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During the past months we have seen a new wave of protest over the low level.
of writing proficiency exhibited by high school and college BStudents. We have been
~= deluged by reports,. commentaries, and news articles, all: attempting to identify

reasons why "Johnny Can't write." -‘Some reports suggest that the problem exists
as a result of inadequacies in the training -of teachers in rhetorical theory and
its practical application. Others point to the misapplication of the spirit of the
. Dartmouth Conference as evidenced in texts published during the 60's and 70's in
. which one found more gestalt therapy than practical advice on achieving clarity and
. precision in written discourse. And finally, some- suggest thagt students have been .
' led to believe, by well—meaning teachers, that the written woza is no longer viable'
in our "electronic age.' . '

t
Many of ‘us are concetned about the type of writing instruction students receive

in elementary. and secondary schools. We have a responsibility to evaluaté our-
programs of instruction fqr teaching majors in English and to exert more influence
- on our state departments of education in the- certification of teachers. But we
must also be concerned about "Johnny After the Fall." We fmust deal with students
who are already in college andaexhibit serious weaknesses in reading and writing"
skills, who fail their college "history or 'psychology course because they. cannot
comprehend the text, and who fail examinatipns because the professor requires essay

responses. - _ N o

~» o
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Students attending the University of Nebraska ‘at Omaha come primariAy from city-:
and suburban schools fn’ Omaha. - The majority of thesé students are graduates of
three separate educational systems: she Omaha Public School District, Omaha Catholic
schools, and suburban school districts.  The curriculum in English in ‘these school

; systems, although differing in spbjects and methods of presentation, - can ‘be *

- characterized as having literature rather than language and composition as the
focus. The Omaha Public: School's Special Interest English program, although an
attractive curriculum of mini-courses on topics in literature of particular intereat
to high school students, includes only a few courses which relate to composition or
language study. Although a number of the mini-courses require students to create
written projects and reports, in practice, formal instruction in linguistic and
rhetorical principles of written communication is determined frequently by the
intérest of individual imstructors. In high schools where the English faculty must
teach 125-150 students, the only imstruction students often receive in writing is//_
a hastily scribbled note of commendation or condemnation. -

Most of the students attending UNO (especially those between 18 and 25) '
received little or no training in writing during their high school years. In fact,
‘many students in our writing program have indicated that the only formal instruction
in composition they received was in elementary or junior high. school )

Two years ago the Department of English at UNO undertook an extensive ekaminaf'-
tion of its freshman composition program. - As a result of’'this study, the Department
developed,,as part of its freshman English course, <an, individualized, self-paced
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N program in'writing. The program was designed to enable the English Department to
-, deal more effectively with the writing problems of students attending our University.
I do not suggest that the program to be described should be imitated, since we

developed iNgto reflect the philosophy of our faculty and to address the particular
needs of the students attending our open admission, urban university. My purpose is:
‘first, to indicate the areas of concern identified in our study of the composition.
course we have traditionally offered; .second, to discuss the principles upon which

we based our individualized program in writing; third, to describe the .research,
planning, and procedures inyolved in the development of our individualized writing
program; and finally, to provide an evaluation of our werk in. ind}vidualized
instruction as of May, 1976. .

- . ‘.b

AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRADITIONAL INSTRUCTION

 Our study of our traditional composition course identified the following areas
of concern:

1) Traditional placement procedures (ACT,. SAT)- did not reflect writing
ability since these tests.are prognostic rather than diagnostic.

(2) .The course syllabus was vague and did not describe levels of’ competence'

~for grading purposes.
. (3) Although the syllabus for thg course was predicated on the assumption

' ‘that all students in the course had the same writing ilities and - .

disabilities, experienced teachers knew that the twenty-five students in

each section of, the course represented twenty-five sets of writing _
. pr blems. And because of the lecture—discussion format ofcthe coprse,
instructors did not have the time to deal with individual writing Ny
problems. . »

(4) 1Instruction students received was not sequential "The course was often
a hodgepodge of unrelated units of instruction, offering band-aids for
existing problems rather than systematic writing instruction. ~

(5) The ‘course made no provision for screening students with serious reading

_ problems.

- (6) Students' attitude toward the course was one of quiet desperation or open
rebellion. The slow student was often frustrated by his lack of progress,
and the more advanced student was not allowed to move at his own rate.

i

BASIC, PRINCIPLES OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION

As a result of our study, we established the following principles upon which
we developed our individualized, self-paced writing program: :;p
(1) Placement must be determined by a writing sample rather than by a score
on an objective examination since only a writing sample will indicate

specific strengths and weaknesses in students' work.

(2) The syllabus for the course must clearly.describe what stydents should
be able to do in order to achieve certain grgdes.

(3) Since students display a variety of levels of proficiency in writing, the
course must provide a number of individual p%ograms of study, thus .
enabling the Department to tailor a student’s course work to the student's
individual needs. 3

(4) The program of instruction must be sequential. skills learned in one

-unit of instruction should be applied in all other units.
(5) Studenta\iith serious readipg problems must enroll in the Department's

Reading Improvement course before being allowed to register for English.
. Composition. 2.
r " (6) Students must e allowed to work at their own pace for a reasonable t&x
- . to complete program requirements.
. °
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RESEARCH, PLANNING, AND PROCEDURES .

Pilot Project

In the fall of 1975, we developed a pilot project as a memmns of testing the

-feasibility of individualized, self-paced instruction. Seventy-five students took
. part in this project. At random, we selected three composition sections, and these

students, representing a wise range of abilities, received individualized instruction.
We hoped to determine whether individualized instruction is more effective than
traditional classroom instruction in bringing students to a minimum level of competency
in writing. Although we have not yet completed a thorough evaluation of the data
generated from our. pilot project, the reaction of students ‘and faculty (especially
faculty in departments other than English) was so.encouraging that we expanded the

. individualized program to include 300 students in the spring semester of 1976. And

in the fall of 1976, an individualized, self-paced program in writing replaced the
elementary composition course.

The term individualized instruction has mumerous connotations. As we use the
term, individualized instruction means: (1) that each student is tested to determine
his present writing skills; (2) that each student is assigned to-a specifically
designed instructional program and progresses at his own pace within a reasonable
period of time; (3) that each student's instructional program is modified throughout
the time he is enrolled in the individualized ‘portion of the composition course;

(4) that each student is assigned to a small.group (3-4 students) which meets at
least three times a week, thus insuring each student at least 45 minutes direct
contact with an Instructional Assistant. /What will follow is -a description of the
individualized program in writing we'Eav deve10ped apnd the modifications we have |

made in our freshman course. . /

Diagnostic Testing ) o o

One of the: first changes-we made in our program was to eliminate the use of .
ACT scores for placement...We have learned through experience that ACT scores often

. do not accurately reflect a student's writing ability. Examinations like ACT -
 evaluate a student's abilities to select the most effective or accurate expression
from a group vf responses, but that skill does.not guarantee that a student can

generate particularly effective sentences or logical, well-organized paragraphs.

‘Since the ACT examination is prognostic rather than diagnostic, we were forced to
- develop a diagnostic examination for placing students in individualized programs of

-

.instruction. . L . . ) .. .

-~ ]

We developed a two part diagnostic examination. ‘In the.-first part, students
read a brief essay and write a summary about - one-fourth the length of the original.
We use a scoring sheet for recording specific writing problems identified in the

,8tudents' summaries: 'word forms, sentence structure, punctuation, diction, spelling,

coherence, and organization., Placement within the individualized program is based-
on the kind asd frequency o{‘error. . M

L 2

.

The second part of e diagnostic examination is a reading test (Nelson-Denny

‘Form c). 1f studdnt's comprehension score is_}ow and his writ{en examination

exhibits seridys problems, we refer the student:fo the reading center for further -
testing If the stylent, igp practice, does‘have serious reading problems, he is
not.allowed to take”the composition course unt#l his reading skills -improve to a
point which will enable him to comprehend materials used in the writing course.

».
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/ We have required a minimum level of proficiency in reading for entrance,into
our composition course because many students fail composition courses as a g€
of serious reading problems. Of the’ 300 students we tested at the beginni p
spring semester in 1976, 20% had scores below the 20%-ile (or, these ‘st S were
reading at or below seventh grade level). 0% the 20% half were reading—at or below
third grade level. A wgiting program which requ1res considerable reading must
develop procedures to identify ppor readers and to provide the professional help

. they need, thus allowing the department to instruct better qualified students who
can benefit from the program of instruction in writing. For students required to .
take the reading course, entry into the composition course is delayed but they
have been assigned to a program that addresses their problems:

N I . R )

Placement
. 4 , - ™
Our freshman writing course (English Composition) grants three or six hours of
credit, depending on a student's placement and the time spent in the course. The .
course is composed of five levels of instruction. Each level constitutes 7 1/2 weeks
of study. The number of levels a student must complete .depends on his placement
and on his improvemént in the cburse. ‘- . i ¢

-

- ..

Level One (Individualized Instruction) :
Students beginning at this level of instruction study (a) basic principles
related to word forms, sentences, punctuation, spelling, and vocabulary; and
(b) application of these printiples to writing.
- Level Two (Individualized Instruction)
" Instruction focuses on (a) reading and writing skills involved in the development
of summaries of assigned readings; and (b) conceptual and organizational skills
associated with. paragraph development.
* Level Three (Individualized Instruction) : .
] At this 1&vel students study (a) skills used in developing single and multiple
{. paragraph responses to essay questions based on readings from-textbooks and
journals in various- academic disciplines, and (b) the fundamental concepts
involved in develgping "research" themes. , )
.Level Four (Classroom Instruction)
Students at this level of instruction develop expository essays based on
assigned readings. Instruction includes the study and application of the _
following rhetorical principles: sekection and investigation of topics,
-logical processes of development, organizational patterns, and style.
Level Five (Classroom Instruction)
. Students explore the investigative, organizational and stylistic principles
related to Ege development of topics requiring library research.

A student’'s score on the diagnostic examination.determines the level at which
he will begin.and the hours of credit he may earn. Placement at Levels One, Two, or
. Three indicates that. the student will normally spend two semesters in English
Composition fqr' six hours credit and that some or all his instruction will be
"individualized. Depending on a student's pro ess, he will exit the course at the
.~ end of Level Three, Four, or Fiye. All studénts must at least complete Level °
' Three, the point of minimtm proficiency in the course. Placement at Level Four
means that the student wifl spend one semester in the course: for three hours
- credit in a classroom mode of instruction. The student will .exit the course after

completing Level Five. ¢ ‘> . ' : . .

¢ “;' . / . : : .
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Units of Instruction S a C .

The individualized program uses a series of materials developed by Mary Lou

in, a teacher at Cuyahoga Community.College in Cleveland, Ohio,” and supplemental
ma erials developed at .UNO. The units of instruction include: 1) Writing Skills '
Module; (2) Summary Module; (3)1Paragraph-Modu1e' (4) Essay-Test Module; and, (S)
Theme Module. ] . . )

-8 -

(1) Writing Skills Module . ' -
This unit of jnstruction is divided into 40 writing skills tasks. Each
.task, such as foiming noun pdssessives or parallelism,,has the following
format: (a) an introduction to the writépg skill; (b) an explanation of

- _ the skill to be mastered; (c) a review of the task's content; and (d) a v
! - .application of the skill in writing. The tasks are sequenced in a logical
“ form--words, sentences, punctuation. 4 ‘
(2) Summary Module - T .
\ ) This medule requireé the student to develop summaries based on brief

; ~ artic}es. The student must demonstrite the ability to summarize the content |
- (inciuding controlling idea, major peints, supporting details) in 3 para-
graph,which maintains the essenttal organization of the origjinal article.

(3) Paragraph-Module .
This module builds on the skills learned in the Summary Module. 1In the . .
Summary Module the student learned how to organize and de(elop a paragraph
communicating another's ideas; in the Paragraph Mogule the student writes
a similar'paragraph communicating his own ideas on a particular topic..

{4) Essay-Test Module -
This unit of instruction is related to the previous module and builds upon
skills acquired in previous units of instruction. Students are required
,to read. excerpts taken from collegé-level texts in history, lapguage and

- litegpature, behavioral sciences, sciente, and business and cateers.
' Students must dévelop paragraph responses to questions concerning the s /
_ - subject matter they.have read. Skills acquired in the Paragraph and . >

.Summary Modules are utilized in a situation which is quite realistic, for
most spudents, especially if the students are taking courses which require

gssay fesponses to test'questions.

In the %econd part of this module, students answer questions in multiple
paragraph responses. The questions 'are designed in such a way, that . .
students not only must understand the information contained in the essay,
but also must.be able to draw inferences to be applied to a situation
outside the limited subject area of the article. :

£ (5) Theme Module - .
The Theme Module, like all other modules, builds upon the skilkls the student
has acquired in previous units of instruction. 1In the Theme Module, the °*
- final unit-in the individualized program, the student must develop multiple
paragraph themes requiring research Based on readings in the module )
casebooks. 1In all of these modules, the student must continue td8 demonstrate .
proficiency in writing skills.

~

Individualized Pro grams of Instruction K _ -

When a student enters the course, his program of instruction is determined by
his score on the diagnostic :examination. We provide six programs of instruqtion for
students in the individualized program. During the first meeting between the
student -and the instructor, the ,student’is given his individualized tourse of study.

‘< Program One is designed for students who have severe problems in word forms and
sentence structupe€. Although the student working in Program One spends more time in
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the course than otherystudents, he will receive the kind ‘of help that addresses
*  his partic¢ular needs. A student assigned to Program One will spend 3-4 weeks in
the Writing Skills Module; he will normally spend more time in each module than
students in other programs. Students assigned to Programs One or Two will usually
take two semesters to complete the course requirements. .
) . s ! P// . .
Students assigned to Program Six usually have few writing skills and summary
problems; therefore, most of the students time is spent in the Paragraph, Essay-Test,
and Theme Modules since students in this Program usually have organizational and e
thesis development problems. Most students assigned to this program will complete )
the individualized part of the course in 15 weeks or less. Individualized.instruction
implies hat students will move. through the program assignments at different rates.

. The program assignments are meant only as guides. A student might continue worlsing
in a particulaw~module for a semester 1if he fails to meet minimum achievement
standards. _ 4 .

Instructionai Routine S

The student s program of instruction is supervised by the staff of the
"Individualized Learning Center. The Director has. the respgnsibdlity for admin1stering
and scoring diagnostic examinations, scheduling students for individualized *
yinstruction sessidns, and gupervising the day-to-day operation of the program.
"Students in the individualized program meet a minimum of three times a week in groups
of three or four‘with an Instructional Asasstant* (a trained para-professional) for

\ one houx each session. During each session, the Instructional Assistant checks the ’
student's work and makes assignments, including optional tasks based on‘each
'student s individual program of study and specific recommenda of the instructor.

: The - procedure of assessing each student's performance and assigning specific course
“ materials to remedy each student's individuak_skills problems 1s one of the maJor
features of individualized instruction in writing.

& .
In our program, the iﬂ”tructop is assigned the responsibility of superv sing
all aspects of the student's progre!in the program. ' The instructor, normally .
assigned 72 students, reviews the aSWlgnments completed by the student each yeek,
comments-on the student's work, and makes recommendations on posttesting en
‘ the instructor believes the student has progressed sufficiently to take a moduyle
posttest, the student takes the test and the instructor grades it. The ingtnquctor
’ is 2lso responsible for,-determining th&student s final grade in the program

. .

Proficiency;Testi;g and Gradi;g ' C ’ N |
’ \

Our’ indiv dualized, self-paced program-in yriting is competency based; that is,’
all units bf 1 struction, .except the Writing Skills Module; require students to meet
a level of pro iciency before moving on to new objectives. - Proficiency in'writinga
skilds (spelling, punctuation, word forms) is not measuredjln isdolation, by having
- students complete exercises in'workbooks, but by studenti use of writing skills«ln
’ Ty '\,‘ o e o . ‘ ')/

*Instru tional Assistants are of three types: undergraduate seniors who have been
by English Department faculty, Graduate Assistants in the Department of
individuals holding a BAror MA in English. Those applicants selected

for staff. ositions are required to-take part in a two week training period hefore

the semester begins and to attend weekly in—service meetings. ‘.
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required paragraph and multiple paragraph assignments. ‘Every unit of instruction .
i -the program'has its own objectives at the outset of the unit. A student has
time to master those objectives, and when it i5 determined that he is
. : ready to take his unit test, he is informed that his grade will be determined by
. the number and kind of errors "4 unit objectives.

'.Z“ Minimum Proficiency g L ' ’ /) : |

~ All students who exit the course after Level Three and any students who pass
_ out of the course-‘after Levels Four or Five with a Grade of C or D-are identified as
v ‘having achieved minimum proficiency in the course.. These students, therefore, are
required to take.and pass a proficiency examination during the semester before the
semester of graduation. If a student does not still demonstrate a minimum level
2 ”‘ - of proficiency, he must enroll in and pass the course English Composition: Review.
' This new policy is subject to the approval of each college in the University. So
far, three colleges have approved this requirement. Our Departmerit's stand is ‘that
students graduating from our University must demonstrate proficiency in reading and
writing.” We have had strong support from many departments and colleges within the
University. , : i . . . ..
We believe that individualized, self-paced instruction is the most effEctive
method of teaching the basic principlesg of written communication. 'Even .though
® 2 there are many ways in which an individualized progr am could be administered we
believe that it must have at least the following feltures;~ (1) ‘a diagnostic writing
. sample for pre-testing; (2% provisions for identifying students with serious reading
problems and a referral procedure for placing these students in a reading program
before enrolling in the writing program; (3) multiple courses of study for E .
developing various levels of competence, and (4) a competency(based system for
evaluating studeng’ performance. . \ LI .
!-r," ) z -~ J . . ) P o
Alternative Instructionﬁl 1Procedures - - ' ‘

Individualized instructiod is based on the principle, that students learn at v ///
different rates and require different kinds of instruction based on their individual
needs # We bélieve an individualized program also must recognize'that students
learned in different ways. .The printed materials used in our course are effective
for many students, yet some students need to ‘be presented course materials in -
vdarious ways for adequate understanding “Our Department ie_developing alternative

€ . instructional procedures to present partféularly difficult skills. We have
L 2 developed a num) of printed supplements to regular course materials. This fall
faculty memberg are developing a video-tape lib%%ry of brief predentations of
specific skills in the program. Instructors in the program will have the option
of assigning a presentation on "Limiting Topic Sentences" or “"Periodical. Indexes"
to a student bgfore he begins his next assignment. We will have the capability of
transmitting six to eight different lessons simultaneousZy to tbe Learning Center.
] -

. Dr. David Raab: at Uﬁo has developed a serf%s of supplemental instructional
units on computer-tapg which are presented via a video-display computer terminal in
our Imdividualized Learning Center. Dave' 8 humor.and humanism are both reflected

_in the materials he has created. for our program. Studentg who have difficulty with
writing skills, such ‘as subject—verb agreement, pronoun réference and agreement, or
punctuation, are provided ‘with an entertaining and educationally sound alternative

' _form of instruction. Students, working &t the video-display unit, ate first

4Antroduced to the principles involved in the skill being learned. The student is

/‘77 : s '
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- enthusiastic -supporters have been faculty members 1n other" departments who have
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then quizzed over his mastery of the skill by\\gfhg asked to supply approprdate
responses to questions. . Computerized instructidn, of courseé, is o emental:
proof that the student has mastered a skill is: demonstrated only when' he can apply
that skill in course assignments and unit eyaminations. -These alternate forms of
instruction provide the instructor with means ‘by which he ‘may tailor the instruction

to the individual needs of students.

=

° /
EVALUATION OF THE INDIVIDUALIZED PROGRAM - May, 1976 - - v // .
Q .

) ‘A complete evaluation of our :individualized progrﬂx-will not be available
until the summer ‘of 1977. At that time we will have more objective data than is
presently availaﬁle about individualized instruction in composition. At present,

,however, we are able to. make * some observations about our exper1ence with indivi-

dualized instruction.' ’ \ .
d < . ", ~ o, . > N . v

Student Attitude and Performance ‘A\y:llf _ - v
" Most of'the students'in Qur individ ized program have been enthusiastic .

about their -experience becausé (1) they knew what was' expected of them; (2) they
knew how they were to be €%aluated (3) they were treated as ind1viduals rather
than as a herd in a class, and ‘(4) they were able to apply the skills in other
-classes. Some students, though, who were graded in high school on attendance and
effort rather than their level of performance, ‘have expressed displeasure with our

competency standards. . J s . . ;
. * .

3 o

The Bajor advantage of competency standards is that our Department can certify
that students who pass our composition course have demonstrated average 'or above-
average proficiency in applying principles of basic writing skills, sentence
structure, and paragraph development. In our preliminary investigation of how
students succeeded in other courses after taking our cpurse, we have found that the
students have continued to demonstrate proficiency in written discourse. .Our most

seen the results of our program in the writing they require in their courses.-

. ~
V.
0

Number of Student Failﬁres ires in the Writing Program

. Because .student performance is evaluated on the basis ‘of clearly defined
standards, some students are not able to finish the course in the two semeSters ' .
allowed. We .give students two semester to achieve minimum COmpetency Studerits
who do not finish fail the course an¢’must re-register. We, give students-ample
time to complete minimum course req irements, but we will not allow students to
linger on” for-years. We do not su scribe. to the theory that everyone must pass
the course. We will provide our ‘st dgnts with the best- -educational opportunity
possible, but‘we realize that some students, as a result of severe redding and
writing probdems, will never complete the cQurse. And, since English Composition ;
is a graduation requirement, the students who cannot _pass the course will never,
graduates Compared with an‘equal_’hmber of students in our former composition
program, the number of students' f iling has increased in our new writing program.
Students, whoin the past were granted credit for the course because theygworked .
‘hard or liked to write ,poetry, must now demonstrate proficiency in standawitten

English to earn a passing grade in the course. . e
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_ As a result of our proficiency requirement in English we hope that area high
schools will develop competency based writing programs of their own. Students who
.plan to attend UNO must be prepared to deal with standard wrjtten English or.to

cope wi}h possible failure in our composition prograim.

* Cost. of the Individualized‘Program "

Thé cost of an individualized program will vary depending on how the program
is oxganized and how many students are enrolled. . To provide individualized .instruction
solely for remedial students.is less costly than a. program that enrolls students
reflecting a great range of abilities. We have estimated that ‘between 70 and 75% . .,
of the. students that enter our University will be required to take the individualized -
part of our freshman English course. . A cost analysisvdemonstrates that our indivi-
"dualized program is more expensive than a traditional classroom course. Yet, we ..
belieye that the effectiveness of our new program compensates for the increased cost.

Cost Analysis o ", . N

Fall, 1975 . Fall, 1976 ,

Traditional Classroom Course ‘ s o Individualized Program
Number of students -- 700 £ - Number of students ~- 648
Staff: ' : . _Staff:
(1) 8 faculty (3 hours)-w-~$12 000 ) () 6 faculty (6 hours)-$18,000
(2) 14 graduate assistants--21 900 . , (2) 3 graduate assistant
: . instructorg-————-- 4,500

3) tutoring program—-;s---- 6,500 . (3) instructional .
% ] * e e ’ . L assistantg—————--- - 31,000
: Total: $39,500 T . . '_ Total: $53,500.

ost per “student —- $82.Q0

Cost per student -~ $56,00

Most of our added costs arise from the addition of Instrudfional Assistants to the
staff of the Individualized Learning'Center, some of whom aye paid an hourly wage.
To fund our program for the 1976-1977 year, we had to. have & 15% increase in the,

- departmental budget. Cost conscious adminstrators exerted great pressure on our’
Department to stay within our former budget. We have taken the position that a
writing program, like college chemistry and biology, is more expensive to teach than -
philosophy and history courses; and at present, the development of first-class
reading and writing programs should be a number one priority for all colleges and
universities. The sputnikjthreat that gained attention and support for scientific s
disciplines two-decades ago has served its- purpose. The threat of nationwide : 7~
«4i1literacy has gained the attention of  many but has yet to,produce the necessary ///,

,£inancial ‘support. ol

.« English Department Faculty s Response to Individualized Instrustion

AlthougH’hany in&ividuals in our Depantment have respéﬁded enthusiasEically
to the individﬂklized¥brogram, some teachers haye not supported our program from- the
outset. A few hive-not been able to accept the péw role of the dastructor. Some .

’ professors will always be uncomfortable without—a lecture, platform, a chalk board, * w
and a large number of students whq will respond enthusias cally to their remembranees
of things past. The instructor-in the individualized pro is not in the spotlig
theyjnstructor's role is to assist individuals in thei overy of the skills

neeled to communicate thoughts clearly and accurately. P
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‘Som@ faculty members have also objected to our standard criteria)éor grading.
' Their position is that they, as professionals," have the right to detérmine .
students' grades in their own way in thein own courses. Yet students in thgse -
courses, like Alice in the Caucus—Race, sometimes are never quite sure wherd the
"race' begins or ends, or ‘how fhe winners. are determined More often than- not, as
- Alice was told by the Dodo bird ,” éveryone wins, "and all must haye prizes." -We
' believe. that 'students should be aware of the standards by which course assigniments /®
.are to be eﬁbluated Equity also demands that all students in the course be eval-
uated according to the same criteria. " A faculty-has no only rights but also
respopsibilities. Teachers must provide students with ¢ early defined objectives
and grading stahdards. The dhys of "doing your own thing are past. Teachers of

- writing must. either accept the reality that we are accountable for .what we teach

and the effectiveness of our teaching or become, like Alice's Dodo bird, anachronisms

living in: a world of dreams. ST
’ {
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Indiyidualized instruction is not ‘a panacea. We have not created an academic
nirvana, we continually encounter’ problems and frustrations. The problems, however,
are often administrative in nature.rather than the result of inadequacies #n the *
program and its design. A composition pr, can no longer be the testing ground

" for graduate. assistants or the domain of fringe elements of - -departments of English.
We have learned that an.individualized program such as ours requires willing

cooperation and total committmert from all areas; within .the English Department. Yet

position programs-°can no longer be the sole. rLsponsibility of the departments of’

Enplish. Such programs require not encouraging platitudes but financial committhent:
fron all areas of administration. Current, attention, in the popular and professibnal
media, to the reality that {Johnny Can t Write" has forced administrators te - T
recognize that a problem exists. And, along with this recognition must come an .,
acceptance of/the/fipancial responsibilit yfor solving the problem.
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