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e ~~ FOREWORD

' _' : This study is the: second in-a series made posSible hy a grant from o ‘

Al F

Auburn University's Research Grant-i.n-Aid Ptogram Dr. Darre]l Clowes .

)

(now Assistant Dean Miami-Dade J’ unior College) conducted the investigation
\ and prepared this report He wa: assisted by tk\tiaﬁ and students in thp
Auburn Umversity J unior College Leade,rship Program. . ' - '

o The iimited scope :of.the study allows only for the definitiqn of .major;pro-
- blem areas and gross comparison with'national trends in the teaching of

»

. | Engl.i_sh in the j unior.college. 'If this report serves to increase the curiosity

' of others about the subject and leads to further study, then the resources used

. [ SO
v = . were well-spent. . _ . o .
‘ . B . ‘ P « LY

>

We are part:n:ularly grateful to Dr. Clowes and the numerous faculty

v
[

.membets department chairmen and deans whose professional concefn and

commitment led them to the drudgery Qf completing yet anothe.r questionnaire.

‘.. . J

. T E. B. Moore, Jr., Director . BN
: J uniornCollege Leadership Program . '

.y
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° FRESHMAN ENGLISH PROGRAMS
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. " - .. INALABAMA'S JUNIOR COLLEGES “
' ' ' . . L -
. - - * .
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S BACK"G‘ROUND R

' ) - | The junior college movement has burgeoned since the end of World.W’ar II* ._.

- axid now, in the early 1970's ‘has reached its first growth plateau There is '

.very little descriptive data and even less analytic data atout the English pro-
Al

* - grams. in these rapidly expanding junior nolleges The Weingarten and Kioeg

. . - study entitled g_glish in the Two—Year College (14) and its supporting docu- '

ments by Archer and Farrell entitled Research in the Devel.gpment of English

P

| Programs in_the Junior Collegg (2) 'we're the first large scale efforts to de-.

. | o " scribe English programs as they existed in 1965 A subsequent nationai study
reflect:lng the state of the art in 1970 was conducted under the direction of

Michael F. Shugrue A report of the results has not, been formally published

D ; but has appeared in article form entitled "The National Study of English in the

0

J unior College" .

The gradual _development of data .abo.ut English programs coincides with' ‘
several significant events in the commlmity j unior college movemerit The rapid
"growth in institutions and enrollment appears over; the 70's are apt to representx
a growth plateau (11) Societal forces are acting upon the community Ju}:ior
SR N colleges to force a rethinking of the priorities estabhshed during the, expansion-
‘

ists years Finandal constraints political pressu\s and changing soc1al

i 'values-all_ ex_ert an influence upon in.stitutionai priorities. And the conflict

.b

between § reneweld "career edu7ati’om" thrust and the emerging "counter-céulture"
repr_es’e‘nts another unknown,to be accommodated during the 1970's.

4

] s ) .
. i<
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Alabama is uniquely’ in the position of reconstructing and redirecting its

. -

‘Junior college pragram. The init:lal spurf of activity in establishing institu-
., - ~ tons and deveIOping acceptance for the junior college has been accomplished

- The task now is to arrive at'a "easonable political, educat:lonal ﬁnancial and_ o
R rat:lonal accommodat:lon with the existing, ’echnical inst:ltutes to combine the’

¢ . . .
-'l.

.
thrusts of the two forms /of institutio"ls into a mﬂaningful and viable instituuon

to serve Alabama s needs The English program is a key ccmponent of the

oo academic and of tbe vodat:lonal-technical program in Alabama S junior colleges

~ e o

for the '70's an,d 80‘s. l’lan_ning curricula and programs for the ju_nior collsges
” w_ill be.a_‘major'task over the next few years and the English programs ‘whic,h
. _ —': / must be an\i;n‘po;tan't segment of lthose.currlcula and.p:rograms must ‘b'oe looked
at from both a natior;l and a state perspective Hopefully, this study will

. : ’ ’

contribute some descript:lve data andaxe. insights about the state of Enghsh
ibl

programs at this time, about the poss directions for English programs and

. about desirable recommendat:lons for the development of the English programs .

Y

inAlabamasjuniorcolleges e _' o ,

Purpos‘e'of this Study =~ \j . S . }- ST

%l‘he purpose of this study is to descnbe in quantitative terms the Enghsh
rograms in A,labama s two-y\=ar colleges so that 1nformed statements'- can be made‘ :

about the current nature of Engli;h programs in the junior colleges of Alabama

- Q.

-and about the comparlson of Alaba.ma s curzent program with the existent de-

.- o script:lons of programs on a nat:lonal level. This study should have§gniﬁcan<_:e

in two areas First (it adds to the knowledge of English programs in Jumor

colleges throughout the nation since it Joms a slowly emerging group of studies

. , - ) ', ! K _

- . o -
. :

. . . . NS




~ 3 .
‘. kS regarding the Engﬁ%h program.in’ individual states. The-national studies pro-
I o | vide a baseline of data against which descripl:lons of state proggams take on -
. -. o | »'greate t clarity a\;\-;d s;ha;-per perspecuve -Second, F'eshman English Prligrams

in Alabama's J unior Colleges can help proyide useful data about what was in -
the past and what is todzy as well as an-addit:lonal input for projections of what .

czn be and what ought to-be 101‘ future English pzograms

4 * J

_ 4 This study has restricted itself toa des"ript:lve survey of English programs

vin the state to provide concrete informat:lon that could provide a basis in fact

.‘-for decision making about future Englis‘h proorams Tentat:lve interpretations

are drawn when appropriate and are clearly labeled. This dmcision was made-

.

. in aWareness of three major problem areas facing the junior college: on the -

. ‘ nat:lonal'level There is first widespread conquion/disagreement about the -

- &

. . '/
: goa,ls,which the j unior college sh‘ould pursue. The junior colleae has adopted

' -;' o "a wide spectrum of goals and is attempt:lng to accomplish many tasks Arthur

o*

Cohen has led the reaction to this diffusion of effort ahd is now suggestlng that

. e
- é the community college and the junior college must restrict their goals (8, 9) '
' y

R

o The Chronicle of Higher Educatlon and The Carriegie Commission xReports of ,

1
: , ,. -0 »

the last two or three years have stressed the confusion among the rious insti-

T ‘ . “' - o
B e oo tut:lons of highe‘f‘ educat:lon about their specific goals and therefore about the

"means they would employ is] accomplish their goals The second m.aJor dilemma
: : 0 -
o ) fadng the Junior college is the high rate of student attrit:lon’Which see_mé "almost : %
'endemic of the two year: instltut:lon': Autry s recent study-has_l_borne out from
‘_ S | o n'ation‘ai 'research data thé impressions and results of local \research.indicating
.- .‘a yery h-igh lle'vel of attrition from the first to the second yea(f of the junior 3 ’
. . ‘ . »

o




I i college and again-a high leve] of attridon between the second .year and gra_duation

“ g (3). This may be thé result of instltutional goal confusica as identified in the first
B ¥ : ~ . R | L :
o - -"\_ instance or a result of the véu.'ious strategi"es used withit the junior colleges to

0.

e ) _. ' accqmplish their various missions. Although we cannot identify ard clearly

label the causes of attrition it is quite apparent that the fact of high attntion
T _ signals sOme difficult:les in the junlor college programs The third maJcr pro-

‘“‘\blern ehzerging on the nat:ional 'scene is the pressing need for remedial programs .

-~

Na

' or." repair" programs if the junlor colleges and the general lack of research
- o N o ) .

. data for the evaluation -of exist:ing remedial programs Here Jolin Roueche s .

o
4

Salvage Reclirectlon or Custody clearly identi.fies the problem of remedial edu-

I

. \
' ’ cation- relates remedial education to the task of\the community junior college,

-
“

. *and points up the many steps neeg d to develop effective remedial programs ( 12)

; . LY N . -
s 5 -t i Q/ . t ' ’ .
\ . . . . . s
: o .o s . .o Ve N

Survey Population and Méthod

L d . .
. -~
’\

N 7 The populat:lon surveyed was all’ the Junlor golieges in Alabama as listed 3

K t . .

- in the 1971 I unior College Directory (1) ‘One college Manon Institute was-

? ~

deleted because it appears o be a unique 1nst:ltution whose mi.itary emphasis

* . * . ¢ A ‘. . . 3

. and selective admissions set \lt apart from t‘ae ct her institutions and therefore A
~ ™ ' made it "non-'.represéntative for the purposes of this study.. One lnstitution,,

' ; L Tames H Faulkner State J'unior College decl:lned to part.icipate in the survey and s .

-one institution George C. Wauace State echnical Junior College in Selma was
\ ;

PR include,d in the survey-as a Junfor c\lege although it has not yet appeared in
. o ) Q ]
T the Dirf,\ctory for 19\71-.' Therefore of the possible 23 junior' colleges in the-state_ Yo
) of Alabarr‘a 21 were actually involved in this survey O.f the 21 institutions

XA
A

>
) included in whoié or ir nart l7 returned the forms supplied to their academic ‘

o




e

-
‘e

\

) I ’

. dearis which provided thé basic inst:ltut:lonal data repor;ted in the study; thlS

-’

&mpares with 239 i'istitutions provid,ing insi:itut:lonal data in the Weingar ten and

.

Kroeger study Of the 21 Alabama: institutions-surveyed 19 had department

A\
nairmen for English and all’ 19 returned completed forms, thl.S compared with
F T~

) 187 department chairmen who completed report forms for Weingarter. and Kroeger

;

/
The number of English faculty who completed the Alabama quest:lonnai{e was -

c

‘115 - approximately 80 percent of the Englisl'{ teachers in Alabama'f ‘unior col-

- legesf as compared to 292 faculty members who corqpleted the forms on the /

D

nat:lonal survey by Weingarten and.Kroegex:. This study of Alabama s English

programs then, did not use a sampling technique but rather surveyed the

/s

: veutire populat:lon Inst:ltutional data was gathered from 17 of the possible 21

inst:ltut:lons departmental chairma'i informat:lon was gathered from 19 of the f

A

possible 21 inst:ltutions and approximately 80 percent“o,f the totai faculty in the
/
state parncipated'in'supplying faculty data.: ‘Therefore, a high degree of re-

liability may be accorded the responses to the survey instruments.
' Tire sur‘.tey data was gathered from q'uestionnaires which were shortened-

) L ‘ o

forms of the instruments used in the Weingarten Kroeger study\ Whl.Ch in- .

cr'eases compatibility of data between the two' surveys Each Alab'ama institution .
- | )

) surveyed was contacted by K} professxonal mexribei of the Tt unior College Leader-

\ 4

\ ;
' ship Program staff whb discussed the survey and its ratiorbale with the dean of

1nstruction or the president of the 1nstitution and with the department chairman

\

of the 1nstitution In many 1nstances it was convenient and seemed wise to
N

>

discuss the survey with the individual faculty men\ers this was done in per- ..

lhaps one half of 'the institutions v1s,1ted. in general the level of coopera‘.‘ion\

/.
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is that the Weingarten and Kroeger study and the Shugrue study do not oonsis-

.Ave)age Number of Sections per Full-Time Facuity Member

) tently report range.

{

“o

Cs ever it is available and might possibly be a facto-

-

’

-

full-time faculty member The most commonly reported number of sections was 3

while the range was from 210 &

semester ‘and quarter hours*does’ obscuze the realities

.

-~

sections

There i~' no yvay to compare this with

w,

't_ Y

»

R Average Number of Prepara‘tions'per Pull-Tirne Faculty- Member

. Alabama s English chairmen reported that the average number of prepara-
tions required was 2.1 preparations/full-time faculty me;nber
consistent with the N.C. T E. rec.,mmenll

:quarter or semester and appears to be an improVement over the 2 6 figure re-

(fto 4 preparations w1th 2 preparations bein’g most frequent Itis’ very possible

that ‘this low numbef' of preparations per faculty member and relatlve_y high

average number of ser'tions taught per faculty member (3.5) ,reflects a curriculum

“

' leanness in Alabama

dep

states- wi
\

T ‘.
PR

2

'“here are relatively few courses offered by the- English 7

N .
r

L]

.11'

LY

ation’ of no more than 2 preparauons per

-

»ported by the Weingarten and Kroeger studies

»
5

[ 4

5.7 o

A2

In Alab:.'na the spread was from -

Q

of the scores’ used to produce an average figure will be noted in the test’ wher- h

The limitation of this procedure

ln the Alabéma study, 17 chairmen reported an average of 3 5 sectlorrs per |

"a:he Aata gathe;c-d in the other twe studies eince here the uifference between

This resulf is

B 4

hents which do-not fit the normal 101, 102 and 201 202 sequence - In
',more established colleges and Eug.ish programs it is common to en- '

counter a Wide rﬁh{e of courses mecting a wice range of student needs while In-
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Alabama we have tended to concentrate on the traditional transfer-oriented

- ! w N . - ' X .
. programs and upon a fairly monolithic curriculum geared to the transfer
. i -' ) / T 4

’ - student .

» =

Average Faculty Teachi g Load Expressed in Quarter Hours

-«

o | .
.o : ' In the Alabama study the everage faculty teaching load was 15.9 quarter

"hours with' a range from 15 to 20. This compares with 13.1 semester hours

reported by chalrmen surveyed in the Weingartc-u and Kroeger studies and thus

\

suggests that the faculty teaching load in Alabama is slightly higher than the

national norm. Shugrue's study bears out this suggestion Shugrue combined ,

»

s tboth quarter hours and semester hours in computing his figure and reports-that

El
f

S+ " of the faculties surveyed 51% say they have an average weekly teaching load in

o L.

excess of 12 hours_; in the Alabama study the chairmen surveyed reported that .

~ . o v : , : S
. 100% of the instructors*had a weekly teachiny load imr excess of 12 hours. When
7 ’ , oy , I > ‘
@nugrue surveyed mstructors concerning-’their teaching'load he reported that
" vy .

33% of the instructors claimeda txeaching load of 12 nours or less a week 57%

//

reported a t/achiﬁg load ‘from 13 to0 15 hours per week, and 6% reported a teach-
K i,ng'road in excess of 16 hours per week This compares with the data report'ed by
Alabafna chairmen who indicate that 13 of the 16 institutions reportmg (81%) o
have an’ average facuity teachi;.q load of 15 hours per week and 2 have an average

teaching load of 17.5 hours per week The obv*ous fallacy involved here is that

. . lwhﬂe no one individud teaches 3.5 sections and the distribution between oompo—

.9

sition ‘and literature_ varies by semester- it coes appear that Alabama English

- . »
- .

‘fa:culnle,.s are facing slightly lower stﬁdent loads than were reported in the 1965

ERICT o . o
| - 12

§



national studies which is consistent with the national trend tewards lowerind

_the student load indicated b)QShugme

. .AveuiSemon Size for Various Components of the English Program [

. . . . s . ) . « - " . ' B - ) R .
P ;* , ' .- r L. . * '.. . ¢ 10 -
. ! . . . } .

-

-

The\\material presented in Chart I is. fairly self—evident for each of the

' components described Only a few comments appear to be in order The range ‘

)

of composition section sizps was from 20 to 35 with the great majority clustering

within the S to 30 range The range for literature courses was from 18—to’40

with an extreme concentration in the area from 30 to 35 In both of these in-

" 'stances Alabama S English teachers appear to be facing smaller sections than

were reported in the.1965 survey There is no way to afﬁrm a trend but the

direction of change from the Weingarten Kroeger study to the Shugure study

4

ey

makes it reasonable to as\ume\ that section sizes in English are declining nationally -

and that Alabama reflects this pattern. \\ : - K
. » \\ - .
In the remedial area two items appear significant First\ there are 13
Al

programs reported by the 17 reporting chairmen This in itself is significant

“when compared with the paucity of remedi,al\programs reported by Weingarten dnd .

L 4

Kroeger dnd with the lament Shugure presented in describing the lack of effort '

~and time d\evoted to remedial work in the junior oolle‘ges which he surveyed

\ 'Shugrue indicated that only 54% of the ‘colleges reporting were de‘voting as much

as 30% of their departmental time to the non-transfer and remedial programs.

’I’he class sizes reported for these remedial programs however are surprisipgly '

L]

, high It is unclear vg,hat this indicates (7). Discussions with the various depart-

mental chairmen have indicated a general dissatisfaction with the remedial pro- |

grams e:dstent in the state and some concern about their effeuiveness There

Q
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~seem to. be a larga number of approaches used in remedial education with very
/.

few approaches producin** w&*Ment success to warrant thei; being continued |
.'for more than one to two years ona trial basis. At the same time there has been |
4‘ ,virtually no research and little concerted effort on a statuwide basis to bring
. any kind of expertise to bear upon the problems of renedial English education
and therefore the diffusion of effort and uncertainty about res&ts seem onf[y _
: to be expected. The research and cooperation needed to develo effecti’ve

‘remedial prog'rams are spelled out (4, S, 6) and can be done. A strong

Qommitment of n..aney and talent are. needed possibly by the state itself rather
J o .

than by-any.one institution. 7 ' ; o ( -
- T ; ;\\ . ' |

RS - " v~

< Suppo Facilities Available to the Department
as reported by Department Chairmen

‘.\.‘

In general the chairmen of the English departr\nents in Alabama report a

&

K high level of satisfaction with the space personnel and media available to

.\assist them in their instruct:lonal tasks Adequate office and classroom space i

W/és reported by 81%uof the chairmen adequate secretari\al help by 77% and

'f

/dequate media support by 75% or more of the’ department chairmen 'I:he
leakest areas .reported Were those that would ‘encourage utilizatio alter- \
\ative modes of instruction Specifically, only 23.5%: reported sausfaction with
' o the media technician supplied while 76 '5% reported diSSatisfaction This is
obwiously an area where the institutions withintthe state’ provide very limited
support to efforts to individualize instructgn through media An additional

'~ area of neglect appears to be the use of theme graders Theme graders have

'. an esta.bhshed place within English departments as parapro‘fessronal assrstants



‘12

| This 'aséiStance appears to' be untapped in-the'-siéte with 100% of 'the chairmen . |
// / .

roporting no 'theme graders available for thé department s use. The avail-
vy of media is gerierally viewed faxforably with the except:lon of equip-
ment to provide for photographic é‘oduction or the reproduction of slides

| Again this would be a necessary ingredient in the development of individ-

B ualized instruction and reflects 3 general neglect in this area.

R
o ;PLACEMENT v -

S~ 3
E Plaoement examinat:lons were used _i;x 14 of the 18 inst:ltut:lons whose ‘

B ) cnairmen responded to this section of the quéstionnaire Since all of the

public inst:ltutions and most: of the private instt&t:lons reporting regarded

K3

themselves as fundamer\tally open-door colleges the placement examinations

]

| were used not for admissions but for' placement within either developmental

- -

T

%

- ._programs or within sections of the regular English programs The 14 ins,ﬁ— :
« . tutions reported. 7 different tes:ts used as the primary placement aevice The .

R A ;most frequently reported test was the Cooperat:lve English Test (CET) which
" @ \
_ was used by\4 institut:lons The American College Test:lng Program was
' f = used by 3 instltut:lons and the Comparat:lve Guidance and Placement ,Exam was
‘ . used by 2 institut:lons Two inst:ltut:lons used 10?:al exami?tat:lons and the

y:

: . 'remaining 3 instltut:lons each used one of the following the California
Achievement Test the New Purdue Placement Test, or the College English :
Placement T‘est/ Clearly there was no common tést used for placement in '
. -English programs in Alabama s junior colleges o , ’
Although 14 insti‘itions used placement tests only 10 instiﬁitions actually 3

i determined placement scores and used the test for assignment to remedial

)
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* English prog ;ams .’ The CET is the most frequently used testing instrument

T for ‘assignment of student: to a remedial program. Scores reported as minimum . -

) levels in the -p'iacem'ent of students in various re;e'dial and regular English

i . L . . ; . . ‘\ . . R
‘ . j piograms varied wid ly among th(e 4 institut:lons using the ¢ ®T exam. This -
‘ ) L.
may be partly attributed to various forms of the’exam being administered but

it is also evident that there was little agreement on the relat:lonship betwgen 4 o

attainment on this particular test and,assignment toa remedial program

o other testing instrument was used to place students in remedial programs '

L e . " o
g.‘ . ' ’_,’. - by more than one inst:ltut:lon. therefore there was no comparison that oould

“' be made. It is apparent that there was no common standard for entry into-

Y

‘ remedial programs no standard method of determining who should be in a

' L remedial progra.'n. and apparently no systemat:lc applioat:lon of test:lng as an

e

R evaluative technique in determin_ingventranoe to and ex_it from Eng}is‘h program§

- Ce

o

o in Alabama . “ =¥ v PRRS T
N P . Weingarten and Kroeger ~on¢luded from their nat:lonal study that "the * .

S problem of identifying students for placement in various English seCnons ' .

. does not seem_tO be solved (14 27" Alabaia fits thle national nerivon this .

' Weingarten and Kroegen state further " T .

o . . , ¢ . . .
I ‘ I Obviously, with many students needing much help proper placément,

' : _ " both liu-e’medial and regular English’ classes is the first thing a staff -
D B must doéfor effective teaching (14 28) ) o

o o Again it is apparent that Alabama faf*es the same problem and hasuthe same ‘

imperatives for future action that the nat:lon at large faces

}
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. Remedial E gné;h-?rogms |
T o \ The c9ntent of the remedial English programs reported by the Chairmen _'

.lf\ . : of the 13 institutions which offered remedial programs was an even balarice

e - me& qrammar emd‘i writing.' The English faculty concur ﬁ\\ix‘ldfcﬁtion that .
grammar and writing have the gredeest emplusis and importance in the remedial

| '“ . program Apparently both English chairmen and faculty members feel there o

| . ) _ . s a strong correlat:lon between the teaching of grammar and improving the |

student's ability to write The method of instruction used in the remedial

English program as reported by the English faculty suggests some variat:lon

from the method used in regular English courses The lecture is used in '

S _ . % 8
. \‘_ -~ about the same proportion However lecture-discussion technique is used

. . . x

less in remedial programs while the amoun’t of time spent with programmed

L textq and individualized instruct:lon is sigtgficantly higher than that reported

L ~N |
- . for the regular programs It is possible that this reflects the use of English o
RIE - '. - . 2600 English 3200 and similar types of programmed matei ial as. reported

o

in the Weingarten-Kroeger study

Y
" This survey of Alabama s’English programs does not reveal any other

major difference between the contents and methods of instruction emplo"ed

in remedial English programs and those employed in regular English pro- °

"'. grams This conclusion combined’ with the minimal emphasis upon: placement | ,, '_
’ test:h}g suggests that little effort has been applied to the remedial programs
- 1o develop them as dist:lnctly different functions to deal with dist:lnctly dif-

[

- ferent problems It appears that many of the remedial English programs in the

L

state are merely repeats of vanous components of earlier English programs

-~ .

Q R S - . o . . . S . y - . . \,.. . I-_ . S




.in the teaching of. composit:lon ~There is little sign of such a develop in

| . the state although there is ample testimo”hy to its need .

B Rggular \English o

15

(Sl

from the high school ye%s The heavy e'nphasis upon grammar i‘n the re-’ |

s y

mediai programs suggests that many Alabama English instructors are return-' 3

ir.g to the trough that has been judged barren by much of-the research and -

~many of the professionals in our field Both the Weingarten-kroeger study
and Shugrue s study contained implicit and explicit crit:lcisms of tradit:lonal
i = SIMIMAT approaches and of the "funct.ional" grmmar apparently advocated

by a large majority of English teachers in Alabama

The two nat:lonal studies contained recommendat:lons for graduate training

) in composit:lon for English faculty members If we are to develop meaningful :

f .
"remedial programs in Alabama it is clearly the responsibility of the graduate "

.

»
training ins?tutlons to provide training in c‘mposit:ion and in linguistics 0.

: sufficient to bear upor the problems of remedial educat:lon Alabama especially

, needs the insights of the lineuists in grammar and of graduate English “facu:

Nl e~

. There is very little data on reading programs as a\componeg.t of the

r

r,emedial edu.cat:lon effort of the English departments oEight of the 15 reporting

inst:ltut:lons indicate rea?iing is an emphasis in their remedial program

the questionnaire did not provide suffic.. ant opportunity ain ‘program - "

descri&tlons Clearly, reading instruc'uon is ah essent:lal component of ar

) /remedial program and an area where it appears Alabama is movingmvery

o ¥ J. " . .
‘_’_slowiytomeet-aserious need. o A S .

\ o
The emphasis of the regular English program ﬁreported by the English

department chairmen varies lightly from the specific course ob ectives as

' .
v .

. 2%
: N

.

% I
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S Lo i reported byr individual faculty members. Ir’g»Engush 101 the- department chair—._ )
;"." ' ' :,:h men see the. p’\ary e'nphasis as composit:lor. with grammarnsecond and’ litera- E
L. 8 o " . turea distant third ‘l‘he faculty see wridn%as 'the most important ob;ective
- ‘ " ) o in the 101 course.with logic second grammar third, and literature fourth

L P W
v [ R

The heavy emphasis given to logic is an interest:lng footnote to a situat:lon

'

SN : . . reported by Weingarten and Kroeger. They indicated that lbgic was little 7
o taught espezally when compared with the teaching of the argumentative .
. essay ‘Sinde the ahg-dmentat:lve essay is so dependent up6n logic Weingarten

A

) ‘:and Kroeger felt that logic avas under-represented in the curriculum and that

.7

| the students were not given adequate support and preparat:lon for writ:lng the '

, . ; argumentative essay. It would appear that Alabama is not subject to this
| : . ) . 'crit:lcis(m and-that the curricu‘lum in Alabama reflects a moire appropriate o

. relat:lonshio between the teaching of logic and the use of the argumentat:lve L
i | “". C essay.'. lSepartnlent chairmen and faculty agreed that the minimum number of ..

[N

essaye assigned each quarter and the average number of essays each quarter

would be approximately seven. Paculty indicated that the average essay/

.-

'v.culd rur -~light1y under 400 words therefore producing an average writ:lng

L

4 o ; ivolume for @e quarter of approximately ~2800 words The faculty indicated
3.~;'”‘ - . . ey é \
oo _— that these assignments would be fairly evenly distnbuted among expository,

. _fll 'G'

L S o L Ll descrlptive,,narrative and argumentat:lve essays » ) o

.. . . 1 : - S S .
The English departmént chairmen felt that the 102 course had composit:lon

as its primary emphasxs with literature and the research paper as. very close ,

_ ..s.econdary emphases Faculty perceived the 102 course as primarily a writ:lng

e course with a focus upon the research paper and a very minor emphasis on *

I
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literature The raculties percebtion of a major role for the research paper L

- may- well 1esu1t from the generaLaversion nculty members have for the |

research paper Department chairmen f\olt the recommended or average |
number d m oY RWare: "'Buld De S 5 while faculty felt that the minimum :
number of essays per quarter averaged 6. Thg@g&off says reported fdr

13

102 was from a minimum of 4 to a maximum of 12 this contrasts with the 1q1 y

' "'sequence where the average-was 7 but the range was from a minimum of 4 to :

* ‘

a-.maximum of 24. In the 102 course the faculty members felt the expository

s,

) 'essay form was covered most often with the argumentative essayt Secbnd

» .

) followed distantly by descriptive and nl.-irrative forms of the essay For

102 the average length of the essay was approximately 450 words which pro—3
duced a total writing output for the quarter of approximately 2700 wgﬁrds

' The amount of writing is a rough gauge to production in: 'an English

$

,*program and may give some guidancé i'n determining how Alabama S program

L

' compares with programs in the nation &t large The w arten Kroeger study '

A

P "reported that in a se'nester the average }01 class wrote 8.8 essays and- the Lo

average 102 class wroteq; S,Jssays ...The average total amount of words pro- \

k duced as reported in the national survey for 101 was 5,000 and for 102 was

.. 5, 000. Alabama E lish programs are reported on a quarter basis which

o * L

. changes the pattern of essay assignment considerably ‘It is likely that on -

a quarter system with the reduced time between classes an 1nstructor would

be less inclined to make frequent assignments and certainly less inclined T

‘r' .

to make longer assignments since he has less ading time This may in

part ihdicate why Alabama 8 English programs require slightly fewer essays .

- " K
. H .
. o
I 3 “ .
. . . 3 v .

¢ .
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p'ﬁr quarter as contrasted with the natignal figure given per lomestor. It

also ocedum in par M ih' masiealy ¢ tﬁ;,wm 1 total wordage reported

in A.abama s English programs Hcvyever there still is a: significant dif-o N

\
ference between the tofal wordage assigned on a national level and that as-"-

i
signed in Alabama The Shugrue survey does not give us any information

useful for comparative purposes bu?a recent study of the Minnesota junior

L]

" <
college English programs gives ‘some indications (10) . Tlfls study reports -

XS

: that the average number of *ssays assighed per quarter is 7 5 and that the

' B

average total volume of writing produced in a guarter normauy ranges be-

\ .
- this data with any high degree of certainty/» It may be that the quarter system o
- - itself is'r 7=ponsible for this difference in the total output of writing since

_ English

_. ' /
) tween 2 000 and’ 2 500 words 'l!here is no conclusion one can draw from

c’a o

eachers have gre§t need for out-of-class time during which they

~ v I

' can adequately grade and then adequately review themes with students

Without this time there: s great pressure upon the English faculty to reduce

;'pedagogical reasons for doirig so It is also questionable whether the raw

A-quantity of writing produced in a semester is any reasonable criteria for the

efficacy of the English program Nevertheless Alabama S programs do

produce less student writing than reported by Weingarten-Kroeger This

- suggests that we must carefully define and wisely develop our writing

o

vassignment for maximum effectiveness C ' sy

I

English faculties describe their methods of instr@i:tion as almost 50%

Q

a lecture-discussion—for the regular English 101’ and 102 fequence. No

(Y

‘.

LN

"’ the number and the?\ngth of the essays assigned and indeed there are good \
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1)

aer m auu 28 meant attention. The lecmre'.receives some '

! ]

* - . \attent:lon, the demonstration receives some attent:lon and’ so does i_ndividual-'

- o

I R ized instructic'i There isabsolutely no use 'nade of team teadhing and very

-
. s
: K N - -

minimal use is made of programmed texts Small-group discussion is notable

o

o, @1
as an instructional technique that receives littleaattent:lon within the state

: - ' - Alabama preseﬂ!s a substantially different pattern from that reported by

o ’ . ] :
A 'Weingarten-Kroeger Lecture-discuSsion predominates for both but where

' I

- ! . ;

the nat:lona:l sample placed small group work second in trequency, labama'

R ‘ oy - '

1
facult:les report it sixth The other notable shift is the emphasi... in Alabama
- X A pon individual instruct:lon and laboratory work which are ranked tnird and

- fifth. respectively vmhile they were unranked in the nat:lonal study What can .
- o e vwe ~conclude from these observat:lons? Very little. Apparently the eq:hasis

_ _ ) L
- g 1n our. English progr.anis is upon writing“and the method we use to ins

- B
.. 3

- L in this 1s heavily oriented towards_.talkind Demonstrat:lon téchniques and

S

individualized instruction together take up just under. one-third of the t:lme

.- U

c . devoted to instruction which is consistent with(@te emphasis upon writ:lng
u Alabama’s faculty apparently have shifted away from the 1965 vogues of team .. \

: <_ ' teaching and programmed texts to experiment with individualized instruc-

) . o " . ’. . . .
tion and laboratory work _ s _ e R

: . } L i . e ' .. ) . - E ‘ i *>
. R - S Evaluation . v s ( -

- 5 ' s The methods th° faculty members use to evaluate their students reveal ' _
: . ' . . .0 \‘5 P

I some very clear patterns ""Ninety-five percent of the faculty members report-
Lo . | fing do give failing grades in their course_s ‘I‘wo-thirds of the faculty' members

reporting use departmental grading standards and only 10 percent use ‘- o |

B P




/ n . . . ) . \ . 2 ) E
s - SR "curved" grades Faculty members are almost unanimous _in stating that

.

‘they do specify goag to their students for each cou,rse each unit, and indeed

U0 e for each essay. The basis for’ evaluat:lori» of student output is predominantly

N ) _ T s teacher evaluatio;; or evaluat:lon in terms bf stated criteria This appears | o
| . consistent with the report that specified goals are made for each ess‘ay and

L ; © T R each: unit. The deast-used basis for evaluationgof student output is peer evalu;

) s . & .

., at:lon with self evaluation the second least-used technique The faculty is .

? N L] Lo 14
generally satisﬁed that the studems do understand their evaluatiorl system
-~ Staff evaluation presents a situatlon with dreater variety Tl;e faculty
L i ‘- i 7/ . » ) \
> T co fe1t that they were evalt.ated primarily by )he student and usyally by some '

» . ,}
- - -

. - form of formaloquestionnaire Student evaluat:lon was three times moge fre- B
l‘ k \ . \

T ' quent than any ofher method reported The second most frequent source of

evaluatlon was the academic dean f,ollowed by atiministratlon in general °

a8 0 .
..- .
N .

ST ' the chairmen and then the president ‘of the institution The faculty regarded :

-~

S mapproximately twb-thirds of the evaluat:lon proéedures as formal evaluation,
— ' : a smattering of faculty members repdrting confusion about the method of
" evaluat:lon Of the 18 department chairmen who responded to this item on:

. o . the questlonnaire, ll\ndicated that they evaluated their staff Thgse who
evaluated their staff were split equally between formal and informal methods

L . - L .';3 \
IR - of evaluating Thl § it would appear that the English departments in the state .

E N

avail themselVes rather heavily of student evaluat:lon and the stugients input

N

. ( L while also utllizing formal evaluat:lon by some member of the administratzon _

-

-as a strong and frequent support to student opinion There appears to be

.

Cooe - . very, little use of peer evaluatlon and little use of outside or n%n-teaching
- AR c;-iteria for the .evalu_ation of a faculty member._ k .

L. -~ . . - . R
) . o . w o o - Loy .

.
..’

;r e . .
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v S Gx'ade Distributions and Student Retention S '1\ BN
g. R One section of the dean's questionnaire requested grade distributions
- B for faculty at thqir institutiona 'rhe results of this section constituted one

\\ of the major surprises to the researcher During this year S woric with
Lt English faculties the most frequent concerns articulated by Engl‘ish faculty

'-; e members have been concern for standards laments about the quality of the . E

3 ras

o .' - > - -ustudents with which they deal, and chagrin ove!,; the inlipotence they feel in’
AU facing the task of causing their students 10 learn. This series of faculty

-7 : D 'attitudes combined with the institutional orientations toward transfer programs .
°‘- a e . . . : \ ,
' o ' and traditiqnal colleqe patterns led this researcher ’to assume that large num-

. ° R ° 0

bers of Alabam"a ,s freshman English stl.rc}onts would receive failing grades or

d

L o withdraw from ‘English courses. While this is true at some institutions it

~ . 3

\ | ) o " is not true for the state at large The grade distributions as reported indicated

s

. that better than 71 percent (71 3 percent) of the students in freshman English
“in Alabama receive 2 grade of C or better while the remaining 29 percent

\ | - (23 7) receive -a grade of D or lower of withdraw from their comse This is

| 'virtually a triumph .of persis_tence. The Weingarten-'Kroegef' Study lk.‘p'or.ted '

« - ) : v e

‘ 'between 55 and 58 percent of all the students receiving grades from A to C

¢ ' - with 42-45 percem receiving a grade of D or lower or w1thdrawing It appears

-]

o , . from these figures that Alabama students receive slightly higher grades oo
o ¢ '_

. than those in the national study. This would suggest that English programS"

are not driving students away since almost threé-quarters of the students

(2

P e _ ' who begin a'course appear to successfully complete it

24
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e ,' A There is one cautionary note There are slightly more. remedial pro-,
grams e:d.stent in Alabama than were reported in the national survey although

’

- . wehaveno way of comparing the actual numbers of students contained in.
| eac.h program It is this researcher s suspicion that the numbers contained

'“.in the Alabama program are quite smaL compared with the national level

“ )

but there is no way ot establishing this from the data available In any event,
‘ remedial students were included in this grade d%;tribuuon whether: they

r:c':eived regular grades oranS ~U opt:lon Those né{:eiving an "S" were

x-

; B IR 'counted as receiving creditin-the A to C range - those with the “U" in th"e D

or below range The impact of this number upon me grade distributions of °

. I -
Alabama might account to some degrq for the shift upward from the' national

~

.

N ievel but it is very unlikely that it accounts for the truly significant dif-

Pl

'. vference that appears

The grade distribut:lons repomed for Alabama students should also be
' _ assessed against an addit:lonal criteria the retention figures reporte’d by the .
. Astin Study (1) , If the grades reported in Alabama s English programs actually

reflect student achievement tl‘en almost three-quarterc of the students who
T ' erttered English pr_og,ram‘s wereslxccessful and did,profitrfrom them. Ast:ln

Lo reports figures for the retem:lon rate oi students in two-vear coﬁagﬁ across .

-+ the nation as of 1970 He found that approximately 65 percent of any given
l T group of students entering a j unior college survived to pass on into the second
- -year It is impossible end unwarranted to link Ast:ln's figure ‘of a 65 per-

| T L cent one year retem:lon-rate with Alabama s English studentsl-approximately :
, N

: 75 percent success rate in the English program However At certainly raises

questions which ought to be explored in further work. What is the relatlonship

- ¢

between succéss ina freshman English cOurse and survival in the college?

!
€
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- Do students who fail in the freshman inglish programs survive in the total
»

curriculum? What is the role of the remedial program in establishing thits

highee ratio of success for Alabama English programs tiian is the-national .

. norm for retentlon in the college? Thege and other questiuns certainly

TN

J°4n Alabama report a retention rate from the first to the second year \.hat ranges

.

.‘ 1

warrant exploration L
There was a mild attempt. through the dean's question..a.ire to establish

the retention rate at the various funior oolleges in the state. The resn.lts

were extremely questlonable because of the type of question asked in the o .

questionnaire and because of the wide variance in responses suggesting that

there was some comusion about the data cailed for.. Nevertheless colleges :

from an average of 42 perceht for one inst:itution to an average of 88 percent ) "
for another with the average ﬂgure for ail institutions reporting 63 percent B o
This 63 percent ﬁgure co'reg.ponds rather closely to the approximately 65 C
perce'it retention figure cited by Astin for reteni:lon in junior colleges over |
the naﬁon at large. While this data may be interesting, it certainly pro— -

- T

vides no additional insight to this. observer about the causes and relation-

< .‘ shi s 'implicit. Again, further research is. certainly warranted. Chart
Bs

3 II is appended to indicate the range of grade distributions and retention rates

-0

S

- of the various colleges Great caution is necessary in dealing with these

Yo

figures but they do provide a useful form of raw data for future work.

DY S N

Conclusions
“A descriptive study of this sort does not allow us to c"tr.awhard\and fast

—

conclusions. It does, however, s..uppli{ a b_ody of information irom which We‘

. L T . . . R o



2 Betln study (1)

' .

/ N
_ y _
s CHART I
) " 1 o -‘ o
GRADE DISTRIBUTIONS AND STUDBNT RETBNTION BY INSTITUTION ‘
. Grade Distributon | | o |
/ ANSTITUTION ¢
57+ 58 59 ‘60.61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 6§ 007072 7 N -76 7 78- 79 Ave. Nat.
o ‘ '- , : Ala.  Ave. (2
Percent . L ' R . o
A-CJ n 69..78 76 58 7965 4 83 65 .64 79' 787260 M3 5558
Percent . s o ‘ ‘ .
D-1 » I IO/ U 49 A'B W 17K 3 21 22 2839 287 45.42
Student Retention: . o e T
T "+ INSTITUTION
Pegcent o U . o ‘ C * “Ave..  Nat.
'Retalnegi 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 N7273 7476 77 7879 Aa.  Ave, (2)
bl ' I ‘ ' ' \. ‘ ’ “
1969 59 86.60 A 7 7 Q, | 8,5 “30 86 - 50 32 84 578 58
1970 , 65,78 92 78 58 6l 86 47 67_‘ . 42 51 7367 82 57 Y
191 . AU Y SR . W 7986 .- T~ -
- vy :‘, . ‘, . ‘ !
Weighted  # \ - e . - . .
‘Average 62 83 74 75 , 1362 8850 76 9. 4 78 66 080 58 6l ) 63
l. , | ‘
I Retention here means full-time students.who enter as freshmen and are stlll enrolled the following fall

2

vc



A )

" B 4 . . _ . . ‘

- . - o . . = t
can work and does point in some directions . Itis possible from this material

) ' , to develop insight into the problems associated with three areas oSfreehman
English programs in Alabama juni%\colleges First entry level.to freshman '-\ '
. | ' ~ English p_rograms is a proble_m area. There is no consistent R‘attern of place- ‘

ment exams used in the state'and within those exams whi_ch are used there is no

-

. consistent pattern for sorting students into remedid’program:}or into homoge- :

neous confféurations within thn 'regular English program, ThHere are no clear.

,ﬁnkages ‘between devices used and the course or section in which students are

g placed There are few complete and satisfactory remedial English programs in @
N the state.- There is an awesome need for experix_yntal work, data gathering .
research, and for a commitment of. tixﬂve and resources to develop adequate re-

medial programs A linkage between placement exams, the diagnost:ic function

v

and placement is essential to a successful remedia.l program Additionally,
3.

~

. ' . there is a need for adequate "feed-in" from the remedial program or repair
‘program into the regular English program Applications of diagnostic test:ing
i\ | and developmental lab sequences as a suppor_t._- not a substitute - for the’ '
regular En'glish_ 3rogram might be considered as'l'a.lternat:ive"s to the cla'soslroom-'

- based remedial program. . There is 'very little indication, “of- a strong counseling-

component in remedia.l Eng]ish programs in Alabama and there is httle evidence-
en the national scene that programs without a\strong counseling component had

any ,chance of success Therefore the contributions of counseling to remedial

work should be explored o "o
. : T N . s

i '.I'_he English curriculum itself is an ‘area With severdl proviems. The English -

@

-p'rog"riams available in Alabama's junior colleges are clearly 'transfer-oriented N

.Fl
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English programs There is no evidence available to indicate that the transfer
programs do indeed' meet the needs of the students as they come to junior
cgueges This narrow curriculum needs to be look’bd at in terms of identifiable
student needs and community needs and in terms of the success of the students
in this ‘narrow currict@\'n Should junior colleges in th.s state develop alter-
native English cu riculum patterns more closely related to the institutional goals
specified in the legislation for and catalogs of public junior colleges in this state°
The institutional goals envision programs ‘in. technical education general educa-
“ton, and transfer education along with the usual range of adult and continuing
education program; Tbere are a few if any pro% "ams i!{ tita English curriculum;
which appear consistent with any ‘but the transfer education function . might .
be well to consider programs in technical English and general education and tos
cons er laboratory-based English instrt.ction and competency-based English
curricula suitable for the adult student and for part-time students In short
the English curriculum in th_is‘szate is terribly -par;’ow and 1t would appear
des1rable to oonsider widening it for the benefit of the student |
A third major area which warrants attention is the area of retention and
- grade distribution as reported in this study How many students who enter as
freshmen actually complete the program and pass: out at the end of two years
" with a successful college experience? We really don't know. This study gives
only marginal information information which 1ndicates that about 60 percent of

(J.he students survive the first yegr and that by interpolation between 30 and 40

percent of the entering students complete the second year. This is consistent
o~ y

with Autry's studies on_ a national Ievel (3), but we are not sure of the specific ~

ilr
/\ . "'.‘ ' ’.

0

- v ' . N . . .. . .
“ - " T PN - o : o
. - e . .

-



T, ' L . ' b o *
N ] . .
. .
’ : .
. s
R .
i

) . i
. . -
- ) -
4
9

fig‘;es within-Alabama' What correlations‘exist betweeh various student variables
and student success .in college? Grade distributions as reported bary 8 gnificantly

from those reported in the nation at large, this variation should be explored

.Does ‘any relationship exist between an institution 's grade distribution and its
' retention rate? In short, there is a great deal of information we need to develop

about .student variables as related to institutions retention rates and grade

-,

distributions in English programs. This study does not adequately approach these

.questions. It does- point up the existence of yawning gaps in our knowledge

Orne final area of inforE:tion was provided by this study. The English programs

v

.in this state are concerned imarily with composition . There is very little
indication from the interviews with faculty members that they have ever received
professional graduate level instruction in composition, in the teaching of com-

- position, in the applications of,grammar to composition, or in the motivaudonal‘

- ~

factors related to teaching composition‘to non-verbalvstudents. _lhis problem
is nbt uniquéyto Alabame; it is reported again and‘again throughout‘the nation
Yet in Alabama, a leader in the design~and delivery of in—service training to
junior college people, it seems tragic and inappropriate that - the resources of
‘the graduate English faculties in the state‘have never been brought to bear on-

@
?problems of composition and the teaching of composition in the junior college

/-
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PARTICIPATING COLLEGES

-

«. ' Alabama Christian’ College, Mo’ntgomery

Alexander Cit.y State J unior @Hege, Alexoander City - .-

‘‘Brewer Staie Junior College, F_‘ayétfe
. Cullrhan College, Cul_lrhan.
. En’térprise St.aité;;I:un:i.o'r Co’llegé, _Enterprise
. Gads'.;i.eﬁ State Iuniof .C'ol.lége,‘ Gadédep |

George C. Wallaée State Junior College, Selma

George C. Waiiace State Technical Junior College, _Dothan

’

Ieffetson- Davis State Junior College, Brewton

’

Jefferson State Junior College, Birmingham
. . . /

John C. Calhoun State Junior College, Decatur
Lurleen B. Wallace State Junior College, Andalusia
L v . :
., Northeast -A_lab'ama State Sunior College, -Phil Campbell

-

-, Patrick -Henry: Staté, Iunior College, Morirbe_ville

S.}D. Bishop State Iun'iorACollegef, Mobile .

»Selma University, Seima E .
. s / Snead State Iu‘nip_r _pollege, Boaz

- Southern Union State unior College, Wadley

{

. Theodore Alfred -i.(awson:State Junior College, Bi;mlinvgh'arn'"

Walker College, Jas per . \
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~ APPENDIX B

Guide..to IntervieWw 1

¥ o
S

Dean of Instruction/Reglst{ar

1. “'E.stal')'lish enroﬁﬁ\___e"_nt' figures for required lfreshmén.Engush’ courses .

. L R First Q. Second Q. Third Q.
SN 1969 ,- / B -

t
i

w0 . -
1971,

*

. How manf .entering..-students b_ers;fst_t to vbecc)me second year. sfudents?
- PO | .
1969 - "

1970 ° |

1971

-0
Do you have grade distributions for the required English .courses by
instructor? , - .
. ' 4
instructor
. course o _

‘_ distribution A:

B°'C D F I WP WF
4. "Do'”}'{ou_ use ACT '};search'-'r- Ny
, .What $ of students scére 1-: S.Oﬁnéhsh su,b-test?ﬂ -
... What'is mean English sub,-teét scox.'e'?. |
' : - ~ composite?

5. If available, what % of your students
1 transfer to a 4-year college?
-, 2. compieté a terminal curriculum and

take a job in that field? i N

°

3 graduate (bn‘not lor2)? - | c

.

38 .o
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. Guide fo Interview II

P Chairman of Enghéh’Départ,mgnt-

A Teaching C’ondm'm%’ KN

_ 1. avefaée‘number of_' §e<':tiops/full-ﬁtime faculty member.
s . . - ~, 3 A. ) F (}‘
- 2. average number of .preparations/fullftime:facu'lty member. *

- 3. avéra_ge faculty teaching ldad in quartér hours.

4. ‘average section sizes for

" composition

literature . _ . ,

not separated*. - L o ~N

Remedial reading . L
- Remedial writing

B. _-Pfogram .

I. Placement.
exam used _
cut-off scoreg o
+ remedial English L "admissions - .
- 2! Remedial English/Readirig - o | T

- prégra’m" emphasis

i -, S grammar- . - writing ' reading»  other

describe program -

*b. number of students in Remedial English/Reading-

. ‘ | / at b'eg_in__ni'r.mg Fall QUar_;ér_: ) W, Quiarter | v )
'at'. er;d Fall Qﬁarter B w. 'Quax"t.er B
.#’tran.sfgr_l'éa to Eng. 101 ) _ ) -

a retatned ir?i',__Rem"edial Eng. " - | |
#lo.“’.' R .._-— S - . :

LR,




3 Regular Bngush

a. program emphasis ' 101 102 ‘10'3,& ]
I_. grammar .
composition, ,
. literature )

.~ Tesearch paper

. Min. # essays N
2_. Recommended writing
total
b. Number of students in regular English |
- A ( 102 103"

Fall, 1970 begin
“Fall, 1970 end -

e Winter, 1970 begin

) ' Winter, 1970 end : \/ .

- " Spring, 1971 begin : '

Spring, 1971 end
Fall 1971 begin-
F&ll, 1971 end

"4.. Do you offer ',th'e eq'uiva‘l'erit of -
.‘ -~ Business English s .
- ' Technical Enghsh '
.-Speech :

~a. Do you allow the subsntutmn of one of . the above for. English .
101 - 102- 103 or American or Bntiéh L1t° :

C. ’ :E-va“luauon . N

Do you :e\;aluatie your staff?

- HOW? ) R . ll‘»a
D. Suppom Facilines Available to the Department 4 :
) B ¢
-~ Space and Personnel
1. adequate ofﬁce/classroom space for ;ndividual work '
2. (secretarial help. ' . .
o A [ . o . :
: 3. theme graders - Bt : : ¢

4. media technician




. 2. access to fa'ﬁguage lab

.
A

. . -

1. «tdpe .recorder

3. overhead ";'_;"rojectors/room darkeners

4. transparency production

5. ditto machine . .
6> photo production (slides')
R

. 'y



‘ Guide to Intervie:;{ Biii

| English Faculty ., e, .
. A. Method of Instruction
~ T 1. Indicate % of time spent with each mrthod -
‘ R B ' Readmg : Remedial Regular
. _ - . . Comp. Lit Comp. ~ Lit
. lecture ) C / - g s o .
' .‘small groyp discussion . : ' : B 0 o /"
lecture/discussion
demonstration
. team ‘teaching :
"Proqrgmmedtexts' "\ N
" individualized inst. |
laboratory | | ' -
B. Evaluation , Lo,
" 1. Do ygu give failing grades? ki
. ) . - N - - 4 T
2., Do you use departmental grading standards? -
3. Do you "curve" gradés? , .
& . . . : ‘/
4. Do ‘you specify goals to yourself-students for
: S * each course? . .
L < : each unit?
. each essay? /
S. What basis do’ you use for evaluatmg each. sty ent output"
4 6. Do stude'nts understand your evaluauon system? |
T 7. th evaluates you? How? L '. 3
Y - ‘
\:Q ‘l '




099

101
102

T - 103

T

Course Oblectives

1. Indicate the two most important areas of each course.

i

Indicate form _ oral ;5 ) ' researth ~
_Jwritlrng .}_11. ) expression logic =~  papers _grammar
\
’ s
N « h

Course Content

099 101 102 ' 103

minimum # essays/quarter

& .

average length of essay
types covered
-expository .
" descripgive.
narrative =
argumentative

L J

© do you teach grammar?

‘what form?
~ -

. A’ttitudes toward:

~

| Open-door admissions
Remedial Education

Academic standards



