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K ~ _As an effort to establish the effectiveness of )
writing remediation, this case study provides a descriptive history

of Charles County Community College's (CCCC's) course, English 100,

. Introduction to Composition, aimed at establishing and strengthening

~ skills in the use of words, sentences; 'paragraphs, and interrelated

' skills of spelling, grammar; and syntax:. After a brief rationale for
developing course histories in the, face of retrenchment;, the report
presents a history of remedial English at CCCC_from 1961, as -
represented in catalog descriptions of remedial courses. Next,;

changes in the structure of English 100 since 1973 are highlighted,

~including increased flexibility, a stress on student aclievement,  an
emphasis on a student-centered format, and the adéption of two new
"texts. The following section presents data on student achievement in
English 100 and-subsequently in English 101 and 102, revealing that

the mean grade in English 100 was 2.36, that 23.5% of the studgnts
‘elected to take English 101, and that 10% of these students passed

. the course. The final section discusses the purposes.of English 100

from the viewpoints of sfaculty, counselors, and students. The report

concludes that the course history makes a case for the effectiveness
of CCCC's English program and justifies its retention, and identifies

a trend in adults enrolling in the ccurse to develop job skills: A

student contract is appended. (HB) - ‘ .

v

\

&
**i*i**iii%iiif%iiii*i**k*k***{***%iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii***
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can k= made *

* . from the original document
*********i**************************************

>

kkkhkhkkkhhkkk

*
Ahkkkhkkfkhkkhkkk




34+835,3'

ED2 3

»

JC 830 452

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

© URITING FOR ADULTS:

A COURSE HISTORY OF A REMEDIAL WRITING COURSE

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
W.- R. Klink " l

TO_THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

« INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

U S D!:?ARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER tERIC)

Thm doc mnnm has ‘heen r};prorfnctd as

receved  from the person of orgamzation

Minor chal l"5 hwl l)een made to improve

reproduchon qua ||||v

Pr)mls ()l view or opmmn 110 this docu
meng do not necessanly represe nt official NIE

posttion of pohty

i)

William Klink



y niow, everyone in education knows that the 80s are a decade of reJEValuat1on

and rgtrenchment RIF policies, program cancellations; budget reductions have ’

become a part of today S educat1on ]anguage., In a11 the ta]k of being effect1ve

are go1ng to be wronq]y curtailed, that, to use an old c]1che 5 we're "cutt1ng the

meat off instead of the fat:¥ A favorite piece of fat of the budget cutters is
any program smacking of 60s liberalism. These programs now find themselves on the
defensive, a position that requires: d1fferent skills and_techniques than were
requ1red when they were on the offensive in the recent past.

. One part1cu1ar aspect . of defense that‘has genera]]y been dveriOerd is'prbgrémv
history. A good proc-am h1story can defend an effective education component against

the budget cutters,rand i can keep them from cutting o‘f the meat; or at Teast from
mistaking meat for fat. -

A requ1s1te for a program h1story is a continuously updated file on the program

eontaining the factsand changes of the program through the years. From this file a
program h?story can be _written. wh1éh would establish the effectiveness of the program,
marking ‘it as worthy of retention; marking it as meat: ‘rather thanifat.

One program among many that m1ght tempt budget cutters is remedial_writing:
Most colleges have remedial writing programs of some sort; born of 60s 11bera11sm,
that can be vulnerable to reduction or recession. A course history might, however,
reveal that it has,changed with tbe time and is currently effective, as_it has been

in the past; but in a different ana; potentially for the growth of the co]]ege in the
80s, a more important way.

One such course h15tory for remed1a1 Eng]1sh at Char]es County Commun1ty Co]]ege

shows the value of that program; a va]ue that would not be apparent save for a

h1St0ry. Its history shows that the course has become a prime course for adults —
wishing to develop job skills. u C o
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';;'§ASE STUDY OF ENG 100 AT .CHARLES COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE:
THE EFF CTIVENESS OF WRITING REMEDIATION, OR WHO GETS TAUGHT WHAT

- Introduction ' . ' ;

As an_ open . admissions commun1ty coTTege Char]es County Commun1ty CoTTege a%cepts
students with distinctly differing backgrounds, social, ethnic, and in many other ways
as well. One of the probTems faced by many of its students is their percegt19n{and in -
fact their actual def1c1t of writing skills. Since 1961 thes €ollege has offered a
remedial writing course. A studygof the history of that course.and some recenx resuTts
Shows its effect1veness and who gets taught what .

.

History - "'What Gets Taught

A comp11at1on of - earTy cataTog descr1pt1ons shows the fb]]ow1ng
1961-62 Catalogue ~ i . 9- Rev1ew of Eng]1sh (6) ) : ' .

Students who fai] to demonstrate mastery of bas1c fundamenta]s of mechan1cs as

shown by the EngT1sh Placement Test or by previous aeademic vecord are required to
complete successfully English 9. The course provide intensive_ review of spelling,
grammat1ca1 construction, punctuat1on wr1t1ng, vocabulary developments.
Three hours a week for one semester: 7 T - P
1962-63 same as abbve ‘
1963-64 same as above- .
N 1964765 same as above , ’ . .

" 1968-69 éétaibgUé ~ English 9 = Study Sk1115 (o - ;

Des1gned to assist sthdents who, as shown by the English Placement. Tests, need

College preparatory instruction in basic study skills. Notetaking, outlining, test-
taking, library use, and other prdctical skills arelapplied to all disciplines "to

‘help the student orient h1mse1 f\to college-Tlevel materials and academic demands.
Students<placed in this course must take English 101-X.. . May be taken. concurrent]y
with English 9.  Students who are not required to take this coursé but who wish to
enroll should consult theiDean or Guidarnce Counselor. Offered every semester.

1969-1970 . English 009 - Study SkiTTs (0)
: ]
Des1gned to assist students who, as shown by the EngT1sh Placement Tests, needs

college preparatory instruction in ba51c study skills: Notetak1ng, outline; testr _
taking; library use and other practical skills. are app11ed ‘to"all disciplines_to help
the student orient himself to college-level materials and ‘academic_demands. _Students
placed in this course must take Eriglish 101 X and may be required to take approx1mate1y

12 credit hours. EngT1sh 101" X may be taken concurrenb]y wyth Eng]1sh 9

N -

EngT1sh 101 X = Compos1t1on and Rhetoric (3) . T R

Students who show in the PTacement Tests and prev1ous academic records weaknesses
with fundamentals of Engl<sh are placed in_this course. The_ same instruction in the
use of fundamental principles of rhetoric that is given in ENG 101 is given in this

course, but more class . time is scheduled each week to allcw for more frequent writing -

arfld more aid from instructors when rhetorical and 11ngu1st1c problems occur. Five ' ;-
- hours per week Lab fee required.

".




[

Accord1ng _to_the memory of _one of _the instructors at that t1me, the course was
taught in the following manner:"ENG 100-Introdiiction to Composition grew out of the
early experiment of ENG 101 and ENG 101 X during 1968-69, The ENG 101 course taught

during that academic year was ‘similar to the ENG 101 course currently ‘taught: The
ENG. 101 X:section was reserved for students who were considered remed1a1 Then h1gh
r1sk students a1s0»enr011ed 1n ENG 009-Study Skills.

At the concTus1on of the 1969-7C year; the College's guidance counselor; Mr: John
course that better prepared h1gh r1sk students for the . r1gors of ENGﬁTOT T us,
ENG 100 was introduced, a course designed to train students in ba51c grammar end usage

and to deve]op their writing skills so they would be able to write a cleai; well- organ-
ized; and coherent paragraph. The English Department believed tnat if remedial students
were sk111eo in paragraph wr1t1ngirthen,the would be able to eas11y handle the mu1t1—

paragraph-essay5~required in ENG 101 - Composition & Rhetoric. y N ;

. The top1cs covered in ENG TOO and the sequence in which they were taught are
11sced below: .

1. Nords vocabuTary, mean1ng, word choice.
2. Sentence Rhetoric: kernel sentence, pred1cat1on, passive and act1ve vo1ces,

coordination; parallelism,’ subord1nat1on modiBication, coherence w1th1n ' R
‘sentences,_function words,; references; and agreement. '
3. Pdardagraph Rhétorici Theé topic and main idea, unity,_ the top1c senternce, -

paragraph patterns, development, coherence and continuity."

The cata]og descr1pt1on shows that the course rema1ned concerned with tho<e top1cs

for four years. . . : ;

- 19701971 EataToné English 100 - introduction to Composition (3).

- This course 1s 1ntended to prepare the student for Compos1t10n 101: The course

is aimed at estab]wsh1ng and strengthen1ng skills in the use of words’ sentences, __
paragraphs; and interrelat€d skills of 'spelling, grammar and syntax. The student will
bé directed towards attaining a Tevel of competence necassary for success in ENG ]01 and
102. ATthough this course can be credited toward a degree at. Charles County Community

Co]]ege, it is not intended primarily for transferring to another coTTege and the cred1ts
may not be accepted elsewhere. : _ o

- .
-

1971-72 same as above

1972 73 same as‘above N

The advent of thc academ1c yedr 1973- 74 and Subsequent years finds a catalog
descr1pt1on as follows: B : : ‘

. o ‘ )
1973=1974 Catalogue , : Eng]1sh 099 - Wr1t1ng Lab (0) L
: 3

_This course is designed to he1p students. master the skills of e1then ENG 100 or
ENG 101 should the1r progress be unsat1sfactory in those courses :

-

. ] ; Eng]1sh 100 - Introduction to Compos1t1on (3)

This course 1s aimed at estabT1sh1ng and strengthen1ng sk1115 in the use of words,
sentences,,paragraphs, and interrélated skills of spelling, grammdr and syntax so that .
the *student may have control of paragraph development: :

- The year 73-74 is important because it shows that the'English Department had focused
tne objective of its remedial English course on sentence writing. The description and

)
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The focus of the course has remained the same since that time.

A survey of the citalog description of ENG 100 does not show, however; that
essentially the English Department was gradually working it$ way to a self-paced,
studeng;centered course: After 73-74 the course became flexible; stressing student .
achievément. It should be doted, as well, that add-on_grammar courses and writing
labs also shown in_the catalog were not part of the generally used college curriculum
but represent special efforts by the College to deal with certain populations of

students in a given school year:
. o

.. The history of internal changes in_the course iS of value. The procedure of
instruction as outlined earlier by the instructor was followed until 1973 when it
became apparent that students simply would not sit still for a course which relied on
instructors lecturing and presenting materials to the class on the Jiodel of a scaled-

down ENG 101 = Cgmposition ‘and Rheturic course, .the stgndard college-Tevel English

course comparable to those in colleges and universities throughout the United States.

' The greatest difficulty with that type of course was that once a plurality of
students had stopped appearing for class, those students desiring to continue were_
left without peers_for a discussion of writing problems, and the instructor himself
was left only with his nimble wits to use tlass time to best advantage as the plan
for the course fell apart because of lack of attendance.

A change had to be made: The choice was to change the course from one that is
instructor-centered, the old model, to a new format, one that was-student-centered.

The idea was that serious students could continue to learn whether their peers wanted
to or not. 'The change also left the instruction of the gourse less vuinerable’ to
negative student reaction frpm those who-were merely dropping in at the College to_
hide ‘from work or the Army or tospick up VA chécks. A report by Professor Williams

in 1974 tends to show that:one of the strengths of the course was in fact its student- :
centered format. - ‘

.~ Two text books were chosen because they afforded students the opportunity to work
at their own pace and with same creativity. Gowen's Progress in Writing and- Strong's
Sentence Combining helped at this time with the narrowed scope of the course. Rather
. than attempting to improve student skills in all areas of composition, a conscious

decision was made to limit the course to consideration of the sentenice: :The goal of

‘the course became to enable the student to write clear sentences in standard American
‘English.” Such an_objective fit very nicely into_the then new fad in pedagogy of _ __
setting behavioral objectives for each course. Another artifact of that era was also

adopted and is still in use, the student contract (see Appendix). The idea was that’
by writing a vast gquantify of sentences and working with repetitive exercises; the

quality of the student's work was bound to improve: Furthermore, because the student
had to write three essays for the course, exercises called by some'"free writing," he

still hdd to demonstrate his abilities in performing an ENG T01-Tike assignment.

Since the lead instfuctor had training in 1inguistics and was cognizant of new
work in the transforjational area that offered promise in the teaching of writing
skills, he chose a textbook using the:sentence combining’ method, a development’ from
studies in transformational grammar. It should be remembered that the adoption of :
this tedching method was well before sentence combining began to be used on any
significant scale in colleges and universities in the United States.



At 1rregu1ar 1ntervals ‘various instructors made" in- house stud1es of the effects
\oﬁetbas approach of teaching remedial composition; Some of these stud1es made their

way into print, and a draft of one is to be-found jn the Append1x of this study.

Meanwh11e,ras time weht-on thes sentence combining method became more widéspread, and
significant studies finding it_to be an effective method, more effective than others
in fact,.confirmed the value of that was being used on campus. Articles in Research
in the Teaching of English are most notaplelfandfcorroborat1ve, part1cular1y "The

InfTuence; of Generative Rhetoric on the syntactic Maturity and Writing Effectiveness’
of €ollege. Freshmen“ by Lester Faigley in Vol. 33, No: 3, Oct. 1979: 197-206; and

“"Sentence Combining in Collegé Composition: Interim MeaSures and Patterns" by M. Beverly

Swari, Vol. 13, No. 3, Oct.-1979, 217-224. (see Appendix) s . ;

<

Even while at the cutting.edge of 1nnovat1on, however, ‘the 1ead 1nstructor dec1ded
seemingly paradox1ca11y, that improvements could bé iiade by going back to a prescriptive

grammar approach, in conjunctiopn W1th sentence comb1n1ng - [ ..
The resultant. comb1nat1on was the adoptlon of two_new texts, B]umehtha] S . ,7§\< )
Eng11sh 2600 and Klink's Senterice Writing. sEnglish 2600 had been tested by. Mr: Roger -~
Horn in ENG 191 Classes. It was found effect1ve but somewhat cumbersome to use as a
supplementary text in that course. That cumbersomeness was an_advantage,; however; . in
ENG 100 becauss the repetitiveness. and sheer bulk of ‘the work fit the conceptfthat a

duantity of corréctly done work ensured that thejstudent had met the gual of being able

to- write.correct sentences. A sample of pre-course essays and post-course essays; while
not proof in themse]ves, 1s a demonstrat1on that the course can be effective. (see

Appendix) : : :
The Sentenceewrltlng,book offered a11 the advantages of Sentence Gomb]n1ng, but

had more top1ca1 exercises which were appea]1ng to the students. It was also more

consistent in the patterning of. the combinations. -And,_ 1mportant1y, it offered a

method whereby. the instructor could provide models of different kinds of paragraph .

deve]opment narrative- -process or description:. This was important because it prov1ded

a nice _transition_to the paragraph work of ENG 101 for students who mjght be able to ~ .

deal with it; or it could be omitted if the instructor and student decided to focus

only on the sentence writing aspect of the course. The book also had the advan;age o

of being written by one of the College's instructors: This made the book more personal
to the students and perhgps contr1buted to their motivation to.do the work correctly
-and combletely. ) ’

Current Data

L3

McGovern for ENG 101, deta11ed the success of ENG 100: In:order to update_that =
research, more information was developed to shaw the effectiveress of ENG J]00. For the

-'81 school year, the following data was gathered. 'Names of .Students taking the course -

in Spring '81, 1) .their grades in ENG 100, 2) their grades in ENG 101-102; 3) scores in

lest V of 2600 (sentence structures) 4) p]acement data, 5)_survey of the placement
opinion. of adults in ENG 100 judged capable of taking ENG 101 rather than ENG 100- -

Spring '82 N

”stat1st1ca1 Update Who Gets Taught“ comp]eted in 1980, a study by Professor

Al

Y
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ENG 100. Tests Score ENG 101 ENG 102 ENG 205

c - - . - ¢
B he ’ - - - -
- A - - = : - .
C - . - < =
B 84 B - -
E _ _ _ N
W - - - -
¢ 81 ¢ - ‘ _—
ENG 100AC  Spring '81 p g
o - = - -
A - ' = f < -
B - - \‘) = ? - -
: A . - - 3 - - :\
c - - - 3
B - .- B -
. -85 o : 20 W3 1 :
ENG 100 - ENG 10] ENG 102
mean grade 2.36 o , mean grade 2:2 € 2:00
} median . B median B € 2.00.
i mode A~ Mode B € 2.00. .
percentage of students e]ect1ng ENG 101 . 23. 5 % ‘ .
percentage of- students passing ENG 101 - ]Ow .
ENG 100 Grades o ENG 101 Grades
A 338 . . - A 4
.B 15 o < ® B 7
c 9 > N C 4 ~
D 5 ’ . D 3
F J7 Fo2*
~ . Both F's were granted to

o : ' students at Great Mills Campus.
Z . 0 , _ :
A1l students who went on passed Test V in 2600 on the first attempt: minimum score
 79% maximum 100%. _ Fj ) . : : .
o fothe students who went on; counselors placed only three in ENG 100 because oﬁ
poor prev10us high school or co]]ege 'records or_poor test scores. Of these three, two
rece1ved C'sgin ENG 101 thé other '@ D. Their ENG 100-grades were A, B, C.
. . , 100 B=>C 101 - '
- o ; A—D :
: ~_ C==cC T
Other than the fact that pass1ng led to passing subsequent]y, there seem to be
no great conc]us1ons.to be drawn here; .
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- of the rema1n1ng students there were no prev10us reCords in the1r f11es, they

may have beéen counseled into ENG 100, but more .1ikely, according to Vera Bagley,

Director of Adm1ss1on51 no counselor ever saw them and they self-selected ENG 100.

1y’ be compared to prev1ous data, a‘though 1mpret1se1y so.

, Somé of the data here:
The low number of students gofng on to ENG 101 here compares #ith the 15 who went on

in Spr1ng '75; 17 ip Fall 75\ 27 in Spring '76; 2 Fall '76; 30_in Sﬁr1ng '77 5 _and _

12 in Spring '78 and Fall '79.\These. semesters saw total enroilments in ENG 100 of
about 60-70 students. While th re is wide variation in the nymbers, and there ygu]d o
be in the percentages of studemts advancing if total enrollment figures were available, -
the number of those who ad /anced. to ENG 107+ during the Spring '81 semester m1ght well

be ca]]ed typ1ca1

]

H1st0r1ca11y, there never Has been a correlation between grades in ENG 100 and

those earned by the same studen;s in ENG 161 _TIhe results for this study ares

» similar,; and therefore are typical. B

- ~~
~ Test V of EngllshAZEOQ, which measures ability to recogn1ze complete sentences;
is a test of an important’ ski11; one necessary for passing ENG_101. It would be
expected that students passing ENG 101_would also have done well on Test V. Such was
the case. A gdood. f1rst test score on Test V is a future indicator of a student's
ab111ty in ENG 101. . ‘

Mast 1mportant1y,,the average grade .n ENG 101 of students who took ENG 100 was

Il

2.2. This compares with the English Department's oveF-all Q.P. 5779f1a99r0x1mate1y
2.4. ENG 101 grades of prev1ous=students are listed below for compar1son ,
7 Fa]]7'74 2.18 Spring 176, 1:00
Spring :'75; 2.81 Summer,'76 2:45
. Summer_'75; 2.33 * Fall '76; 2.50 o )
. FalT '75, 2.54 Spring '78 - Fa]] '79 1.5

H1stor1ca11y, ENG 101 students who have_had ENG 100 have somet1mes atta1ned :
higher grades than the. department average, Arguably; t- ey have been better prepared
for that coiurse than the other students. The difference in grade for this study

suggests the preparatuon of those hav1ng taken ENG ]00 is dramatically better than
those who have: no%; when it is rea11zed that the average Q.P.A. in ENG:¥01. for one
typical year (78- 79) was 1.78. , F

o ets Taught

i

-

Student percept1ons of the coursg have dhanged markedly in.the recent past. A

quick scan of the history of the course description shows that the cdurse was intended

as ‘a brushup for students who:did not have the skills to_successfully complete the
regular college English course; ENG 10]. Counselors still advise students that the .
course is a remedial course, a preparation for ENG_ 101. However, returning adult

students do not perceive the course as a remedial coprse in preparation for the regular

college Eng]1sh sequence. In fact; of all the studénts in this.study; only four fit
the_description of the_typical cdqlege freéshman;.the rést must be:classified as returning
adults. Students see ENG 100 as a vocational course which w1]1 help them in everyday
wr]ttenfggmmun1cat1on skills at home and, more 1mportant1y, at work: - One such student
said pointedly in danuary, 1982, "This course-teaches sentence writing and that's what

1 want<to learn; ;_.I.don' t care about a .degree." ‘For many,in fact, ENG 100 is_now. the .

- -vpcation course of choicé. .For _example, in January 1982, in a¥l on-campus sections,

21 adults were judged by the instructor to have the a6111ty to ‘'do the course work, of.
"ENG 101.and were advised about making the schedule change. Of these; 17 chose to remain
7 Jin ENG 100; with only 4 ehoos1ng to change to ENG 101.. This argues that students
\ , ~3 . - M

) ' -




indeed kiiow the value that the course has-for themselves. That this is so should

not be surprising since repeated research shows that the typical community coliege
student enrolls -only for a few: courses which meet his individual goals (at this
College the figure is 75%) and that most have no intention of pursu1ng degree work.
It should be ncted, however, that Professor McGovern's research, albeit with only

two agult students, showed that these having taken ENG 100 when advised to go. on
directly to ENG 101 proved to be dissatisfied with the course as they looked back™
on it a year later. - A futur® Study would verify whéther this rnotion is correct by
studying later responses of the same adults studied here. That the studénts are

satisfied with seif-placement in ENG 100 after they are. to]d their optioen is
1mportant -to the College. _A recent article_in._the Commun1txﬁand Junior College
Joyrnal; Dee-Jan 1981-82, Dana L. Johnson “Evo]utibh of a Triuly Individualized
Program“ pp. 14- 16, argues persuasively that a worthwh11e, non-frustrating initial
course is a key to adu]t student retent1on, an important aspect of a college's

viability.

This course h1story, then, in add1t1on to mak1ng a case for the historictal

nffect1veness of the remed1a1 Eng11sh progiam at Charles County Community College;

its adu]t retiirning stiident seeking vocational sKills, while ma1nta1n1ngfthe.1ntegr1ty
of its eriginal purpuse. of preparing students for the regular college tnglish seguence:

A course like this is rather meat than fat, one to be enhanced rather than retrenched;
a 60s course still on the offense in the 80s.
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STUDEXNT CONTRACT _ 3
. :FOR A '
ENGLISE 160

Course:

Semester:

Student: ‘ L :

Instruckor:.

The student shall complete the fpllow1ng unlts of work in Engllsh 100:

e —— — =

"g,by Dr. Klink, the s"ﬂent,wxll

‘Xs From the book,; -
compose sentences cons:stlnq of tyansformations of basic kernels

given in the text ‘into more comp; ex,,syntactlcaiiy mature sen-
tences. The student will complete all axercises in the book ,
unless they are waived by the instructor. The student will hand
5@7;§;s work in = notenook every Friday at the end of the class
If the instructor asks the student to rewozk the trans-

period. instructor a
‘ormatxon, this must be done:
2. T‘1e stucent must complete the proqrammed text, EWILISH 2500 by
Blumenthal. : E _ . ]
3. The student musgfagggggig;lfg;aggggifnggfénstrugtggfbears the’

responsibility of d&ropping any student from fhe class when the
student accumulates more than three unexcused absences. The
instructor will determine whether absencesifre excusable or not.

4. The student will complete all of the sugplemental exercises assi

nim by the instructor:. These are axcercises which will come fror

neither Sentence Writing nor_ gnglish 2600. -

S. The student w1;l,wr;terﬁou: short essays which will be: evaluated
to detarmine if -the spuudent is capable of meeting the minimum )
entry-level knowledge of English 10l1. If it is decided that the
student does not meet those requirements, he must undertake \

those assignments ‘indicated by his instructor to help him meet
the requirements. _ “
If the student has met all of the above requirements except those
waived by the Lnstructcr, he or she will be given credit and.a grade

for English 100:
Plagiarism is a form of cheating. It is the usage of another's work
without attributicn. Any student plagiarizing will receive an F in.
the colrse.

Signed ' Student
Signed_________________Instructor
Date _ '
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