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Twery eduzetor owhi to Te an exverirmenter, a seercher for wledge and
ar irrovetor ir instructional retrols. Ferticulzrir is this so now - in an
ase of cocial turcoil, in a tize of tecrrological cranse. in a period of
repulation groath, in a psychological climate of isolztion. <£o expanded have
our schools be:orme in size, SO varied are the pressufes placed upon thew, sO
discomforting are the confusing aiternatives fiom which to mzke decisions,

trat educators often do rot know -uwhet to consider first.

Terhaps the greatest problem that we face todzy is sheer nurbers-- of

—eonic. o are so sttuned To guentity as a primary consideration, that we
ofter.. and inadvertently, overlook gquality. ile are so veken with groups
that we overlcok the individual. le are SO surrounded by myriads, that each
of us, in order to survive, consciously or subconsciously seeks isolation.

4 pertinent question for us to consider is what is this isolation? Is
it a wrolesome preservation of individuelity? Is it escape? Is it a vacuum
created by Foor Or o commmnicaticn? Is it the celd remeining when human
warith and concern are absent? Is it the fzilure of outstretched hands to
touck? Is it the result of ideas which pass each other, failing to Interact?
is it ignorance.- oi parent ard child, of group and group, of scientist and
tuserist, of - educator and student?

I am here to rerort or ~Teaching the High 4bility, Low Achieving Student:
Tndividualized Instruction in Action,” but I cannot do so without considering
ry most impcriant finding-- trat, for years, I did not know my students. tle

were isolated from each other. Let me describe two students with whom I worked

in an erxperirental class to j1lustrate how the absence of isolation had positive

effect.




“hen Fetty C., an eighteen Fear old girl, first entered junior college,
ste was required to enroll in a remedial Irnglish class on the tasis of her
poor perforrznce in the scrool!s Trglish Flacerent exarination. EBetity C.
needed the help of a remedinl class: ste could not write sentences correctly,

L)

organize coherernt unified parsgraphs, Or COLPOSe Ler ideas in orderly fashion.
She completed the recedial class with a "C" grade and was percitted to enroll
ju frestian couposilio. for tis following sexester.
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in organizing her thoughts effectively. Ifor weeks, she axd I worked together
intensively. She wrote and rewrote her ideas in a variety of combinations
until, finally, she began to express herself logically and cleariy, not expertly,
but acceptably.

That was Setty C. like? In trite phraseology, she could be descrived as
"a pretty little thing. %  She was the sort of student who hides in the classroom
as best she can., we 211 know the t7pe: the one whose name we never learn, the
shy norn-entity, the number in the grade book. Betly, as I irdicated. needed
help. roi the sort of hrelp one can deliver in a2 lecture or in an assignrent to
"go study so and so.” OSre reeded personel telk, an infasion of confidence, a
gesture of interest. She received these things from me and she profited.

Tn the same course, there was Hary E. wke had also completed a remedial
class the previous seiiester, buv she had earred an "AY, iary B.'s diegnostic
writirg revealed that ste could perform well, at tre standard expected of

studerts wno coi.plete fresiian composition successfully. She 4id not need

such attention from me. I permditted Iary B. to pursue largely independent




studr and she procduced a semester project that was splendid in quality, as good
as some graduaie papers I Lave seen.

“hat was Fary 2. like? She was a Tature vokan with a femily, well-adjusted,
confident, outgoing. She was, moreover, & capable, conscientious s®udent-- and
ste loved Stakespeare. After Lary qualified successfully in the besic diagnostic
| testing required of all students, I permitted her to pursue Shakespeare. ‘e met
— in person, talked on the telephone, and sonetines she ever: wrote e postcards
=
I; +o reveal 2 discovery that she "had to reveal that very minute."

ilhen Iery evelusted ihe class av e end of the semester, she was
erbarrassingly effusive with praise for the class. 1This was the first time

ir myr life,” she woue, nirat I -ad a chance to learn et + ~eeded to learn

Py

avd. st tre saze timte, to do vhat = wanted to co. I wish every class could
re corducted like this." mary ., I right add, produced a study in depth
berond any reasonchle expectation iron a studert in a fresnmen composition
class.

Tetty C., lavy B, and I 1earred rmore a2bout learring azd teaching in
thot first experinental course than any of us would have irzazined a few menths
before. 1 nelped then both o realize some of the purposes for which they
were aitendirg college. They relped me to learn how To teach people rore
effectively than I had evér creared possible.

I gelight in reporting ezperiences suc.: as those with Betty §. ard Hary
P. Or the contriry, how d.fferernt are Iiy recollections of the fourteen years
during which I teugit by sonvertionel methocs. hen 1 tegan teaching Inglish

ir. Zeptenter 1953, I con cientiously underiook the transmission of the

prescriptions, proseriytions and literature of our languege. 1 lectured,
conducted discussiorns, counse.ed and graded 1y students to do trose things
with language which 1 hLad been tausht to do. although L soon learned that

students perforsied quite differently in the identical classroon environment,




T was rot discouraged. I sirove to meke Iy instructiion rore and rore clear,
roping that, in time, I would increase tie rusber wno showed interest and success
in their work.
Unfortunately, I did not meet with great success. fihough some studerts
did do well, as many or Lore did poorly. I was rappr to texe credit for the
vwccesses, pubt L attributed the feilures o defects in the students, not to my

-ietrods of instruction., in sun

—

T failed es unarr stucdents as I nelped,
¢iscourased as Leny es I rotivated. erd understood the nunan cualities of
precticelly rone, either successes Or failures.

Tt is possivle that riy "blind" instructional methods right have continued
throughout &y professional life; or I might, instead, have departed in
frustration fron education; OR some equally frusirated student might have
"ended Ly career in order to complete his epplicetion for membership in the
Society for the “ztinction of Tncessenily Expository Group Instruction.

Tn December 1967, I was offered an opportunity to experiment with
instruction in freshmsn composition. Marie Y. lMartin, President, and Ray
Jornson, Dean of Irstruction, of Los #Angeles Pierce College, asked me if I
would work with sitille P, Csenyi of Vestirnchouse Learning Corporation to see
if Pierce's course of study could be adepied to estinghouse's method of
instruction. Tne idea, I mighi add, was proposed originaiiy by Stephen Sheldon,
Director of the U.G.L.A.— Danforti Coopsrative Junior Jollege Progrem, I
accepted the opportunity. I had few reservetions, for I was far fron satisfied
vith my existing instructional methods.

"hat were we joing to do? The plen wes o investigate vnethe: individualized
jrstruction would appeal to students whose records in higr school showed then

to be high in evility erd low in achieverent. To control the experiment, we

would combine these underachievers in the sane class with students who enrolled
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in rardom fashion. <election of the experizental group, ile underachievers,
125 made on the basis of certain criteria; T had no pare in thet process.

»y oun Tfirst task was to farilizsrize rrself with the proposed method of
srdividualized instruction, conbingency contracting. I soon learned thet it
is a system which elprnasizes increasing motivation avornz students by transforzding
the instrucior-siudent relationslip into a cooperative rather then authoritarian
one. It stresses tne individuality of tne student as muech #c tho course of
inseruction.

-hen 2 course based upon positive contiagencies is introcduced, théxétudent
is inforiied, before he undertzkes any vork, of what he is expected to learn and
+o do {objectives), how the instructor proposes to help kin (rethods), and how

his performances and learning are evaluzted as to quality {criteria).

Furthermore, the student leerns thetv he and the instructor will share
>

i[
1
responsibility for selection of his required work-- and that such selections I
will be bzsed upon his needs.
Initially, the instructor conducts diagnostic testing (pretests) to
deternine wnat tne student krows &nd wiat he can do: trus, inductively, the
student learns about the Zaps in his knowledge and e weéknesses in his

perforence, It is at the tine of studernt ewareness that the instructor

- W
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contrachts— wish nin to help hin learn. Tne instructor fulfills his part

—
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of the combract by providing the student wita individuelized ?-635“***=§:=
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the student fulfills his part by performing the assignnents. This approach

=ty

encourages the student to terave purrosefully because he can understand
precisely why he is asited to perforn his tasks.

During ny wntroduc’ion to contingency contracting, I learned that it
had a2lreedy been used successfully at the elementary and secordary levals.

Tn 2 handtook published for use in training teachers, the rationale for the

system was clearly stated. I quote:

1see Appendix A.




deterczined tr these adulis. Traditionellyr, Jlegative
Cortinzencies rave beern favored to acnieve this goal.

Tre lcorntract! in suzh cases is: !'In order to avoid
punishzent, rou rust perfork zuch and such a task.f

"re 1ethou advoceted in ihis rrozraa is, on the other
tend, tre Lethod of Positive Jorntingencies.  TlLe
fcontract! in this cazse would take the form, 'as soon
as rou denonsirate that you have learred a little more,
you nay do something which is even more exciting.!

ve....The ultimate objective of behavioral motivation
tecknology is the shifting of motivation management o

o JPUPIPSIEY S S S
celf TICNISTEC U Lot uusoe.

Tne of ihe najor problems educators and parentis have
fzced throushoul ire aves hes been tnat of Lotivating
children to perfors -.asks. whose desirability was

m

......The reason for tringing up the 'ultimate
objectives'! at this time is to reassure those
teachers who may be dubious about the whole area
of notivetion menagement. They ney te saying 1o
themselves, !Students should be motivated by a
desire to succeed, rnot by the promise of a reward,!
or 'This sounds like bribery to re.!' Or the
teacher ng; ve thinking, 'If I apply contingency
contracting systenavicelly now, won't the child
grow up expectirg rewards for every little thing
he does?!

A4s I faced the problen of epplying the system to freshrman compesition in

junior collegs, I was perplexed, initially, by the question of what positive

contingencies to select for the student of this age and maturity. Obviousl .
— D ’

I couldn't offer candy, geiles, or prizes for success in perforiiance, zlthough
sorie such si11ly notion did pess through my mind. I decided, finally, that I
r.eeded to persuade each student that this experimental approach was not a

girmick. I was not proposing to "packege the same product in a new container.®

T was offering the formation of mery partnerships in which each student would
work on his oun behalf in cooperaticn with the instructor. I was offering not

just instrustion, but my personal concern for the welfere of each and every

merber of the class. I resolved to project these ideas as eernzstly as I
J

could.

2l10yd Horme &nd Attila P, Csanyi, Contingency Contracting (llew Hexico, 1967), pp. L,5.

(




- 3ot did I do to imtroduce tie course rztihed sden 1 finelly met an
cwmerizsntal secticn? Tirst, I $oid =ach student thev I valued his presence

-alege

14 the c.ass and thet " purposs ias 4o keep hin therz so ae couid succeed.

-

12 wouid perfort. within a frareverl of ki oum /2a.leSSeS and strengths.

hin to perforr. assigmmsnts prescribed specificaliy fcr hir, Fourth, I would
nct assign him oW grades on poor initial perfcrmances (negative ccn%ingencies);
but, instead, I wowld delay greding unbil he hed had a chence to learn. Fifth,
T advised him that tne ssaester as a boundary of ccurse length did not
necsssarily apply. Instead, he could work at a rate corpatible with his ovn
abilities znd initiative: 1n essence scre peovele weuld finish their work
sooner then wculd others.

Si-th, each studenv vas provided with a handbook ihich described all of

=25

ihe course units and which clearly stipulated ob jectives, criteria and
prescripticns for cach unit. Seventh, he was infcrme that regrlar class
sttendance was a function of need: he would attend as iuch as, but no more

than, necessary bscause the instructor hoped he wouid ZFrow in self-management

+udent was advised of the plan o 1irdt large-group

1)}

anility. ITignth, the
sessions to a minirwm and T place great erphasis upen the instructor-student
cenference.

neaction of students to these positive contingencies the first tine
(Spring 1668) the expsrirentcel class was oifered @as pos:i.tive.3 The second

time (Fall 1948) the course was offsred, student reacticon vas equally good:

~
“Sze lppandix B for a copy of the questicnnaire used So obtain their reactions.




CHART I
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$7SPOL3TS DURIIG FALL, 1968
SZITSTER TO ORIZNTATION UkIT BY

STUDENTS FrOM THRES S=LACTED JUNIOR COLLEGES

Question Tesponses Zlicited
_Asked llumber - Percentage
Positive rcoponse oo method? 142 %1.6
Positive response regarding 137 88.3
self-manageuent or independence?

Fegative response to traditional

methods of instructor control -- -
as a conirast to the experimental 104 67.1
nethod of this class?

Positive response to opportunity . -
Yo select own assignments? 117 T5.4

At Pierce Jollege, final student performance during Fall 1958 related well

] -

to these initiel reactions. There was a Zroup of eipghby students of winicn

were specially selected underachievers directly from high school. The remaining
34 were people who had either scored well in the :imglish Plzcenent exerdnation
or who had co:ipleted one or Lore reedial classes before enrolling.

Sixty-seven completed the class at or before the semester's end. Arong
these, 8.90 per cent earned “i"3; 19.40 per cent, "B"s 54.17 per cent, "ot
5.97 per cent, "D': and.l.h9 per cent, "I".

Of the reasining thirteen students, the results were as follows:
1. Two dropped out of schLool to teke full-time
ewplo-went early in the se..ester,
2. our lef: schiool in erticipation of rdlitary
sexvice.
3. "hree copleied treir vork dwring the following '
{spring 1909) senester. two wita grades of "B

| B

enC one 1ath a 'v .

L. Cne wio as € riously i1l for sole viie 1is still
working to compleie and is doing very vie.l,

hﬁpproximately 10 per cent of Plerce College students pass the examnination
with a high enough score to0 take freshmen composition (iinglish 1) without
first being required to complete ore or More remedial classes.




5. ©Dre, I recently 2llowed to witrdraw without penalty
after rezciving a note frot lis psrenictrist.
6. Two, 1 c-aded with zn 'I” vecguse I becarme convinced

trzt iler were not perforring, nor was there a reasonable
esplanation for their tehavior.

4 prief interpretetion of these data is in order. iirst not one student “dropped
out” of ti.e class who did not also drop out of school conpletely! Second, the three
students who cor_leied late Lad personality problens and ciearly would not have

fir<shed at 211 vithout thne attention I gave them. Furtherrore, two of these students

teve, in ry judgnent, been naterially arnd perhaps perrarently influenced in a positive
nmanner. Third, I nenaged to learn why my students perfcrmed as they did. lot one,
I en pleased to sy, h;d.hegative reactions to the corduct of the cless.
Student performznce during the spring 1969 serester compared favorably with
resulis of ike previous semester. The grade “i" was earned by 13.9 per cent;
nBY br 25.3 per cent; "C* by 50.7 per cent: “D" by 1.2 per cent: and “F" by 8.5
per cent. Six students withdrew from tle class and froi sciiool, the:edy receiving
tle grade of W', ancd four studeits zre presently incosplete tut should finmish soon.
The sprinz 1942 resulis deserve soiie explaration. Of the £.5 per cent “F"
students, only ome actuclly completed the work of the class and earned an P
performierce; the others witidrew fron sziiool wnofficizlly but I held thewm to the
Tinel grade requireiient teczuse I could discover no legitimete reeson for doing
otherwise. Finally, ihe underachieve:s, as a Iroup, did noi cdo as well as did tre
other stulents.

NnYpART T
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CCMPARIZON OF UMDERACHIEVERS AND
CGNTROLS IN SFRINC 1949 FRRSHEEAN CCK¥POSITIOCH

Finsl Totel Tuwber wunber of Tunber of
Grade Sontrols Underachievers
A 10 9 1
B 18 12 6
C 36 16 20
D 1l 0 1
F 6 3 3
W 3 3
Inc. ' L 3 1
TOTALS 8l 46 35

Of further interest, may be knowledge of how the inleliigonce lsvels of the
underachievers corrclated with treir finzl grades. "hese data follow:




10
cuanT IIT
COMPARISON GF LEVELS CF INTELLIGZNCE
OF UNDERACHIEVERS WiTH THEIR PIRTOSIANCES Ik
SPEING 1G€9 YrESEMAN JOMEOSITION CLASS
Final Tumber of Intelligence Levels Zaken fron liigh
Grade Underachievers __Bchool fecords __ . .
A 1 17
B é 116: 120: 124: 125: 129: 1A47:
C 20 _ 114: 116: 115 117: 117: 113: 118 118:
119: 120: 121: 122: 122; 123: 1233 3
123: 129; 134; 134;
D 1 117
F 3 11¢; 116; 1163
W 3 119; 122; 123
Inc. 1 125 '

H

~nai sense ney be made of these data? Tirst, let us review:

1. The performesnce of tne underachieving students was not as good as that
of the control students.

2. Trhe perfornance of ihe underachieving students did rot correlate with
iheir recorded levels oi intelligence.

Too easily, one might conclude from these data alon2 that, therefore, the
experimental cless did not provide any particular eppeal for the urderachievers
which is related to abilivy. Eowever an important factor is nissing. Vhat
are the levels of ebility of the control students? These data were never

gathered for the experiment itself, tut proper assessuent of results denands

that they be included now. The findir.gs follow.
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CEART IV

SATARISON OF 1OVZLS OF 1NTELLIGENCE OF
COILrOL STUDINTS WIThH THIIL PO RaNCIS IN
1T SFRIFG 19569 Fr=SHiAll CONPOSITIO CLASS

Final Iumber of Intellirence Lovels Teken
Grade Cortrol Students fro.. Zgn S~hool :ecords

A 9 109: 104: 111: 117: 119: 124:
125: 134: ore only h.s. g.p.a.
of 3.23

B 12 90; 98: 103: 107: 108: 111: 112:
112; 122: 13&: two :c deta college
transfer students

16 20; 95: 97; 99: 10L: 107: 108;
109: 111; 112: 115; 116; 117:
119; 126; 128

(9}

none
101; 119; 135

110; 117; ore o cata

jas |
W oW W o

Inc. 97: 121: 135

TOTAL 46
Additionel comparison may be desirable. Iiow do the distributions of

intelligence level corpare between the underachievers and the control group?

CHART V

CGPARISOI OF LTVALS &F IrTZLLIGENCS

TETUETT UNDERACAIIVING AUD COITROL STUDINTS

Taivedae sl iinulLicaovias Ul

ILTED SETING 1969 FAESEEAN C0iP0SITICH CLASS

I.9. in Iumber of Iuaber of
Groups of 10 Underacihievers Sontrol Students

90-100 0" 8
101-110 0 10
111-120 - 17 13
121-330 ° 1, &
131-140 2
151+ 1

o &

¥ l.e selection procedure limiting underachievers to those with high ability
precluded students in this category.




1>at meaning 2y be attributed to these data now? Yirst. my tentative
earlier corclusion 2tout the experirertal class not producinz differences in
apreal to the underachievers on the Lasis of treir ebilityr alone, sppears to
£3+ the control sroup too. In neither sroup does level of atility correlate
with final grade. The single underachiever earning an "A' hed an I.Q. of only
117 while among the controls wro eerned "A" the I.Q. range was 100- 13L4. The
grade of ‘3" was earned by urdeyachievers ranging from 116 147: afong controls,
90-133. A “C" grade vias earned Dy underachievers rangzing from 116-134: by
controls, 90-128. One underachiever with I.Q. of 117 earned ‘D" while no
controls did. Three underachievers earned "F", all with I.2. of 116: controls
earning “F" ranged from 101-135.

Second, was the experimental design valid? Its purpose was to enable
comparison of specizlly selected underachievers of high e2tility directly from
high school, with a control group enrolling rendomly in the same college freshran
cozposition class. Tie answer eppears to be thai, althoush the design appeared
reasonzhle, no effective coiparison was izde because tle two groups were not
gissirnilar enouzh. In addition,severteen of tune underacrievers were in the
i.0. ranze of 115-120. Tre standard deviation of the rormel curve vbeing 10
1.0, poinis, it is guestionable, therefore, as to how many of them may be
laheled underachievers of high ability as opposed to normal. TIurthermore, it
wes not possible to control the randon class enrollnents: therefore, the

distribution of ability emong the controls ranged from 20 .138 I.Q. Fow

aiffevent is tlhis fron the unceracirievers!' =SS i
A e range of 116-147 I1.Q.? Finally how effective

is the “contrast® when we leern that the modal range for each group is the

sae, 111-120 I1.0.7?




13.
Third, I think we must ascertzin the neaning of the tern, *underechiever.!
Tresuwaadly, it ieets sitply, "a person wro is not performing as well as one
ritht predict from iis ability as recorded on an ovjective test." It cannot
mean “gifted” in this study because only three unde:-echievers had I.Q.'s atove
130, which is the corronly 2ccepted point ebove whiclh: the gifted are
distinguished from the normal. Iurtherzore, four of tne controls, to confuse
tre retter further. scored abtove 130 in I.Q., and of these four, one earned an
“F . and the oiher is still workirg. Canrot these two controls, potentially
zifted, be czlled wderachievers? Jannot iwo additional controls with I.Q.'s
of 126 and 128, who earned only "C' be teriied underechievers too?
o 211 of these da;c.a, I conclude that the zroups in the experimentel

cs were zore siiiler tuen dissiidilar, end thet, in effect. we rave not teen

studring the effecis of en experivental systen upon a high ebility-low achieving
zyoup Vs & group w.th norizl abilitlies. That we heve been studying is the
effects of 2 svste: of instruction upon junior collerce stucents a:ong whom

sore &ifferences rright rendorly exist.

Eefore I proczed to introduce edditional data for consideration, I wish

10 repeat some fzcis reported earlier, to enphasige what I consider an important
£inding of this study: the positive effecis of this individualized system

of instruction upon the performance of junior college students.
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CEART VI

GnADTS ZARITED 3Y ALL STUDZLTS ZIIOLLED IN AN
I 2IVIDUALISID TRISiw/S! SOMPOSITION CLASS
OFIZ3ED FALL 1968 4D SPRLIG 1959

Fall 19568 Spring 1969
Crade Zarned (Per Cent) (Per Cent)
A 8.90 13.90
B 19.40 25.30
B 2€.30 - 39.207 :
c 64.17 50.70 B -
D 5.97 1.20
F 1.49 8.50 .
53 7.46 9.70
¥ in numbers 8 6
Inc. in numbers 6 L
4

I nake the simple assertion: this high a level of grede distribution in
a freshrmen corposiiion class in junior college is unusual. It is unusual for
me: it would e unusuel for iy colleagues. The percentage of "A" and "o grades
is high; the percentage of "D” and "F" grades is low. Perheps comparison between
these grades and grades which I assigned to students in fresiiian corposition
classes which I taught in conventional fashion before I began to experiment

would be useful.




CHART VII

GRLDES X TWO TFRTSHAN JCLPOSITION
0L2S5CS 1SSIGED BY SSHULLLY! DUXILG
TrE FALL 1967 SEiESTER - 65 STUJZRIS

Assigned Iurber of Percent
Grade i Students of Total
A 2 2.0
B 8 12.3
c 30 46.1
D ' 12 18.46
F 9 13.8
Inc. 2 3.0
W 2 3.0

#7he 1 does not account for early semester drcps.

“lhen I collected the data for this report, I wes nonestly surprised at how
; fferent the grade distributions were from trose in my individualized classes.
To provide further contrast, I wish now to report grace distributions in freshman °

composition for Ly entire English department during three semesters chosen at

randon,
i
E CHART VIII
j GRLDZ DISTRIBUTIONS IN FRESEHMAN
COWPOSIFION OF PISiCE COLLZGE ZiGLISH
DFPARTICAT DUDIiG TERDE SHILSTIIS
SLLESTSD AT RAIDOM
Grade a1l 1965 T21l 1966 Spring 1968
jssigned I'wioer fercent Iwiver Yercent i'wiber Fercent
A Q 1.5 16 3.1 33 5.2
] &5 13.44 101 19.3 143 22.4
D 133 29.0 68 13.1 67 10.4
F Ll 7.6 1 33 6.21 ( 16 2.3
Inc. L 0683 | 3 .93 | 23 __ 3.4
W 20 15.3 72 13.5 £3 13.11
st a1 dase wat ascAamt far earlw saniester drops.
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Once asain, the difference in grade distribution between the classes
taurht b individusliszed instruction and those taught by more conventional
1ethods is clear. IHowever, it is also apparent that grades have improved
arorg the classes taught by my colleagues too, for many of them have shown
increesing intersst in experinentatior during recent years. Lowever, to return
to the experimental system, sometling has been happening as a result of
jindividualisation that has led to Ligher performence than occurs in conventionally
cor.ducted classes. Turihermore, this difference, whatever it is, cannot be
attributed to ability factors, as Las alread;y been deuonstrated. Is further
ev-.dence required to deionstrate thet ebility as a predictor of success in
the jurior college leaves nuch to be desired? Let us see.

I would like to digress briefly from the data zbout the experimental.
progra=. ir. order to report thre results of some studies I performed a couple
of years ago vwhich had nothking at &ll to do with English instruction. During

the school rears 196%-67 and 1947-68, I examined the records of 470 students

wro had been placed 9n probation efter one semester oi attendance at Pierce
College. Their grade point averages were less than 2.0: "D" averages. My
purpose ves to escertain whether data concernin; their abllity correlated with
treir poor perfornience.

Included in the data exeunined were full-scale 7.(, tests, high school
grede point averages, full -scele achisvesent test scores, and ratings in the
Tnelish Flacenent exawination at Pierce College.

Succinctly, I found ebsoluiely ro correlation between the ability data
arc performance in college. The I.G. range of the group, for example, was
6£-139, with the rode and nedian failing within the normal range, 90-110.
“rere were low to respectetle high scrool grade point averages, low to high
Fierce vollege nglish Flacerent scores end so on. I reiterate: there was

ne correlation between the ability data and college perforiiance.
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o obtain rore data for assesszent of this vital question, in 1957-68, 1
perforned znother study to ascertain if ihere were any differences between the
probationary group and another group from the same freshman class who had not
been placed on probation, wnose performance after one semester was "C" average
or better. The members of the second group were randonly selected. Once again,
I found no significant correlation between ability data and acceptable
performance in college. The I.Q. range was 65-145, with the mode and median
falling within the normal range. Finally, I found no significant differences
between the ability dzta of the probationary group and tiie group which’ﬁgd
perforr:ed acceptably.

=f ability data do rot suffice to enable prediciion bf success in junior
colleze, and if, as I have said. I espouse the thesis that an individualized
ssten Les positive effects upon student perfor:ence, wiat are the critical
faﬂto*s’ layr I introduce additionel findings in the attermpt to explein?

suring spring 1948, the first tive I used the experirentel method, 1
transferred cne student froii 2 reuedial “nglisii class to the experinental
composition class. I made tuiis trarsfer duving the eighi’ week of the seiester,
o1 the proper tiue for hir, teceuee he vould rot rave tveer ready for Ireshman
conjosition earlier in tihe seliester. Le eernied & "B" ir. tlie class.

curinz btre spriv;g 1°c, se.ester. « roved iLoreze students IvoLl an eveninc
< ta ] e iheshebrbguadss

[
g
~

: piiel class wicah I vas teecnirg iunto e 427 experi e: val class. ot
reouwl. ing the. to sttend Ce;m ieetlngs of the cless - wvitch they could not have
cone in any event veceuse of wvork corﬁitheniﬁh I :xade this change after six
weeks. These students earned grades of ", hfnd rc," ‘Jhat, I esk again, are
tre critical factors? '

vay 1 review the ideas and data presented thus far? I wish to make my
argunent very clear. Une, I cor.f=assed that, I now reject teaching methods

which I used for fourteen years of ny life. Two, I described the system

witich deparis frow iy traditionel nethod of instructiorn. It involves
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irdividualized instrustion within a course framework; it includes clear
stipulation of objectives. niethods and criteria to inform the student fully.
Three, I described an experimental design which I fellovwed to compare
underachievers and control students, and reported performance ratings. Four,
I cast doubt on the experimental design itself, showing that the group of
underachievers and the group of controls were, in fe~st, not dissimilar enough
to be contrasted in ability. I showed that some of the underachievers could
have been labelled normal because of the standard deviation of 10 I.Q. points
within the normal curve; conversely, the I.Q. ratings of some of the control
group could support labelling them "underachievers."

Five, I reported studies of two groups of students at Pierce College and
showed that the fact that one group hed been placed on probation and the other
not, could not be attributed to ability deta available in their high school
records.

Six, I revealed that I had allowed four students, in two different semesters,
to enroll in the individualized freshman composition classes very late, and they
rad succeeded, nevertheless, in meeting the requirements of the course of study.
Finally, I showed that overall, student performasnce in the individualized
classes had been good.

What is the denouenent of my story? The most jmportant finding is that
student performence in the éxperimental classes, taught by an individualized
method, was good. Furtheriiore, I believe that this finding is the quintessence
of the matter, for anything less than good student perforiance is tragically
wasteful. If my date are valid and reliaole, then factors other than ability
alone are critical determiners of success in junior college. Ferhaps tnese

factors may be stated simply:
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1. The instructor in junior college rust motivate his

students. .
2. The instructor in junior college must know the

character of his students before ne can rotivate

then,
3. The instructor in junior college rust not isolate

himsel{ from Lis students and simply offer hisz

subject: he must teach to the huwnan equation

present in 211 of us.

What are junior college students like? A year ago, when working on
introductory material to the course of study for this experimental freshman
corposition program, I examined this question carefully. Ilay I review some
of the ideas I then expressed? IZanvy junior college students underachieve,
whether they be normal or superior in ability. They demonstrate apathy
and/or entagonisn toward education. The apathy is revealed by a high degree
of unresponsiveness, & feeling of 'Does it matter whether I succeed or not?!
Apperently, they have not derived ruch pleasure from the educetional experience,
they lack any certain level of aspirabion, and they have lcarned to live with
their tendency "to cop out." Kany of them show a feeling of antagonism because
they believe that educators do not care about them as individuals. Theyr resent
the molds into which all students are 'poured' without referencs to their
personal or educational needs.

The results of these attitudes are tragic, for one of the most p rplexing
probleizs facing junior college educators is the waste of humen and firancial
resources. The rate of dropout in freshman composition classes is far too
high. This problel exists despite the offering of seversl levels of remedial
clzsses within meny schools. For exawple, 80 to 90 per cent of students are
required through placerent tests to coriplete one or rore reredial classes in
some schools - before taking college -level work! In the face of so much
remediation, efficient instruction is needed. Preswrably. if students can
be persuaded that the college is concerned with their retention and succeés,
not with just giving them the opportunity to fail, they may put forth greater

effort than they do under a rore impersonal system.
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I would like to elaborate a bit about the impersorality of our junior colleges.
‘Te tend to think ‘oo much, as I said earlier, ahout sheer muihers of students.
As a former adininistrator in the Nffice of Aduissions and Guidance at Fierce
Jollege, I remerter, too often, being concerned with how rary students could be
counseled in an hour -- as opposed to how Ligh the quality of counseling was for
the individuel student. I renember being concerned with such other matters as
- how many students could be "run through the line" in registration in a given
length of time-- as oprosed to how ruch help the confused individuel might be
getting. e
I know that college administrators are often too much taken by the question
of how nany students can be enrolled in a class-- as opposed to how many ought
to be enrolled in this subject or that. The emphasis is too often upon how many
students an instructor is teaching rather than how well he is teaching them.
The instructor, too, is much concerned with how many assigrments he can give
and still manage the work of his class. Lis classroom is filled to bursting.
He feels oppressed and, thus, he isolates himself from his studen®ts with
~zsessive objectivity. Iie fails to focus upon the individual. As often as not,
he never lnows Lis students at all, except as test or paper writers.

o
.
-

"mat are the solutions to these problens? Fow can our gigantic educational
exterprise account for all the individual variations among studenis which exist?

There is only one ansver ihat T cen supplm:  Adrdrdistrator, Counselor Teacier,
Xrow thy student.

T argue further: Iow can educators today, in these dicorlered times, afford
not to place sonie value upon human variations? e are not able to train alpras
or betas or g&mmasﬁa la l'uxley, nor would we went to do so. Ve are not able to

“yingz the bells," as did Paviov, in order to stimilate sore sort of standardized

mertal salivation.




e are, or ourht 1o Ze, in the business ol raisir tie ~ualitz of ruran

existernce. of encourazing attitudes of inguiry, of stiimlatirg self :otivated
teravior. 1le cannot hope to co so until we persuvade our students that we are

corcerred with tneir huian needs. Tie camot hope to do so until we know our
students:
Periaps a few exz.ples of individuel provless I uncovered in the experinental

I=~lish course ray illustrate the ixmportance of focus upon the individual.

asly

L.C., 2 young ran, 1€ years cld. le derzonist: ated a peculier nattern of
odttirz the ends of words among other errors. it wes so persistent that I
suggesied he visit a cdoctor. Ile did, ottained new eyeglasses,end., with tutoring,

began to show iiproveient.

D.R., a younz lacgy, 19 rears old. <re wasn't performing well, ror was she

atiending class as reguired. OShe ned had a sharp breck with her fauxily because
of a toF. Sre was living witn the toy out of wedlockr and was under €norsous

pressure from botlh the boy and ser faily.

J.R., a young uan, 17 ryesrs old. lle was an wirel iable personaliiy, ad.dtted

to = persistent pcitery. of procrastiretion. .ppoirt.ents i:eant nothing to hin,

—da

3

-~or Gid ris owm pro.ises. Fersistent, ittensive inéividual cornferences did have
e positive impact.

There are other cases, Iany cases--iay Lo0 rany. Cnie procler 1 encountered
anr times was the "I nave to work to support iyself™ syndroie. I do not know
what the stetistics are, but I venture to szy that too many students work too
manv nours while aite.pting the equivelent of full college loads, and,

wifortunately, few of then can do so successfully. Iieny of these students, I

reve learned, can te helped to succeed in spite of theriselves by the instructor

wro shows interest.




TR PR .

22

I neve szic a great deal ztout row I feel about individualized instruction,
tut Low 3id the students feel? In a final cuestionneire given to all students
wro copleted the course, they supplied tre a~swers. 7iey irdicalted growth in-
sucl. characteristics as valuing learring for its own saike, self-Ienagement
avility and wanting to work: and they expressed sppreciztion for instructor
concern, andividuzlized relp, freedon fron pressure, and treztment as mature
individuals. Iurtheriore, no suostantiezl changes in course orzanization were
recormended by a izajority of the students, but a few szid thet they would Lave
1liked more conferexces than tlhey thought the instructor was 2btle t9o rave.

Eovever, lest anyore think thet irdividuelizcd instruction is & simple
penecea, I wish to review sone of the protlems encountered in iihe development
of this one instructionzl system for a juaicr college-- cespite & friendly and
cooperative collese edninistration, despite the gxouragement of_many of my
colleegues in the Irnglish Departmert, end despite the advice and help of many
talented people not zffilieted with Fierce Jollege.

First, ancé forezost, is previous student (and instructor) conditioning.
Siply., most ecduceiionel systens do not encourage studenis to become independent,
self naneged indiviauzls. Gererelly, the7 zre told what to do, wiien to do it,

end how to do it. In addition students =zxe usually required to undertake the

icenticel perforiiznces wheiher they need to or roi! Thus, Leny people in my

- [

experirental clcsses had great difficuity with seli-hanzsement. Time after time,
I found it necesszxy to deal with failure to meet obligations &s 2greed.

Second, there is not readily availeble enougn good individualized
instructional meierial on the college level. Tor exaiple, it was necessary

to utilize two separate textbooks as well as to create oither raterials in a

Student Xandbook for _—nszlish Jomposition in order to uale ile sssuen workable,
.wtherore. there are generzlly availeble iew relpivl filustrips, slides, filns,

4
-~

records or other pez:eprernelia.

NP
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~-ird. it is r~ener2lly true tlat school architectiure and furrishinss ere

rot too well suited to individuzlized irstruction. Ior exarple, during fall 1968
erd sprirg 19(%, I wes assigred 2 roon with fixed seats. all facirg in one direction,
to accomrodate ry larre classes. over £0 students each. ‘his large a space was
rot needed for rore trezn a few largre-group Leetings, yet we utilized it for an
ertire senester. rurthermore, no one was at fault, for roon space was heavily
rtilized znd no betier place was available. Greater flexivility of architecture
is reeded, with rooms and furnishings which may be readily adapted to groups of
various size or to a variety of different functions. Structural features such as
sounidproof movable walls or more effective juxtzposition of large and small interior

v

spazes would help.

-

Fourth. another difficulty in implementing individuelized instructional
systens which Iust be overcome is tradition. dost faculty members and aduministrators
are accustomed to insiructional organization dependent upon fixed units of time
such as semesters or quarters. Zuilt into suckh organization is the premise that
2 giver. amount of time is needed to complete instruction in a course of study.
Ignored, however, is the fact that students learn at different rates and in
different ways. I feel that the potentialities irherent in individualiged
instruction are severely limited by this tradition.

A final problem to be dealt with, is overcoming the uncertainty which
educators feel about the.efficiency of individualization. Ixperienced instructors
know that they can teach "X" nurber of students within 2 given semester, that they
can reed "X muver of papers ard administer X7 nuiber of examinations - and still
naintain their senity. OCn the other hand, I rnave often heard such questions as
"Can you really give the students erouch individual tine end still complete the
work? Doesn't it take :mch lorger to read a set of papers if you have to prescribe

.

individually? Isn't the time lost in group discussion important?"

I have no “proof” to answer cuestiorers. I have only a few questions of my

own to ask: While you are lecturing or conducting discussions, how nmany of your
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students ave taking part or even listenirg® Iow many pepers have you read that
corizined tre szie errors you found in earlier pepers br the szrme students? llten

you are teaching senternce structure, pronouns, uszge, punctuation or what-you -¥ill

to 2 group of forty students, how xany of the forty at that time end in that place

need thaot materizl? low many of jour students could learn more repidly than you

are teacning? Fow manr students who failed to learn in your classes could have
("]

leerned ruch more, had they teen given more time?

Although I have no uitimate answers to offer doubters, I do hLave some
corvictions. I believe that it is difficult for the instructor who teaches
only *groups,” to know row meny individual studenis are really learning -.-. until,
often, it is too late to effect significant changes. %ith an irdividualized
epproacr., however, an instructor learns about his students' protlews guite rzpidly
acd he is able to Drescribe remedies efficiently. [e has greater opprortunity to
persuade each -person that his 2ssigned work has value &rd he is able to observe
each person's prozress cuite closel. ard as often as necessary. i 2lso ras the

SIS RPN

onportunity to uncover persoizl rroblens which g 1ittle wdes stancing aq yarmth

1,
Team b2,

"5 imch to rectifr. I like the cherzes which I have scen take place

. Lo S
cdi: SO &m0 es

3w, = giypdents and In me heczuse, togetler we tave Tzigged to destrov sone of

aaad - ——— #m

tre isolation which threatens us.

The future of individualigzed instruction is important!

P PR U T
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AFFPENDTX A

ACPEEMENT BETWEEN STUDENT AND INSTRUCTIOR

The Instrucior affirts the Zrternt to con act 2 fresimern cowrse ir myliel corposition
s ich is orfented to tle individuel student lereiv naved. Jeid student will de
ziven z diasnostic pre-test to determire his specific insiructional needs.
sssignnents will te made to satisfy his jdentified needs and when possible to be

coreasurate with his interests.

“Le general course objectives are clearly described in tre Student Zendbook and
tr.e specific objectives are descrided ir. each unit.

11 the criteria which zhe student is asked to attain and by wiich his grade will

-

be determined are similarly described in detail.

———— - — —

The Student affirms that he will attend to the assigned tasks of the course and
conscientiously follow the course procedures. i

The Student warrants to:

- . em—— -

1. atiend class &s and when required.

2. perfornm 211 assigrments diligently and to keep arrointments with the

e

instructor as and when required.

3. maintain an accurate and unbiased record of ~is prozress and efforts
in tris course, not under the direct imstructor supervision, in the
required Student Log Form.

L. mainiein an asbitude of honesty in his dealings with the instructor,
even to adiission-of failure to perform in accordance with the
terms of this agreement.

The Instructor and The Student jointly effirm the intention of cooperating in

511 matters anticipztel and unanticipated to assure the student's successful

corpletion of tkis course.

Dated

Student Instructor
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r-a-7013:  Lesporé ronestly to tre following cuestiors in sentence foru. Ze

U.‘_....J--VA.O.

wn
[ ]

sure that they have sufficiert Getgil end are cleer. s in 21l
work —ou perfor: for tnis oless, you are asxed to write in your
meture stle. Avoid fregiients or otner violations of good Znglish

structure and usage.

Does tre meihod of tkis course as described i the first Ceeting appeal

to you?

“ow ruch time do you estimate 35 reasona-le for you to spend on essignnents

each week? __

———— W

“ouw o you feel 2tout levier srades for each assicnent?

creck:

____ 3nsist on them don't cere

would like then i __ prefer instruction
criticism

So ou consicer the nuober of diffcrent assigrients to be iportant? vould
many revisions of reletivel:r few assijmients nelp vou to learn as Fuch 2S

few or no revisions of ey’ sssignicents? .

———— o S——— . —

- v E————————— —

——

. e - v amepe mpeel s e s

LI +-s

So you :-elieve inay jou can he frusted $o perfoi: to tie -est of your eoiliyg

s &% P £ 2. Save~ £ FEPURE, NP SR o PRI
£ toe de mee of Il cepElLen € ~leried for Liis clase

———— — ¢ A— o wr————




se alnes is 1o stivlzte srour desire Lo periori. 1ell and

{. . .e xTugose of

%o provide you with &1l the hielp necessary to do so. o you think that

-ou czn neke & f£irm *coriract’ not to quit? _ _ )

——— AP D D A S <

- S - ]

o on 1 ' o |

7. Do rou like tie idea of writing on orly those subjecis which you choose?

wny? ] ) _

8. TFow co vou feel 2bout the system of controls, rewards, anc punishments now

utilized in scinools? ‘/hat would you chenge if you had the power to do so?

?

“hat suggestions can you mzke concerning the operatior of this class

— w w—

——— e - ——— O — . —

-

—— e —




T o

COPY)
aue {optioral)__

Jaruary 1969
{FPENDIX ©
FTEPSL CCLiEGE EXFERIMENTAL ENGLISI I
FINAL QUCSTIONNAIRE

-as the cless helped you in any of these wars? (If yes, check}

Talu‘ng learring for its own seke

Yanting to work

“econing more interested in college _

- . o ————

Solvirg personel problens which interfere with learning

— mmm - S——-—

o

Other .
I — _

e dliz ~la s - - - r —ead

o5 the clazs Influcnced you i 2y of trece wors? (If yes, check)

__ Becoming less resporsible

Tayine less interest in leernin
-

— - ———— —

Othier

——— | n—— et

How many hours per veex did you average working on assignuents?

0-2 5.6 9 or more

———  ————— e — e o e ———— ————— e ——

3k 18
Yere vou able to meanage jour time end effort well enough to accomplisn the goals

of the course? .

Yes No
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Lave ou i:proved in rour sell-merageient ability as & result of this course?

ot at all

A 1little

_ A fair amount

A great deal

Do you leerr betier from:

1. rewriting naterial

A et e ———

past pepers.
Other

W

2. writing new pspers with concentration on improving inedequacies of

T which ereas did you inprove the riost?
Use of sour:ce mnaterials
Orgeni.zation of idees

Writing mechanics

—————————— - at?

_ Choosing approrriate hodic

—————ec——

Obiectives

o e

Format

P ———— g ST

Footnoies, bibliography usage

T et

Sty¥le and vocatulary

ther

e et




*ich aspects of this progre: helped srou niost?

Trnéividualized essignients

—— — A

T, siructor-student conferences on course work

Irstrusctor counseling on other nztters

—an  Te— w —

Treedon froii pressure

————— ————

~reziment as a rature, resporsible individual

— S s eE———

. Gther |
Some students have sugsested changes for this course. inich would you recormend? 1
iore class meetings

}-andatory conferences

Progren extended to 211 courses

o . . gt -

Group discussions

Other

. ————————

Flease corppare vour learning in the experirental class with thet in an average

one.

lore

e — ———

Sene

———— - —

_ Less




