, there

T werg“e1ther"nontenure-track faculty 1nvolved in remedlal

1nstructlon or the 1nvolvement was’ llmlted to a faculty

member with some administrative responslblllty—for the ¢

Progran, e.g., the remedial coordinator. 1t appears that

for remedlal prograns tenure-track part1c1patlon 1s'
cons1stently ‘low and has llttle explanatory povwer in chountlng

for var1at1ons in remedlal,programs.
- s o o -
v ¢ \

P

4 _The Upper-D1v1slon Wr1t1ng7R gglrement- Procedures and

. Pollc1es o ' \
- The upper-d1v1slon writing requlrement vas establlshed

systemwlde 1n The Callfornaa State Un1Versity as’ a means of
' certlfylng competency in wr1t1ng skllls for graduates of the 3
n1neteen campuses. Althouqh thls\ls a graduatlon regulrement,

\
campuses have been strongly encouraged to certlfy students

A

. early 1n the Junlor year 80 that remedlc *couree “can be

prov1ded in a tlmely fashlon to those«who do- not succeed in




fulfilling thelrequirement} Each campus has been_reQuested

3

to establish its own standards and_mEthods for certificatith

as well as to provide funds for administration of tests and

"-number of approaches to the problem.

establishment of. coursee This latitude has resulted in a -

- Our analysis ot 1nterv1ews suggests that three ba51c \
factors relate to the 1mplementat10n of the upper-d1v151on \
|

wr1t1ng requirement and dlfferentlate the certlflcatlon ““\

|
process on our ten-campus sample. Theee fadtors are (a) the,

”“-certlfzcatzon method™ itself;—(b)- 1nstruotlon and_opportunlty ________

/ e "

for remed;atlon, and (c) campus comm1tment to the process

a. The Cert1f1cation Method Three certlflcatlonA N
formats are used varioaaly on the campuses interv1ewed .The
"flrst requlres that students take an exam, usually developed
on campus, which they must paee to be certifled The Becond
format prov1des a choice batween an exam aﬁd a courae, the ‘ \
student chooses one The third variety offers a requlred \
‘course as the sole means for .students to fulflll*the
requlrement S I T P L \
| Three campuaea, H, 1, apnd J, use a campuswide examxnatxon ‘
as the sole method for enforcang the requirement ;/All |
-students at campus J (programs J(A) ahd J(B)) must take the’
same exam Campus I’alao offera an essay exam, H offers an
—essay accompanied by objective test items covering grammar,f::

v

sentence—etructure, and paragraph organlzatlon In descrzblnq

essay scorlng crlterla, J and I 1nc1ude language use, mechanlcs,&

=
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and organization. H does not, reIYing upon the objective
test 1tems for those criteria, emphasizing lnstead the . o

completeness of the essay response to the given question

“six of the ten sample campuses allow the student to

1

; satisfy the requirement by means of either a course.or an

\ R

examination Although there is some variation 1n emphasrsJ)/

-

programs C, E, F, G, Q, and S all allow the student to
satisfy the requirement in thrs way Program S is typical 3
of thls group, in. terms of 1ts procedures and staffing 'for

the courses used for satiafying the requirement

/ GENN , . : " .“‘; ' Co ]
S CM@WES' o . |
4 - e - Rt : . s
W ‘ oo o o S

INT o as'T understand it; students on- this T
' campus meet the requirement.by taking a test or by /.
taking g set of. approved courses. That's right’ !

ave: . . .. That's right N
../ INT: - What happens to studen%s who provev
2 deficient? - b e

AVE: ¢ ° If they prove deficient in examination,
they can go take. one of the courses. ‘All of the
courses, incidentally, are English- courses. They
have the option of approving ‘other ones, but they

have not yet done 80.

~ INT: . . Are you generally in support 'of the = ¢ *
. , policies that have been. N . : o
DEAN: ~ Oh, yes. With one exception.\ I:ponft N

get enough staffing toxstaff the courses

A I

. Program D is the only campua which’ proVidas a course as
the ‘sole mechanism for satisfying the upper-division writing

_requirement. The gourse is usually taken ina major department, »

gu:Vﬁ.“avr - p ..15;. . .
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and has a campuswide common.final. This is one of the two
campuses in thévsystgm that developed avéraduation”or upper=

. . ’ ’ ‘“\,‘\ -, . . R
division writing certification before 'the establishment of

Q.- . -

s§;tqmw1de standards in 1979. This campus' implementation

- of thé'regq;rement is especially interesting because of the
“attempt to create and maintain a truly campusvwide.sense of

"jrespénsibiiity for the upper-di&ision writing requirement.
"f(Below,,UD COORD stands for upper-division writing requirement |
coordih&tdf?) o . N
o CAMPUS D - ..

' DEAN: " ...What I think is the keynote to our

... puccess, if we have any success, is that generalized -
exam, everybody takes, in all sections. No matter
what deparftment the course is taught in, they take
the same final exam and all the teachers come .

. together and grade it; “u~it is campuswide. And

- you have to give credit to [AVP] and [Dean of
Undergraduate Studies] for-insisting on that type
of structure. _Otherwise it is the English depart-
ment against ey¥erybody else. And I think: the -

- members of thé committee; both. the English Require-
ments Committee and the [General Education Committee]
"have made a real difference in getting the rest of
the university to cooperate and to: take iﬁ?aariauslyf

IﬁT; ' Do You.think'they.nre? B L
.DEAN: = Well, it's too early to‘teii'whatfa -

going to happen, yes, I think they are taking it

seriously. - T

UD COORDP: I'm responaiblg:for the upper division
- writing workshop. -But only with regard to the

‘ . [common] final "exam. c : C

INT:  ~ = Not 'ilith regard to the 100 courses
.- total? . . -




UD COORD: No,'I haGexno-control over the courSes.

INT: That remalns the ervlew of the commlttee,
then?” . , f'“” .

~““_“"UD‘(:OORD Not*so*much—of the‘commrttee"but“'f‘each
department that elects to offer the 100 course

INT: - / Who makes the dec151on about [course]
standardization? _ R ¥
UD COORD: “here'really'lsn't [any]. ‘ Whatwwe ‘re fJ

trying to do is to get a measure of standard- AR A
ization by backing it into the finalexam. L.I' 5%\

trying to use that as a lever-so that we can .- . = ii%

arrange to have some. common core for all the

courses. At thlB stage there is no core to the-':” V\LE

course.
aiNT:. .Do you have to write the exam?

ubD COORD Yes, I'm the chairman of an- ezght-person J
committee and we have struggled to find patterns

'[in writing topics] .that we thought we could use

‘and then from the patterns 1've developed a number

of different materials that correspond to the

general pattern. [

<

In the passages preaented we have outlined &~number of :

issues whlch arise as campus faculty and staff 1mp1ement the
_upper-dlvzslon wrztzng requzrement‘ For campuses uslng -
courses, stafflng resources tend to‘be an- igsue. On every
. campus the locatlon of responszblllty for the requlrement
’also is a matter of some dlacu331on (wevtake thzs up later
below). -Finally,‘ehforcement”of the_requiremeut'cen_pe.a
difficult admlnlstratlve problem ‘ - |
Opportunltles for Upper-D1v131on ertlng Inatructlon
A cr1t1cal feature of a grmduatloh Tem. | gemant such as” the a
upper d1v1slon wr1t1ng requlrement is uile aVallabllltY of

some -means for students;who are deflclentvln.the required |

£

o

A

+



/ - T i _ .
skills to make good that deficiency without-serious

vgdlsruptlon of their collegiate careers -strong'efforts have :.:

been made to encourage campuses to enforce the requirement

;early enough in students' careers for remediation to take_

place.  The 1ntention is not to prevent ‘students from m .

graduating but to ensure that graduates are competent writers
rmé~4%f*Remed1aL—recourse—and_instruction_varyefrom;campua_ﬁgﬂ_

campus primarily in terms of the ~gsource and extent~of“he}p—

-
o -

“The main categories of upper-d1v181on remedial opportunity L

are (1)- on your own, (2) department course, and (3) non-

department as 1stance

on campuﬂes I and J, there is very minimal preparatory

' 'and remedial instruction for meeting the graduation require-

,ment; procedu

'defined,ileav'ng students to their oWl . devices. Perhapa

because of lipited resources or uncertainties tbout adminis- -

trative respo eibility, these campuses do mot provide

coursework foi upper-division studenta_who fail to pass

l-their wfiting enam reéuirement. The student muet"seek

uaaaistance, a available, from learning skill centera or |

tutori .1 cente 8.. Campua F, through offering students a

\

choice between) exam or couree, does mnot provide back-up

instruction fo Btudents failing either. all three programs

allow students to.ﬁtry again" endiessly.

148 o | S

es for securing ‘assistance are often not well o



© CAMPUS J

.. INT: _Now,.let's talk about the campuswide
"wrltlng issues and begin.with the gradyation

~ ! requirement. As I understand it, students on thls
. campus meet. the requlrement by examlnatlon only

AVP: e ‘Yes, that's true. .
_ INT: Whatrhappensvto"students who prove
. _deﬁicient’ - . - o
AVP: - They are grven counse11ng ‘and adv1oe*5§m“_m4‘::;~ff“

wﬂﬂﬂ___tg_opportunities -un—the—canpus—which—are primarily

through-the’téﬁfﬁiﬂgﬂﬁesource Center and they aref’«~/”4”;—;'
_..told to be-prﬁpered to—take therexamlnatlon ‘again.

INT; \e7 Has anyone farled yet? ?

AVP: Oh, yes, and we have given some preliminary

tests and even in those preliminary tests there . w.
_ were people who failed but now that we're giving
them for real, the people are fszlzng,.and I can't ’
‘recall what’ the rate is, it's ‘a fair number of
failures. The number of students who are taking , -
the test are not’the number who should be taking . .-~

the test. - , , . T I~
iNT:_- ; Theyjre"putting it'off? R e
‘AVE: - Yes. S
INT: Is itvsafe to assume they can taKe tte
test as manyftimes as they want or is there a
: 11m1t? o . .
" AVP: Asofer as 1 know, the policy ellows them

to take the test as many times as they want but =
‘they must. show gome intervening activzty

"3_INT: . Tutoring.or something in between?
AVP: Yes.

Four programs, c, E, H, and S, have establzshed Engllsh
department courses as'a basic part of thezr upper-dzvzszon

"regulrement: In the case of program H, students must take

o
- A
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the exam, but the course is expllc1t1y de51gned for students
' I

" who fall the campus 'exam. The oﬁher three campuses have a

"also 1ntegrated thelr remedlatlon*lnto the requlrement,(that :

\, Y

Tis, a student may choose whether % take the exam or the D

-course, but 1s required to take the course 1f he or she
fails the exam. The follow1ng\1nterv1ew desqubes the

’ - - Q- . N
~~procedures and processes at—campus-E._ .
R . : N N . \“\“\\\ ,

.\—;.

f.INT:l_" ‘Has anyone ever flunked the test? By -
' that I-mean, just not able to graduate? ,

COMP : Oh, that aspect of the requirement is
enforced. 1If a student--the requirement states
that the-students must take thé exam in their
junior year. I1f they fuzl it, take English 414.
T What in fact qoes on,- is that students . P
take it whenever they feel like or dom't take‘iﬁ>—~—-——_~_____
~ at all and just take 414. But vhen they=-at the-
point of graduation, their records are checked for
‘one or the other. -Either having passed th®ezam
- -or having passed 414. .And if they have done
 neither, they don'€ graduate.  They really don't. T
we've got a new monitoring process now. That is,
any student who fails .the exam is autamaticnlly :
: enrolled in our equivalent of 414 repeatedly. He
. is just automatically enrolled the next semeater.

‘ _'Formal inntruction tied to the upper-dim;aion writing
- requirement is available on n cumpuawide\baaia on only three
~—_campuaeaT—in_tnig:gggup, the English department tends to act
in an advisory or revl;;_ezggzzt§‘fa“‘couraeeewhich ate run
by faculty 1n other departmants. CAmpunes D, G, "and Q have_
distributed: some of the coursework related to the upper-divzson
requirement tc"non-Englisp_departmente. Of these,.campus.c

-

16 1 D




-

) /
. /

S,

~ e

N =

-has not implemented its requirement; the prozram'ié still i
3 . . < i-". .

i

the planning stages. Campus Q's program is ¢f partiéugér” RN

—interest becau e ‘of the Mquality gdntrols"fb_hihd ;HQWL;//</M’ N
: . ! e

involvement SEAnon-English faculty in upper-%ivi?féﬁ“%riting . ;k
- o J Lo : : )
requirement courses. I o ' /

\
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N ~ CAMPUS Q

>

INT: ...I think there are only 3 or 4 other ,
departments besides English which have approved ¢
courses. 1 didn't ask him which they were, but I
believe he mentioned Music as one. I '

AVP: - History is one. They adapted qather
substantially one of their courses to meet this,
requirement...there is one other, one of the areas
of the sciences became oné of these departments, I
. —— - think Biological Sciences. . -There is some reflection...
- . here of what I think is one “of the more positive
developments, that is teaching of writing seminars -
to non-English department faculty. D___-
played a more than casual role-in thatfbfnce he
- taught the course and there was some funding )
N provided 2 or 3 years ago and was, in my judgment,

. an enormously successful experiment and one that

 created small cadres of zealots around the campus.
That i8, faculty from other departments and 1
think there's some carryover there to departments

.~ that got interested in this area.and not just to.

. get more students for FTES (staffing allocations)
purposes but for the challenge and some of .these
faculty, many of whom were senior faculty, took -

. leadership in their departments. 1 know that's
"true .of Biological Scienceés and History because I
can think of the people involved and I don't
recall the others. That's an experiment we would -
like to replicate.... - - '

INT: " Do you have cbbperative essay reading in
[Engl}sp] 2507 | o .

. ENGL: Yes, we do. That's the course that _—
fulfiils the literacy requiremencs so other depart- .. . ..
ments that offer comparable courses all'participaté'._
in the cooperative [common exam]. =~ =\~ '

. . B . . . - \

a
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INT: _ You have one reading that includes the
courses outside of English and the Englishcourse
as well. Now this one essay:does not- determine
:whether the student fulfills the requirement7

ENGL: No,.the cooperative essay is considered '
purely advisory. “That means—that—the"instquctor*—~-N"~—~-—
may count -it, as many do, as one paper. We would.

hope that the instructor would take that rether

“seriously so that\if the student has done poorly

all through the ‘courge and .then does very. ell on .

that. and eatns a rather- high grade that thq instruc-

tor might possibly look at some of the papers to

see if maybe he has been overly hard on something

that is not a great problem rhetorically

‘ \ -
\
Ay A “

The ‘availability of instruction as preparation or
¢ 0 . ¢ -1

femediation'for'studemts fulfilling the upper-dfvision L -

-

writing requirement eppears to vary widely ameng campuses
1
Wemfind that .even -in a situation where resources;aremscarce,

'some campuses find ways to certify students, we%s vwhich also

-enhance cempuswide Visibility for writing skillslcourses :

and educate faculty about methods for elleViating wxiting

skills problems. S » o l'

- ¢. Levels of Campus Commi tment . TO‘a grea entent, the‘

.interview passaqes which have been presented as pert of the

,revzew of the upper-division/requirement have re%ealed the

‘level of campus co \itment as well. Depending'om who is
committed and to wha\_éstent, the writing requirement can be
an enriching and creative experience or a gemuine bother
Our analysis of this isaue reveals four veriations
© At one level of ambition and commitment ve find two
'campuses vhich are attempting to establish a firm base of

campuswide.participetien with English depertmemt standards

R . :161'1"5‘2 |
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their success seems to result from a history of inter-

of_quélityf. Campuses D and Q both try to do this. We find. . °

r

,depathental‘cooperation) administrator support’, andiEngliSh .

T 'S

department persistence.

] h . CAMPUS D . L
e T LTI TN —e ‘ . .,‘A‘___ B el e -
_INT: - -Are there any other kinds of mechanisms
- for bringing the faculty together regarding unity
issues? L i N ' )
" AVP ¥ By bringing together you’meaﬂ‘so that .

all participate in some way? The only onémfmkﬁ6W““7fWT+m~

of is-our upper=-division writing workshop,.

Every student must take an upper division

.course in writing. Every department must either. . ————

offer such a course or designate such a course in

—- ---gome--other—department, for -example,-in-Journalism, . -

Journalism could offer a course in news writing
that would qualify for the upper-division writing
o b}"k ! - ~‘ . A".

-requirement.. .

-Or. the engineers could,offer a course-in

scientific writing, or tEChnical/writing. ‘The

theory here is that in the first two years, through
1-A, 1-B and other eaperience, students ought to . -
by then have mastered giost of the detail of writing.
Now we want to get them to use those skills in a -

more direct and more pertinent and specialized -

Way. ¢ R - A\ C . .o :
_INT: once they take a course, say, in )
 Engineering Report Writing, are -they then prepared
to take that common final?t - - .

AVP: - ~They'd}better be. My plan is to monitor

those things, we're fairly mew at thib, 1if students
. from a given department aren't doing well in that
. common ‘final then the assumption is there's nothing’
‘wrong with the students; something's wrong with .-
_ vwhat's going on in that department workshop, and
— ~we'd better look at it. L e

ST <



A second"varlatlon on“the*theme of‘commltment—to-the—~~—m-~—
upper-d1v151on requlrement is represented by campuses F, G,

__and—JT—where—negotzatrons—are—sttli~berng~conducted—concerntng-——

'.resP°n51b111tY on campus for the reqyiremént: Interv1ews/9i‘”"“”
from these campuses are characterlzed_gy conslderable freedom_,”rr-
. afforded to non»Engllsh departments in selectlng courses and

- . -.

deflnlng course"content for meetlng the requirement ,Not fl/

N

surprzslngly, thls frequently results 1n campusw1de deference

to and relianCE“upon the,Engllsh.department.

v 'cm’vu’vus "c

. INT: Your declslon-maklng procees., ‘Let's
—e - gtart -with the campus-wide vwriting: pol1cy like the
upper=division writing requirement. Consider how
you handle. it on this campus. -Your requirements |
, - state that your people can take elther an exam or
-~ -a-course. e .
. .COMP: . They can elther take the exam or a.
course. The courses are going to be English A,
Humanities B, Social--Science- -C,-Administration A’
3 and Natural Science'A. The instructors from those .
. _1dealiy would come from the faculty of those LT
- schools.: ’

ve mny end up 1nstead hiring part-timers
trained in teaching Social Science vwho have a
. writing background, -or writing teachers vho are’ ‘
willing to aequaint themselyes with Social Science, B
Lo : ornwho have some hackground in the area.wwmm-_ e

INT: " And vwhao set this policy that the requlrement
’ would be. fulfilled by a courde and exam? _
”VCOMP ' . The college-wzde committee on wrlting
proflclency \ .
’ INT: . Can you think of any ‘other deciaiona i ’
) affectlng the -comp. program thatwlggolve people -
,out31de the\department° . v , Logee e
~ /, S _\\\. . o " . . B o - LI
S T L
L _// R h T | ] N
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COMP: -~ No. _I predict‘'a drastic change in the

comp. director's role as kind of the $hepherd.

And the shepherd of some. rather unwilling sheep in .
 'some cases. And trying to get the people trained - _*
‘ to get good part-timers fqr these folks- [i.e., in '

other departments]. Or getting the people retrained.

Its going to be a horrible task. The composition
___+_coordindtor now [has it] guite.easy because-it-is———— -

all English department. The coordination is going .

to be very difficult; time-consuming, not nearly —

as_ amiably completed as ‘they [try to] get people

[requiring] 6 papers minimum, or just getting

gsomeone-[in otherdepartments] te .teach it in the . -

first-place. = ,

- a
v .

"cmu\'éus'ﬁ'_ L Ca \H |

\

+ . INT: - Getting back to the ways of satisfying
" the upper~-division writing proficiency requirement,
1'% . you said it was schools in. the arts and sciences -
-\ | vhere courses are available outside of English in
"o writing torsatisfy that.  “Would that be a dozenor - -~
. 80 courses? N . . . o -
ENGL: ' A dozen is about hovw many. Next week
- "the department will print out a report on the :
response of the univergity towards the requirement.
I1t'is [described] in the catalog, department by S
, ‘department. + But' there-is -no-way,-the-role-the—— ——
“ . English department is supposed to play in it, :
* there is no way that we can play that rele. =~ =~
_ - . = : , :

 INT: Those threé“or five [English] courses .
‘you spoke of, did that immediately blossom forth/
in many sections to meet the need? , - ‘ .
ENGL:  No. I!ve_offared“onfy one section of
it. And I plan to offer never more than-ope -
gection unless resources come from_ somewhere’ else.’
Even wlen- you discount those students who- have ’
cleared their requirement by examination, we'll o
- gtill _have.an-enormous.-population of gtudents who . ‘.. .
- 'will be needing such a class. I would guess that
. over hdlf the departments in the university are
using that [English] class as a means of satisfying -
the requirement. That came as a surprise to us in
: the summer. I vas not a member of the university
— o writing-committee,and-did not want to-be. . The. ___ _
' department's position was that this is a university- -
i emwhich—at that level should be dealt

BT
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. R ?l - .:. . .
with by the entire university. ' We had one English,
department. member as a part of the committee, but

that person kept a rather low profile. . And that
was just exactly what we wanted. .

For three other'campuses, E;LH,-and S, the basic commitment
to the upper-division Qriting'reohirement ccomes from the
f"English.department. This commitmentwis an'exclusive one in
'_that department leaders feel the reguirement is withinktheir
.propince, and they intend to see it is properly establishéd
Mand'maintained It may not be a colncldenge that on two

campuses, E and S, the Engllsh department compo51tlon coord1-
nator is a strong, dynamlc 1nd1v1dual (see earller sectlons

on comp081tron coordlnators) . Even the campus H Engllsh
fchalr quoted below, makes 1t clear that the Engllsh department

intends - to control the 51gn1f1cant dec1s1ons and operatlons

for the campus_upperfdlvlslon writing requlrement.

e ‘ (CAMPUS H_ .

a

\ .

ENGL: _ I persuaded the académic v1ce presldent -
to shift the responsibility to Arts and Sciences,
I work very well with the dean there and he would .
give us the klnd of support ve needed .

INT: . You say the committee wzllﬁge_appoxnted°

ENGL: The dean is going to appoint the committee.

He's waiting for the writing proficiency coordinator
~and me to come. over with-a list of the members for

him.
- - I
_ INT: And who do you 1maglne will be on 1t° '
; ENGL: I suspect 1t will 1nc1ude most of the

. people we'! ve retrained. People who know something -
about composition. . We'll probably pick some from
other departments, too, but there ‘are a couple of

\ o ST 0 156 | . " ..‘
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-guys in the School of, EdUcatlon who grade for us
on our writing prof1c1ency exam. We'll pick one

of\them, we'll plck somebody from Englneerlng
\

| : =

LNT; - vhat w1ll that commlttee do?

ENGL. They will be adV1sory essentlally The

wr1t1ng proficiency qoordlnator will be the .non-
‘.votlng chair of the commlttee and that's the way

‘she wants it. ~

" INT: H W111 they be deallng w1th nuts and
bolts? .
ENGL: No, this wlll be tle pollcy\commlttee

but pollcy is already pretty well established, the
‘main role is when ve come up ‘with one‘of those

awful, 31tuatlons like we have' this summer where we - .
have somebody with a genuine appeal on the grounds -
of some\learnlng dlsablllty, a person vho simply

can't take an ezam-in a two-hour pericd and complete’
it, .or somethzng like that, what do you do with

that person? ebody ought to have.the authority

to glve dome k1 of special consideration. .

Ed ‘.'\ “ ;
The final category -0f campus- commltment 1s also one 1n

which the Engllsh department takes prlmary respon31b111ty

P

P
i

" for the upper-d1v131on writing requlrement. Howe££E£;1@/<n¢
\

\\~
does .80 reluctantly, with little. support from tne campus as\

: \ -l ,-./""

S

a whole, ‘and with a lot of concern: for the burden\of the

'admlnlstratlve responslblllty We find the two polytechnlc'i |

campuses, C and I, belong41n thls category | Pass%;;§;below {‘_
| : _ ¢ I S

demonstrate these feellngsh ' B o \
S o e T

cp.mivds T . \
'INT o Let’s begln ‘with the campuBW1de igsue | ﬂ \;jf-\_

‘ags an example, the upper-d1v1szon writing requlreme t \
for graduatlon, do. you requ1re an exam or-a course’ '

A
'AVP: - There  are really 3 optlons The student W Qﬁ
may enroll in a composition coursge, or may enroll \y _‘\\
in. selected llterature courses that have heavy R I

! \_
\ ' o 5\\ : l~ \ \%\w
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" writing components, or may take thé exam. And the
literature courses w1th the 'writing component we
did some revision on those so that we're comfortable
with that writing’ componenf

INT: You réquire an exam or.a course on thls'
campus, is that rlght°

COME : - nght -
INT:-h.. Who set that pollcy7 Wheréfdio thst-
come from? } 2 : .
cOMP:I K Essentially out of‘thé'department.
INT: ‘So 1* was ot a campuSW1de committee?.
COMP:  Check with [name], I think the idea

originated here, it may have had to'clear a campus-
‘. wide committee. It was thrown on our. laps as R
-7 remember. . : o o

i ,c;AMPUs I

ENGL: oh, well, we--from the very start of'%he
graduation writing competency requirement, I did-
not want us, meaning the English department, to .
play a major role, 1 wanted respons1b111ty to be
on faculty all over the campus.. -

So ve really kept a very low prolee in
it. .I'd like other. departments at ‘the university
‘to take more responsibility for writing achievement.
In fact, right now, .I see us entering in the near.

. term a real crunch in demands for our compositzon
courges by more departments, demands which we have
‘refused. We've begun to refuse requests by other -«
departments for adding new composztzon courses -
~ just: like [English] 104 for their majors. . We just

-can't handle it. ‘I Bquest to them that they
should begin their own writing courses, [though] 1
know the potent1a1 dangers. :

. . . .
- - @

A revxew of the 1nterv1ew transcrlpts gshows a wealth of

data concernlng approaches to. the 1mp1ementatlon of a wr1t1ng

-skills graduatlon-requmrement. Only a fractlon of these

. - .
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data have’ been dealt 'with here, and only for Certaln cr1t1cal
elements of. the: upper.d1v151on requlrement | Substantlal
var1atlon is ev1dent for the three categorles of data whlch

we con51der cr1t1cal © our. best current 1nformatlon suggests
that the extent of commltment ‘to the - wr1t1ng requlrement has g

had~and w1ll have a major 1mpact on the structure and 1mplemen—'

tation of thls'requlrement'on the campuses.

Non-Engllsh Degartment Composltlon Activities

. The most frequently used codlng category in 1nterv1ew _
analy51s was that for non-Engllsh department wrltlng act1v1t1es
Into - thls\category we coded references to learnlng center
programs in wrltlng, organlzed tutorial support, spec1ally
funded wr t1ng skllls programs, and other departnents'

2
wrltlng ﬂnstrﬁctlon (excluslve of upper-d1v1s10n requlrement -

courses) To quallfy as.an adjunct source of 1nstruct1on
for our codlng purposes, the assfstance had to be talked
about as rellabllj avazlable, .organized (operatlng as a
un;t, under a leader), systematlc (planned and predictable),
and focused‘upon~ﬁritlnghinstruction (not reading, librar§
help, ESL, or study skllls) ' L A _ |

We are 1nterested in this tOplC area for three reasons.
'First, we wonder to what- extent supplemental wrltlng 1nstruc-'

| t1on is controlled by the Engllsh department, and whether

that 1nstructlon occurs in classes or out51de, e g., in-

19 163"



tutoring{centers. Second,. we wonder hcw well difﬁerent
instructional organisatlons communicate with each other,
coordlnate thelr efforts, and/or share resources and
responsibilites. Thlrd we wonder about the quallty and
‘wutllity of outside assistance in writing.

o As_wefdiscussed our:notas‘and reViewed sections from
lintervieﬁs, we felt a need{to simplify_a'complek of features
descr1b1ng avallable serv1c¢s. we inifially proposed five
;ategorles under our descr;ptor, "adjunct serV1ces in wr1t1ng"-‘
(1) varlety in outside serV1ces, (2) 1nstructlonal content
and format, (3) stafflng, (4) fundlng, and (5) artxculatlon
between and among serv1ce~‘and the Engllsh department. :“W
Unfortunately, descrlblno -ampus program patterns 1n dlscrete

- categorles generates more confuslon than it resolves.
Therefore,_our organlzatlonal approach is more hol1st1c,
' grouplng campus programs across the flve-categories accordlng

to method of dellvery

Therelare/three bas;cumeth,ds of outside service._

ulrst, on several eampuses, the English departments have no
‘direct responslblllty for offerlng regular remedial courses.-
As a result, laboratory or study skllls center offer program-
matic remedral 1nstructlon through courses -and tutors. 1In a

second arrangement outslde serv1ces speciflcally support the

Engllsh department spec1a1 programs, where weak students
placed in regular composition c asses recelve tutorlal
_ass;stance.v The adJunct agency tralns and monltors these

a
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tutors, and often tutorlal work takes place in the agency's_

center or lab " The. thlrd alt*inatlve consists of'outside
services that make 11m1ted wr1t1ng 1nstructlon'available,
along with other subJect matter: ass;stance,_on a walk-in or
teacher-referral ba51s. Comblnatlons of these offerlngs

exist on our top~campus sample

‘a. Courses and Tutors. " on two’ campuses (D and F), the

Engllsh departments do not prov1de regular courses to remedial

students. Instead, these students are sent to a laboratory
or center On campus D, thlB serv1ce is st111 under the-
‘ausplces of. the Engl1sh department, on campus F, the study

‘skills department runs the lab Both of these Operatlonsj

offer resldence credit, but not graduatron unlts, for thelr,

%

remed1a1 wr1t1ng courses

®

e

'Campus F’s ‘study skllls center offers two courses, one
;referred to as "developmental wrltlng," the other, at a

still more bwsic'levelu‘as hpre?remediai " Tnese 1 . znt
—the*oniy remeuratzon—ava&%ahle—te—students—who“faal_to__

quallfy for the freshman compos1tlon course offered in the

Engllsh department ~ The study skllls drrector and wr1t1ng .

specialist have developed a remed1a1 program of 1nstructron.

Goals‘(student performance crlterla), standards, currlcula,

and spec1f1c 1nstructlona1 methods exist for these .courses.

~

~—
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In.additibn ﬁd providing remedial coursework, the stﬁdy
~skilis center providéé.tgtbrs to:;he~English department,”
wherelthey arefusedfextensively in freshmén composition
classes; espeﬁially c}ésses taught by full-time tenured

._facu;ty.“ The'departmént chair, composition coérdinatbr, and;*‘
'académip"vice president, ;emark.on’the reluétanéé of rééula;
English fagyltf ﬁo accept responSibi;ify.fOr~Writing instfgc-
”tion,'relying'insteadAupon‘the study skills departmen;{é o

Cia SRR s P /[
- writing center for remédial writing instruction for the.

" campus. ) o N . o ‘
| ' PROGRAM F' /
-~ : . //' .
INT: on the matter of where policy comes

from, what do you see as the role of the’ English
department~in_compoaition.program-pélicy making?

", AVP: The role of the English/department ought
to be the @xpert soucrce for any /policies that are .
adopted b§ the campus. I think it has not played
that rolefvery well in the past here, but I think
it is likely to in the future to play a larger and
more important part. Like many English departments
until recently - and I mean very recently - the

English department regarded their basic composition
courses- as-courses which were as much literature .
as they were writing. /That's changed. Now everybody, .
as. I understand it from [name], has to agree that . \
they will be teaching compesition, ot literature.

Ly _
o1 don't’know if you've talked to [name], - -
or not, they've hired a few [composition] people...
so they are thinking about that much-more seriously
and constructive’y tharn they were for a long time.
So I think that the role that they advocated, :
.essentially, in writing...well the reason the
study Skills Center exists is because theé English
department wasn't providing any opportunity for )
' remediﬁl'WOrk and wasn't interested in doing so. ///'

S .
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INT: ' You described earlier the p051tlon of

the department with regard to composition. - The

fact that they were not trained or have any spec1a1 -
knowledge in it? Has the feellng and the level of
un&érstandlng changed7 ' .

" ENGL: '~ . A little. [It's a] Slow ‘sort of thlng
The most hopeful,51gn that there'll be a little
more sophistication. in matters in comp. is that
our regular faculty wlll be using more and more
tutors,

L We use some money that we get from the
study skills center to bankroll this tutor program
out of the -Chancellor's special fund for remedial
writing. Because the students who see the tutors
overwhelmlngly, remedial students, they get them a’
~lltt1e extra exposure B ,

The [Engllsh] faculty is w lllng to do
this because it does cut down the n er of hours
they need to see students in their office. They

. ¢an schedule. the ‘tutor on the basis of how large
~"the class 18. . \\

. . On Campus D, remedidlfwork-also takes place in a laboratory

~.

setting' However,{this writing lab. operates as part of the

'Engllsh department, the lab dir rtor also serV1ng as remedial

. N 5 -

program coordlnator. Two remed1a1 fourses are offered in

- the lab. The "pre-remedT*I"“ two-unlt course is intensive,
1nd1v1duallzed, lab work,eln the.. three-unlt remed1al course
students mainly work in a class settlng w1th lab support
The courses have clearly artlculated currlcula and common.
final exams;:the‘instructional staff‘are carefully: trained-

‘and- evaluated | | | ‘

'. In addltlon to‘the structured remedial- coursework, the
wr1t1ng lab offers tutor a551stant1dfor the Engllsh departmentﬁ

: composltlon classes-and‘for.lnd;v1dual students who_come to
0
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the lab fpf?help.' These functions seem cémpa£ép1elto those
-~ E skills center. Howevrr, the}e is an important

" iistinction:between these two labs Unlike the

campus F'Engliéh_facﬁlty, the campus‘D'faculty seem more

enthusiastic and knoWledgeéble about writing instrﬁction.'
\TheQ'viéw the lab;tutqring sefvices és aﬁsupport for tﬁeir -

own wo;k) not as a means to inéreése class sizé, décrease
offibe;hpurs,_and céunterbalancevthe effects of reluctant .
' full-timers. In fpcﬁ, the 1ébbefforts afé Qpll integrated
 with thoée of the ovegéll‘Writing progfam; inCIUding}the f’
upper-aiQision'writing requirement. - S ,
] . PROGRAM D
‘\>COMP: The lab is a crucial paft of the lower
division program, fundamental to 1-A, one of\the

stronger parts of our whole program, that's [remedial
cobordinater's] province. - . ... . . S

4

INT: He and 1 are going to-meet this afternoon
and go over it very carefully. ) ' '

2

REML: =  1It's part of our whole way of working
that the writing lab is totally integrated with = .
' the classroom thing and there's very ¢lose liaison
all the time and I don‘'t want those things separated
at all, I wvant everything to blend together. Many
of the remedial course teachers-bring their classes
. to the writing lab and work with them there and we
have very good relationships. _ : '

INT: - _Are;thefé any people from the E@glish
department involved in the program in addition to
you and [name]? o

.+ . REML: ~We1i, éverybOdy kﬁbws about it: One .
- . important part of our program is the liaison -

system. -Every faculty member who has a compqsitioh ’
. gtudent has a tutor that reports to him once a

r
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week. And that tutor brings in all the cards fhat'\
have the test results. And at the same time the
" accur..lated weekly roster of-student visits and
- §ests taken and passed. ‘ 1 T

A So every week, <very . mmposit’ - teacher,
.with students in the lab, 2L3, or 1A or 1. gets a
weekly report showing how many lab visits their
students have made, what tests they have taken and }

" the results of the test.. And if they .failed, why
-they failed. Every week they get this report. A
tutor comes in and has a conference. They talk:
about problem students and why so and so is not.
getting there and that kind. of thing. " There-is a.
~constant reminder of everything that is happening.

INT: " And the upper-division writing requirement
has had even more influence, hasn't it? -7
REML:. No, not yet. I foresee that a large =
number of lab people will come in. We are getting
some support f£rom ,the AVP's office to give writing
‘help to the 100W [upper-division writing requirement]).
¢ " We were so busy converting to the new remedial L
program that I did'not stress it. But it will be N
" a bigger and bigger\thing from now on. We have \
got to help them. They are not going to be able -
to graduate from this place unless they get through
the writing woilkshop. ' o,

b. Sgeciallz Eunded»ﬂriting Programs. Special programs

_operate. from outside<fundsugllocdted_Bpeéificﬂlly1ﬁ°$mwtit1n§ -

instruction for individuals or small groups. However well
organizéd and useful, these services are.not altefnativeshto
regular English depafﬁﬁentvcourse;; nor are they fegular |
full-term*classes ﬁéught by academic track staffiﬂwinStead,
théy are specially funded-and usually empléy’h bw:iting t '
specialist" who'cbordinateé.p;{amtutors. We see a cistinction
betﬁeén~this»type of writing iﬁstguction,px;g:am and th;t

offered by learning centers and Eduéationalepportunity

>
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Programs where wrltlng is one small part of a multlple-subjeot :
ass1stance program In the latter case, writing ass1stance\ o
is provided for students who have particular:problemsq in

the former, regular curricular sequenCes, or\units of work

WL ‘ awalt the student. Two campuses ir our 1nterv1e§
sample cu.._._. .~ -speciallv funded writing programs.

on campus G, tne:program receives federal funds under a

grant to improve student skills. Whlle the program is not
necessarlly restrléted to wrltlng skllls, 1t has dellberately
developed, as-a major emphas;s, a wr1t1ng Skllls program of
- instruction coordinated by a writing specialist. The specialist
also teaches part time in the English depfrtment. while -’ -
'that prov1des an opportunlty for the articulation of. the

program work with course work, the Engllsh department‘ooes \
not have any control over the admlnlstfatlon or resources of

.

the special program \~V,/.

The instructlonal organlzation of the program is based

"‘upon the workshop~format.W#Students-problems are_dlagnosedeﬂﬂﬁv

and. 1nd1v1dualized programsg of remedzatzon are suggested
"The 1nstructiona1 staff cjnsiets of pald "tutors" who are
graduate studentﬁ 1n Engliah. They are trained before they, \
are alLowed to lead workshopa, and their work is monltored.'
Another strlklng feature of the spec1a1 program' 8
operatzon is the extent of communzcatlon anq\eooperatlon

between its staff and 'the staffs of the learning center, the

EOP department, the English department, and other departments.

Q
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This is evident in attempts to avoid duplication of effort

and. to send students to the agency best suited to thelr.

0 ,"‘

needs .- (Below the~wr1t1ng spec1a11st is deslgnated "WTG

SPEC.") . ) e
- 4 J \
K 2§OGRAM¢G T
INT:  * Do you structure any of your workshops -

‘around any .of the [English department] courses
specifically? Like do you have workshops. for just
- the E100 people? And workshops for the E101
people? "[Note: E100 is the English remedial
.course, E101 is’ freshman comp.].

WTG SPEC No The werkshops .let me give you a

copy of the schedule .. o pl . 3}
. INT: 1'd jove that. oh, they are skills .
, mainly. . o . ,

-

,_;;__ﬂTGlgEEc“,snreA__we talked_about_nhat_klnds_cf;____,_—_——_—
—— —things-we*could-do-given-the -fact-that-our- -audience -
. might be transftory. It is. idealjstic at best to
~ assume you could do anything to -improve someone's
writing in ten weeks--40 -hours. We have even less °
. time than that. And it is a sort of a catch as
catch can. sltuatlon e i - \\\,
- And 80 Ve thouqht that maybe the students
,,,,,, __might_feel like they had more control over their .]
writing if we presented.small segments. To say, ) <o
here are some-things, [for: example ] and. there . *7 _ ?%
‘really are ways of controlling them. Commas dén't_ ;.. )
get put in by the one, two, three comma, .one,  two, i i
- three comma rule.- There really are reasons why o ,J
- you put them wherever you put them R
: And s80 we plcked speczfxe-tcpacs, thlngs .
¢ that we could.talk about in one hour ‘and give the
students some kind of notion of what: to dolwith.
- And then move on to something else. And a person-
could come to one of the labs dnd benefit, we | °
feel. Or: come to all elght and it would st111.
" help...

\,'

\' o

/- INT: . sb you could'call thesge iabs, not IR -
workshops. . y ’

-
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WTG SPEC: 'Yes. ' And the format is that there is, .
dependlng upon the topics,. about'a half hour of
lecture/dlscu551on And then some- actual writing..
_INT: There is the learnlng resource center,

‘the EOP program and you as §upport services, as I _
' understand it, is that rlght7 o i ' . -

" WIG SPEC: Yes R IV
-INT: " Do you feel that you work cooperatlvely ]
""" "f-wlth them and- well and you are 1n good commun1cat10n7’\\\’

o WTG SPEC:" Yes. for the purpose of wr1t1ng remediation
we have d1V1ded our efforts in half. The learning-
center is reSponslble for. subject-spec1f1c writing

“probléms; if a student is writing a paper for a
history ¢lass. and has questions or does not quite .

.~ understand what. is . golng -on;- that person will go

" to the learnlng centek. - Students who ‘have ongoing

" basic wrltlng dszlcultles go through [thls program]
and ultlmately through me. _ e X

. This year, all of us are workzng much I
more closely now. And that is an exciting thing. -
————-*¥t—haﬁ—meant~that—&%I—of—us~hadvhad~to glve—uprafm~;w~wm”~“

Tlittle’ b1t of flexibility. -And, of course, it is
always a’'little painful to do that but that ‘
tran51tlon 13 being:- madeﬁw1th_1ncred1ble-eaae:““*“*->:~“"~-

e INT‘ And you all _gseem to know what the other

' “one is doing. 1 know it is a small campus, but

that is still an 1ncred1b1e accomplzshment for- | O
eéven a, small ‘campus . T, _ _ B IR

.

| WiG SPEC. The actlng dean has worked really hard
to make that happen. The English department '
chalrman has also been extremely cooperatzve -

-

f.On campus H the pec1a1 program 13 a tutorzng center

3

'whlch 1is run by the’ remed1a1 Engllsh coordznator. Although

-4
thls arrangement appears, at fert, szm1lar to the campus D
wrltzng lab, 1t dszers in anflmportant way. The tutorlng

'center does not offer regular wrltlng coursework Its‘-ﬁ

‘

domaln is exc1u51ve1y tutorlng a551stance. Tth serv1ce is
.x* o :
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'avallable to any student by’ faculty referral or-on a "walk—ln"
basis. »«A major role for the center is prov1d1ng tutor1ng
~suoport for the remed1al course offered by,the Engl1sh

[

depértnent - ~ '--'5 e L ST

o
[Za

REML.2 The teachers in the remedlal courses are
informed that if-we have suff1c1ent tutors they .
. may use tutorial time in the- classroom.' But. this = ~
~yeat, mo one-has chosen to incorporate it as. a
pa t of the. classroom act1v1ty . '

) But the students’ in the Engllsh 1 - e T
[remed1al] classes use the tutor1ng center a great '\
_deal. They use it by refertal or by their own i :
"-realization that they need the help we Serve a .
good number of Engllsh students. s .7

o ST

—“*“INT“—But 1t“i’s‘vo‘luntary—x"‘take 1t“'—“*""“‘ , j_"::f'_“:.' |

viREmL Well it depends. Thekteachers may B S
- requlre 1t of the students. And| if they do, ve - A
TN keep records. The“teachers”QO“come“down*and“check‘r“"“*ij”“

to see 'if the: students are us1ng\1t. But again,’
it depends on the 1nd1v1dual teacher oﬁ 1nstructor.»

I
o
R
\

f;”l L1m1ted Ass1stance.w Every campus 1n _our.. sample hasfﬁﬁ%

an EOP department offer1ng academ1c asslstance to students

adm1tted under the Educatlonal Opportunlty Program 1 The .

gener1c “learnlng center“ 1s also omnlpresent in th1s sample. -'J

S

[lee EOP departments, learn1ng centers\offer academ1c asslstance

" ST S . R

<

- " . . . . ) s . ! B

These students¢do not meet“regular pdmlss1ons cr1ter1a and S

therefore .are considered "disadvantaged." While these students
. are -usually. ethnic m1nor1t1es, dlsadvantaged Anglos maylbe EOP

students as we]l.. L 7
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in a variety: of subject areas. ﬁnlikefEOP learning centers >>\

~

serve all students, usually as those students seeﬁ\asSistance,<

\

although sqmetimes by faculty referral These agenc1es _,‘4 | . s

often offer tutoring help for writing pioblems that the

. g e
student raises or the tutor diagnoses in writing done for or’ N

H

given as a course assignment o . . ,i*, EEEEEE

SOme campuses in our sample rely exclusiVely upon these_

\

services to suppl“ out-of-class assistance in writing skills.
These campuses are c, E, I, J, Q, and S. \ For some campuses

\

this means there is only a limited amount . of QutSide wrltlng

developed more sophisticated assistance

on campuses C I, and s, outSide help‘in writing-
extensive. Two of these campuses, C and I, are polytechnic‘x”
universities and their learning centers are less concerned
with prOViding writing and reading assistance than assistance
in mathematha and the sciences.. Their students who\need
-writing assistance often receive better service:in the

.English remedial courses Qr from EOP tutors. Campus s

Apresents a unigque case. The remedial/compOSition conrd'hator
ha;-originally hired to develop/and manage a writing pro.ran
-in the learning centet, wvhich she did., When she~hoved to|
the English department, ‘she too; with her the responsibil%fyL\

and authority for 'the remedial courses and tutoring assistance -

program. Her position is. still funded.through learning . i
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senter resources, and there 1s édmeWCanern on the part of

Ehe,learning center staff abbﬁt fhe @osé oﬁ:ﬁhg;ggﬁﬁiting-

srogram to the Ehglish departméhtﬂﬁi
. R . EY \\ ’\

.o~ L. ‘ . f "j_ o
The learning center ,frector'onﬂCQmpus
- T : -

J also describes
v \~ .

o

o c I SR | i PP .
the loss of some writing a531stance<qegpons;bllltles, in

A
\

this case tp'the Chicano Studies and‘tﬁé Pan-African, Studies.
departments, which have each greated\§heir ovn complete
writing prqdréms. \(Séefthe seCtioh"bﬂ{Composition Programs |,

e : . \ ; _
for a description of these programs, iéentified as J(B).)

In_:ésponsé, the campus J_iearning centeixﬁas-carved out a

\!
b

név writing domain for_itself; the upﬁeq4@ivision writing

requirement. (Below "LC}DIR"’B@&%dsrfof‘isgrning>center

\
\ \
y .
\ A\
\

: - \ o \

. i . . - . \ . Lo
- LC, DIR: See nov in terms of writing proé*ams we |
not only have drop-in service...but we have\huge |
program vworkshops and materials for students who |
have to take the [upper-divizisnl writing \\/u‘ \‘
proficiency exam. - : - : ' \\

di;eétor;)

f

PROGRAM J

INT: -~ Yes, that is what I was going to Bgy\on Vo
the upper-division writing requirement for graduation,
how has it affected your program? * -
LC DIR: Well, I felt like the writing proficiency
. . exam is an occasion to create a...writing [program] x
that is designed to both prepare astudents to take |
" it and offer short courses for a certain group of \
gstudents who fail, mainly for students who fail :
the exam. - i A
- [ My reason was that: the Center could play |
a very significant role for a number ywho simply \
need a basic’ refresher of composition skills to ‘
pass the test. We can offer very. inexpensive

prep-sessions and also we have developed a-ghqr;””M;:;%;w

course for students who fail. - — ,
’ e o R
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INT '  You started a minute ago to ask whether
you*should describe the prep-session. Could you
do it very briefly? - :

. LC DIR: . Let me just lay out what it is brlefly
we alsb have developed independently a tw -hour
audio cassette workbook, How to Take A Wr g
Proficiency Exam, which is experlence-based beca&se
Wwe use a whole past exam question and we take v
stidents. through step by step, with basic issues
such as read the question carefully, and we use
examples from past exams where students have done

- well. All the illustrations are based on actual
student performance. So the student who wants to

, prepare can come in any time the-‘center is open

. _and sit down with a cassette and listen to a
combination lecture-exercise and w1th a culmlnatlng
writing exercise.

Despite the more restricted offerings.of-these learning
centers, many of the same campuses have EOP servzces that
appear falrly well developed in the area of writing skllls
Of course, these programs are not (at least in theory) open
to all students. For many EOP programs, 1nvolvement in _' ' :..’ —

P

wrltlng 1n3truct1on began W1thfan actzve role 1n the development
AN

of a remedlal,wrztlng program. Hlstorlcally, EOP students

/
have been seen as those "most in need of. asslatance,“ and -

/

the EOP department has had money to provlde that asszstance.
In mostﬂggmoug>ﬁpnrandmlearnzngrcenter~1nterv1eys, people-”4'
—/m;ntion that the learning center grew out of an EOP;funded,-
operation.n dn\many campuBGS”the learnzng ‘center Etzlle-»~ﬂw—a~*’r‘
/ //""—’ .
shares EOP faczlitles or funds (though technlcally this xs_
an 1nappropr1ate use of money targeted for EOP students_i

only). Campuses that,stlll have active EOP wr1t1ng

_instruction are G(and Q.. i e




@
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PROGRAM G |

. . . ' \\

‘ EOP: our approach here fordthe last seven or
eight years has been heavy empliasis| on writing for
all' of our students. And the English 100 class,
which is our intensive English, was\a few years
back, kind - of jointly 1n1t1ated by EOP and the
»Engllsh department

Before that was a campusW1de, SO to
speak, course. I mean it has alwvays been campus-
widé in terms of enrollment, but up unt11 five e
' years. ago, it was about 90% EOP students involved //
in that course. So we used to have only one or - 7~
- .. two sections a quarter. And that was~the format.

Then as EPT [systemwide placement test]
became a factor in identifying students,’ then the
class naturally expanded and more sections were

" ‘offered. And consequently the number of EOP
students in a class proportionately decreased
‘ whlch is what we really wanted. .

Again, our phllosophy has. been that our
students should be involved with courses that are
[already in the] curriculum rather than developlng
fseparatemcoursesmthatedon~t-bnnoflt—the-studonts

So that has been our purpose. . From that stand-
point, we have always had a writing component that
we require our students to participate 1n, before
English was a requlrement.

Thesé active‘EOP ﬁriting programs: G and Q, offer

structured 1nstruct10nal classes in wr1t1ng as well as the

more common tutor1a1 asslstance. These programs appear

carefully. plannedrmlnstructors havewwrltlng“backgrounds,n#,MWWM,_Tft

tutors- receive tralnlng. students.are~d1agnosed for placement

into the most directly apolrcabie instrectional component.

Aiso characteristic of tpeseuprograms is'the effort to
»foilowwupwstudentswanditofmaintain;anwactive7~openfcommanica--~7~w~

tions line with the English department.




\ - PROGRAM Q

‘EOP: I teach an Independent Study for the
English department in Afro=American Lit. My .
concentration is in- the Harlem Renaissance Period
in Afro-american Lit. 1I've taught Independent W
studies in Harlem Renaissance, and in the summer,
for five years, I've developed a six-vweek writing
workshop for EOP admits. It's basically a writing
course that bridges them\lnto English 100. I
teach that evéry summer. Durlng the year I do‘
;AIndependent Studles

Another member of our staff, one of our
counselors,  also has a degree in English and he
and I separately read the [diagnostic] writing
sample and make a determination of vhat areas they
need to work on.

.thé writing workshop is non-credit .
even though the new 009 [remedial] they've developed
“in the English department ig very similar in some
ways. to what I've been dozng for seven years

6 Afterword ST

The intervzew process has provzded the project with a
conslderable amount of 1nformat1on about attitudee, polzczes,'L
problems, and*rationales affecting college vriting inatruction P
-‘For-this-report-we-have -been able tormeaningfully analyze
“only five major categories of that 1nformation: (1) progrem

goals and lnstructlon philosophies, (2) composltzon coordlnatore’

/S
-respons:bLlitles, (3) remedlal procedures and practiges,’ (4)

the upper—d1v1sxon writing"requzrementr~and {5) non-Englzsh

department activities. As the research contlnues, we wlll




-eturn to this sourcev for additional ihformétion, catégoriés,
and expllmatiéns' of findings. If necessary or appi:opi:iai:e’, \
ve may return torca_mpuses, o;:f inﬁer‘}iew other cﬁampuses; as -
time and resources permit. e

4
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. CHAPTER NINE

Results of the Preliminary Analysis

of the Faculty Survey

Overuiew |

‘Belou we present a descriptiVe‘summéry andvthe-results
of factor analyses of key data from the questlonnalres sent
to wr1t1ng 1n8tructors on- all nlneteen campuses. The. faculty
questlonna1re,'wh1ch can be found in the appendlces volume,
- was deslgned to prov1de 1nformat10n on .four 1ssues" (1)
faculty background- (2) faculty att1tudes ~and bel1efs about
] wrltlng Jntructlon, remed%al students, composltlon progr
leadershlp, and campus cllmate surroundlng wr1t1ng program
efforts; (3) classroomkpractlce, andt(4);1nfluences on’
writing program onerations.- Results ar} presented for_eech
of these topics. L 1 ._u . s | . _

The sample Tf respondents is aescrzbed in Chapter sze Q
of tnls report )However, one essent\el fact about thlB

— ]

sample should be repeated here, gince 1t\needs to be kept in

\

‘ \
m1nd in relatlon to results Although ou» respondents are

all wr1ting instructors, they d1ffer in the_h1nd and frequerncy

of writing. classes they teech. In general, ﬁe do not feel

\

these dlfferences jeopardzze the 1nterp etatlon\of answers.

to quest1ons on campus, departmenu, ‘and program éf airs.

N
However, we d1d ask our respondents to 11m1t thelr‘answers :




in the sectlon on’ 1nstructlon to reflect thelr practlces in f!
only oAé course type, the class they most recently or most
freﬁuently taught. We offered three categorles of wr1t1ng
classes and required the respondents ‘to check the box_h
1nd1cat1ng the referent for their answers. The categorles.
afé: (1) remedial wrltlng 1nstructlon, (2) first-term
Ireshman composltlon, and (3) another lower-di&isionhwriting
course. of the 371 cbmplete cases, 17.7% (N=i4) chose to
answer based on thelr remedial course 1nstructlon' 55.7% .
(N-233) selected flrst-term freshman comp051tlon, and 15. 54
(N°ﬁ4) indicated that thelr responses reflected 1nstructlon
in other lower d1V1s10n ertlng courses. The balance of
respondents, 11.3% (N-47)§kneglected to indicate their '_’ o

referent The dlstlnctlon between, remedial and flrst-term

composltlon referents has been malntalned in data analysis

and presentatlon of results for items on 1nstructlonal_ ) - // ‘
practlﬁes only. I o . {,/
Facultz Background Who Teaches Writinq7w» — 7

. v We asked our sample several questlons ‘about thelr N _
gechground age, hlghest degree held, degreg mﬂjor,_faculty L
AN ; ‘

statis, years teachlng wrltlng, years on the caMpus.
\

e six age categorles ve, offered the 40-49 years ?"\\
. old bracket\\btalned the most responses (33 7% or 137
-respondents}\\\Next most- commonly selected was the -30= 39

o

bracket (29. \\‘The fact that 69 0% of respondents were at

a

N\ T 18s L,




“or below age 49 may reflect the extensive use of partltime
fand full-time contract lecturers (often recent graduates

_ ; '
still seeklng permanent positions).

We also provided categorles for descrlblng the hlghest

degree held by 1nstructors in our sample. -Not surprlelngly“

<4
most people report completlon of the Ph.D. (59. 8%); the

remalnlng 39.8% of our respondents are below the doctoral

»

level. B.A., B.S., accounts for 8. 3% of the sample, M.A.,

M?s,, M.F.A., accounts for 27.5%. Another 3.7% claims the
ABD "all but dlssertatlon," category

Asked about the major field of study for thosexdxgrees,
%our sample 1nd1cates an overwhelmlng proportion (70%) fromg
'American ‘or English literature. The;remaining responSes are

2

distributed among llngulstlcs, comp051t1on, education, - -and’ .

-

~ rhetorlc (1n descendlng order of, popularity) Our "other"

'category accumulated 14. 77 of the responses, theee 1nclude o

seemlngly‘unrelated subjectBABuch as hlatory,nsoclology, and

counsellng

Our 1nterest in faculty background reflects Bome

' expectatlon that wrltlng ‘courses mlght be primarlly the. -

domaln of contract 1nstructors, 'i.e.,. non-tenure track starf

~

worklng'on a part- or’ tull-tlme ba51s of those wr1t1ng

1nstructors responding, we do find 58 57 are tenured or

' tenure-track faculty members, i.e., only sllghtly more than

half . Contract lecturers (non-tenure track) account for
35.7% of the sample, graduate student*a551stants, 5.4%, ~nd

administrative track, .5%. :

R

o ( N A. 1“8-",7‘-“.;;, 178
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i TABLES 13a-e/
AV age on last birthday ‘
¥ . .
. ¥
age grdﬁp % of respondents
c T 23-29 6.4%
30 - 39 o  '29.0%
40° - 49 ’ 33.7%
50 -59 C21.49 :
60 -"69 - - " 9.6%
N.of cases - 407
b. courses ta@gﬁt over'the'last three years
. ) 4\.:( ) . ‘<. .. .
course . - . : % ef reépqnded%é*
remedial writing, = " o 41.0%
. : 5 o .
freshman composition - 1st semester S 73.5% )
freshman comp3sition -.iﬁd semester . 35.7%
other, lower division wrktigg . 23.6%
upper division writing requirement for - _
graduation ‘ T .. 50.4%
. S R .
teacher education, teacher preparation in ' )
writing instruction \ ‘ - 14.5%
special supportwsngiéeg in writing E } . 14.2%
- N of .cases _ .'f R | 415
L .

. p e S = .f{? - .
multiple responses were permitted; therefore total percent exceeds
100%. ‘ T ' -

. Ty \
(o [Ty
":'15’ u\i ‘y '
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Tables 13a-e (continued)

c. highest degree status’

. degree’ x

% oflrgsppndents \

‘ _ BA, BS 8.3% \
MA, MS, MFA 27.5% SN N
ABD; PhC 3.7% A
PhD N 59.84 - .
EdD ] 1
. Vo ) )
N of cases : : 408 ' ™

d. field of.specialization for this degree

, major_- "% of respondents
. . T
~ . literature “70.4% . ) : ﬁh ‘
N rhetoric - 1.7% ’ B ]
_ linguistics 5.6% ’ '
composition 4.7%
education o 2.9% .
other 14.7% .
- N of cases S 408
.\ L . . -
e. current status on campus / T
.o i / o -
status R % of/éeaponden;s ' \
- ) & . C ‘\_
tenured ’ - //56.$% : : -

' tenure-track i _ : ] 2.0% © .. —
fullwtime, lecturer (non-ténure-track) - 5% .
part-time, lecturer - 30.6%

" graduate assistant " 5.4% ’
administrative track S| S ’
N of cases,'. ) / . =409;

. ' 180 L’ >
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our survey also asksgthe"number of years teaching

'riting, and the number offyeare on campus. For "years
eachlng wr1t1ng," faculty responseﬂsrange from one. ‘to forty
rears. The’ mean is 13 3 years and»the standard dev1atlon,

). 4 (varlance = 88 5) \The dlstrlbutlon, clearly, is skewed
:oward the lower end of the range, fully 67% of the sample

-eports hamxng taught wrltlng 51xteen or fewer years For

R

'years on thls campus u the responses range from one to-

o4 -
.nlrty-one years The sample mean is 10.6, standard dev1at10n,»w§"_

/' P a

7. 5 (varlance = 56 a) The dlstrlbutlon suggests a bimodal
sample, with one group clustered around three or. fewer years
and a second group clustered around twelve to flfteen years
Phls may aga1n reflect the dual status groups, regular ’
tenured and tenure-track faculty and the T newer "contract" or -

non—tenuremtrack 1nstructors ‘\' o / W . ."' v

2“~Faeult Attltudesmand—ﬂellefs - ‘ e 3 Ar » #_:n' e

The data repqrted 1n thls sectlon are fﬁom the thlrty-one

leert items on the guestlonnalre In analy21ng the sample

-

responses, we began with an overview: of ‘answers across all
respondents, then bro?e down data by campus and then by

faculty status, 3. //regular faculty and contract lecturers.

We d1d not flnd an&;clear d1st1nctlons between status categorles

-

for the attltudes/bellefs Likert Ltems on the other hand

program by program dlfferences 1ooked prom1slng., However,

‘\

the smalI‘number of respondents on.. many of the’ already

/ i
small slzed campuses prevented us fnom conductlng anﬁly91s
ya - . ‘\ C

—

3 ;"‘,‘ - Lt L -~ ' . ) .
.




of variance testslof-these diffe'»rencEesT'—'mi-"ur‘t:her:more7—v~1e—d:i;d——~—**w
not.wish to evaluate and compare nineteen individual campuses,
but rather:describe types of.composition programs_(presumablfii 41
less 'thah nineteen versions). Werwill return to these items ';

for re-analysis by program featurss_after we have identified

program.types. éampus by_campus summaries of-responsesgon

these Likert items are fabled in the companlon volume of

appendlces to this report. - | .

. .__Factor. analyses wh1ch,makeeuse of . thesemresponsesvarel;ﬁ”m ,,,,,,

S o

Included later in this chapter and d1scussed below. ’Among

a

the issues ve are 1nterested in are the att1tudes of the two
status categorles of faculty toward such matters ‘as the

teachlng of writing, the level of staff morale, the need for
‘a remedlal program, and the. ex1st1ng campus wrltlng pollcles.

The factor analyses show that facultyﬁperceptlons on these;; ’ -

“matters form coherent and identifiable groupings.. h
3. Classroom Practlce. 4 ‘

P

In 1nterV1ews of wr1t1ng program d1rectors, we speclf}cally

asked about program pOIICIeS regardlng 1nstructr9nal go 13
\

. and practices. - While such pollc1es were often artlculated

by 1nterv1ewees, these same peOple vere often obllgéa to

/polnt out that they. had Iittle or - no 1dea _of how closelj;mﬁ;

most faculty adhered to pbllcy, program d1rectors agreed

[y

that thelr knowledge of classroom~“ract1ce of regular staff
(tenured or tenure-tradk) in’ part1‘ular was guesswork L

best.~




. - ) i
. . . /

vriting wore often more closely monitored and sometimes even
s ot S } _

’ —

"trainedfiby composition program directdrs. T ST

In orderAto describe writina programu‘of~instruct§on\§en
felt 1t necessary té query the rnstructors directly’ about .
their personal approach to teachlng By gathe /ﬁg data at f
th1s leVel we expected to determine the. commonalltles and
var1at1ons -in practlce between instructor ypes (confract
and regular faculty), between course types. (remedlal and
freshman comgos1tlon), and among ‘campus programs:i

fé describe wr1t1ng 1nstruc}aon, we included survey
1tems on actual practlces and ?’ais. We asked about the
themes underly1ng the organlz trPn and sequencemof instruc-
tlon, materials used in sup ort of those themes, methods of
teaching, activities occurr1ng dur1ng class, amount and klnd

of asslgnments,vand feedback on ass1gnments.~' e : ?f ;l

S

In--ldltlon,ewe felt that a, clear plcture of wr1t1ng
1nstruct1on requlred 1nfo§matlon about tangentlally reluted

act1V1t1es, ile., out-of-class act1v1t1es carrled out as ,
/ - .
part f a wr1t1ng class. Accordlngly, we asked faculty
/ N
about. utside work requlred of thelr students, ‘length of

off1ce hours, referral of students to adjunct support

serv1ces in wrltlng (such as writing lab or tutoring center),

- . ~

and sat1sfact10n w1th those serv1ces. _ .

The data on 1nstructlonal practlces in the classroom

i

‘Wéfe’examlned flrst by correlatlonal analyses in an effort

to reconstruct an ent1re lnstructlpnal approach from the

ot — - . ' - -~
-

~./ ) . . . : . " ,
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- . :'1 ‘ . . . . . ’ )
‘geveral 1natructlonal categorles we had created (goals, ; —

\ .
*,materlals,_methods, act1v1t1es, assl ents, feedback) _J//.

~These correlatlon matrlcea suggest to us that'a fector
|

analye;s mlght prove frultful. The methodoloqy and the. .

C.

1;'results of Qur - factor analyses are presented 1n the followxng

.-« \/. . - [
;

section. . ) _ | \\\\\i
' / Fxret ve present data on the varzables leas 1rect\y -

" \
~. - a

- ﬁelatea to claae 1netruction. For “the moﬂt part, tnese 8 HT\T\;e
items do. not. yield between-campua differences.- Therefore,,‘f,
.fience?t whexe relevant, ;e aummerxfe ‘results acroaﬂ tpe |
entire eample rather than by 1ndividua1 Campuses:-
| ' a. Outside werk. Te determine out-efnclaas vork that )

- |
,1natructorﬂ require ef their Btudente, ve effered a list ‘of
) poasibilitieﬂ.’ (1) seel tutorial as ' '

,-cemputer-aeeieted 1netructional BUPPOK 3 and (3) meet.with
the 1netructor. Further, ‘we. queliﬁied theﬂe eheieen by T
_asking if they are requirod of all/or aPme stuﬁcnta.i Of eur ’ |
reaponﬂents (N=418), 10. 7% require all their etudente te | I_ o
:seeh tuterial nseietaneo autnidejof claae; thiﬂ numbor _;:fff-~*f:/

_ ~1ncludes a major preportion of remedial writing eeurse
7.1natructora. ‘An additiennl 22. 1%“5I our rccpenﬂonte indicated

_"seme" of thoir studonte ere aﬂaigned tuterinl asaiﬂtanee. |

KOutaide help for ntudontn through requirod eomputor-asﬂiated _.i/

feinetructien is ‘reported. by only 7. .3%. of ‘the fneulty aample.eA; s

'Meeting with the’ 1netructer euteide of claee time 19 required /ﬂ'*

tfor all studenta in class by 65% of the faculty reapondents._;_'




Ry

// Another 32. OA require only some of their studenﬁs to meet D e

H

with them outside class.' -

b. office\ﬁourg. The above data’ suggest a considerable ’

commitment of outside time on the part of writing instructors.

"J

. However, when oﬂfered an\open-ended question about average _
fweekly total time for cqursa office hours, 66 1A of the ;fipifi. 
“respondente report three or fewer office hourﬂ a\week. - .

.'Thouqh reaponaea range from one hour to twenty hTurﬂ weekly

.r(anly one peraon:resprndad with twanty), the meaﬁ\is 3 S
' houra.anﬂ the standard deviation, 2.5, whilc thesae. numbera
1'may be éonaidered realistic in view of the heavy teaehinq
load for composition faculty, they do raise\questions about
the reporta of required conaultatian with atuﬁents deecribed

above. _ A e

k3

_ Adjunct Services.. Tﬁé'lbﬁ prepartion;éf iﬁdtruérdré'
requiring studentﬂ to ﬂeek tutorial assietance equesra that

‘\inetrnctora might not have aeceﬂa te ﬂuch aarvicea or: might
not believe them r?levant to coursewerk. wu nﬂhed faculty o
vhether they rafer Btudentn ta a. lenrning center,-writinq _~ﬁ

/émns. |

vlab, or tutoring center, for aaaistance in writinq ) |
kX In raspunae, 92. 3% nay they do 80. - wn further.queriod abeut ;'

the percoived nrtieulntion between sueh eervieea/and the

' writing ceurae: 75 2% of the sampleh"know[s] w?nt warn

students do there.“ However, only 51 6% reperta receiving B

tfeedbnck from the lab or center about ntudente sont there, a

and only 28 9% reporta that mtudent work completed there

“counta" in couree gradea.L When ashed whcther they are 5 {--”"




"satisfied wzth the articulation between learning/tutoring -

. i
'“!center_or_nrlting_lab work and classroom work,ﬂ only 54.1%

=

uof the faculty respondihq say yee ' *;,7 - %
‘ Influences on Writing Program gperations~,"

We were intereated, in our: 1nterv1ew1ng, 1n determzning;»"".

campue 1nfluences on wrlting programa.x ﬂowever, ve do not

want to aéeume thﬂt the Perceptiona of tneledmrﬂiérrators we -

‘winterviewed are neceaearily congruent with -oT representative'

Rl

. fof the perceptions of writing instructors. Becauae of this

- eoncern. Ve, include in the faculty gurvey a sectien on

'Zvariables nffectinq the campus writing program.' In that r_.\"
- aection ve liat twenty-three possiLle influences and ask cn
A‘ reapondents to rate each in terms of the degree (mnjor,

'.moderate, miner) and the ﬂirection (poaitive, neutral, £
; _negative) of ‘this influence. = o | 1-.)/;7.l

‘ Our preliminary annlysis suqqeste wery“few—renpondents-;-i
,perceive or are willinq to indicnte they perceive negative : ‘
| influeneea on the composition pragram from amang thone L R
:twenty-threp we list.‘ Neverthcloan, wc find Buffieient

ranqe in - reepensos on’ rhe degreo of posicivo influence from

"V,each vnriable. COrrelationnl annlyﬂil eugqeate aeveral ‘of .

i_these influenceb share a roiationnhip at leaat in the mind
of the respondents.‘ We qonatructod two correlntion matrices:

K one for thig aet of program vnriablen alono, and one for' jfﬁa”

”‘*f?ftheﬂe variablea anether with the aet of inatructionel

ur'variableﬂ., Theae‘ndtriceﬂ were used: in factor_analysea w;;ﬁﬁ;iif

‘ _described in the section immediately following..k;'

/ .. -
oo-l1ee s




'S, Factor Analy51s of Q_estionnalre Data

The goal of these analyses 1s the generation of factors

| describing college writing programs._ 8 campus programs can
: be described in terms of their differences on these factors,
:,,;the factors can be used to group programs and to link student .
'foutcome data (to be gathered‘in Phase II) to differences 1n
feach program type. Descriptive statistics from the guestion- .
najire data suggest two levels of information. The first 17,\22
:vincludes tnose variables descrihing general writing program |

features. The eecond covere variables describing specific

Jinetructional features.ﬁ .';'-~f e -
"/’ To create the program factors,_we relied upon correlation-
/matrices incorporating the 31 Likert items and the 23 program
_/ influence iteme. (See Appendin, Volume II of this report,-.
guestionnaire items 4-35 anﬂ 46 ) We performed orthogonal
'“*—*factor analysee using variman rotation of the correlation
} matrin (witn Kaiser normalization) A8 uaual, our input
i _ offered more factors witn eigenvaluea at or above 1 than N
e - made intuitive gense. Two rules guided final aeciaiona on
'ﬂffactora.; Firet, the numher of legitimate factore van basee
. upen. tne number of factora with eigenvaluee at or above .95. U
Second, within that numher we retained only thoee factors for'
wnicn tnree or. more variablen loaded at 40 or greater.
?;\5: . our interpretatione and reflections led to an agreed upon

;n; set of seven factore deecribing guestionnaire responees on '

items about the compoeition prcgram in general.< Tables 14a-g




&

present these factors thh variable_;oadlngs and elgenvaluesxﬁ
The second set of factors, those descrlblng 1nstructlonal

A
traits of facnlty, were also derived from an orthogonal,_

: varlmai_églution d the ame’ selection criteria Theae smxl .
\1',\_ s \1 / -
factors arepyis ed in TabIeS\ISa-f along w1th commonalities
{ / ) '/ \ .1 »
and eigenva uesg.: NN B
{V C TRy ‘ '

Pro ram Factorsl FactdE\\ (Table 14&) ve label

ampus _ climate for com osition becauge 1tﬁaubaume3 reaponsesl

- about campus policiee affecting writing. the. upper-division

"‘writinq requirement, placement of studemta im regulam or

"remedial cempoaition, qﬂd the requireg/Enqlish Plaeememt

",Test R \ v .”. L. - ¥ S _ ! \1 '

Factor 2 (Table 14b) ig caiied student content priharily \
becauae the three moat Btrongly q}oupad itema deacribe ‘i
flimguiqtic, ethnic, and academic atudent charactorietica as
influencen om the cempe;iticn proqrnm. Leas stramglyzrelated
:influencea in this qreuping nre ncademic nerviceﬂ offered by
'}EOP, fnculty morale,fand preacnce of tenured faahlty in the ',“

writing praqrnm. FOP nervicea aro prebnbly drnwn into thisf

"cluster b cause dcenomicnlly dinadvantaged atudents brougﬁt
1'in under EOP are alse lihely te be thoao atudente 1088 i
N ”.'fluent in aqademic writinq. Thc inelusion of itema en

fnculty mornle and the prosence of tenured faeuity in the -‘
praqrnm may reflect pereeptiona held by thed“ wha view
| tenured litenature fuculty as not well nuited te teach : 'f“ ;f

'wrifing tm aecond-language or«stcond-dialoct Btpdents. -




. ) , S
0

Factor 3, adjunct wrlt g asslbtance descrlb@s percnptlons

about wr» 1ng 1nstruct10n ava :lable ou\szde the regu’ar
:classroom. Also drawn to- this i.cfor are items descziblﬁg
1nfluences from vﬂcent céﬁposztlon xeseaxch ané from the o )
’*/,presence offnon,Enghlsh departmen“ faculty tﬂachlnq Englzsh U
Eﬁfwrltlng classea. 1hese ltems may retlect two dlfterent
kinds of proqrame where outside wxit1ng usy\stance is- al. _
major program feature, e. g., proqrams D and r. (In the o .2 :
*‘first case, proqram D, there does 3eem to he a ‘conscious 'Qf {4a
N -ftheoretical basis for the. Enqlish wrztiuq 1ab activities ané :f
/ | currzcula.‘ In the secend case; program ¥, the outsida - |
| 4asaistance ig the only remedia.~1nstructian available, and
\\-/ft ia in another, “non‘Enqlish " department D) The Bmaller
' factor loading Bcorea might then reflact bhe reiacively f~
amaller proportion oﬂ reapondents working within either of -
theae kindﬂ of program ax:anqements. (gee tnterviow analyaia:: .

Chapter Eiqht, eapecially Section 5, )

~

. Pactor 4, program laadership eontaxt, éraws toqether K
ﬂffp many iteme which tagather characterizm pregram lenderahip in .

'"§\nerma of participatien. d ﬂtafi ”elntions and mornle.- 4; ﬁkv

These items @;so group with reaponaea to\the itcm deacribing ?
4 the programmatic influence fram ﬂtnff truining in compoaition ,:
ﬁl'i inatrue.zon. Responnea to theee items all mova in the aame

ﬁs direction on the- acnle:- fuculty who feol composition trnining

haa had a strong positive impact on the program nlso feel

%]Q tha various souraes of leadagphip and the staff murnle and




' relations are strong posltIVé\infl nces‘T nd v1ce versa) f}?.
Though we cannot infer causefeff t from factor analysis,.wef |
-r«can speculate about the clusterf/z of these responses
Perhaps strong positive leadership makes tne more succtssful.:'“o
| attempts at faculty development, or succesdﬁully attracts'_'_ﬂ'°t-
the more.knowledgeable instructors (pernaps part-timers) to'.

teach the writing courses.: L~,_ l‘ - -_~tL

-

_% Factor s, cohesiveneés of tne composition Erogram, o
clusters together items describing mechanisms for establishing

~a common core of instruction for the’ different sections of
the same course. ,',\» _ " l i o -
Facters 6a and &b r guire much more care in enplicetion
hecause of the sensitive ground they cover, faculty atth udes .

towarsjcomposition instruction., The first.iactor, 6e, is"

labeled "bah humbu " es 8 reflection of the consietently
| negative etence‘doscribed by the eeven Likert items it J.
groups toge er. Also, a greeter number of tneso items nave N
'7_ higher weights or loadings ﬂhan is generelly truo for. the
~ other factorn (five of ‘seven; iteme are above .50) " This ”]..

o means tnat, for a largo number of our reapondente,ktnese/ﬁ
| itoms evohe very nimilar enswers, either in eqreoment er S
= disagreemont.- For tne most part,.tho items speeh for themm ‘ffr .‘

selves (see Teble laf) Togethor they nuggest eé?oon distesto |

d

————fer—remediel—inatructionl_rngnlen inatruction, faculty

devolopment in composition instruction; and a shnrp shepticism




from'instructi&h;-andéeﬂ;ut tmeyneed.fm super9191on of ﬁ;_.f:;ff::””
tenured literature faculty teachzng writlng ,‘.;‘  f~- ’;'_ -,3 f”.
\ ) ‘Factor &b is 1abeled\1evel of commitment Becauee the o
.?questlonna;;e mteme 1t subsumee describe aspects of compositiom - ;: &e
;iinstruetzon beyond the ¢all of duty ueznq entra preparation o
”:tlme, eﬁpzelmentzng with colleaguesl ideaﬂ, eapandinq curricular
goals to ;nelude studemt attftud?s;»keeping abreust of i -
_colleaquee' instruction Furmher, faculty respond\ng "atrongly

.agree" to theee L&Kert iteme are alao im atrang’ngreement ‘

’-wrth the prapeeition that ﬁ%iting/claae evaluetiene be u
part of promotion/retentian decisiems. Perhapa the meﬂk
-ifaﬂcinating aapeet ef this factor xs the a@kurent relatianepip

._theae Likert iteme ehare with reapensaﬂ te the importance ofﬁ _g‘*'*#

j two inetructianal themee-_ eﬂitinq amﬂ prewriting ahi Ie
3 Thia is” the enly “progrnm" fneter that drawn inatruétian
'ffthemes." 1t may be” thut the. "prewri;ingmkthemo mnnagen t@ f: ‘

~attrnct inatruetara who are prbpenumt? of;the newe

B ns-preceae" appreneh in which prewriting Bkllle nre’grfnt¥f'%/t/;\\\;?

RS}
RS .

emphaaized Tne%“eﬂiting" theme is lese ennily enﬁiaine:{

”ithe\ir
ffprogra
:etaffp
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: : N ,
1 1nstruct10n as fn;ly as poss;ble/and stxll‘dlsflngulsh among ;
1nstructzona1 appreaches whlch/everlap 1n use of materlals,

: or asslgnments, bu* whlcﬁ/ére nevertheless more dlfferent
than allke —1Wh11e thls set of 1nstruct10na1 factors was
derlved from a correxatlon matr1§ d1st1nct from that for

rogram égbtors, the 1nstructiona1 themes var1ab1es were ‘ .

used as part of each of the: two factor sets ) See Tables 15a-£._

cFactor 1, the literature aggroach, 1nciudes variables -

g describing materiala,AinBtructional goals, anﬁ ciasa act1v1ty. o
The tgtee matef1ala are (1) puetry anﬂ f1ction antholog es;

(?) antheleg1eﬂ centaining poetry, fiction and nonfic on,

[

and (3) individuul works of literature. ~The inatruc ional K |
theme for this factor ig to expoae etndents t@ good;litexeture, ekf
and the main clnss nctivitiea nre unalyzing literdture and .

analyzing proae models of compoaition. . .' v~f:‘ 1'

Facter 2, the compesing wroeeaa nweroheh.\gneludea two.

\a

1natructiena1 goal. "teeching invention ekills such na t{

prewriting, planning, clustering and uae +of° heuristicﬂ," ahd “
providinq a worhahep aetting fer in-elans writinq Studenta"
Wn writinqa are the-main 1n9tructione1 meterialﬂ used for

" the: class. . The remnininq variablea in thia fncter aeacﬂ?be
aetivitieﬂ'and arrnngementa in claaa: dimultaneous amnll

groups, ﬂtuﬂentp working with ether atudenta, free writinq |

or’ jeurnal wniting, and studenta diacusﬂing or. ecoring their = ;v.

own writ*ng. . : , . Sl VA L -,.(;. R
. . ~1‘

v S o - LIS

~ A Vo R o ; . ’ e o s




,materlals varlables together rhetorlcal texts, e1ther w1th ,ﬂ

cmL o . D

°

!RFactor 3 the rhetor1cal modes agproach draws on three,d

or wlth ut usage handbooks, and nonfxctldn anthologles. Thei

Q. '~

1nstruct10nal theme~§ﬂcluded 1n-thls factor 1s to "proceed

andoanalyzlng proae modela. ')'ﬂ '3 : .5'1 :.ffiLi

A
unito of proseo e. g.,‘phras ’ sentence,

) mechanics and atandard uod@e

"X ,
developmentally through discourse modes from, e g., deocr1pt1on 2

( 1o A .
to persua51on*" CIasaroom act1v1t1es 1n thrs factor 1ncluded

-worklng on or dlscusszng composltlon texts and materlgls,.-:‘

TR
,Q_

i Factor 4, the baalc skills gpproach7 groups two related
1nstructlonal themes / "tea hing'for compet ce w1th baslc '_,"~'

<

s and” T
/ EIREN S \‘ e

"te&chlng correct qrammar

d uaage1? Grammaroand usage
Q

handbooks are the main materiala 1ncluded in,this factor, .fjj

b and the main claﬂaroom activity is the diecuaaiom of ~‘._'.'¢£‘:17

. .;_y . A ., . e a° “,\/ .
. - oL . \ K L

Factor 5 the in-clasa workehoE apgroach, aleo includea;*";lﬁ'
R R ',f . L

two inatructional themee.. (1) to allow “for frequent im-clase -

3 writing, and (2) to providg for regular in—claeo writing in-

a workahop eetting No materials itema nro related to thia - T’if*;é
factor, however,vparticular Activttieﬁ and claaaroom arranqe;’“ﬁ. B
| menta ;;e clasa timc used forﬂmritlng eaaays on a- given tw_;;;;;;?li
t°pi°' work with tutora, &ﬂdaindividual atudont worh*during : fo~-

- which the toacher cir'~'ates omong atudents._; P;,; _{‘Ziﬁ s

@
T ol

l*jg'; Factor 6, . the aervico 'Turae aznronch,_includea the" ;~'?.-#.
inatructional theme "to allow for practicﬁ in :ﬁose writing ;'l37@

actxvitiea neceaoary fo._auccosa‘% in' other colLege courses,

e g.; term papera and reaearch papers."ﬁ T'e claes activity _'fl?g;




'Y

a;gfem central to thlg £ ttor_'s.discu§Sion of techniques for
'writigw/reaeafcg;term papen . Also, this factor is the only _//;/%<
"one which 1ncludes the.. assignments variable 1n thie case, . fp.__' |
'.writing research or term papers. "‘ | | ﬂ-_ ;'; :
REEE - N DiscuBSion of Factor Anal '8ig Results..-sevegeé:

1nteresting poznts are found in these results First cf“

-all, our factor analy81s revealed two leve]s of factors,
'rprogrammatic and 1nstructional. At the program level, our |
Uiresnlta describe both the “ p s setting, including etudent

*characteristics, campus policlee and suppcrt services for

.writing, and the progr etting,lincludinq leaderehip,
.f;morale, an&/pcliciee. Seconcly, we are qratified to find
that»aur questionnaire did what it was suppose - to do. It ~ " o
N prov:ded a/malti-dimenaipnal vfew of 'natruction, tapping -,;“
::into inatructional goals,_materials, claes activities,~ _
;iarranqemente, aesignmente and feedback on- asaignments.u,The -i e
}?1factor structuree indicate, not aurprisinqu,ithat different R
-:Vaspects of instruction are more or leus relev t to particular f
'=inatructipn qoalaa For‘enample,'where frequant in-clasﬂ,'.f_f?_
;writing in a workehop Bettigg iB important, taate and assign- ,:'ﬁ
' menta are: not, but clans arrangemente and acrivitieaxare.F‘ .
Thia kind of reﬂult, beﬂides being intuitively loqical,jp#*"ﬁ |
x; Bqueats that x?.have indeed identified diatinct teachihg

'\ approachea in compositiqp for our eample.ﬁ

1,

3 We have begun contrastive analyees uaing factor acorea'»"

SSELIS 8

for betn eeta of factore., Thcee analyses will be deecribed:‘

R i A : L v . : /
and diecuased in our next annual report‘/ | '




Table léa-g o wf_' - :fl‘  ' n;HT'  Lo

S . 'REbULTS OF FACTOR“ANALYSES ON PRQGRAM VARIABLEb . .
p T FROM ITEMS ON FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE* : e

’ e - -

O N B ///:‘/,x
‘ }' . - L i - i "_ 'L . - e . ’/,": ] \’j »
‘a. Factor 1: CAMPUS CLIMATE FOR COMPOSITION - -~

-questionnﬁiré item (tommunalityf\7\$}f“ P ' factor loééfns
. R SN . - - . . B

'Likert items. e IR
thé/upper-ngision writins reqnirementxfor grnduntion’ L e
on this campus is meaningful and npproprinte (.an> - .61 -4 -
thq upger-diviaion writing requirement for\gruﬂuntion Vo e
~*hes. promoted interest in comp. campuswide/(.54) IR -7
- om, thia cnmpuﬂ,\method ‘of placing students in regulnr e
- or remedinl comp in,accurnte (.42) - - : .o Y

*‘influences on comp programs' ' A ‘ R
S the English Plncement Teat (. Ab) : ////_-__;" , ST |:

IS

, ] . 9‘
n eigenvalue = 1.0 ; '
o | : ’ LE t
/ k = . s ll
~ " 7 . " 'b. Factor 2t sTubEnT\coNTEXT, SERIINE
- . . L-‘ - .\.‘ AR b - EE

’iqueationnaire 1tim (cammunnlity) o ’»\\_ 0 . factor loading
influencec on- prosrnm.»_.‘. LT }g-. _‘:I\\\ -X I
_ "fneultf morale (.45) ' N N ! .36
. acadenic seivices sponsored by EOP»(’SO) \\ S0 Ty To.38
‘regular tenured and tenure°trnck fnculty tenthing Dot _
v composition (.39) - o : " A7
" caliber of students oo this cnmpuh ( 60) S RS &
o ‘number of students on cnmpue who are not nntive S g
© _ " v ‘. speakers of Ensliah (.86) L, <o .89 L
”"_number of students on this campus who enperienee ”, E“f~q T T
,  ‘second dialect interferemce in thieir writing (. 85) .o .88 C
‘ /‘the English ‘Placqment Test for: freahmnn nnd _ D U4
o trnnsfera ( bb) *f I o , o . _;ﬂ36¥. ST

— R |

i eigenvalde =i9.6 . o




L]

Factor Analyses Tables (contingé/d) : v
- ¢ : I , ‘ o
. ¢. Factar 3: ’ADJUN_CT WRITING INSTRUCTION ' . ' N
’ ques\stionnnire item (comniunaiit&’) o . . - fa.ct.or loading '
) szett items: -
writing instruction by cutors or in ‘the lenrmng -
center/writing lab is useful and effective (. 47) o . ~60
influences on comp. prosrnm-« ' \ . ' A
recent comp. theory and resenrch ( 50) ‘ .36
academic services sponsored by EOP..(. s0) ¢ . - 43
the learniog center, tntorina center, writing lab, -
. or other support services (.50). . ' .63
faculty from other .departments (who are) teachina . : .
‘ comp. in the Englinh depnrtment (. 52) . . , 37
. ' ' . ‘ ’ o ' A' | ,f
~ eigenvalue = 1.3 a /"
: ‘ }' d. Factor 4: PROGRAM LEADERSHIP CONTEXT - -
' ,questionmaire ‘item (comunnli,ty)‘., o - \ ~factor loading
Lihert items: - . -\ i S S
' cooperntive nnd aupportive relntionnhip nmong S ‘
vwriting staff. (\67) : . .46
‘can’ freoly discuss \idenp and problcma nith comp \ v . :
. ) prosrnm coordmntor ( to6) —— , BT - 51
mfluencea on prosrnm- NEREE R o -
 training in teaching eomp\ /66) .- .. .38
- “'faculty morale (.43) A A | - .38
* the compoaition coordinnto: (‘Iﬁ) s : v .80
the ‘composition committee £.22) e - -, .10
_the Enalinh depnrtment chair (. 50) ~ - ‘ .5‘0
\\ ? - !
L ";‘eigenyafué _=_ntz3'.5 : - | _ ‘ ,A-,,f._\\\ A
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. . . ’ ’ . -~ - '..,,// . i -
Factor Analyses Tables (continued) - : BN
: Ry - o
. e. Factor 5 COI{ESIYENESS OF COMPOSITION PROGRAM o
Questiopnaire/itém (comm%gniiky) . - ¢ facter loading -
1nf1uences on comp. ‘prégtam A | S
i - agreed upon sqandarda for grading 1n.comp ° : '/ ! -
S - classes (. 8) f +68
formal or iaformal ‘agreement among, instructors about " |
comp. cdurse curricula (.80) Ly . .81
formal of informal agrcement among,instrnctorn about ¢ ' .
-inst uctional methods for, comp. courses (.82) - .80 
T )
eige?valhe‘s 2.0
. ‘ / o R ' *
L ' i
<'._ .t ' / .
- : ( : ‘
i v
:w’ - . -
| . '
v : . 1 'i;-':-,, ‘ v
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Factor Analysis Tables (comtimued) , _

PO

M ) : . N - e oA
. d - . IR

.2 f. Factor 6a: ATTITUDES TOWARD COMPOSITION: "BAH HUMBUG" C
: . : — (1 R ‘\"
questionnnire item_('c‘ommunnlity) . e factor loading ° L
; Llhert itemn : C R ,
tenured and tenure track imstructors do NOT need -, 4 _
. review or coordinntion of their imstruction (.42) < .35
I'm NOT 1likely to attend fnculty development seasionﬂ - :
: to improve my comp. instruction (.46) _ o .58 @ ——
e had I the choice,,I'd never tench undergrndunte ’ ‘ij oL
D ' writins courses (.88) - o .66
.. pre-college-level writers nhould not be admitted (.44) " . .63 :
. -—college .resources should NOT -support remedial uritina PR S
' instructional programs (.43) - © .63 _ —
- "Writing as process" strikes me as yet another -fad (.60)_: VS&
students don't improve their writing much 1p/One/f/'{,/ \

achool term.( 31) . e . i : .49

IS A

-eigenvalue # 1.7,

e A 4 CL T i

e o - : ' | : | : . 'i e
g Factor Gb: ATTITUDES TOWARD®COMPOSITION: 'LEVEL OF COMMITHENT

LR}
! E i . o
v . L. . . P ] s

’ quégtionﬁnire 1tem-(commdna£1ty) ;':' .o ,;ﬁnctdf-loﬁdihh’:
Lih%rt items: | | |
| comp. /inatruction requirea°more prepnration thnn S .
T /cher courses do (.27) o . .83
I'ye tried.out new, eomp. 1nntruction 1deno nuaaentcd N ’ o
: ' y colleagues (. éS) N -.52
o tudent evaluations from oy comp._couracn uhould cffcct
" retention or promotion (.52) . , . C.35
concern with students' feelinsa is a lcgitimntc pnrt L e )
<« of comp. imstruction (.38) - - - W50
. R I have fairly good sense of what 1a goins on 1n other _ i g
comp. 1natructoro"clqsneo (.29) e |
) . / : ] _> \ . ;~u/ . .
1nntructionnl themcn. o : S - CR .
_ "teacliing editing skills ( 24) “ y W39
Y teaching invention skille, e.8., prewriting ( 35) L b1
// , ‘ 'e;genanueb$_i,2 _."'- S f'.7‘,, o .
SN 198 -




Table 15a-

' RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSES ON INSTRUCTIONAL.ITEMS “o
FRON FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE* R

—

a. Factor 1: THE L1T§¥91g3§ APPROACH
' ~dueationﬁuire item (communality) - '(..» S o . factor loading :
‘ 1nstrnctionu‘ thcme‘ . w>*“j// h ' S T e
R expane studeats to.good. literntnrg\ﬁ .56) . ‘ L 10
| 1nstructionnl materials: ) ' o
poetry aud fiction nnthologiea ( 66) : .68
poetry, fiction, and non-fiction nntholoaijn (.49) .64
individual works of liternture (.5%) - .
" class activities: S ' o
o atalyzing literature (. 69) 82
T nnnlyzina prone models of ¢ mposition ( 69)
eigeavalue = 6.0 i . o | T )g'
. .
- b. Foctor 2: THE COMPOSING PROCESS APPROACH | /.
»'ﬁuestionnairc item (communnlity)‘ o _ L 'fpetotblﬁadins

-~

1natrnctionul chcme'

to teach invention. nkilln,,'uch"ua planning, -
42

" prewriting, clustering, heuristics. (.33). ‘ R |
" to provide reaulnr in-class writinsrin a worknhop R -
-setting: (.58) . . .37
v . instructional mnterinlo | L
'“—-~—~ntudcntn own-writing (. 2&) S S
classroom: arrangements:
simultancous small 3roup nctivitics, dnring which
1 circulate nmons the workins sgpups (.56). .66 .
Wﬁt}usa activities: 4 _
free writins or Journnl writins (. 63) ; o .52
students dincunains or acoring their own writing ( 57) .32
. 2 .

: studentn workins with other atudento ( 71)

ciaénvalpevz 4.2
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‘F'actor,Analy"selé Tables (cqntinued)_

‘c. Factor 3: .THE RMETORICAL MODES APPROACH -

' T . . ' ‘ ] :
f~v_questionnnire item (communnllty) o 'faqtor londing
»3:‘1nstructionnl theme: : R e l , ; }\\’

to ‘proceed- developmentally through d1scourse ' : . )
n . modes from, e.8., description to persuaﬂlon .38) .51
~instructionnl materials: : : T .-"f'i .
’ non-fiction anthology (. 43) ' ) ... .63
rhetoric text or style book,’ without handbook ( 50) Y I
‘ rhetoric text or style bodh, handbook 1ncluded (. 40) B j < .56 . -
class activitiess . B S ]
" workiug on or diacusaing materiul in texts on . _ )
composition (.50) . - - . .61 S
annlyzins prose models of compoaition ( 49) S ' - .50 .
'éigenvnlﬁéﬂ:yz;sfv S ~,,‘ o v .
. L
d. Factor 4: THE BASIC SKILLS AppﬁoA\cn
: queetionnnire'itcm féommunnllty) o ' v’ ,fq;tor lohdfpg
L'inntruetionnl themc° “
' . to teach for competence wit bnnie unitt of N
- - . prese, ¢.8., phrase, sea nee, paragreph (.35) _ o810
' to teach correct grammar and, ulaao (. 53) ' o ' 69 -
inutrnctionnl materials: L T
srammnr and usage hnndhook (. 36) L e TS .46
 class’ activitics. ‘ C " e o
diseunﬂing mechanics and axandurd uaage (. 52) R 7f65J N
feisenVAlﬁe = 1.8 o B //iv‘ R : .fj<~-uA -".
B e A LT S
. | f// L /
-~ L ‘ /
- . .//
A ° "J/
: ,“‘ - . s/'




_ Facgtogi}'\na-_ltiyses;‘i‘abl'es (continued) o o T (/

e. Factor 5: THE IN-CLASS WORKSHOP APBROACH - -

~

quedtionnéire~item-(comﬁunality) .f' factor }oaaiﬂg"

. instructional theme: T ' o ° : ;
. n\\so allow for frequeat in-elass writing ( 67) : W19
to provide regular in-class writiag.iao a workshop o - e T
setting (. 58) R | : - _ / , .59 .
-cla'sroom atrongements: . °o 1o ) - .
R ‘individual worly, permitting: me to circulate among '
...\ vorking students (-45) ' L S 47
MH‘EE988 n_tivities'° . S : o :
. “writing essays om a 3fven‘tapic (. 31) : _ - .50 7
. working with tutors during class (. 67) _?‘, o .61
,,eigénvnlue-=(1;4 R S | A
£, suctor 6: THE SERVICE COURSE APFROACH | |
'qucntiohnaire’item (communality) . . “factor loading .-
iggtruetional theme: - ' | -
to prncticn writiog activitiea neceusary for auccean - s
- in other eollese coursna, e. 3 » term papers (. 56) - .65
"kindn of weiting nonisnmenta. ' o /// o
writins a term papcr or - resenrch pnper ( 6&) , e L .74
' clnaa activities: ‘ L
/ discussing. techniqueo for writins resenrch LI = .
pnpern (. 71) ST . - © .76

/. eigenvalue = 1.3

*NOTE _Of all the variables 1n the factor nnalysis run, only thoee with

“factor' loadings equal to or greater than .35 are. 1nc1uded on’ these  f_h-
tubles . . .




CHAPTER TEN

o We have been looking at writing programa on the ninetesn

‘campusea -of The C lifornia.state University, which includes

- most combinations of Hroad campuSnlovel characterlstics at

| ’aystem is rare in 7ta finoncial and . politicol commitmont to
- improvement of atndent composition ahills.r~?or the last Bin

uare 1ike1y to occuf in Americon hiqhor education urbon and

Buburban, large und small, predominontly whito ‘and othnicall

N .

minedw on the other hand, Tho California State Univeraity

/

years, studonta a plying to any of the ninotoon csu oampunoa B
|

“have. been requir,d to taho a nystemwido Eﬂblieh Ploeomont
Test whioh includoﬂ threo multiplo-choico subtoste (aentenco

/7
=’.conatruotion, loqic and orqonization. And reoding) ond ono

'5 writinhg - oample. 0ampueoo rooeivo funda for romedial instruotion f

.‘on the basis of the numbor of ﬂtudonte Bcoring bolow a

—4_}—;thoao~funda—to—improvo tho—writing’of

_common cut-point: howevo:, oaeh camp o docides how to apend

'nntering~*iow—nooring'*

'-.atudente. in addition to thia ontori,g plaeoment toatu the i

| CSU aystcm has added a roquiroment fo}\qraduntionf up or-:“_ ) :;__

| divinion oortificotion of writing/oompotcnoe. Unlike the

| plnooment ‘test policy. tho qraduotion roquiramont i8 ot

.\

~ defined by scores on a eyatomwido exam; there ié\no auch "FPJ’*

/1

‘i~common,mechanism, Insteod. each cnmpus determinee ita own




‘3 prcceduree for certifying upper-diV1sion writing skills and

: its own criteria fcr defzning competence in writing Also t;

hfunlike the placement exem, the upper-div1eion writing require-
j'ment dces net have additicnel funde fcr either carrying out
'ithe new procedure or fcr "remedieting" etudents whe feil to
_.pase Nevertheleae, etudente are denied diplcmea if tney '
“E?nave not Batiefied tnia requirement. _' " o _
‘ cleerly, within this univereity syetem, there is a L

_:heightened ewereneee ef the importance of writing inetructien.."#
Even nen-Englieh depertmente are faced witn the reel pcaeibility

. of neeing their majere eenied degreee if they cennct puee W

'jthe writinq preficiency requirement for qraduutien. And |
'witnin the Englien depertment, Enqlish literature prcfeeecre '

i;imuet reepene te an increueed‘demend for. writing cleeeee,_e;

"V'demend which includee instructien et the meet beeic level
E:fer theae etudente wheee plecement teet ﬂccree indicute the

need for remedietien ene['in eeme ‘cases, upper-divieien

| \f1eesee fer etudente fecinq the greduetien requirement. o

ﬁnlee, in some instencee, cempueee have. deeide\‘te certify

Q-

u‘per-divinien writing cempetence with nn upper\uirieien \
W itinq class effered by the Englieh depertment er ether /:'

—M__de ertmente

»Eee—thie—nineteen-cempue
» state syetem as. en ideel eetting in which te etudy eellege

cemp Bitien pregreme, in pert because of the repreeentetive o

diverqity of its cempuaea,vend in part beceuee edminiatretere';,

end feculty are now generelly intereeted in end treuhled by

beal

ceilege cempeeitien preqrem ieeuee._,

T

e




To 1nvestigate these issues and. discover effective . :
A resolutione, we. diVided our reéearch into phases. The first
;phaee, completed last year aﬁé reborted on here, was a
deecriptive effort aimed at determininf ealient program -
°,:A‘feature8 distinguishing the various campus programs The"
A;'eecend pheee, now bequn,/is our evaluative effort. aimed at i“l a
linking/those dietinguisning characteristies with differencee
,_in student writing pemformance and faeulty development.; The
) third phase han been/blanned for analyeee,r eflectien, and

/

reenelyeis.~ Werk from the deacriptive phele, set out in
. L/

"'tnis report, previdea the: besis for the evaluative and

theoretical werk/uhicn will fellew. - “ o,

/

, . . R ] B L.
DEtu Beurces /“ o - LT w,n-fl" - *..w' f

'j'i_‘ Our firﬂt effert in deﬂcribinq progrnme feeused on-
7 ebtaining enplieations of campua pelieiea and proeedureeiin
- }relntion te the writinq progran. e “gent eueh'ﬁhqliah ”
departm nt ehair a "Faet Sheet" aekinq for: pregram intermation
°1 on mattqra we suﬂpeeted were amenable te peliey duclerotiona,;ff
‘ aueh an the use ef plneement teet ncores, nequenem ef and

pr requiaiteﬂ fer lower-diviaien writing ceurees. ceurse e in

¢ -

etaffinq. and common eeurae enemn. Byllnbi, tosts, or aaeiqn- {;

. //meﬂtﬂ . " : ,:-, - i,,_ S ,_ e _ PR - . . R . » . ) \ .
- / - . R - . ) /, .-
///' ;j_ On a euhanmple ef ten campueee (twelvo preqrama), ve
interviewed aeademie vice preeiﬂentﬂ, deane._diruetors of i

y
learning centere and Educational Oppartunity Programa,‘;
\ .

1‘: English departmeut ehaira, compoaition progzum coordinators'4,""“

i
; |




and, where they existed, remedial program coordinators i;ffray
A,Among other things,bwe askeﬂ these administrators to describe }:
| the development of mritinq program policies that a fect all .
E students, using the upper-diviaion writing requirement as an
‘example.f English chaira and compositiog\proqram coordinatora ”
; were further asked nbeut the remedial and\freehman compoaition
| courresy_ L - '{sz". :: .'{\'f”.vl R :

Qur third source for policy informatien was thu writinq

'~}faculty on. all nineteen campuaes. Of the 750 or so instructer?,

1»teaching lawer-diviniou required writinq cenreea. 35% returned ; it

our faculty queationnaire aaking abaut pttitudoe nnd beliefn ;

"related to cqmpeaition inntructien nn the compoﬂitian :
i,pragram, and ahaut the relative impo tanee anﬂ the predominant 'f

~methoda they used in freshman compos

'»frqaaon fer partigular instruetienal oala. mnteriala, nnd
Etien or romedial writing

‘caurﬂeaorﬂvi*ff'V":. ' g-fi rfff- o B ef»5? U"

" “ our nnalyﬂea also feeuaed'en tJe deﬂpriptive._ we

'V: conaidered froquency diatributiane dnﬂ formed factora uainq
/responses ta queationnaire iteme; and wo crented lnrge &

}al neminal deacriptivc cntcgoriea from r;spennea to the mnin |

: tepica of the interview preteceln. (Additional_annlyseﬂ nre ?WQE"r

being carried out thia yaar Y 315 NS B

ST : e

we began our descriptive analf;iﬁ'nith a rnther trndit onal

§

”_[conception of instrnetionul pregramn., See. for oxamp}E,ij _,\

_¥research questions posed at the beginninq of chapter Four.r.sff”f"i




' '
[]

_ '"By thc'time Qe bégan to analyze the-data,_these‘questions-
had been refined to the followzng _" "-,*';V» ot ?

<
®

N S Whet are the goals of composition inetruction at
g the college lcvel? e : _

2. What programmotic~act1v1tiee .are implemented, '
' prcsumably to meet theae goale’ : .

3. How do featuree of the program setting (context) Lo
' moderdte ‘those goals end activitiee? e

', Eerly on we decided to focis our dete collection by
_reetrictinq our definition of compoeition programe to 1ower-ﬂ 3.
' division, required writing coursee, commonly celled "freehmen
-compoeition,ﬁ remediol prerequieite inetruction, and adjnnct
3_ riting instruction dveilcble outside tne cleeeroom (from
'":euch octivitiee ea workehope, tutoriole, leerning centere) ‘
we also agreed thot ve nere not interested in individuel L
%,~]:inntructor 8 clneeroom practicee per ec. Ineteod, we: chose }'
'f*to focus on,programmotic quelitiee thot trenecend the indi-;t
ividual“ Thue, inetruction ‘becomes importon; ae one of meny R
'ifeoturee poeeibly governed by proqram gnidelinee in nn

“-effort to. eetablieh etnnderd couree content, method, or .

\F%‘ ra " . - s
- ? o E T . . . /

materidln“r——~—‘__ o X G e ~.;“. . ‘/}/

— e c e

I

e

v; - Our interest in comparobility enona‘éiaeereeetione
eeemn to conflict with a key eaeumption underlying our ,-'
reeecrch queetione, i.e., thct there are euch thinge eai»i' iA\g
progrdme of inetrnction ot the posteecondury level. If the ;1r,_\,
reel world conformed to o theoretic model, we would not need '

to inquire ebont tne relationehipe emong program policiee,

-~ .




v T . e / _

'orogram procedures, and 1nstructlonal act1v1t1es, we could
“'assume that announced polzczes vere. always acknowledged and
“followed, and that: 1nd1v1dual beliefs and act1v1t1es appeared
only when allowed by policy or by an absence of policy
nHoweNer, our 1ntention was to discover what was actually
;occurring on the. campuees we studied, real ‘worlds that.:
e:called for a dlfferent and a not quite 80 neat model
o At the etert of our descriptive data analyeis we wére g"4”
'_forced to: confront thie complex ieeue and to distinquish
'.i'genuinefboliciee from ndividual deciaions, we needed to ,"
dlBtlngﬂlBh personal Nai-efs and activities from truly o
'programmutic ones in order to diacover whether or not writing }'
3‘ .programe.could be said. to enist in our Bumple of” Campuses.v" :
;i ve agreed that ve weuld conﬂider a policy ae programmutic onlx
i Af it could be® ahown to. be documented, widely communicated

ﬂwidely followed, and both enforceable und enforced.-

Erg.gml__@.e&"_', .,
S We enpected to encounter d criptions of traditionel |

’_student-oriented goals deecrib g guina in eeeay writing

. performance. However, recent advancen in composition theory

INENSEEERE S fﬁ—‘-’

and reaearch‘have enpunded (reditional notione to include
“_fntudents' uwureness or writ ng Procesﬂes auch as recuraive

d the use/ lof writing as a tool for

- ”planning and revision,~a

'theory.
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In fact, the‘receﬁtléreat aqvances in the field of
_/composition, couplod wzth increased demand for composition ;.
| classes, have .reated a unique situation in which English |
) literature spec1alists who ‘generally populate English depart--
Cﬂmnts are called ‘upon to teach basic chlege writing courses.
To untangle such a paradoxg there must beosome faculty
‘ development (as coilegeolevel 1n-service training is- often
ff called) and, ‘at “the very least, mechanisms for ;taff to
;,_ share knowledge and experiences.” Accordingly, we were
prepare to find faculty-oriented goals of the aort that
might be t be called intermediary or enabling qcale, that
‘x} is, goals descrihinq chanqes in’ faculty Rnowledge, attitudee,;\':
B skills,vor behaviors deemed neceseary to aecomplieh the | )
desired atudent outcomeﬂt‘ Further, with the additional fji-tk A
:5 upper-diviaion writinq requiremant for graduation, we thought
. ve might see proqr \\goals which incluced a i/ytle "conaciouenesa
: raiaing" for faculty in pther departmenta. During analyaie

of our interview transcriﬁts it became clear that aerioua,_

PUNSEES s

_4_

(I wel1-defineé;ggglg,atatementﬂ of any eort are the very rare..'
'”T"f enception to the qeneral rule of none. ‘Thun, our firet

—

. category cf goala iﬂ easily defined aa "lainsez-faire o

Into ‘this category we are ahle tolgiace m&at cf the twelve f o

prcgramﬂ in our interview sample (enample below)

et S e . . . . , . : R

COORD #1: I hope that one\[goale atatement] is
\ emerging. And that is, I think, basically what
* the composition ;committee has been dixecting

itself to fthis éan




"5 \1N$t'75 . ‘Does the department havé.ahxfkind‘of; A o
while. you're putting together: those goals statements, - o
. any other ¥ind of guidelines for people teaching L
- comp.? . SRR o R e :

., COORD:#fl: , No, thexe hasn't been. The only .
.+ * -guidelines that have existed have been rfather .
- ' general. and perfunctory dedcriptions of the. course -
. that appear in the university cataleg. . . S T
L. T - s 2 : 7 o ‘ ’ o :

K} " e e . . . : o

}NT; " . .And in [the freshman cdmp. cdurée],;&o,{
you include something.like a description of the 3 : N
' 'standards you eapect students to meet in orxder .to - - oo

. pass that course? . - -
' COORD #2:  ifo, 'we dom't. Probably should, but ve

. don'‘t. OQur department is so individualistic that .. . . =

., they have a hard time agreeing and (there's the] A

, feeling that someone else is. going to impose wvwhat & ¢
, they are going to do.” S Lo T . v

~* Though éixf6f oug jrelve program coo:éiﬁaﬁqrsfds ta@& R

ﬁaﬁpﬁt gééfé féx Bbt@ remedial and rgguiaricoﬁéoéition,‘uheﬂ% a
asked by our'interviewer, their remarks are at a very gemeral , - *.
levels ' o oL T T

/- - L. LY

# . . COORD #3: The ohly amswer 1 can give to that is b
. to-say when I-firsgt took the job and I got up to S
-8peak to*thq'depnrtment.about something, somebody - . -°

" ‘raised-his hand and said what ig your philosophy? ~~ @ - . .°
- " vhat do you want the.students to learn? -1 said,” - .~ - '
=~ "if:1 want the students to learn anything, I want °

_ .~ them to learn to be concrete and specific in their ~ . ..

. writing. -and everybody nodded. . 50 1 asgume that ° .

~ _.is the underlying philosophy. 1 think it iswq\ o
" “[@iven] ‘that we look for reagenable grammar and' . ", = ("
- mechaniecs and punctuation.. ' T at is obvious. I L zkﬂé
if'guppqse'theﬁunderlying‘iaeuei g .the student should 3 .
‘. be ¢lear. I . R o L -

y :

k ok
\ ‘
-

:ff whht we:5£d expected is rarely voiced. Few. coordinators. -\’

': fp££e; Elear,deécriptibﬁaAofFQHPeCtations'ﬂor'etudénta comﬁieting. ;'

h o - L . BN \

ij‘: L 209, - *'t'v'fﬁﬂ —- -f“*v7
T oo ;%113‘;;, L o S \




‘remedial~instruction.' No one mentions student goals other
thaﬂ writing performgnce. No one 1ncludes trculty goals in
~ the discussion of desirable program outcomes. Here is,the
most comprehensive statement we were able to elicit. blts

spec1f1c1ty is unique in our samplc

-COOURD Yeﬂ, thoro 13 something in vwriting. 1In
,fact, wve have a rather substantial manual which ,
‘guides the program. This manual originally was
prepared in 1977 by the Composition Committee and
it was more recently cdited and reduced, updated..
it gpells out course bjectivon for freshman .
conposition, and evep (reémedial]. It suggest
teatbooks for each ¢f those courses; it sponds’

- guite a lot of time suggesting various classroom
methods or strategies that imstructors might
enercige in order to strike writing targets. So,
yas, there is something in fact quite formal
gspelling out our philoaophy anc goals. , /

'In sum, whon ve ask about program qoala, moat coordinators
C . are able to talk about proforrcd inctxuctionnl methode or
availahle somplo'eyllohi,or rocommendod teats, but not
Btudcnt goala.' Moat of thoso coordinatofb who do Bpenh'of';
Btudent outcomca are very qeﬂoral in thcir deacriptions or
| limit thoir detnilod ntudont objoctiven to tho romodicl |

: ; coureea in the proqram.

1t mny be the canc thnt it is oaﬂicr to aqr - upon and'

articulate onpoctations for remedial atudcnt wcit {:} thnn

for “the 1 rogulur*colleqe compoaition—ﬂtudent.f-; vcertninly

~ seems to be the caso that we need to think about Wha o in_
.r ‘that college students are Buppoaed to - gain from collega~1ovel

ih‘writing instruction. This ambiguity, we oxpcct, may ccme
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back to haunt‘the'campuses as they struggle to define and .
implement the required certification of students' upper-

division ‘writing skills for graduation.

" While it i$ difficult to pinpoint a common characteristic

of programs ﬁith clean and thorough goals, it is easy to‘see
ewshaied feature of the others/) In each Sucn'caee'the
program coordinetor describes a staff in part mede up of
'resistant tenured (or tenure-track) literature profeasors
leee “than thrilled with the need for college ‘English depert-
\l mente to teach a general education course in compoaition,j’f
? let alone' remedial writinq ‘ Further,.all tne coordinatere‘

we interviewed repo t little knowledge of or control over

the cleearoom practicee of tenured faculty who are reportedly

rerely, if ever, evaluated as writingvinstructora.‘ We hed :
anticipated this 1aeue to some extent in our tninkinQ'ebout .
the implementation of a composition program as eheped by

" attempts” to cope with these reul and common problemﬂ. ;

lr; ?rogrammatic lnetruction k ‘
ve loohed nent at the inetructional component of program

implementetion. »Ie there comperability emong claeeee teught
by different inetructors? And, how ia this maneged? Unfortu-

netely, all but one of our department and progrem leaders k

P4

report they do"not . know what qoes on in- the CIaBBroome or
' tenured instructors teuching compoeitioni,,Tenured faculty

are not Vieited or. otherwise syetematically monitored or

£ : v




' avaluated as writing instructors. In contrast, part-time

instructogé or fﬁ;létime»lectu;efs (contract employees) are
talked about as if they gie'a unit or cadre: _they are
usually hired and trained (or oriented)‘by the program

coérdingﬁor,'monitored regt%dily,\andloften concurrently

‘enrolled in or}recently graduated from'thé-newer.graduate

. programs specializing in—gomﬁééition instruction (examples

below). -
- INT: How well do you feel you know what goes
- - on in compoaitioq/classeg?\ o : S

: COORD #5: 1 think-it's getting better and better.
. 1 have to divide that into two. What we know
- about wiiat's going on in_ the :couzses that are
taught by partetime faculty is very, very good ,
because we'hqve a system of visitatione and evalua~ -
tions, and thatr also applies to. our teaching
agsistants. /. .As far as the full=time {régular)
- faculty,, 1 would have to.tell you that it's [1££fy]
. at best. R L )

. .. ) S ’ . e o . . '.°}"o .o R ) .
COORD. #6:° Well, I don't -know what goes on-iii the =

. claises of the fullstime faculty. And the nature.
,  of-our faculty here is such that nobody is -ever

" "going te hnow what goes on. Our faculty is very,

‘restless with any Kind ef,orqnnization;_.They;_,:~
. don't like to.be monitored and won't stand for it.

vwho knovws vnat'gaon'qn §n~thgir glaﬁeee?;{Onlr-Oad U o

- knows. t

1 doﬁ'ﬁ'hhveztb‘monitor‘whétﬁééoa‘cn'infthé,Pdrtétimgf2“

instructors' clasges.. 1 found out a long time . _
ago, years ago, when 1 was“really worried about .~ .-
it Theyfara_homogenoenﬂlx_txninndL;_Ang~their

A

“hizring process is. 80 meticulous and thorough that
anybody vwho survives it is automatically:guaranteed
© to:be compulsive. And. they teach. the way they - .
. .have been tuught.to-taach.%‘They.tenchjwhat.they
' ‘have been taught to. teach. The new instructors

" have

to take an in-gervice course during the first |




- semester of teaching that has a student-faculty ,
ratio of six to ofe, or lower. And in that course
~they bring the materials they developed for the
" [compogition] course to the seminar. They share
~ them; they get criticized. They do critiquea in |
.~ -the group; they bring their probiems to the seminar
. to be ;roned out... During the second semester .
.- . -they ate evaluated by the English Composition - A
committee; each person is visited by two different
committee members and so on. We have run into
. instances in which, - although not very many, in _ -
vhich instructors have decided that despite every- . ‘
thing they are really going to-go their own way. I
" And that usually turns up in their evaluations. e -
" +..And 4f ve are not able to work with the instruc-
~L;tora and brinq them araund, vie fire then.

 -TheBeItyo pncerpts are good repfeﬂentativea of'bémménﬁé wé

' henrd from aimoat aii.éempcéiﬁion coordinatora. in pnrticular,
;referencea to cureful hiring, clasa vigits, orientation or
| formal traininq Beaﬂiens, handautﬂ of course guidem*nea or:
. sample nyllabi, and the use of recommended tenta '1ists are
found in all deacriptiaﬂs of pazt-timers' cluaareoms.
Eowever, also amnipresent in ceordinatofa' comments are '

, confasaions of 1gn0rance about what the regular faculty are
doing. - | . N T

| - In thia ntudy/ ve relied upon eur survay qneationnaira

o help us determine what the tenured: and tenure-track 1
faculty are thinhing, and whether as a group they are different

in terms of euch mutters as 1netructional themes or gonle

underlying 1nstruction, materinls 1mportant to%that 1natruction,

clnasroom nrrangements, 1netructipngl methods,vand kind and L

/

amount of writing assignments. We carefully conetructed our

. items to allow for n variety of common appronches to urfacé,
© AR . . T




an we are gratified to find that, through our factor analysis'“ffr““‘
of questionnaire responses, we can 1dent1fy six distinct
‘1nstructional factors which appear to_be.reflective of (1)
the literature approach - intent upon exposing students to
good literature, seemingly as models of good writing, (2) -
the composing process approach - which provides frequent
opportunities for students to write and reView their writing,
(3) the rh torical modes approach - closely related perhaps
to the co osing process approach, but different in a reliance
upon/lea rnd from prose models and rhetorical tents- (4)
- the/tasic skills approach - usually but not always, the
,// remedial course instructor, concerned with correct expression‘
/in student writing; (5) the worksnop approacn - very much ~ ~.
// like the composing process approach, though seeminqu more
focused on the instructional method tnan specific skills and
materials, and (6) the service course approacn - perceiving
the required composition coursework as preparation for

iting in other colleqe courses, and other- college writing

as primarily term or reseercn papers.' ‘
we have just completod our nnalyses of part—timer—and
o regular faculty scores on\instructional factors and wé find

these distinctions are significant for some factors. Nonethe-

less, ve do find fewer distinétions in classroom practice.

between the two faculty status categories than onpected.-




Regardless of'bur findingég’the différénce in the

program coordlnator 8 kncwledge ‘and 1nfluence over part;tlmers -
and reqular faculty is a aer1ous complzcatlon for the evaluatzon
of any composmtxon program wherqyboth sorts of inatructors
are used._ If monitorzng and evaluatI;; of regular faculty
teachzng wrltlng is'a near 1mposslb111ty, vhat means are’

" available to compoaztion program coordlnatora for assuring

“ enlightened and comparable inatructlon in. those 1nstructors'
classes? Aaida from ralyinq upon part-timers, how can n
- 'program develop an inatructional staff thnt shares enough
information and interest to maintain a state-af-the-nrt
common’core of curricula and instructionaL methods in

RN

compoaition?

acultx Develogment _ _

People workinq in the norld of college composition .
prbqrams\uae the term, "faculty developmant," to refer to an. . ;
entire ranqe of activities vwhoge goals are to help eaﬂe the
trnnsition for the literature-trained faculty memberd in  .~//
Englieh depnrtmente (or other content apecialietn in other ’
departmenta nhich -offer writinq inatruction) who muat now _
function as writing claaa instructors._ ‘These uctivitiea ean
be ag marginal -as circulating a reaeareh rticle:or as - J;<~”
vigoroua ag "a required graduute seminar 1n\campoaition E ,//

theory. S S \ . -

For thévmbét part, all,our intervievees describe thé

:eluétaﬂcé‘and_gVéﬁf6¢CAaiéﬁEIiaddmnnt.refﬁeal of regular

]
! :

215 . ° S




‘ tenured ane tenure-track faculty to take on lower-divi51on
writing. class 1nstruction cOmposition program ceordinaters,
ethen, find themselves in a position in which they must ease
. this sxtuatien and attempt te upgrade or ensure inetructionar -
.quality by offering opportunities for retraining faculty fer
ltheir newly expanded role. Ironically, because of the -
‘recent burgeoning interest in writing inetruction as a'

: legitimate field of study, meny partntime inetruetere who
are new M.A. graduetee are often mucn better informed about
writing theery and often even trained in teaehinq writing.
This exacerbated generetienal donflict can further atrain )
the’ relatienﬂhip between regular tenured ﬁeculty and the '

- :writlng pregram in which they muat pertieipetegm
- In our interviews we eeked eempeeitien eeerdinetera and
_/jdenartment ehaire abeut tneir feeulty development efferte.
" .recent and enqeinq. in the field of eempeeitien theory.
w""?'They*deecribe a~variety of - metheda but repert little nueeesa;
thet is, when euece%e is’ defined as reaehinq the regular
feculty membere, which is how all eur intervieween talk -

. _abeut it, every edministreter reperte diffieulty._

ENG CBAIR ﬂl: We have:an infermel luneheen meetinq

called “comps meetings' ‘help perhaps- -Once-avery—

gix weeks in which we; as a faculty, are to. rcad

an article and discuss it. Or.have an individual

——-_—;——néfeeulty—member eeme—end—dieeune—en~nrtiele~en~”-fT~~—”~—~*—*‘“

o which he may be working, on composition. Oz which

- -~ he has read and wighed to use-as a focal point fer -
. .. -an hour, an hour ‘and a half discussion. In that °* -

gense, refining faculty underetandinq of the :

eempeeitieﬁ*fi”ld“ , ‘ Ty




%

‘ INT: o Are thése\gtll attended?

ENG CHAIR:  Often the people who attend the meeting
and are most 1nterested\are also, of course, those
_ who know the most about it. And those who need 1t
/A, the most .are nowhere to be seen,

COORD #1{h We have occasionally had, and would
like to hdve_ngw, some kind of seminars or get-
vtogether...we will try to have one or tvwo a
aemester We aon't alwaya.

INT: What kind of reaponse do you get from .
the faculty? , L

‘.LOORD‘ Not strong.

_Imr- And ia At _correct to gay that what

. yon've N aying is that. the part-timers are

o very/xﬁﬁggn?geet abou® grading essays] and it's
‘king”of tongh to get the other to. jein? '

“TOORD 42+ Thatla'pretty accurate. And the others,
they takc the time to say 'I'd really like to come .
" to that and I ean't.'  And I think part of it is (-
- that conflict in their souls betwaen composition
and literature. They say, 'Look, I'm going to
'give just gso much timeé a week to compesition. I
believe in it; teaching is an important thing, but
I1'm not going to that discussion session. - It's .
too much. of my time.' ...Oh they'd love to hnew
in two seconds what happened at that diﬂeussieq .
session. But. they don t wnnt toﬁtaho thnt haur S
“and a half. E o . =,

!
!

Some coordinntors report relntively more nucceﬂa than

. othera.- For the mogt part, the more succasﬂful formal ‘

C——— \\

faculty development efforts use one of two approaehea- (1) 

—-mmandateryr~enforeed—pterequtstte—cour ews*k 1 compoaition .;
before aaaignment to teachinq compoaition, or. (2) ﬂoeially
contented "meetinga" for which compeeit&gn_tppicn_nnd mntnrinla_“_____

~° are prepa:ed ahead, put which are not overtly deaignated as o N
. " T C‘;’\/

_v\\\ ——

IR '.;A;F;_,,_,A_J_l,'lﬁﬂf———f 2 2'\-,“ B
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‘ faculty development It is importaht ‘to note that the two
-programe with g&@?equisite coursework are: campuses w1th
| graduate master'e programs in the teaching of compoaition,

~and’ that the required couree is one of the degree program's

T ‘core seminars ' Not all campuses, in fact relatively few,
'hav such degree programs to draw upon Further, the euccessful

\

- so ally-eﬁntexted retraining events ‘are found in very small .

pro ams, in one instance in an - ethnic studies departmeny
~ which hes ite ‘QwWn ﬂeparate but’ equally accepted compoeition

1

program. - . e
It doea geem clear that direct efforts to solve thej
- problem of faculty retraining iﬂ compoaition are 1uza ably
uneucceasful It ia not hard to figure out u key aouxce 0&
' .thie reaistance. Until recently, compeaition was a Bervice'~
f performed by the Enqlish Department for the bene it of. the '
:campue at 1arqe and the Englieh depnrtment'P Oﬂr gruaxete |
students wno were empleyed to teach the ceuree.’ Xn %ort,
- it has been- e taeh without aoademir reeoqnitian or reward
| Though it eounda liko a 1o 4nq battle, feeulty dnvelopment‘
 for reguler fneulty aeed\net oo: -3 have diseoverodfo very ¢
gimple event “that eneéegge in drawing together all writinq |
inatruetore. rogular ani pert time, and qetcinq “them o O
*————internctfon—tho—oubﬂeee-eEuoompositiencinnrruerienrmweukex_mmwmwmw_r

N

edditionel yenefit accrueaﬁro~rhio event: eetoblinhing scme

TR

comparability in .natruction/ecroae cleaaeh taught by these

,
X

different feful y memherﬂ.~;

|
‘,_\.o




~ This succeisful preceea is. simply instruc-lr“grouﬁ N
Jscorrgg of student essays written to a common topzc, whether
the common essay 18 §§ntemwide (as 1n thelqgacement test ii-"”
' wrlting eample offered three times a yearvﬂ?}r whlch readere

come from all nineteen campuéhﬁ), campuswid" as in the case : (f'

of esaay exams certzfying eghdents' writinﬁ,competence for '

‘graduation), or coursewide wpiting tests s rving as mid-term

, or fiual enaﬂa. Those coordinators headi.q pregrnms where )
] common esany gradings areAE peiicy talk abeut posiégve Biée .
benefits of the proceﬂs. (1), interactizp between part-time ;
and- regular faculty. (2) 0ppertunities for diaeuﬂﬂion of
composi on theory and inetruetienal Athods, nnd as a .

' conaeqﬂ’ ce of these enperiencea, (3)7inerqued eampnrability
across course aectiona taught\?y digferent instructers; and B
(4) reporte7ef changesin class- instruetion, e. g., moxe :

- in-class writing. .The follqwinq quetutiena qome fram the
:same compgsition coordinat é, first, when he s anked about
'faculty develapmenqnfpportunitr?é, eecond and third. when é%%Q’
.naked,about his hnewleage of ePe cgnﬂﬂreom praetiees of bot&
part-timera,qu regular: faeu17y teuchinq nritinq. e N

et ol . i . N , L . oy
' cqoap,@a: well, ve. drd'that for ] when I o ;
first started, we did that const tly...Whore ve
wﬂ_ﬁ_ﬂ_m\weuld beg-people to come, browbgat them, invite
o them, pleqd with thém/ bribe ,them with wine: and: .
. cheese, and do everything we géuld to get them ta .-
’_,/  come and listen to gome of our best people ‘talk -
. - about ‘everything from minor problems, to grading
te-hniqueﬂ, to munaive ‘theories of cemponition.

S '{...thoﬂfinal enamfhation allowa a: qreat
deal of that to ?ccur, not juat for being able to




. go. back over. and work with the - statzstics and the
calculdtor, - byt the (comnittee work.that comes
prioy to that, working with people and setting up-
~ thé topics, talking about the theory of composition.
They bring in topics, possible topics. You learn
something. ‘about it; you make comments and have an
-+ effect on people and vice versa. 'You can't make
~« gtudents write on that.' Also the reading sessions,
vhere you spend a. whole day wigh all-your comp.’ '
.~ staff, at every. level and they're talking about
- composition, that's the. focus. And prior to that,
.- . everybody went his own: separate. way. and -you never .
.- .really, you really,didn't know what wns qoinq on. -

...There 8 an. example of how you can affect your -
'individuals, .ineluding brand new part-time pecple,
on the basis of something like a’(common) fipal
~ emam. We. have a pre=writing seguent built inte ™
. the final ezam where they (students) may not write -
in their books; their blue books, for half an = -
hour. People sho may never have heard of pre-writing
. befere, it's hard to believe nowadays, we inform /
them in the beginning of the semoaﬁﬂr what the -
exnm is dall ahout. :

I o o - . .5

-

‘ medial Writing Inatruction

The CSU system is not alone in ite dilemmn of providing'

' hig?er education to nn@nrpreparcd enterinq froshmen, but the

*ayetemwide Engliah Plgcement Test and- tho spocinl/funda tied“

to atudent\searea*on that test 1mply that the CSU (unlike'

gome’ un1VQrsitioa) intends te accept‘rcnponeibility for ° -,
' nremadiating ntudont deficicneios in writinq nhills. The N

..latitude given cnmpunen 1n the eapondituro af romnﬂial fundn'

. haa resulted 1n some variety in the 1mplomenxation af thin
‘ remediation poliey. NGVorthelenn, it seems clear that all
:campuses regaxd this job as an Enﬁlish depurtment tnah..

Qﬁ We do not want ‘simply to document the impiamentation

Y

-

.0 remedial writing 1nstructien;-we—be}teve—aueh—a~description___m_;

Sy R




R N ‘.\,\‘ \

) . |
misses a key issu that probably affects how~that 1?structlon

. . : > \
is 1mplomented.. How . do the En llBh faculty/and the campus

‘j‘administrators feel about thlB o 1gat;on7 We asked thzs L

N

questlon dlrectly in ouf interviews and questxonnalre.

N S
Academzc vice preszdents and dea .-of schools (wzthln ' "

P

v 1

Wthh the Engllsh departments reszde) were fairly conalstent ']5.
_ in their expresazon of. dismay tempered by a recognztion of _; , ;f'
the 1nevitable., In a few instances, these adminiotrators
expressed concerns ahout the growing numbers of studonta who
nced romedial work (not ﬂust in Englioh#—before they. can ;

profit from thé regular college coureework.- Somo/of theae

. . campus admlnxstratore alao squeat the community collegoa aa
a way out of the eapanﬂing basic Bkills inatructional programs, -
a few administratoro would, like to require un&erpropared T ! -
students to put in some 1n3trﬂctional time at the locul {%f'atz-éx'
junior college beforo enterapg the state university, despite C
the lnrge Bhift in studont enrollment auch a- polﬁcy would E\

craate. But, for the moat part, there is acquiesocnce among e

thoso in our interview oample.- co L . - "}'. -

: g T p
_ ,DEAN OF HUMANITIES: ‘I don't even kriow if I have . - o
<o ‘an option any more, but I have tliis alight paganoia,
.7 and that.is;—there-are really two colleges at every - "=~
college. One is the official college, which is in s
the cataloq, and it's all the coursesthat you and I .
have been talking about. And then the .other college:
- i8 the college of skills. ...Well, when you get to
know the students involved, you obviously don't have
ant objective view of remediation...from a lofty stand-
point, you say, .'0f ‘course not, it!'s benecath college,
. - it's really high scéhool level stuff.! Then you get to
::t;;-fw~know*the studonts_ d_thcir_commltmgnte and ZLheir

.‘ % N




. motivations, espeOialiy minority students, and you -
¢ just can't take that lofty p031tion o . N A
A o _’ 3" . .
. ACADEMIC VICE PRESIDENT: -On the one hand, I feel - - . ..
good about the fact that students who are admitted e
- and lack basic'skills will°be. giyen an opportunity '
T to learn_themi_“Becnuae,if_they_dondt —then-this
- . impedes their progrees -and vwe have ‘a revolving T
. ;" door situation. ' They come in and they lack basxc
skills;.we don't give them to them and they're -~ _. — -
out. - On the other hand, I think it's a shame that -
‘we have to. ...whether we should be doing them or
“the community colleges  should be doing: them,
., think is a separate guestion. But if we're going
L to allow the students to come here, then it's '
. olvious we're- geing to have a remedial writing
program.,' ; ,

- We obtained anglimpse of the faculty perapective from -

responses to Likert items on the questionnaire. From these o
: reﬂponses, we were able, to generate a series of facters, onef
'of which centaine theee items on remedial inatructien. :ﬁﬂ}.ﬁﬁl Pi;1
However,\theee were not the enly queﬂtienneire iteme which . |
. form the remediation faeter. It appears that we menaqed te ““_
Itap inte an nttitude iacter thet aeacribes faeulty feelinga P
»t°"ﬂrd teaching compositien,in general includinq remedinl.

COnsider theee itnma, all of which grnup en the same faeter-f*ﬁ'

. Genernlly epeakinq, in«thie department tenured and , LT
“,  tenure=track instructern “do_,NOT need. review,or . S el
ceordinetion ef their. writing instruetien.a.m DR oo
I'm NOT 1ikely to attend meetinga desiqned te'ﬁ .
improve my writing instruction, .e.g.,. fnculty N SR

y develepment or 'retraining' sessions. L R A AR

'Had 1 th;\ChOiee, ~wou1d ﬂever teach undergraduatex f?A .
A writing eourses. ;~e;u. A ! o i?*“-i--a § .

~students who are. not prepared To do college-leyel T

. wrlting should NOTbe adnitted to-this campys. - -




'College resources should NOT support remedial
programs in writing \

. Much - .of what 1've heard about 'writing as process'
.. strikes me as yet another fad in the field of

composition instruﬂtion = : / -

In every. composition class Itve taught here, I've
finally had to admit to myself that .mest students .
‘do not improve their writing very much by the end ot
of a single school term: . : )

s o . \. ' : ?
This pattern of related responses suggests to us that

- feelings about the remediation of student writers are ‘bound

up Wlth feelingé about teaching camposition. - vie expect

programs witn reluctant writing faculty miqht also be tnose

with the 1east well-developed remedial offerings, tnat is,
.éthat attitudes affect implementation. our interview analyses

’
’s

- suggest just that. L . ' ’1 - ‘

e

At one end of a spectrum of programmatic remediation ve
D find a campus where the Englisn department eschewslremedial
couzsework students identified as remedial are plaoed into
.regular freshman composition classes, and tutors are provided
vfin eacn class.l The English department cnair relies on tne 5 .

Do learning aﬂﬂiﬂtance center to supply trained tutore: with

"} the additional in-class instructional aid,rthe English/enair_;{jfi;m_
is able to increase class size, tnus decreasing tne number "fe'
«of writing sections that must be staffed by literature \j. R
.: feculty, and precluding the need‘for any Englisn'faculty to f:\q?'

teacn remedial or basic ertlnq% Foreign students needing

emedial assistance ‘find themselves in a linguistics department

' course. b _ ‘ . Lo LT

223 ‘ ‘11, . ,I r
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At the 6tﬂer"oxtreme there are programs offering several

lévels of coursework for varicias Levels of student need. -

§

Ssome courses exist which the coordinators themselves label

"preérenodial";‘others provide_odjunct assistance for the ,:

- better remedial students*through‘homOgeneous'composition

'Msections specifically set -aside for these weak, but"not

weakest students. Often under the guidance of a remedial

<«

“program coordinator, sone of the programa in this group -have

aligned their pre-remedial course continuum with the content

of the multiple-choice aubtests of the Englioh Placement

,Test, i e, offering courseo in- reading, sentence construction,'

'and logic and organization, and placing students on the

basis’ of their subtest gcores. (In two instances, remedial

) readers are referred to a reading courﬂe offered by the

edncotion deportment ) In intorviews with ‘these remcdial

_____coordinatora_ue_find awgreat doul of spocificity in doscriptiona

\ »
of pre-ggmgdio%’

goals, and instructor prepuration.

oursc content, metnods, moterials, and

~—————*—*““nﬁoﬁt half—”f the programs in our interviow aample

provide these pro-romodial coarsoa of instruction; an over- o

| 1apping group, ogoin obout half, chooae to rely ch a eeparatc

: romodiol course rather than on apecial compoaition cougrse ﬁ.

| ~Bections augmonted by tutors. /Two of thoae programs provido

.

Ahfor common mid-term or final exams, but for the most part,

LI

PR

unlike tho pre-remedial, we rind littlo in tno way of mecnanisms .

——
S ..\_\
—

for ensuring much commonality among remedial course 1nstructora




Perhaps most interesting ls the role, or rather the

R

lack of participation,vof tenured faculty in the remedial
and pre-remedial coursework We find only one program| with . o

szgnificant involvement of tenured faculty (oddly, one f

the two polytechnical campuses) other than that, it i

strictly part-timers and the. lone tenured faculty member who.

1s servxng as the ren disl program coordinator.

Cemp*s Climate for Writing Instruction

Ty

in planning our investiqation of writing prOgrsms, vie
recognized the potential for outside gources to influence’L .7'1
composition program operations. Obviously the 1arger English
» department needs to be accounted for, but also, ve believe
there are opportunities for campus-level factors to effect
programs. This is one of the. msin ressons we' interviewed
~“academic vice presidents, deans, and directors,__oflspeoial~ Q¢J4w¥ffyw}ﬂ4
pro;rnms and- 1earning assistonce centers.l We also osked ;
faoulty to rate a ‘number of department variables in terms of
the kind (positive/negative) and nmount (stronq/moderote/none) b
of influence tnese variagbles exert upon the composition _
progrem, and ve included.Likert items on compus chsracteristics.

N &

From the faculty response to these itens we were eble
. N
to create seéven program content factors, each des

7

\

different aspect of the world in which composition programs .
operate. 'The first three factors relate to the cnmpus at
- large: (1) campus climote surrounding composition matters,\

(2) adjunct.vriting assistance (available outside of the

284
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classroom), and (3) student characteristics The'first |
factor 1ncludes faculZy feelings about placement policy for

entéfing students and policy/for certifying upper-dxvrsxon

/
‘ pwriting competence The second describes typical outside

B

resources, such as the learning center and EOP ‘services.

“ Thms factor also accounts for the 1mpact of faculty from

r

lother departments teaching writing in the English department

[N

program. ‘These last two variables may reflect campus 1nvolve-
ment in the upper-division writing requirement where nonoEnglish
department faculty are trained to teach upperndivision
courses for their student ‘majors. L | ’y?
The third factor, student characteristics, includes a_
»{ number of guestionnaire items describing student language

characteristics (dialect and second language problems), - ”“":*Affjf

general perceptions -of the guality of the student population

K
as a vwhole, and a related variable, the influence of writing

assistance provided hy the £OP. In addition, there are two

faculty characteristics items which load on this factor.
general faculty morale (in the department) and the presence

Tof” tenured and tenure-trach faculty in the composition ‘;.,';r, S
instructor pool. We are a little surprised to find these ' |

a s

last two variahles grouped with ‘these’ student items.\ However.
-it may ke that tho‘”‘who’view~tenured faculty involvement as tﬂ e
having somewhat of a negative influence on the program are“efo;L;ch

’also the people vwho are somewhat iemoralized by ‘the language

“obstacles facing their writing class students._




The rest of, our progr factors focué,mo,e closely upon

the composition program it ‘includes Likert

elf Factor:fou

items asking about the qu 1ty of the working relationship

among staff and the acce 1bility of ”e'composition coordi-.‘ o
" nator. Five‘itemo fro"our question on program 1nf1uence! _ !

e T :
,.are grouped w1th the e Likerts. ?hree of those items conc T

Th
various sources of;ﬁeggershrp 1n/composition~ the composﬁtion
/
.program coo\oinot r, the. Englr/h department chair, and th?
N !

" Composition ommittee.. ‘The other two items are faculty
- morale and training in ¢ mposition inBtruction. , Ve gindr t
o reaconable to enpect at faculty morale has a poeitive

:*influence on programﬂ where leadership is aleo porceived

pooitively and where faculty perceive themoelves as truiE ed

and able to approach their program coordinator and colle gues'tl" i
ﬂfon the euhject of compooition inetJuction. B

. ‘The nent factor doecribes mechanisma ‘for establiohing

'pand maintaining a "program" of instruction in compoeition:

'-agreed upon etandarde for grading, for curricula, and fo'

'methode. These faculty in our sample view thoao voriablj e e

r“//é; a group, reacting- to allwof them “““ in: the“eame way, alf’

//7 some see the influence of the item group as poeitive, whi e

ough .7~

othere feel its influence as negative. o
. Tne laat two factors are the moat peroonal and the mgst

o revealing. we have labeled’them as ‘6a and Gb becauoe of the

Bimilarityfinmattitudinnl‘territoryftheyﬂmap1} Neverthelesoi :

these factors come from-the same factor analysis run and




-thus describe two distinct patterns of responses in Qﬁr.f
_faculty?sample iThe'firSt, 6a groups‘only Likert items, -
and 1n particular, what ve have been calling ‘our "bah humbug"

/

1tems They are all worded in the negative and describe

t best be called a keen desire to ev01d any act1Ve

_1nvolvement in comp051tion instruction. Of course, 1t 1s RV°

TteﬁeThe~interesting aspect of. this _factor..: is thet.it manages tc e ‘w“i

most important *o remember that it may be everyone g common

' isagreement with these items that unites them The second -
-“related factor, Gb, elso includes primarily Likert items. '

In this cese,tney are the "gocd guy" items,.they describe

all those pcsitive sentiments one might enpect te’ find among ij
.dediceted ccmpos{tion instructcrs, and seem to describe ‘what

‘we might call Mlevel of commitment" to writinq instruction.,

|

_draw faculty wne alsQ vulue one oz both of two particular

instructional themes- teaching editing shills and teuchinq

L?~*facuity groups—~WWe wonder. whethercor not the part-timer/

_ invention (prewriting) skills.- If/we nllen that thoee gesls

 are amonq thcse more clesely related to current cempcsiticn

::thecry, W are net surpriscd 1o find these- items greupeﬂ _;jffn*”twn

T with- "dedication" {tems. our- interview*dnta*suqqest that - o
_there’are gome faculty members whe are eerieusly interested

in compositien thecry -and instruction. - | | ‘
h We eagerly ewait the results of our ongcing analyees h

' usinq these factore to chnrscterize~individua1 prcgrame and

tenured distincticn will reappear in these analyses.rﬂ

:




The Upper-D1v151on WrztlngﬁRegglrement

Tour 1nterview data on the upper-dzvzszon writing competency-
/requzrement offer addztzonal 1nslght into the level of
;. campus. comm1tment to and 1nvolvement 1n col]ege compoeltzon,

5for here 1s a polzcy that effects every oepawtment offerzng

a degree. Students who do_not peee the requzrement_do not

"7ﬁﬁﬁEﬁWS‘tﬁeir“aeqreeef—eﬂﬂ%if—witt“befeesvrfor*thercampup. 7
.edmihietretion_té~teli vhich;depertmente heve the'greeteet /
1.prob1emlsraoueting their majore'under the newv reqniremeﬂ%..

v CIenrly there is.an‘incentive here for'edoh depertment to
become informed ebout, if not involved in, the creetion end :
"implementation of the campus certificatfpe policy

We find ve cen eccount for all varietieﬂ of policy WIth ‘::

juet three categorxee#of—certrﬁrontion—methed~——Tne—fira*

requiree studente to take an. eeeey exem (eometimes with en

% L e T
objective eubtest), the eecond providee a’ choioe between S '

“exam or approved course, tﬁ“‘fﬁffﬁ—metnod-requtree—eer%&fi—

cetion through approved c« coursee only, with no exam option.mwu.fr.

"”“Thoee cﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁéﬁ“wftﬁ*teet*oniy—polioy—nllow_ﬂﬁnﬂ nte to o

.___——’————-"_—"’_'_" - »
o reteke the teat it they do~ not‘paen the*ftret—ttme. Most—— . =
S
administrators we spoke with ere relucegggdgowgugwelceiling
on the number of retests a etudent~mny'take. 'The most

popular method (eix of ten campuﬂee) is the second method,

allowing etudente to chooee—either—the—tes*—or"one-of—e

.

number of acceptable courses. In eome caeee thore iﬂ a

planned overlap between the two optione.;”atudenta may "teet fff;"_m;




out" of the course part way through the school term, or may"

: o,
~ end -up 1n the course as a direct consequence of failing the

test. The remaining category, course only, is used on on1y~

~.one campus. : *, . -

Pgtential;y, ‘each of thege- three methods allows for the : S e

' 1nwolvement of faculty and administratore outszde the - English

—————departmentf__we_find_in_our_interyienﬂ_thnt+_depend;;g upon

- who 18 committed and. to what entent, the writing requirement |
can be an enriching and unifying enperience, or a genuine L
.bother. In mésgt caﬂes, “the initiative for involvinq othero

—ljlies witn the Englioh department, which iﬂ eeen as the _ )
:Bource of resident enperts on writing instruction and’ evaluation :

of writing akill.. The . opportunity for the Englisn aepurtment

—————to-eeeh—outoide-invo%vement»preeentﬂ—itaeif in—thercumpue _

Literncy Committeein_ | ».““*/”ff”' . I T

we’found such committeoa on ull but one. campus, and on -

tnnt one camgue tho upper-diviaion requiromont, n writinq ::f';.ﬂ;f

" test, is oolely tho Enqlish deportment's responsibility..

——~——mnoedopartment_componition;éommittgg_gormuiutgg“the test ]

“““qmostion“and“udmininter7/tne test. .The oomponition coordinato¢,f
. enplaino:' “"There wan/p Writing Committoo for the univeroity o
and it provod to be unwornable and»wnn disbnndod " on twe T

* other campuoen the uppor,division requiromont i8 olso the

f%ffiféﬁcluﬁive domain"of“tho“Enqiieh*dopartmont——«in~botn~oaaee '_W;m,r;;;;
L the impreesion iven in tho intorviows is thnt tho writing

»

~§;;44requirement bolonga to ‘Enqlish and it—iﬂ“u*departmental mj;:g“ R




\ . N . /

‘responsibility to see that the requirement: is appropriate . -/

and is enforced.

wmw~~w’-Twe~gther ----- campusee also leave sole- responsibillty to-. . -

o
1
1
l

the English department, though 1n both these casee this

*“'reaponeihility is a- result—of inaction on the" part of the“”m”'

Engiish”department. In orie inatence, the department chair
e =

_describes his deliberate refusal to participate on the

campusvide Literacy cOmmittee and then leter, in the eeme_"

\‘interv1ew, talks about how the cempue committee decided to
/\ .

let eech depertment .select aABuiteble course; he then goee

T R

on to- deecribe how all the ather departmenta ‘have aelected T
the Englieh departmentoe designnted course, plecing a tremendeua' e
T S f e

"enrollment burden on the department staff. ° . .-

'-umiy*twe~cempﬁses*in-our—ﬁampie—nre—act%veiy—purﬂuing>—

hn

. campuewide involvement dnd responsibility for the upper- . = =

diviaion requirement*w*ﬁeth*rerymupenwapeeifiedwupper-aiviEESETIZI::=~f

courses which, if anproved. may wf\n-mg;uh depdrtment __——

S = [ PR
At Ot v w

‘coureee. In one ceﬂe, studente in the diverse appreved T
——~*coutees—muet—ei&—tehe—n—eemmen—eﬂeny—enem——greded-by—theﬁ

qreup of course inatructers from the diverae departmente.uh: ' gﬁ;;;

- Aa deaeribed in the sectien on faculty develepment, when \qumffmmff"

T

'.theée ceurae instruetera meeufEE“EEEae»t@e cemmen;ggggxe¢/e

fgeod denl ef feculty dovalopment tahee place., In thie wey,

~'“‘“*t:hen -divereereeursed:mey~be—deemed~ecceptab1e_fox“the‘LQ4§

upper-divieion requirement with a 1ittle 1ens anniety than“

if there were no.. nucheﬂquality control" mechanism. The iiii!i;w;:;f;f
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second campus 1n this. group takes the opposzte approach

°

rlgcrcus commlttee\scrutlny of propoeed courses. As.the

~wco*nosztlom“ccordiaator admlts, relatlvely few courses e e

o

-outside the Engllsh departwent have been accepted, in part

I

____becauee_the_accgg;gnc

'rllabzlzty 6f an— »~fr S ff”g““

~<::anetructor who hae been approved by the Englzeh department

— \

‘Department approval reete on the co“letion of -one of the

S

graduate couraes in compoeiticn offered by the department as

. ‘part of ita maeter'a program in compooition._ )

. S Y S

Summarx and concluaiona : o e jf

-

It is difficult to- aummarize the vaet amount of diVerBe mxl i

'”descriptive information we heve uncovered and interpreted.

\Too much interpretetﬂon\mdx not even be en appropriate -

act; vity, Bince tnéfrEEEﬁrch focuE‘for Pnnae—r—haa‘been ' T

—~—need—to—aoe—%£~any~o£wtheoe—progrem ,

_Qé—deeorr
‘\\\\featureé\do in faot mahe a- aubatantinl differenco in student -
—Wﬂmmmmmw—m—reeuwemmwd N
‘thomgh im this latter case it alroady appggrs

Y SR

*——r—olear—that—we_uill_find such differencoa.: S cﬁrrlf:;?fjf
| _>ae we workod\on inreqroting~and z;El;I;;_SEEiEEEEEha6&5“"*-tzti:

amount of nropival, interview, ond quo-tionmaire data, B
‘ several iasuee preaented themnelvea. Rnther thnn nummarize ;y

proqram deacrfptione, then,—ve- would~rather coneider the Q;Lw;mmmj

f:;»mp~rcatf‘““—of‘thoeetieaues. . i == '{'L4~v~h-iee7_;“ee;;e;l
"Conscioueness-nuising. - A particularly preqsing ieaue | '




is the goals issue or,,rather, the 1 ck-ofmgoals issue Vei_/

——

- simply do not flnd proczam goals, azms,*or purposes which

"”descrxbe student “gains resqgting‘from*co osition*coursework~j<~~j~-——f

- On rare occasions,.we .ngd® descriptions,o rsmsdial coursework \\
A o

___ggglgL_most ofiten deflned‘in“tsrms of abilit"to profit from*"f
' regular composition course ;nstructiﬁn‘——antlﬁs tabout 000 '

students in ths regular course?

,/

. Ths existenee of ﬁidespread,‘formal, remedial csursswsrk

' is relatively new.on the postsscsndary sceﬂe, whereae freshmsn

compssiticn has been a standard Gensral Eduentisn requiremsnt

' foﬂ a longer~time. Alss——pnrt1y~ss~n;resysnse=ts-thﬁt=neuu. rw_{'f-

for rsmeﬂial instruetion at ths csllegs level, there has:.,

"been a recent explqsion of ressnreh and?theory on eémpssitisnrrtii”f”'“

—~*—instruction——;rndeuﬂ(‘mnnyvsf the Beminal w“fks—tﬁ“the new
"writing as process"| field were csnducted\hith eollege

| studenta, and sften/?y colleqe professora OF. pragram admfnis-_t

trators respansible/for that instruction (Perl, 1979: e e

' Shauqhnessy, 1917: Sommers, 1979) Itxmakes senne, then.

that this new researeh has been appliod in the devclopmsnt

_“__of—remedial_writinghprsgrnmsprzogrnm 0t_¥st_1schod-ints——~_g+_%___;;
‘trsdition, programs oftcn nccsmpanied by speeial funds, ,
prograus, still amenable to enperimentatien.- On the other

‘»muhnnd, the standard freshman composition coursc, in all of

_its various man@festntiona, stands‘befsre us ns "traditional,",

)2 i,
. We have not beeg confronted with its failuro. as we have *fg<<??§§“;;f“2

wﬂ;¥with the—failure of college—prepnrstory'high school English?fﬁ : sltrs_




-

we have not écrutiﬁized its‘workings or thought‘much about
its purposes beyond filling the General Education requz;gment
"dw(See Chapter Two for a rev1ew of the 11te'ature in this

- apes. ) S ..iu; o o 5 i ﬂ\~fmmemw_iff{_iiwﬂjf

It is no wonder that. -in our- examination of -college - e et

writing programs, we have not found many sites with statedA/V i

program goals or cohesive sequentiai curricula. ‘There has -
been 1ittlo incontivoior percéived need to consider or -

.o raconaider writing coursework as a. progrom of 1nstruction,_‘

it could be whatever the individual Eng;iﬁh téuchar—wanted

‘"—“:Tt'to“be. nemediui instruction iﬁ & aeparate“ontity“by**‘**** e
| v1rtue of.its. novelty._ita funding. ita no-graduation-credit

status. itn etudonta.w For thoae English faculty interested

—————in—tho—now—composition—theory,_remedial instruction invitea__A##m_,_
expoximontation. '

}\ .

Thua. the effeotivoﬂénomof*u“writingfprogrnm shou:d nof -

<

be meaaured only in torms of meetings its "qonla "o Largez

and wider~ranging issues- are involvod. Perhapsw fﬁ?“@xampio.‘ T

ve ought ‘to be unoovorinq deeeriptionn of_sucooaﬂfuL

"connciounnenn_rniaimaq\_mn;jnat_;uL_t;exmn_.of_oompmyide__w_“_,,_..__w

P

" interest and cnuqmenmént. but« “algo in terms of the-English——
aopartmont fnodlty porspootivo on compoaition. In fact, '_
. when we re-onamine our ownraamp;e of eampuaos. ve find that -
thin approach reveals much moroto uo., In thia univcrsity ‘f“f%
aystem. that "consciousneas-raising" is bei~9 otimulatod by

~"a strong incentive, the upber-division s wEiting Fequizement ——




for graduetion We find.evidence.that the ﬁnz\in which a
campt= {and Eng .eh dsrartment) deals w:.th that requ:.rement

- “Ye vt§ * programr .c nature of 1ts lower-d1v151on A;_u;m,,mrw

it éf e and-f' . ;tzve 1nterest and kno ledge on -

'jjthe par* of Engllsh and non-Englloh faculty We do not

belzeve, however, thet it is unreasonable to expect dszerences _

in awareneos and 1nvorvement—to—be—re@%eéggd—zn_differencee

1n studento' writinq performance.

Common Essax Rendinq . A Becond related isoue that

'-orioes from our work concerno the writing—fneu}ty*—wWe-hov- -

]

{found the distinction between port-time contract inétructoro
- and reqular tenured faculty omnipresent, not only in terma

@E categories we generated and used in our work, but al@o i,

: \
the deacriptions offered by composition. program coordinators.

" we detect Oand largely snare) a biaa, baeed npon an as:yet

nnfounded aeoumption, 1 e., tnot tenured faculty know leoo / . -
°b°“t new. writing theory. " and, ve £ind corollory noaumptioné.rTo'

é. g., that tenured faculty ore less competent writfﬁq instruc-

. tors, tmt ‘they need "retraminq,_" othat they need to_ be .

~——*mo'n:tt'ored"or"eV“I’ﬁ'ﬁt”d —Atthe same time,’wve find real

.9

—mmulimita*to—tﬁﬁ ontent of proqram ooordinatorn' authority and
. povwer of perounoion over: rogular faculty. We find new 'j;, RO

- asourancea nnd fever mochnnisms for oaanring a common core B

of currioulum ond inotruotionol methodn for oomposition

" courses. Thus- 1t appears that the preoenoe of regular - e

—"*"ritorature’foculty‘tn“the"ataffing of eompoaition coursea . - N

l"




l
greatly affects the likelihood ‘of eetablishing and/maintaining

that eluaive "program of 1netruction" ve have been seekinj:;;"'

. Our data 1ndicate-that tormal attempts to unite the . L ?:
part-timers and tenured 1netructors, formal attempts at

faculty development in the field of composition, documents

,'prescribing course content, sequence, recommended texts, all
“do not. succeed. Nevertheless, on our checklist of program
-'features we found a diamond in-the rough, the common mid-term

or final egssay exam. Where remedial or regular compoeition

%T““‘COUTBEB have commonveesaxe, —Ye.. find interaction between#,muwﬂw_;m

Y

A'partntimere and tenured faculty, informational gaine on the

ﬁpart of the umimformed, reported impact.on actual claesropm

practiceo, and\ultimately greater commonality_amomq~cougse .

sectiono tauqht\by the dlfferent instructors. ﬂowever, it N

also appeora that what makes thie activity so eucceseful is

its indirectneee. it ia ot perceived as faeulfy retraininq*f*‘“r*j~f
—————nor—as—a—meamo—of—stendardiain ‘ n

methode. b

“*In“shortT:it“appears that the” commom exam operatee as - “~f;m*ff'

_the. perfect "coneciot ?ene raiéiﬂq"-activity. We find thie

phenomenon cen aleo occur outeide “the Enqliah department for -'t

campuaee whoao upper-divioion writing requirement specifieo

-’

a common exam across’ varioue degartmente' certification B

: coureee. ; T . “', f“““ﬂ“*v“frwfifwrl»mm_er__;;L

c

to Researchere and EvaluatorS"

. We would like to draw theae points together into some . i
\- - ' =

coherent eet of recommendatione for present and future




u T —
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1nvestlgatlons of college wrltlng programs First we neea

-~ to realzze that‘there are major assumptlons we all hold;
X :e g., that Englzsh llterature proﬁessors should be serlously
| 1nterested ‘in college composltlon, whlch has heretofore been

-a- General Educatzon course- offered by literature departments

Accordlngly, we must be aware of the lmpact of those aasumptzonsf‘m,~’ﬂ
in St“dy methods and data aﬂalYst~ expectations of and
%

eearcnee for faculty knowledqe ‘about composztlon theory.‘and

concern for. documentlng znstructional content, meth?ds, ‘and

:::imateflale, ae 1ndicatore of tnat knowledqe transformed into

practice. e

> second, we urge conaideratlon of the larger context,;

the campus in which the proqram operates. Our Phaee~1 '/;7’ . D

S research: enperzencee ‘suggest that cnaracteristica Buch as A

- minority group enrollmente or campus size are’ lese crucial

than‘the*adminiBtrationvand—resources'n_policieﬂ affecting&__ﬂ_

Writinq_inatruction. alte;native sources’ of inatruction in I

w.w.c:mm'ama:i.t.'n:q1';4”,ncm-lizngl:i.i?.h department faculty involvement in

- N .
o En Tncreang

mﬂm_writlno inetruction, and demonetrated campus.. adminietrator . cLT

SR __\—_‘_ e .

_aupport of writlng programe and policiea. : ~_~7”“ T ‘*i. —

Third, ve recommend the abandonment of any notione of ' | :

ranhing or ordinal meaaures for deecribing programe. We ;“?s~ &

have had to red%gnize that our attempta to do Bo result in '
-lots ot birary variablea.' thinge enist or they don 't

p Often, activities or structures that enist on’ any_one campue

aro«not found;on any ‘other.’ Inatead, we find our deacriptions-




1nvolve more 1nformatlon w1th nomlnal categorles. we can

E dlstlngulsh among zpes of act1v1t1es which are-grouped

'together by v1rtue of thelr focusrf For 1nstance, there are~”

d1st1nct1ons among the approaches are slmply dlfferent "ways'f

|l

of dolng,ﬂ not more- or less, or better or worse, ver51ons of
-~

the same basic approach,:

Next Steps’ R

In 1983 we, are gatherzng student essays e d attltude
vdata from students at the end of thelr freshman composztlon
class for each of the three posszble school terms (fall,

w1nter and sprzng quarters,'and fall and sprzng semesters)

ve wzll be uszng these student data to explore the demonstrable'f

,'~—empact of—dafferences-wewhave—uncoVered in attztudes, percep-'

 tions and belzefs of program faculty, and in structures,.
polzczes, and processes 1n the program and on campus

Though not included in thzs report, we have just fznzshed :

the"analyszs of faculty factors descrlbing attitudes and —
instructional practzces, and axe gratlfled to fin? the'

hypotheslzed "between program" dszerences do exist, as’ do

L

7'd1fferences between faculty status for contract lecturers
'Zand tenured/tenure-track!insfructors Further, we find~
indications that interactions between campus and status also
'affect belzefs and practzces of our faculty sample.‘ In. ’

short, our descrzptlve phase has successfully provrded us

wzth several key.facuors and hypotheses about the 1mpact of

VA . .. . . 238
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'thoeeﬁfaotors which'we may test out against student "outcome"

data currently belng collected ,We, thus,ifully expect our

next report to contain data-based ‘findings and recommendatlons

== for-pragtices
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