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xdentxfylng the Program Varlables'

in Gollege Writing Programsl

Llnda G. Polin2
Callfornla State University Foundation

This presentatlon aeééfiBeé the difficulties encountered by my
colleagues and I in our effort to identify characterlstlcs of effectlve
~ college composition programs. I w111 1llustrate these issues with findings
fran the first year's work on our four year 1nvestlgat10n.

We have been looking at programs on thé_ _g@ei;een campuses of the
California ététe bnivereity, restricting ourselves to this one state
system. The ninétéen campus sample, in fact, includes most cambinations
of brbé8;  campus-level characterisStics such as: urban and suburban; large
and small, predomlnantly white and~ethn1cally-m1xed. On- the other Eéﬁd;
theé California State Unlver51ty system is rare . in its financial and
Vieglslatlve cqnhitmént to improvement of student composition ékiiié. For -
the 1é§t, six §ears étuéépté applying to any of the nineteen CSU campuses
have been required to take a syStem-wide English Placement Test which 7
1ncludes three multipie choice subtests (sentence construction, 1oglc ard
organlzatlon, and reading) " and one writing sample. Campuses receive funds
on the basis of the number of students scoring below a common cut-point; ’

~

1 The research reported on here was carried out under a grant frqn the NIE

(NIE-G-82-0024) , Edward M. White, principal investigator. Other members of
the research team are Ron Basich, Kim Flachmann, Charles Moore, Dav;d

Rankin, jand William Stryker.
2 The: author would iike to thank Erank Capell and Ron Basich for their

. assistance in questionnaire analyses, and Don Dorr-Bremme and David Rankin

for their a551stance during analysis of 1nterV1ew transcrlpts.;
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however, each campus decides how to spend the "remedial" funds to improve

the writing of entering, low-scoring students. In addition to  this
ehtéring blacement test; the -CSU system has added a requirement for
graduation, tjbbéf division certification of WEiEiﬁcj competences Unlike the
-plaéérnéni:‘ test policy, the graduation requirement is not dt_afii’iéd by scores
on a system-wide exam; there is no such common mechanism. iﬁsteaa; each

campus determines its own procedures for certifying upper division writing

skills and its own criteria for defining competence in writing.  Also

"remediating" students who fail to pass. Nevertheless, students aré denied

aiﬁi&ﬁéé if ;they have .ﬁéE satisfied this requirement. )
Clearly, within this university system , there is a heightened aware-
nééév of the importance of writing instruction.  Even non-English
departments are faced with the real possiblitiy of having their majors
denied diplamas if they cannot pass the writing proficiéncy requirément for
“graduation. And within the English department; English }iteiéture
professors flﬁa an iﬁéééééé& demand for writing classes, a demand which
includes instruction at the most basic level for those students whose

_ placement test .scores indicate the need for remeédiation, and in Someé cases,

upper division classes for students rf'a'cing the graduation requirement.
(Also, in some instances, ,‘ campuses have decided to certify upper division
writing competence with an upper division writing class offered by the
English department or other degartments.) ' S

In many ways, then, we see this nineteen campus state system as an

ideal setting 'in which to study cellege composition programs, - in part

because of the représentative diversity of its ééxﬁbdééé,;@ﬁa 'in part
’ - N ‘ v
4
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because adminiStrators and faculty ére now more keenly interested in and
troubled by Eéliéée composition program issues. To investigate . these
iééuesv and diééébéf éffééiiﬁé resolutions, we divided our research into
. phases. The first phase, completed last yééij7 ;éé.é descriptive effort
aimed at determining saliént program features distinguishing the wvarious
campus programs! The second phass, this year's work, is our evaluative
effort, aimed at linking those 'aistinguishing characdteristics with
differences in student writing §é£féfﬁaﬁée'and facuit? déVéiopmént. The
third phase has been planried for analyses, EéfiééEiéﬁ, and reanalysis.
‘Work from thé.dé3criptivé pﬁéée provides the basis for this @EéééﬁEééidﬁ.

Data Sources

“

our first effort in describing progams focused on obtaining expli-
cations of éampaS'pSiiaiéé and procedures in these two ageas;f‘ﬁé sent each
English department chair a "Fact Sheet" asking for prégram-information on
matters we Suspected were amenable to policy aééléféEiéag,éﬁéﬁ as the use
writing courses, course staffing, and common course exams, Syllabi, texts,
or éssignments. |
On a subsample of ten campuses (twelve programs); we interviewed
academic vice presidents, deans, directors of.-iééfﬁiﬁé centers and
Educational Opportunity Programs, English department chairs, composition
program coérdinators; and  where thgy éxistea; remedial program
coordinators: Aﬁéﬁé other things, we asked these administrators to
describe the development of writing program poii;'cies: that affect all
Studéents, using . the upper diviSiéﬁ_WfiEiﬁé Eééﬁifément as an example.
English chairs and compoSition progtam coordinators were Further asked

R



Our third source for policy information was the writing faculty on all
nineteen campuses; of the 750 or so instructors teaching lower division
required writing courses, 55% returned our faculty questionnaire asking
about attitudes and beliefs related to composition instruction and the
camposition program, and about the relative importance and the predaminant
reason for particular instructional goals; materials; and methods they used
in freshman composition or rémedial wrifing courses.

Our analyses also focuséd on the descriptive. We considered frequency
distributions and formed factors us1ng reponses to questlonnaire items, and
we created largely nominal descriptive catégori&s from r'esp'csn'ses to the
main topics of the interview protocols. (Additional analyses are- being

carried out this year) .

1. What are the goals held by college camposition programs?
2. What programmatic activities are implemented,  presumably to

meet those goals?

3. -How do féatures of the program setting (context) moderate
those goals and act1v1t1es°;

Early on we decided to focus our data colléction by restr1ct1ng our
definition of canposlthn program to lower division; 'required Writing
courses, commonly called "freshman composition," remedial prerequisite

instruction, "and adjunct writing instruction available outside the

©

classroom (from, e.g., workshops, tutorials, 1earn1ng centers). We also
agreed . that we were néf interested in individual 1nstructors' classSroom
précticés ger se. Instead we chose to focus on progrannatlc qua11t1es that

_transcend the inéiv1dual. Thus, instruction becomes important. as one of



many features possibly governed by program guidelines in an effort to
establish standard course content, method, or materials. '-

Our interest in comparability among class sections béiiéé a key
assumption underlying our research questions, i.e:, that there are such
thingsléé programs of instruction at thé.pdsEééééﬁaéfy'iéGél. At the start
of our descriptive data éhéi§§é§ tﬁen, we were forced to confront this
complex issue. When is a procedure a program policy; when is an activity.
progréﬁﬁaticg We Séfééé that we were looking for policy that is:
_ documénted, widely CGnnupiééEéa; widely followed, and enforceable. These
criteria, we felt, would help us. distinguish .;;Sé’r'ééﬁéi beliefs and
activitis from truly programmatic ones, and would permit us to discover

whether or not such systems of instruction exist in our sample of campuses .

Program Goals

We éxpected to énCoUnté; descriptions of tféditional student-oriented
goals ‘aéécribing essay Writing performancé. However, recent advances in
composition theory and research haVe_ expanded traditional notions to
ificlude students' awareness of writing processes such as recursive planning
" and reviéion,. and use of wrltlng as a tooi for thlnkrng ;hd learnlng. : We
had hopes of flndlng enlightenad goals statements which make reference to
new theory.

- In fééé; the recent great advances in thé field of compoSition coupled

with increased demand for composition classes have creatéd a unique

situation 'in which English literature specialists who generally populate
éngiiéh.éépértments are called upon to teach basic college Writing courses.
‘To untangle sich a paradox, there must be some faCdiéy aé6é16§ﬁéﬁé . (as

college level in—SerQice.is_éuphéniéticéiiy céiieé)( and at the very least,
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mechanisms for staff to share knowledge and experiences: Accordingly, we
were prepared to find faculty-criented goals of the sort that might best be
caiiedéintermeﬁiary or enabiing goals; that is; goals describing changes in
Eacuihy knowledge; attithdes,l skiils; or behaviors deemed necessary to

acconpllsh the desired student outcomes“ Further, :with the additional
upper-division writing réquirement for graduation; we -thought we might see
program goals which included a little consc1ousness ralslng for faculty in

other departments.

During analysis of our interview transcripts it ‘became clear that

serious; well-defined goals statements of any sort are the very rare‘
exception to the general rule of none. Thus, our firét category of goals )
is easily defined as “iaiéeei-faire.“ Into this category we were able to
place most of twelve programs 1n.oﬁr interview sample. (example below) .

COORD #l. ,i hope that one {goals statement) is emerglng.i And

that is, I think,; basically what the composition cannlttee
has been directing itself to this fall.:

INT: Does the department have any kind of, while you're
puttlng together those goals statementsS, any other kind of

guideline for people teaching comp.?

COORD #1: No, there hasn't beer: The only guidelines that have

existed have been rather general and perfunctory

descriptions of the course that appear in the university
catalog. :

INT: And in [the freshman comp. cour$e], do you include

something 1like a _description of the standards you expect

students to meet in order to pass that course?

ébORD"#Z. No, we don't. Probabiy shouild; but we don't: Our

department is so _individualistic that they have a hard

time agreelng and [there's thel] feeilng that someone else
is going to impose what they are going to do.

both remedial and reguiar composition; when askéa by our interWiewer; their

remarks are at a very general level. (exampie EéISW)' ’



cooan #3:  The only answér I can give to that is to say when I
first took the job and I got up to speak to the department
about something, samebody raised his hand and said what is

your philosophy? ' What do you want the students to learn?

I said, if I want the students to learn anything, I want
them to 1learn to be concrete and specific in their

writing.  And ~everybody nodded. So I assume that is the
underlying philosophy. I think it is a [given] that we
look for reasonable grammar and mechanics and punctuation.
That is obvious. _I_suppose the underlying issue is the
student should be clear.

What we had expected was rarely voiced: Few cocrdinatcrs-had clear

descriptions of expectatlons for students completing frestman or remedial
instruction. No one mentioné student goals other than writing performance:
No one includes faculty goals ip their program outcames. Here is the most

comprehensive statement we were able to elicit. Its specificity i$ unique

in odf sample.

'COORD:  Yes, there is something in writing. In fact, we

have a rather substantial manual which guides the program. This

manual orginally was prepared in 1977 by the: Composition
Committee and it was more recently edited and reduced; updated:
It spells out course objectives for freshman composition, and -
even [remediall. It suggests textbooks for each of those
'courses, it spends quite a lot of time suggesting various
classroan methods or strategies that 1nstructors mlght exercise

in order to strike wr&tlng targets. So yes, there is somethlng

in fact quite formal . .spelling out our phllosophy and goals.

In sum, when we ask about program goails, most coordinators are able to
‘talk about desired instructional methods or available sample syllabi or
recommended texts, but not student gbais. Most of those coordinators who

do speak of studeﬁt outcomes are very general in thelr “aeecriptione or-
limit their detalled student objectlves to the remedial Eéateeé in the
program.

It mdy be the case thét it is easier to agree“upénl and articulate
‘expectations for remedial student writeré than for the regular college

composition student. It certainly seems to be the case that we need to



think about what it is that college students are supposed to gain from col-
lege level writing instruction. This ambiguity, we expect, may come back
to haunt the campuses as they struggle to define and implémeént the réquired

certification of students' upper division writing skills for graduation.

~

While it is difficult to pinpoint a common characteristic of prograns
with clear and thorough goals, it is easy to see a shared featurs of the
others. In each Suca case the 'prog'ram; coordinator aé's-;éiibéé a resistant
staff of tenured (or tehuEE—trackea) literatUréiproféssors all less than

‘thrilled with the need for college English departments to teach a general
education course in composition, let alone remedial writing. Further, all
the - coordlnators we interviewed reported little knowledge of or control
over the classroom practices of tenured faculty rho are reportedly rarely,
if ever, evaluated as writing instructors. We had ant1c1pated this issue
to some extent in our thinking about the implemehtation of a composition

program.

Programmatic Instruction .
-~  We looked heit' at the instructional component of program imple-
mentation. IS there canparability aﬁoﬁg classes taught by different

instructors? And, how is this managed° bnfortunately, all but one of our

classrooms of tenured instructors teaching composition. Tenured faculty
are ot visited or otherwise systamatically monitored or evaluited as
writing ”instructors. In contrast, part-time instructors or full=time
lecturers (contract employeés) are talked aboué as if they were a unit or
cadre: they are usually hired and trained (or oriented) by thev pfsgféﬁ
coordinator, monitored regularly, and often concurrently enrolled in or

récently graduated from the newer graduate programs specialized in

10



composition instruction (examples below).

INT: How well do you feel you know what go&s on in composi=
tion clqsses° .

 COORD #5: 1 think it's gettIng better and better. I have to
divide that into two. What we know about what's going on

in the courses that are taught by part-time faculty is

very very dood because we have a system of visitations and

evaluations, and that also applies to our teaching

assistants: ...As far as,the full tlme (regular) faculty,
I would have to tell you that it's [iffy] at bast.

. COORD #6:  Well, I don't know what goes on in the classes of
' the full-time faculty. And the natmre of our facuity. here

is such _that nobody is ever going ‘to know what goes -on.
Our faculty is very restless with any kind of organiza-
tion. Trey don't like to be monitored and won't stand for
it. Who knows what goes on in their classes. Only God

knows .

I don't have to monitor what goes on in the part t1me

’ instructors' classes:; I found out a long t1me ago, years

' ago, when I was reaily worried about it:- They are

homogeneously _traihed. . And their hiring process is so
meticulous and thorough that anybody who survives it is
autahatiCally,guaranteed to be compulsive:. And they teach
the way they have been taught to téach They teach what
they\have been taught to teach. The \new instructors have

to take an in-service course during the first semester of

teaching 7that has student-faculty ratio of Six.to one, or

lower: And in that course .they bring the mater1als they

developed for the [ccmpos1t1oh] course toﬁftheifsgn;gar

They share them; they\get criticized: Theyrda cr1t1ques in

the group; they bring their problems to the seminar to be

ironed out... _During the second semester they are
evaluated by the English composition committee; each per-
son is visited by two different commitee members and so
on. We have run into instances 1n which; _although not
very many, in which instructors have decided that despite
everything they are’ really going to go their own way. And
that. uéually turns up in their evaluations. ...And if we

are not able to work with the Instructor and br1ng them
around, we f1re them. L
These two excerpts are good representatives of comments we heard frém

almost all composition coordinators. - In partlcular, references to:

\ . .
’ - \




careful hiring, class v1s1ts, orientation or formal training sessions,
handouts of course guidelines or sample syllabl, and the use of recom-
mended texts lists; are found in all descripfiohs'_of part-timers'
classrocms. However, also amnipresent iﬁ'éééiﬁiﬁatérS’ camments are
coggess1ons of 1gnorance apout what the regular faculty are up to; We
might wonder if this isn't a strawman issué; iwhy should recular
faculty necessarily need monitoring?  And, hdw can wé find cut at
least the basic Sfiéﬁéééi% of their writing course instruction?
In this study, we relied upon our survey questlonnalre to help~ us
" determine what théArégulérs are thinking; and whether as a gtoup they are
different in terms of iﬂstructiouai themes or goals underlying instruction,
rﬁatsrials important 'to that iﬁlefiiéEidn} classroan  arrangements,
‘instrﬁcsidhéi\ metﬁods; and kind and amounE'cfvwfiEiﬁé éssiéﬁ@éEEs, among
other things. We cérefuiiy constructed our items to allow for a variety
of cammon apprqsqhés to surface, and we are grétifiea to find that, through
our factor analysis of questionnaire reponses, we can identify six distinct
'1nstruct10nal factors (HANDOUT COMTAINS FACTOR TABLES) whlch appear to be
reflectlve of (1) the 11terature teacher - intent upon Pxpcs1nq students to
good 11teFature, seen;ngly as models of'good writing; (2) the composing
~ process teacher - a keen believer in lots of opportunities for students to
: N\,
write éﬁa review their writing; (3) the rhetorical modes teacher - closely™.,
, : §
related §éfﬁé§§ to the camposing process teacher, but diffé;éﬁt »in a
reliance upon learning from prose models and rhetoricai' texts; (43 thé:
basic skills teacher - hopefully the remedial course instructor, concerned
with correct expression in student writing; (5) the workshop E*e/aéﬁef ~ very
much-like the composing process teacher; i:houghséén'ingiy more focused on
the instructional ‘'method than séééifiésskiiis and materials; (6) the

‘Service course teacher - perceiving .the required camposition coursework as



. L ._/,-/
5rer1ratlon for wr1t1ng in other college courses, and other college wr1t1ng

as prlmarxly term or research papers.

...... e e e 1k Pt e 1t vt b et en eF s et ereat taen e

Thls 'oomIng ‘samer  we will be able to complete our analyses and

. - e

‘determlne 1nto whlch :instructional categor1es theSe“part t1mers and regular
faculty fall. Nevertheless; :this distinction 1n ;he program coord1nators'
knowledge of and influence .over part “timers and’regular ‘faculty is a
) serlous compl1cat1on for the- evaluatlon of any - composition program where
both sorts of 1nstructors are used;v |

If mon1tor1ng and evaluatxon of regular faculty teach1ng wr1t1ng 1s a

near lmp0551b111ty,‘ what: means are available to canpos1tlon program

¢

‘.“ooordlnators for assuring enlightened and comparable 1nstructlon in those

1nstructors classes° Aside fram relylng upon part tnners then, how can a
" program develop an 1nstruct1onal staff that shares enough 1nformatlon and

W1nterest to maintain a state—of-the—art camon core of curricula and

ez )]
) PPV,

i structlonal methods in canpos1tlon°

H
| . :

-
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Eaculty Development

~-

People workxng in the world of college canpos1tlon programs use the
term, "faculty developnent," to refer to an entire range of act1v1t1es
whose goals are to help ease the transxtion(gor \the llterature—tralned

faculty members in Engl1sh departments (or in other departments which offer.

writing 1ostruotlon) who must now functlon as wr1t1ng class 1nstructors.
R - B B L Sl Tt T . , R S _ "i’ I _
These act1v1t1es can be as marginal as circulating a research article or as

vigorous as a required graduyate seminar in composition Ehéoryi ;
RS

. For the most part, all out interviewees descrxbe the reluctance and<.?,'

evén ‘occa51onal adamant refusal of regular: tenured “and tenure—tracked

~t

faculty to tahe_on loWer d1v1s1on wr1t1ng class 1nstruct10n., Camposition
. .:';'; E j i "r»,.c_’\\‘
{

. . ;
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program c00réinators, then, _éina themselves in a position in which they
7 T~ - ) S e
must ease this Situation and étt}xﬁf*to up~grade or ensure instructional

~

their expanded roile: Ironically, because of the recent burgeonlng ‘interest
in Writihg 1nstruction as a legltlmate f;eld of study, many part—tlme
instrgétors "who are new M. A. graduates are often much better informed
about writing theory and often even trained in teaching writing. This can-

further strain the relationship between régular tenured faculty ard ~the\
writing program in which they must f)éfticipate;

In our interviews we asﬁed canpos1t10n coordinators .and departmént

chairs about their faculty development efforts, recent and pn-going, in the

field'of camposition theory. They describe a variety of methods but report
little success; that is, when success is defined as_rééching the ' regular
faculty members, which is how all our interviewees talk about it, every

a&ninigtxatcr' teports difficulty '(éiiéiﬁfﬁés ‘beiow) :

ENG CHAIR #l.” We_ have an 1nforma1 luncheon meeting caiied "canp

meetings" held perhaps once every six weeks in.which we, as

a faculty, are to read an article and discuss it:. Or have

an individual faculty member came and. .discuss an art;cie
on: which he may be working,; npesition. - Or which he
has read and wished to use as a focal pointt—for an_ hour,

an hour and a half discussion. - In that sense, refining

faculty understanding of the composition field.
INT: Are those well attended?

ENG CHAIR: Often the people who attended the meeting and are
most interested are also, of course, those who know the
. most about it. And thoSeé who need it the most are nowhere
to be seen. L

/

COORD #1: We have occaszonaiiy had; and would llke to have

now, some; :kind of seminars orrget-together...we will
try to have one or two a senester. We don't always. '

-

INT: What kind of response do you get from the faculty°

x

COORD: Not strong.

quality. by offering. inisérvicés, A e.r—rrretrammg literature: fac:uity, for=w .o



“«

INT: Ard is it correct to say that what you've . been saying is
that the part—tlmers are very ready to [meet - about grading

Tt T g@ssays] and “it's kind of tOUgh to get thé others to join?

COORD #2:  That's pretty accurate. And the others, they take
the time to.say "I'd really ;;keitg{fkne to that ‘and I

can't."_  And I think part of it is that conflict in their

o souls between camposition and 1;terature. They say; "“Look,

I'm going to give just.so much time a week to comp051tlon.

I believe in it; teaching is an important th1ng, bg; I'm

not going to that discussion sesgion. It's ‘too much of my
time" <::0h they'd love to Ehow in two 'seconds what

_happened ‘at that’ discussion session. But they ‘don‘t want

to take that hour and a half:

Somé coordinators report more relatively more success than others.
"ot . the most part, the more successful formal facblty development e%forEé
use one of two approaches: (1) mandatory, enforced prerequ151te coursework
in comp051tlon before a551gnment to teachlng canp051tlon, or,; (2) soc1ally
contexted 'heetings" for which composition_ topics’ and materials are: -
prepared  ahead, but which are not overtly designated as faculty
ééveiopmént. It is important Eo note that the two §£6§£éms with
prerequ151te coursework are oampuses with graduate masters programs in the
teachlng of comp051tlon, apd tpat the requlred course is one of the degree
program's coré seminars. Not all campuses, in fact, relatively few, have
Such degree programs £o draw upon. . Further; the successful socially=
contexted retraining events are found in very small programs; in one

ihetance, in an ethnic studies department which has its own separate but

equally accepted camposition program.

It does seem clear that airect.efforrs to solve the problem of faculty
retraining in camposition .are invariably unsuccessful. It is not hard to
figureé out a key Source of this resistance: until recently, composition
was a servioe, performed rhe Ehgiish oepértment for the benefit"of the

-
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campus and the English department's own graduate students who were employed
to .téaEE the ceurse; . In short, it haé been a task without academic
.recognition or reward: _____ .

Though it sounds like a losing battle, faculty development for regular
faculty need not be; we have dlscovered a very simpie é?éﬁt tﬁat succeeas
in drawing all wrltlng 1nstructors, regular and part—tlme, and getting them
to interact on the subject 6f camposition 1nstruct10n. A key additional
benéfit accrues to this VeVeﬁti establishing some comparability - in

 instruction across classes taught by these different faculty members

This successful process 1s simply 1nstructor group scor1ng of cammon

" student essays, whether the ‘cammon essay 1s system—w1de (as in the
'placement test writing sample for whlch readars are sollc1ted frqn all

nineteen campuses a couple of times a year), campus—w1de (as in the case of

essay exams certifying students' writing campetence for graduation), or

aépaétﬁéﬁtai~ wiitihg tests. Those coordinators heading programs where
common essay gradxngs are a policy, talk about p051t1ve side beneflts of
the process: (1) interaction between part-time and regular Eacuity,' (2)
;oppcttUnitiés for éiséUSSidn ‘%ftlééﬁb6sitiéﬁ' theory ahd: instructional
metheds; and as a consequence of these exper1ences, i3) increased
comparablllty across course sections taught by different InSEfdéEBEs; and

(4) reports -of changesyln class instruction, €.9., more in-class writing.

The following quotations come from the' same composition coordinator,: first, -

when he is asked about faculty development opportunities, second, when
. asked about his knowledge of the classroom practices of both part-timers
and regular faculty téaching writing. . L ‘

COORD #3: Well, we did that for years. When I first started, we

did that cbr»tantiy...Where we would beg people to come,

browbeat them, invite them, plead with them, bribe them

with wine and cheese, and do everything we could to get
them to come and listen to some of our best people talk
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about everyth1ng from minor problems, to graggﬁg’

techniques, to massive theories of co@pOSItlon. ) }

¢ iiithe final examination allows a great deal of that ™
occur, not 3ust for bemg able to go back over and work:
with the stat1st1cs and the calculator, but the cqnnlttee

‘work " ‘that. comes prior to that, . working with people ‘and

setting up the topics, talking about the theory of campo=

sition. They bring in top1cs, _possible topics. - You learn

samething about it; you make comments and make an effect

on peopie and vice versa. “You can't make students wr1te

on that." Also the reading sessions, where you spend a

whole day with all your comp:. staff, at every level arg
they're talking about camposition, that s the focus:. &and
prior to that, everybqdy went his own separate way and you
never really, you really didn't know what was going on.

...There's an example of how you can affect your 71nd1v1-

duals, including brand new part-time people, on the basis

of . something like a (cannon) final exam: We have a pre-

writing segment buiit in to the final exam where they
{students) may not write in their books, . their blue books,
for half an hour. . People who may never have Heard of pre-
wr1t1ng before, it's hard to believe nowadays, we inform.

' them in the beginning of the samester what the exam is all
about. x

Remedial Writing Instruction

The CSU system is ot alone in its dilemma of underprepared entering
freshmen, but the system-wide English PlacementlTest ana‘the special funds
tmammexmsmmamm;@wa&&umﬁ@mwama
respons1b111ty for remed1at1ng student deficiencies in‘writing skills:  The

lattitude given campuses in the expend1ture of remedial funds has resulted

. in  same variety in the implementation of this rémed1at1on policy.

Nevertheless, it seems olear that all campuses regard this task as an

English department task. '
We did not want to simply document the implementation of remedial

writing instruction; we believe such a-description misses a key7§§§ﬁe that

probably affects how that instruction is impléménteé. How does the Englishv



féCuity,l and the campuscﬁdministration, feel about this obligation? We
asked this question directly, in our interviews and\questionnaire.

© BAcademic vice presidents ana deans .of ‘schoots (within which .the
English departments res1de) were fa1rly cons1stent 1n the1r expressxon of
.dlsmay tempered by a recognltlon of the 1nev1table. In a few« instances,
| these admlnstrators expressed concerns about the growing numbers of

students who need remedial work, not just in Eﬁéiish* before they can

profit from the re§ular college coursework. Some of these ‘campus A
administrators. ‘also, suggest the camuni-ty‘éoiiéges as a way out of the
expanding basic skills instructional programs; the idea being to requiré

underprepared studéqts to put in same instructional time at the local

junior college beforé\enterihg the state university. But, for the most
part, there is acquiescence among thoSe in our inteview samplé;

DEAN OF HUMANITIES: I don't evén know if I have an option any more,

but I have th1s slight paranoia, and that is. There are really
two coilegesffatfevery college. One is the official college,
which is in the catalog; and .it's all the courses that you and I

“have been . talking about. Aard then the other college is the

college. of skiils: ...Well, when you get to know the students

involved, vyou. obv1ousiy don't have an object;vefwy;ewr of
remedlatlon...fran a lofty standpoint, you say; ‘"Of course not,
it's beneath college; it's really high school levei stuff:" Then
you get to know the students and their- commitments ~and their

' motxvatlons, espec1ally m1nor1ty Students, -and you just can't

take that 1ofty position.

Atéﬁﬁﬁiér§iéé PRESIDENT: On the one hand, I feel good about the fact

that .students who are admitted and lack basic skills will be

o given an opportunity to learn them: Because if they don't then
" this impedes their progress and _we have a revoiv1ng doorx

situation. They come in and they lack basic skills; we don't

gIve them to them and they're out. On the other hand, 1 think

- it! s a shame that we have to.

...whether- we should be dozng them or the cannunlty colleges

AN should be doing them; I think is a separate questlon. But if

\\\ we're glng to allow the students to came here,then it's obv1ous

we're going to have a remedial writing program.

-
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We ottalned a glimpse of the faculty perspective from . responses to

iikert from responses to likert items on the questlonnalre. Fram these

- responses __we . werer_ﬁbie;to generate -a.series.of..factors,. .one -..of.. uh1ch«~ e rn

v

-

contained our.1tems on remedlal instruction: However, these were not the

only qUestionnaire 1tems wh1ch form the remedlation factor. It appears

\

that we- managed to tap into an att1tude factor that describes faculty

feellngs toward teaching compositian in generai, }inciuding remedial.

(HANDOUT CONTAINS FACTOR TABLES) Consider thése items, all of which group

on the same factor: ; J

the

Generally speaklng, in th1s department tenured and tenure—track '

instructors do NOT need review or coordination of the1r wrltlng instruction.

I m NOT 11kely to attend meetings designed to improve my wr1t1ng

1nstructlon, €.9., faculty development or “retraining". sessions.

1)

Had I the choice, I ~would never teach undergraduate writing courses.

Students who are not preparedrto do college level wrltlng should

NOT be admitted to this campus .

ollege resources should NOT support rémédiai programs in writing:

Much of what I ve hear about “wr1t1ng as process" str1kes me as yet
another fad in’ the field of compos1tlon instruction.

in every canpos1t10n class I've taught here, I've f1nally had to adm1t

to myseif that most students do not improve their writing very much by

the end of a single school term.
This pattern of related responses suggests to us that feelings about -

remediation of Student writers are bound up . with feelings about

A

teaching composition.: We expect programs with reluctant writing faculty

might also be those with the least well-developed remedlal offe'ings; thatA

\',

is; that attitudes affect Impiementation. Our interview'analyses suggest
just that. | -

At one end of a spectrum of programmatic remediation we £ind a campus
where the English department &schews remedial coursework. Students
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identified as remedigl are, placed into fegular freshman composition

classes, and tutors are provided in each class. The English: department

_-chair - rél&és“mon“theflearnlng asszstance ceoter to supply. tralned _tutors.

Wlth the addltlonal in=class 1nstruct10nal a1d,_ the Engllsh cha1r is’ able

to increase class size, thus aecreésing the number of Writing_sectionS»that

must be staffed by literature faculty, and precluding the need for any

Engllsh faculty ‘to teach remedial or basic writing. ~§oreign students .

.

needing remedial assistance find themselves in a linguistics department.

course.

‘At the otﬁer'eftréhe'there_are programs_offering coursework which the
coordinators themselvses "ﬁré—réﬁééiéiﬁ and providing aajuhct assistance
for the better remedial students by enrolling them in a composition section
that is specifically set aside for these lower level students.

dften under the guidance of a remedial program coordinator, many of
the programs in thlS group have allgned the1r pre—renedlal course continuum

/ . ]
with the content of the muitlple ch01ce subtests of ‘the Engllsn Placement

Test, i.e., offerlng courses in reading, sentence construction, and 16§i&
and organization, and placing students on the basis of their subtest
scores. (In two instances, remedial readers are referred to .a reading
course offéréé by the education aééartment') In interviews with these

remedlal coordhnators we find a great deal of spec1f1c1ty in descrlptlons

of course content,- methods, materlals, and rgoais, and instructor

o

preparatlon.

About half off the programs in our interview sample provide these pre-

renedlal courses of 1nstructlon, an overlapping group, again' about half;

choose to rely oé\ a sepérété remedial course rather than -on special

camposition course sect1ons augmented by tutors. Two of thése programs

provide for common m1dterm or final exams; but for the most part, unlike

~
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" the pre-remedial, we fird litfle in the way of mechanisms for ensuring much

commonality among remedial course instructors.

participation, of tenured fachlty in theé remedial and pre-remedial .
courseWork. We find only one program w1th s1gn1f1cant 1nvolvement of .
tenured faculty (oddly, one of the two polvtechnlcal campuses). Other than
that, it is str1ctly part—tlmers and the lone tenured faculty member who is

serving as the remed1al program coordinator

Campus Ciiﬁété for Writing Instruction

h\,

In plannlng our 1nvestlgat10n of writlng programs, we recognlzed the
potent1al for outside sources to 1nf1uence compos1t10n program operat1ons,
Obv1ously the larger, English department context needs to- be accounted for,
but also, we believe thére are opportun1t1es for campus 1eve1 factors to
:affect programs \ This is one of the main reasons we 1nterv1ewed academlc '
vice presldehts, deans, and directors of special programs and léarning
assistance centers. We also asked faculty to rate a number of department
variables in terms of the kind (pos1t1ve/negat1ve) " and amount
(strohg/moderate/hohej of influence these var1ables exert upon the
composition” >program; and  we included l1kert " itéms on campus
characteristics. |

From the faculty responses to these items we were able to create “sven
program context factors; each describing a different aspect of the world in
which composition programs operate.  (FACTOR TABLES' ARE INCLUDED IN
HANDOUTS.)  The first three factors relate to the campus at large: (1)

“campus climate 'surrouhding composftion matters, (2) adjunct writing

5
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-assistance  (available ' outside of - the classroam), (3)  student
chéréctéristlcs. The first factor -includes faculty feelings - about
.“piécémént poiicy' for enterlng students and pollcy for certifying upper
division .writing competence. The second .descrlbes typical outside
resources, such as the learning center and EOP services. This factor also .
accounts for the impact of faculty from other departments teaching writing
in the English debartment, and the recent camposition theory, &s influences
on the program. These last two variables may reflect campus involvement in
the upper-division writing réquirénéng as non-English department faculty
are trained to teach upper-division courses for their student majors:

The .third factor; student characteristics, includes a number of

'quéstionnairé items describing student language characteristics . (dialect
and second language problems); general perceprions of the quality . of ,
the student popﬁiétioﬁ as a whole; and a reiéted.variabie; the influence of f
writing. assistance provided by the EOP. In additon there are two faculty ’
charaCEériériéé items which loaded on this factor: general faculty morale
(in thé deparment) and the presence of tenured and tenure-track faculty iﬁ}
the compoéirioﬁ instructor pooi. ~We are a iittié}éurpriSédvto find these;
last two variables grouped with these student items. However, it méy.béf
that those who view tenured faculty involvement as havin§ somewhat of a[
negative 1nf1uence on the program are also the people . who are Eéﬁéﬁﬁéﬁ
demoralized by the 1anguage obstacles fac1ng their wr1t1ng closs students.
N The rest _of our program factors focus more closely upon -the-
éoﬁ5051t10n program itself. Factor four includes likert items asking abou
the quality of the %orking relationship among staff and the accessibilit%

—

of the composition toordinator. Five items from our questions on program
influences are groupéd wirh rhéSé likerts. Three of tﬁoéé items concern

various sources of leadership in composition: the composition program
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The other two items are faculty morale and training in composition
instruction. We find it reasonable to expect that faculty morale has &
positive  influsnce or programs where ' léadership is also perceived
édéitiveiy and where féCuity%perCeiVé themselves as trained and able éé
approach Eﬁéii‘ﬁfééfam leader and colleagues on the subject.of compostion
‘instructions
Theé néxt factor describes mechanisms féf.ééEéBiiéhing and ,malntéinihg

a "program" of inStruction in camposition: --agreed upon standards for "
éfééihg; for curricula, and for methods. fThese influence of these
variables is viewed similarly by our facuity'éémpié;:_whéther negative or
positive: -

| The last two factors are, I believe, the most fascinating. I have
labeled them as 6a and 6b becasue of the obvious similarity in attitudinal
territory they map. Nevertheless, these factors come from the same Ffactor

faculty Sample.  The first, 6a, ‘groupé only" iikeft %tems; .ané in
particuiar; what we have been éalliné our "bah humbug" items: Tﬁé; are all
.worded in the negative and describé what might best be called a keen desire
to avoid any active involvement in composition inStruction. Of cbursé; it

is most important to remember that it may be everyone's commen disagreement

with these items that unites them.  The second related factor, 6b, also
includes primariiy likert items. In tﬁis case they are the “"good guy"
items; they describe all thOSE good sentiments we would hope to find among
dedicated composition instructors, and seem to describe what we might call
"level of cominitment" to writing ihétfdcfiéh; ihé'intéréstiné aspect of

this§ factor is that it manages to draw faculty who also value one or both



of two particular instructional themes: teaching editing .skills ‘and
teaching invention (prewriting) skills. If wé allow ihét these goals are
among the those fhésié closely related to current camposition theory, we are
not surprised fo find these items grouped with "dedication® items.  Even
our interiew data suggest that there are éaﬁévfééﬁiEy members who are
seriously interested in composition theory and instruction. |

We eagerly await the results of OUr.on;going‘énéiYSéé uSing these
fé?:EBfé to characterize indiviGual programs and faculty groups. We wonder

analyses. - .

‘The Upper Division Writing Requirement
Our interview data. on the upper divisioh writing competency
requirement offer additional insight into the level of campus tammitment o
and involvement in college cgmpos{ticn, for here is a policy vhat affects

‘every department offering a degree. Students who do not  pass thé

incentive here for each éépértmént to béCdﬁér-infoykéé ébout, if n¢§h
involved in, the crégtion and implementation of.éhé/éampué vcértificétion
.policy.

We find we can account for all-varisties of policy with just thres

categories of certification method. The First requires students to take an
essay exam (sometimes with an abjéctiVé‘subtest); the second prdviaeS a
choice between -exam_ or approved course;  the third method requires
certification through approved courses only, no exam option. Those

arre
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‘both cases the impression given in the interviews is that this. subject is

campuses with test-only policy allow students to retake the test if they do
not pass the first time. Most administrators we s@oke with are reluctant

to put a ceiling on the number of times this may be done. The most popuiar
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“methﬁd“;1si§;ofmten campuses) is the second method, allowing students to

choose e1ther the test or one of a number of acneptable courses.\ In some
cases~there is a planned overlap between the two options such that students
may "test out" of the cour$é part way through the school term, or may end
up in the course as a direct conséquence fof failing the test. The

remalnlng category, course only, is used on only one campus.
Potentlally each of. these three methods allows for the involvement of

faculty and administrators outside the English aégéitﬁéﬁt; We find in our

interviews that, depending upon who is comnitted and £o what extent, the

writing requirement can be an enriching and unifying experience, or a
genuine pain in tne neck: Largely the initiative for inVoiV;ng others lies
with the Egnlish deﬁaftﬁenf which is seen as the source of resident experts
on writing instruction and evaluation of writing skiii; and the
opportunity for the English department to seek oudtside involvement arises
in the campus literacy committee. |

We found.sﬁéﬁ committees on all but:one campus, and on that one campus
the upper diVision.ieqniEéﬁént, a ﬁfitiné test, is solely the department's
responsibiiity. The department compos tion cannxttee formulates the test
question and admlnlsters the test.» The ccmposltlon coordinator explains:
"There “was a wr1t1ng cannlttee for the un1ver51ty and it proved to be
unworkabie and was d1sbanded;". 6n'LWO other campiZes the upper divisioﬁ
réqﬁdrément is. also the exclusive damazin of the English départmEnt. In «
their area of e2§éttisé and they intend to see that the requirement is

approprlate and enforced.
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Two other campuses also leave sole responsibility to the English

department, though in both these cases it is a result of inaction on. the

‘describes his deliberate refusal to participat® on-the campus-wide literacy

committes and then later, in the same interview, talks about how the campus

how all the other departments have selected the Englihs department's

designated -course, placing a tremendous enrollmént burdén on thé d&partmént
staff..

Only two Campuses in our’ sample are actively pursuing campus-wide

" involvement and responsibility for the upper division requirement. Both

r=ly upon specified upper division courses which, if approved, may be
non-English department courses.” In one case these students in the diverse
approved courses must all take a common essay exam, graded by the group of
course instructors Fram the diverbe departments. As described in the

section on faculty develcpment, when these course instructors meet to grade

‘enlightening the non-English department faculty about writing instruction.

In same ways then, coures may be deemed acceptable for the upper division
requirement with a little less anxiety than if there were no such ‘“quality
control" mechanism: The secord campus in this elite. group. takes the

e

campostion coordinator admits, relatively few courses outside the English
deparmtnet’ have been accepted, in part because the acceptance relies on the

" availability of an  instructor ‘who has been af)br&vea by the English

departmént. ~Department q@prGVal rests on the campletion of one of the
graduate . coursés in camposition offered py the department as 'pa:t_:“ of its
. . oL 5

part--of-the-English department. " Ih: offE InSEance;  the ~department ~chair =
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masters program in composition.

-

Summary and Conclusion |

It is difficult to Sumarize the vast amount of diverse descriptive
information we have GUCQVeréé and made Sénse of. It may not even be an
éppropriaté aéEiViEy when the research focus has Eééﬁ‘ééécriptive; We will
need to see if any‘é% these program features do in fact make é_éubétéhtial
differ?nce in student pé:fbtmahée and attitudes, or in facu1t§w behaviors
and attitudes; though in this lattér case it already appears clear that we
wiiilfiﬁa such differences. | -

AS my colicagues éﬁa,'i worked on integrating and reducing our

tremendous amount of archival, interview, and questionnaite data, several
issues érésented themselves. Issues which I hope have ' arisen in my
',brésentatibn of finéings here. Rather than summarize bidéram descriptions
then, I would like to return to a few of those issues.

Consciousness Raising. For me, the most presSsing issue in research or

evaluation of postsecondary camposition programs is the goals i&sue,” or
rather, the lack-of-goals issue. We simply do not find program gozls,
aims, or purposes which describe SEddéﬁé gains resulting from composition
coursework. On rare occasions we find vague descriptions of remedial
regular camposition course instruction. But what about -students in the )
.réguiér course?

It Strikes me that the creation of Formal remedial coursework is

27
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relatively new on the postsécondary scené, whereas freshinan campositioh has
been a standard general education requirement for a good deal longer.
Also, almost as a derivative of that need For remedial instruction at the
college level, there has been a recent eipiosion of research and theory on
cdnpcsition isntruction." Indeed; many of the senlnai works in the new
wr1t1ng as process" field were conducted w1th_college_students,_cand often  —:-—
by coliege professors or.program administrators responsible for that

instrﬁction; It makes sense then, that this new research has been applled

L

in the development of remedlal wr1t1ng programs, programs not yet 1ocked
" into tradltion, programs often accanpanled by specfal funds, programs st111
amenable to experlmentatlon. On the other hand, the standard freshman
composition course stands before us as "camplete;" it hasn't failed us, so
why Should we tamper with it? We have not been confronted withr its
failure, as we have with the failure of college preparatory high school
English. We have not scrutlnlzed 1tskwork1ngs or thought much about: its
‘purposes beyond f1111ng the GE requirement.

It is no wonder that, in our exam1natlon of col&ege wr1t1ng programs,
weé havé not found- many sites with program goais or cohe51ve sequentlal
curricula. There 51mply has been no incentive or perceived need to
consider or reconsider writing coursework as a program of instruction; it
was just a GE requirement, a service the English department carried out for,
the college. And remedial instruction is a separate entity by virtue of

. its newness, its. funding; its no-graduation-credit statis, its students.
For those' English faculty interested in the new Gamposition Eheory,
remedial instruction offers an OpportUnity to try out new ideas. |

Thus, ‘our first issue'in camposition program research and evéi'uétion .

. i§ whether or not we have set our 51ghts too high in looking for program“

.goals, and whether = the evaluation of a program in terms of meetlng its

@
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goals is equally premature: Perhaps wé ought to bé uncovering desctiptions
_ of successfuii consc1ou§ness,ra1s1ng," not 3ust in terms of campus-wide
interest and 'enlightenﬁent, but also in temms of thef English department
faculty perspective on composition: In fact, when we ré-ekamine our own
sample of campuses, we f1nd that this approach reveals much more to us. In
this un1vers1ty system, that consc1ousness—ra1s1ng" is be1ng gushed along
by a’Strong incentive, the upper diéision writing campetency requirement
for graudation. We find evidence that the way in which a campus (and
English department); deals with that requirement reflects both the
programmatic nature of its lower division writing courses, and the relative
interest and knowledge on' the f:art of English and non:Engiish Ea'c'ui_ty'.

. Common ESsay Readings. A  second, related issue that arises from our

work concerns the writing faculty. We have found the distinction between
part ~-time contract 1nstructors and regular tenured faculty omn1present.
Not only 1n terms of categor1es we generated and uséd in our work but also-
in the descriptions offered by compos1t1on program coordinators. We detéCt
a bias, baseéd.iupon an as yet unfounded 5§§aa§£10n, i;e;;“ that tenured
faculty know less about new writing theory. And, we find 6656115£§
éééﬁﬁ@éiéﬁs;- e.g., that 'ténuréd faculty are less'.cohpetent writiné
instructors, that .tﬁei need "re;training;" that they need to be monitored
or evaluated: . | k 1?;
v .

At the same time, we find inequities in the opportunities for part=

timers to\pérticipéte in program deciSion—ﬁakiﬁé; We fInd real limits to

regular faculty. We find- few assurances and fewer mechanisms for assuring a
common core of curriculum and instructional methods for composition

coursés. : Thus it appears that the staffing of camposition courses greatly
b . < . 4 t



affects the likelihood of establishing and maintaining that elusive

"program of instruction" we have been seeking:

Our data indicate that formal attempts to unite the part-timers and

composition,. documents prescribing coiirse coritent, sequence, recammended -

texts; all do not succeed. Nevertheless, amongst our checklist of program

features we found a diamond in the rough, the cammon midtérm or final essay

" exam. Where remedial or regular camposition courses have common essays,

we find interdction between part-timers and tenured, 'informational gains on
the part of the uniyformed; reported impact on actual classroom practices,
and uitimately greater commonality among course séctions taught by the
different instructors. However, it also appears that what makes this

activity So siuccessful is ifs subtiety: It is not .perceived as faculty

retraining, nor as a means of standardizing course content and

instructional methods. )
~ In short, it appears that the common exam operates as the perféétrj
iiCOnSCiouSnéés_raiSiﬁé“ activity. We find this phencmenon can also occurf
outside the English department for campuses whose upper division writing
requirement specifies a common exam  across various - departments'
certification courses. | \

i

Recammendations to Researchers aid Evaluators

I would like to draw these points together into some coherent set of
recammerdations for present and futuré investigations of college writing
programs: My first recammendation is to keep in mind the incredible

presumption we all hold, that English literature professors should be

'service course, a general education requirement, much 1like music
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appreciation:  Accordingly, I warn, watch for the impact of corolhfry
' assumptions in your study focus and methods: expectations of and: searches
for . .faculty knowledge about composition theory; and, concerm for

documenting instructional content, methods, and materials, as indicators of
, : 3 g

that knowledge transformed into practice. o o

My second recommendation is to consider the campus in whica Ehé
program operates: . Not so much for the influence of characteristics such aé
minority group enroliments or .campus size, but for thé.pgééénce of camﬁdé
pbiiciéé.b affeétiné WEiEiﬁé. iﬁéfiuction; for &lternative édﬁrces/ of
_instruction in COnpOSigioh, for EBEJEﬁéliéﬁ department faculty involvemént
in. writing ,ihétrubtiog, for campus administrator Suppqrt of writing

programs and policies. :

My third féééﬁnenaatioﬁ is to ébénéoﬁ any notions of ranking o
ordinal measures for describing programs. We have finally recognized that
our attempts to do so resulted in los of BiﬁéE§IQé£ié51éé;: Things existed
or they didn't. Often, activities or structures that exist on any one
campus dre not found on any other. That is, we find our = desGriptions
involve naminal aaééaaiiééi we can distinguish types of activities which
are grouped togétﬁéf by virtue of their focus. For inéténCé; there are
‘many différent versinns of fommal faculty development; but, dis?inctioné

~among. th approaches are simply different "way§ of doing;" not more ot
less, or longer or shorter, versions of the same basic approach.

This presentation has é;ﬁéééd only the tip of our iceberg mass of
data fran year one. You may wish to write us for the more . complete

reports, and we welcome your reactions:



WORKING DRAFT. ' -
L 1CT CITE CR CIRCULATE WITHOUT AUTHOR'S BERMISSION.

Identifying the Program Variables in College CompoSition Programs

HANDOUTS ACCOMPANYING PRESENTATION

S . Linda G. Polin »
California State University Founcation

PRINTED IN THE USA, 1983

Paper srescnted &t the Annual Mzeting of the American Educational Research
Association, ontreal, -April 11, 1983. :

The wOrk - rd corbcd cn 1n thls document was supported bj & grant from the

National Instltute of Eduction; Department of Educatlon. 7 Wowevar, the
opinions expressed herein are the not rcﬁessariij those of the -NIE, and no
official enoorscmrnt should be inferred. A :

32



RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSES ON PROGRAM VARIABLES
FROM ITEMS ON FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE*

E‘éctor 1: CAMPUS CLIMATE FOR COMPOSITION

questlonnalre item (communallty) : v fac;or loadlng

11k§;; items: '
the upper lels;Un ertlng requ1rement for graduatlon

~_on this campus is meaningful & appropriate (.47) .61

. the upper-division wrltlng _requirement for graduation L
_ has pramoted interest in comp. campus-wide (.54) v .67
on this campus, method of placing students in regular .
remedlal canp. is dccurate (.42) @ - .46

influences on COWPEABEQSIaTE_ S B
the English Placement Test (.44) ' .38

eigénvalue = 1.0

Factor i:' STUDENT CCNTEXT

questlonnalre 1ten (oannunallty) ‘ factor loading
influerices on program: i
faculty morale {.45) . . <36
acadeniic services sponsored by EOP }.50) o .38
regular tenured & tenure-track faculty teaching __
. composition (- 39) «37
caliber of students on this campus (.60) S 71
' number of Students on campus who are not native .
_speakers of English (.86) . =~~~ -89
number of students on this campus who experlence
second dialect interference in their writing (.85) .88
the English Placement Test for freshman and .36

transfers (.44)

eigenvalue 9.4




FééE&E 3: ADJUNCT WRITING INSTRUCTION

questlonnalre 1tem (cannunaI*ty) - _ factor {oading

likert items:
writing 1nstruct10n by tutors or in the Iearnlng

center/ertlng lab is useful & effective (:47) i .60

influences on comp. program: - » o

recent comp. theory & research {.50) .- © .36

—744——-*—academic—SErV1ces*sponsorea—by“EOP“1*50)‘ Y X
the learning center, tutor1pg center, writing lab,

__or other support services (.50) .63

faculty from other departments (who are) teach1ng L

comp. in the English department (.52) -37

eigenvalue = 1.3

Factor 4: PROGRAM LEADERSHIP CONTEXT

_questlonnalre item (communallty) factor 1oad1ng_
likert items: ' SN .
cooperative & supportlve relatlonshlp among wrltlng .
staff (.47) \\ +46 -
can freely discuss ideas & problems with comp. N .
program coordinator (.46) ' \\\ .51
' N
influences on program:’ . o - o .
training in teaching comp. (:46) ' .38
faculty morale (.45) . .38
the composition coordinator (.76) : .80 -
- the camposition committee (:72) . .70
: the Engiish department "chair (.50) L <54

eigenvalue = 3.5
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FACTOR ANALYSES TABLES, CONT.

Factor 5: COHESIVENESS OF COMPOSITION PROGRAM

quest1onna1re 1t<'n (comnunahty) ' factor ioéciing’

influénces on camp. _programs: ' . ‘
' agreed .upon standards for grad1ng 1n camp. ‘ ‘ - \

classes (.68) . .68 ' '
formal or informal agreement among instructors about . .
comp., course curricula (.80) .81
formal or informal.agreement among_instructors_about ... -

_ instructional methods for comp. courses (.82) ' : .80

eigenvalue = 2.0

Con t?/VW\\Lﬂ/), n,t»z/ P
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; questlpnnaxre item (connmnailty)

FACTOR ANALYSIS TABLES, -CONT.

'Féétai 6a: ATTITUDES TOWARD COMPOSITION i

factor loading

likert 1tems ;
tenured & tenure-track. instructors do NOT need o

_ review or coordination of their instruction (.42) .35
I'm NOT likely to attend faculty deveélopment sessiocns.- -
_to improve my comp. instruction (:46) 2 .52
Had I the choice, 1'd_never teach undérgraduate
writing courses {.88) ' .66
Precollege level writers should rot be admitted l 44) .63
College resources should NOT support remedial writing .
- instructional programs (.43) ’ .63

"Writing as _process" strikes me as yet another fad (.60) .58
Students don't improve their writing much in one . '

school term ( 31) .49

%

1.7

eigenvalue

Factdi 6b: AT?ITUBES TOWARD COMPOSITION

questlcnnalre 1tem {communality) ' factor loading

Y

11kert items: )
comp. instruction requ1res more preparation than

. my other courses do (.27) .43
I've tried out new comps instruction ideas suggested '
= by colleagues (.45) .52
student evaluations from my comp. courses should effect ,
retention or pramotion {. 52) i «35
concern with students' feelings is leg1t1mate part o
_of comp. instruction (.38) .50
I have fairly good sense' of what is going on in other o
comp, 1nstructors classes (. 29) . 39,
instructional themes:
Eéééhiﬁé editing skills (.24) , .39
teachlng invention skllls, €.9., prewrltlng ( 35) , 41

eigenvalue = 1,2
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RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSES ON INSTRUCTIONAL ITEMS
FROM FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE*

Factor 1: THE LITERATURE APPROACH
) !

I

quest1onna1re 1tem (ccmmunallty) I , Factor ioééing
instructional theme: : o
to expose students to good literature ( 56) .70
1“5E599Eionai,@§?€51315' . _
poetry & fiction antholbgles (-66) ‘ © - .68
poetry, fiction, & non-fietion- anthologies (.49) - .64
1nd1v1dual works of literature (.55) . 71
class act1v1t1es' ) » ' o
analyzing literature. ( 69) =82
analy21ng prose models of composition (. 49) A .35

eigenvaiué = 6.0

. Factor 2' THE COMPOSING PROCESS APPROACH

A

' questionnalre item (caununallty) -Factor Load‘ng
1nstruct;9na1 theme : .
to teach invention skills, such as planning, ' R
prewriting; ciusterlng, heur1st1cs (-33) .42
. to provide regular in-class writing in a workshop” ) -
setting (.58) _ : .37)/

1nstruct10na1 materials:

students' own wrltlng G 24) N .42

classroom arrangements.

simultaneous small group act1v1t1es, durlng which .

1 circulate among the working groups (.56) ' +66

class act1v1t1e5' - S [
free writing or journal writing (.43) = -~ +52
students discussing or scoring their own writing {:57) .72
students working with_other_studehts (:71) : ’ .82

éiéenvéiue = 4.2



; FACTOR ANALYSIS TABLES CONT.

Factor 3: THE RHETORICAL MODES APPROACH

questlonnalre item (rommunallty) - ;W;77§§g§957§q§q§@g"777

to proceed developmentally through discourse

modes fram, e.g., description to persua51on ( 38) .51

~ instructional materials: S . ’
non-fiction anthology (.43) . .63
rhetoric text or styie book, without handbook (.50) -49

- rhetorxc text or style book handbonk 1ncluded (-40) <56

Class activities:
working on or discussing material in texts on

camposition (:50) : .61
“analyzing prose models of camposition ( 49) - .56

cigenvalue = 2.5

Eactcr 4: THE BASIC SKILLS APPROACH

quest10nna1re 1tem (cannunallty) Factor ibédihg
1nstruct10nal theme - ‘
to teach for oanpetence w1th basic units of oy :
prose, e.g., phraseé, sentence, paragraph (.35) W51
to teach correct grammar and usage (.53) : 69

instructional materials: o
grammar and usage handbock (.34) : .46

ciasJ acttv1tzes.

discussing ﬁé&ﬁéﬁiés and standard usage (.52) | .65

éigenvalue 1.8 , .




FACTOR ANALYSIS TABLES, CONT.

‘ factor 5: THE WORKSHOP APPROACH

questlonnalre Ttem (cxxununallty) -  Factor Loadlng
- instructional theme: ' _
to allow for frequent 1n-cla5a wrltlng ( 67) . .79
to prcv1de regular in-class wrlt1ng in a workshop o
sett1ng {<58) _ .59

classroam arrangements' -
- individual work, perm1tt1ng me to circulate among

working students (. 45) _ | .45
class dctivities: =~ : .
writing éssays on a g1venrt9p;gi( 31) . <50
worklng thh tutors during class (.47) . .41

eigenvalue = 1.4

~

Factor 6: THE SERVICE COURSE APPROACH

questlonnalre 1tem (Eommunalltyf - Factor boadlng

inStructional theme:
to practlce writing activities necessary for suceess :
in other collegé courses, €.g., térm papers (.56) .65

kinds of writing assignments: g
writing a term paper or research paper (.64) .74

class act1v1t1e5‘ ,
discussing technzqucs for wr1t1ng reséarch papers (. 71) 276

eigenvalue = 1.3

*NOTE: O©Of - all the variables in the factor analysis run only those with

~factor loadings equal to or greater than .35 are included- on these tables.



