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- CHAPTER I

THE QUESTIONNAIRE AND THE SANPLE POPULATION -

Ie 1o INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of a national survey of -
college and university writing program directors (see note 1).
The survey was uncertaken to provide the profession at large with
e reliatle and current information about college and university
: uriting prograsse. The report  relfies heavily on .descriptive
: statistics. We undertocok the survey of writing program directors
in order to describe college-level writing programss; we. did not

é undertake the survey in order to. test hypotheses,
. Hypothesis-testing assumes a flevel of background knowtedge and .
‘ theory unich we believe does notﬁexist for wreiting nrogramse

\

When ‘we began our studys ue:;ealized that our report might
seem to be presenting statistics on the average heighty ueighty,
.and age of people in Swuitzerland when photographs of the
Jungfraus Lake Genevasy and the Rhone River might be of more
intereste But we also felt that for at least two reasons such
photographs would be of Limited value to persons interested in
college writing programse. Firsta such collect ions of photographs
already exist in the form of descriptions of fresnman writing
programsy descriptions such as those recently collected by Jasper
v Neel (see note 2) and by Harvey Wiener and Elaine Maimon (see
: note 3)e Second and more importants-national trends can not be
S fdentified in the anecdotal evidence provided in those
o descriptionse Too often in the pasts single examples have been
held up as -"typicai* while far more numerous opposing examples
. have been fgnorede WNe did not quantify because of our Llove for -
o numbers nor to Llevel out differances - across {institutions. )
Indeedy we chose to do a national survey because we dic not want
: to elevate a few programs as ideals while ignoring what the great
¢ major ity of colleges and univer°1t1es in this country actually do
{ to teach. writing. -

The report which follous is a detailed oney monotonously and
i - peinfully so in places. But it is detailed for what we think are
i very good reasonse The report descrihes a large number of data
L about a targe number of aspects of a Large number of
’ college~tevel uriting programse Some of these data we have found
to be meaningfuly to be explainable. uWhat significance other
data have remains unclear _to use. But those same data may be
meaningful .to otherse Our inability to see any significance in
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certain pleces of data was no reason to exc&pde those data from
the reporte If we have erredy we have purposefully erred in the
direction of 1{inclusivenesse. It would have been ecasfer to have
written--in very "upbeat® languages »o5f coursé--a report which
merely offered what we think are the wmajor findings of the
surveye. MWe could have eliminated the problem . of dealing .uwith
many nusbers that way and saved ourselves much time. Howeuéry if
we Llearned anything from the writing program directors we
surveyedy it was that there are many ways of vieuing stimilar
things? and we expect that some of the data we summarize in this
report will be interpreted differently by different people. In
facty we hope that will be the case and that wmeaningful
discussions about the nature of college writing programs ‘ensue
from these dnterpretations. e have chosen to present the
results of our survey in such a way that those results can be
interpreted by others {in addition toc ourselves. e certainly
offer our interpretations in the pages which followe But we
fnvite others to supplesent and even correct, our
interpretations when necessarye. -

Some valuable surveys of writing programs have appeared from
tiee to time. Howevery it {is the nature of survey data to become
quickly obsoletes espectfally as attitudes toward the teaching of
writing change rapidly and as many {institutions of higherm
learning buiid new and different wuriting components f{nto their
curricula. tthat was generally true of college-level writing
prograxs ine says 1960 or even 1978 wmxay no Lltonger be true.
Instructional wmethods such as sentence combining were Just
beginning to have an fmpact on collegr writing programs {n 19783
and writers of college textbooks and college writing teachers
themselves may now have a better understanding of. the processes
of composing than they did only three years agoe Our survey of
writing program directors {s the latest testing of the waters,
the most recent pulse-taking of a discipline in fluxe To the
extenty theny that college writing programs have changed and are
changings studies Like this one may b2 helpful to those trying to
gauge the teaching of writing {in colleges or to shape the
admuinistration of writing programse Hith surveys such a3 this
one fn handy writing program directors and writing teachers can
compare their own practices and programs with those of otherse.

"In constructing our questionnatre for writing pregram
directorssy we were guided by the work of previous researchers,
such as Albert Re Kitzhaber tsee note 4)y Elizabeth Cowan (see
note S)e Jasper Neel (see note 6)y and Claude Gibson (see note
7)e e found especially helpful the survey of college writing
programs which Gibson reported in 1978, His survey was the most
comprehensive of any we founde. Me trfed to design a survey
instrument containing questions which would take our survey
beyond the scope of hise

Our work on the questionnaire began fin Septembers 1980,
From that time until the end of Decemberys we surveyed related
studies to determine the kinds of questions we should ask and the
amount of information we should attempt to elicit from writing

i 8
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program directors. Ouring the course of -many discussfions of
preliminary versions of our questionss we decided to develop a
coaplex fnstrument which would elicit very extensive and in-depth
information about college-level wuriting programs throughout the
nations rather than a less complicated one that could b2 answered
quickly and easily. We decideds in shorty that a smaller set of
very detafled responses was preferable to a Larger set of less
detailed oneses A lLater version of this extensive tnstrument wuas.
revieued by two of our fircc~year consultantse Richard L. Larson
and Richard Lloyd~Joness near the end of Decembers

Io 2o SAMPLE SESECTION AND RESPONSE RATE

v

In March of 1981y we requested and recefved from Harvey
Wiener and Joseph Comprone -the mailing List of the Council of
Writing Program Adninistratgrs (HPA) . This mafling List
contained most of the nameés of the over 550 writing progran
directors we initfally contactede We mafled a Lletter to those
writing program directors whose nae*s and addiesses appeared on
the WPA List - and to directors we knew vho wére not wmembers , of
WPA. The letter explained the nature of the survey xe uwished %o
conducty provided an estimate of the amount of .time that would be
required to fill out the - Survey iJnstrumentsy and asked the

directors if they wished to participates OFf these directorss 259 .

returned the self-addressedy stamped postcard we had incliuded
with our Lletter of fnquirysy thereby indicating their uillingness
tc participate in the .surveye. Etach of these directors was sent a
copy of cur questionnaires together with .a business-reply
envelope in which to wweturn .the completed formo Gt the 259
writing program directors who agreed to complete and return the
forme 127 (49.04X) did (see note 8)e The extraordinary amount of
detatled information the responding writing progras directors
provided about their programs suggests that our questionnaire was.
a good oney even' if it was not perfect.

Although we are satisfied with the rate of returny we had
hoped it would be greater. Two factors contributed to the

Llower-than-expécted rate of returni (1) each wrilting progras

director had to spend a sinimym of about . three hours gathering’
and recording the information requested by the survey instrument,
an amount of time well in excess of our stated estimates and (2)
the writing program directors received the gquestionnaire during a
very hectic perfod of the aczdemic vyeary Llate 1{in' the spring
semester or quarter. . .

-

3

Sose directors findicated that the {nstrument sas not,
*flexible® enough to elfcit accurate 1information about their
programse, Other directors protested--some in very lively and
colorful language=-=-xhat a few 0of our questions "were poorly
wordeds confusings or otherwise difficult to understand.
Vvirtually all complained about the amvunt of time involved 1in
filling out the questionnaire, but ‘most filled it out nonetheless
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and did so very conscientiously {(see note S),

1-3-Q£§§RIEIIQH.Q.§_HEL§..Q_ML_1QNPP AT SCHOOLS AND
- !ﬂlﬂﬂﬁ.&ﬁﬁ&!ﬁm

¢
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Of the 127 responding directorsy 14 (11.02%) uére from

tuo-year collegesy 67 (52.76%X) from four-year {nstituticas, and

46 (36¢22X) ‘from universitiese ALl areas of the country appear
‘to be adeqguately represented by the responding writing program
director; except the Northuwest. )

Cf the 127 institutions whos2 writing program directors
r2sgonded to the surveyy 80 (62.98X) recefved the bulk of their
funding from public sourcesy either faderal (see note 10)y statey
or Llocali and 47~ (37.02X) received thzir primary funding “from
private sourcesy often religious denom inat fons (see note 11)e e
used taxonomies employed by the Natfonal Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) to distinguish among two-year and four-year
- institutions and universities. Under the NCES®'s classification
systemy only 1institutions with profassional schecols (eeges Llaws
medicaly dental) or sulistantial graduate programs are categorized
as universities (see note 12). One result of using the NCES's
classifications is that any four-year institution in our sample
uwith an enrollment of Less than 24500 and wmany four-year
institutions with earcliments Llarger than 29500 were classified
as four-year schoolsy even though some of them have graduate
programrs and call themselves unfuversities. Thus 24 of the
responding $institutions are ‘here classified as four-year
instftutionsy even though they are nominally universities. Our
use of the NCES classification systems -should not 1indicate our
agreement uith them; our only reason for so classifying four-year
institutions and “universities was to allow us to ,compare our

sample population with the larger national populatiou (see note -

13e. Such comparisons would have been Impossible unless common
classification systems were employzd. Qur use of NCES?*s
taxonomies ylelded -data which are noty unfortunatelys strictlv
comparable to those reported by Gibson 1in 1978.

One hundred of tﬁg 127 rezponding writing program directors
provided 1information about themselves and the positions they
holde The average tecas of the uriting program director 1in the
100 1fnstitations 1s about/ 3.6 yearse Several of the directors,
howevers reported having tities as new as their programss and
others reported having either per®anent or indefinite terms. Of
the 100 program directorss 99X have faculty statussy and 66X have
tenure. Seventy~three percent of the writing programs directors
in four-year institutions have tenurei in two-year colleges about
63X have_tenures and in unfversities only about 58X have tenuree.
0f the writing programs fn schools receiving their primary
support from public fundse 74X of the directors are tenured. In
institutions supported primarily by private fundss ‘only 54% of
the directors have tenure. Most (72X) of the directars hold a
PhD as thefr highest degrees while another 12X have an MS or an

11
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‘MAey TX an HMFAy and 5% an E£Ed0e Only 2X have a DAe The remaining

directors (about 3X of the total) hold others unspecified
degrees, : .

I. 30 1. 3Sample Distribytion Across Jypes of Institutiong
[ ] ..

Yable l.1 compares the distribution of our responding
institutfons across type and primary source of:- fundinge. JTabié~

J+2 shows the corresponding distribution nationuide of cotleges

and universities within the same categoriess

4

Private X Public % Total %

- D A I D ED EDED ED D D ED 45 ED ED 4D 4D @D S5 @b 4D @ b 4D 4D D 4D ED 4D 4B 4D W @D W) WD P AP A @ W W @ @ - - -
< e

2=Year Colleges 1 079 13 10,23 14 11.02
4-Year Institutions 32 .. 25.20 35 27656 67 9276
Universfities 14 11.02 32 2520 46 36622

TOTAL . 47 37.02 89 6298 127 100.00

-

Table I.le Distribution of Survey ianple by Mumber and
Percentage Across Type of Institution and Pringipal
Source of funding (N = 127).

*

................... - It e dd e @ D DD D AD i G D ED D AD @ WD W W =

X Private X Eublic X Total

AP AR AR @ P AD D W DGR ED D D aD D D D DD D €D D ED A% D GP A WD A WD ED WD ED @D Ah @D TP ED 4D 4D 4D D 4 W .

2~Year Colleges 855 29045 38.00

4-Year Institutions 42.35 14,53 56838

* Unfversities 2.08 .04 Sel12

’ , TOTAL 52.98 47,02 100.00

Jabte 1.2 National Distribution for 1978~79 of
Colleyges and Universities by Percentage Across
. Iype of Institutlon and Principal Source of
Eunding (N = 39131).

Coegﬁg}son of-Iable .1 and Jgbte l.2 {indicates a Large
number Of differences betueen the distribution of the schools

. included 1n our survey and the nattonal distribution across the
"same categoriess In, our samples 52.76% of the schools are

classified as four-year f{institutfons not having substantial
graduate programs or professional schools attached to theme
Natfonuidey 56488% of postsecondary institutions fall into the

Ve
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category of f06?~year institutionsy thus 1{indicating that our -
. sample differs in this category from the national population by
3.12 percentage pointse Other differences are more pronounced.
In our samples 37.02% of the institutions receive their principal
funding from private sources .and 62.98X from public sourcesy
whereas natfonally 52.98X of all dinstitutions receive their

ri-ary support from - private sources and 47.,02X from public
“sourcess With regard to the percentage of universities and -
tuotyéar collegesy the differences between our -sample and the
- national population are equally Largee 1In our sampley 11.,02X of
the schools are two-year colleges and 36422X are universitiese
In contrasty 38X and 5.12% of all {institutions nationwide are -
tuwo-year colleges and universitiesy respectivelys:
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I 3. 2. Sasple Qii&.ihyti.“ Across Size Qﬂtssenlss . ¢

2

Differences between our sample of {institutions and the
. Larger population are further tllustrated in Table .3 through <
Iable IeZe. ~ ;

- G e - - - - . D P W D D YD ED RO DR DD ) DD R ) ED R ER WD AP T AR D b WD aD = i e *

YD DD RGP AN AD D DGR DD D PR P DD EP AP D R AR ER R AP R 5 UD ED AR Wh AR TP D ED D ED D WS W A WS T an

_Size - AL Private Public -7

, Categori%: "Institutions e 3
LT 1001 T 39632 62602 13.72 ;
1001-2500 2654 ° 250 32 2792 -
2501-5000 12.68 ’ 6015 19,36 ;
"5001-10000 11.94 - 4.10 2079 . 3
10001-20080 6«84 1e51 12.84 g

6T 200060 . 2468, 0:30 Se37 K
TOTALS 200400 100,00 10000 “@

-
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Table Io3. National Distribution for 1978-79 by

Percentage‘of Private and Public Institu-
tions Across Size Categories (N = 39131).
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. Stze Responding - Private Public 'ii

Categories Institutions §

N X of N X of N % of C

Total Total Total ;E

‘-i-T-T. """"""" Sessssesssss=" swesssss=ss mTSmese- "‘j “““ ‘/%

LY 1801 6 4,72 6 4,72 -~ ———- :

1001-2500 19 14.96 17 13.39 2 1,57 2

. 2501-5000 24 1890 7 Se51 17 7 1339 }
o 5001-10000 22 1732 9 709 13 1023 i
£ 10001-20000 28 22405 s 3.15 24 18.90 3
o 6T 20000 28 © 22405 4 3.15 24 18.90 4
iﬁ TOTALS 127 100,00 47 37.01 80 62699 f@

- - - - D D D D D DD D e D ED DD P D DD S5 ED GDED GD ED W G D AP ED A @ . a .

, JYable I.3. Uistribyfion of Private and BPyblic Institutiens
in Sample Across Size Categories (N = 127). .

Ll
N s v dn il o oue

Comparison of lable I«3 and Iable I.4 reveals some striking
differences between the distribution of our s3urvey schools and ;
the national population with regard to-size categories (see note : :
14) and primary source of fundinge In our sampley for finstanceo )
only 4.72% of the institutions have fewer than 19001 students,
whereas nationally the percentage is much higher, 39.32%s In the

19001=295009 29501-590009y and S9001-104000 categories, the
differences are somewhat Lless pronounceds but nevertheless
noteworthye Extremely impartant differences between our sample
" and the natfonal populacion hold for the 109001-20+000 and the

2ee Ny e

Y wenny e gty

more~than=20,000
enrcliments
inordinate number

under

categor {ese
1,001
of schools

While

responded

with

too few
to our ques
enrotlments

schools
tionnaires
in excess

uith
an
of

- s Aeres

184000--and

especially

schools

whose

enrolilments

exceed

209000~-completed and returned our guestionnaire.” Jgble I.3 _and
Jable I.4 also point to 1{important differences between the
distribution of the private and public institutions in our sanmple
across the size categories and the national distribution of. Like
institutions across the same categorfes. Such differences are

. presented in more detail in Iable .5 lable L«6» and Iable I.I.
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Size 2=-Year 4-Year University TJOTALS
Categories Priv Publ Priv Publ Pr v Publ
LT 1001 --~h‘*\ﬁ‘__ 6 - -- - 6
1001-2500 2 67— »e == -- 19
2501-5080 - 4 7 11 T e- 2 24
5001-10000 S 3 - 9 9 1 22
13001-20000 -- 3 3 12 1 9 28
6T 20000 - 1 - 3 4 20 28
TOTALS 1 13 32 35 14 32 127
Jable Je3e ODistributfon of Survey Sample by Yype of Insti-
tution and Source of Fynding Across Size Categories
(N = 127).
Size 2-YeaF 4-Year Untversity TOTALS
Categories Priv. Publ Priv Publ Priv Pubt
LT 1001 - - 4,72 - -- - 4,72
1001-2500 079 158 12460 - -- - 14.97
2501-5000 - 3e15 S5Se51 Be66 =~ 1.58 18.90
5001-10000 - 2436 - 709 T70% 0e79 17.33
10001-20000 - 236 2436 945 079 - 7609 22405
6T 20000 - 079 - 236 3el15 15.73 22403
TOTALS 079 1024 25419 2756 1103 25419 100.00
Priv/Publ
TOTALS 11.03 5275 ° 36622 100.00
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Percentage Distribution of Survey Sample by Yype

;1533109 and Soyrce of Fynding Across Sfze Cate-
(N = 127).
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"Size 2=-Year 4-Year Univevsities TOTALS
Categories Priv Publ - Priv Publ Priv Publ

4 ] ~

Yoo 0

LY 1001 TeS54& 5040 25,33 105 - - 3932
1001-2500 0.89 993 12452 3,19 te= - 26653
2501-5000 0.06 Se78 3026 3.29 0e26 0.03 12.68
5001-1000 0.06 Seld 1.12 4,02 0.99 0s42 - 11.95

3000 - 2662 0.13 2446 0667 0.96 6e84

GT - 0.38 - 0.51 0el6 1.63 2468

TOTALS 8659 29.45 42,36 14.52 2008 J.04 10000
Priv/Publ . )

TOTALS 38 00 / 56488 Se12 100.00

- ED D U D W D D P D ED D D D D WS e e ‘------'b-‘-----p---------- - e e -an

Yable JeZo National Distribution for 1978-79 by Percentage
of Private and Public 2-Year Schoolsy 4-Year Schoolsy and

Unfversities Across Size Categaries (N = 3,9131).

As Iable [.3 through TIable IL.? {llustrates. our sample
population differs in important ways from the Llarger population
of all institutionse Our sample is lLeast representative of very
small institutionsy especially small two-year colleges and small
four—-year colleges with enrollments under 1,001, These
institutions make up 40X of altl {1nstitutions nationallye. The
small number of responses from such institutions was not totally
unexp.cted since these are the institutions Lleast Likely to have
formally organized writing programs or even designated directors
of compositions Many such small schoolg would thus probably not
be {included In a population of ggmggji with organized writing
prograsse This means that even though “our sample 1s not very
representative of natiocnally accredited institutions included in
NCES statisticsy it may represent fairly well those institutions
which have organized composition programse The Llarge differences
between our sample and the national population make 1t fmpossible
to get an idea of how things stand nat fonally without making some
fafirly ambitious extrapolations from our datas a matter taken up
in some detaitl belowe

$

Ie 4o EXTRAPOLATING 10 THE NALIONAL POPULATION

>

The disparity between the makeup of our own sample and the
distribution of colleges and universities by type and source of
funding across the country requirec us to weight the responses
from institutions of different types in order to extrapolate fros
our sanple ton the population at large.

Consider the following simple 1{llustration of how such
adjustments can be made. Suppose @ natfonal survey asked 60 wmen
and 40 women their opinfons .on the deployment of the neutron
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bombe Suppose furthers for the purposes of this {fllustrations
that males and females might be expected to hold different
opinfons on the matiere 1If we assume that the male/female ratio
in the general population iIs about 50/509 the survey results
would have to be weighted to make male and female responses count
equally. In this cases eazh response from a male would need to
be multiplied by 0.833 (50 divided by 60) and each response from
a female would need to_be rultiplied by 1.25 (50 divided by 40).
Note that in this case weighting ot male and female responses 1is
necessary .only 4f the two s°ts of responses (nale vs. female)
differ stgnificantly.

When we wanted to extrapotate from our sample to the
nat fonal population of colleges and universitiesy we \Nave
siasflarly. weightec our .data. Howevers because in some
instances=-most notably with respect to two-year colleges==our
sample differs considerably from the natifonal populations our
national projections should be viewed wuith some cautione 1In
shorty we are uncertain how representative the data collected
from "two-year colleges are. Neverthelessy we believe our
projections give the best (i1f not the only) estimate to date of
hew writing programs work across the countrye.

I. Se EXTRAPQLATING BY INSTITUTIQNAL IYPE AND ENROLLMENT

Jable I.8 and Yable I«9 show how our data were transformed
in order to extrapolate to the national populaticn of . colleges
and universities. |

D DD D W ED A ED ED ED ED D ED E ED @D ED ED ED G5 5 o) ED ED ED G ED @D ED ED ED D G5 @ GD D S5 P ap @S GD ED G ED GD GF ED GD ED @ @ GD ED G 4D Gb 4D 4D 4D a» a» @ e

Type of Enroll- Normalized Normal ized Transe. Transe
Insti- ment in - by by for for
tution Thousands Number of Total Institu- Enroll-

Institutions Enrollsent tions sent
in
T hous ands
2=-Year (1) 1.8 10.87 19,76 10.87 10.98
!4-Year (32) 93.1 53«79 208.53 . 1.68 2627
Unive (14) 184.4 264 93.5€6 . 0.19 051

D D - D D D D D b D G b D G D R G D D D D D P G D G WD D D D D DGR W G D D D D ED D GD S 4D @b G @ Gb GP GP @D aD 4D a» e a

Jable 1.8 Real and Normalized Distributions and Transfor-

mations for Normatfzation 2f private Institutions in
Suryey Sample (N = 47).
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Type of Enroll= Normalized Normalized Trans. ~ Transe.
Inst i~ ment 3 by - by for " for
tution Thousands Number of Total Institu- Enroll-~

Institutions Znrollment tions ment
: in
Thousands

2=Year (13) 104.9 37.40 S04 .46 2.88 4.81

4=Year (35) 3S1e4 18.46 . 37114 0653 . 1e06

Unfve (32) - 73065 3.85 268457 0el2 0.37

\\
Table e3¢ Real and Normalized Distr ibutions and Transfor- \

mations for Normalization of Puplic nggjtutiggg in ’
Sucyey Sample (N = 80).

Yabis ].8 and Jable 1.9 show the actual distribution of our
sample and the distribution we would need fin order to have a \
natfonally representative sample both In terms of number of \
institutions and total enrollment. The Last two columns fn each
table show the transformatfons ussd to extrapolate from our
sample to the national population. Note that a *1* {n a
transformation tabic would mean that the sample s already
representatives Considers for exampley the numbers in Iable [.3.
Cotlumn 3 Llists the hatfonal ratfos among the three types of
public fnstitutions Listed In column 1. In our sampley 13
responding instftutions are public two-year colleges. If our
sample were to reflect the national distribution of public
two-year collegesy we wolld need to have 374 such institutions
represented 1In our samples To transform our data to reflect the
natfonal distribution by fnstitutionsy we would multiply our 13
public two-year colleges by 2.88y which appears in column Sy and
arrive at 37.4¢ which represents the proportion of two-year
‘cotlteges to four-year institutions and unfversities natfonally.
With the transformation factors Listed in columns S5 and 69 we can
adjust our sample to the national distributions for both number
of {fnstitutions and total enrollmente Such transformations are
used later as wefghts when we make ‘comparisons’ between our
results and what wxould be expected~nationally. Note that the
extrapolations for two~-year colleges are the weak LUlink {in the
nat fonal projections reported in the following sectionse.

-
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CHAPTER II /
[

——

’ REQUIRED AND ELECTIVE HRITIgG COURSES

In the present chapte}q Wwe report on the numbers of required
and elective writing courses taught 1{in varfous types of
institutions at various curricular Llevelse.

~ o

i

ITs-1e NUMBERS AND LEVELS OF REQUIRED WRITING COURSES

~

-

Required composition courses constitute an important part of
a college or university writing programe These courses attract
the Llargest number of students and pose the most severe and
frequent staffing problemss especially - at the freshman (evele. As
a part of our effort to devetop a profile of college~level
wreiting programse we tried to €find out how many-public and

private - two-year collegesy four-year fnstitutfonsy and .

universities bhave required courses at varfous Levels in the
curricutume Our findings appear in Iable Il.l.

|
)
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For non-freshman ' requirements

14 i
i

- DD ) D D EDED ED D ED ED @D TP ED D P b ED ED D ED D W ED Gb @D D TP an GD G5 @D @b @b I TP D D ED 4D AR D W a» - -

Required 2=Year 4=-Year Unive

Comp Private Pubifc Private .Public
Course N X N X. N % N 4 N X

(1%) (32) (32) (13) (30)

Freshman :
None at

Freshsan 1 Te7 3 9¢4 k) 94 1 Te7 - bl
One at ‘
. Freshman 5 3845 6 18.8 9 28.1 3 23.1 6 2060
Two at ) o

Freshman 8 61e5 23 719 20 8245 9 692 24 80.0

TOTALS 14 100.0 32 1000 32 100.0 13 100.C 30 1C0.0

- e -wm oo - L X LT ¥ 3 - - = -amame @ - e - oo

‘Non-Ereshman

At Least One

at Sophomore 1 Tel 6 18.8 3 28 1 1 7.7 8 267

At Least One

at Junior - - - 3 Se4 L) ‘12.5 1 Te7 8 2667

At Least One

at Senfor ——- 1 - 3.1 1 3.1 - e=- - ——
TOTALS 10 14 2 16

- e e an e e an e e o - - LT T T X ¥ ¥ T ¥ 2 ¥ ¥ ¥ 3 ooaaee oeocoeceacces s anen e e - 2 an anan b W o o

[

Yabte I1.1le Number of Responding Institutiops Requiring
Compogition Courses at Four Curricular Levels (N = 121).

\ﬁ§\ Jabite I]el Indicates, freshman composition courses

const ftute the major component of almost all college writing
programse Our data 1{ndicate few differences across types of
fnstitution but private institutifons appear to require somewhat
fewer composition courses than do public institutionse. 0f the
121 institutions for which data on required courses are
availabley 113 (93+s4%) require their students to take gt Least
one composition course at the freshman levely with only efght of
the schools (6.6X) requiring no composition courses at the
freshman level. Tuenty-nine of the 113 schools 424%) have only a
one-course requirement at  _the freshaan levels while 84 (69.4%X)
have a two- or three-course r2quirement at the freshman Levele.
25 -(207%) schools require at
sophomore Llevely while 16
at the junfor Llevel and ‘two
the senfor Llevel.

Least one composfition course at t
(13.2%) require at Least one cour
(1.67X) requjre at least one course a

Iabte II.1 also shows that of the 14\ two-year colleges 1in
our sanmpley only one (7.1X) requires at Least one writing course
beyond the freshman level. A Llarger percentage of foureyear .
fnstitutions' and of universities requires uri%‘qg courses beyond
the freshman level. O0f the 64 private and public four-year

[
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institutions that responded to our questions 24 (37.5%) require 4"‘<w
|
|

15

at Lleast one writing course beyond the freshman Llevel; and of the

A3 universitiess 18 (41.86%) make such a requirement. The
dif ferences between private and public schocis withiin these two
categories are also finterestings especifaily for universitieses
Ten (31.25X) of the 32 private four-year fnstitutions 'and 14
€A43.75%) of the 32 public four-year institutions reguire at Lleast
one ‘uriting course beyond the freshman yeare. AmOng the
universitiesy only two (15.38%) of the 13 private scheols ccquire

a course beyond the freshman levely but 18 (53.33%) of the 30 «
public universities does Theése latter percentages may suggest a
greater service role for programs housed in public universities
than for those in private. T

IT. 2. NUMBERS AND LEVELS OF ELECTIVE WRITING COURSES -

Electives or non-requireds compos ition courses are alzo an
isportant part of college writing programs. JTable ]I]»2 shouws the
number of 1{institutions offering elective composition courses at

the four undergraduate Llevels, . © .
Eléct ive 2-Year 4=Year - — - --Unive - - S
Comp N 4 Private Public Pr’ivate Public
-Course N X N y N X N 4 -
. (1%) (32) (32) 13) (30)

LY T LT L L X L2 PR ¥y P T L LR LR L E LD X L LT RS XX X T 2 T 2 J

At Freshman

Level 10 Tled 13 40e6 10 3163 8 61.5 8 267 -
At Sophomore ’ . -
Level 13 92.9 24 TS50 24 750 11 885 24 860 -
At Junfior

Level - wee- 26 8le3d 22 6848 ‘9 69%9¢2 28 875 -
Level - —eawe 23 Tle9 21 6566 9 69e2 22 T3e3

P R R R 2 PR Y Y P XL ¥ v ¥ T R Y P X ¥ 2 L2 T F T Uy ¥ 1V ¥ X ¥ ¥ ¥

Jable Il1.2¢ Number of Résponding Institut fons with ec-

~ tive Composition Courses at Four Curricular Levels
(N = 121)%.

‘ S
. . |

|

|

|

.1

At Senior _ ’ :
|

Yable II.2 indicates a demand for non-required coaposition
coursese Since students are not forced into elective courses,
the Large number: of such courses of fered at all four :
undergraduate Levels would seem to: suggest that students want to ‘ J
earn more credit hours 1in composition than degree "programs |

. 3
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themselves require.

: 0f the 121 dnstitutions for which we recefved data on
: elective coursesy 49 (40.5X) offer at Least one elective writing
course at the fresha:an Llevel. This number is probably as small
as it is because so many 1institutions have required freshman
courses or course sequencese.

At the sophomore, levely 96 (79.34%) of the 121 schools
indicate that they offer-at least one e’.2ctive uriting course at
that level. Nearly 93X of the two-year colleges and at Lleast 75%
of all other institutions offer elective courses at this level,

At the Junfor Llevel-~from which two-year colleges arey of
coursey exclud:d=-=85 (70.3X) of the 121 schools offer elective
- coursese- Over 80X of private four-year schools and about 70X of . :
private universities offer junfor-level elective courses. About :
70% of . the public four-year schools offer such coursese Most )
{mpressive is the fact that over 87X of the opublic universities
offer elective courses at the junior-level.®

. The percentage of .institutions offering elective courses at
X the senior level s generdlity Lloxker than the percentage of
. fnstitutfons offering elective courses at the junfor Llevele.

Il 3. WRITING COURSES IN “OIHER" DEPARTMENTS OR COLLESES

H -~

While our @ajor <concern’ in the present survey- is-uith R
writing programs housed in departments such as tEnglishy we were
mindful iIn constructing our questionnaire that not all required
writing courses are taught in such departments. Hence we asked
the - writing program directors we surveyed whether departments or »
colleges other than their oun taught any gegyired vriting courses

. on their campuseses The responses to this question indicate that

i English departmentsy which have traditionally shduldered most of

the responsibility ior teaching compositions, may be getting a
fa'r amount of help from faculty in other discipliness In fact,

. the help may be greater than our data showy since it §s possible

: that some of the directors responding to our survey did not have

g knowledge of courses offered in other departments or colieges on
their campusese. 0f the 113 wuriting program directors who
responded to this questions 18.5X indicated they knew of another
departuent or college that teaches at Least one required writing .
course at the freshman level. The percentagey 21.7y is somewhat ' 3
higher for required courses at the sodhomore level and then drops .
off to 15.5 and 10.3y respectivelyy, for Junior- and senfor-level .
required writing courses taught in other colleges or departmentse. 4
Neverthelessy these figures indicate that departments in addition :
to English departments are assuming part of the responsibility

fere. teaching college students to writee Although it was not

possible to collect any data about these other required coursesy, o
it would be 1interesting to Llearn about themy to see how they {

. A 23
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i ditfer from the typical fare offered through English department
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CHAPTER XII

TYPESy DISTRIBUTIONSy AND SIZES OF WRITING COURSES"

¢
¥,

Three {mportant aspects .of composition progra-s are the

_kinds of writing courses taughty the distribution Ch thdse

courses across currfcular Llevelss and the number of ‘students
enrolled in the various sections of those coursese. ﬁith the
responses to our questfonnairey- w2 uere able to deterline the
number of sections of particular kinds. of writing coursgs of fered
at varfous curricular levelsy and the. average class size of those
sections,.

o
e
IR

III. 1. TYPES AND DISTRIBUIIONS OF WRITING CQURSES IN
RESPONDING INSYITUTIONS

-~

Our questionnaire enabled us to =2xaminesin some deta?’ the
nurber and kinds of {ntroductory and h-introductory wititing
courses offered in tuwo-year collegesy in private and public
four-year institutionsy, and in private and public ' universities.
For introductory coursess ue examined the offerings at the
freshman and sophosore tevels: and for non-introductory coursesy
we exasined the offerings at the freshmany sophowmores and
upper~-division levelse ‘

IITe 1. 1o Iypes and Distribytion of Writing Courses:
Ino-Year Colleges

Because the number of two-year collegeé responding to our
quest fonnatre s sc smally we do not distinguish in the present
section between private and public two-year collegess. Howevery
ue do make that distinction in subsequent sections where we treat
four~-year institutions and universitiesse.

*  Introdyctory Courses: Juo-Year Collegese  Iable IIl.1
presents the number of sections of introductory writing courses
cf different types offered at two curricular levels In two~year
collegesy and Table. III.2  npresents comparable data for
rnon=-{ntroductory writing coursese. ' .
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Introductory Freshman -Soshomore Total

Comp Level Level

Course Sections % Sections . X Sections 4
TH D N EDED d Gb EDED ED ED ED ED ED @D ED Eb G @B B S0 O W b W @ G . @ T} @ B -_‘-- L T X X X ¥ 1 3 X ¥ X ¥ ¥ T N J
Expas-Wr , 137 58477 1 0.08 738 58.8S
Lit & Crit Wr 261 20.81 - ece= 261 20.81
‘ecy Hr 58 4,64 - - o - 58 4,64
ESL 12 095 - —eew 12 0.95
Reaedfal Mr 17s. 13.88 = ———— 174 13.88
Other 11 . $.87 .- -———- 11 087

TJOTALS 1253 99,92 1 0.08 1254 100.00

Igi&g jji;l. Number of Sections of Introdyctory

Composition Courses in Responding Two-Year

Collegeso.
~ Fud
i
Non=Intro Freshman Sophomore Total
Comp Level U tevel
Course Sections X Sections X Sections X
L X ¥ I ¥ ¥y r 1r-°¥r r ¥ 1 ¥ X ¥ Y ¥ J ------’- ...... L X ¥ ¥ X T W X ¥ ¥ X T X 1 X 2 & 1 X T §N_ X J L X 2= 1 X J
Expos ur 10 8ed7 4 339 14 11.86
Bus kr 31 31.36 2 l¢69_ 39 33.05
Tech tr 11 932 13 11,02 24 20.34
Art/Journ Wr 8 6078 6 S.08 14 11.86
Creat Wr 8 6.78 19 16610 27 22.88
Other - | mm——- - ———- - ————
TOTALS 74 6271 A4 37.29 118 100.00.ﬁ

Ighig Lil.g., Number of Sections of ugg-[g;;ggyg%ggg

Compos ttion Courses Taught in Responding Twd-Year
Colleges.

As Jlabte IIlel revealsy wmost of the writing courses in
tuwo~year colleges are ccurses in expository uritings ®Literature
and critical writinge® and remedial writings in that order of
frequencye Of the 19254 sections of introductary writing courses
taught in our responding tuo-year collegesy 737 (58.77X) are
expository writing courses at the freshman levele ®"Introductfion
to Literature gngd critical writing” accounts for another 20.81X
of the total nuazer of {ntroductory uriting sectionss while
remedial writinge with 174 sextionse accounts for an additional
13458%« About 5% of‘the total number of sections of intrcductory
composition courses are taught in technical uriting courses. - In
the responding two-year Institutionsy only one {introductory

_sriting course is offered beyond the freshman yeare

26




o .Q.-L.tzmuﬂu Coyrses: Iug-Year Coiledes. Table III.2
reveals that of the 19372 sections of uriting taught in the
responding s two-yearv collegesy only ' 118 (8.60:) are
non~introduetorw uriting coursese ¢ Of these 118 sections ' of

ivarious types 67 wmriting coursesy 62.711 are taught at the

shsan {evely whereas 99.92% of the 1ﬁtroductory courses are
ta ught at the freshlan levele Of the 74 non-introductory writing
seetions taught at the freshman levely over 40X are taught in
business or .technical ur!ting .coursese About 37X of the

n-introduetory sections are taught at the ‘sophomore levely and
12.732 of those 44 are taught efther in technical ‘or creative
uriting eourses. . '

ﬂfron ng IIl.1 and Mm. 2 collectively
ortant .things about the teaching of writing in

;tuo-year eoLleges. (1) very Llittle, composition is
fréshman year; and (2) very Little
o d ‘ eonpositdon is being taught at alle. , We
‘spel ate that degree prograss offered in two-year -colleges may
provide feuer opportunities for students to enroll in writing
eourseso uhether 1ntroduetory or non-fntroductorye This 1s a
latter thaty 4f our data accurately reflect what is happening
’ 'nationallyo ought to be explored 1n sone detail at a lLater time.

) The dat
1ndieate tuo’

,,,,,

¥e need to end this section on types of writing of!ered in

. tuo=year colleges with.a cautfon: with so few two-year colleges

: responding to our questionnaires we simply do not know whether

the findings reported above are representative of all two-year

eolteges. And because only two-year {institutions uith formal

writing programs probably responded to our questionnairey 1t is

possible that significantly less writing is taught 1n two-year
colleges than our data and subsequent projections suggestec

TII. 1. 2. Types and Distribytion ®riting ng.s -
Foyr-Year Ins.ti.t.y.tie.ﬁ

‘As . we did for the two-year collegesy we examined the number
and kinds of writing courses in four-year institutionse. In the
--case of the four-year 1institutionss howevery we were able to
examine differences across private and public {institutions as
well as across 1ntroduetorx and non=introductory courses and

curricular Llevelse Tables IIle3» IlIe 4 111.5. ‘and JIle6 give

‘thé results for four-year institutionse. ‘ >
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“Introductory ‘Freshman Sophomore Total
Comp Level = Level ‘
-Course Sections % Sections X Sections X

. \

Expos Wr 656  62.84 2 0.20 658 63.04
Lit & Crtt Mr 168 - 16409 5 0.48 173 16457
Tech Wr 11 1.05 1 0.10 12 1.15
ESL 37 3.54 - ———— 37 3.54
Remedial Wr ‘66 6032 - -——— 66 6032
Other : 8s - 8e.14 . 13 1.24 98 9.38

TOTALS 1023 97.98 21 - 2402 1044 100.00
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Jable 11le3e Number .of Sections of Introdyctory
: QCOlbpéﬁtiﬁn'Coubses Taught in Responding Private
Four~Year Institutions. .
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Non=Intro * Freshman Sophomore Upper Total
Comp Level \ Level Division o8
Course Sect X Sect % Sect X Sect T

L P L L L LR L XL X XL DX XY L L 213 -----------,-------.\—-

\
- N

..
N
e ar De sty

EXpose Wr. 10 4.37 12 5,24 10 4.37 32 13.98 .
Bus Wr - 1  0.44 36 15.71 16 6498 53 23415 ki
Tech Wr == ==m= 1 044 34 14.85 35 15.28 i
Art/dourn Wr, 6 2462 T 3,06 34 1485 47 20.52 -
Creat ur 8 3449 9 3.93 37 16416 54 23.58 g
Other | == eme= == eme= 8 3,49 8 3.49

TOTALS .25 10692 65 28¢38 139 60.70 229 100400

Iable Ille4e Number of Sections of &gh-;nggoduc;ogz

Composition Courses Taught in Responding Private
Four-Year Institutionse.
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" Introductory Freshman Sophomore " Total
Conp ‘Level Level
- -Course Sections X Sections X Sections X%
Expos ur . 2005 6110 112 3041 2117 64451
. Lit & Crit Wr 236 Te19 166 S¢06 * 402 12.25
Tech ur 51 155 10° 0030 61 1.85
ESL ‘ 54 1.64 30 Ne 91 84 2455
Remedial ur 493 . 15403 - | meee 493 15.03
Other 7 216 54 le64 125 380
.TOTALS 2910 ‘88.067 372 1133 3282 100,00

N
- b . - e e @ . - e L L L T Yy T L ¥ ¥ ¥ J - -—oe --

Jabte I11.5. “Nynbe;’of Sections of Lg;igjgg;giz Compo-

"+ sition Courses Taught In Respond ing Publ ic Four-Year

\\\\\ifstitutions.v

.-----------é--n-----------q----------------------u-------

Non-Intr;\\\ Freshman Sophomore Upper Totat
Comp’ . Level tevel Division

Course Sgct %X Sect 4 Sect. X Sect ) 4

Expos e 31 \‘495‘3 122 17.81 14S 21,17 298 43.50

Bus Wr 0el5S 2 029 11 1l.61 14 204

1

Tech Wr ° 3 0644, 3 0e44 102 1489 108 15.77

"Art/Jdourn Wr A4 0,58 12 1.75 AT 6486 63 9,20

Creat Nr 17 - 2.48 17 2.48 86 12.55 120 17.52

Other S 2 . 0e29 80 11468 82 11497
TOTALS 56 8418 158 23,07 ¢71 68.76 685 10000

BSOSO PE O EEEED BaND R BT E OO TR DTEDDD DDD® IO ODDD DD ®DDD S
\,

Jable IIl.6¢ - Number ot Sections of Nop-Introductory
Conposition Courses Taught 1n Responding Public
Four-Year Institutionse. :

. AN Ce S

Jables IILI.3 througt Ille6 show that as is the case with

© two-year collegess the most extensively offereurit&ng course s

introductory expository writinge _ There iss howevery an important

difference between private and public four-year institutions when

.4t comes to the second and third wmost extensively offered

coursese In\private four-year 1nst1tutions as in the responding s

tuovyear coliegesy %introduction to (i terature and critical

uriting® courses are the second smost extensively offered writing
courses at any Leével; but in public four-year institutionsy such
courses are the third  most . extensively taught coursesy uith

, courses.-in remedial writing the second most extensively taught.

\ ' Introguctery Coursest Eeur-Year Intititions. Isblg IIE-3 -
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reveals
19044 sections of introductory writing courses are ta
figuﬁe contrasts uwith the 39282 sections of introduc
taught in the corresponding 35 public four-year finsti

depfcted in Jable JIIl.3.

four-year . institutfons teach about:' the same per
introductory freshman .writing sectionsy 62.84X for
institutfons and 611X for the public ones.

curricular levelsy the nercentages are about the same
the private schools and 64.51% for the public s
percentaqes of freshmsan sections of ®*introduction to
and critical writing® dos howevery differes In
fnstitutionsy 16609% of all sections of introductory

are  taught 1n such coursesy while only. 719X of the
public four-year instituttorns arec It should be note
that at the sophomore Level only 0.48% of all
fntroductory compositfon classes are ® introductfon to
and critical urif?hg' courses in private four-year §
while at the same curricular Llevet 1in public 1ns
S Little over 5SX of all secttons of introductory compos
- this type. Across both currficular levelsy we see th
all sections of introductory writing are of ¢this ¢t
private fnstitutionsy while 12.25X are of this type 1§
H . finstitutfonse These differences would seem to indf
i *introduction to Literature 2pd critical uriting® co
as the basic composition course in private four~year
: with greater frequency than ft does {in correspon
; institutionse .

Ny One apparently significant difference between t
) of four-year schools ts .in the percentage of total
introductory writing taught in remedial coursese In
institutionse only 632X of all segtions of introduct
are taught 14n remedfal coursesy uwhile 15.03% a
remedfal courses in public 1{Institutionse. This df
probably a result of differences 1n the stud nt
attracted to the two types of 1nst1tut|ons and of

admissions policiess

1nportpnt difference betueen the iu
in the

Another
institutions {s seen
cectfons of
Iin the private
introductory

ingtitutions,
writing

only 2.02% of all
courses are taught at the soph
but ¥n the public 1iInstitutfonse 11.33% of all
1ntroductory writing courses are taught at that Lle
mean that most English depart-cnts in private four-y

an important part of the curriculul only at the fre
or it may mean that students in prlvate institutions
prepared to ‘do college-Level writing and need
courses only at the freshman level.

" Nen-Intceductory GCoursem:- Eour-Year
respect to the_goffering of non-!ntgoductorv weitin

if

regpect ive percentages
introductery writing taught at the sophomore Level.

that in our sample of 32 private four-year institutions,

ughte This
tory writing
tutionse as

At the freshman Levely both types of

centage of
the private
Across both
9 63.04X for
choolse The
Literature
the private
composition
sectifons in
de howevery
gsections of
Literature
nstitutions,
titutions a
ftion are of
at 16.57% of
ype 1in the
n the public
cate that an
urse serves
instituions
ding publice

/

he two types
gsections of
the private
ory uriting
re taught in
fference s
gopulat fons
ferences 1n

o types of
of total

sections of
okore levelo
sections\ of .
vele ‘ay
ear schoo ]

are organized along very traditionat lineso seeing composition a
shuan Levely
are better

introductory

s} T4 With
g courses in
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pr!vate and public four-year institutionss some differences and
‘sililarities appeary as fllustrated’' by JIgble III.% and Iabte
111.5. The ratfo of sections of non-introductory vriting to att
sections of. weiting courses whether . 1introductory or
non=-introductory {s about the samee In the private four-year
schoolss 17.99% of all 4ections are. sections of non-introductory
writing coursesi and ¥n the public institutions the percentage of
atll sections §s 17.27s

The percentages of" non-intEoductory sections: taught at the

freshman Llevel do not differ substantially across the two types
of 4nstitutionse At the sophomore levely the difference betueen
the percentages {s greaters 28.382 in private {nstitutions
compared with 23,07 in publice UWhereas the public fnstitutions
offer a greater percentage of non-introductory expositnry writing
"sections at the sophomore Level (17.81% compared with S5.24X), the
private institutions - offer a greater percentage of
non-introductory business Mriting sections than do the public

schools €15.71% co-pared with 0.29%). This {s an 1{mportant:

difference <Vor which we have no certain explanation. It mayy of
coursey be that only one or two schools which teach much business
-uriting at the sophomore Level account for this Large differencee.
It could also™ be that private four-year 1{institutions teach
courazes in English departments which are taught 4n other
departaents or colleges at public four-year institutionse. ,

. The percentages for the upper-divisfion non-introductory
composition sections also differ across types of four-year
fnstitutionse. In the private schoolsy 607X of ali
non-{ntroductory sections are taught as upper-division sectionss
while 68¢76X are taught as upper-division classes 1in public
institutionse The differences within the class of upper-division
sections are interestingy and probadly isportant. UWith respect
to non-introductory expository writing sectionse 21172 {n the
public dnstitutions fall into this categorys while only 4:.37% n
private institutions doe This rather Llarge difference between
the two groups wmay suggest that the “writing across the
curriculum® movenent has had a Larger impact on public four-year
schools than on private. Differences between the nusber of
business writing sections offered at the sophosore Llevel s
maintained at the upper-division Level in four-year {institutions,
- with 698X of att non-introductory sections 1in private
fnstituttons being offered in business writing coursesy compared
with 1.61% in public institutions. The percentages for technical
and creative writing are comparable .for the two types of
institutfonsy but the percentage of non-introductorv sections
devoted t3 articte and Journalistic writing in the two types of
fnstitutfons varies considerably €14.35% for private 1nst1tutions
and 686X for public)e This difference may be attributabte to
the fact that 4n public institutionss such specialized courses at
the upper-division Llevel are frequently taught ins for examples a
college of communicatione.

.Iihlg IIl1.4 and JTabdle 11165 also show some {mportant

differences across the thr@e curricular tevels with respect to
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the nusber of sections of different types of non-introductory
co-position courses offered 1in private ‘and . public four-year
Instifutionse In ' the ' private. institutfonse 13.98% of
non-introductory writing classes. are offered 1n’ expository
uriting courses but 1n public schools 43.,5%X aree A large
difference also appears for business writings with 23.15% of all
non-introductory sections 1in private. schools being offered in
business uriting classes and 2.042 in public  four-year
institutions. Againe professional colleges of business in public
institutions may account for a substantial number of business
writing courses not offered in English departments. The
percentage for technfcal writing sections is nearly {dentical,
but more sections, . relatively speakings of article ang
Jjournalistic writing are offered in private schools than in
publicey a difference wue attempted to explain earlier; and a
Littie less creattve writing seems to be taught at the
non-introductory level ¥n public four-year 1nstitutions .than 1{n
private (17.52X compared with 23.58%)e -

Fae 4l ve
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I11. 1. 3. Iypes angd Disteibution of ¥riting QQ!£§£§
!nix.nsixi.s

-

Comparisons Like those «e have made between private and
public four-year fnstitutions were also made between private and
pubtic universities. The data for these comparisons are

summarized in Yables IIle7 through Izil.10.

- D D D DY D D D D R D D D D D A D D D D €D €D D D D D D D ED D D D D ARED G P D D D D ED Y D D D D D . D

sitfon Courses Taught in Responding Private Uni-
vers'ities..

Introductory Freshman Sophomore Total
Comp Level Level
-Course Sections X Sections X Sections X
e Expos Wr 946 6920 - -—== 946 69420
. Lit & Crit ur 237 17.34 -- === 237. 17.34
[y Tech ur 12 0.88 =-- --== 12 0.88 ;
ESL 53 388 == coe- 53 3.88 E
Remedial ur 92 6673 - c——- 92 6073 53
Other 27 1.98 -- c——- 27 1.98 i
TOTALS 1367 100,00 - ceme 1367 100,00 g
_----- R ---- - ?-- ------------..-- - ---------7------------ ' ;:E;
Iable 111.1. Number of Sections of [ntrodyctory Compo- i
¢ ~'}
i
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Non-Intro Freshman Sophomore Upper = Total
Comp’ * Level Level Division

Course Sect 4 Sect % Sect X  Sect %
Expos Wr 2 072 23 8433 Tl 2572 96 34.78
Bus, Wr 2 ‘072 16 580 i6 580 34 12.32
Tech “Wr 2 0072 .- ———— 32 11.59 34 12.32
Art/Journ Nr 2 0.72 ) 1.45 4 1.45 10 3J.62
Creat uWr i7- 6e16 10 Je62 46 16667 T3 26445
Other 25 9,06 3 1.09 1 0.36 29 10.51

JOTALS 50 18.12 ‘S6 20029 170 6159 276 10040

Table 1118 Number of Sections of Non-]
Composition Courses Taught in Qespond1ng Private .
Unfversitiese.

Introductory Freshman Sophomore Total

Comp e Level . Level

Course Sections X Sections X Sections X
Exp WP 4490 54406 3 _0e04 4493 54.10
Lit & Crit 1564 . 18.83 519 525 2083 2508
Tech Mr 164 1e97 22 0e26 186 2.2%
ESL 104 1.25 - co=- 104 1.25
Remedfal Wr 571 6088 - coe= 571 688
Other 868 10.45 - re—- 868 1045

TOTALS 7761 93.44 5S44 555 8305 100,00

Yable III«3« Number of Sections of Introdyctory Compo-
sition Courses Tauqht in Responding Public Univer-

sitiese
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gﬂ Non=Intro Fereshman Sophomore Upper Total i
¥ .Comp ' Ltevel Level Division B
§ Course Sect X Sect X Sect X Sect X% - ;
b scssescescccssrssccscaccsdenavassssans - - - - : .
3 Exp HWr 173 1115 164 10.57 128 8.25 465 29.%¢
; Bus Wr - ==== 103 664 143 9.21 246 15.85 :
Tech Wr 2 0el3 156 10,05 249 16.04 407 26422 s
Art/dourn Wr, 9 0.58 10 0.64 18 116 37 2.38 .o
. Creat Wur 48 3.09 85 Se48 196 12063 329 21.20 _ ":E
i, Other - —e== 43 277 25 1.61 68 4.38 . Lo
i TOTALS -~ 232 14,95 S61 3615 759 48.90 1552 100.0

Table 11I.10¢ Number of Sections of Non-Introductory
Coaposition Courses Taught in Responding Public
Universitiese.

; Intcoductory Courses: Universities. As Jable JII.I and
N Yable IIl.9 indicatey some important differencesy as well as some
! sinilaritiesy appear between the percentages of sections of
introductory - writing courses in private and public universities.
In both casesy the largest number of sections are taucht 1in .
{ introductory expository writing courses at the freshman level. L
v In responding private universitiesy 692X of all 1{introductory
2 sections are taught 1in freshman Iizxpository writing courses,

Y A e e w5 30 oF e
. [N ST

compared with only 54.06%X for public universities. This
v percentage of sections represented in the “other® category for
{o both types of universitiese. In the case of the private

universitiesy only 1.98% of the total number of sections of

. introductory composition fall into the "other® category. In the
£ public universitiesy 10.45% of all {introductory sections are ;
‘ classified as %"othere® This Llarge difference is attributable to B
o the teaching in some public universities==The University of Iouas !
i for example~=of freshman writing courses uith titles Like *Speech - ?
T and Writinge® Such introductory writing coursesy which grew out ;
;- of the cosmunfcatfons arts movement of the late 1940?s and early
N 195039 account for most of the dif ference between the
percentages for the “other® category. Differences between the
percentages for the other types «f courses offered at the
= freshaan tevel in the two types of {institutions are not
¥ substantial. Jabie III.7 and Iable III1.2 also indicat~ that few
v introductory Tcomposition courses are offered at the sophomore
’ Level in either private or public universities. 0f the 9,672
sections of introductory writing courses taught in our responding
private and public universitiesy only 544 (5.62%) are taught at
the sophomore Llevele. Most of these S4% sections ‘are accounted
for by introductory courses in ®"literature gngd critical writing”
"in public universities. These classes account for 6.25% of the
total number of introductory sectfons in public universities and
are not taught at all at the the sophomore Llevel 1n private

|
|
\
|
|
|
g difference 1n percentages 1is somewhat misleadings because of the
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universities.

Non-Introdyctory Courses: Univergities. Tne differences
betueen the private and public universities with regard to
non~{ntroductory writing coursesy as represented in Yable JII.8
and Yable IIl.10s are more pronouncede Non-introductory writing
courses account for about the sa-e‘pércentage of total sectious
of ur iting courses in private and public universities (16.80% for
private and 15.75% for- public). At the freshman Levely
.non-introdiuctory expository wuriting is taught with a much higher
frequency in public institutions than ¥n privates 11.15% compared
with 0.72%.. This difference is partially offset by the fact that
*other® non-{introductory freshman writing courses account for
906 of the total number of non-introductory sections in private
universitiessy while freshman-Level "other®™ courses do not figure
at all among the non-introductory courses taught in public
universitiese. Ne have no satisfactory explanations of these .
differences at the freshman Level. At the sophozore’' levely
non-introductory sections account for 20.25% of all such sections
taught in all private universities and 36.15X of  allt
non-introductory sections taught fn public universities. The
bulk of this difference {s accounted for by the significantly
~ Larger number of sections of technfcal uriting (representing
10.05X% of all non~introductory sections) taught in the public
universitiesy a course not taught at the sophomore Level in our
responding private universities. In private untiversities,
sections of business writing and of technical writing account for
only 24,64% of all non-introductory sections of writing courses.
In contrast, these same courses represent 42.,07% of all
non~introductory - sections 1in public unifversities. These
differences may suggest that {in some public universitiesy
_technical writing and business writing courses are offered as
options forey says @ second required course In compositione.
Across the other types of courses at the sophomore Llevely the
.percentages for private and public universities are comparabley
although public universities seem to offer more sections of
expos 1tdry writing and business uriting.

The upper~division level .is where some of the more
pronounced differences between private and pubtlic universities
appeare For private universitiesy the percentage of all
non-introductory sections represented by the upper-division
sections is 6le59%¢ The comparable number for public
unjversities 1s 48.9%. Apparently 1{insignificant differences’
betueen the private and public schools show un for the
percentages of article and Journalistic writing sections and
w"gther® sectionse. Larger differences appear for sections of
business and technical writings with public universities teaching
a higher percentage (25.2%X compared uwith 16.04%X) of sections of
these courses than privates: The opposite is true for creative
uritingy where the percentage 1s 16.67 for private universities
and 12,63 for public universities. The Llargest difference
between the ¢two types of universities with respect to
non-introductory upper-division sectiors of writing courses is in
the percentage of exposftory writinge In public universities,
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only 8.25X of non-intro&uctory sections of writing are accounted
for by upper-division expositorys non-introductory writingi 1in
private universitiesy the comparable sections account for 25.72%
of all non-introductory sections. This. Large difference may
suggest that less expository writing at the upper=-division Llevel
¥s taught in publfic unfversities; but it may also {ndicate that
more - upper~division expository writing s beinc taught 1in
departaents and colleges outside the English department in public
unfversities. -

II1. 2 JYPES AND DISTRIBUTION OF YRITING COURSES: AL, SCHOOLS

The summary tables we have presented of the numbers of
sections of writing courses of different k¥inds taught #a private
and  public schootls of three types can be collapsed to give a
picture of the number of sections of writing taught across all of
the schools {ncluded in our sample. Table III.11 and Yadle
Ill.12 summarize the data collapsed across all {institutions
v reponding to our guestionnaire. )

>

Introductory Freshman Sophosore ) Total
: Comp Level Level
;, Course Sections 4 Sections X Sections 4
- - Expos Wr 8834 57.92 118 \\ 0e77 8952 - 58469
i Lit & Crit Ur 2466 16017 690 4,52 3156 20.69
3 Tech Kr 296 1.94 33 \\goﬁe 329 2016
ESL . 28680 1.70 30 \?0 290 1.90
Remedial ur 1396 9.15 ——- wew= 1396 9615
Other Wur 10 €2 696 67 Oe4 1129 Te40
- TOTALS 14314 23.85 938 6615 {?252 100.00

Table III.1l. Number of Sections of [ntroductory ::>bos1tion
Courses Taught in ALL Responding Institut fons.
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Non-Intro Freshman Sophomore Upper Total
Comp Level Level Division

Course Ssctions X Sections X Sections X Sections ¥ .
Expos ur g 226 7«90 325 11. 36 354 12,38 9065 31.64
Bus Mr S 3 § 1¢43 159 9556 186 6000 386 1350
Yech Wr ~ 7 18 0e63 173 6005 417 14.58 608 21.26
Art/Jour Wr 29 ~1e01 39 1.35 103 3.60 171 S5¢98
Creat ur 98 343 140 4,90 365 12676 603 21.08
Other &r 25 0.87 48 1.68 114 3.99 187 654
TOTALS: 437 15.28 884 30.91 1539 53«81 2860 100.00
Jabte 111<12¢ Number of Sections of Non-]Introdyctory Composi-~

tiorn Courses Taught in ALL Responding Institutions.

By summing acréss Tabtle I11.11 and Jable Ille«j29¢ we see that
our responding {institutfons teach a total of 189112 sections of

‘writing courseses Of this totals 159252 (84.21%X) are taught 1in
introductory wuriting courses and 24860 (15.79X) are taught 4n
non-introductory writing coursess« Not surprisinglys the Llargest
course of all those Listed 1in the two tables {s freshman
introductory exposfitory writings which accounts for 57.92X of all
introductory sections and 48.77% of all secticns taughte. The
next Llargest course is "introdcution to literature and critical
writing.® It accounts for: 16.17% of all {ntroductory sections
and 13.62% of all sectionse Thus collectively, the tuwo courses
mcst Likely to serve as the basfic writing course for the majority
of the students enrolled in the schools fncluded {n our sample
account for 62.39% of all sections taughte If the 19396 sections
of remedial writing (which represents 9.15% of all introductory
sections and 7.71% of all sections) are pooled with the sections
of introductory expository writing and *“{ntroduction to
Literature and critical writinge® then over 70X of all sections
taught are essentfally first or beginning courses 1n
college~level writinge.

) These percentages suggest that great attention is oeing patd
to the teaching of writinge Howevers when one considers that
less than 30X of all sections taught {n the responding
institutions are 1in courses other than beginning freshman
coursesy one realizes thate relatively speakings very Little
compos ition is being taught beyond the freshman year. When
percentages are calculated on the basis of all 149314 sectfions of
introductory freshman writinges we find that beginning freshman
writing courses account for 93.85% of aliL 4{ntroductory sections
of ugiting and 79.03% of all sections of writinge This means
that only 2097X% of all 189112 sections are devoted to the
teaching of ;gjting beyond efther the {introductory or the
freshman le!glﬂi\
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III. 3. A NATIONAL PROJECTION QF IYPES “HQ Eli..l&ﬂllﬂﬂ QF
WRIYTING COQURSES

of the

On the basis data we have sunuar%zed aboves we
extrapolated.from our sasple to the natfonal populatfon of
postsecondary fnstitutionse. Usin the transformations for

enroliment Listed for private and publ ic schools in Iaple I.8 and

Jable I«3¢ we adjusted our data to make them reflect the natfonal

distribution of two-year collegesy private and public four-year
fnstitutionssy and private and public universities. Uhen these
adjustments " were mades it became possible to project the
percentage of all sections of introductory and non-introductory
writing courses taught throughout the country.

III- 3. 1. National mm:.m Introductery ms! Non-
Iotrodyctory Courses bx Institutional ..xp.s‘

These projections for all institutionsy regardless of type
and primary source of supporty appear ‘in I3ble I1I.13 and Jable
1llel%e.

X A R DR L 2 L L 2 L 2 X L D A T L DXL L 2 LA X 2 T L L B L 2 D L L 2 0 2 L L L L L R 1 J

Institutions X of Projected X of Projected

Intro Sections Total Sections
2-Year 39.10 33.68
orivate &-Year 14.85 - T 1279
Publ ic 4-Year 22.11 19,05
Private Univ 4443 3.82
Public Univ 19.51 1681
TOTALS 100.00 83015

- W D D D D A A D D D WD G D D D W S D D WD DR D S WP D B P D R DD D D D D A WD WD D W €D WP N TP Eb @

-~

Taple III.13. PrﬁjectedQNatioﬁal Distribut fon Across
ALL Indstitutions of Projectcd Sections of

Introductory Writing Coursese.
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fis , Institut fons X of Projected X of Projected i
B . Non=Intro Total :
PP Sectfions Sections .
Ve ome e - - e DL S L L L DL LR L L )
2-year : 22485 3.17 . "
Private 4-Year 20.24 2.80 -
. Publ fc 4~Year 28.64 3.97 T
5 - Private uUniv 554 : 077 . oo
g Publ fc Unfiv 22.72 3615 3
S TOTALS 100.00 13.85 -
1114 Projected National Distribution Across All o #

Institutions of Projected Sections of Non~-Intro- E

dyctory Writing Courses. . ’;

e

of all segtions of urfting are taught in introductory courses and :
only 13.83% are taught in non-introduc tory courses. Of projected .3
sections of fntroductory writing courseses 391X are taught 1{n -
two-year [collegese - Private and public four-year institutions
teach 36.96% of the introductory sections taught natfonwides and
private jand public unfversities teach 23.94% of those sectionse
Simitar proportional differences obtatn when the percentage of

- introductory sectfons s calculated on tne basis of all sections
of writing courses taught nratfonuwides as reflected in column 3 of
Jabie . IE1-1§- Jable Illelss which presents the natfonal
projections for non-introductory sections, of writing courses,
also contains some important figures. of all non-introductory i
sections taught nationallys two-year colleges teach 22.85% of N
themwy while private and public four-year finstitutions ‘teach
48.88% and private and public unifversities teach 28.26%. The
greater percentage of non-introductory sections taught in
four-year finstitutions and universities as cowpared to . the
percentage of introductory sections is explained by the fact that
tuc-year colleges offer no uriting courses beyond - the sopho-ore
tevele - According: to our projections, of all sections of writing :
taught nattonwides tuc-year colleges teach 36.85% of theme This -l
particular percentage fs to be expected hecause two-year colleges . e
account for 38% of all 3¥ngtitutfons natfonally -and because =
_enrollnents fn"two-year colleges account for about 36X of all
students in postsecondary institutfonse. If our projections are, -
accurates the fjgure suggests that a great deal wmore research - m
ought to -bz done 4n and uore attention pald nationally to the R
teaching of writing in two-year colléges than_.has been done °to i
dates. - The projected percentage for two-year colieges is exceeded i
only by the co-bined percentage for private and publie four-year
fnstitutfonsy which is 38.61e Ue project that private and public
unfversities accnunt coilectively for only 24.55% of all sections
of writing courses _taught natfonally.
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IITe 3o 2. .3&12n31 Broi¢ctions of Course Ixpes for Iypes
of L.ss.snsie.s
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The percentages presented by Taple I[I«13 and Iable IIL-14

‘can be .divided to show the _distribution nationally across

different types of writing courses for our varfous classes of

institutions. These distributions are summarized in Iable IlI.15

through JIle18e

.
-
DA APy WD D W D DD AP D AP e P P A WP DD WP AP ED GP EP WP D GP AP AP ED 4P AP Gb 4P 4P aP 45 4D ab 4P WD 4P ab ¢F b o B

Type of Writing X of Projected Sections
° Course . of introductory Courses
Expos Wr . 5025
Lit ¢ Crit Wur . 18.58
° Tech Wr 287
ESL 1.87 . -
Remedial UWr 1133 .
Other 4,70
TOTAL 100.00

{ID D P AP ED 4D AP D 4D D AP WD ED G5 qp W ISP 4D 1D G5 ED UD G 4P €D 4D GP €D 4D 4P 4D 4D EPEN 4P GD AP D WD W 1D 4P ab b T W W W o
.

Table I1I.15¢ Projected Natfonal Distr tbutfon of

Sections Across Types of Introductory Courses
. for ALL Types of Institutionse.

-

a»

- P DU AP D D A s S P D P AP P AP 4P P AP D GP GP P 4P GP AP EP D P 4P AP AP 45 4D ab P 4P A G @ W e -
bt

Types of MWriting - % of Projected Non-
Courses Introductory Sections

Expos Wr 26672
Bus Wr . 2708
Teeh Ur s 18.87 -
Art/oourn dr 1032
Creat W& ) 21.29
Other : 5«72
TOTAL 100.00

5 €5 45 5 4D 4B TP 4D 4B D P P U 4D A0 ED 4p 4D W I 4D 4D WD 5 D 4D 1D S W I 4D WD I 4D 5 W AP W WIS © © W M W B

Table III<16e Projected Natfonal Diste fbutfion of

Sections Across Types of Non-Introductory
Courses for All Types of Institutionse.
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2 Taﬁght in Types 6f Institutions
2-Year Pr 4=Year Pu 4-Year Pr Univ Pu Univ

Expos. Mr 23;h3 © 9436 T 14.24 " 3406 10456

ALIE G e BelS5.- . 2646 2.71 0677 - 4.89

. Teehde . | 1.81 0.17 0.41 0.04 0e44

- ESk . T 0637 - 0453 . 056 0017 0.24

T Remedial ‘ur. . 543° 0494 7 332 030 134
‘gther . "0e34 . 1439 °  0.84 0.09 2.04 .
TOTALS(130) 3913 ~  14.85 - 22.08 4.43 . '19.51

----é------ - s @ e e Wy W@ T 9 o © --------‘--. - an D @D G TP D D WD AN ED ED D AP N ERTD @ @ W |

Igglg 111.11. Péojected Natfonal Distribution of Sectionsc
of Introductory Writing Courses Taught in Different
fypes of Instituijons. *

<

v
. - ~ v
- pemamoo -oe e - et d K X X L X T X ¥ T ¥ T T T ¥ Y P r ¥_-0 ¥ L ¥ L Y ¥ ¥y Y ¥ Fr ¥

Types of - - X Taught:in Types of Instfitutions
+.Courses 2=Year Pr 4=Year Pu $=Year Pr Univ Pu-Uniy
Expos Wr 2.71 2.82 12.46 1.93 6480 2
.Bus- We 7455 4.68 0e 58 068 3.59 g
Tech ur 44695 3010 451 0458 S93 °
ArtIJourn Hr  2.71 4.1% 2.64 0.20 0.62 i
Creat MNr T 5423 4,77 : 5¢01 T 1e47 4481 \
\aOthqr : ———- 0.71 T 3e 42 - 0959 1.00
TOTAkS/CIDO) 2286 20.25 " 28465 558 22456

“h, ----- - -‘ LR X L Ly 2 T T ¥ Py L F L 1 P ¥ =1 ‘--- coeoreaateane sevecsdacaee
iﬁn&g 111.1&.' Projected National Distributfon of Sections of o
ggg-jg;;gggg;_;z Uriting Courses Taught in Different By
Types of Institutions. -

-~ .

.1"

As Iable IIL.15  showsy 60258 of all sections of ,
" ntroductory. writing courses are taught in introductory
expository writing, courses. This national ‘projection is only
slightly higher than the percentage (57.92)- observed for- our

-.sampley -as shown in. Yable IIlelle Our national projection for
sectionsﬂof 'introductdcr to Lliterature and critfcal writiog® .
coidrses indicates that natfonuide 18.98% of all sections of

. introductory writing courses are sections of such courses. The

nationut projec?ion accounting for the third Largsest nusber Of
seccions ot intrqductory uriting. courses s the. 11.33% for

‘reuediat coursess. Cotlectivelys these three figures indicate

_ that nearly 91% of all.sections 6f introductory writitng courses’

-are ,taught 1n courses designed usually to meet some graduation

requirenent. . . c o

Iahlg 111.15 inﬁicates considerable range between the high
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Low percentages for introduet6ry coursese. Slaller ranges
- betueen the high and. Low pereentages for non-introductory courses
- are: observed in Table IIl.16« As wuith introductory “courses,

expository writing courses have the largest number of sectfons
‘among the non-introductory courses uith 26.72% of the total
. number of projected sections. A maximum of 4.21 percentage
Apoints separates the percentages of total sections taught in
non-introductory .business writing coursesy technical wrfiting
coursesy and creative writing coursesy with creative writing
.accaunting for the highest percentage of these three courses with
21.29X of | the total projected nusber of non-introductory
sectionse Apart’ from the courses Tfalling {into our “other®
categoryy article and Journalistic writing courses account for

. and

the smallest percentage (10.33) of the projected sections of

non-introductory courses.
/‘

Jab “I11e ;7 "and Jable IIl.18 divide the percentages

presented in Tabte III.15 and Jable III.1§ across types of

institutfons. As Tgbte III.l7 findicatess the fnstitutional type
accounting for "the Largest number of projected sections of
introductiory expository writing s the two-year collegey uith
23.03% of the total number of introductory scctionse. It . should
be recalled that both private and public two-year colleges are
represented by.this category. ‘When the percentages " are summed
across private and public four~year instttut fons and universities
for the same {introductory coursey we find that introductory
expos-ftory writing in four-year institutions accounts for 23.6X%
of all projectec 1{introductory sections and that introductory
expos itory writing in universities accounts for 13.62% of all
projected . {ntroductory sections. With respect to courses
classified as "introduction te Literature gnd critical writing,®
tuo~year colleges teach the Llargest nusber of sections (8.15% of
all projected introductory sections). ALl four-year institutions
account for 5.17% of all projected sections wuith sucii a coursey
and unjiversittes account for 5.66% with courses of the same type.
-Tuo=year. colleges also teach the Largest number of introductory
_ technical writing classes and the ‘largest number of cremedial
classes. For {introductory technical wuriting classesy tuwo~-year
colteges teach a number of sections equal- to 1.81% of all
introductory sectionse while the comparable percentege for all
four=-year nstitutions 1s: 058 and for all universities, 0.48.
° For sections of remedial writing coursesy two-year college
. afferings equal 5.43X of the projected total of all Introductory
gsectionsy while four-yecar institution offerings account for 4.26%
and university offerings aceount for 1.64%X.

Jable 111 18 provides similar distributional percentages for
sections of non=-introductory courses across types of
- fnstitutions. These percentages may be compared with the
distribution of classes across our sample institutions by
refering to Iable JIIl.12¢ Because two-year colleges do not offer
‘prograns oeyond the sophomore Levely the percentage of total
non-introductory sections for that group is considerably lower
than it is for 1introductory sections--22.86X compared with
39613%e - Not unexpectedlyy the percentages of totat
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non-introductory ‘sections in four-year ingtitutions and

hiversitles is higher than {t. is for {ntroductory sectfionse.
Four=year 1{institutfons account for 36.93X% of all introductory
sectionsy and 48.9% of all non-introductory sections.
Universities account for 23.94% of all introductory sections and
28.24% of all non-introductory sectionse. For the most party
four~-year. fnstitutions  teach the largest number of
non=intrdductory sections of writing courses natfonwidee One
exception s that tuo-year colleges teach more sections of
business uriting at the non-introductory Level. Unfversities
teach a Llarger nuamber of sections of non-introductory expository
writings technical writings and-creative writing than two-year
collegess; howevers. with. the exception of _the number of
non=introductory expository writing sectionse the differences are
not. very greate. - Note that article and Journalistic writing
courses are taught considerably Less often in universities than
in four=year f{nstitutions and two~-year colleges.  Of the
projected total number of sections nationuwidey only 0.82X of thea
are accounted for by such courses taught fn unfversitiesy while’
271X are accounted for by two=-year colleges and 6.79% bxf,,
four-year institutionse. This differences as well as (the: <
‘decreasing number of business writing sections from tuo-year
colleges to unfversitifesy may be explained by the presence 1in
universities of other departments and colleges which may teach
such coursese ) .

The projections which are presented in [able 1IX.13 through
Jable IIl.l18 suggest that the profession may want to examine very
closely the different kinds of writing coursesys both introductory
and non-introductorys, taught .in the various classes of
fnstitutfons. Certainly the teaching of introductory writing
. courses in two-colleges accounts for much more of the writing
fnstruction nationuide than those of us in unfversities might
have expectede As Table 1III-11 and Isble Ill.18 Iindicatey
four-year fnstitutfons account for thc most writing instruction
nationwides A study investigating dif ferences across classes of
schools for similar coutses at both the {ntroductory and
non-fintroductory Llevels lay\grove most informative.

IIle 4. AYERAGE SIZES OF NRITING CLASSES

The information collected by our survey fnstrumsent also
allowed us to generate a falrly accurate picture of average class
sizes for both introductory and non-introductory writing classes
across types of institutions. These data are summarized in Iable

11113 through Iable III.24.
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. Iantro ' Freshman Sophomore
Comp Classes Classes
Courses
---------s----'- - - L L X X r ¥ ¥ X ! X 1 X 1 J
Expos Wr 2290 23029
Lit &.Crit ur 2745 24492
Tech Mr 22011 2200
ESL 18,95 23.00 °
Remedial ur : 1895 cocos
Qther 19.00 18433

Yable 11119+ Average Class Sfze in ]n
Hriting Courses in ALL Responding Institu-
_tions (N = 114).

o

YT Iy rrryrrrryrryyry Y Y R Y L R Y Y Y PV Y P Y PR Y L Y L Y T YY)
v .

Non=Intro ' Freshman Sophomore .Upper=
Conmp Classes Clagsses Division
Courses Cilasses

R I X T XY Y By XY XY XX X L2 2 1 1 2 X L X X X 1 J --------?-----

Expos Hr 19.62 19¢33 1941

Bus Wr 2250 T 22469 2050
Tech Wr 20029 21¢53 19895
Art/dourn Wr 1873 1900 19.86
Creat ur 19.00 17 30 ” 17.02
Other 2250 20.08 18025

w?
LYY Y Y Yy Py PR Ry L L TR o T TV DR L L L L L Lo L L g

"~ Iabte IIIe20¢ Average Class Stze in Nop-Iptroductory riting
Courses in ALl Responding Institutions (N = 114).

3

rree y Y Yyt Y Y Y Y Y X XYL Ly X 2 L X T L LR LR X L 2 X L X 2 2 L L L X L & L X 0 2 2 X 2 J
'

Intro’ Tuo-Year Four-Year " Univ
Comp I ‘
Courses Fr.:, Soph Fr Soph Fr Soph

--b-----n--------------------.------- eweevevecscncecomaccan ee

Expos Wr 2418 3000 2261 . 16.00 22.81 2340
Lit & Crit ur 24033 e=e== 25,09 2175 29024 26450
Tech ur 23e50 =<e== 20,00 1200 21.73 24,00
ESL 1533 =we=e= 21,91 ceecee 1844 23,00
Remedial ur 20613 <===== 20,06 coces 1T7e55 woo=-
Other 20000 <e==== 18,10 19000 1957 =e=e-

L Y Y Y Y P B L L Ll L L L T X L L L A b L 2 LB L 2 X 2 A lod d ol d ol ol el el dd

. Ijh&g IIle2le Average Class Size in [ptroductory Uriting Courses
‘by Institutional Type (N = 114).
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. Expos ur

e Bus Wr

’ Tech Ur
Art/Jdourn Nr
Creat Wr
Other

1400
2167
2133

16.20 -

17.00
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15.00
30.00
20675
17.33
17.17

o . Non=Intro ‘Freshman Sophomore Upper-
: Comp Classes Classes Diviylon
Courses Classes

1
oeeee
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4
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2
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Igg;g II1.22. Average Class Size in agn-xn;;ggég;ggz

Uriting Courses in Tuo-Year Collegese.

o

o
Ll bl L LRl bl ol ol l Rl el dd dttddd el d Ll ke it d el St d g

Norn=Intro Freshman Sophouore Upper-
Comp Classes ctass&s‘ Division
. Courses Classes

o T Np rgdm e 28 ?
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Expos: Wr 20675 17.8 18,40
N Bus Wr 20600 22030 20475
i Tech N¥r Rl . 1750 19.62
iy Art/Journ Hr 19.33 1850 18.60
; Creat Wr 16,00 14.17 15.85
Other wesee 17.00 14.88

LE X T T 1 2 L B0 2 2 L 1 % 3 -.-------------------Q------------

Jable III.23. Average Class Sfze in g =Introdyctory uri-
ting Courses 1n Four=Year Instituttonse.

N

x

L L L L YL LY Yl X Y XX L XL X X Xl X XrXZ1.] --c----------

Non=Intro Freshman Sophomore Upper-
- Comp Classes Classes Division
Courses Classes

Ll L bl Lt Rl Ll Ll bl il L Dol bl bt l ol -----------.’----- -

20458

v, Expos Wr 2057 19.78
P Bus MWr 25,00 22030 25425
- Tech ur 19.50 22478 20,00
o Art/Jdourn ur 22033 20450 20692
.- Creat ur 20,67 19,09 17.80

20,00 20,90 19460

i " Other

X L L Ly Y Ll X X X XL 2t 2 L D 2 X L 2 L 2 U X X L L R L L 0 L L 2 T L X 2 2 1 J

- 1393; II1.2%. Average Class—Stze 1n ugn-jngcggyg;_gz uri-

s _ ting Courses in Universities.
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These tablesy especially” the Llatter threey should be
interpreted cautiouslye In the case of JIagblie I11l1.22+ - Iable
.3}. and Iable IIle<24s the number of instances of some writing
courses at some curcricular levels s not Large enough to give a
reliable indication of :lass size. This s true in particular
for courses such as ariicle and jJournalistic writing at the
freshsan Levele  Such Limitattons should not obtainy howevery for
the data summarized in Igble IIL.19 and Iable III.20. A second
caution 1s necessary: although we have reason to believe that
most dirzctors gave us enrolliment figures for the beginning of
seaesters and quartersy it 1s possible that some gave us figures
reflecting class size at the end of the semester or quarter,
figures which would reflect attrition from the first of the
senester to the end.
According to Jaf .c Ille19¢ the course which has the highest
enrolliment nationwiie==introductory expository writing--has an

‘average class cize of 22,90, Classes in "literature and critical
- writings® the second Largest wuriting course national Lyy- average

2745 students or 4.50 students more than freshman expository
writing coursese This larger average class size probably Limits
the amount of wuriting done in those classes. Such introductory

classes at the sophomore Llevel arey _howevery significantly

ssallery having on the average about 2.50 fewer students than
their freshman:counterpartse We also find it noteworthy that ESL

classes and remedial classes fn.writing have an average class

size 2F 18695 across all fnstitutionse Class size is fmportant
for the obvious reason that the larger the number of students in
a- compos‘tion class, the Less time the teacher can devote to the
writing of any one studente. Natfonuide ESL and remedfal coursesy
courses whose students demand a godd deal of the teacherts timey
are smaller than other freshman-level introductory classese

The average class sizes reported in Jable II1.20 are also
worthy of notee The fact that non-introductory writing classes
are generally smaller than introductory «riting classes s
ifaportant because many in our professdion betfeve that smaller
uriting classes are better writing classese On the other hand,

-students in non-introductory compasition courses usually require

Ltess 1individual attentfon from the teasher than students in
introductory courseses Of the two student groupse perhaps those
who need the Least Individual help have more of it available to
theme Except for article and journalistic writing coursesy whose
class sizes ‘Aincrease - across. curricular levels, all
non-{ntroductory courses decrease fn class size from the freshman
to the upper-division Llevel. Business writing courses have the
Largest classes of any non~$fntroductory course at all curricular
Llevelsy perhaps because the forms of writing taught are often
shortery forms such as the business letter and the wsemorandume.
This trend may also reflect a gencral increase in enroll-ents in
colleges of business.

Ignlg 111e21 examines average class sire {in {introductory
courses across institutfonal typese. For the course enrolling the
Largest number of studcnts national Ly=~expository writing=-the

e

4




S S NN AT Y SNy et S

+41

smallest average class size is found 1in the four-year
institutionsey while the Llaraest s found 1n the two~year
colleges. Among *"literature gnd critical writing® coursesy the
smallest classes are found in the two-year cotlegesy while the
Largest are found in universitiesy whether at ‘the freshman or

classes average from 20 to 23.509 with the four-year institutions
having the smallest classes and the tuo-year colleges the
largestes The average size of ESL classes in both two-~year
colleges and universities is smaller than the average class size
for that course across all institutionsy while ESL classes {n
four-year institutions are about 3.5 students above the
averagenumber of students.. The smallest remedial classes are
found {in universities. Both two-year colleges and four~year
institvtions offer remedial 'classes which: are at Lleast one
student above the average for all 1nst1tutions.
~4

Iable IXI.22+ Iable III23» and Lable Ill.2% we are hesitant
to 1interpret because non-introductory writing classes represent
s0 few (Less than 15%7 of the total number of sections . taught {n
our sample, e leave{it to our readers to interpret those tables
themselves. ‘

»
B

IIle Se YRITING COURSES AND SYLLABI

In constructing our questionnaire: we assumed that freshman
writing programs organized arouhd course .syllabi would -differ
from those not so organized. We assumed that the presence or
absence of course syliabi would indicate the degree of progran
flexibility with respect to curricular matters and instructional
practices. Although we are not able to test our assumptionss we
do believe that the importance of the information we found about
the wuse of syltabil suggests the vadidity of our inftial
assumptions. - ) . .. ,

Of the 113 responding 4institutions who teach required
freshman writing coursesy 73 (64.61%X) indicated that they have a
formal syllabus for their first-semester/wuarter course and 44
(38.94%) indicated that they geguire their writing teachers to
fotlow that syllabuse Of the 84 institutions that indicated they
require a second“seamester/quarter course in freshman compositions
56 (66.57%) sald they have a formal syllabus for the coursesy and
32 (38.10%) indicated that they reguire 1ts use.

_Of " the 73 {nstitutions having a syllabus for the
first-semester/quarter coursey 39 (53.43%) ar2 universities, 24
(32.88%) are four~year institutionsy and 10 (13.7X) are two-year
colleges. 0f the 44 schools requiring the use of a

- first-semester/quarter syllabusy 22 (50%) are .universitiesy 17
(38.64%) are four~year-institutionsy and S5 (11.37%) are tuwo-year
celleges. Of the 56 sampléd 1institutions having a
second-semester/quarter formal syllabusy 30 (53.58X) are

» 8 g
S

sophonore level. At the freshman  level, technical uwriting
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unfversitiesy 19 (33.93%) are four-year {institutions and 7
€12.5%) are tuwo-year collegeses Of the 32 schools requiring the
use of a second-semester/quarter syllabusy 16 (50X) are’
wmniversitiesy 12 (37.5X) are - four~year institutionss and &
(12.5%) are two-year colleges. These figures suggest that as the
nusber of graduate students employed as writing teachers
increasesy so do both the presence and required use of a
first-semester/quarter - and a second-seamester/quarter syllabus
(see note 15). -
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CHAPTER IV -

STAFFING OF MRITING COURSES

The guestion of who teaches what in college writing programs
has been ralsed by students and faculty and by parents .and state
Llegislatorse From time to timey this question is at the center
of heated debates about the gqualfty of instruction 1in
und%ggradggge writing coursesy especially freshman composition.
OQur _data wilL . not settle the debate over the quality .of
instructioni they may or wmay not even contribute to ft in
contradictory wayse Howevery our data do permit us to develop a
detafled and accurate picture of how many Introductory and 5
non-introductory composition classes of different kinds are . -~
taught by different faculty groups in fgi?ferent types of M
institutionse. The item on our questionnaire which generated the 3
data on staff cistribution asked the directors to {indicate how "y
many sections of the varifous kinds of introductory and :
non-introductory courses are taught by- each of four groups of
facultye. These faculty groups are the following: (1) full-time
tenured or tenure~track faculty (T-Tracik); (2) other full-time
 faculty (Full-Time); (3) part-time faculty (Part-Time)i: and (&)
graduate students (Grad)e.

IVe 1o STAFFING OF INTRODUCTORY COURSTS

Tabte IVel through Iable IVe5 summarize our findings for the

sections ofkjntroductofy weiting courses taught 4n our five types
_gfkinstitutiqns.
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Intro ’ N 4 Taught by Differant Faculty .
com of X L T X ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ 3 L Y ¥ L R ¥ L T Fr ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ J
Courses Sections ¥T=-Track Full-Time Part-Time Grad

LY

Expos ur 738 59.5 1600 2404 el
Lit & Crit UWr 261 A3.7 27.6 28.7 ——-
Tech Wr 58 5040 19.0 31.0 ==
ESL 12 ,33e3 - 6607 N
Remedial ¥r 174 66e1 103 21.8 1.7
Other 11 __ 45.5 5465 - =

TOTALS 1254 563 179 254 0e3

Jable JVele Percentage of Sections of Introdyctory Nri-
ting Courses Taught by Different Faculty in Responding
Two~Year Colleges (N = 14).

4
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Intro N of . X Taught by Different Faculty
Comp Sectiong e-r-ccrccccccccnnccnccccccnccnccrneca-
Courses T=Track Full-Time Part-Time 6rad
Expos MHr- 658 49.1 Te 6 4347 \ 206
Lit ¢ Crit Wr 173 78«6 Bel 13.3 e
Tech Wr 12 66e7 - 3363 vo-
ESL 37 27.0 10.8 622 o=
Remediatl ur 66 4009 45" 545 V ee-
Other 98 7665 6el 17-:3 -
‘TOTALS 1044 5545 Teo b 35.5 1.6

Yable IVe2. Percentage of Sections of ot . ~dggtg£1 Uri-
ting Courses Taught by Different F- ~utv: in Responding

Private Four-Year Institutions Loz ®
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Intro N of X Taught by 0ifferent Faculty
~ Comp Sect fons - ceescccccccrccccscacrcs cnna
Courses T-Track Full-Time Part-Time 6rad
E!D s Ur 2117 47.9 15. 4 . 162 20.6 ’
Lit Creit ur 402 , 68.7 1le2 20.1 10.0
Tech Nr 61 82.0 6»6 82 Je3
ESL 84 " 107 83 81.0 — o
Remedia 493 3‘Qo7 Te S 37.7 . 20.1
Other | 125 73.6 1.6 3.2 2le6
TOTALS 3282 49.1 11.6 209 180 4

Iable I¥e3e Percentage of Sections of Introductory Wri- g
Y ting urses Taught by Different Faculty in Responding 4
i Public ﬁ\rr-vear Institutfons (N = 35). 2
E" - D b AP 9 @ ----“---.\------------------ - Ed ab PP PP GP ED G ab A0 Gb S ab 4P @b Gb @b = = e
: Intro N of \ X Taught by Different Faculty
: Comp Sections =—=ecceccecceccccccavcccccncceneax
Courses T=Track Full-Time Part-Time Grad

¥ .
- e Wb S R D TG D D D D WD WD WD WD WD P WD G WD D D D D WD WD D WD an W D w WD G D D WD D WD WD WD AP WD e O ab WP D D e
e

EXpos e 946 13.21 3,07 37.84 45.88

Lit & Crtt Ur 237 27 .00 10,97 3.38 58465

Tech Wr .12 7 33433 Al.67 16 .67 8.33

i ESL 53 30.19 —m-oe 6226 Te 55

. Renediag dr 92 15.22 Dl d 2 3696 47.83
Other 27 44044 55656 ————- ~emm= |

TOTALS 1367 17.19 t 5o 49 31.82 45,50

; Iable IVe4. Percentage of Sections of [ntroductory Wri-

ting Courses Taught by Different Faculty in Responding
{ Private Unfiversities (N = 14},
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Intro N of y 4 ?aught ‘by Different Faculty

Courses T-Track Full=-Time Part-Vime 6rad
Expos ur 4493 13.67 13.42 18.85 54}06
Lit & Crit Wr 2083 32,07 11.57 1325 43.11
Tech ur 186 10,75 1.61 2258 65.06
ESL 104 673 13.45 9462 70.19
Remedial ur 571 1559 17.34 19.79 47.29
Other 868 8.87 7.60 8.18 7535

TOTALS 8305 17.76 12,35 16.36 53.52

n:-»-n---n---“-------0------.-------------- oooe -

Yable IV.5. Percentage of Sections of Introdyctory Nri-
ting Courses Taught by Different Faculty in Responding
Publ ic Universities (N = 32),

Jabte IVel through JV¥V.5S summarize the way different types of
institutions staff thetir Jpntrodyctory courses in writing. One
interesting finding s that tenured and tenure-track faculty
teach relatively fewer introductory writing courses as one moves
from Jable I¥el through Iabile IVeS. The percentages range froms
56.3% of all sections of introductory courses {in two-year
collieges to 17.19% and 17.76% in private and public universities,
respectively. In contrasts graduate students teach {ncreasingly
Ltarger numbers of sectfions as one_.moves through the five tables
from two-year colleges to public universities. In two-year
cotlcges and private and public four-yz2ar institutionss graduate
students teach 0e3X9 1.6%y and 18.4X of the sectionsy
respectively; and 1n private and public universities they teach
45.5% and 53.52%y respectivelyo To some peopley. these
differences may suggest that writing {nstruction in two-year
caolleges and in four-year schools is superfor to that in private
and public unfiversities. Howevers we know of no hard evidence to
suggest that tenured or tenure-track facuity in two-year colleges
and. four-~year schools ure better teachers than graduate students
in private and public universities (see note 16).

: . Another interesting finding is that non-tenureds non-tenure
track full-time faculty account for a good deal of the writing

Instruction that occurs at the introductory Llevel. There s

considerable varfatfon across " institutfons with respect to_the
percentages of sections taught by this groupy which range fros
S<.49% fn private universities to 17:9% in two-year collegese
These faculty members frequently have Little job security, often
not &knoi1ing from one semester or year to the next whether they
will be teaching at all. Algso interesting is the percentage of
sections of .introductory writing taught by part-time vaculty.
The percentage for this class of faculty {1s Llowest for public
universities (16.36%) and highest for - private universities
€31.82%)9 while for two-year colleges and "  private. and public

;B9




four-year Iinstitutfons the percentages are 25.4%Xy 35.5:. and

2009%9 respectively. Part-time facul ty-=Like non=tenured,
non=tenure track full-t’ faculty=--have Httle job security.
But the two gfoups combin teach well over third of the

1ntrodu:torv sections 1In tno-year= colleges (43.31)0 private
four=year fnstitutions (42.9%)s and private universities (37.31%X)
and nearly one~third 1n public four~year institutions (32.5%X) and
in public universities €(28.71%).

~Tables [¥el through I¥e.3 also show differences in the kinds
of courses the varfous faculty groups most often teache Except
for tuo~year collegesy tenure-track faculty teach a relatively
higher percentage .of ®introduction to Literature gpd critical
writing® sections than expository uriting sect fonse The Llargest
percentage (5543%) of sections of "introduction to Literature and
-eritical writing®™ - taught by fulletime and part-time faculty f{s
for two-year collegesi the next highest is for public
universities with 24.92%. The percentages for the remaining
types of schdols: range from 14.35% in private universities to
about 21X in private and publfc four-year fnstitutions. Graduate
students teach the Llargest number of sections 1in private
universities (S58¢65%)¢ while they teach 43.11%X in public
unfversities and 10X 1n public four-year institutionse.

The staffing of ESL courses and remedfal writing courses
varies cons iderably across Iinstitutional typese. The tables
indicate thaty except 1in public universitiess a good deal of such
instruction- {is handled by part-time faculty and a fair amount by
tenure~track facultys except in private universities where the
bulk of remedial f{instruction 1in wuriting {s done by graduate
studentse Faculty in public universities teach relatively feu of
these coursesys with the bulk of the Instruction done by graduate
studentse dhere a substantial number of technfical uriting

" eclasse are being taught--as in public four-year institutions and

"universities-=they are stoffed very di fferentlys uith 82X of the
" sections taught by ®"t-track® in public four-year institutions anc
65.06% taught by graduate students in publ ic universities.

IVe 2o STAEEING OF NON-INJRQDUCIORY CQURSES

Iable I¥e6 through JTable I¥ilQ summarize the staff
distributions across non-introductory urlting courses in the five
types of tnstitutions we surveyede -
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Non=Intro N of % Taughtiby Different Faculty
Courses T=Track Full>Time Part=Time érad

EIDOS Wr 14 57.1 2104 21 ¢4 Rkt

Bus Ur . - 39 87.2 246 10.3

Tech ur 24 45.8 2048 3343 g

-Art/Jdourn Wr 14 500 2846 L 2le4 e

Creat Mr 27 8849 Ted 3.7 o--

Other -- cee- eo=e e=ee ——-
TOTALS 118 6607 183 15.1 ——-

Iable IVe§e Perceﬁtage of Sections of Non-Introdugtory
Writing Courses Taught by Dif ferent Faculty in Re-
sponding Two-Year Colleges (N = 14),

Non=Intro N of X- Taught by Different Faculty
Courses T=Track Full-Time Part=T ime Grad

Expos ur 32 8404 9.4 ) 63 -
Bus Wr 53 13-6 o= 2644 abated
Tech ur 35 T7.1 - 2249 -=-
Art/Jdourn Hr A7 6le7 . 1248 . 2545 <=
Creat ur 54 7966 11.1, 9.3 ---
Other 8 150 -—- 25.0 .=

TOTALS 229 T4l  Ce6 18.8 ---

Jaule IV¥ele Percentage of Sections of ugu-' ctory
Urfting Courses Taught by Dif ferent Faculty in Re-
sponding Private Four-Year Institutions (N = 32).
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Expos ur 298
B8us ur 14
Tech W& . 108
Art/Jdourn Wr ~ 6
Creat u¥r 120
Cther 82
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’ IIDLE I¥e8e Percentage af Sections ;f yéh-xggiggyggght
RERAE Uriting Courses Taught by Different Faculty in Respond-
-’ ing* Pubtic Four—?ear Institutions (N = 35),
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Non=Intro N of % Taught by Facul'ty Groups
Courses T-Track Full=Time Part-Ttme Grad
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- Bus ur 34 41.18 20954 47,06 882
Tech Nr 34 26047 Se 88 38024 -29.41
Art/Jdourn Nr. 10 70.00 10,00 20400 ceom-
Creat ur 13, . 60627 L 2192 17681  =====
ather . > 29 \ 83633 . 6e 67 10,00 —oceas
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Non=Intro " N of ' X Taught by Faculty 6Groups"
‘Comp ° Sections, ==~-recceccccccccscccconccncancacas

Courses . T=Track Full-Time Part-Time G6rad
‘Expos lr. 465 53498 . T.31 . 14.41 24.30
Bus Wr 246  55.28 13.01 11.79 19492
Téch Wr 407 36.86 20.60 . 18492 23.59
Art/dJdourn ur 37 81.08 13.51 ~ Setl ceceo
- ~Creat Wr ~ 329 59488 13407 3.95 . 23.10
Other . 68 , 36476, 6le76 1647 c—eea
TOTALS 1552 5084 15.45 12.18 21.52

~

Iggi\\ilQ;g. Percentage of Sections of ugn-xn;ggggggggz
. Hriting Courseés Taught by Different Faculty in Re-

sponding Public Universities (N = 32).

~

i

* Perhaps the ~ most inportani “findings although not an
unexpected oney revealed by . thesge ‘tables s that "t-track®

faculty teach a significantly higher proport fon. ot the sections4

of non-introductory writing courses than of introductory courses.
* The tables also indicate that the other faculty groups still
teach a fatir percentage of the non-introductory courses as welle.

y
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IV. 3. SUMHARY OF STAFEING, ACROSS CURRICULAR LEVELS

. .

Jable iVell  collapses the data for {ntroductory and
rion-introductory courses summarized in Iable IVel through ~Iable
IVeil even more.
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T=Track Full=Time Part-Time Grad TOTALS
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RUAEA ? s

. " Introductory 2543  9.84 17.51 31,43 84.21
¥ Non=Introductory 8¢71 259 237 | 2412 15479
{ ‘ :
i TOTALS Jeel8 12443 19.88  33.55 100.00.

Iable IVelle Percentage of All Introductory and Non-
Introductory Sections of Mriting Courses Taught by
Different Faculty Groups Across all Types of Institu-
L tions (N of Sections = 18,¥12), .

’
s
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As Iable I¥ell revealsy when all sections of {introductory

and non-introductory writing courses are combined to form the

. base-for calculating staffing percentages, “"t-track® and graduate
students are ' shown to teach\34.14% and 33.55%y respectivelys of

z % all sections of writing courses in our. responding instituttfons.
Togethery *full-time® and “"part-time® faculty teach the remaining
32.311%» What these figures mean is that 65.86X of all writing

L classes fn the institutions we survey:d are taught by teachers
N .+ who probably have only temporary ' appointaents in their respective
. *  departments or colleges. - These figures gseem particularly:
: isportant in Light "of the . fact that: in many fWnstitutions,
} compositfon classes account for at least 60X of all classes
! ‘taught in English departaentse These figures further\ suggest
Lo , that while many schools may pay Lip service to the teaching of
: writingy they have obviously not worked this ¥comamitment® {nto
‘thetr reuards systemse s \\

© \\

IV 4. %%Eégﬂl QF §IA£FIN§ ACROSS LEYLLS AND INSTITUTIONAL
i4

% T , .

3 / Iable IVe12s lable IY¥.13s and Iable IVelA summarize staff
\ distributions at wvarfous "curricular -levels across types of
N institutions. ; . '
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- Level of . % Taught by Faculty Groups , N
- Courses T=Track Full-Time Part<Time Grad TOTALS ~

P RPN e PP PP P RPN AR A EPEERL®e @ ®oBe LI L T L L L LR X 1 J

- Freshman 26.80 11.10 1996  35.98  93.85
‘Sophomore 3.40 ‘059 0%83 1.34 6015 .
L TOTALS . 30e20° 1169 20479  37.32 _100.00 - ‘

- ~
LT T PP PR PR P PR P P P PR PR PP L L P L L E L P R L E D D L L L L LD L X L
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‘Tabie IV¥e12. Percentage of Sections of Introductory » i
v Wr it ing Courses Taught by Dif 7érent Faculty 6Groups ) ‘
i Across ALL Responding Institutions AN of Sections = B
¢ 15 Q252). . Yy o

3
b

LY L L P L LRI ELETTEL L XL L L LR LD L L AL LR LA 4 L L L L L L L K L I X LJ

Level of ' X Taught by Faculty Groups
Courses T- Track Full=Time Part-Time Grad TOTALS
Yy X I L B ¥ ¥ K I J “’7-‘-““ Ly T e Y X X L B 2 X 1 ¥ X L X T ¥ I K Y ] “-‘---“-‘-
W T Freshaan 10.87 1.57 1.2 ' 090 15.28
Sophdmare 12610 ' 6457 297 727 30e91 -
- Upper=Division 32,20 8426 3.11 524 353.81
TOTALS 5517 16040 15.00 1343 100.00

Jable IVel3. Percentage of Sections of Nop<Introductory ‘
Writing Courses Taught by Different Faculty Groups

Acrass ALL Responding Institutions (N of Sections = :
29860). ' R

R
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-enroliment patternse we were able to project the

.natignalgy.

53
T \ » i
. ) (q
Curricular % Yaught by Faculty Groups
) T-Track Full«Tiue Part-Tile Grad TOTALS

Freshaan 24.29 9.60 1712 30.44 81.44
$ophomore 4.77  “1.53 1048 2.27 10406
Upper-Division 5.08 1.30 ’ 1.28 0.83 8.50

TOTALS 34014 12.43 19.88 .  33.55 100.00
.---------------------------------------0----------------*

Jable I¥el4e Percentage.of Sectfons of Introductory

Non=Introductory NHriting Courses Taught by Different
4 Faculty Groups Across all Responding Institions
(N qf Sections = 189112).

IV¥el2 93.85% of ail

Iable ‘shows  that 0 sections of
introductory composition courses are taught at the freshman
levely while 6015X of the sections of introductory composition

are taught at the sophomore Llevel.
taught by ®t-track® faculty and 37.32X are taught by graduate
students. Table V.13 indicates that "t-track" faculty teach the
majority of non-introductory writing .classesy with the “other
faculty groups teaching 'co-parable numbers of sections. Iabie

Ve14 presents the same gtaffing distributions ‘as Japle IV.1ll but
divides introductory and non-!ntroductory classes across sonenhat
more specific curricular Levels. , 1

IVe S. STAFFING WRITING COURSES: A NATIQNAL PROJECTION

»

By using the data summarized 1in

and by transforming: those data to.

IV¥e1s reflect national
percentages of
all sections of writing which- our four faculty groups teach

These projections appear in JIgble IV.13.
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Of these sectionse 30.2X are’

Iable- I¥el through Table
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Level.of | X Taught by Faculty Sroup

Sec t"" ons L XZARRSY L L X 1 1 L L X L L L L X 2 L 1 X 1] Q----.‘---------- cnoewe

T=¢ .ck Full=Time Part-Tile 6rad TOTALS

ccoccccccscannes --------Q---------- - -p--------------------

Introductory  39.04 1148 21.06 14,56 86014

Non=Intro- ‘ X . ] -

ductory 8.66 2416 2.14 0.90 13.86
TOTALS 47¢70 1364 2320 15046 100400
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Jable [Vel5. Projected Nattonal Distribution’of Sections -
- of Introductory and Non-Introductory Writing
Courses for ALL Institutional Types for Faculty in
Different Groupse. <

When the figures .appearing on the "totals®” row in Iable
IVNel5 are compared:with those on the "totals® row”in Yable IVelly
we see that whilte 34.14X of all sections -taught in our sample
institutions are taught by "t-track® facultyy 47.70X nationally
are taught by "t-track® faculty. ° The percentage of sections
taught by "fulle=tiae® faculty increases (from 12.43X to 13.6%)
slightlyy and those taught by ®"part-time® faculty fncrease (from
19.882% to  23.20%) sonevhatz,uofe. In contrasty graduate
students-=who teach 33.55X of. all sections 1in “our responding
fnstitutions-~-teach a constderably smaller percentage (15.46X) of
writing classes nationwide. These Large differences between -the
real percentage for our 3sample and the projected national -
percentages for “t-track®™ faculty and graduate students are a
function of the difference betuéenethe distribution of our sample
institutfons across 1iastitutional type and the nat fonal
distribution of all schools across institutional types. As Igble .
lel and JIapgle J.2 1n Chapter I fndicatey 11.02X of our sample
consists of two~year . collegesy while 'natfonally 38% of alt
institutions are two-year collegese- Sililarlyc while 36.22X of
our responding institutions are universitieso only 5¢12% of all
insitutions nationally are. The differences between the real and

. projected staffing -distributions are thus explained by the fact’

that two-year colleges use virtually no graduate. students as.
composition teachers while universities use extremely Llarge &
nuabers of thea. ’
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CHAPTER V

v

'PROFICIENCY EXANINATIONS AND EXENPTION PRACTICES

Two {mportant aspects of college writing programs are the

means used te determine writing ‘proficiency and the wmethods
enployed to exempt students from required composition cour sese.

s

Ve 1. PROFJCIENCY CXAMINATIONS .

AN

Y Although the use of proficiency examinations to determsine '

student advancement from lower<division to upper-division status

has probably declined since the aid 1960%sy 56 (44.31%) of our .

respondiny fnst 1tut fons indicated that fhey use a general writing
3rof1c1ency test of some kind to determine advancement through
the undergraduate _ curriculume In scme casesy this examination
takes the form of an exit examination for a particular writing

course or sequence of writing courses. In other casese the.

examination {is used to determine whether students write at a
level deemed appropriate for college graduates.: This Latter kind
ot examination is more specifically a graduation .requirement than
the former. Of cur:-responding institutionssy 24 (18.9%X) use both
proficiency and exit examinationsy while 32 (25.2X) wuse one: or
the other. 0f the.32 institutions relying on one or the other
type of examinationy 9 (28.1X of the 323 7% of all 1institutions
sampled’ use ‘a proficiency but not an exit examinatfons and 23
(71.9% of the 32; 18.1X of all {institutions "sampled) use exit
,examinations of . some kind but not proficiency examinationse.
Although we did not design our questicnnaire: - to elicit very
specific - information about these examinations, we believe that

they should be exasmined systematicallyy if for no other reason
than to {dentify the bases on which proficiency is determined..

Another reason for studying such examinations systematically 1is

‘that with the currént 1importance: attached to writing among

college students and college -graduatess the use of such
examinations is Likely to increase. ' .

Ve 2o CXEMPYION PRACIICES '

With respect to the methods used to determine exemptions,
our questionnalre ylelded information somewhat more specific. Of
the 127 respondfing institutionsy 102 (80.3%X) indicated that they
have a procedure for exempting students from required writing

61
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coursesy usually those at the freshman Level. We find 1t
encouraging that 64 (63X) of the 102 directors .answering this
particular’ question saild that their institutions-use a writing
sampley either alone or in :confunction with some other measuréy
to determine exemptions. Either to supplement or to replace
writing samplesy many institutions use 'standardized' tests: for

,exemption purposese. These percentages are as follows: 34X,

Advancéd Placement? 29%y ACT: Verbal; 24%y other. (often -2n
in-house objective test of grammar and usaged)s 23%y CLEP with a

' writing sample; 23Xy SAT Verbal3 16Xy CLEP without a writing

samples 7%y ‘ECT 'wit’h a writing sa-ple. 6%y TSHES 3%, TOEFL. 2%y

‘SAT Quantitative. and 2%y SAT Total Score.

Uith such 'standardized' tests or combination of
“standardized® test and - writing sampley the responding
fnstitutions exempt on. the average 10.39% (medfan = 2.65%; mode =
1.00X) of their students from at Least one required freshman

writing .course. The average rate for exemptions from more than

one required freshman writing course 1s 3i54X (median = 0.43%:

. mode = (0.00%). Finallys nearly 32X of the responding writing

program directors sald that their exemp.ion procedures and
policies were currently under studys suggesting that exemption
practices ought to be studied again in the near future.

~
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CHAPTER VI - .

FRESHMAN TEXTBOOXS

One fairgz\goodb yet general, tfndfcation of the nature of a
writing course s the type or types of textbooks adopted. For
exampley wuriting courses which rely most heavily on textbooks:on
grasmar and usage are Likely to differ in {mportant ways from
courses which rely most heavily on anthologies of short storiese.
To help construct a general picture of the nature of first--"and
second-semester/quarter. freshman writing coursesy we asked the

writing program directors in our:sample how extensively certain -

types of textbooks are used in thelr freshman writing-courses.
The types’of textbooks we asked about specifically are the

foltowing: (1) the - grammar and usage handbook (6r/Usage Hdbk);
(2) the sentence workbook (Sent urkbk); (3) "the paragraph -
workbook (Paragr Wrkbk); (4) the anthology of nonfiction (Anthol?

Nonfict); .(5) the ®"how=-to® style book (How=-To Style Bk); (6) the
anthology of fiction and/or poetry (Anthol: Ficthoet)u (7) the
anthology of fictton: and nonfiction (Anthol. Comb)s (8) the
classroom rhetoric with a kandbook of usage (Rhet w/ Hdbk): and
(9) the ctassroom rhetoric without a handbook of usage (Rhet w/o
Hdbk)e These textbook types were lListed on our questionnaire,
and -the uriting program directors were asked to itndicate--on a
four-point scale from "much use® to ®"no use®=-the degree to which

the - nine .types .are wused 1in their first-y second=y and .

third-semester/quarter freshman writing courses. Because of the
Larger numbers 9f such coursesy we focus here on only first- and
second-seuester/quarter courses.

.
bl
>

vI. 1-'EB§§ﬁﬂAﬂ-I§BI§QQE Y3ES ALL B§§EQ§215§ INSTITUTIONS

0f the 127. {institutions reprcsented “in  our sampley 117

"provided information about the  use: of textbooks in
. first-semester/quarter freshman writing coursesy- and 88 supplied

textbook informatfon for second-semester/quarter freshman writing
coursese The responses for all responding idnstitutions are
susmarized 1n JIgble VIel and Iable ¥I.2e¢ These tables reflect
the diversity of texts used in first- and second-semester/quarter
freshman writing coursese

!
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Type of Text Much Some Lﬁttle No

. Use Use Use.— Use
6r/Usage Hdbk 28.2  29.9 14.5 27.4
Sent M¥Wrkbk - 154 154 17.1 © 952e1 .
Parager krkbk 6.0 . 12.8 1063 . 709
AntholiNonfict 20,5 34.2 . 6e8 385
Hou-TQ Style Bk LY 18.8 8¢5 692
Anthol Fict/Poet. 0.9 8e5 403 86e¢3
Anthol:Comb Sel 60 Te7 8le2
. Rhet w/ Hdbk 3265 17.9 12.0 ‘3766
Rhet w/0 Hdbk " 205 17.1 6.0 564
Other . 6.8 , 8e5 '205 82.1.

.
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Jabie !1.1. Use (in 2 of responses in response categories)
of Textbooks of Different Types In First-Semester/
Quarter Freshman Compositian Courses in ALL Respond~-

Jng Ingtitytions (N = 117

[
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Type of Text : Much Som® Little No
Use Use , Use ~ Use
Gr/Usage Hdbk ; 10.2 455 1265 3148
Sent Wdrkbk . N 68 8.0 91 7641
Parage Wrkbk It 203 Fel- 85e2
Anthol: Nonfict . 29e5 © 30e7 4.5 35.2
How=to ‘Style Bk 840 Je1 8.0 43,2
Anthzti? Fict/Poet 17.0 9.1 4.5 6903
Anthol: Comb . 1265 . 13.6 6e8 670
"‘Rhet w/ Hdbk 17.0 2267 136 4646
Rhet w/0 Hdbk 102 170 6e3 6549
Other : Fel -T1 1.1 81.8

'Igglg ¥l+2e Use (in X of responses in response categories)
‘ of Textbooks of Different Types in Second-Semester/
Quarter Freshman Composition Courses 1n ALt Respond-

ing Ingtitytionsg (N = 88).
1. 1. Uge in Eirst-Semester/Quarter Coyrses: ALL Schoolsg

lable Y¥YI.1l indicates generally both what types of textbooks
and are not used n first-semester/quarter courses. For
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‘these coursesy at least 50X of the directors indicated that they
make "no use® of the following kinds of textbooks: the sentence
workbook (52.1%)3 the paragraph workbook (70.9X)% the "hou-to"
style book €69. 2X)§i the anthology of fiction and/or poetry
(86.3%X)7 and ‘the combination anthology }81.21). These
parcentages suggest two important things about
first-semester/quarter freshman uriting .courgses 1in general.
Firste they suggest that first-semester/quarter courses are not
usually titerature-baseg. Less than 12% of the 117 directors
said they make "much® orF "some® yse of a Literature anthology or
a "cosbinaticn® anthologye Seconds the percentages suggest that
the study of sentencess paragraphss and style in {isolation dces
not figure f{importantly 1in the first-semester/quarter:courses,

" even though over 30X of the directors indicatc "much®™ or "some®

use of a -sentence workbuoke ‘The relatively high percentage
(S6.4%) of directors indicating "imo use® of a classroom rhetoric
without a handbook - is somewhat misleading. _A more detailed
analysis of the data shoued that 88X of the directors make "auch®
or "some® use of one or the otfier type of classroom rhetorics in
first-semester/quarter freshman writing courses. Thus a third
important finding {1s that ° generally - first-semester/quarter
freshman writing courses make "much®” or "some® use of a classroon

.rhetorice : Jable -VI.] also reveals that 54.7% of the directors

make 'luchF or "some® use of a nonfiction reader and that 58.1X
make 'lucﬁﬁ or "some" use of a grammar and usage -handbook in the
first-semester/quarter courses they direct. Thus it would appear
that first-semester/quarter freshman writing courses generally’
rely on saome form of classroom rhetoricy some kind of grammar and
usage hanabook. and an anthology of nonfiction readings. -

Requnses contatned 1n the 'other“ category. of textbookso
which appears in Iable VIe.l through ¥[.8+ are from directors who

-named texts in addition to the types. listed on the questionnaire.

For the aost party these directors indicated that the students?
oxn papers-serve as a "text" for the coursee. This response may
have occurred more ‘frequently 1f we had fncluded ¥t on our List
of possible resconsese

VIe 1o 2 Use in mmd-mﬁmlnyenﬂ Courge: ALL Schools

. Comparison of 13915 ¥I.l ahd Iable ¥Ie2 suggests that in
some uways the first--and second«selester/quarter freshman writing

courses are similar but that in other important ways they are
different. The percentage of dirzctors indicatind "no " use® of
sentence and paracraph workbooks incrzases across the tables from
5201% to 761X and from 70.9% to 85.2%9 respectively. Classroom
rhetorics of both types are also less used in the second coursesy
while the use of the ULiterature anthologys the combkination
antho logys the nonfiction anthologys and the style book
increasese The heavier reliance on the Lliterature and the
combination anthologies suggests that second-semester/quarter
freshman writing courses tend to be more dependent on readings,
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perhaps Literarys than ;re first-seister/quarte'~ courses.

Neverthelesss the use of classroom rhetoricsy while Less than in
flrst-seaesterlquarter coursesy is substantialy uwith 66.9% of the
dfrectors fndicating “much® or "scme®. use and 87.3X indicating at
least a *Little® use. Finallys the reliance on a grammar and
usage handboak is at about the same level in the
second-semester/quarter ’courses as in the firste.

VI. 2. JEXTBQOK USE BY INSIITUTIONAL IYUE IN EIRSI-SEMESIER/ -
" QUARTER COURSES - - :

= B L
Yabie VYIe3s Iable ¥lesy and Jable VYls35 divide the data
summarized in Iable Y]e.] according to institutional typess ~ The
rationale for so dividing the data was that differences in
textbook use across dnstitutional types might reflect- {important
differences . in the goals of the writing prograss in general and
of first-semester/quarter freshman writing courszes in particulare.

Type of Text Much Some Little No
Use Use Use Use

6r/usage Hdbk . 6403 2846 3507 Tel

. Sent Wrkbk ° 7ol Tel 21.4 -64.3
Paragr Wrkbk ———- 21.4 214 571
Anthol: Nonfict 14.3 357 Tel 4249
How=To Style Bk 14.3 21.4 . Tel 5T7el

. Aathol:Fict/Poet Tel Te1 Tel 18.6
Ahthol :Comb Tel ———- "Tel 857
Rhet w/ Hdbk - 57e1 Tel 14.3  21.4
Rhet w/0 Hdbk 214 2866 21le4 2846

Other - A ——-- Tel « Tel, 857

Table ¥Ie3. Use (in X of responses in :response categories)
of Textbooks of Different Types in First-Semester/

Quarter Freshman Composition Courses in Responding -

Iuo-Year Colleges (N = 14). - :

N
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Type of Text Much Some Littie No

Use Use Use- Use
6r/Usage Hdbk : 31.7 2%5.0 133 30 .0
Sent drkbk 18.3 . 2060 - 13.3 48.3
Paragr Urkbk ' 10.0 16.7 803 65.0
Anthol :Nonfict. 13.3 3667 _6el 43.3
Hou-To-Style Bk 33 2060 10.0 6667
Anthol F ict/Poet co=- 6e? S0 8843
- AntholComb . S0 Se0 8e3 81 .7
Rhet u/ Hdbk 2560 - 1303 16.7 . 454
Rhet w/0 Hdbk 1647 1560 le? 617
Other 8e3 3.3 1.7 8647

Iable ¥Ie4e Use (in X of responses in respgnse categories)
of Textbooks of Different Types in First-Semester/
" Quarter Freshman Composfition Courses in Responding

Eoyr-Year Ingtitytions (N = 60).

K T Y X ¥ X R ¥y By Yy X ¥y YR Yy rE L 1 X L L I L E L L 2 X L X L 2 L A L I 2 X 14

Type of Text Much Some Little No
: i Use Use Use Use
e e
Gr/Usage Hdbk 2%e3 3449 11.6 3062
Sent Wrkbk 14.0 115 209 30.2
Parager Wrkbk - 2.3 &7 9.3 83e7
Anthol:Nonfict 320 3062 7.0 3062
How=To Style Bk ceee 163 TG 7607
Anthol tFict/Poet hadddd 116 203 - 3660
Anthot :Comb . ‘47 9.3‘ 7.0 7961
Rhet w/ Hdbk 34.9 27 &9 4.7 3246
Rhet w/0 Hdbk "~ 25e6_ 163 3246 2956
Other- Te0 1643 23 The

Iable ¥]le5e Use (in X of responses in response categories)
of Textbooks of Different Types {in First-Senester/
Quarter Freshman Composition Courses in Responding
Uniyergities (N = 43).

These tables suégest that first-semester/quarter freshman
writing courses differ considerably according to type of schoole.
while first-semester/guarter courses in all three types of
fnstitutions rely rather heavily on a grammar and usage handbooks
the tuwo-year colleges 1n our sample used them the mosty as wmuch
or more than they wused classroom rhetorice. Both two-year
colleges and universities seem to rely more heavily on classroom
rhetorics ot efther type than do "four-year 1institutionse.
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Four—-year fInstitutionsy on the other handy rely more heavily on
sentence and paragraph workbooks than do either two-year colleges
or unfversitiess .Tuo-year colleges appear to make heavier use of
style books than do efther wuniversities or four-year
institutionse. .

VI. 3.0 JEXTB00K YSE BY INSTITUTIONAL.IYPE IN SECOND-SEMESIER/
SUARTER COURSES ,

Iable Y¥I.6+ JIabie VIéIs and Iable YI.§ take  the data
summarized in Jgble YI.2 and divide it according to instftutional
typese

Type of Text Much Some Little No
Use Use Use '~ Use —--
......... - R BB P R E B P EE PO DT EEE D S G W D e
Gr/Usage Hdbk oo 543 2T e3 182
Sent Wrkbk . o= cowe et 10060
Farage HWrkbk cme- ———- ———, 100.0
Anthol:Nonfict 9e1 27 3 c——- 636
How=To Style Bk 1862 .- ———- 81.8
Anthol sFict/Poet 45,5 ' 9.1 9.1 364 .
AntholiComb 1862 36 o4 - - 455
~Rhet -/ Hdbk 9.1 961 91 727
Rhet w/o0 Hdbk . ———- 9.1 cem- 90.9
Other oo e cmwa 10060

L T P X T 3 Y 2 ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ L Y 20 T ¥ X X ¥ ¥ ¥ L X T ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ 3 ¥ Yy ¥y ¥y ¥y XX 2 ¥y ]

Jable Vie6e Use (in X of responses in response ctategories)
of Textbooks of Different Types in Second-Semester/

Quarter Courses in Responding Jwg-Year Colleges (N =
11)e. .

\
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“Type of Text . Much -Some ~ Little No
' g © Use Use * Use JUse
, . N
Gr/usage Hdbk 21.4 °.°  33.3 9.5 35.7
Sent Mrkbk . 1149 Tel Tel 73.8
Paragr drkbk Tel - 4.8 11.9. 7602
Anthol Nonfict 2662 - 3567 4.8 33.3
Hou=To Style Bk. 9¢5 1149 “1149 . 66e7
Anthol‘FQCthoet 945 14,3 4.8 Tle.4 &
. AﬂthOl sComb 14.3 . 16.7 Tel 61.9
Rhet w/o Hdbk 11.9 16.7. 9.5 ' 61.9"
Othef _ . 14,3 Tel - hadendadd 78.6

Ll el T 2 L T 2 T 1T 1 X T 2 X T J --'.-----------,.--‘-- ceovesmcase ------ -

rd
1

Ignig Ylele Uuse (in X of responses in response categories)
of Texthooks of Different Types in Second-Semester/

Quarter Courses in Responding Foyr-Year Institutions

(N = 42).

Type pf Text Much *Some Littte No

Use Use Use Use

GrIUsage Hdbk oo’ 57e1 ‘11e 4 3le.4
Sent Wekbk ’ 209 11.4 143 Tie4d
Paragr Wrkbk c——- ceee’ Be6 91.4
Anthotl iNonfict 40.0. ' 235.7 Se 7 2846
. Hou=-To Style.Bk ‘2e9 8e6 Se? 8249
Anthol :Fifthoet “17 1 209 ‘- 209 T7.1
Asnthol:Comb B8e6 T 269 © Beb 80.0
Rhet w/ Hdbk 2547 229 11.4 400

Rhet w/0 Hdbk C 11e4 - 2040 Se? 6249 ’
Other : . Se7 11.4 2.9 80e0 -

D DRSS NI M B W DEE D WD DA EE s DG DD IO I W I W W S

’ 2 2

Iable ¥1. §. Use (In X of respenses in response categories)
. 0f- Textbooks of Diffecent Types in Second-Semester/
Quarter Freshman Composition Courses in Responding

- Uplyersitiss N = 3%5). n

* These tables reveal some rather remarkable \differences
across the\ sexondrsemester/quarter freshman wuriting courses
taught ._in. the thrae type:?uof schoolse The w»ost obvious
sia!larltyo and perhaps the ogly oney across the three types of
schools fs in the use of a grammar and usage handbooky which {is
ahout the same for all. three jtypes of f{nstitutions. More
) noticeabte.are the differences across the three types of schools.
‘~ﬂhile ¢g§15 11.5 reveats that 'sentence and paragraph ‘workbooks

N 5

o
.

' - £9

s . - -

o L e Lt =

DRRBUITIAS - TUDICEE AU JUS IO SRV O0 U . - e e <




are not used at all in the responding two-year collegess Iable

‘V]e1 shows that 30.9% of the four~year schools make “"much®* or

“some® use of paragraph and sentence workbooks and Iable ¥yI.8
1nd1cptes that 14.3% of the universities make similar use of a
paragraph wnorkbooke These figures suggest that attention to
discourse particles such as the sentence and the paragraph {s
greatest in the second-semester/quarter courses taught 1in
four-year institutions and Least 1{in those taught {in two-year
collegess

The differences across the types of schools in their
respect ive uses of Literature anthologies and ‘anthologies which

.combine Literature and nonfiction are also important. Of the

secand-semester/quarter courses in two-year collegess 54.6% make
"such® or “some® use of a Literature anthology and 54.6X make

- "such® or "some" use of a "combination® anthologye In four-year

institutionssy the percentages are considerably smaller--23.8% for
Literature anthologies and 31.0% for ®“cosbination® anthologies.
And in.unversitiesy the percentages are even smaller still--20%
for Literature anthologies and 11.5% for ®“combination®
anthologiese Complementary differences across the three types of
institutions appear for the use of nonficti anthologies. In
the responding two~yeav collegesy :ly 36.4% of the
second-seme'ster/quarter freshman writing courses make ®much® or
"some® use of a nonfiction anthologye. The percentages are
progressively higher for four-year 1nst1tut40ns and universities,
with 51.9%.0f the courses in four-year 1nstitutions and 65.7% of
the courses 1in universities - making 'nuch' or “some" use of a
nonfict ion anthologye. \

These percentages may {indicate that th two~year colleges
have the most Literature~oriented second-semester course and that
the universities emphasize Literature the \ Least ory perhaps,
postpone {t untgl‘after the freshman year, The differences
across .the types of -institutions with respect to the use of
anthotogies are similarly reflected i7 the »re&pective uses of
classrcon rhetorics, uith or without handbookssy 1in the
second-se'esteﬁIQUarter coursese Of these coursesy 18.2% in the
tuo-year collegesy 38:1% in the four-year instititionss and #8.6%
in the universities make ®“much® or "some® u of a classroonm
rhetoric with a handbooki and 9.1% of these courses 4in the
tuo-year collegess 26.6% in the four-year collegess and 31.4% in
the universities make ®“ruch®™ or "some® use of a classroons
rhetoric without a handbook. \

\

‘The differences across institutional types revgaled by Iable
¥Ie&s Vlels and Y18 must be viewed with cautiony because of the
small number of. responding two-year {institutionse If our
examination of the use of textbooks in our responding two-year
institutions revealed is typical of all two-year collegesy, then
it is safe to say that two-year colleges teach
second-semester/quarter courses that are very different fronm
those taught tn four-year institutions z2nd unfversities. But the
differences  1f reflected nationallys 1s perhaps explainable as
followss: in tuo-year colleges the only opportunity uany faculty

s o
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have to teach  literature Likely arises in a
second-semester/quarter writing course. In many tuwo-yz2ar
collegesy degree programs allow for a very Limited number of-
credit hours in Englishs and it seems to us possible thate {f
Literature 1s to be taught at ally 3t would have to be taught in
the second-semester/quarter freshman writing course.
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CHAPTER VII

ACTIVITIES IN FRESHMAN MRITING COURSES

Textbooks may give a rather goods if Limited, 1nd1cdtion of
the general nature of a composition coursee 'However, textbooks
do oaut necessarily give 2 clear 1{indication of the specific

instructional and curricular activities which make up the course.

Hence we attempted to find ocuty from the point of yiew of £he

yeitiog \progras directors we surveyeds which activities occur
most frequently in the freshman courzes they direct. Their

perceptions were 1taentified through two sets of itemse One set
of ftems focused on a wide range of possible f{nstructional and
curricular actfvitiess and the other focused specifically on the
types of writing assignede This latter set of d{tems sought to
elicit 1nformation about the kinds of uriting done in freshman
courses and about the amount of writing of different kinds
students are asked to doe.

VII. 1o SURYEY OF INSTRUCTIONAL AND CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

To determine which specific classroom activities are used
most and Lleast often n first- and, second-semester/quarter
freshman writing coursese we presznted the directors in our
sample with a List of 38 possible. instructional and curcicular
activities. Because we were Interested in dif. rences acr-ocs
semesters or quartersy we used only the responses of the 84
directors who responded to the List of items for courses taught
during both semesterse The directors were asked tc¢ IJIndicate
along a five-point scale from "not at alt” (1) to “very often"
(5) hou frequently those activities occur n their freshman
uriting coursese It should be noted that the five-point scale
elicited responses- which are somewnat ambfiguous: a particular
instructional or curricular activity may be very fmportant uithin
a particular coursey; but may actually occur only once or tuice
during the terme Although we collected data on first-s cecond=-»
and third-semester/quarter coursesy only a srall number of
institutions furnished information aosout third-semester/quarter
courses, thus Limiting the value of ‘suamary statisticse.
Consequentlys we focus on first- and second-semester/quarter
freshman wr iting courses in the follpuino paragraphse

Jable ¥Il.l and Iable V¥Il.2 susmarize the results of our
survey across alt types of dnstitutionse. Ag stated above,

directors fndicated along a five=point scale how often the Listed
instructional and curricular activities occurred in their first-
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and second-semester/quarter freshman courseses In Table VII.l and
Jable ¥1I.2 both means and varfances are reported for each of the
38 activities. The varfances indicate the amount of varfation
across the five response categoriesse The closer the variance s
“to zeroe the greater the agreement among the respondentse.

Jable VIlel summarizes the responses for ftems where the
mean response is greater than about 3.5 Thus only those
activities which occur markedly more often than "occasfonally” in
one of the two courses are listed in Igble YII.l. Jable VIl.2
summarizes the responses to ftems for which the mean response uas
®"goccasionally” or less than about 3.3.

B TG ) ) T Y ) ) DR Es SR O D D UD P ED ER ER GB ap TPy OF Gp G YD EP EP aB P G

Act ivities First=Semester Second-Semester
. Course Course
- Mean Var Mean’ var
Disc Essay Devel 4.25 0s84 4,27 "0e76
Disc Topic/Thesis Sent 4.24 0«91 3.84 1.09
Disc Essay Org 4422 0e87 4024 0.82
Disc Revision/Editing 4420 0es61 4,11 0675
Disc Paragr level 4006 0.78 3069 092
Disc Invention Strat 4,06 051 3452 1.18
Disc¢c Paragr Org 3499 0679 3650 094
Having Students Comment .
on Others® Wpr J3.84 091 3656 097
Doing Srewuriting 3083 1.03 3o 21 1.30
Disc Mechanics 3.81 0e87 3022 0.79
Dofng In-Class ur 3e67 098 3038° 1.04
Analyzing Audiences 3.48 1.06 3.43  ~ le14
Teaching Stand Usage 3.48 \1.19 3.20 1e21
Teacher-Dir Oral Anal )
of Student Ur 3035 " 095 3.30 0.95
Develop ing Library Sk 2480 106 3oS54 ° 1.42
Writing Research Papers 2625 2¢14 3455 2¢03

Jable VIIele: Activities Occurring More than Occasionally
in First-Semester/Quarter and Second-Semester/
Quarter Freshman Hriting Courses tn 84 Responding
Institutionse.

A s




o

ey

.
G
L
3

N
2
<

i,
LN

P T P PR LY LYY Y LY L L L R L L L L LR L2 L X L X L 2 X J

Activities First-Semester Second-Senmster

Course Course .
Mean Var Mean Var
Doing SC Ex 3«06 1.03 2624 1.03
Disc Rhet Theory 3«00 1.49 2092 1.17
Doing Journatl Wr 287 1.08 Ze38 133
Doing Oral Anal of Publ

Essays 2682 1424 289 155
~D°iﬂg Free MNr 282 097 2431 105
Doing Peer Tutoring 280 1.68 2455 1.46
Disc Journal Wr © 2675 le11  2.39 1.12
Doing SButld Ex 2461 1.27 2406 0 .98
Doing Wr Anal of Publ .

Egsays 257 1.26 2079 le6t *
Abstracting Wr Texts 2¢46 130 Jela 1.28
Pract Read Compr Sk 244 i.31 2062 1656
Doing SIimitat Ex 232 1.05 1.88 073
Doing Vocab Ex 2015 Ce84 1.97 0.83
Making Oral Presen 2011 1.13 2442 115
Anal Non-Print Media 194 0e G4 2615 0«99
Ur Letters 1.94 1,08 1.84 1.04
Oisc Linguistics 1.80 - 0e78 lerd 073
Doing Sent Anal ) 179 0e 65 157 0«56
Doing Wr Anal of Fict/

. Poetry 1.71 0«93 2461 2436
Wr in Spec Foramats 170 095 1.86 1.08
poing Oral Anal of : .

Fict/Poetry 1.68 0e91 2654 230

Wr Fict/Poetry 135 0e 48 1.53 0«75

- - D - D D T T D D D D S R B R D@ m @ @ - oo

Iable ¥1le2e Activities Occurring Infrequently in First-
Semester/Quarter and Second-Semester/Quarter Uriting
Courses in 84 Responding Institutionse.

Iable VI].]l shous which activitiss writing program directors
believe occur most frequently in their first- and
second~semester/quarter freshman wuriting coursese. The most
frequently occurring activity i§s discussing essay development.
With means of 4,25 and 4279 this activity reportedly occurs more
than "often® but Lless than "very often® in both courseses At the
other -extrenme, in first-semester/quarter coursesy writing
research papers--uith a mean of 2.25~-=occur only ®rarely."
Howevery this activityy, uwith a mean of 3.559 occurs more than
“gccasfonally® in second-semester/quarter coursese As is true in
the case of writing research papersy Jable VIlI.l 9fives a good
indication of the general shift 1in emphasis from first- to
second~semester/quarter courses as well as showing the relative

frequencies with which these activities occure For the most
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party the differences revealed 1in Iable ¥Ilel across the two
courses are not unexpected onese Developing Library skillsy Like
uriting research papersy occuis more 23ften In second= than 1n
first-semester/quarter coursese While writing resear:h papers
and develop ing Library skills increases from one course to the
nexty discussing mechanicsy discuss ing invention strategiess and
doing prewr $ting appear to decrease most significantly.

While the means reported 1in Jable ¥Ilel show group
tendenciesy the vartances reflect the diversity in instructional
and curricular activities among the responding fnstitutions with
respect to any given activitye Varfances indicate the spread of
the responses across the five response categories. The Llarger
var fancey the greater the diversity in the resporsese If a mean
response of 3.0 had a variance of 009 the varfance would
indicate that all responses were 3's. On the other hands {1f the
sean response were 30 and the variance were 4.0y the variance
would indicate that half of the responses were 1's and half were
5%se For exampley the Llarge variance for writing research papers
indicates that some programs do research papers in the
first-semester/quarter coursey some 1In the second-y and many
other "not at all® in efther courses In additions the variances
seem particularly {mportant for developing Libracy skillsy doing
preuritings and teaching stand?rd usagee

Jabte VIIe2 Lis* -2 remaining instructional and curricular
activities Listed o: our questionnaires These activities were
reported to cccury at moste only "occasionally+® as indicated by
the means in Table VII.2¢ Large varfances reported in th: table
indicate activities thaty while generally IiInfrequent when all
fnstitutions : are consideredsy still occur fairly ®"often® in a
significant number of institutionse Two of these activities are
doing written analyses of fiction or poetry and doing oral
analyses of the samee The variances (236 and 2¢30) for these
actiwtities indicate that-as our analyses of textbook wuse
revealed~~- significant wminority of programs put substantial
esphasis on Literary analysis in their second-semester/quarter
freshman wr fting coursese As JTgble V¥II1e«2 showss other activities
with Large varfances are doi¥ng peer tutorings practicing reading
comprehension skillsy doing oral and written analyses of
published essayss and discussing rhetoirical theorye Againe such
large variances 1{indicate considerable spread {n the emphasis
institutions place on these activitiese.

Sther comparisons can be made if activities Listed
separately are dgrouped togethere Two examples wilt iliustrate.
The three activities which nay be assoctated with
prewriting--discussing journal writings doing journal writing,

. and doing free writing--all occur less often in
second-semester/quarter freghman writing courses than in firste.
Similarlye the four activities associated with sentences--doing
sentence-combining exercisesy sentence~-tmitatton exercisesy
sentence-bu ilding exercisesy and sentence analyses--all occur
Less often in second-semester/quarter courses than in first.
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Ne also examined the occurrence of these instructional and
eurricular activities by type of institution and by source of
fundinge. Howevers {n those data we falled to indicate any
important differencess Those differences which did appear were
relatively smally wuwith the means across {institutional types and
source of funding differing by usually Lless than 10X, Even the
small differences which did appear were unsystematice

VII. 2. SURVEY QOF ESSAY MRITING

The amount and kinds of writing assigned in freshman writing
courses have Llong been of interest to writing program:directors
and writing teachers. The reasons for this f{nterest are
certainly manyes but three probably hold sway over the otherse.
Firstys the number of student papers submaitted during a writing
course affects the number of evaluations the teacher must perform
and probably the quality of those evaluations as welle Second,
evaluation of student writing 1{1s for many teachers the most
time~consuming aspect of teaching college writing andey for
writing program directorsy the source of many complaints Llodged
against teacherse. Thirde the amount and kinds of writing that
students are required to do contribute significantly to how
particular writing courses may be defined.

¥ith our survey {instrumenty we tried to find out how much
writing s done and what kinds of writing are being done 1in
freshxan writing coursese Although we collected data on firste=,
second~y and third-semester/quarter coursesy the relatively small
number of responses for third-sesster/quarter courses has forced
us to Limit our -report to first- and second-semester/quarter
coursese.

VIIe. 2¢ 1s Jotal Number of Pages !Liissn

Jable VYile3 reports the means and standard deviations for

the totat number of pages written in first- and
second~semester/quarter fréshuan writing courses in all types of
institutionse. The responding directors were asked to indicate

how many pagesy of 150 words eachsy that their students are
required to write in each coursee.

76




72

Type of First Course Second Course .
Institution N Meadn SO N Mean SO
Two=Year . 11 33.5 11.7 10 31.4 11.3
Four-Year Pri{ 23 303 17.1 20 33.7 20.0
Four-Year Pub #25 33.9 1649 21 33.5 165
Univ Pri 11 3Se4 12,2 8 39.5 13.1
Univy Pub 30 41.7 2146 26 451 2069

ALL 100 3565 17.8 85 37.4 21.5

LY Y Y Y Y Y Y PT Y YWy ¥ ¥ ¥ e - Yy T ¥ ¥ L X T B ¥ ¥ 2 L T ¥ T ¥ X T L T T T L ¥ ¥ L ¥ 2 J

Jabtle ¥1le3e Mean Nysber of Pages Written in First- and
Second-Semester/Quarter Freshman Writing Courses 1in

Oifferent Types of Institutions (N = 100).

Iagte YIIe3d shous some interest ing differences both across
types of Institutions and across the two courses with respect to
the total nuaber of pages written. For both coursesy
universitiesy whether private or publicy require students to
uwrite a Llarger number of pages than either two-year colleges or
four~-year institutionse Of all types of 1institutionss public
universities require the Llargest numbe: of pages. Public
unfversities require approximately 2% more pages in
first-semester/quarter freshman writing courses than four-year
private institutionsy the class of {institutions requiring the
Llowest number of pages 1{n first-semester/quarter coursesi and
they require 30% more pages {n second-semester/quarter courses
than do two-year collegess the class requiring the Llowest number
of pages in second~semester/quarter coursese Across the two
coursesy the number of pages increases for private four-year
institutions and for private and public universitiesy while {t
decreases for two-year colleges and for four-year private
schoolse. .

The standard deviations reportecd in Igble VIIe3 are perhaps
as important as the means. What the standard deviations indficate
is that there 1i3s consfderable varfatinn in the number of pages
required within institutfonal type across semesters.

The means reported in JTable VIIe3 for the number of pages
written at the wvarious types of f{nstitutions for first- and
second-semester/quarter freshman writing courses ¢can be converted
to total number of wordss khen this conversion is made for both
courses for all fnstitutions surveyedy ue see that on the average
50325 words are required in first-semester/quarter courses and
that 59610 are required in second-sem2ster/quarter courses. This
difference amounts to only about 5X.

We would be remiss if we did not indicate what we think the

responding directors included and did not include in the figures
they gave us for total number of pages written. Although we have
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no way of knowing for certainy we assume that the figures
“includey for the most partsy only those pages submitted. as
originaly extended . pieces of writinge such as essays and
Journalse The figures probably do not generally 1{nclude pages
written as *first draftss® "revisions® of graded works or short

assignments such as ®"topic sentence® exercises or
sentence-combining exercizse. In shorty the means reported in
Yaghble VII«3 probably represent a congeryative estimate of the
amount of we .ting actually done in first~-. and

seconi-semester/quarter freshman writing coursese.

!

VIile 2+ 2. Igtal Nymber of "Papers” ¥ritten: Purposes and
Method(s) of Development

In addfition to trying to arrive at a general estimate of howu
many pages are being sritten in first- and
second-semester/quarter freshman writing courses, we also tried
to elicit response which would ylield an estimate of how many
®"papers® are generally required that exhtbit certatn purposes and
certain methods or modes of development. To elficit such
inforsationy we formulated questions dpased on certain taxonomic
distinctions among both writing purposes and wmethods of
developmentes For writing purposesy we adopted the following
classes: to entertatne to express oneselfy, to persuadey to

informy to prove a thestsy and to 2xplore a problen. This
taxonomy derfives prinarily from the thoretical work of James
Le Kinneavy (see note 17), Not all readers ufll find this

classification system satisfactory: neither did all the writing
program directors in our samplees For methods of developmenty we
employed a classfification system which might best be represented
as a conflation of two theoriesy Frank Jeo D?Angelo?s (see note
18) and Kinneavy's (see note 19). The methods of developaent we
Listed on our questionnaire were the following?: narration,
processy cause and effecty evaluation/criticismy description,
definitiony analysis, classification, exemplifications . and

comparison/contraste In additioney we included two ®catchall®
categories~=<"combinations of varfous methods® and ®unspecified
met hodse" Some readers ‘will Likely object to our taxonomy of

methhods of developmenty 2a3s did some of the writing progran
directors we surveyed.

Although the classification systems we used for uriting
purposes and for methods of development are probably ULess than
perfecty We believed them suftable for giving a general
indication of the kinds of writing done in first- and
second-semester/quarter freshman writing cours~se. Accordingly,
we asked the responding directors ®"how many major
assignments/papers® uith a particular dosinant purpose students
in their ¢tirst=- and second-semester/quarter freshman writing
courses are required to write. In a subsequent questiony we
asked them to indicate "how many ass ignments/papers® students are
required to write using the methods of development specified.
The mean number of "papers®™ reported for writing purposes s less
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than the mean number of “papers" for methods of development.
This difference s probably attributadle to the directors having
to distribute the same number of papers into more categories for
the question on methods of development than for the question on
purposess. This difference 1s possibly attributables in parte to
our use of the word ®"major® as a modtfier of "assignments/papers®
in the question on purposess a qualifier which did not appear in
the question on methods of development.

Vile 2¢ 2¢ ae First-Semester/Quarter Courscs

Pyrposese Jable VII.4 summarfizes the responses to our
question on writing purposes of "papers®™ uritten for
first~semester/quarter coursvs across types of institutionse

driting Mean Noe. of Papers dritten in First-Semester
Purposes Freshmsan driting Courses
2=-Year A-Year Univ ALL
(N=11) (N=53) (N=34) (N=98)
Mean SO Mean SD Me an SO Mean sn

Entevrtain 0e18 De41 0«40 0.89 029 0e76 034 0.80

Express 1l.28 156 150 187 1609 198 1e33' 1e87
Persuade 0e55 069 090 1.08 1le68 2431 1.12 1.64
Infora 1.00 1018 1.91 2015 1.73 1.85 1.75 197
Prove 173 241 1¢77 2415 1697 220 1.84 2,17
,Explore 0.09 030 089 26017 G« 85 _1.42 077 1.81
Other 036 Deb67 D36 2607 0.03 0e17 025 154

TOTAL # of

PAPERS Se19 Te69 Te b4 Te52

Lable VIle4e Mean Number of “Papers® Having Different Pyrposes
Written in First-Semester/Quarter Freshman Writing
Coursese

While our comments focus generally on the means reported 1in
Yabte VIIeds readers should be aware that considerable varfations
as indicated by the standard deviationss can be found within the
responses themselves, Neverthelesss JTable VIIe«4 suggests some
faportant differences with respect to the number of ®papers®
written for particular purposes in first-semester/quarter courses
in different types of ifnstitutfonse. Considerably wmore

v
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“persuasive® i uriting 1is required-in universities than in efther
tuo~year colleges or four-year Ingstitutionse Although all types
of 4nstitutions require on average at Least one "expressive
papers”® the most "expressive® uyriting seems to occur in four-year
Institutionse Simflarlyy at Least one *informative® paper is
required in all types of schoolsey but four-year institutions and
universities require on the average nearly two. Almost the same
number of “papers® whose ‘purpose s “to prove a thesis® is
required in all types of 1institutionse. These four types of
“"papers®" make up the bulk of the "papers" required in all types
of fastitutions. In two-year collegesy those four types
coliectively account for 4.56 of the S.19 "papers®” requiredy or
88x of the totalo\ In four~year institutionse they account for
6608 of the 7.69 "papers® requireds or 79% of the total number
requireds In univxrsities' the four types of "papers" wmake up
6¢47 of the 7.64 "papers® requiredy or 85% of the totale. Thus it
would seem that ‘papers®™ uwhose purposes are "to express,® "tg
persuades® "to inform¢® and "to prove®™ constitute major emphases
in first-semester/quarter freshman writing courses. Jable VYII.A
also reveals that four-year institutions and universities require
on the average about 33X wmore papers than do two-year
institutionse.

Methods of Qevelopmente. Our analyses of the data we
cotlected on methods of development revealed only a few fmportant
differences across methods within tyrses of institutions and only
a tew interpretable differences for different. methods across
types of institutionse.| The relatively small number of noteworthy
differences {s probably. attributable to the larger number of
possibilities Listed under methous of developmenty 12 compared to
the 6 listed under purposese ALl types of institutions require
about the same number|of "papcrs® (mean no. of "papers® of each
type Is < 070) wusing "processe® "descriptions® Tanalysis,®
“exemplifications®” and “"comparison/contrast® as the principal
met hod of development. More “"papers® using primarily “narration®
and ®"evaluation/criticisn® are required in four-year institutions
than in othes types of schoolse. Tuo~year 1institutfons require
more ®"papers® developed primarily through "classfifica*ionsy® while
both two-year and four-year schools require more "cause and
effect® "papers® than do universitiess "Definition® "papers® are
required more often in two-year colleges and universities than in
four-year institutions. "papers® eaploying a combination of
methods are required wmuch more often in four-year instfitutions
and universities than In two-year collegesy and “papers® uith
urspecified wmethods of development are required much more often
in two-year colteges than in the anther two types of institutionse.

Qur survey of methods of development used in “"papers®
indicated that on the average two~year colleges require a total
of about 8 "paperso¢® four-year institutions a total of about 9
®*gaperses® and universities between 7 and 8 "paperse®™ Of the
approximately 8 "papers® required on the average {in two-year
collegesy about 2 efther use a combination of methods of
developsent or unspecified methodse 0f the approximately 9
®*papers® written {n four-year institutionsy the number using a
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combination of methods or unspecified methods s only a fraction
snaller;s and for the approximately 8 ©®papers® written in
universitiesy the number {4s a fraction Llarger than 2., The
differences between these means for the number of ®papers® and
those Listed n Jable V1I«8% result from the difficulties the
responding directors experfenced in trying to divide the total
number of papers across 12 categories rather than 6.

Vile 2¢ 2¢ be Second-Semester/Quarter Coursecs

Purposese Jable VIle3 summarizes the directors® responses
to our question on writing purposes in second-semester/quarter
coursese While our comments her2 are based primarfly on the
means regorted In Japle Y¥IIeSe the reader shculd again be aware
of the sometimes lLarge varfations uithin the set of responsesy as
fndfcated by the standard deviations.

Writing Mean Noe. of Papers Uritten in Second-Semester
Purposes fFreshman Writing Courses :
2=-Year 4-Year Univ ALL
(N=T) (N=38) (N=27) (N=72)
Mean SO Mean SO Me an SD Me an SD
Entertain - - - oo 005 Ce23 0.13 006? 0010 0et2
Express ‘029 0e76 0066 1.48 033 0«56 050 1.15
Persuade 0e71 1625 0690 1,37 0e.82 133 085 ) Y
Inform 0.43 1lel3 1,40 2.07 1elS 1059 1621 1.83
Prove 1.29 0684 1.18 150 1663 2,39 1.36 1.93
Explore * 0657 1,51 047 0«86 0.78 1.25 060 1.08
Other 0.14 0038 0408 0627 cewa ewee (0,06 0423
TOTAL # OF
PAPERS 343 4,74 4,90 4689
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Iable VIle5e Mean Number of *Papers" Having Different Purpoges
Mritten In Second-Semester/Quarter Freshman Writing
Coursese

When we compare Table VII.s with Table YIl5¢ we find that
the nuaber of "papers® required in all fnstitutions is about 38%
Ltess {in second-semester/cquarter courses than 1n firsty 4.68
*papers® compared with 7.52. JTable Y[[.5 reveals that the bulk
of the “®"papers® written in second~semester/quarter courses have
as thefr dominant purpose efther to persuades to 1{informs or to
provees Iw two~year collegess 71X of the ®papers® have one or the
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other of these three purposes as the dominant purposey and 73% of
the *%*papers® {in four-year finstituttions and universities doe
“papers® urfitten primarily to entertain figure even less
importantly ‘in second-semester/quarter courses than in first.
White “expressive®™ ®papers® are relatively i{mportant in
first-semester/quarter coursesy they are somewhat . ess important
in second-semester/quarter freshman writing courses.

NMethods 9of Qevelopmente. In finterpreting the data on
®"napers® requir ing different met hods of development {n

second-semester/quarter coursesy we experience difficulties
simimilar to those encountered for first-semester/quarter
courses.. Howevery we can say that ®"papers® using "narratfione"
wdefinttions® “analysise® and "class ificatfon® as the principal
method o development are required in about the same proportion
tec total "papers® in second-sezester/quarter courses as in first.
The percentages of total "papers® represented by those exhibiting
combinatfons of wmethods or unspecified wethods {s somewhat
different in second-seamester/quarter courses than in firste The
percentage for two-year collegesy four-year instituttonss and
universtities are about 33%, 30Xy and 24Xy respectivelya
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7. EVALUATING STUDENTS IN FRESHIAN WAITING COURSES

5 .one ihportant ‘aspect. ‘5f most writing courses ands gutatis -
st an ‘",;:a;t—gci Ling-programs. s the -source or-.sources of
eua&gatﬂﬁnﬁ .of student performance. _Although we ‘might have
‘elusivé&y gn‘ﬁechnlques used to evaluate wuriting, such
t!e scoring and grisacy tratt scorings the difffculties -
ereat An glicitlng $uch - information precluded our doing so.
ecide instead to focus on the general soucces of evaluation
gg@nins'student grades. in_freshman writing -coursese
.erting progras directors to rank order the five ‘most
bang- sources of evaluations used to determine students?
qrades 1n f!rst-. second=y and third-seuester/quarter
fcespnan “uriting _coursese The Uist we 2included {n our
questionnafre contatned the tiouing sources of data used i °
W,dctcrnintng-students' tinal grades: ¢{1) objective tests of usage
(Usage Test), (2! tests over assigned readings (Readings Test);
. €30 tests. over class Lectures <(Lectures Tests)i (4) non-essay
honeudrk assignnents (Homework)s (5) participation and attendance
cPaPt 4. Atthi €6), ln-class grdded essays (IC Essay); (7) peer
evatuatian (Peer ‘Evat)d s and (8) final examination (Final Ekam)e
Under .'flnat exanination’ three options were lListed: (a3l final
graded essayt ) cssay~plus osjeciive testi and (c) objective
tesfu_ cne very llportant source of evaluation-~the out of class
‘ esSay; (OC Essay)~~nas inadvertantly omftted froa our Liste
ﬂquevers since that 1ten was ¥ritten in under an "other" category
by .81 .0f . the .97. directors who completed this section of the
questinnnaire' Ne have inc&uded it in Jable V¥YIII.l and lable
1;11.31¢beloa; Because thé out-of-class essay 3is :such an
!nporianr aspect. we, have used only - the responses of those
&irectors uho urote it tn under the 'oxher' ca%ngory.

——— 0

, 'j’ Although we colieuted' data for flrst-o second-y and
IS :hird-segésterlquarter ireshman writing coursess we recefved so
_nfgu,ﬁresponses for third-se-ester/quarter eourses. that in the
*xfotioa!ng sections we focus only on sources of evaluatfons used

. dn first- and second-seaster quarter fresh-an writing coursese.
J o [

PR .

=
g
P
2
»
B
:
3

BRI YL ' * ‘
‘sussarizes. the averige ranks assighed by the
¢rs: to the various sources' of evaluations
*Z&raues i rurst-scuasterlquarter freshman
‘squrces of evaluatlon listed in Ighlg
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MIlIlel are Listed 1in: order of the ranks assigned by alt
responding directors regardless of type of {nstitution. The

respaonses for all directors are summarized in column one: and caq

easily be compared to’ the . responsesy which are Listed {n
subsequent columnsy for directors fros different types of

institutionse It should be noted that the wmeans reported ¢n

Iable VIil.1 and JTabie VIII.2 are based on a five-point scale,
ranging from *1" (most important) to "5® (least important).

eemmam——- -mgmmmmnne ———— S S

Source’ of / Average Rankings
- . Evaluation ALL Two-Year Four-Year Univ
) (N=81) (N=8) (N=40) {N=33)
‘0C Essay 1625 - 1.00 1.13 146"
IC Essay 26717 2050 . 2495 261
Final Exam 335 3615 3.38 3.12
Part & Att 382 4.13 3663 P 4406 |
Homewo rk ) 4065 4¢63 4,55 ) ‘4719
Readings T#st 4.70 4088 ¢ .68 4.67
lUsage Test | 4.78 Se00 4.80 4.78
Peer Eval 4,80 500 %70 4,88
Lectures Test 4,93 9S00 4,90 4,94

-------- LT PP PR PP e P Y Y By P DTy y ¥y ¥y
<

. Jable Villele Average Rankings of Types of Evaluation
Used in First-semester/Quarter Freshman Writing
Courses to Determine Final Grades.

(

As Jable V¥]lIlel showses the four sources of evaluation
recefving the highest rankings 1in all four categories . of
responses are identicale. Jable VIII.l also shows that the two
highest ranked sources of evaluation are the "in class® essa) and
the "out of class essayo" 0f these tuwos clearly the moie
isportant {is the "out of class essaye® As {in previous analyses,
the sprall N for two~year colleges severely Limits tnterpretation.
It 1se howevers 1nteresting to note the difference in relative
ranks assigned to these two sonrces by directors in four-year
institutions and in universities: whil the average rank for

four-year institutions for t out of <class _essay®™ {s bhigher

than that for universitiess the average rank for the "in class
assay® is higher for universitief. Essay writing s also the
most 1{mportant evaluation sourte in the two-year collegeses The
third highest ranked source in all tyses of institutions fs the
final _exasination. “In none of the 81 responding institutions
does this examination take the form of an objective -test. of
these 81 fnstitutionss 72.4% indicated that the final ~xamination
took the form of a gradéed essays with the repatning 27.6%
indicating that ¥t took the form of a graded essay rombined with
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an objective teste The percentage of two-year colleges in which
the final examination took the form of a graded essay is 80Xy the
percentage of four-year Institutfons 1s 70Xy, and the percentage
of universities is 73.9%.

Jable VIII.1l 1indicates that there 1s a fair amount of
agreement across 1Institutions regarding the most important
contributors to final grades in first-semester/quarter freshman
writing coursese. Unfortunatelyy we were unable to elicit
information regarding specific evaluation procedurese. These
rankings only 1{indicate thate for exampley students* writing
weighs heavily 1in the grades they receive; the rankings do not
reveal anything about the methods or criterfa employed {in
evaluating that writing.

VIIIe 2. EVALUATION IN SCCOND-SEMESTEI/QUARTER FRESHMAN
WRITING COURSES

Jabte VIII»2 summarizes the average rankings of sources of .
evaluation used to determine final grades in M
second-semester/quarter freshman weiting courses in all '
institutionse.

Type of Average Rank ings

Evatuat fon ALL Tud-Year Four-Year Univ

(N=50) (N=§) (N=24) (N=20) #ri
0C Essay 1.40 1.00 1.08 1.80 o
IC Essay 2692 3.17 3.08 2465 )
Final Exams 3.20 3.17 J.42 2690
Part £ Att 370 Je67 JeS54 Je8S
Homework 4460 433 4063 4.65 X
Readings Test 4.42 4,50 4025 4,60 ? \
Usage Test 4082 433 4.88 4.90
Peer Eval 4,80 4.83 475 4,75
Lectures Test 4.74 433 4.70 4.60

'3
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Iable ¥YIII.2- Average Rankings of Types of Evaluation
Used In Second-Semester/Quarter Freshman Writing
Courses to L2termine Final Gradese

The ordering of the scurces of evaluation (Uisted in JIable
¥Ilie2 s the same as that of JTabte V¥IIl-i. This should
‘factilitate comparsions between evaluat fon practices in first- and
second-semestér/quarter freshman writing coursese The order of
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the rankings for the first four sources of evalustion {s the sasme
for second-semester/quarter courses as it s for firste However,
the awverage ranking for the ®"out of class essay® and for the "in
class essay®” is generally Llower across alt institutions for
second-semester/quarter courses than ft 1s for firste In
centrasty the average rankings across atl institutions for the
*final examination®* and for .*participarion and attendance® {s
‘generally highere In additiony some of the remaining five
sources of evaluation contribute more (o final. grades 1in
second-semes’er/quarter courses than they do ¥tn firsty although
these remaining five sources still recetved very Low rankings by
the progras directorse Howevere the -summary column for atl
institutions indicates that both "tests over readings® and "tests
over lectures® contribute more to final gradss in
second~semester/quarter freshman writing courses than they do 1{n
firste. " These somewhat higher rankings probably -reflect
differences {n the - natures of the two coursess with the
second-semester/quarter courses=--as {indicated 1in the survey of
textbooks and the survey of classroom activitfes--probably more
attentive to the interpretation of writien textsy whether fiction
or non-fictione.
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CHAPTER IX

I RN

FACULTY EVALUATION AND DEVELOPNENT

Two 1{important aspects of many writing programs are the B
procedures used to evaluate the teaching of composition faculty
and the means avaflable for helping composition faculty {mprove
the ir teachinge We see these as related aspects of programs
becausey fdeallyy evaluations of faculty should provide one basis
for faculty development programse Both the evaluation of
teaching and professional development of faculty are complex
issuesy and we were unable to explore efther issue uith the
thoroughness we would have Likede Without direct observation of
the settings of the responding writing program directorsy it is
fspossible to develup much more than a very general picture of
efthes faculty evaluation or faculty development practicese.
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IXe 1o EACULTY EVALUATION

OQur "~ efforts to explore the evaluation of composition
teacliars in writing programs around the country focused on tua
za,or questions: (1) the sources of data used as the bases for

such evaluattions and (2) the number of different kinds of data
used in such evaluations. .

IXe ie 1o Soyrces of Evaluation Dﬁiﬂ for Fgur Clagses
of Essu&:x

To determine the sources of data used in evaluations of
: uriting teachersy we asked the responding writing program 2
4 directors to indicate those sources for four different classes of E
: facultye. These sources of data for evaluations are the %
AU follouwing: (1) fellow faculty members (FFM)3 (2) students (STUD);
(3) director and/or supervisor of the writing program (B/S?; and ] g
(4) departmental chairperson (DC). In .additiony ue asked the
g0 directors to specify whetiter “other" sources of evatuative data
- are used besides the four we Listeds and we provided a category
N for "no evaluation required® (NCNE)e The information on sources
7 of evaluaf fon were elicitzd for four different faculty groupss:
(1) ténured full-time -faculty CIFTF) S €2) tenure~-seeking
full=-time faculty (TSFTF)3 (3) nontenured: nontenure-seeking
full=tine faculty (NNSFTF); and (4) part-t ime faculty (PTF), He
yshoutd point | out‘ a problem with the class of part~i.ime faculty
R}PFW). ue rannot tett from the respanses to our question whether °
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%5 the responding directors consistently included part-time faculty
i who are also graduate students in their departmentse.
§‘,
- Jable IXel summarizes the responses of all: writing progran
{ directors to our question about the sources of data for
: evatuations of composition facultye.
) Percentage of ¥riting Program Directors Indica-
. ting various Sources of Evatuation Data N
: L X L W Y 3 X ¥ ¥ ¥ TN} ----( --------- - en @ P e e e o - o - " aoeoe oo - ener e s O o o w S - - e enen e .
;. Type of Type of . . : g :
= Faculty Institution N FFM . STUD 0/s DC OTHER NONE y
: TFTF Tuo-Year 13 3048. B4es 3048 53.8 1544 0.0 S
Four-Year 63 349 6Sel 22¢2 47,6 448 19.5 T
University A4 27.3 5243 227 23 243 2945
Combined 120 ' 3le7 62e5 233 4le7 Sel0 2048
' TSFTF  Tuo=Year 13 46e2 76¢9 3048 53.8 Te7 00
Four-Year 63 57,1 698 30 2 S8e7 6.3! 79
University 44 52e3 ({led 36e4 409 2.3 11.4
Combined 120 5462 675 325 S1l.7 5.0\ 803
NNSFTF  Two-Year 10 2040 2040 20¢G 60e0 0.0| 0.0
Four-Year 62 32e3 Sleb 2462 43.5 3.2 4.8
University: 42  38.1 47.6 40e5 2866 060 | 1443
Comb ined 114 33e3 49.1 298 3965 1.8 | 7.9
---A‘---- .......... L L X' N X X I ¥ ¥ J L - F ¥ 1 N X ¥ T N X X I N T X I ¥ T ¥ ¥ ¥ T ¥ J ‘----\ .....
PTF ' Two-Year 13 23e1 846 38¢5 61e5 Te7 .| 040
\ Four-Year 63 3645 Tle# 48.4 49.2 4.8 “14.8
UﬂiVCrS‘tY‘ 42 3363 S4.8 952 o4 2662 Te1 3.5
- Comb ined 118 3%.9 669 4646 4204, 59 5.9
3 \\‘ :
i Soyrces of Evalyation Data: FFM (fellow faculty wembers);i
} STUD (students)s D/S C(writing program director/superviisor};
g -DC (departmental chairperson); OTHER (sources of evaluation '
o data other than the previous four);i NONE (no evaluation of 3
3 - 7 composition faculty). \ :
-~ ’ \ :f
7 Facyliy Groups Eyalyated: TFTF (tenured full-time faculty)i - ¥
T TSFTF Ctenure-seeking full-tine faculty); NNSFTF (nontenured .
y nontenure-seeking full-time faculty); PTF (part-time faculty). -
; Iabte IXele Percentage of Responding Writing Program Directors\ ’é
! . Indicating Various Soyrces of Eyatluation Data for Four ! 7
Different Classes of Faculty. , g
. i A
\ 1
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Iable IXel reveals that of the four classes of facultyy
tenured full-time faculty (TFTF) are Least Likely to be evaluated
at alle JIagbte IXel also suggests that in the progression from
tuo-year colleges to universitiesy the probability of any class

NI R p ey e
P

of faculty being evaluated at all generally decreasese. The

amount of evaluation also generatly decreases from t.o~year

: I col leges to universities. For all classes of facultys students
e appear to provide the bulk of evaluation data. Evaluation data

drawn from students appear to be the most important with respect
to three of the four classes of facultys and for those three
classes of facultys such data appear lLess important as one moves
from two-year colleges to four-year institutions to universities.
1t should be noted that the rows of percentageéo excluding
those tor *"NONE* in Jable IXel generally total about 200. By
dividing i1Wis total by 100y we arrive at an estimate of the
¢ average number of sources of data used in evaluating various
e classes of faculty 1{in different types of institutionse. Thus
; about two sources of evaluation data are used in any given type
¢ : of schoel for any civen class of composition faculty. The table
. also indicates that in"~ about one~third of the 1Institutionss
fellow faculty members (FFM) represent a source of data for
evaluations of tenured full-time faculty (TFTF)y mnontenured
nontenure~seeking futl-time faculty (NNSFTF)9y and part-time
taculty (PTF)e For tenure-seeking full-time faculty (TSFTF),
howevery the percentage of 1institutions using fellow faculty
nembers (FFM) as sources of evaluation data 1{increases to about
50X« Jabte IXel also revezis that more schools of all types use
writing program directors and/or ‘supervisors as a source of data
in® evaluating tenure-sceking full-time faculty (TSFTF) and
, part-time faculty (PTF) than °‘they do in ‘evaluating the other tuwo
classes o7 facultye. . N R

Department chairpersons serve as a2 source of data {in
evaluating alt classes of faculty 1in a Llarger percentage of
two-~year colleges and four-year fnstitutions than of
unfversitiess Two~year colleges rely o. this source of data more
than the other two typ/s of schools. Perhaps remarkable s the
fact that only 2.3% of the universities employ chairpersons as a
source of data in evaluating tenured futl-time faculty (TFTF),

. while a much larger percentage of the other types of {tnstitutions
use thiss source of data in evaluat ing their tenured full-time
faculty (TFTF). ’

IXe le 2o Sources of Data for Evaluating Graduate Teaching
Asgistants

-t

Table IXel Suggests that evaluation of composition faculty
s a fairly {mportant aspect of writing programss regardless of
the type of institytion and regardless of the class of facultye.
As. uwe have pointed outes howevery there 1is considerabie variation
across institutions and sources of evaluation data. We should
also point out that we do not know whether the data sumsmarized in
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Jable IXe}l reflect *required® or “optional®* evaluation
procedurese 5 ,

Because we did not specify whether directors should {nclude
graduate teaching assistants wuithin the class of part-time
facultys we do not know whether Igble IXel 1includes data about
the evaluation of graduate students teaching ¥n writing programse
In another questiony howevery we did ask the directors to
indicate the sources of data used to evaluate graduate studsnts
teaching 3n their programse In addition to providing an "OTHER®
categoryy uwe asked the directors to {ndicate {f the following
sources of data are used in evaluating the teaching of graduate
students: (1} course syllab¥ and/or polficy statements (SYLL)§ (2)
grading practices (GRADE)S and (33 students (STUD). A fourth
source of data--classroom observation by faculty (0OBSER)--was
written itn by 37 of ¢the 56 directors who responded to the
questione The findings are summarized in Jable IX.2.

Type of . Percentage of Institutions Using Various
Institution Sources of Data in Evaluat ing Graduate
Student Teachers
N SyiLL GRADE STUD OBSER OTHER
four-Year 18 67 83 94 61 25—
Friv 5 80 60 80 60 40
Pubtl 13 62 92 100 62 15
Unfversities 38 68 74 87 68 29
Priv 9 67 56 56 56 33
Publ 29 69 79 97 72 28
Comb ined 56 68 77 89 66 23

- D D D D D D D D D D D D D G D G WD AR AR D AR D e D P D EB PP ED B ED EB WY B D P A VG &P ED WD G W @ @ W .

lable ]Xe2e Percentage of Institutions Using Various $So grggg‘

of Data in Lvaluating Graduate Students who Ieach
!z.u.ag coursese

Yable IXe2 1indicates that the most {important source of
evaluation data for graduate students who teach 1in writing
programs 1is the students who enroll {n their classese The
graduate students® grading practices constitute the next most
important source of evaluation . data. Course syllabd and
classrocm observation ar2 less important sourcese but are stitl

.used In over 65% of all responding institutions. Jable IXe2
reveals trat graduate student teachers are Least evaluated 1n
private universitiesy al’hough even in private universities at
Least tuo and one-half sources of data are used on the averagelin
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evatuations of "~ graduate student teachers. Nearly equal amounts
of evaluation appear to occur 1in the other three types of
institutionse.

Tgble IXe2 suggests (1) that the teaching of grazduate
students is perhaps more thoroughly and carefully evaluated than
the teaching of other faculty ana (2) that such evaluations are
usually based on data draun from at least three source.. Again,
we are unable to ‘determine whether evaluation of graduate
students is ®"required”®” or “optional."”

In concluding this section on the sources of evaluation
datas we should point out that the results summarized in Jable
Ixel and Igbie IXe2 indicate nothing about the specific ways
evaluations are carried out or how the data from various sources
are ueighted in judgments of teaching performancee. These are
isportant > fssues that should be investigated very-carefully at
another timee ] o=

IXe 2, EACULTY DEVELOPMEIT

On the assumption that the evaluation of composition faculty
iss in many casesy related to professional development progranms,
we asked the writing program diractors a number of questioas
about faculty development programs for composition teachers i
their 1institutfonse WHe asked .about (1) the use and frequency of
jn=-service orkshops for various clasces of composition faculty,
(2) the use of outside "consultants®: - in such workshopse (3) the
availability of travel funds tc support the development of
composition facultyy and (4) the training of graduate students
who teach composition in the institutions wnere they are working
on advanced degrees. i '

o

IXe 2+ lo In-Service Professional Deyelopment Workshops

El

Igble IXe3 summarizes the results of our survey of the use
of in-service workshops for the training of composition facultye
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Type of Percentage of Instituions O0ffering
Workshops for Faculty Groups

P D D S D WP ED D D W D D TP @D P ED YT @D T TS D WD D G D A P D R P W e

Institution N TFTIF TSFTF NNSFTF PTF
Two-Year 12 91.6 750 33.3 583
Four~Year 63 €35 61.9 49,2 65.1

Priv 32 1.9 _ 6546 43,8 6546
Publ 31 S48 5861 5448 645
Universities 43 6065 628 65.1 7261
Priv 12 41le7T 41,7 5060 6667
Combined 118 65.3 6346 5344 700

oo mmaeo oo oo cooocooe L D L L L T L L L F ¥ ¥ P X P ¥ X 2 XY ¥ X )

Tabte IXe3e Percentage of Institutions Offering In-
Service Morkshops for Isproving the Comnosition
Ieaching of Tenured Full-Time Faculty CTFTF),
Yenure-Seeking Full-Time Faculty (TSFTF), Nonten-
urea Nontenure-Seeking Full-T ime Faculty (NNSFYF)

- and Part-Time Faculty (PTF). )

Khen the rows for the varfous types of institutions are
summed and the sums divided by 100y J3gble IXe3 indicates that for
all four_faculty groupss public universities on - the average
providi' more opportunities for faculty development through
1n-seriice workshops than do the other types of {nstitutions.
The columns {n Igble IXe3 indicate a3 great deal of variation in
the percentages of fnstitutions offering in-service werkshops for
ijfeﬁént groups of faculty. - A ' lLarger percentage of two-year
colleges provide workshops for tenured full-time faculty (TFTF)

. than of any other institutional. type. In contrasty a smaller

percentage of two~year colleges o¢fer w~orkshops for nontenured
nontenure-seeking full-time faculty (NNSFTF) than of any other
type "ot schoole - A soueuhat”‘larger percentage of two-year
colleges offer workshops for  ,tenure-seeking full~-time faculty
(TSFTF) than of the other types of schools; although 71% oY the
public universities offer.in-service workshops for that faculty
groupe More public unfversities offer workshops for nontenured
nontenure~seeking full=-time faculty (NNSFTF) than the other types
of schoolse This 1s not an unexpected finding since public
unive.gsities probably employ a Larger number of such faculty than
do wmost of the other types of institutions. If the percentages
Listed under *PTF® for two-year colleges are excludeds we see
that about %the same percentage of other types of institutions
offer in-service workshops for part-time faculty (PTF)y even
though a sonewhat Ltarger percentage obtafns for public
universities. Because the suas across the varfous rows all
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-~ exceed 200 (with a range from 200.1 for private universities to
2839 for public universities)s it would seem that all five types
of institutions offer professional development workshops for at
least two of the four faculty groups identified in YTable IX.3.
The sum for all institutions combineds in factes 1indicates that
workshops are provided on the average for 2.5 of the .four faculty
groupse

IXe 2o 2o Freguency of In-Service Workshops

Analyses of data collected for a subsequent questfon reveal
that in-service workshops for composition teachers are conducted
. more than onc: each semester or quarter 1in 38X of the 100
? institutions responding. Another 25X offer such workshops on a -.
i once-a-semester/quarter basisy and 24X offer them once every
s yeare The rematning 13X offer {in-service ' workshops for
: coeresition teachers no more than once every two academic yearse

Public universities offer such workshops more frequently
than do the other types of institutfonse OFf the 31 responding
public universitiesy 81x offer such workshogzs at Lleast once 2
semester. Private four-year institutions and private
unfversities (Lie at the other extremes with about S0X of etiner
type offering faculty development workshops at Least once 'each
semester. Approximately 60% of all 100 tresponding institutions
of fer such in-service faculty development workshops at Lleast once
each semester.

IXe 20 3o Use of "Consylfants® in In-gervice Workshops

We also asked the responding directors to {indicate whether
they brought in outside "consultants® to assist with in-service
faculty development workshopse #e believed that this questior
would provide some estimate of the amount of cross-fertilization
of jdeas about the teaching of writinge Of tke 96 institutions
responding to the questions about 47X employ “"consultants® in
that capacitye. Among the varfous types of 1institutionsy a
greater percenta e (about 60%X) of two-year colleges and of

.private four-yeas Iinstitutions employ outs ide “consultants® for
in-service workshops than of the other types of schools.. Fewer
(34.8%) public four-year institutions appear to use "consultaats®
for in-service workshops than any other type of 1{nstitutione.
About 47X of all four-year {institutions and about 43X of als //
universities use outstide "consultants® for {in-service tratining -
prograsse
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IXe 2. 4. Iraining of Gradyate-Stucdznt Ieachers of Hriting

In a question related to faculty developments we asked the
responding directors from four-year finstitutions and from
universities to 1findicate whether their instituttons require
graduate~student teachers to complete at Lleast one graduate
course in the teaching of writing prior to or during their fi~st
semester or quarter of teaching. 0f the 85 respond - ng
institutions that employ graduate students as writing teachers.,
35 (63.6%) indicated that those teachers are required to ¢complete
at least one graduate course in the toaching of uriting prior te
or during the’ir first teaching assignments Of the 17 four-year
jnstitutions who employ their own graduate studentsy eight

(47.1X) require the completion of such a courses Of the five-

private four-yzar institutions who employ their oun graduate
students to teach in their writing programss only one (ZOXﬁ

require a graduate course in the teaching of wuritings while seven

{58.3%X) of tne public four-year idnstitutions have such ;A

requirenment. Tuenty-seven (71.1X) of the 38 universities uho
esmploy their own graduate students as writing teachers require
completion of at Lleast one such course prior to or during the
first semester or quarter ¢f teachinge of the private
unfversitiesy 66.7% (6 of 9) have such a requirementy as do 72.4!
(21 of 29) of the public universitiese. While these percentages
and figures indicate that instruction in the teaching of urfting
is wmandatory for graduate-student teachers in the najorﬂty of
institutfons surveyede these same percentages and figures
indicate that 36.4% of the responding institutions apparenfly see
no need for instruction in the teaching of writing. /

‘ N !
IXe 2o Se iravel funds for Faculty Development |

4

Another 3dndication of commitment to faculty development is
the avaflabit ity of funds for traveling to professional meetings
where coamposition-and the teaching of compositicen are discussed.
Accorcdinglyy we asked the responding writing program directors to
indicate whether travel funds for professional development are
avallable for teachers of writing. . The responses to this
auestion are suamarized in Iable IX.% ’
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Type of Percentage of Institutions Providing
Travel. Funds for Professional De-
Institut ion velopment of goiposition Teachers
N N TFYF TSFTF NNSFTF PTF
e - Two=Year 12 100.0 9167 3363 0.0
s Four-Year 62 887 87.1 43.5 25.8
, Priv 31 9667 ) 8345 41.% 2206
‘ . Publ 31 B0.6 ~ 80e5 ‘© 4542 29.0
: Universities 42 92.9 90.1 45.3 35.7
" Priv 12 91.7 I 1000 25.0 333
- Combined 114 9340 9053 43.9 2742

D BB DD T DN DD ED DD DD D DD AP D DD DD DG WSS --:-.‘- oeooeoeocoooooeoae

Table IXe4e. Percentage of Institut ions Providing Jravel
"+ Funds for Professicnal Development of Composition
Jeachers Among Tenured}Full-Tile Faculty (TFTF),
: Tenure=Seeking Full-Time Faculty (TSFTF)y Nonten-
» . ured Noqtenure-Seeking5Full-Tiue Fazudty (NNSFTF)»
aud Part-Time Faculty (PTF)e . .

- X
.

. R A ! - .

JTable IXe4 shows that (travel funds for the professional
development of composition teachers are auch more readily
available for tenured full-time faculty (TFTF) and’' for
tenure~seeking full-t ime faculty (TSFTF) than for the two groups

-of more transient facultys 'even. though the latter tuwo groups
teach much more composition in some institutions than  efther of
the former two groups of acultye. The smallest percentage
(80.6%) of Institutions fundinixtravel for faculty development of

cosposition teachers among the ranks of tenured (TFTF? and
tenure-seeking full-tiwe faculty (TSFTF7 ¥s found among public
four-year Iinstitutionse With fhe excepﬁjon of public :four-year
institutionsy travel funds for the professional development of
composition teachers who are either tenured or tenure-seeking are
available in about 90X of all lnstitutions. A Larger percentage
of public universities make travel funds for composition teachers
who are nontenured and nonténure-seeking (NNSFTF) or part-time
(PTF) than other types of {institutfionse. The percentages for
these two classes 1in publié universities are 53.3 and 36.7y °
respectivelye @ .

By summing across the rows in Iagble IXe4y» we can arrive at

» an estimate of the average number of faculty groups:receiving
travel, funds for the\Qeveloplent of composition teaching in the
varfous types of dnstitutionse. Because only percentages are. ,
Listed under the four classes/hf'faculty, a row=-sum of 400 would f
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1nd1cate/ that all groups are Sfunded Ia all institutions of that
typee AlLL of the row-sums for Jgble IXe& exceed 200y thus
indicat/ing that on the -average at Lleast two faculty groups
receive travel funds from any given type of institution. Those
tuo dgroups arey of coursey most Likely to be tenure (7FTF) and
tenure~seeking (TSFTF)4 The row-sum for all institutions
combined {s 254.4. This figure suggests that on the average the
114 /institutions responding to the question, about travel funds
cfﬂbr faculty development travel for conpoeition teachers in at
least tao of the four -classes of faculty. .

/
IXe 3 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TE.QHL.Q CEVALUATION-AND
FACULTY ogy_;onnsnr

Using the data collected‘ on faculty evaluation and
developmenty we performed analyses which 2nable us to summarize
the relationship betueen the number of types of evaluations and

the opportunities provided for faculty development. The classes
of faculty used were the same as those {in the previous two

sections_of’ the present chapter. 1Ify for exampley tenure-seeking
facutty were evaiuated by student evaluations and by peer revieua
the number of evaluations would be twoe The opportunities for
faculty development were dategorizep as follows? if the
fntitution provided efther faculty workshops or funded travel
fo ‘prefezsional development for a particular class of facultyy
that 1fnstitution was placed in Class 13 4f the ‘institution
provided both faculty workshops and_.travel funds for a particular
class of facultysy it was placed in Class 2.

Igggg.jg.§ below summarizes the ranks within .different” types
of institutions for difverent faculty groups uwith respect to the
number of types of evaluation and opportunities for fatulty
developlent. with one column"devoted to the number of ' types “of
evaluation and one to oppcrtunities for faculty developsent, he

clLasses of faculty are ranﬁ-order’d in each column by- large.t

number of types of evaluation or by . most opportunities for

faculty development. / . a -
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NUMBER -OF ' OPPORTUNITIES FOR
EVALUATIONS . DEVELOPMENT

ALL Institytions <N=116)

TSFTF TFTF
PTF ; TSFTF
NNSF TF _ NNSFTF
TFTF . PTF
Ivo-¥ear Colleges (N=12) )
«TFTF TFTF
*TSFTF g TSFTF
«NNSFTF NNSFTF
PTF . PTF
four-Year Institutions (N=62) - /
*TSFTF =TSFTF
«PTF - . *TFTF
NNSFTF . NNSFTF
TFTF ; PTF .
Universities (N=42)
TSFTF *TFTF
sPTF «TSFTF
«NNSFTF , NNSFTF
TF TF PTF

X T T X T3 T E T R X X 2L X X T Xy Y Y 1 ¥3

1 21

Jable IXeSe Rank Orders of Faculty Groups Within
Types of Institutfions Showing the Relationship
Between Number of Evaluations and Opportynities
for Faculty Deyeloprmente (Note: asterisks within
institutional types indicate ties in rankse.)

As Table IXe5 1{illustratesy within the category of "all
institutions® “tenure-seeking fult-time faculty® (TSFTF) are
those teachers of writing courses whose teaching 1s most
frequently evaluatedy and "tenured ful l~t ice faculty® (TFTF) are
those wuwhose teaching 1s Lleast often evaluatede . "Part-tiwme
faculty® (PTF) are evzluated somewhat le:s often than
"tenure-seeiing full=time faculty” (TSFTF)y but considerably more
often than ~either “nontenureds nontenure-seeking full-time
faculty® (NNSFTF) or “tenured full-time faculty®. (TFTF).-
Although "tenured full-time faculty® (TFTF) uwithin tne category
of "all institutfons® are evaluated lzast ofteny they have the
greafest number of opportunities for professional development.
"Tenure=seeking full=t ime faculty” (TSFTF)y the class most often
evaluateds rank - second wuith respect to opportunities for
professional development. "Part-time faculty™ (PTF)y the group
rfanked second with respect to frequency of evaluations have the
fewest opportunit ies for professional development.: For this
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class of facultys most 1{institutions neither offer faculty .
develcpment workshops nor provide funding for travel _.to
professional meetingse.

With the exception of tuwo-year collegesys where ®*tenured
full=-time faculty® (TFTF) are evaluated most frequently,
"tenure~seeking full-time faculty® (TSFIF) are those faculty
menbers most - frequently evaluated in the various ‘types of
institutions. Except for those in two-year collegesy they also
have the most opportunities for faculty developmentsy uwith the
rankirgs for them {in four-year 1{institutions and universities
identical to those for "tenured full-=time faculty® (TFTF).

In four-year® fnstitutions and in universitiesy “"part-time
faculty® CPTF) have the fewest opportunities for faculty
developmenty but the frequency with which they are evaluated
ranks second .only to that of "tenure-seeking full=-time faculty"
(TSFTF). K . .

The rankings reported in Table IXe5S seem to {indicate that
institutions are generally concerned that the composition
teaching of “tenure-seeking full-time faculty" CTSFTIF) be
evaluated frequently. Such evaluat ions probably const itute an
important part of decisions regarding tenure. The 1institutions
also seem concerned that that class of faculty be given
opportunities to improve the teaching in writing coursese * The
rankings reported 1in Jable IXeS also scem to suggest that while
institutions may be generally 1{interested in the quality . of
teaching of ®part-time faculty® (PTF)y they are gen%rally rot
inclined to provide spportunities for professional - development
for that group of facultye. Our findings with regard to the
evaluation and development of "part-time faculty” (PTF) ares we
thinky noteworthy becauses as we_ have shown {in a previous
chapters approximately 40X of all sections of college writing
courses nationwide are taught by ®part-time faculty® (PTF),
elither those who are used to fill in on demand or those who are
graduate teaching assistants within the schools where they teach,
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CHAPTER X

SUCCESSFUL. AMD UNSUCCESSFUL ASPECTS
O0F COLLEGE URITING PROGRANS

.

Most of the 1{tems on our questionnaire elicited numerical
data about varfous aspects of the writ ing programs- included in
our sample. Most such questions were relatively staightforward,
seeking to determiney for exampley how many composition classes
differcnt groups of faculty teach during a given semester or how
often the teaching of particular.drouss of faculty s evaluatede.
Other questions eliciting numerdcal datasy questions such as those
about the types of writing one In freshman writing coursesy
réquired that (he responding directors answer according to
certain categories that we provided within: the questions
themselveses Such procedures ‘we believe were necessary in order
to collect data which were comparable in naturee

In the present chapter we report on the proses statements
that the responding writing program directors made to two
quest fonses one on the most success ful aspects of the programs
represented in our sample and one on the Least successful aspects
of those programsse The decision " to elicit prose statements
uncolored by categories we might have supplied was made in order
to eliminate the kind of bias that is ofteny alithough

unintentionally, built into ques tions which .ask whether -

such=and=such a thing is present or not in a particutar prograse.
Had we provided a list of possible "most successful® aspects for
program directors to check offy we might have increased
unnaturally *he -number and kinds of "gost successful® aspects
which the directors saw in their programse Fo\ examples had ‘we
asked directors to check off items on a List containing “doing
_sentence-combining exercises® or "developing skills ¥n using the
Librarys® a Llarge number of directors wmay have marked those
aspects. as "most successful® ones. In the prose responses to our

quést {on about successful aspectsy these two were mentioned onty

infrequently. Atthough our insistence on uncued prose responses
to our questions about the most and least successful aspects of
uriting programs wmay have caused some ‘dircctors rot to List
certain aspects they otherwise might havey we assumed the
alternative was tess desirsble. .

) The prose responses to both gquestions-~~what was most and
Least successful--uere analyzed carefully for content. These
coitent analyses were performed in ssveral stages (see note 20).
Tie results of cur analyses of these prose responses are reported
in the following two sectionse In summarizing these resultsy we
- make ~ substantial use, of quotations from the responding directors
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regarding the most and Ueast - successful aspects of their
prugrams, ’ .

Xe lo SUCCESSFUL ASPECIS OF MRITING PROGRAMS

9

’

Our survey of tae most successful aspects of college writing
programs el icited responses fro- 104 schoolse Of these schootlsy
11 were two-year coliegesy 52 four-year schoolsy and 41 were
unifversitiese The responses are summarized in Table Xel where
they are presented hierarchically according to the frequency of
their occurrence.

,
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Most Successful . < ALL 2=-Year 4-Year Univ

Aspects (N 104) (N=11) (N=52) (N=41)

Wr Lab/uWrkshp 3£,s 3544 3845 366
Clear Eff Prose for Aud 3%/7 . 1862 32.7 366
Teacher Train Prog 3267 18,2 2849 41.5
Feer-Tut/Collab Learn 298 354 3645 19.5
PlLacement Procedures 2660 45.5 - 2540 2240
Hriting as Process 221 Jel 2560 2260
Tenured Fac Teach Wrtng 20.2 18,2 2142 19,5
Revision Skills 183 18,2 23.1 12,2
Common Syllabus 17.3 9.1 Je6 293
Student Wrtng as Text 173 13,2 2162 12.4
Read Crit/Analytically 14.4 8e¢1 . 9.6 22.0
6rading Practices 13.5 9.1 13.5 14.6
Inv Fac in Other Discipl 13.5 Je1 23.1 2e4
Attitudes Toward Wrtng 12.5 90l 17.3 Tel
¥rtng Across Cure © 1265 0.0 173 906
Fac see Com- as Schlor 96 0e0 Te? 14.6
Coop of Higher Admin 8e7 9.1 3.8 14.¢
Flexfbiltty 4 Progranm 6e7 0.0 946 409
Upper Div Wrtng Courses Se8 Dc0 - Te? 4.9
Use Library Resources 4.8 8.0 Se8 4¢9

Igglgix.Lu Percentage of Responding Directors Indicating the
Most Successful Aspects of Their Writing Programse.

Column one of Tabtle X.1 indicates the percentage of all 104
responding directors who named the particular ®"most successful
aspecte® These percentages determined the ordering of the iJtems
Listed in Table Xels uith the aspects named most frecuently
appearing first.
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Column one 1{in., Jable Xel indicates that when the responses
for. all 104 institutions are pooleds "writing
Laboratories/workshops® which operate independently of schzduled
classroon instruction in composition §s the most frequently cited
*successful aspecto® Of the 104 responding directorss 37.5% see
their writing laboratories as one of the most successful aspects
of their programse Typfcal of the responses of all directors who
cited the *uriting Laboratory® as one of the most successful
aspects of their programs s the following brief statement from a
director of a public four-year fnstftutfon: "Availability of a
writing Lab with individualfized tutoring has been an essential
complement to all our uriting courses.®™ Among the S2 responding
directors from four~year fnstitutionsy th%s aspect was named most
ofteny with 385X of these directors naming their writing
laboratory as one of ¢the most successful aspects of their
programse For the other two groups of directorsy this aspect was

often. Of the 11 directors from two-year colleges d the &1
directors from universitiess 36.4X and 36.6X) respectivelyy named
their uriting Laboratories as one of the most successful aspects
of their oprogramse. Among the three classes of institutions,
writing Laboratorfes were among at least the four most frequently
cited successful aspectse.

asong two or more other aspects which were named sesend most-

When the responses from all 104 directors are pooled across
fnstitutional typess tuwo aspects of writing programs=="teaching
students to write cleary effective prose for different audiences®™

‘and "conducting teacher training programs®--were cited with the

next greatest frequencye.

- The frequencies with which "teaching students to write
cleary effective prose for different audiences® was cited varted
considerably across types of institutionse As Jable X<l shousy

only two {(18¢2X) of the directors from™ two-year colleges cited

this ftem as a successful aspect of their programs while over 32X
of the directors from four-year institutions and from
unfversities dide If the number of two-year colleges fin our
sample were Llargery we could say with some confidence that this
Large difference between the frequency with which the {item was
mentioned by two~year dfirectors on the one hand and the dfrectors
froa\ the two remaining classes on the other 'is perhaps a

reflection of differences 1in the ways writing courses are

perceiyed in the varfous institutfons and periaps a reflection of
the di(ferént student populations served.

ThL ways tn which the responding directors articulated their
successé§ in teaching students to write clearly and effectively
for different audiences varied. But most expressed thefir
successes wWwith reference to the goals of their programs or

COUrsese \A director fros a small four-year instfitution wrote:
A '

Our goals are to help students become self-sufficent

as wuriiters « « o by the time they graduate. Be ing
self-squicient means that they are ables without help,
.)\
-\
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to understand and focus clearly concetved ideas into an
organizedy fully devéloped essay intended . for an
fidentifiable ‘audience and reflecting a controlled voice
or tone.

Another directory -again from a small four-year fnstitution
expressed the same thought differsntly, relating the ability to
write well to the abiLity to 1nterpret one's experience:

e ¢ o A good uriter is first a good interpreter of
experiencey capable of fmposing an appropriate
interpretive structure on experiencey communicating this
experience to an audience (real or simulated)y and in
doing so finding an appropriate organfzation that stems
frow the writer®'s interpretive structuringe

4

Such statements reveal the*complex ity of the thought underlying
many of the statements we coded under the more general rubric of
*teaching students to write clear:s effect ive prose for different
udiencese” Few of the comments we rzad suggested to us that the
responding directors saw their successes in teaching students _to
write effectively for audiences as a mean accomplishmente The
comments of moste though not all, suggested a profound
understanding not only of what constitutes effective prose but
also the difficulties encountered in teaching students how to do
such writinge. Although some readers might have expected every
director to cite "teaching students to write cleary effective
prose for different audiences® as a successful aspect of their
programse 1it may be that many who are cognizant of _the
difficulties of doing so are simply realistic enough to recognize
failures may outnumber successes in this area. .
Among all 104 responding dnstitutionss "teacher training
prograas® uwere cited with ¢th same frequency as "teaching
students to write. cleary “effective prose for different
audiencese® As Iable Xe]l showsy this aspect of college writing
programs uWas cited Least often by directors from two-year
coltegese Of the 11 directors from two-year collegesy only two
(18¢2%) said that their "teacher training program® was among the
most.successful aspects of their programse 1In contrasty 28.9% of
the 52 directors from four~year institutions and 41,5% of the 41
directors from universities cited their "teacher training
program® as one of the most successful aspects of their programse
Among the directors . from universitiesy this particolar
prograsmatic aspect was the one cited most frequentlys and ‘among
the directors from four-year finstitutions it uas the fourth wmost
frequently cited aspecte

These differences betueen the percentages of directors
citing 2teacher training programs® as one c¢f the most successful
aspects are probaly a function of the degree to which the various
types of d{nstitutions have to rely on part-time facultys

102 | -
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especially graduate studentsy to teach their writing coursese.
One director from a large and well=-known miduestern unfversity
put the matter this way:?

I suspect the most successful part Cof our prograal is
the new training program for TAs that we've established
over the last five years (and are trying to 1{improve).
Now TAs can go 1{nto classes with an overview of the
writing processy a sense Of what 3 syllabus 1{s fory a
fair {dea of what they can expect and what they.can Live
withy and some notions of what certain ° writing
assignments will yfeld.

3

In many of the responses of-directors from universitiesy we found
similar expressions of this successful aspects 1In many casesy {t
seemed to s that university writing program directorsy as well
as several of the directors from four-year {institutions,
devealoped such training programs to deal specifically with the
teaching of graduate students in their prograamse. .

We did noty howevers find that successful *"training
programs® are Limited to graduate teaching assistantse. While
such *"training programs"” are frequently so limited in
universitiesy they are not in other types of institutionse In
the other two types of {institutionsy directors cited ®“training
prograus® both for faculty within English departments and for
faculty in other disciplinese For exampley one director from a
public four-year 1{nstitution 1{ndicated that one of the most
successful aspects of his program was the *"training program® he
had developed for faculty throughout his department. He wrote
that this *training program®™ has been very successful *in
sensitizing our faculty to the theoretical and pedagogical
inmplications of the Last téen years of work in writinge® thereby
greatiy enhancing the teaching of writing throughout his
departsente Another director--this one from a smally private
four-year institutfon-=cited a different kind of *"training
program® as one of the most successful aspects of the -writing
program at ‘her schoole. This "training prograe® is one designed
for faculty in all disciplines. She describes 'the program and
its success Iin the following way:

A faculty Writing Workshops conducted by ®"outside
expertso” Was highty success ful and fnvolved
‘comparatively painless soul-searching as to how muchy
what kindy and when writing assignments should be
made ¢« ¢ ¢ [in non~-Englishey non-writingl classese.

Me find it significant that "training programs® of the Latter tuo
types were most often citted among the most successful aspects of
programs in smatl. {institutionse. Rarely were they cfited by
directors from Large universitiese.
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The fourth f{tem Listed 1in Igble Xel--"making use of peer
tutoring or other methods of collaborative Learning®--was cited
as a successful aspect of writing programs by 29.8% of the 104
responding directorse This particular aspect of writing programs
uas c¢ited most frequently by directors in two-yzar colleges and
four-year dInstitutionse. The percentages for both groups are
approximately 36.5. According to one director from a small,
private fcur-year {institution that wmakes considerable use of
"collaborative Llearning®: ®pPeer feedback gives the stiudents
ismediate and face-to-face evaluatfon of how well _their writing
§s succeeding.” Generally institutions use peer tutoring wmost
often 2s a means of evaluating student writings and typically the
tutors are members of the classe The use of "collaboratively
learning®. §s noty howevery Limited to that one method. In the
case of one- smally private four-year institutiony the use of
peers as evaluators was so successful that the director developed
a program for training peer tutors to function {n classes in
which they were not themselves enrotlei. Other methods of
“collaborative Learning® were also citedy perhaps none more
frequently than the wuse of group writing assignmentse. As one
director from a public four-year 1{institutfon put §te such
ass ignments allqﬁ "students to Learn more about writing because

___they aust constantly accommodate the needs of the group with
which they are writinge® Another director in whose program such

coliaborative writing assianments are used attributes _their
success to *"the fact that our students tend to Learn better and
more quickly from one another than they do from teacherse.®

We think it noteworthy that ®"peer tutoring and other methods
of collaborative Learning® was cited wmuch more frequently by
directors in two-year colleges and four~year fnstitutions than by
directors from universitiese. Aoprox mately 365X of the
directors from the former types of institutions cited that aspect
as one of the more successful in the*r programse but only 19.5%
of the directors from universities d4ide The smaller percentage
of universities directors could Indicate efther that ®peer
tutoring and collaborative learning®” is Lless used in university
writing programs than in the other two types of fnstitutions or
that it §s used Less successfully n university writing programse.
Howevery based on the statements we ready our impression is that
the use an? the success 9f "collaborat ive Learning®™ amethods are
directly related to (1) the size of the writing program and (2)
the number of transiant faculty-=-temporary full-time teachersy
part-time teachersy and graduate teaching assistants--employed in
the writing progranmse

*Placement procedures® constitute another frequently cited
successful aspect of college writing programss This aspect was
named by about 26X of the 104 responding directorse with about
one-fourth of the directors from four-year 1{institutions and
universities and about hatf of the directors from two-year
colleges citing it as one of the most successful aspects of their
programse According to most of these directorsy their "placement
procedures® allow them to match the abfLlit fes of their students
with levels of instructions thus increasfng the students® chances
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of success {n writing czoursese One director from a smatily
private four-year finstitution wrotey

Groupging students by ability « ¢« ¢« and allowing the
Lowest track grade . flexibility « ¢« ¢ altows us to
complete remediation activities before studerts wmust
begin their ®"regular® writing classe

Many of these directors stressed the {mportance of good
"placement procedurese® Often this fmpurtance was tied to the
ever~-changing nature of the student population served. A
director from a two~-year college wrote that

In the past five yearsy our writing program has had to
adjust and evolve on a crisis basis as a new type of
student has entered the community college==the adult
student and the pooarly prepared studente. We have been
flexible and have initiated several new policies to meet
the needs of these studentse Our placement techniques
have been particularly successfule.

Virtually all of the dfirectors who cited their "placement
procedures® as one of the most successful aspects of their
programs saw those “procedures® as one means of seefng that
students receive writing {nstructfon dcsigned to meet their
needse

Over 22X of the 104 dfirectors cfited as one of the most
successful aspects of their programs the ability of their
teachers to teach *uriting as processy® an aspect which 1s
related to others (Listed in Tgble Xelo The percentage of
directors from two-year collages citing this aspect 1s smaller
than that for either of the cther two types of 4{dnstitutionse.
Another 18.3X of the 104 directors singled out the teaching of
®revision skills® specifically as one of the wmost successful
aspects of their programse Most of the statements about success
in teaching the "writing process® in jeneral read such (*ke the
following one from the director at a private four-year
institution: YOur emphasis on pre-writingy writings editings and
rewriting has produced some very fine freshman essayse® Those
directors-who noted process usually stressed the connectton
between the process approach to the teaching of writing and the
quality of the student writing produced. Only rarely was
teaching the "writing process® cited as an end in ftself.

Y

Cther Jirectors tended to view teaching Yreviston skills® as
the most J¥mportant *®process® skill they successfully teache
Howevery most also tended to view "revision skills® very broadlys

.as does this director from a Large public university:
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consfider {mportant (genération of {deasys focusing and
developing those ideas in ways that are effective with
and persuasive to the audiencey cohesfon and syntactic
fluencyy correctness). -

Agreement on grading criteria may a?fect both what. {s taught
uwithin {ndividual classes and how those ctasses are taught. But
the grading procedures certatnly appear to have 1{ncreased the
involyvesent and commitment of facultye. :

While these successful aspects focus primarily on changes
. within English departments, others focus on faculty {n other
"‘disciplines as well, Indeedy nearly 14X of the 104 directors
cited thetr "involuing faculty 1in other disciplines 1in the
teaching of writing® as one of the most successful aspects of
their programse Often such sSuccesses simply take the form of
getting - faculty in .other disciplines to assfign writing cr to
stress not only the content of a studentts text--yhether a
Laboratory reportys an examinationy or a ressarch paper--put also

its forme Involvement of faculty from other dfisciplines <$so’

howevery ‘sometimes wmore formalizede For examplesy 12.5% of the

104 directors indicated that "writing across the curriculums®.

approaches were -among the most successful aspects of their
programse In most such casesy the directors emphasized the
benefits that- students derfve from those approachese A director
from a small private four-year {nstftutfon wurote that ®The
‘uriting across the curriculum? approach o o
lets ¢« o ¢ [students] see cannect fons betuween critical
reading/thinking/uriting wuwhich pays off for the rest of their
colleges careerse"” ! .

These successfui aspects of college writing programs seea to
reflect what might be called curriculary f{instructionals and
administrat ive aspects of cotlege writing programse That
reltatively few directors cited any one successful aspect of
college writing programs suggests that those prograss vary
considerably from one institutional context to .anothers from one
departesent to anothery from one diractor to anothere It sy
howevery interesting that six of the ten wmost frequently cited
successful aspects--*urit ing taboratory/workshope® "peer
tutoring/coilaborative Learning,” *"uwriting as processy"”
*revision skillse® “student writing as texte® and "clear
effective prose for an audience"--are probably related to
instructional anﬁ curricular concerns for teaching the processes
of uritinge The rema2ining four of the ten most frequently cited
successful aspects-=-"teacher training programs® “placement
proceduresy” "getting tenured faculty to teach writing classeso®
and “using a common syllabus®--may be more directly related to
administrative concernse. .

In these statementsy we also found considerable evidence of
a wvarfety of approaches to writing.program administrations with
some directors investing considerable eneifrgy Iin one area while
others focus on another areas The va2ariety of successful aspects
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cited--and we have lListed only those which were cited by 3t Least
three directors--suggests that different directors approzzh their
jobs in different wayss striving for and achieving successes only
where they are possible. It the contexts of writing programs
differ from one 1institution to anothery it 1s* difficult to
say--on the basis of the statements we read--in what aspects of
writing programs directors around the country ought to {nvest
thetr energiess ’ :

°©

.

- : £ -

Not only did the responding directors comment about the
successful aspects of thetr programss but they did also about the
unsuccessful or sleast successful aspects as ' welle In the
statéments about the Least successful aspects of the directors?
programsy we founa nearly as much diversity as ve found 1in the
statements about the successful aspectse We need to point out
that slightly more than ‘10X of the 94 directors who wrote answers
to the question about unsuccessful aspects indicated that  their
programs have no unsuccessful aspectsy no wraknessese The most
frequently cited least successful aspects are summarized in Jable

Xe2e
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Least Successful ALL 2=Year 4-Year univ
Aspects (N=94%) (N*?) (N=50) (N=35)

Commit of Tenured Fac 31.9 22,2 32.0 343
Ineff Wrtng Prog Admin 25.6 11.1 3440 17.1
Support of Engl Fac 2549 22+ 2 24.0 28 <6
Program Coherence 2062 11.1 30.0 97
Too Few L=-D Courses 14,9 22,2 10.0 20 .0

- Part=-Time Fac . 14.9 Ce 0 14.0 2040
Remedial Courses 11.7, 333 12.0 Se7
Teach Training Prog 85 Oe 0 12,0 Se7
Too few WAC Courses Te5 111 60 8 6
Uniform Grading Perac 75 0e 0 100 Se7
Teaching of L1t Te5 Oe 4.0 143
Students to Hetng Lab 6ed . 1le1 60 Se7
tSL Proqram S5e3 0e 0 Gel S5e7 -
Creat & Origipality 463 0e0 6e0 249
Student Confidence 3.2 111 - - 4.0 0.0 {

--o-u-a------7---0-54---5 -------- L L B T R 2 T W ¥ 2 N T X ¥ X 2 T 2 2 L X 2T T 2 E T T T T ] A

Jable Xe2e Percentage of Responding Writing Program ODirectors -
Indicating Leagt Successful Aspects of Their Prograsmse. N
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A3o Igglg_ Xa2 shousy "commitment of tenured faculty to the
teaching of writing® appears most frequsntly as the Least
successful aspect of the programs surveyede A director frow a

_public university put the issue most succinctly: )

They Cthe tenured facultyl really don?t.. gilve a damn
about teaching freshman to uritee They think they have
» better thiggs to doe. .

While most of the divectors did not state the 4ssue quite so
forcefullys almost 32X of the 94 responding directors indicated
that their failure to get tenured faculty to commit themselives to
the teaching of writing was a serious weakness in their programse.
This sweakness was cited Least often by directors from two-year
colleges and most -often by directors from universities.

. The second most frequently mentioned weakness was an
*ineffective writing program administration.® Fully one-fourth
of' the responding 94 directors cited this aspect. Among the
three types of institutfionsy it was cited most often by directors
from four-year institutionss with 34X of 50 directors mentioning
it specifically. The chairperson from one of these institutions,
a private oney wrote about this weakness:

2 - ;

The . Least successful aspect of our program s that we
have. a- program of sortse but we have no director. Since
no .one §s responsible for coordinating the programy we do
not achfeve as much consistency and cokerence in our
program as se shoulde We have tried working on this by
informal discussfon and having some department meetings
centered -on the writing programe Such discussions are

helpful but do not provide the kind of cohesiveness
needed, )

The aspect which was cited third most often was getting the
- ®"support  of English ‘depart ment faculty for the writing projram.®
This aspect 1sy 0f coursey related to the “commitment of tenured
faculty to the teaching of writings® but it differs because
- "support® for a program differs from "commitment® to the teaching
of writinge One .can 'be committed to teaching writing without
being supportive of the particular goals of the programe At any
ratey this item was cited by over 25% of the 94 directorse
Typicallys those directors ‘who cited this aspect indicated soxme
difficutty ¥n changing the way established faculty teach writing
and 1in changing the goals those faculty espouse. Representative
of theéese responses s the follouing one from a director at a
private four-year ingtftution: ’

‘

Sone of our English faculty resist attempts to
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fncorporate current rhetorical "theory 1{into workshops,
course designe etce For examples I try to emphasize the
process approach ‘rather than the product approach to
writinge At Lleast one faculty member uses only the
product approache ]

Cited by about 20X of the responding directors as a weakness
§n  their programs. or as an unsuccessful aspect of them was a
®"lack: of program coherence.® This aspect was cited w=much wmore
frequently by directors {in four'year institutions than by
directors in efther tuwo-year colleges or . universitiese. Often
these directors mentioned the absence of common and articulated
' goals as- the cause of the lack of coherence their programs. "The
problen fc9* wrote one dfrector from a private four-year
1nstitution. “that we don't have goals as a group. Each faculty
ueaber has his/her oun’ideassy and some 6r most of those fdeas are
'antifhetical. e hardly have a suritinc programe?® -Another
directoro this one from a public four-year institutiony noted
that the department has not been able to articulate “goals or
standards® for its writinc programs the result being that no one
knows ®"what is or s not happening {in the program.® Other
directors pointed to a lLack of coherence which resuited not from
inadequate or unexpressed goalses but rather from a failure to
establish a "convincing sequence from one course to another.®

About 15X of the 94 directors indicated that one weakness of
thetr programs was an {inadequate number of (Lower-division
coursese Sometimesy as in the case of one public university, the
insufficient number of lower-division courses was the result of
institutional policies beyond the control of the writing progranm
ftsel f: ' .

e ¢« o« There 1s no university-uide requirement for
freshman Englishe Each department establishes whether
its majors take one or two semesterse. The department
does not attempt to teach everything in a single courses
consequentlyy students who do not complete the sequence
move on to academic work and the marketplace without all
the writing skills the department thinks ideal,

From a public four-year institution came a similar response:

One other problem that is appropriate for mention here
is the paucity of wuriting courses available to our
studentse. I favor a course in addition to our basic
courses one in which students can stretch out and exr2nd
their rhetorical skillse their style.

Most directors stated their concern over the 1nadequaté number of
Lower~-divisfon courses very conciselys without referring to the
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larger institutional context: "Ine ‘semester of writing
Instructiony® wurites a director from a two-year collegey “simply
is not enough.®

Having to staff uriting courses wuith "part-time facul ty® uas
cited by about 15% . of the 94 responding directorse. Not
surprisinglyy this unsuccessful aspect was cited most often by
directors from universitiesy where a generally higher percentage
of part-time writing teachers are “employede. The problems
assoclated with dependence on part-t ime faculty were elaborated
best by the director of the writing progras at a university:

Until quite recentlyy most of our Freshzan English
sections sMere staffed by full-time members of the
departmente Nowy with budget cutss some retirements and
some full~-timers having released time for duties outside
the departmenty we are using a high proportion of
part-timerse. In four or five yearsy this proportion has
gone from having roughly 20X of the freshman, sections
taught by part-tisers to the present very bad situation
of having about 85X taught by themes When most sections
uere taught by full-timerss all relatively familiar with
each others? standards and approachessys coordination of
the program . was easys and the diversity of readings and
methods used was an advantage. Nowe with many of  the
instructors Inexperienced and unfamilfar ¢« ¢ ¢ with Lour
universityls that diversity 1s becoming chaotice.

J:‘

Although this gquotation has a very Llocal flavor about ity the
concerns it expresses are not atypicale Most of the directors
who citea the use of "part-time: faculty® as a weakness 1in their
programs saw that wuse as a cause of other problemse. In
particulary the directors frequently U inked probleams uwith
"program coherence® to the use of part-time facultyy with several
mentioning the difficulty of maintaining "program coherence® when
new part-timers are hired for but one semester or academic yeare.
It was interesting to us that virtually none of the directors
associated the problems of part-time faculty with graduate
teaching assistants in their programs. Perhaps the writing
program directors have closer ties with and more control over
that group of part-time faculty.

As Jable X.2 illustratesy a number of other weaknesses or
unsuccessful aspects of writing programs were also citede Three
of these~-"1inadequate remedial programs or coursesy® ®getting
students to the writing Laboratory for helpe® and an "inadequate
ESL progran or course"--are probably all relates inasmuch as all
suggest the 1{nability of the programs to deal effectively with
the needs of underprepared or {nadequately prepared studentse
dhen - the percentages for these items are summedy we find that as
many as 234X of the 94 directors may see these aspects as either
sweaknesses or unsuccessful components of their programse. The
ueaknesses of ®remedial programs or courses® were most often
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articulated 1in terms of the way such courses are taughte - As one
director from a public university wurotey

The remedial course « « « seems far too dependent on
grammar JInstructions in my views requiring only three
300-word essays - (narrat fony descriptions
comparison/contrast) plus a revision of each essay (that
isy six "products® in fifteen weeks?)

Most of the directors who cited the “remedial course® as an
unsuccessful aspect of their programs noteds as did the above
directory the small number of writing assignments and the heavy

_eaphasis on grammare Another director saw the problems with

remedial and " ESL {nstruction as associated with Larger
prograssatic {issues:

e o« ¢« The Llack of adeouate ESL and remedifal programs
(leading -to gieat heterogeneity of students in the
classroom) and the lack of any substantial coordination
among teachers of all courses (leading to unequal
standards and different curr fcula) work against
rationality in our sequence.

As 1n this casey a fair number of the directors saw their ESL and
remediat courses as contributing to a Lack of "program
coherence.*

While stitl other weaknesses were wmentioned by the
directorsy those we have fllustrated wuere the ones most commonly
cited. As wuith the directors! statements about the successful
aspects of their programsy the statements we read and analyzed
about the unsuccessful aspects were candid onese They also are
distributed across the categories of curriculary {nstructionals
or administrative aspects of ° writing programse While each of
these categories are represented in the prose statements we reads
ue - noted that’ there are generally feuer weaknesses or
unsuccessful aspects associated uith instruction than there were
successful aspectss S0 too with unsuccess ful currfcular aspects
of writing programss although responses in this category appeared
more frequently than did responses in the instructional categorye.
The statements about the weaknesses or unsuccessful aspects of
writing progranms fogused“to‘a large extent on the administrative
aspects of programse In many casesy directors criticized their
prograss and often theaselves for such weaknesses. Howevery
scveral of the weaknésses we would classify as administrative
ones seem to liez beyond the control of the directors themselves.
For exampley it does not seem that writing program directors can
be held altogether responsible for the lack of commitment to the
teaching ‘of writing by tenured faculty in an English department
or for the number of Llower-division writing courses taught.
dhile writing program directors may have a voice in such matters,

P ~
) - . . . X -~
N N N . . . D
AU SRS VUV SSRGS VNI SRR I SR X Mttt e ear 8 e e e = mate v e e e e P,

e h-fq‘nl‘ou: s N I T




LYo

s - ’ o7 109

Y they themselves can often do Little to change the sftuatione. \It
#ee -§s {mportant to realfize the 1{mpact that writing programs
o weaknesses which Ufe beyond the control of the director have on
N directorse In many of the statements we reads we detected
- despair. and frustration of the kind one director from a two-year,

Do college expressed so well: . /////
: .

The Department s getiing t}red{i We've all been
teaching 101 for at Lleast ten S e o o ¢ HNEe've never
had nay kind of 1{in-service program or administrative -
encouragement to hold workshopss gather new ideass etc,i
and I think that some 9f our faculty feel a profound
fdentification with Sisyphus--except that they can look
forward to retirement and he cantt.

*

©F e AR

Other directors offered fnnovative solutions to the contextual
problens which writing program directors must face and a3l with
every daye One especfally frustrated director saidy for examples
that the only sotutfon to the adainistrative problems «of his
progran was probably the %"death™ or early retiremént of
influential tenured faculty semberse® Another argued that the
entire . adafnistrative structure of -the 1{institutfion--from the
presidenty to the academic vice-presidents to the chief financial
officery to the basketball coach--had to be replaced with
individuals who were committed to the -development of writing
skills among college studentse Perhaps not all of the directors
are so frustrated as was this fndividuals who announced to us his
plan to . resign and change professions at the end of the 1580-81
academic yeare Yet the kind of frustration this dfirector felt
differed only 1n degree from that we found expressed in many of
the statementse
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CHAPTER XI
. ' N N
‘& CONCLUDING STATEMENT

At the outset of this reporty we referred to the Large
number of rhetorical problems we encountered as we Llooked for
siays of presenting the,vast amounts of data we collected from the
various {institutions about their writing programs._ _Mde assumed
that the report would be of sowe use to a number of different
audiencesy from teachers _to .writing program directors to
top-level administratorse Accordinglys in the previouA chapters
We reported everything we were able -to find out about the
programs in our sample population.

If our sense of diverse audiences and audience needs
affected the way we reported our findingsy it must also affect
the nature of the present -chaptere Our own view ‘of - the
importance of the findings and what they hold for the future of
uriting programs nationuide may differ substantially from the
views of the varfous audfiencese. The present chapter is a
cautious oney one that points to the Limitations and the
strengths of the survey we have reported and one that voices but
one major conclusione -

- A cautious concluding chapter filled with cautions about the
survey itself is altogether appropriate. UWe have taken serifously
the comments and advice of "many directors regarding their
uneasiness about our questionnaire ftself. Although we present a
number of statements below which fllustrate these reservationss
none perhaps expressed them better than the following one from a
director of the writing program at a public upiversity. -

As the director of a large programe I muste in part,
go on faith as to what s occurring in the classroome 1
hop~s that as much academic responsibility exists there as
acadenic freedome For this reasony I’ find my filling out
parts of this questionnaire difficulte. I don't know
exactly what is occurring 1in many classesy especfally
those of the tenured staffe Student evaluations tell me
some thingse student complaints and praise tell me a bit
morey talks “with these people tell me a bit more--still
“‘the picture is fuzzy at best about a number of people who
sork in the programe Thusy I tried to read between and
beyond the iines of this questionnaire’ playing god is

fun but troublesomes The questionnaire is mortali so are

the folks filling 1t oute. Be carefuty 1in your final

reporty not to deliver pronouncements about the state of

‘the arte I would encourage you to be guardede.




- This statement reflects the attitude uwith which we hope atl the
different audiences\approach our reports and it states precisely
. one freason survey such as the present one should be read with
some cautione It allso points to cur reluctance to draw a series
of major conclustions| from cur data.

XIe 1o CRITICISHM QF THE QUESTIQNNAIRE

Sowme of the direktors who filled out our gquestionnaire and a

. ‘few who simply retufned 1t indicated that it contained a number

of Weaknesseso Comments about the questionnaire suggested that
parts or all of 1t was poorly constructed and that i1t was either
too detailed or not detailed enoughe.

Certainly not every director--in facty less than 10 X of
them--was highly critical of the questionnalire and the survey
itselfos Perhaps none of the directors was as openly critical as
two from major state universities iIn different parts of the
countrye One of hese directors voiced his frustration 1{n
fitting out the questionnaire and offered some general advice on
designing questionnaires:

I undertook this task out of a sense of duty to the
professions /and 1 filled out my form in the same spirit,
although as my notations will suggesty I was extremely
frustrated /by the formats the details demanded in some
placesy and by the nature of many of the questionse ¢ o o
If you gant to preserve a spirit of professional
cooperationy please write questions and please create
foras th#& take 1into account the shape of different
1nstitu§ﬁons

\

The secon director expressed a simitar kind of ¥rustrat fon and
offered mych more specific advice on hou we might have {mproved
the questionnaire 1tself:

am ordinarily a cooperative and dogged filler-out of
forss -and questionnairese This past year alone I count
least seven full length effortss not all of which I
considered very useful., And then I ran into yourse
fter a full 45 minutes on the fi rst/ 13, pages of the
*“Directors® forme I was 3angrys irritatedy and fed up.
The form is busyy overloadeds and confusinge. It's too
Longe Most of the timey it necessarily distorted the
information I have to offer.

And he cont inued,
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I*m not going to rave one 1I' recommende for further
£, . €O ments that you send your form to someplace Like the
b Center for Document Design 1in Vashingtone They*ll at N
: Least tell you not to use two sides of a page and ‘then
S staple so close to the corner that one can't get the
thing opene Uhat bothers me is that I would Likes very
i muchy to participate in a coltection of information L {ke

. thise. Me do need a profile of our profession®s
L . sorkplacese ¢ ¢ ¢ But I think your method s dead uwronge
; You want too much information from too many places too

faste Look: even if I filled this whole thing outs you
wouldn? t-~couldn?t-~understand the nature of our program
I any useful waye It would be leveled Into a mishmash
of inaccurate statisticsy which would be further
: ‘distorted by your analysfse Franklye I think you®ve . been
;;\\ sold a pseudo~social science bill of goodse Better you
- should conduct some careful case studies . of
" ~._ representative institutionse Or hire a marketing firm to
‘help you define your purpose more sharplyes and establish

more efficient saspling procedurese.

~

Both of these directors make some useful comments and offer some

N legitimate criticisms of the questionnaire we designeds While
= there 1s° no excuse for questions which are difficult to

¢ 7 understands such questions often do result when a questionnaire
i ‘ attempts to accommcdate as many different kinds “of _writing

5 programs as ours did and attempts to get at certain aspects\of o
) writing programs that permit something more than a superficial ST
profile. Perhaps we attempted too wmuche . Other criticismse
especfally in the seqond extended comments are somewhat wmore
difficult to understande e find it interesting that the second
director quoted emphasizes the need for ‘a “"profiles® which we
take to mean something of a general picture of writing prograls. )
and at the same time advocates " "some <careful case studies of
representative {nstitutionse.® How one is to make the connection
between such "case studies® and a3 the more general "profile®”
remains uncleare since as far as we know generalizing from ®case
studies® to the lLarger population 1is extremely difficult and
probably wmethodologically unsounde Then there is the problem of-
deteraining membership in the projected class of "representative
institutionse® a construct - we sought to define operationally as
we rewieued the Literature on college writing programse

' Unfortunatelyes the Literature~-which 1{1s Llargely anecdotal in
L nature and local in color--wa~ of very Little helpe 1In facte the
3 absence of any operational definition of a - “"represenative

; institution® led us down the paths we chosee It is our hope that

2 S M f NPT sl
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3 the preceeding chapters will allow other researchers to
e articulate what a *"representat fve institution® uith a
> *"representative writing program® is. Perhaps our most outspoken
T critics are more knowledgeable of the Literature in the area than

He afree

Hhile criticisn such as that represented in the above
‘quotations say suggest to some the general failure of our surveyo .
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it seeas to us that often the criticism is really directed toward
more global matters than our survey and questionnaires the latter
perhaps providing an occasion for criticizing the profession at
Ltarge?

I started filling out the blanks but I gnt so fed wup
with {1t that I cannot continue. This s precisely what
is urong uwith teachers of composition and the humanities
generally: it attempts to reduce to numberse to
®science” what is essentifally an art. If you could get
percentages and averages of all this stuffy what good
would it be? So what?

Teaching compositions writings Is ngt a socifal science
and neither students nor teachers are numberse. This {s
altogether wrongheaded and I'LL have nothing to do with
ite.

The kinds of things that the NCTE and this silly
questionnalire represent turn me offe Teacher College and
the educationsits [sic] . -have won,

Somebody {§s trying to feather '.his own nests make
himself a names become 3 big gune and he has the wrong:-
model. Incidentally the directions are so develish hard.
to reads to figure oute that the makers of the
questionnaire seem to need & course 1in composition
themselvess - N

The amount of information elicited by our questionnaire was
a3 ‘source of much of the criticism Lleveled agatnst ite One
chairperson wrote that ®"As you may 1imagines we came close to
throwing the. whole thing away because of the amount of time you
have demanded for such a complex quest fonnairec.® Another safid
essentially the same thing: "The Llength of the questionnaire is
tionable«® 1Indeeds the amount of time required to complete
estionnaire was the most frequently criticized aspect of
the surveys and it undoubtedly Limited the number of cospleted
questionnatres which were returned.

Another quent criticism was the one voiced in both of the
tong quotations™'aboves narelyc that the questionnaire did not
adcquately'acconnab te the *shape of different {institutions.”
Although we made nsiderable effort to do soe in the eyes of
about 15 of the responding directorse we faileds Generallys this
criticism ; was based on\ the director’s belfef that the
questionnaire did not adequately focus on the diversity within
particular programse One director from a two-year college wrote
that *Many o the jquestions were difficult to answer because we
have great: diversity in philosop and strategfies 1{in writing
instruction and few departeental guidelines.® Another director
from a pudblic university commented that
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have rarely telt so frustrated at a
cuestionnaire~~this one seemed totally at cross-purposes
with the program I supervise. There seems to be no wuay
of describing our (very simple!}) program through the
‘questions you asks they seem tc cut ft into lengths for
buflding a wholly dififerent building.

+ Another directory this one from a private four-year {institution,

commented similarly:

As 1s usual with such questionnairesy the wmost
‘important {tems are ones that can’t be anticipated
precisely because the=y*re new -and creative. Programmes
that fit questionnaires are mostly dead. -

-

Another director frox a private four~year sgchnol found similar
problems with the questionnatires but conceded that designing a
questionnaire to accommodate different programs i3 probably
difficulte She wrotey

Because our program is em—~hatfcally cross-disciplinary
and process-orientedy I had much difficulty with several .
of the categoriese As you sees I found myself writing ian
the margin much of the time. No questfonnaires I
‘supposes can accommodate all atypical programse I jJust
uish that our approach would become typicalt

Still another directorsy this one from a private universitys-
thought the quesylonnaire ‘mposed order where there was none:

The questionnaire seems to presuppose wmuch more
structure in writing programs than I think exists 1in
actualitye ¢« ¢ ¢ HMany Institutions--certainly all the
ssatler ones and thoses whatever their sizey who do not
have ' "Llarge numbers of graduate . students in
English=~-cannot require the degree of uniformity that
some of your questions scem to expect. MNore space for
*other® replies might have helped. "

Such an array of critical comments might suggest that
conducting our survey was an exercise 1In futility, yielding
results which are neither vzlid nor relfable. Yet such negative

“conments were relatively €22 {in numbere And we contend that
whitle the results of our survey should be fInterpreted with
cautiony the responses we did receive were generally good ones.
Indeedy while the responding directors may have had to overcome
cecrtain.. obstacles 1n expressions 1in some of the categories we
usedy -and In making:their programs conform to the structure our.
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questionnaire {mposed upon themy we are much impressed with the
guality of the respinses we recefvedes And we have wmade every
effort to treat those responses fairly and honestly. It 1s,
howevers the nature of surveys to Llevel out some differences. It
is atso the nature of surveys to identify otherse. In reporting
our f{indings we tried to consistently point out the differences,
to accentuate the range of responses to the varfous questions wue
askedea s>

*.

Xle 2 PRAISE OF IHE QUrFITIONNAIRE

Although we received a handful of negative comments about
our survey and our questionnaires we received many more positive
onesy although many of thewm recognized the same lLimitations as
our most outspoken critfcs dtde Most of these pnsitive comments
indicated that. (1) the responding directors are looking forward
to seeing the present report and (2) they are looking forward to
finding out how other 1nst1tu§jons responded to many of the
questionse.

Many of these positive comments suggested that perhaps our
questionnaire had made certain writing program directors consider
varfous aspects of their programs they had never before thought
aboute One director from a private four-year college wrotey

It was good to think about some of the questions asked
and 1t will be interesting to see the resutts of the
surveye U0oing this survey has given me some questions to
present to our faculty (Engle Depte) to stimulate
discuss fone.

Another: wrote,

I'm glad that your survey came along when {t dids
sfnce « « « [our school fs doing a 3-year self-evaluation
projects and' this y2ar {t's our department?s turn. You
provided some good startersy 1{deassy questions. One
reason that I'm:returning this late 1s that we used your
survey to take a departmental survey on certain
questionse.

-

Other dfirec.ors commented In a similar veine one from a private
four-year institutfon remarking that "the questionnaire is a good
catalyst for self-examination of the program and the directre."
From the associate director of writing programs at a Large public
university came the following statesent:

Thank you for asking us to participates Because we're
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redesigning our freshman coursesy wetre already fnvolved
in close self-examination, and your survey forced us to
collect data we need and to articulate our goals. \We
Look forward noxw to receiving--and using--your summar {es
of the survey. :

A dfirector from a public four~year institution. wrote that the
quest fonnaire "made me aware that our ; writing program is Like
Topsye ~ de need to dectide on program goals e ¢ o so -that all of
us have definite goals in mind.* Similarlyy a director from one
of the nmilitary academies suggested that simply completing the
questionnaire was a useful activitys He wrote thatl

The chief value of this questionnaire probably exi=sts
in making one responding %o it think about the program he
or ahe directse. Thanks for that opportunity. I shall
Llook forward to seeing the tabulated results in the ueeks
ahead.

Statements such as these suggest thst not only - uas ihe
questionnatre a valid one for surveying college writing progrars
across the countrys but also that the results we obtained are
reliable onese Such comments further suggest that the ‘summarfies
appearing in the previous chapters will be of value ¢to a
substantial number of directors and dinstitutionsy and for a
varfety of different reasonses In these statements we also see a
result we did not anticipate: a large nu-ber of directors seem to
have examined certain K aspects of their prograns for the first
times and others seemed to have discovered aspects they did not
knouw existede. .

Although such statelegis as those quoted above suggest that
our survey was indeed a successful onzy we would be remiss 1f we
did not {include some statements that while generally positive
also pointed to some negative aspectse From the director of a
progras at a four-year finstitution came the following response:

Formidable! The format is imposing and some of the
questions could have been clearer. I know how difficult
a genre this 1se howevery and I1'm grateful to you--and
I's sure the rest of us are as well--that the attesmpt to
survey directors ¢« ¢ ¢« is at least/befing made.

Another directory this one fro a public universityy wuas
sinitarty sensitive to the dyfficulties of designing a
questionnatre such as ours:

Ites long and I found that it did not always fit the
conplexities of oup programe Howevere I tried to
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indigate what our program Llooks Like by adding some
detait. It is thoroughs thoughy and wmade ame find out
information - I wasn®t- aware ofs « « « " You should be
commended o« « o because such quest fonnaires are hetl to
o ' designe I don?t envy you.

L 4

Several directors indicated that they resented the time required
‘tc complete the questionnaire but believed the results would be
worth the efforte Others noted that while the survey instrument
was time-consuming and sometimes did no% seem to do Justice to
their programsy a "questionnaire addressed to so many different
‘kinds, of wuriting programs probably couldn?t have be=n constructed
much differentiye® A fair number of directors indicatedy as did
a director from a private four-year schools that they "resented
the cuantitative orfentation--numberss numbersy numbers® but

®otheruise.
[

»

found it 1interesting and thought-orovoking.*® Addressing the’
issue of quantificationy a director from a public university

wrote that . i
' e .
On the wholey a provocative questionnaires I°'LL be ‘
anxious to see the resultse. tfke any questionnaire,

howevers 1t suffers from the fact that ift*s hard to
assign numbers (even on a continuum) to something as
*fndividualistic® as freshman composition?

Not uncommon were statements - about the scope of the
questionnaires statements such as the following ones:? ."The
questionnatire 1is more than adequate®; "You sure do seem to.cover
eyerything®s ®"The questionnaire 1s quite thorocughe® Typical of
most - of the comments from directors who saw both the strengths
: and the weaknesses of the questionnaire 1s the following

i statement from the director of a Llarge writing program at a :
public university:

: The questionnaire 1s very thcroughs perhaps too
;- thorough 1in some places. It i3 very time-consuming. It
is theory-basedy for good or bady depending on one's
bitase It is capable of gquantifications and that®*s good.
It shows an awareness of recent trends and movements. It
s is generally clear uith only occasfonal ambiguities.

Thus «hil2 our questionnaire might have been better than {1t was,
the Large number of positive comments we recetfved suggests that
it was well enough designed to serve $ts purpose.
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XIe

ASRECTS OF YRITING PROGRAMS NOL COVERED BY
THS PRESENI SURVEY

Not only did we receive pdéit!ve and negative comments about
the questionnairse from the responding directorss but we also
received sone suggestions for entarging the scope of the survey.
Most of these suggestions were of five types.

Firsty some directors suggested that the questionnaire might
have been expanded to iJnclude more questions  about how the
varfous programs approach the teaching of writing processe.

Seconde a few directors indicated the need for questions designed

specifically for programs employing. the cross~disciplinary
approach to teaching writing at the undergraduate levele. Third,
some directors wrote that questions addressing specifically
graduate~level offerings 1in composition and the teaching of
writing might have ylelded -additfonal - useful Juformatione.
Fourthy some directors thought that some questfons might lave
been 1included to indicate more precisely the nature of training
programs for. faculty who have recently had to take :up the
teaching . of uweiting because of declining enrollments 1in
Literature courseses Fifthy some directors indicated that they
wanted to see more questions about the positions writing
directors holds specifically questions having to do with salaries
and with the amount of authority directors have to ®run® the
prograss they direct.

e agree that most of these additional types of questions
might have been included on our questionnaire. In facty some of
these types were represented in earlier versionse Howevery it is
our belief that many such questfons--for exampley ones on
cross~disciplinary writing programs--wculd have ‘;gritated more
directors than they pleasedes Perhaps the next time'such a survey
is undertaken such questions can be {ncludede. Other

"questions-~such as ones focusing nmore  specifically on the

positions uriting pregram directors hold--arey we believey better
asked by organizations to which uriting program directors belonge
Still other questions=-such as those which could focus on
retraining Literature faculty--are also better Lleft to recognized

professional srganizacions such as the Association of Departments

of English or the Hodern Language Association.

ALL of the suggestions ;ue received for expanding the survey
we conducted were good ones: and we would iLike to sec those
questions answered. :

XI. 4o & MAJOR CONCLUSION

‘in one sense.~the previous sections of the present chapter
have ail to one gegree or another suggested the Limitations of
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‘whatever its linitations. the survey did show a great deal
diversity among the programs both across institutional types
ujthin institutional types. Throughout the preceding chapter
.this report we have tried to call attention to this diversity~-by
calling attention to. ranges {in the response categories,
pointing to large standard deviations and variances for different
responses. *and 1f theére s to be drawn a major conclusion
our examination of the writing programs we surveyedy it s

'they are generally very- different from one anothery that they are
each designed to address prinarily the Llocal needs of
4institutions the departlent- and the student bodye The dire
ssho

. tend to Level out such differences 1is correct {1f the
statistics reported are means or averagese Yet people often

-- to
standard deviations and variancese. Thus 1{n " the pages w
follou. we would Like to ftlustrate the diversity of ,the programs

surveyed. to ' direct - attention away fromx means” and averages

toward 1ndiv1dual ﬁrograls.

‘present study. We will not again rei.earse them here.

noted in rather harsh language that descriptive statis

look at averages or means and forget such statistic

°.0ne major contributor to the diversity we saw among
-programs we surveyed was transitions transition from a pro
.guided by one set of goals or philosophy to a program guided by a
different_set of goals or philosophye Although several direc
commented that their programs uere undergoing changesy the nature
of such transitions was probably best expressed by a dire
from a rather small institution:

TW0 years. agos we organized a quarter-long faculty
in-service workshops *7eaching College UHriting.” This

course " exposed faculty to the writing and research of

Ross Uinteroudsy. .Janet Emigy ElDe Hirschy Mina
Shaughnessyy Gary Tatey Richard Youngs Ken Macrories and
Peter Elbowe As a result of this experiencey at Lleast
2/3 of the full-time faculty have revised their "approach
to freshman compos ition and reaedial writing with these
areas. of new emphasis: More personal weitings more

. In~ctass writings more work on audience analysisy more
‘"emphasis on pre-writing and re-uritingy more use of
sentence combininge. The common ground established

through the workshop. has allowed faculty to continue to

- ,exchange {deas on methods ‘and materfals they are
currently using/developing.

&

Hany directors wrote similar statements which focused on
ever-changing nature of uriting instruction as faculty in
"prograls becale aware of new 1deas and tried to incorporate what
’they“had learned into their teaching. 0f couirses not
‘dlrectors indicated fhat their programs are undergoing changei}
~ebut
ehanginq.g there“nay well exist conslderable diversity in the
uriting 1: taughto

in those 1nst1tutions where the writing prograoms
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Another frequently cited source of this diversity across
°> fnstitutions was the nature of the student population served.
5¢veral directors 1{indicated that they have constantly had to
acco-nodate different kinds of students as incoming abilities
decline or as the school opens its doors to different kinds of
studentse  One director from a technical four~-year 1{instituttion
perhaps beést fndicated how the student population the program s
designed to serve affects the nature of the program ftself. He
wrote that;

Cur program may find its strength « « « in its ability
to intertuine ¥Increasing amounts of consideration of the
uwriting needs of scientists and engineers. Because
virtually all of our studentsy - both ESL and native
speakersy are future scientists or engineersy focusing on
their future uriting needs s silpler than 1t would be in
a lLiberal arts envicronment, wiiere students plan to head
in many directions and some have no plans as yet. The:
flip side of that, houeveru Js that writing is harder to
establish across the curriculum: than it is in Liberal
arts collegesy since our faculty have never 1{integrated
writing into their courses the way Liberal arts faculty
have donee. For engineerss ‘the research: paper never
existed: it has not been abandoned. . .

\ >

B . - .

In thig particular case the institutional contraints that operate
on the.- program ‘are apparents but more important s that the
institution apparently values writing for its student population
.somewhat less than would other institutfionse.

Diversity 1in writing prograus across$ types of institutions
is also reflected in the curricula the varfous programs teach.
While 1t §s impossibte to fllustrate the full range of curricula
uhich underlie the programs we surveyeds a couple statements may
help Mto suggest the range of different programs. The director
from one four-year ifnstitutfon described the relationship between
his. program?s curriculum and the goals of the program 1in the
following way: -

Our emphasis on rhetorical theorys especially in our
first coursey has given studunts a useful focus for all
thefr uwriting and other communicationse The classical
.rhetorfcal focus of contenty audiences, and persona has
made our students better readerssy better uriterss and
better oral communicatorss This approach also allowus
gstudents to’ critique organization and style. It has also
contributed to the Liberal arts component of their
education. - .o

°

W~

;n~other programsy the teaching of rhetoric and rhetorical
principles appears +to complement or supplement the teaching of
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.content in the sense of a body of knowledge to be used rather

than content in sense of principles to be used and processes
appliede Such s the case at a publ ic universitys whose director
of writing wrote that

Cur second required composition course « « o is
divided into different thematic units (we call them
*gsogdules")e. These unit have reading requirements that
‘Affere CLThese classes]l ¢« ¢« ¢« have the same writing
requirements in terms of Llength of paperss number of
papersy and kinds of paperse ¢ ¢ ¢« The subject matter
differs from module to module to offer students some
choice about the general topice We have modules dealing
uith the changing roles of men and womeny technologys
death and dyings filmy and several with a literary focus:
introduction to Literatureys mythologys heroess and short
fiction. These choicesy students says are worth the
effort put forth by the Department to raintain thesme.

.Sfateaents such as these suggest that writing curricula differ

considerably across {institutionse Indeedy our reading of the
many comments the responding directors made in the margins of our
questionnaire and of the many statements about their writing

‘programs and courses suggests to us that few members of our

profession would or could agree on a common definition or

description of a writing curriculum for any coursee. The
diversity of writing curricula was probably the source of more
criticism of our .questionnaire than anything else. Most

directors tend to view their curricula as the best of all
possible curriculae Given specific institutional contextsy these
directors. may be correcte.

Another aspect of diversity is instructione And we perhaps
encountered as many different ways of teaching writing as
institutions we surveyede Me haves howevers chosen but three
statements to illustrate this instructional varfietye. The first
statement_ comes from the director of a writing program at a
collunity college. That director wrotesy . .

Our progran's goal {1s effective student writinge
There a1 tuo aspects that are important in reaching that
goal: (1) emphasis on {individual 1instructions the
one~to~-one method- promoted by: Roger Garrison; and 2)
usey as._a -supplementy of collaborative Learning in
composition classesy for 1instancey the . group study

exerc!se in Thonm Haukins' Groyp Ingyiry Iechniguyes for
Igashjng !;1&199 for peer evaluation.

From another director in a tuo-year coliege came a very different
perspective on,instructional sethodse. Using the first persony

ithis: director offered the folloning description:
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: There are two aspects which have proven mnost
successful in my- teaching of our first-term freshman
urlting courses Firste. 1 ‘have students do a very

| ‘extensive outl iney so. complete that 1t s virtually a
draft. ~In {te they- li-it their subject, define their
audience and -purposes. state each of their main f{deas 1in
cooptete sentences- and jot down all of their support ing
detail. This enables--indeed forces-=-them to think
through their. gsubjects to carefully select and develop
cach idea before they commit thesmselves to 1including it

in thefr essays. and then to arrange those ideas in a
Logical sequence. .By fully planning the content of their
papers,before they #rite a-< drafty students can start
writing their -drafts. confident that they can cover the
subjects knouing what they wish to says in _ what order,
etce They are then frees in wuriting the ‘drafty to
concentrate on composing--on word choices sentence
structures speliings grammars dict fony paragraphings etce

Seconds I wuse a° combination of transformational
grasmar and generative rhetoric (as recomsended by
Francis Christensen) 1in working with sentences and
paragraphse This gives studentsy often for the first
times real control over their sentences.

At the opposite extreme from directors who advocated rather
specific and detafled methods of instruction were those who were

skept fcal that any one lethod is to be prefered over anothere.

;f . director from a private university offered the follouing
bE statements which 1s ‘something of a justification for the great

amour.t of diversity in 1nstruetional methods ¥n his program.

.

e o .o the relativ€> freedom each {nstructor has in
organizing the work {in Freshman English can be a great
advantage. €E£ach section s differenty with different
needsy different interestse. Instructors are free to
adapt the work to the particular students--perhaps a
section wuith several foreign studentss or one with
several drama majorss or one with a high proportion of

-transfergsey and sO0 onNe e ~ o This advantage can be a
serious disadvantage if the instructor is not invent fve
and knouledgeable.'

Our chief goal s the obvious one--to increase our
© " students' ability to express themselves clearly and
accurately: in- expository prose. Has anybody devised an

5 ideal uay to .do this uith @ group of students? - Surelys
; each  .group. requires different methodss and each
fndividual - student’ ‘requires adaptations by the
instructor. , Th ~anortant ingredient is the
1nstruetor--hisiher ' llingness to spend a Lot of time in
eonfereneeS9 to get to knou each student individuallys to
eneourage*and read .and respond 1ntell19ently to the
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students® writinge The Instructors with thé interest and
patience and basic knouledge of good writing all do
excellent work whatever their particular methodssy and
their students {mprove.

There +1s perhaps no more appropriate an ending for this report
than the above statemente For while in the preceeding chapters

have, focused on the %"general®™ nature of college writing
programsy on -constructing a “"profile® that reaches across
: institutional boundariesy the specific ways in which each of us
1 succeeds in helping students become better uriters is finally the
i most important aspect of what we do.
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A List of the persons completing the writing program
directors survey appears in Appendix A Most of the respondents
are "writing program directors®; a fewy howevery are departmental
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caoamplete our questionnaire. For the sake of economy - in
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calling all respondents "uriting program directors.”
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in ‘general and about ouriquestionnatre in particulare
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Among the responding 1finstitufons were the United States
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‘1Neu Vork. Macmillane 1979)3 Susan F. Watts and Joan Huntery

éds.y Petergon’s: Anpual Guide to Underaraduate Siudis 1989

A;Eﬂigjg_ (Princetono NJ$ Perterson's 6uidess. 1?19)' James Cass and

~3)!-::’ Birnbau-v Qumam: Sulde to

Y & Y VZ:S‘J‘ Uamnan B S8 2a32 " amet. Haunﬂbﬁ Marheans o adsa Tho

VAR . Y . ud ’ 1 36
Lollegege 9th ede

128




WA v

: . " 126
support for colleges and universities nationwide comes trom Nancy

Be Dearmany JThe Condition of E£dusation: Statistical Report
(dashingtony DeCe: National Center for Education’ Statistics
1988)y and M. Vance 6rant and Leo J. Eideny Qigest of Edycation
Statistics (Washingtonsy DeCe: National Center for Fducation
Statisticsy 1380, . 3
12
. - See Education OQirectory: Colleges and Universitics,
1978-1979 €uNashingtony DeCe: Natfonal Center for Education
Statisticsey 19801}, The way 4e have classified the schools
responding to our questionnaire differs from the way Gibsony

."tusiness as Usualy® classified hise If te judge by the number

of unfversitiés (229) cited in Gibson's reporty it would appear
that -school names (®universlitys® ®colleges® *"Jurior college.')
determined membership in Gibson®s classes.
13 o
It should be poftnted outy howevery that we did complete
several preliminary analyses in which the {institutions were
classified strictly by their namese Unfortunatelyy, this simpler
sethod of classifying the institutions blurred considerably
distinctions between four-year institutions and universities. ue
thus felt compelled to use tne NCES*s taxonomy in classifying our
data. v
14 . :
These categories are adapted from those used by the NCES;
see especiallys Grant and Efdone Digest of Education 5;31151155
15
Information on the staffing of "writing classes uith
graduate students {s presented in a sibscvquent section.
16
It is interesting to note that when the writing program
directors we surveyed were asked to fdentify, for a national
survey of colleges teachers of writingy the two best teachers in
their programse a Large number {dentified graduate-student
teachers.
17
See in particulars A Theory 9of Discourse (1971' rpte New
York: - WeWe Norténe, 1980). -
18
See A .eassnsy.i Theory
Winthrope 19750
19

f Rhetoric (Cambridgey MAZ

=3

See James Lo Kinneavys JeQe - Copesy and JeWe Campbelly.

¥riting--Basic ilodes of Organization (Dubuques IAZ Kendall/Hunt,
1576)

" 20
The analyses of the prose statements began with one of the
investigators reading 30 of the statements about the most
successful aspects and 30 of the statements about the LlLeast
successfule This subsample contained an .equal number of

responses from -private qné public schools and frea four-year
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1nst1tutlons and unlversltlcs. Because soO few tuo~y¢ar colleges
respondcd -to our-survey.s: only two such schoolssy both publico were
represen&edﬂin the 30-institution subsample. As these prose

-statements - were- ~pready each "most - successful® and each "lLeast
successful® aspect named was listede After the responses from

att .30 institutionsruere so analyredy a composfite List of ftems

" ‘for each question ‘Has constructed. In order for an- ftem to

appear on these~coaposite l!stso it had to appear on at Least two

_ ot the 30 .directorsv_ statefentss Fifteen items appeared on. the

w‘..,a..u,'fi;‘




A R R R T, i T N L e A T M - > M - [

[ =D T C mwea¥e e w L v,

, - . et
> . e . B - e ¢ . - . -

R R e «127 I -

b - - A [ .

T S R R X DR S

appeared on the resultant List of "least successful aspectse®
These Lists became the bases for .coding all responsese. The

actual coding sheets used contained not only the ftems Listed,y -

but also spaces for at least 15 additional ftemse. Four coders
used these sheets to code the directors? statements for contente

. Each statement was read by at least two persons and differences

in coding the varfous statements were resolved on the spote

Subsequentlyy each coding sheet and each statement were reviewed
side-by-side by the principal author as a check on the previous
codings and to insure that‘alt responses not 1included on the
lists uere added to the coding sheetse Subsequentlys added iteas
which appeared more than three times were coded for keypunchinge.
The result of these procedures was that 20 iteas were keypuniched
for the ®"most successful®™ aspects of the represented writing
programsy and 15 {tems were keypunched for the "least successful®
aspectse . -
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Anna Harig College .

Auburn University

Augsburg College

-

Baruch College

Beaver College

Boston University -

Bribhan Young University

California State University--Dominguez Hills v
Carn191e4ﬂellon University
Case Western Reserve University

Centr;l Conneticut State College

N A T e

Centrél Oregon Community College
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The Cﬁ;y College of New York
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City U%iveréity of New York-=Yerk College

Clarke%tollege

College of Mount St. Vincent
fo(lege of Ste Catherine

College of Ste Francis

Cook-Dduglass College Writing Center

Dean Junior College‘

De Anza céllege
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- Drexel University i
Eastern Central University - Ay

Eastern Michigan Unfversity o
Edison Community Collége "
EL Centro Colleg? -
Franklin and Marshall College

Frostburg State ColLe;e

Furrum College

Hofséra Unfversity X

hunter College -

Indiana State University--tEvansville >

Indiana University

defers&n Community College
Kansas State University
Laké Forest College
Lenoir-Rhyne College
Lewis and Clark Community College
. Los Angeles Trade Technical College
Louistana Stafe niversity, :

Loyola Marymount Unfversity

ﬁassachusetfs Institut of'Technology
Miami (Ohio) University
Michigan Technological Unfvegsity

Middle Tennessee State Universl{<\

Monroe Community College

Murray- State College ’\\{
New Yurk City Technical COllegé \\\
Nicholls State University \ .§;
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Northuest Nazarene Col Llege
Ohfo Dominfican College ‘
Chio University
Ohfo Hesleyan Unfversity
Oklahoma Unfiversity
Pennsylvania State~-Behrend College
Pennsylvania State--College Park
Pepperdine University .
Polytechnic Institute of New York
Princeton University
Principia College
Queens College
Robert Morris College
Rochester Institute of Technology
Rutgers University--Camden College
Rutgers Unfversity=--Livingston Cotlege
Ste Edward®s Unfversity
Ste Paul?s College
Ste Peter®s College
Ste Thomas University
?an Francisco State Unfversity
Je Sargeant Reynolds Community College
Southuwestern Oklahoma State University
Spokane Falls Community College

State Unfversity of Neu_vork at Albany

State Unfversity of New York at Oneonta

Syracuse Qniverslty

Texas ARM University

\
ooty
A s b r i o e

SR
et P

L,
roald Eaow v KN



Texas Christian University
. Texas Tech Un!vgrsity ‘ é
Tougaloo College
. Tulane Universityw
United S{ates Air Force Academy
United State§ Military Academy
University af(Si. Louis

University »f Alabama

University of California a2t Davis fﬁ
University of California at Los Angeles .
University of Cincinnati

University of Colorado .

University of -Georgla

University of Hartford

University of Houston

University of I(linois--Urbana
University of Iowa

Unfversity of Kentucky

University of Louisville ;

University of Michigan

o wdrs t ra oy O

University of Minnisota=--Deluth
“  University of Nebraska-°L1ncoln
University of dMevada-~Las Vegas'

University of New Mexico

" Untversity of North Carolina at Chapel HiLl
University of North Carolina at Wilmington >

University of Pittsburgh at Johnstoun




University
University
Universitf
University
University
University
University
pniversity

University
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of Pittsburgh
of South Al abama
of Southern Mississippd
of South Florida--Tampa
ofTampa
of Texas-=-Austin
of Virginfa--Charlottesville
of Mashington ~

of UWisconsin

Upsala College

Virginia Tech

Watla Malla College

Mest Liberty State Col lege

Wichita State University

Wilberforce University

William Jewell College

Witliam Patersgn Coll=ge

Youngstown State University
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