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DEDICATION

To have striven to have made an effort, to have
been true to certain ideale--this alone is worth the
struggle. We are to add what we can tg, not to get
what we can from, life.

Sir William Osler
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

If your children are attending college, the
chances are that when they graduate, they will
be unable to write ordinary, expository English
with any real degree of structure and lucidity.

(Newsweek, 8, 1975:58)

The purpose of this study i§&to identify the competencies

needed by teachers of developmental composition courses in two-year

colleges; more specifically, its intent ig to identify rhetorical,

pedagogical, and human interaction competencies.

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

During the sixties the open-door colleges experienced their ‘

greatest growth, both in the number of students enrolled and in the

number of new institutions established. During this time there

appeared to be a national comitment toward extending post—secondary

educational opportunities to everyone. This movement received impetus

in 1970 when a special report of the Carnegie Comission on Higher

Education recommended that by 1980 a public comunity college be

established within commuting distance of every potential student. By

1976 many states had already achieved this goal (Moore, 1976).

Consequently, in many areas, each individual, regardless of his

educational background, has the opportunity to further his post- Q

secondary education.
EI
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Even with all the advantages that open-door colleges provide
(inexpensive education, wide choice of curriculum, etc.), some
staggering problems became evident early in the open-door movement.
One such problem which has been paramount for administration and
faculty results from the large number of students who enter the two-
year college lacking certain basic skills needed for them to succeed
in the programs they have chosen. Because colleges had liberalized
their admissions policies and opened their doors to students who were
unprepared by traditional standards and who had previously been denied
the benefits of higher education, teachers were faced with instructing

academically deficient students. One such subject area affected was

English composition. Thus it was that in this open-door atmosphere

many of the essays written by entering freshmen stunned the teachers
who read them. Shaughnessy (l977) stated: "Nothing short of a miracle
was going to turn such students into writers" (p. 3). She further

stated that "Here were teachers trained to analyze the belletristic

achievements of centuries marooned in basic writing classrooms with
adult student writers who appeared by college standards to be

illiterate" (p. 3). Consequently, many of the writing teachers were
faced with basic writing problems for which they had no methodology.

However, because one of the major purposes of the open—door

college is to provide higher education for any individual who can

benefit from the opportunity of post-secondary education, the two-year

college accepted the challenge and responsibility of providing develop-

mental studies for the non-traditional (developmental) student, and
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many colleges are now offering developmental English courses. But from

the information revealed through current literature on this topic,

there is skepticism as to how effective these programs actually are

(Kitzabar, 1963; Roueche, 1967; Roueche and Hurlburt, 1968; Thelen,

1966; Kapeoloni Community College, 1967; Silver, 1967; Losak, 1968;

Losak and Burns, 1970; Moore, 1976). In fact, according to Moore

(1976), the two-year college is not able to confirm developmental

success with hard, unequivocable evidence.

In December, 1975, an article published in Newsweek reported

the results of a special study conducted by the Department of Health,

Education and Welfare. This study revealed that since 1965 there has

been a steady erosion of verbal skills among American students. In

November, 1975, the College Entrance Examination Board announced that

students' scholastic aptitude test scores in 1974-75 showed the biggest

drop in two decades. Furthermore, the National Assessment of Educa-

tional Progress' latest studies showed that essays of thirteen through

seventeen year-olds were more awkward, incoherent, and disorganized

than essays of those tested in 1969. Also, according to Scully (1970)

in the Chronicle of Higher Education, out of 1,165 freshmen at Berkley,

45 percent needed remedial help in English. This situation, however,

is not unique to four-year institutions. The problem at two-year

institutions is more pronounced. At some comunity colleges as many as

half of the entering freshmen need remedial assistance in English or

mathematics or both. Both the two-year and the four—year institutions,

however, have found that simply offering a course may not be a
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guarantee for academic success. Other factors must also be considered.

Cross (1971) emphasized the importance of positive teacher attitude,

the attitude that both the student and the teacher need to believe

that the student can perform a task. Even though there exists a

fairly accurate assessment of the profile of the low achiever, as well

as the recommended courses and procedures for teaching him, there

appears to be no study which examines the competencies of those whol
should be teaching the developmental student.

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM

During the academic years 1975-77, many articles and editorials

were written expressing the concern that students are not being taught

to write clear, coherent prose. Consequently, it would appear justi-

fiable to ask: "Are those who are instructing developmental composi-

tion competent or adequately prepared to teach students how to write

effective1y?" From a random selection of two hundred college catalogs,

it was found that the requirements for a Master's degree in English

are basically the same: thirty semester/or forty-five quarter hours

·in literature. Consequently, even though English majors may have an

adequate and varied background in literary knowledge, they will probably

not be prepared for teaching courses in composition. Literature

supports this, for survey results and research indicate that English

teachers often feel poorly prepared to teach remedial composition

(Weingartin, 1965; Weber, 1968; Browning, 1977, Neil, 1976; McQuade,

1976; Fox, 1976; Doos, 1958; Garrison, 1975; and Gefvert, 1977).
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In a letter to English department chairmen in 1975, Garrison

stated:

It's not new to you that few English instructors
have been specifically trained to teach others how to
write. Even fewer have been trained to teach remedial
students. Yet almost all two-year college English
instructors must teach freshman writing. And up to
50% or more of their students will need some kind of
remedial or compensatory attention. Most instructors
freely recognize they they could use added help and
training in learning more effective ways to teach‘ writing. (Garrison, 1975:1)

Also, in a survey conducted by the National Education Association in

1966, Finie (1967) found that 10 percent of the English teachers felt

that they were not qualified for their positions (p. 101). Eventhoughthis

is not a large percentage, it does imply some concern for needed

instructional competency. Ironically, virtually no research has been

conducted in this area (Braddock, 1963; Scigliano and DuBois, 1976;

Weingarten, 1965; Roueche, 1976; and Judine, 1965).

A concern for adequate teacher preparation was shown as early

as 1958 when Koos stressed the need for a teacher preparatory program

which would offer a complete, well-designed curriculum for the two-

year college teachers; a curriculum which would include courses in
{

education and courses in specific subject areas. This proposal was

reinforced by the National Junior College Comittee Workshop in 1976.

A sumarized report of the workshop sent to the National Council of

Teachers of English in March 1977 reported that instructors in the two-

year colleges were well prepared in literature but were not well

prepared in the methods of teaching composition or remedial studies

because senior institutions seemingly will not accept the fact that
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most English instructors will be dealing with academically deficient

students in remedial and basic courses (McGalliard, 1977). Scigliano

(1976) stated: "Junior colleges have been victimized by a lack of

specific preparation .... Few institutions of higher learning have

provided for developmental preparation" (p. 38). Even though formal

preparation for teaching developmental courses may be neglected, it is

often the beginning teacher with a narrow field of specialization in

literature who is designated as the one to teach freshman composition

(Gefvert, 1977).

Because the two-year college does accept students who have not

always been academically successful, it would appear that effectiveV
teachers are needed in this particular kind of institution; however,

good teaching has not been clearly defined. Moore (1976) stated:

Community college educators have not defined
good teaching . . . no standard instructional
competence has been established. (p. 41) While
there is sizable body of knowledge which makes
the comunity college worthy of scholarly study . . .
techniques for teaching remain unanalyzed. (p. 43)

Hulett (1977) implied much the same thought. She said that much

research and many thousands of dollars had been spent in trying to

define the effective teacher, but that research, by and large, had
resulted in mainly one outcome: "There seems to be no set pattern

that can be statistically defined as universally identifying the good

teacher" (p. 16).

Even though "good" teaching cannot be clearly defined and

teacher preparation and effectiveness of developmental composition

courses may be inadequate, students spend more time and effort in
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English courses than in any other subject required in their formal

education (Roueche, 1976). Because remedial English is required by

many students, it is composed of students with varying backgrounds and

varying ability ranges. Therefore, the English teacher is likely to

find nine grade levels of reading ability in a class of thirty students,

ranging from illiteracy to the tenth grade level (Roueche, 1976:24)

Remedial education is not new. Wellesley College introduced a

remedial English course in 1894. Even as early as 1870, the Dean of

the Harvard Medical School declared: "Written examinations could not

be given because most of the students could not write well enough"

(Weingartner, 1976:13). In 1893, Frances Wayland Parker presented

the following report to the Quincy, Massachusetts, school board:

The pupils could parse and construe sentences
and point out the various parts of speech with great
facility, repeating the rules of gramar applicable
in each case, yet were utterly unable to put this
theoretical knowledge to any practical use, as they
should when called upon to write an ordinary English
letter. (Weingartner, 1976:13)

Therefore, the problem of teaching students how to write is not unique
v

to our era; it has existed in our country for over a decade.‘

By 1968 the most frequently offered courses in the American

two-year colleges were remedial English courses (Roueche, 1967; Losak,

1968; Moore, 1976); yet there appears to be little or no evidence of

formal evaluation of these courses. For those who did conduct

evaluations, the results were often disastrous.

Because published evaluation studies are limited, this investi-

gator (Smith, 1975) saw a need to determine if institutions were
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conducting evaluation studies which had not been published. Therefore,

a random sample of 112 community colleges, all of the Southern

Association of Colleges and Schools, was chosen to determine if
evaluations were being conducted: thirty-six with enrollments from

zero to one thousand; forty—one with enrollments of one to two thousand;

and thirty—five with enrollments in excess of two thousand. In

November of 1975, a questionnaire was distributed to these institutions

inquiring about the status of evaluation of English developmental

courses. Out of the 112 schools contacted, eighty-one colleges

responded. Of those responding, twenty—one colleges reported that
pre- and post—test techniques had been used in evaluating their

programs. The remaining sixty colleges reported that they had not

evaluated their programs. Those who had conducted evaluations found

also that attrition rates were high once the developmental student

entered regular courses. In nearly all instances, the results

indicated that there was a need to improve the then existing

developmental programs.

In order to verify the results of the study, the researcher

called Dr. George E. Rolle, Director of Evaluation Education Improvement

Program for Southern Association of Colleges and Schools in Atlanta,
r

Georgia, on February 12, 1976. Dr. Rolle concurred with the results.

He did state, however, that many schools were in the process of develop-

ing some type of evaluation design to be used in the near future. He

stated that most of the designs are of the pre- and post-test variety;
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most are informal, and to his knowledge few follow—up studies of

students' success in their chosen curriculums are being made.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to assess opinions of teachers

about what constitutes an effective developmental English teacher in

order to identify needed competencies for teaching students how to

write clear, coherent prose; specifically, it was designed to identify

(l) rhetorical competencies, (2) pedagogical competencies, and

(3) human interaction competencies.

Questions to be addressed are the following: (1) What back-

ground, both formal training and experience, is desirable? (2) What

rhetorical theory is needed? (3) What teaching techniques are needed,

. and (4) What personal qualifications are needed, especially those

which deal with human interaction skills?
u

The data for this study were collected by the use of the Delphi

Technique. A review of this technique will be presented in Chapter 3;

also, the procedure and methodology will be fully explicated in

Chapter 3.

9 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

From the review of available literature, one may assume that

a rather large percentage of college students do need remedial

English. Also one may assume from the limited evaluation studies

that developmental programs have not shown a significant degree of
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success. The review further reveals that there is limited research

as to what competencies are needed by those who teach developmental

composition courses. In addition, there appears to be the problem

of identifying what actually constitutes effective teaching and

effective writing. Historically, the teaching of composition has

meant the stressing of formal grammar; but research studies have

repeatedly concluded that knowledge of formal gramar has little or no

effect on ability to write. In addition, traditionally, the prepara—

tion of English teachers has consisted mainly of required literature

courses.

Therefore, a major value of this study is that it provides

some insight as to what preparation is needed for those planning to

instruct students taking remedial composition. Also, the results of

this study may be useful for revising English requirements for English

majors at four—year colleges and universities. The results may be of

value for those planning in—service or training workshops.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

For the purpose of this study, the following terms are defined

according to their intended meaning in this study:

(1) Competency: The state of being capable or well—qualified.

(2) Composition: English composition is a writing course

essentially utilizing the skills of critical thinking and clear,

coherent writing.
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" (3) Delphi technigue: "A tool of inquiry which may be used

to gain information from a panel_of experts . . . a means of identifying
‘

convergent expert opinions" (Gray, 1970:90).

(4) Developmental and/or remedial programs and students: A

program designed to meet the needs of a remedial student: any student

with academic disabilities caused by physical, economic, social, and/or

environmental factors that result in failure to succeed or make

academic progress.

(5) Rhetorical: "The main idea and its analysis; the support

of subordinate ideas with details, examples, statistics, and reasons;

and the organization of the previous elements into an orderly and

meaningful who1e" (Braddock, 1963:38).

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

This study is limited to English teachers employed in two-

year colleges located in the southeastern region of the United States,

specifically the nine states affiliated with the Southeastern

Conference on English in the Two-Year College. The survey was made

in a restricted time frame, the academic years of 1976-77. Therefore,U
the results represent opinions expressed at a particular point in time.

The subjects utilized in the study were teachers of developmental

English, identified as "effective" by their immediate supervisors.

No attempt was made to determine "effectiveness" by any other criteria.
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ORGANIZATION OF THE CHAPTERS

Chapter l contains the background of the study, statement of

the problem, purpose of the study, significance of the study,

definition of terms, and the limitations of the study, In Chapter 2

a review of related research and literature is discussed in the

following areas: evaluation studies of remedial English programs and

research in teaching competencies with special emphasis on those that

pertain to the teaching of composition. A review of methodology to

be used in this study is included in Chapter 3. In Chapters 4 and 5,

the results of the study, possible implications, and recommendations

indicated by the study are discussed.
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Chapter 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter contains a review of literature concerning the

effectiveness of developmental English programs and other research

in the area of teacher competency for composition instruction. The

sequence of the subsections is designed to reveal the problems

associated with remedial English programs, the problems associated

with the teaching of composition, and the need to identify teacher

competencies of those who teach composition.

EVALUATION OF DEVELOPMENTAL ENGLISH PROGRAMS

Most published evaluation studies of developmental programs

were conducted in the sixties and very early seventies. All studies

concluded that there was a need to offer developmental work; however,

there was no indication that developmental English programs had been

achieving a high percentage of success. As early as 1963 Albert

Kitzabar presented a report concerning the issue to the National

Council of Teachers of English. He surveyed 215 schools; from those

he selected twenty colleges, thirteen west of the Mississippi and seven

east of the Mississippi. He reported that the developmental courses

"seem to futilely try to do again what high school was not able to

accomplish" (p. 9). He also stated that the inability to read well is

as important in adding to the number of dropouts as is the inability :
to write (p. 12). Thus, he recomended that programs for remedial TI

13I
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students place more emphasis on reading skills, discriminatory

abilities, and the ability to express thoughts clearly (p. 19).

John E. Roueche (1967) conducted an evaluation study in which

he reported that remedial English classes in California Public Junior

Colleges were operating ineffectively and that attrition rates were

very high. However, he did find that those students who were taught

by programed instruction achieved higher scores than those who were

not (p. 7).

Alice Thelen (1966) conducted a study at Forest Park Community

College, St. Louis, Missouri. Using pre—test scores and post—test

scores, she found that developmental students did improve basic skills

during the course of a year but that the level attained was not

enough to justify the transfer of the average developmental student

to regular classes (p. 7). The author also suggested that students

needed more systematic training in reading skills.

In another study, Roueche and Hurlburt (1968) reported the

failure of developmental programs to achieve goals. They told of a

California state survey which revealed that out of 270,000 freshmen

entering public junior colleges, 70 percent failed qualifying exams

in English (p. 454). Unfortunately, the majority of the students

who were placed in remedial courses did not succeed and were forced

to quit school; 40 to 60 percent earned a grade of a D or F in the

courses (p. 455). In one junior college 80 percent of entering

students enrolled in remedial English, but only 20 percent successfully

I 1
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completed regular English classes. Roueche suggested that the

open-door had become a revolving door.

In 1967, the staff at Kapeoloni Community College, Honolulu,

Hawaii, evaluated its Basic Skills Program. Out of 1,100 students

enrolled, 354 were placed in basic skills courses (mostly English);

moreover only 12 percent passed the course. The mean scores attained

on verbal skills were minimal after intensive remedial instruction

(p. 13). The conclusion drawn was that it made little difference
4

whether students were exposed to remedial courses because students

who had academic verbal deficiencies gained little from the curriculum

and instruction aimed at preparation for advanced courses (p. 27).

The results of this study indicated that remedial students who had

1ong—standing deficiencies in communication skills could be expected

to gain only marginal success (p. 50). Therefore, the evaluation

staff concluded that the Basic Skills Program was of questionable value,

both educationally and economically (p. 37).

In 1967 A. B. Siver evaluated twenty-four students' progress

in basic English skills. He used four standardized tests and found

reading to be the greatest area of weakness (p. 3). However, during

an intensive sumer program in which reading was emphasized, he found

minimal gain in the post—test scores, but both students and teacher

felt that the program was worth retaining because the students responded

positively to the program and student attendance was excellent.

Although students demonstrated a positive attitude and attendance was

excellent, the researchers question whether positive student attitude
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and high attendance justifies the existence of a developmental

program.

Another evaluation with negative results was made by John

Losak (1968). The purpose of his study was to evaluate the remedial

program at Miami Dade Junior College in Florida, according to three
criteria: grade point average, attrition rate, and test results. He

found that the program had little effect on the students' academic

progress as measured by three dependent variables (p. 18). In

addition, he found that attrition rate was high and also that the
program failed to produce a better overall score on standardized

tests. He recommended revising the existing program.

Louise Ludwig and Ben K. Gold (1969) evaluated Los Angeles

City College's developmental studies and tutorial programs. The

results of this study were more positive than Losak's because of the

students' attitude toward the tutorial program. Tutored students

responding to questionnaires overwhelmingly indicated a favorable

attitude. Also the developmental students had no higher attrition rate

than other students. Although they did suffer a drop in grade point

average during the first semester, they increased their grade point

average scores during the second semester, with the greatest improvement

being made in English composition (p. 35).

During the early seventies only six major evaluation studies
were published. One of these studies was made in 1973 by the Senate
Interim Comittee on Public Junior Colleges, Austin, Texas. The

comittee surveyed the needs of disadvantaged students and found
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shortcomings in remedial compensatory courses and programs. One

finding of the study confirmed that Texas high school seniors were

graduating at the ninth grade reading level (p. 21). Another finding

of the study indicated that teacher—training programs for preparing

junior college teachers did not provide training for teaching the

disadvantaged (p. 49). Also attrition rates for disadvantaged students

indicated that needs were not being met (p. 40). Last, the study

revealed that improved avenues of communication concerning necessary

programs and courses were needed among disadvantaged students, faculty,

administrators, and board members (P. 59).

John Roueche and Wade Kirk (1972) conducted an evaluation

study in which they investigated the effectiveness of special programs

for high risk students in four community colleges, assessed in terms

of student persistence and academic performance. They found that

students in remedial programs earned significantly higher grades than

did those not in remedial programs (p. 58). The conclusion drawn from

this study was that high—risk students in special programs do better

than comparable students not in these programs; however, persistence

and performance drop significantly after students leave the remedial

programs and enter regular courses (p. 59).

John Losak conducted two additional evaluation studies during

the early seventies. The first study (1971) attempted to determine if

remedial courses improve academic skills more than ordinary courses.

He found no significant difference existed between the experimental

and control groups (p. 13). In another study that he made with
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Neil Burns in 1971, findings indicated that there existed disastrous

attrition rates (60 percent) for students in developmental classes

(p. 9).

Another study was made by the state of Illinois Economics and

Fiscal Comission in 1972. A program review of the state's public

junior college system was requested by the House Financing of Education

Study Committee. Two thousand individuals were surveyed. The

comittee found after surveying these individuals, that the existing

developmental programs were operating unsatisfactorily and that

students were not receiving the necessary help they needed to be

successful in regular classes.

One criticism of developmental programs lies in the fact th;t

until recently, little concern has been shown for the many non-

cognitive variables believed to be closely related to the learning

situation of the poor performer. Yet considerable evidence points

to these factors as critical areas if productive programs of

compensatory education are to be provided.
J

A study by Garber (1970) dealt with characteristics of full-

time students enrolled in a guided studies program at one open-door

community college which may be considered typical of similar institu-

tions. Areas that were found to be important were self—perceived

problems, social and intellectual self, self—perception of societal

values and cultural aims of the students. The developmental students

scored considerably below other college students on items intended

to assess ". . . the individual's self—doubts, conscientiousness,

social maturity, self—control, acceptance and non—judgment, concern
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about how others reach to him . . ." (p. S6). Also Garber found that I

as a group, the developmental students were uneasy and awkward in new

or unfamiliar social situations and were lacking self-direction and

self-discipline (p. 82).

Leonard Koos (1970) noted in his study that "the main aspects

of remedial programs relate to the tools, or skills needed for success-

ful learning and school progress" (p. 487). These skills are primarily

in the area of reading, writing, mathematics, and study skills.

However, recent interest in effective learning and in the humanization

of instruction has led to the development of a variety of programs which

emphasize such goals as the enhancement of self—concept, recognition

and acceptance of personal goals, the improvement of interpersonal

relations, and overall personal growth. Some institutions divide their

emphasis between cognitive development and personal growth, trying to

provide students with needed skills while establishing an atmosphere

for effective change.

In an attempt to assess the effectiveness of innovative programs

for low—achievers, Roueche and Kirk (1973) selected five comunity

colleges for study: Tarrant County, Fort Worth, Texas; El Centro,

Dallas, Texas; San Antonio, San Antonio, Texas; Southeastern, Whiteville,

North Carolina; and Burlington, Pemburton, New Jersey. These were

chosen because each "enrolls significant number of non-traditional I
students; has developed a distinct, yet innovative approach to remedial I
education which permits comparisons among different programs; has '

U
operated for three years; was . . . making significant curriculum and I

I
I
I
I

J
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instructional innovations in other areas" (p. 13). As might be expected,

the programs differed considerably from each other. Some of the

differences lay in the stating of program objectives, subject areas

taught, means of identifying potentially low achievers, qualifications

for entering regular college programs, grading policies, counseling and

supplementary services provided, instructional methods used, size of

programs in terms of student enrollment, race-ethnic make-up of programs

and colleges, and mean composite scores of high-risk students on the

American College Test (ACT) (p. 13).

The major conclusion of the Roueche and Kirk study was that

community colleges can serve the population for which they are

responsible, including the low—performance or high—risk students.

According to these researchers, those institutions which are accomplish-

ing this service are characterized by several factors which might have

been guessed by perceptive professionals in education. Perhaps the

most significant of these factors is a strong commitment by the insti-

tution to the developmental program. Such a commitment leads to the

employment of faculty whose commitment to making a difference in the

lives of high risk students is evident in their personal characteristics,

their attitudes, their aptitudes, and their skills in teaching.

Successful programs have exhibited a concern for the personal

development of the individual with special attention being given to

enhancement of his self-concept. Also, measurable objectives have

been used in most programs, and teaching strategies have been designed

in such a way as to involve the student maximally in the learning
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process. Tutoring, packaged instruction, small group discussions, and

individual interactions have all been used to assure the measure of

success necessary for academic progress and for development of

self-concept.

Counseling was considered a critical component in the success-

ful programs, and in many colleges the counselor was likely to be

considered part of the developmental studies team rather than a remote

part of the student personnel services. Also included for future

programs were recommendations that only instructors who volunteer to

teach non-traditional students should be allowed to do so, that there

be a separately organized division of developmental studies, and that

a comprehensive program of recruitment be developed after the develop-

mental studies programs were established (Roueche, Kirk, 1973).

Ralph Kornegay in an oral report given at Appalachian State

University, April 9, 1974, stated that his study revealed that no

specific criteria for program evaluation of developmental studies

exists. He discovered through his research that theorists fail to

extend themselves beyond an evaluation of a program according to

stated objectives. The materials, cost factors, attitudes, and

teacher competencies are often not measured. Factors that have been

used to evaluate remedial or developmental programs historically tend

to be (1) persistence, (2) academic success and (3) some type of

standardized tests. Ironically, all are regular evaluative measures

but are being used for non—regular students in the sense that these
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students are singled out as being different from their peers in needing

specialized help.

A study made by Dr. Jack Fever (1969) and a study made by

Richard I. Ferrin (1971) indicated that educators do recognize a need

for developmental programs but that there exists a need to assess the

effectiveness of the existing programs and the competencies of those

who teach in them. One may assue that institutions are making some

effort to be accountable for the teaching of large numbers of develop-

mental students enrolled in the public two—year colleges, but perhaps

one basic concern should be to look at the competencies of those who

teach developmental students, for after reviewing the literature, there

appears to be no published research in this area.

COMPOSITION INSTRUCTION AND TEACHER COMPETENCY

In the broad field of composition there exists a variety of

studies; however, most of these studies have focused on specific

teaching techniques. There has been some agreement as to the necessary

rhetorical skills for proficient prose, although there exists some

evidence of disagreement as to the relative importance of these skills.

In 1965 a study made by Sister Judine indicated that the teachers she

surveyed stressed five factors as being important in teaching composi—

tion--content, organization, diction, style and mechanics——but there

was disagreement as to the importance of the areas. In a study made

in 1974 by Laural Rule, the researcher found that while there was ä
diversity in the instructors' emphasis of various items, some meaningful
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attitudes were expressed. According to Rule's study, teachers rated

"organization" as the most important skill to be taught. Consistentf

with this emphasis, clear thesis statement and unit organization were

rated as Very important by 75 percent of the teachers that she surveyed.

The area of content/subject matter showed a lack of proficiency by

students in two areas: choice of interesting topic and creativity;

however, the instructors rated both items as being low in importance.

Rule concluded that one may assume that the areas on which teachers

put emphasis are those areas in which students show greater proficiency.

Therefore, a possible explanation for controversy concerning students'

ability to write may be due in part to the diversity in teacher attitude·

as to what is important in teaching the student to write (p. 81).

In a report published by the American College Testing Program,

the following statement was made:

Educators in every field face challenges, but
today's English teachers have a problem all their own:
people just don't agree anymore on what 'English' is.
The ability to communicate in writing involves creative
skills, organization, knowledge, and application of the
rules of English. Some of these elements are rather
easily measured with an objective examination, but
others are extremely difficult to quantify and measure
effectively. (Activity, 1977:1)

Walpole (1974) stated that English classes have become "a grab bag of

reading, penmanship, composition, spelling, gramar, public speaking,

creative listening, journalism, Vocabulary enrichment, research

methods . . . with so much territory to be covered, is it any wonder
I

that writing gets shoved in a corner" (p. 53). ·

II
I
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The concern for the state of the art of writing in our society

has been a constant one. In 1912 Hopkins wrote:

If good teaching can be done under present
conditions, it is passing strange that so few teachers
have found out how to do it; that English composition
teachers as a class, if judged by criticism that is
becoming more and more frequent, are so abnormally
inefficient. For every year the complaints become
louder that the investment in English teaching yields
but a small fraction of the desired returns. (p. 1)

D'Angelo (1975) stated, "There are hundreds of books and

thousands of articles dealing with the teaching of composition and that

if one looks at some of the ongoing research on writing and learning

to write, he will see that there has been an explosion in trying to

understand how learning to write actually takes place" (p. 88).

However, D'Angelo stated further that even though some of the research

is being done in English education, the explosion in knowledge about

the communication process is derived from diverse fields such as

linguistics and cognitive psychology (p. 88).

Braddock, Lloyde—Jones, and Schoer (1961) in a report of the

1961 Executive Comittee of the National Council of Teachers of English

concluded:

Today's research in composition, taken as a whole,
may be compared to chemical research as it emerged
from the period of alchemy: some terms are being
defined usefully, a number of procedures are being
refined, but the field as a whole is laced with dreams,
prejudices, and makeshift operations, not enough
investigations are really informing themselves about
the procedures and results of previous research before
embarking on their own. Too few of them conduct pilot
experiments and validate their measuring instruments
before undertaking an investigation. Too many seem
to be bent more on obtaining advanced degrees or another
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publication than on making a genuine contribution to
knowledge, and a fair measure of blame goes to the
faculty advisor or journal editor who permits or
publishes such work . . . composition research is
not highly developed. (p. 5).

To date there has been relatively little composition research which

would provide an empirical base for identifying teacher competency.

Yet, in the June, l974;Carnegie Conference on the State of Undergraduate

English held at Princeton, New Jersey, the following statement was made:

The ultimate goal of instruction is the
initiation of self—directed, life-long learning
process which continually involves the individual
in absorbing, integrating, acting upon and evalu-
ating the effectiveness of that process. The
teacher is an essential factor in the development
of this self—directed learning process. (p. 58)

If, indeed, the teacher is an essential factor in the learning process,

one needs to examine what "good" teaching should be.

Different educators see the role of the teacher in various ways.

Rogers (1969) believes the role of the teacher should be that of a

facilitator: "The facilitation of significant learning rests upon

certain attitudinal qualities which exist in the personal relationship

between the teacher and the learner" (p. 106). According to Rogers

the teacher should be a real person, not just a faceless embodiment

of knowledge. He should care about the learner and be willing to

accept the learner as an individual. He should be aware of student

feeling (pp. 109-lll). Gilbert Highet (1976) is another who believes

that personal teacher qualities are of importance, but he goes a step

beyond student awareness. He maintains that the teacher should have

regular habits, believe in the power of human will, be an intellectual
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and believe that his subject is important; in other words, Highet

feels the teacher must be enthusiastic about his subject.

Highet (1976) sees the teacher's task as one of showing students

their potentialities and making them realize that they can perform:

Every youth at heart wants to grow to fullest
powers of which he or she is capable. The best
teachers in the world cannot force growth. All they
can do it to help it and encourage it. Their best
reward is to see, not a product, but a free and
independent human being who can think. (p. 132)

Both Rogers and Highet see the teacher as much more than an imparter

of knowledge.

Lawrence Peter (1975) summarized teacher competency with this

statement: "The teacher needs skills of a behavioral analyst, knowledge

in content area, the usage of precise teaching techniques to bring forth

positive academic and social performance" (p. 213). He discussed eight

needed competencies as being most important for eliciting student

learning: expertise in the subject matter, enthusiasm about his

subject, intellectual curiousity, interest in students as individuals,

the ability to create a positive environment, an understanding of

educational psychology, the ability to manage a variety of learning

activities, and the ability to organize well (Classroom Instruction,

1975:189). To quote James D. Finch (1976): "The teacher must be a

leader who has obligation to his course and to the college as well as

the student" (p. 18). The role as seen from the viewpoint of various

educators is not an easy role, nor is it defined in the same way.

Richard Larson (1971) said that "no teacher, teaching technique or
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curriculum work exactly the same way or with the same degree of

4 effectiveness at all times and in all circumstances" (p. 66).

The teaching of any subject involves more than the imparting -

of knowledge. This concept is especially true with a subject as complex

as composition for developmental students. For instance, more and more

is being written about the importance of motivation, teacher and student

attitudes, and teacher and student interaction; and certainly one of the

most serious problems facing the teacher of developmental students is
that of motivation.

Finie (1976) quoted Schidkraut in discussing one reason for
l

this problem among students. "Children were brought up to believe that ”

through their individual efforts they could live a better life than

their parents had. But today except for the impoverished, the average

child has few essential needs not met" (p. 236). Consequently many
students do not feel the need to strive.

In 1974 Yarrington suggested the following criteria for teaching

developmental students:

(1) Demonstrate understanding of a commitment to
the philosophy and mission of the two-year college.‘ (2) Value dignity, worthiness, uniqueness and
potential of all students.

(3) Recognize and accept student diversity in
ability, personality characteristics, socio—economic
background and cultural ethnic background.

(4) Recognize the need for and show willingness
to design varied educational experience using non-
traditional approaches to instruction and evaluation.

(5) Love teaching and can do so in a manner which
is facilitating, stimulating, challenging, and
supportive.
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(6) Possess courage to confront administrators
and colleagues whose attitudes and behavior are not
in the best interest of the student.

(7) Advocate needed organizational changes to
facilitate meeting the needs of the developmental
student rather than expending energy and time trying
to adjust the student to existing programs. „
(Yarrington, 1974:90)

Certainly by achieving the above competencies, the teacher should be
able to motivate the student more effectively.

Rogers stressed the importance of the teacher serving not as

an imparter of knowledge, but as an understander of human nature

(1969). He believes that teacher behavior should be "open" rather

than "closed." By "open" the teacher should be one who clarifies,

stimulates, accepts, and facilitates rather than one who judges
directly, reproves, and ignores. The teacher should encourage the
student to discover, explore, experiment, synthesize and derive

rather than parrot, guess, reproduce facts of reason from remembered

facts (p. 118). Rogers also believes that when pupils perceive that

their teachers are understanding, they are more likely to utilize
their abilities more fully in academic achievement. He feels that

when teachers demonstrate positive attitudes of understanding, they

are regarded as effective teachers and that their students tend to
learn more than do students of teachers lacking in these attitudes

(p. 119).

During the early seventies several research studies were

conducted to determine how students perceived effective composition

teachers. One such study was made by Tollefson in 1973. He found
from a survey of English students that tolerance, flexibility, respect
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for students' enthusiasm for learning and skill in presenting subject

matter were important variables in describing teacher effectiveness.

At the Carnegie Conference on the State of Undergraduate

English, the following recommendations were made:

English Departments accept the following
responsibilities:

(1) That the ability to write is important for
all citizens.

(2) That writing can be encouraged, acquired,
and improved through instruction.

(3) That instruction is a central responsibility
of the college teacher.

(4) That despite the centrality of this
responsibility in today's colleges and universities,
teachers of English have received their formal
instructions in literature and ordinarily received
inadequate instruction in the teaching of writing.

(5) That because the profession has not been
educated to meet its responsibilities in the area
of writing, it has neither a full understanding of
the difficulties students have in mastering writing,
nor fully effective methods of helping them become
better writers.

(6) That it often, in fact, employs methods
detrimental to the development of good writing.

(7) That in order to carry out these responsi-
bilities, the profession needs to:

a. Assess the value of current methods of
teaching writing.

b. Explore the relationship between teaching
of writing and the traditional rhetorical concepts
and new theories of discourse, the relationship
between new grammars and the teaching of gramati-
cal correctness, the relationship between theories
of perception and the skill of proofreading, the
relationship between the principles of group
dynamics and the social reorganization of the
classroom.

c. Adjust both in-service and pre-service
education to reflect these perceptions of the
English teacher's responsibilities. I

d. Work aggressively in its departments and Ü
divisions, in cooperation with other departments Eand divisions, and through state and national g
organizations to meet these responsibilities. I
(1974:60)
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One may assume from the above recomendations, and from the articles

which have been written, etc., that there do exist varying opinions

concerning the teaching of composition.

There is also disagreement concerning the priority of importance
LM

of what should be taught or stressed (Rule, 1974). Biundo (1974) feels

that teachers are aware that it is often extremely difficult to main-

tain a sense of balance regarding the composition process. He

recognizes that they must ask themse1vesI"Do I stress mechanics, logic,

legibility or the idea?" (p. 371). Griffith (1974) stated there is

confusion about the direction of freshman composition courses. He

stated that there is disagreement as to whether to stress clarity of

thought or whether to stress development of feeling: the first approach

which emphasizes the clear analysis and exposition of ideas, asks that

students think through an idea and put it on paper in clear words and

a logical manner. The other approach emphasizes clear exposition of D

feeling and experience (p. 371).

The results of a survey by Graves (1974) revealed that style

was given the least attention but that teachers expressed frustration

and felt unsuccessful in their teaching when students' papers lacked

control and form. He gave as a possible reason for their frustration

their concentration on broad aspects of composition rather than on

small, yet significant, units (p. 186).

Most English teachers would probably be willing to accept

Alley's (1974) definition of proficient writing. She said: "Rhetoric I
is an ordering experience, culminating in oral or written communication, _ Q
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by which the individual endeavors to discover, develop, and transmit
Q

his thinking concerning the problems confronting his world or to

find new and unsolved problems which elicit his attention" (p. 371).

The question which confronts the English teacher is how does one

achieve such an experience?

One of the major problems facing the English teacher is that

of grading composition. Stevenson (1970) stated that in courses like

freshman English, the student is often graded on those skills he

possessed and what knowledge he had at the time he entered the class

rather than on outcomes on objectives identified as being the results

of the courses. He feels that members of English departments must

reach an agreement concerning how to grade for different levels of

proficiency (pp. 44-45). In all probability departments do need to

look at their grading policies. In 1961, Diederick found that teachers

evaluated students' work in a highly subjective manner. He said:

"It was disturbing that ninety-four percent of the papers received N

either seven, eight, or nine of the nine possible grades, that no

paper received less than five different grades, and that the median E

correlation between readers was .3l" (p. 6).

The problem exists not only because priorities differ in the

evaluation of composition, but also because there is controversy as to

the effectiveness of grading in terms of student improvement. Dryer

(1977) stated:

Basing my judgment on the fact that I spent
seven entire years scribbling the same rebukes, I'd
say not very effective. A11 I succeeded in doing
was barraging the kids into acquiescence. Doomed
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to a life time of incoherence and vaguenessfgthey
were consoled by my reluctance to destroy them
utterly. Too good—natured to fail them, I
tolerated mediocrity and worse. Five hundred word
essays degenerated into exercises in non-
communication. (Dryer, 1977:61)

Another who looks upon grading as a nonproductive activity is Michael

Leonard (1976) who stated: "It is not necessary to mark every mistake

on a paper but the student does need to revise for major errors"

(p. 59).

In an article written in 1936, W. J. Steward wrote: "Correcting

mistakes in written composition seems to be an endless task, largely

lacking in that degree of improvement on the part of students which can

be obtained in other subjects with the same amount of time expended by

the teacher" (p. 154). However, the Fellows study (1930) did indicate L/

that a combination of theme correcting by the teacher and revision by

the pupil did have a more favorable effect on grammar and punctuation

than writing without correction and revisions (Braddock, 1963). But,
4

Braddock carefully pointed out that it has not been proven that

intensive marking is effective in producing better writing (p. 36).

Stevens (1973) found that there was no major difference between

the effect of positive or negative comments on the quality of the

writing and improvement of the students' writing. In a similar study

by Bata (1973), it was found that full correction on a paper was no x
more effective than partial correction in improving student composition

performance.

Another area of controversy for the English teacher is that of
whether or not to teach traditional grammar. During the past few years
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there has been a request by some educators to return to the basics
(Mclain, 1976). Braddock (1963) pointed out that studies confirm that

instruction in formal grammar has little or no effect on the quality

of student composition. He cited the Harris study as evidence: "The

teaching of formal gramar has a negligible, or because it usually

displaces some instruction and practice in actual composition, even

a harmful effect on the improvement of writing" (p. 38). Sutton (1976)

stated that "other than very basic terms, grammar terminology should

best be reserved for a class in linguistics" (p. 40). Ireland (1976) w
reaffirmed that the teaching of formal grammar has little or no effect

on improving writing when he said: "Research indicates failure in

teaching traditional gramar to improve writing. We improve writing

to the extent that we improve thinking" (p. 42).

Not only is there some debate about what the English teacher

should teach in terms of rhetorical skills and gramar terminology,

but also there is question about the techniques and procedures for

teaching. Lucio (1973) found in his study that there was little

evidence that a particular teaching activity was associated with writing

achievement. Another study by Rakoukas in the same year concluded that

the traditional method and the lab method were equally effective as a
1

means of improving writing. However, Larson (1971) concluded from

his study that time and careful instructing of lessons can increase

the proportion of success in learning English skills. Thus, the English

teacher is confronted with four major questions: What is the best

methodology for teaching composition? What rhetorical knowledge should
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be taught to instruct effectively? How should the student be graded?

and What are the priorities of importance when stressing writing

skills?

Kitzhaber (1963) in his research on freshman English, found

that in the most general terms, "the principal aim of freshman English L/.

is usually said to be the improvement of the student's ability to read

and write" (p. 8). He noted that the most common first—term course is

based on a handbook and collection of essays with emphasis on writing

practice. He cited Tate and Corbett who anthologized new articles on

the teaching of composition: "The extent of confusion about the

teaching of composition can be dramatically illustrated byquotinghalf

a dozen statements from different course syllabuses" (p. 11).

Ahthur Cohen (1969), acknowledging that many instructors do

not agree with their colleagues on criteria to be employed in viewing

students' work, suggested a scoring key to unify the efforts of a ¤

faculty so that they will place equal stress on the various concepts ’'""f

of composition (p. 26). In 1971 when he conducted an experiment which

utilized a scoring key, he found that a higher degree of rater

responsibility could be achieved. However, he found no significant

change in writing ability when comparing pre- and post—means.

Another problem facing the English teacher is the placement of

the remedial English student. Kates (1973) found through his study

that placement tests and remedial courses were not satisfactory. Yet

developmental students must be identified if they are to be correctly

placed in classes which are designed to meet their needs. Friddell
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(1977) quoted Doris Betts, who directs a team of one hundred instructors

who teach writing to freshmen at the University of North Carolina at

Chapel Hill:

Remedial students fall into one of two basic
categories. One is the student who is nearly
illiterate. He does not even know that one
sentence equals one thought. He may write a
sentence that runs on foreve‘, with no relation- ‘
ship between the parts. The second kind of ‘ „
student picked up the rules, but he knows nothing
about clarity. He writes in order to conceal.
(p. l).

At present the most popular means of identifying these students are
IL VI

test scores and writing samples (Gefvert, 1977). ”

Another area of controversy is "free" versus "controlled" J

writing. Does the student improve his writing simply by writing freely

about any topic of his choice? According to Bingham and Dusenberry
I

(1977) "like the professional, the student writer, too must be allowed

to exercise individuality. Motivation requires an accepting atmosphere

that encourages communication. Assigned topics are extremely low on

a budding writer's motivation scale. Writing skills cannot be gained

without writing" (p. 52). However, Bingham and Dusenberry do stress

that the teacher and student should focus on quality, not quantity,

for they feel that merely writing will not produce effective prose

(p. 53). Dryer (1977), on the other hand, disagrees: "I'm convinced v/
that made to write several times a week, students would become better

writers even if nobody graded the papers" (p. 63).

In a study done by Maize in 1952 and in one done by Buxton in

1958, it was found that college freshmen who do more writing improve
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their composition more than those who do less writing. Although most

of the research in this area supports the contention that students

learn to write by writing, it is not known what kinds of writing,

how much writing, or what kinds of students contribute to the effective-

ness of this instructional method (Braddock, 1963:35):/ In Kate's study

(1973) it was found that students' improvement in writing appeared to

be correlated positively to three factors: the number of expository 1

assignments completed, the number of individualized conferences with

the student, and the size of the class (p. 69).

Not only is there disagreement among educators about what

composition skills to teach as well as about how to teach them, but A
the English teacher is also faced with the problem of whether or not

to help the developmental student improve his reading skills. A study »

by Braun (1974) showed a high correlation between knowledge of English

syntax and achievement on the Nelson Denny Reading Test. From this

study, one may assume that the ability to read well and to write well

are related. Finie (1967), Newsome (1976) and Williams (1975) expressed

the need for English teachers to be able to work with students' reading

skills. Finie (1967) believes that if students can not read well, they

will feel threatened because there is no way for them to progress or

comprehend material needed for success in their courses. Newsome (1976)

said: "Teachers in content areas at all levels should know their field

thoroughly, should learn to understand the reading process, and should

be prepared to help students master both the subject content and the

skills and arts of reading" (pp. 26-27). In a report at the annual
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conference of the Western Reading Association in March, 1975, Williams

emphasized the need for a teacher to be concerned with the student's

ability to read. Williams not only emphasized the need for reading

but also stated: "The teacher needs to be a consultant. He needs to

realize that the learner has to be guided, not to be 1ectured" (p. 211).

Another area of concern is that of the English teacher's own ·
ability to express himself well in written prose. Neil (1976) feels

that often teachers themselves do not write well. She feels that a

competent teacher must be able to write well himself if he is to teach

others how to write. Morse (1976) agrees with Neil. He cited an

example of an English major's writing sample in a four—year accredited

college:

The modern day literature has it's good merits
as well as it's bad ones but I don't think so. Joyce
was living symotanious to Kafka and through the did
not aide each other in utilyzing the same standort of
excellent like a stream of conscience. (p. 8).

If indeed English majors are expressing themselves in the above style,

perhaps it is necessary to be more demanding in requiring writing

competency of those teaching composition. Walpole (1974) said that

teachers are the product of their own education. Since few colleges

or universities offer courses in methods for learning how to write,

it is possible to earn a degree in English without ever taking a

composition course other than freshman composition. Although most
colleges offer advanced English composition, few colleges offer courses

in how to teach others to write. Walpole believes that most majors are

drawn to English in college because they loved poetry, novels, and
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least half of his time teaching freshman composition (p. 54).

Stoen (1976) stated that not only must the teacher be able to

write well himself, but he also must be a motivator for getting students
to want to write. Parker and Meskin (1976) and Burton (1976) believe

that the student can be motivated by allowing him to write in different

modes and to be free to choose his own topics. As another means for

getting the student to want to write, Bergen (1976) stated that the

teacher should have the ability to make appropriate assignments. Too

often, he suggested that students are given topics that are either not

clear or not appropriate. He stated: "Assembling the right words,

putting them down in proper sequence, enabling each one to pull its

full weight in conveyance of meaning—-these are the essentials" (p. 73).

SUMMARY

During the sixties when the open—door admission policy

encouraged students to enroll in colleges, regardless of their academic

backgrounds, English teachers were faced with the problem of teaching

composition to students who were academically deficient in writing

skills. To meet this challenge, many colleges designed and implemented

developmental English courses; however, the review of literature{
revealed that these courses have not been highly successful, since

many of the students who completed their developmental studies have

had difficulty succeeding in regular freshman composition courses. I
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Even though much has been written about the characteristics

of developmental students, currently there exists limited research in

the area of developmental composition instruction and in the area of

competencies needed for this instruction. In addition, various studies

have been made in the area of composition, but most of these studies

have dealt with teaching techniques rather than with the competencies

needed for instruction. Existing research also reveals widely varying

opinions concerning the best methods for teaching students how to

write clear, coherent prose.

Not only do experts disagree about appropriate teaching

methodology, but they also disagree as to what constitutes an effective

teacher. Educators see the role of the effective teacher differently.

Some see him primarily as an imparter of knowledge; others see him

as a facilitator of learning; still others see him in the role of a

counselor as well as that of an instructor.

Therefore, the task of the English teacher is not an easy one.

His role has not been clearly defined, and he is faced with many

problems. Some of the most comon of these are how to evaluate the

students' writing, what importance should be given to the usage of

various rhetorical skills, what types of written expression should

be encouraged, what written activities should be required within a

given time frame, and how to work with a wide range of student

abilities.

Another area of concern is the type of preparation that English

majors receive, for most four-year institutions require their students
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to achieve proficiency in literature or to master literary—oriented

objectives; they require very few courses which are oriented toward

teaching writing skills. Yet the English teacher in the two—year
college system will primarily be teaching writing courses for which

he may have had little training.

Furthermore, English teachers' own writing competencies are

now being questioned. Much has been written concerning the importance

of the teachers' being able to express themselves well if they are to
teach others how to write well.

In sumary, because the developmental composition teacher is A
expected to be knowledgeable of writing skills, pedagogical skills,

and counseling skills, he may·be faced with situations for which

he has not been prepared. One reason for his inadequate preparation

may lie in the fact that the competencies needed by the instructor

have not been identified. Therefore, there is a clear need for research

in this area. If the English instructors assume the responsibility of

teaching students how to write well, it is necessary to identify

competencies needed to accomplish this goal.



Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter, primarily concerned with the research design of
the study, is divided into sections which describe the general design
to be used, the population, the sample of the study and the technique
to be used.

DESIGN

The purpose of the study is to identify needed competencies
by English teachers who instruct developmental composition courses
in the two-year college system. Therefore, a design was needed
which would provide for an effective assessment of expert opinions,
a design which could yield a convergence of opinions. The design
which was chosen consists of six steps:

(1) In order to select a panel of experts, the 263Englishdepartment
heads associated with two-year colleges affiliated with the

Southeastern Conference on English in the Two—Year College were sent a
letter requesting the name or names of effective, knowledgeable develop-
mental composition teachers in their institutions (Appendix A).

(2) In the above responses to this request, over three hundred
teachers were identified. One hundred teachers were then selected from
among these three hundred names. These teachers represented institu-
tions of varying enrollments (small, medium and large), institutions
from all nine states, and institutions of all three types (technical,

41
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public community college, and private). These one hundred teachers

were sent a letter requesting their participation in the study. The

teachers were told exactly what their role as a panel expert would be.

The response to this letter essentially served as a contract and

provided the researcher with the educational background of each

expert (See Appendix B).

(3) Fifty-three teachers accepted the role as a panel expert.

They were sent a letter asking for a list of teacher competencies needed

to instruct developmental English courses (Appendixes C and D). In

this letter sample responses were given (Table 1).

(4) The competencies provided by the fifty—three teachers were

analyzed and categorized as rhetorical, pedagogical, and human inter-

action. The placement of these competencies into the three categories

was based on the judgment of the investigator and confirmed by having

five experienced English teachers review the categorization. These

items were then sent to panel experts for revision. Next the

categorized results were sent to the panel to be rated according to

importance: (1) of great importance, (2) of some importance, (3) of

little importance and (4) of no importance. Also teachers were asked

to respond to their own competency. They were asked whether the

competency was learned from formal instruction, from experience, or if

the competency was possessed by the panel member (Appendix E).

(5) The results were calculated using a frequency analysis,

and sent to the panel for revisions and personal coments (Appendix F). }
u
n



¤
43 '

Table l

Sample Competencies Sent to Panel in Initial Mailing

Items

1. Ability to write well myself.

2. Ability to help students develop vocabulary.

3. Ability to diagnose reading problems and help students to
improve reading skills.

4. Ability to reinforce or empathize with students who have
not been academically successful.

S. Knowledgeable of rhetorical theory and the ability to
communicate these principles to students.

6. Knowledgeable of types of writing, especially patterns of
exposition.

7. Knowledgeable of appropriate materials of a high interest
level but low ability level.

8. Ability to work effectively with individuals, with small
groups, and with traditional classroom groups.

9. Knowledgeable of a variety of teaching/learning strategies
such as individualized, programmed, video modules, etc.

10. Ability to draw from a variety of past experiences such as
journalism, literary journals, other work experiences, etc.
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(6) These revisions were analyzed and served as the final

convergence of expert opinions. The investigator then used a weighted

average to rank the items (Appendix F).

POPULATION

For this study the Southeastern Conference on English in the

Two—Year College was chosen as the population because it represents

nine states and colleges with enrollments ranging from under one

thousand to over twenty thousand students. Also these colleges

represent the public community college, the technical institute and
the private two-year college (Table 2 and Appendix C).

SAMPLE

The sample consisted of the fifty—three identified effective

composition teachers who agreed to serve as a panel expert for the

study. These teachers were asked questions concerning their teaching

experiences and their educational backgrounds and reported the

following information (Appendix B).

(l) The panel members have had varied teaching experiences,

ranging from kindergarten to four-year college instruction. It is

interesting to note that twenty—seven members of the panel have had
secondary teaching experience, ten members have had elementary

\
experience and nineteen have had four-year college teaching experience I

(Table 3). No member of the panel has taught for fewer than three I

years, and the median number of years teaching was twelve. I
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Table 2
Location and Number of Colleges Affiliated with the Southeastern

Conference on English in the Two-Year College, Number of
Number of Participants

State Colleges for this Study

Alabama 24 5
Florida 33 9
Georgia 24 2

Kentucky 21 6

Mississippi 23 1

North Carolina 68 11
South Carolina 24 4

· Tennessee 19 8
Virginia 27 7



46

Table 3

Types of Teaching Experience and
Years in Education

Types of Number of Years Worked Years Worked**
Experience Panel Members* (Range) (Median)

Kindergarten l 4 —-

Elementary - 10 1-12 2

Junior High School 1 3 --
High School 27 1-25 5

Two—Year College 53 1-13 9

Four-Year College 19 1-14 2

*The number of teachers shown represents all types of the respondents'
educational experiences. Most of the teachers had more than one type
of experience.

**The median number of years worked by the respondents was twelve
years.
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(2) The panel also represented a wide range of degrees earned:

bachelor's, master's, specialist's, and doctorate. The degree held
by the majority of the panel is a master's degree. Nineteen of the

panel hold degrees beyond the master's and only two of the panel hold
only a baccalaureate degree. Five members did not respond to this

question (Table 4).

(3) All the panel members teach composition courses. One

member reported that he had taught six sections during one semester;

however, most of the members teach two or three sections per quarter/

semester. When asked how many preparatory writing courses the members

had taken, fifteen reported that they had not taken any although it is
interesting to note that one member had taken twenty—six preparatory

writing courses. Most of the panel, however, had taken fewer than

three preparatory writing courses (Table 5).

(4) When asked about the frequency of their own writing,

thirty-eight responded that they write frequently. Ten responded that

they do not write frequently, and five did not respond to the question.

In sumary over 50 percent of the panel members have taught

high school English, have earned a master's degree or higher, have

taught at least two or more developmental composition courses per

quatter/Semester, have taken fewer than three preparatorygwriting

courses, and have actively participated in frequent writing experiences.
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Table 4

Types of Degrees Held by Panel Experts

Number of Percent of
Type of Degree Panel Members Panel Members

Bache1or's 2 4 ~
Master's 27 51

7

Specia1ist’s 8 15

Doctorate (Ph.D.) 11 21

No Response 5 9

TOTAL 53 100
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Tab1e‘5

Number of Preparatory Courses Taken and Number of Developmental
Composition Courses Taught Per Quarter/Semester

by Panel Experts

Number of Nuber of
_ Number of Preparatory Number of Developmental
Panel Members Course Panel Members Courses Taught

15 0 23 1

4 1 10 2

12 2 9 3

8 3 3 4

2 4 4 5

3 5 6 1

1 26

No No
Response Response

8 -- 3 —-



so I
ITHE DELPHI TECHNIQUE p

In the l950's a series of studies which were concerned with
the problem of using group information more effectively were conducted
at the Rand Corporation. The focus of the early studies was toward
improving the statistical treatment of individual opinions (Kaplan,

Skogstad, and Girschick, 1950).

Then in 1953, Gordon and Helmer (1963) introduced an additional
feature, namely interaction with controlled feedback. The set of

procedures that evolved received the name Delphi.

The Delphi technique received a large boost of interest with
the publication of Gordon and He1mer's study in 1964. Dalkey, Rourke,

Lewis, and Snyder (1972) related: "At present it is difficult to

obtain a clear picture of how widespread the applications are; but a

crude guess would put the number of studies recently completed,

underway, or in the planning at several hundred" (p. 20).

Dalkey gt_a1. (1972) stated that the procedure is "above all

a rapid and relatively efficient way to 'cream the top of the heads'
of a group of knowledgeable people' (p. 21). They further stated that

the Delphi technique involves much less effort for a participant to

respond to a well—designed questionnaire than to participate in a

conference or write a paper. Also, the exercise can be a highly :
motivating environment for respondents. The feedback can be novel :
and interesting to all. Dalkey—g£_a1} added: I

The use of systematic procedures lends an air
of objectivity to the outcome that may or may not
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be spurious, but which is at least reassuring. And
finally, anonymity and group response allow a sharing
of responsibility that is refreshing and that releases
the respondents from social inhibitions. (1972:21)

Specific advantages of the Delphi procedure as given by Gordon

and Helmer are that:

[The Delphi technique] eliminated committee
activity altogether .... This technique replaces
direct debate by a carefully designed program of
sequential individual interrogations (best conducted
by questionnaires) interspersed with information and
opinion feedback derived by computed consensus from
the earlier parts of the program. Some of the
questions directed to the respondents may, for
instance, inquire into the 'reasons' for previously
expressed opinions, and a collection of such reasons
may then be presented to each respondent in the group,
together with an invitation to reconsider and possibly
revise his earlier estimates. Both the inquiry into
the reasons and subsequent feedback of the reasons
adduced by others may serve to stimulate the experts
into taking into due account considerations they
might through inadvertence have neglected, and to

- give due weight to factors they were inclined to
dismiss as unimportant on first thought. (Martino,
1968:139)

In addition, Gordon and Helmer stated:

No claims are made, or can be made, for the
reliability (of predictions made by the Delphi
procedure). However, in as much as they reflect
explicit, reasoned, self-aware opinions, expressed
in light of the opinions of associate experts, such
predictions should lessen the chance of surprise and
provide a sounder basis for the long—range decision-

_ making than do purely implicit, unarticulated,
intuitive judgements. (Martino, 1968:139)

Use was made of the Delphi technique in vocational-technical

education research by Gray (1970) in the study "Competencies Needed

by Personnel Engaged in Program Planning in State Divisions of I

Vocational-Technical Education.!] Gray concluded that it "is a tool of I
I
I
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I
inquiry which may be used to gain information from a panel of experts"

(p. 90).

Anderson (1970) conducted the study entitled "Clarifying and

Setting Objectives on an Intermediate School District's Objectives

Utilizing the Delphi Technique" in 1969. He concluded that the

technique alleviated the problem of obtaining a group's concensus

toward explicating and setting up priorities on objectives. One of

the major problems encountered was that of identifying the expert

group. Anderson stated: "Once the number of experts gets beyond

25 or 30, handling the data (especially the arguments advanced)

becomes exceedingly cumbersome" (p. 9).

Martino (1968) gave "lessons learned" that are of value to

researchers contemplating the use of the Delphi technique. They are:

1. Compound questions should be avoided. Each
point should be mentioned in a separate question or
statement.

2. The experimenter should make every attempt to
avoid situations where the panelist may agree with the
forecast, but not with the reason for it, or vice
versa.

3. The use of ambiguous terms should be avoided,
including loosely defined terms that 'everybody knows'.

4. It should be emphasized that there is no
attempt to trap the panelist or cross check questions,
but that the panelists should try to make their replies
consistent. (PP. 141-142)

Bentley (1971) concluded his dissertation on "the Applicability
J

of the Delphi Technique for Setting Goals and Establishing Priorities J
I

in an Urban School District" by stating: I

In choosing to utilize the results generated by I
the Delphi technique, one must answer the question: I
Although this method does indeed produce expert J
consensus or agreement, is this a significant I

I
_ _ _
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condition for arguing that the projections areV
plausible and convincing? This investigator answers
in the affirmative. If education is to expand its
control over its destiny and if it is to influence
its own future, then such a broadening of alternatives
(or goals) is imperative. (p. 78)

Summary

The literature review of the Delphi technique in this chapter

revealed that the technique has several advantages over other research

methodologies: (l) an anonymous response is received, (2) controlled

feedback can be obtained, (3) a basis for long-range decision—making

is provided, (4) psychological factors are overcome (ideas are modified

on the basis of reason rather than prestige), (5) it stimulates partici-

pants to consider other opinions which they may have easily overlooked,

and (6) there is less effort for participants to respond to a Delphi

Questionnaire than to participate in a conference or meeting.

Because of the educational advantages offered by the Delphi

technique, the investigator concluded that it was the most appropriate

educational research available to accomplish the objectives of this

study.

I
I
I

I
I



Chapter 4

PRESENTATION OF DATA AND OF RESULTS

The data for this study were collected by using the Delphi
technique, a tool of inquiry designed to obtain a convergence of

opinions by a panel of experts. Fifty-three English teachers

affiliated with the Southeastern Conference on English in the Two-3
Year College served as the panel of experts. This chapter presents

the panel's responses. Questionnaire data identifying needed competen-

cies fo developmental English composition instructors are reported,

as are data ranking the importance of the competencies and the means

by which panel members acquired their competencies.

QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Following the selection of the experts as described in Chapter

3, a questionnaire was then developed which was designed to identify

those teacher competencies requisite to effective instruction in

developmental composition. After field testing the proposed instru-

ment in two institutions, it was then revised and sent to the panel

members (Appendix D). ‘On
this open questionnaire the members were

asked to list competencies needed for developmental instruction.

Sample competencies were listed (refer to Table 1) to serve as a guide

for the members. The returned responses were compiled and then sent

again to the panel members for revisions or additions. Once all the

responses had been returned, the items were analyzed and arrayed into

54
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three categories. Twelve competencies were categorized as "rhetorical";

eighteen as "pedagogical"; and twelve, as "human interaction."

Each member was then asked to rate the order of importance of

each competency using a four point scale: high importance, medium

importance, low importance, and no importance (Appendix E). They

were also asked to respond to their own acquired competencies, i.e.,

whether they were learned through formal instruction, learned through ·

teaching experience, or not acquired (Appendix E). After normal

follow-up procedures were followed in order to assure maximum response,

frequencies were calculated for each item (Appendix F). Results were

then returned to the members for revision or comments. No changes in

perceived importance occurred when they revised this list.

After receiving these responses, weighted scores were calcu-

lated for each competency item. A weight of 4 was assigned to high

importance, 3 for medium importance, 2 for low importance, and l for

no importance. Table 6 presents a sumary of all competency items

ranked in order of perceived importance.

Of the forty—two teaching competencies identified, twenty-two-—

more than half——received a weighted score of 3.5 or higher, a mid—point

between "of high importance" and "of medium importance" on the scale.

Of the top twenty-two competencies, six were rhetorical, ten were

pedagogical, and six were human interaction. Only two rhetorical

competencies were ranked among the top ten, while five pedagogical

'and three human interaction competencies were in that group. 1
1
1
I
I
IE I
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The panel members responded to four separate mailings in which

revisions or deletions could have been made. Even though all forty-
two competencies were given as being important, the panel members

perceived that certain competencies were of greater importance than

were others for developmental composition instruction. Thirty—eight

of the forty—two had weighted scores of 3.00 or greater. Thus, 90

percent of the competencies were perceived as being of medium to high

importance. Only four competencies were perceived as being of low

importance (Table 6). The mean of the rhetorical weighted scores was

3.16; pedagogical, 3.32; and the human interaction, 3.21. The mean

scores indicate that the panel members perceived all three categories

to be of importance. It should be noted that, although an inspection

of the data arrayed in Table 6 reveals some apparent differences in

the frequency with which items from the three categories appear in the

top—ranked competencies, treatment by the analysis of variance tech-

nique resulted in no statistical difference among the mean scores

of the three competencies.

Items were then ranked in order of importance by category:

rhetorical competencies (Table 7), pedagogical competencies (Table 8),

and human interaction competencies (Table 9). By referring to each

of these three tables, the reader can easily determine the relative

perceived importance of each competency within each category. Then

by referring to the last column in each table, he may see the rank

order of importance of the competency among all the competencies. For

example, although Item 8, "Knowledgeable of most comon writing
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faults," is the third most important competency within the rhetorical

category, this competency was ranked thirteenth in order of importance

when all competencies were considered.

Rhetorical Competencies

Further analysis of Table 7 reveals that of the twelve

competencies identified as rhetorical, only half received a weighted

score of 3.5 or greater, and only two received a weighted score of

low importance. The five rhetorical competencies given the highest

ratings were Item 4, "Ability to teach methods of 'invention' . . .";

Item 7, "Ability to use secondary support . . ."; Item 8, "Knowledge-

able of comonest writing faults"; Item 2, "Knowledgeable of rhetorical

theory and the ability to communicate these principles"; and Item 1,

"ability of the teacher to write well himself." Of these five, Items

4 and 7 ranked 7.5 in overall ranking of the three categories.

The study also revealed that Item 10, "Knowledgeable of writing

required in vocational fields," ranked tenth within its own category

and thirty—seventh in overall ranking of competencies. This low

ranking of importance is surprising, since the teaching of technical

writing is required in both the technical and the public comunity

colleges and also in some of the private colleges.
‘ Another interesting result was that Item 6, "Knowledgeable of

types of formal grammar . . . ," had the lowest rank of all the

competencies. Indeed, more than half of all respondents indicated

that this competency was of "no" or "low" importance. Thus, results

concur with the review of literature, for studies reveal that the
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I
teaching of formal gramar does not improve the students' writing

skills.

In summary, although few senior institutions require English

majors to take more than one or two courses in advanced composition or

college gramar, participants did perceive the need for rhetorical

knowledge, but they did not perceive the knowledge to be of highest

importance for developmental English instruction; for this category had

the lowest mean of weighted scores and contained the item ranked lowest

in importance of all competencies.

Pedagogical Competencies

The category with the most identified items was the pedagogical

area. The eighteen perceived needed pedagogical competencies are

listed in rank order in Table 8. The panel members rated five of these

competencies in the ten most important of all items identified and

eight in the top half of all items identified. The importance of

pedagogical competencies is further reflected by the fact that the

mean of the weighted scores of these items was the highest of the

three categories. Nine of the eighteen competencies received weighted

scores of 3.5 or higher. Moreover, all eighteen pedagogical competen-

cies were perceived to be of "medium" or "high" importance by 8l

percent or more of the respondents.

Six of the ten most important pedagogical competencies were

abilities which enable the teacher to work with students whose writing Q

skills vary greatly. These competencies were Item 16, "Knowledgeable E

of appropriate materials of high interest level but low ability level;" E
II
I
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Item 23, "Ability to focus students' attention on specific writing
problems . Q ."; Item 26, "Ability to help students realize that every-

one has something to communicate"; Item 20, "Ability to break complex

concepts into smaller units . . ."; Item 21, "Ability to help students

learn to think logically from observation"; and Item 16, "Ability to

work effectively with individuals, with small groups, and with

traditional classroom groups." These items had weighted scores of from

3.72 to 3.85 and were ranked in the top eleven of all competencies

considered.

Further analysis of Table 8 revealed that Item 14, "Ability

to diagnose failure causes," was ranked thirteenth within its own

category and twenty—ninth in overall ranking. Because all developmental

students have experienced some type of academic verbal failure and need

to be placed in a developmental section of freshman composition, it

was surprising that this competency did not receive a higher rating.

As evidenced by panel members' ratings, the pedagogical

competencies are necessary for developmental instruction. More items

were listed in this category than in the other two categories. Also

more pedagogical items were listed as high importance, and the mean of

their weighted scores was higher than for the other two. Thus, it

would appear that English methodology courses are needed by those

planning to teach in the two-year college system.

Human Interaction Competencies 1As revealed through the literature, human interaction icompetencies are perceived as being important for developmental

I1
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instruction. This attitude was also evidenced by the panel members.
Table 9 lists the identified perceived needed human interaction

competencies and their perceived importance.

An analysis of the data revealed that seven of the twelve

items identified had a weighted score of 3.5 or higher and ranked
in the top half of all identified competencies. Three of these
items were ranked in the ten most important of all identified °

competencies. Only two items were ranked as being of "low" importance.

Moreover, 83 percent or more of the panel members perceived ten of the

twelve human interaction competencies as being of "medium" to "high"
importance. The human interaction competencies considered to be the ‘”

most important were those items which dealt with areas of attitude, g
concern, and empathy. Ninety percent of the panel members perceived

l
·

these areas to be of "high" importance, for these identified ~

competencies had weighted scores ranging from 3.67 to 3.89.

Further analysis of Table 9 revealed that Item 33, "Ability 4

and willingness to share office hours for individual conferences with

students about their writing," was ranked first within its own category

and also first in the ranking of all competencies. This is interpreted

as sharing time with students, not sharing office hours with a
l

colleague. It was interesting that Item 40, "Knowledgeable of the
U

heirarchy of needs, growth, and maturity and their effects upon
learning such as special problems or peculiarities of adult learner,"

was ranked last within its own category and thirty-ninth in overall

ranking or competencies. This low rank of importance is surprising I
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n
because of the concern currently being expressed for meeting the needs |
of the older citizen and for making available more courses through l

adult education. A notable example is the WIN project, a federal 4
program which attempts to provide work incentive for women with
children over six. The purpose of the program, which is designed
specifically for women receiving welfare, is to train these women for a
career. Consequently, many of these people seek higher education
through the tWO-year college system.

During the academic years of 1976-77, the Virginia Community
College System's medien age for all entering students was 24.6 years,
and the medien for all part-time entering students was 28.97 years.
Not just in Virginia but nationally as well the older student comprises
an important part of the two—year college. According to data found in
the American Freshman: National Norms for Fall 1976, 27 percent of
all entering students were twenty—two or older. Therefore, almost one-
third of the students enrolled in the two—year college system are
older students, perhaps English teachers should be more knowledgeable
of adult learning needs than was indicated by the panel.

Even though the review of literature revealed that counseling
is important when working with developmental students, Item 39,

"Knowledgeable of different counseling techniques and the ability to
use these strategies," was ranked eleventh within its own category
and thirty-eighth in overall ranking of competencies. It appears that
the members perceived a need to give conference time to students 4

concerning their writing problems but that they did not perceive thef
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need to give time for general counseling of student problems. Although
Item 38, "Ability to work closely with counse1ors" was ranked tenth
of the twelve competencies identified, 75 percent of the respondents
considered this item to be of "medium" or "high" importance. The .
inference can be made that teachers see the importance of counseling
and referral to professional counselors for their services, but do not
view these skills as necessary for the teacher.

In summary, the human interaction category had twelve identified
needed competencies, had a mean weighted score of 3.21, and contained
the item perceived by the panel members to be of the highest importance.
Not only did this category contain the item ranked first, but also
seven of the twelve competencies identified had weighted scores of
3.5 or higher. As evidenced by the panel members' ratings, develop-
mental composition teachers need to be knowledgeable of human
interaction skills.

l

t Acguired Competencies

In addition to identifying and rating competencies needed for
developmental instruction, it was also the intent of the study to
determine how these competencies had been acquired by the panel
members, if indeed the competency had been acquired. This panel
consisted of fifty-three teachers identified as being effective

composition instructors. Therefore, the responses of these panel
members should provide insight as to the probable teaching preparation
of developmental composition instructors employed in the two-year
college system. Tables 10, ll, and 12 present the three categories
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of perceived needed competencies and report whether the teachers felt

that they had acquired these competencies through formal instruction,
through teaching experience, or not acquired. Of the forty—two

competencies identified as important, thirty—five had been acquired

through teaching experience by 50 percent or more of the panel members,

and only four of the competencies had been acquired through formal

instruction by 50 percent or more of the panel members. Seemingly,

this evidence supports the literature in that experienced teachers,

not beginning teachers, should be assigned to teach sections of

developmental composition.

Through an analysis of Table 10, it was found that even though

rhetorical competencies had the lowest mean of weighted scores, it was

the only category which revealed competencies learned through formal
education by more than 50 percent of the panel members. In fact, Item
2, "Knowledgeable of rhetorical theory . . ."; Item 3, "Knowledgeable

of patterns of writing"; Item 6, "Knowledgeable of . . . gramar";

and Item ll, "Knowledgeable of practical applications of modern

linguistics," were all reported by panel members as competencies

acquired through formal instruction by more than 50 percent of the

members. Since these competencies are evidently taught by the English

departments in f0ur—year institutions, they apparently are considered

important for English majors; however, the panel members did not

perceive all of them to be of high importance for developmental ,
3

instruction. In fact, Item 2 was ranked sixteenth; Item 3, twenty- Z

eighth; Item 6, forty—second; and Item ll, forty—first. In otherK

n

E
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words, two of the competencies that had been learned through formal

instruction received the two lowest rankings of all the competencies.

Even though more rhetorical competencies had been acquired

through formal instruction than had any other category, the rhetorical

item considered to be the most important had been acquired through

teaching experience by 58 percent of the panel members. In fact,

five of the top six items reported as most important had been acquired

through teaching experience. This finding may indicate the need for

four-year institutions to re—examine the content of their composition

course offerings. It also provides compelling support for extensive

internship or other practicum in pre—service programs.

Not only did the panel members report that rhetorical

competency items of high importance had been acquired through teaching

experience, but more than 50 percent of them reported that seventeen

of the eighteen pedagogical items had been acquired through experience

A (Table ll). For example, over 50 percent of the panel members reported

having acquired the three most important pedagogical competencies

through teaching experience. Item 16, "Knowledgeable of appropriate

materials . . ."; Item 23, "Ability to focus students' attention on

specific writing problems . . ."; and Item 26, "Ability to help

students realize that everyone has something to communicate . . . ,"

were ranked among the highest within their own category and were ranked

third overall of all identified competencies. These are competencies

which could be stressed in an English methodology course. Thus, it :
would appear that courses in English methodology seem to be needed by ‘
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those planning to teach English in the two—year college system, for
the panel members identified more pedagogical items than they did for

any other category. Furthermore, this category also had the highest

mean of weighted scores.

The third category, human interaction, was another area of

competency that had been acquired through experience by the majority
of the panel members (Table 12). Ten of the twelve identified items

A

were acquired through teaching experience by more than 60 percent of

the panel members. One competency, Item 39, "Knowledgeable of

different counseling techniques and the ability to use these

strategies," was reported as not having been acquired by 50 percent of

the respondents even though the review of literature indicated that
counseling is important for developmental instruction. Thus, evidence

supports literature in that there is a need for teachers to be offered

courses or at least structured, planned experiences, which deal with

human interaction skills, for respondents reported that this was an

area of competency not included in their formal teaching preparation.

Despite the perceptions of the respondents as to when and

where their competencies were developed, these findings should be

interpreted with caution. For example, do teachers with extensive

formal training learn more expeditiously "on—the-job" than the rela-

tively unprepared teacher? How much "on-the-job" training is enough?
None of these questions are addressed. What seems clear, however, is
that teachers view their experience as invaluable in developing——or :
at least sharpening-—competencies necessary for effective teaching.
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SUMARY

The intent of this study was to identify competencies needed

for developmental composition instruction. By using the Delphi

technique to obtain a convergence of opinions, a panel of experts

consisting of fifty—three English teachers affiliated with the

Southeastern Conference on English in the Two-Year College was V
identified. From these experts, forty-two teaching competencies

were elicited. These were itemized into three categories: rhetorical,

pedagogical, and human interaction. By using a weighted score, these

items were ranked from the respondents' perceived ratings of importance.

All areas of competencies were included in the ten most important items.

Thus, the results of the data seemingly indicate that developmental

composition instructors need skills in all three of the above

categories.

Results of the study further indicate that 83 percent of the

respondents had acquired their own teaching competencies principally

through teaching experience. Consequently, there may be a need to

examine and possibly to revise existing requirements for those

teaching or planning to teach in the two—year college system. To quote

Roger Garrison (1975):

. . . few English instructors have been
specifically trained to teach others how to write.
Even fewer have been trained to teach remedial
students. Yet almost all two—year college English
instructors must teach freshman writing. And up
to 50% or more of their students will need some
kind of remedial or compensatory attention. |(p- 1) ·

V



Chapter 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study attempted to identify those competencies needed by

English teachers of developmental composition; i.e., remedial or

compensatory English. The data from this study were obtained by the

utilization of the Delphi technique to obtain convergence of opinion

from a panel of fifty-three teachers identified by their program

chairmen as "effective" teachers of developmental composition. The

panel responded to three sets of information: first, they listed
perceived competencies that are needed to instruct students enrolled

in developmental composition classes; second, they rated these competen-

cies according to the members' perceived importance and reported how ‘

each competency had been acquired by the panel members themselves; and

third, they reviewed the rating results for an assessment of agreement.

The competencies were ranked by using weighted scores in order of

perceived importance.

RESULTS

Review of Findings

The panel members identified forty—two competencies needed for

developmental instruction: twelve competencies were categorized as

"rhetorical"; eighteen, as "pedagogical"; and twelve, as "human

interaction." Although the sample competencies furnished the panelinthe
initial mailing included more rhetorical samples than pedagogical

79
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or human interaction samples, and although on each of four separate

mailings, the rhetorical items were listed first, the panel members

did not rank rhetorical competencies as the most important. The

first six competencies ranked most important included three pedagogical

skills and three human interaction skills. Willingness to share,

helping students to draw topics from life experiences, knowledgeable of
teaching materials, showing enthusiasm and concern for the student as

a person, and maintaining a positive attitude toward the student were

all perceived as being more important than the ability to teach

methods of "invention" or the ability to teach how generalizations can

be supported by facts.

The ability to use language that students can comprehend and

the ability to work with individuals or to work with small groups were

ranked higher in importance than being knowledgeable of rhetorical

theory. Also being knowledgeable of a variety of learning strategies

was perceived as being more important than being knowledgeable of

patterns of exposition.

Further analysis revealed that the ability to diagnose causes

of failure was ranked more important than the ability to expand

sentence length to improve the quality of writing. The ability

assist in improving the students' reading skills; the ability to admit

one's limitations; the ability to draw analogies from a variety of

experiences were all ranked higher than being knowledgeable of writing

styles required in vocational fields. In addition, the ability to work

with counselors, to be knowledgeable of counseling techniques, and theP

V
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awareness of adult needs were perceived as being more important than

‘being knowledgeable of linguistic theory and traditional gramar. To

assume, however, that the acquisition of rhetorical skills is not

important for developmental instruction is a fallacy (Table 6).

The panel members reported that rhetorical, pedagogical, and

human interaction skills are all needed by the developmental teacher.

Data from the analysis of Table 6 revealed that the ten most important

competencies included all three categories: five pedagogical skills,

three human interaction skills, and two rhetorical skills. Competen-

cies ranked eleven through twenty included three pedagogical skills,

four rhetorical skills, and three human interaction skills. There-

fore, considering that the panel members perceived eight pedagogical,
E

six human interaction and six rhetorical skills as being the twenty

most important competencies, one may not assume that being more

competent in any one area is more desirable than being competent in

another area. Indeed, treatment by analysis of variance techniques

resulted in no statistical difference among the mean scores of the

three categories of competencies. The ideal developmental teacher

should be competent in all three areas.

Profile of an Effective
Developmental English Teacher

Most of the identified competencies in this study are consis-

tent with the information revealed through the review of literature.

Competencies for developmental instruction--expertise in subject area,
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motivate, the ability to be willing to share and the ability to create--

are all perceived as being important. The major conclusion drawn from

the study was that the developmental English teacher should be more

than just an imparter of knowledge if he is to teach effectively; or

as Rogers (1969) implied, the teacher should be a "real person," not
just a faceless embodiment of knowledge. The developmental instructor
must be knowledgeable in his own field; he must be able to write well

himself, but he must also have the ability to impart this skill.

Rhetorical competencies listed as being important were of a prescrip-

tive nature, for competencies listed were those which dealt with

establishing guidelines for helping students to create, rather than

guidelines which could be used for editing a finished product.

Competencies perceived as being most important were those which would

help the student to develop his thought process rather than to analyze

structure or style. Developing an idea, supporting a generalization,

drawing topics or ideas from life experiences, and selecting appro-

priate words were all listed as being more important than the competen-

cies which dealt with the application of rules, which included spelling,

punctuation, and correct grammatical usage.

The developmental English teacher must be knowledgeable of

many types of written prose and be able to provide samples for each «

type if he is to motivate or to direct the students' mastery of
P

writing skills for technical report writing, business correspondence, P
and expository writing.

u
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Because the developmental student has not been academically :
successful, the teacher must be able to diagnose causes of failure, be

familiar with common writing faults, and be knowledgeable of varying

cultural and socio—economic backgrounds or other factors which may

cause academic failure. Since there are may variables which influence

success or failure, the developmental teacher needs to be concerned

about his students as persons as well as learners. He must be able to

empathize with them; and he must be willing to work with students

individually, in small groups, or in traditional class size groups.

This quality of unselfishness or the willingness to share his time was

ranked first in importance of all forty—two competencies reported.
A willingness to share outside time with students, however, is

not a guarantee of success. The developmental teacher must also be

knowledgeable of materials which have a high interest level but a low

achievement level. He needs to be able to present these materials by
using a variety of learning strategies. For example, he may find that

an awareness of varying cognitive styles is helpful. Since this concept

assumes that not all students learn in the same way and allows the

student to be given a choice of instructional strategies, such an

approach would make it possible to select the most effective means for

teaching. I
The ability to use different learning strategies requires that Ethe teacher be a flexible and tolerant person. He must also have the b

ability to maintain a positive attitude which may need to be tempered :
with a sense of humor, for working with students who have verbal Ü
deficiencies requires patience. The developmental teachre needs to

{
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constantly remind himself that students seek achievement and that they
become just as frustrated by the failure to grasp ideas as the teacher

becomes by the failure to help the student achieve writing proficiency.

Because the developmental student has failure complexes, it is

important for his teacher to be able to relate to an individual with
low self—esteem. To relate effectively, the teacher needs to possess
the quality of humility. He must be willing to admit to having weak—

nesses, be willing to apologize when he is wrong, and be willing to

be honest with the student. If the student perceives the teacher as

a human being who respects him or as one who is approachable, he will

more freely seek the teacher's help. By encouraging the student to

seek help does not mean that the teacher sets himself up as a profession-
al counselor, but he may be able to detect a student who has serious

problems and who may need to be referred to the counseling staff.

Therefore, the counseling staff and the developmental English teacher

need to work closely together in order to help the student gain a

positive attitude and a better self-image.

Another way that teachers may relate more effectively to their

students is by possessing the ability to present complex ideas, using

language which the student can comprehend. The teacher should be able

to draw analogies from life experiences. He must also exercise caution _

when using linguistic terminology. Developmental students often have

limited success academically, but many of them have had varying

successful work experiences. They also possess what could be described

as a "street" knowledge which they have acquired through their varied IP

P
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life experiences. Although they may not have had the opportunity to

travel extensively or to have read extensively, they are "life"

educated. Thus, the teacher needs to be able to relate to experiences
outside his own environment or his educational field. In being able

to relate to outside experiences, he can suggest meaningful topics

which may help to motivate the student's desire to express his own

ideas.

Since studies have shown that there is a high correlation

between poor reading and poor writing skills (Braun, 1974), the develop-

mental teacher should have some knowledge of how to help students to
{

improve their reading ability and increase their vocabulary. It has

been reported that poor reading ability may be a greater handicap to

the developmental student than poor writing ability (Kitzaber, 1963).

In conclusion, this study portrays the effective developmental

English teacher as a person who has a mastery of his subject, who is

creative, who exhibits a positive attitude toward his students, who

is a facilitator of learning, as well as a motivator and a communica-

tor who relates well with people from varied educational or socio—

economic backgrounds. He must be much more than a "faceless embodiment

of knowledge."

Competencies Acguired 4
Through Experience

The data from this study indicated that the majority of the

identified "effective" teachers had acquired their competencies through ä
experience. In fact thirty—five of the forty—two competencies had beenÄ
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acquired through experience by more than 50 percent of the panel

members. Caution, however, should be taken before drawing a conclu-
sion as to what this finding really means. The study did not address .
questions such as "What type of experience provided the competency?"

or "At what time in the teacher's life did the experience occur?" In

other words, it is not known whether the experience occurred during a
teaching situation or during a situation unrelated to his teaching

field.

As revealed through the literature, the adequacy of prepara-

tion for the developmental English teacher has been questioned.

Teachers are said to have had more literary—oriented courses than

composition or methodology courses. Indeed this criticism has appeared

in literature enough to make one question the need for analyzing and

evaluating the existing pre—service programs. Perhaps there is a need

for more course offerings in the area of instructional methodology and

educational psychology or classroom learning.

English preparatory programs still exist much as they always

have, and yet as early as the late l800's the writing proficiency of

students was questioned. In 1912 Hopkins questioned the efforts of

English teachers, posing the question of whether the time devoted to

English instruction had been well spent. Now in the seventies, the

writing proficiency of students is again being questioned. ·Until E

teacher educators accept the challenge of helping to improve students'

verbal skills, the problem will continue to exist. 1
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This study also suggests that not just the English major, but

also the employed teacher may need formal or structured experiences

in teaching and relating to students. At present, there is a relatively

small turn—over among the two—year faculty. In fact, some authorities

predict that 85 percent of those who will be teaching in the comunity

college by 1985 are already employed there. If panel members indicated

areas of inadequate preparation, in all probability many who are
~

currently employed would say that they feel inadequately prepared for

teaching developmental composition. Thus, one may assume that pre-

service and in-service experiences are needed to help instructors

develop competencies for developmental composition.

On the other hand, the study may suggest that instructors who

are best suited for teaching developmental classes are those who

acquired their competencies from many different situations experienced

throughout their lives. These may even be competencies that the

teacher acquired as a child or at least before he entered college. He

may have learned to empathize because at some point in his own educa-

tional background, he too experienced academic difficulty. Since the

study did not address the areas of time and types of experiences,

only speculations can be drawn. The study did, however, indicate that

experience was a key factor in acquiring needed competencies for _

teaching developmental composition.

I

I
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RECOMMENDATIONS

From the analysis of data, the following recommendations are

maed:

(l) It is recommended that administrators become more knowledge-

able of the problems encountered by those involved in developmental

instruction. If the state or the chief institutional administrators _

are not aware or are not dedicated to solving the problem of teaching

remedial English, it will never receive the consideration or resources

necessary for implementing a successful program. Teacher educators

in senior institutions must become cognizant of their responsibility

of preparing teachers to help solve the problem of helping students

who have verbal deficiencies.

Professionals involved in the design and management of pre-

service (graduate) programs preparing teachers of English should pay

greater attention to courses and experiences providing pedagogical and

human interaction skills as a major aspect of those programs. Perhaps

joint programs offered by colleges of education and arts and sciences

could be coordinated.

(2) It is recomended that a specific job description be

designed for the developmental English teacher. Too often job

descriptions for this teacher are vague or nonexistent. In fact, the I
perceived job description of the teacher may vary within a single

I
institution: the question must be answered, "Is the teacher's role I
to salvage, to redirect or to facilitate positive behavioral changes?" I

II
I

I
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(3) It is recomended that there be more selectivity in hiring

and assigning teachers for developmental composition instruction. It

should be remembered that in any profession, certain individuals

function more efficiently in certain roles than they do in other

roles. Therefore, not all English teachers will be well suited for

developmental instruction.

Those involved in hiring and assigning developmental studies

teachers, or English teachers in general, should give greater attention

to education and experiences other than graduate English classes.

Particular consideration should be given to those with considerable

teaching experience, and to those who have expressed a desire to teach
developmental composition.

To select the most qualified teachers for developmental

instruction, the investigator recommends that college administrators

use an evaluation design such as "An Assessment Center." By using

such a technique, an early identification of an individual's potential

and the diagnosis of his needs can be assessed. Such a procedure can

be used at the end of a student's internship, or it can be used to

assess employed teachers' competencies. It can be a tool, which, if

used properly, can help to identify teachers with the potential for

being or becoming effective developmental composition instructors.

(4) It is recomended that programs be analyzed and evaluated

through an in—service workshop. During the workshop there should be

a general discussion of competencies needed for developmental instruc-
I

tion and of the importance of possessing these. Also, techniques for ;
¤
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instructing the student and the materials necessary for teaching him
should be included; for a beginning teacher, as well as an experienced
teacher, always needs additional instructional materials of high

interest level but low ability level. The workshop should also provide
opportunity for analyzing goals and objectives needed for developmental

composition.

(5) It is recommended that further research be conducted using E
"effective teachers of developmental English" as defined by more

concrete measures such as student rating or by better success rate of

students moving on through other college programs.

SUMMARY

In conclusion it should be remembered that this study is
concerned with only one of many objectives of the English teacher--

developmental composition instruction. It must be remembered that

two-year college English teachers are responsible for teaching courses

in literature, advanced composition, creative writing, etc. Develop-

mental instruction is but one responsibility of an English teacher at

the two—year institution. However, since so many of the two—year

college students need remedial instruction, it is a very important

role. Therefore, preparation for this role and the selection of g
teachers for this role cannot be ignored.

The results of this study indicate that English teachers are ‘

concerned about issues dealing with students' writing deficiencies. E
They do recognize that teacher competency is important and have :
identified the competencies that they perceive to be the most important

{
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for teaching the developmental student to write clear, coherent prose.

Therefore, from the analysis of the data of this study, to achieve

success with developmental English students, the instructor must be

competent in three areas: rhetorical, pedagogical, and human inter-

action skills. The English teacher who possesses those competencies

needs to be identified and then be assigned to teach developmental

courses. This study provides the data needed to identify the

potentially effective instructors.

I
I

I

I _ _ ____________________________...............................................------A
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NEW RIVER

COMMUNITYCOLLEGEFDrawar 1127, Dub|In,Virgini• 24084, T•I•phon• 703/674-4121

Dear Colleague:

In response to national concern for college students' poor
writing skills, I am involved in a research study in which I hope to
identify perceived competencies needed by English teachers who instruct
students that are taking developmental courses. To accomplish this, I
need your help.

Enclosed is a postcard on which I would like for you to list
effective teachers in your institution who could share their expertise
in teaching students how to write. From the Department Head responses,
I shall randomly select teachers and ask if they will assist me in
identifying needed competencies.

4
My intent is that the results of this study will help those of

us teaching composition to serve our students more effectively.

Your help in this study will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Margaret Smith
English Program Head

MS/spw

Enclosure

I
Vlfglmö COI'T1f‘l'1u¤i(‘,/ CGIIEQB System I

I
I
I
I

I III
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NEW RIVER
COMMUNITYCOLLEGEFOr•w•r 1127, Dub|ln,Virgini• 24084, T•I•ph0n• 703/674-4121

Dear

As English teachers we have all been concerned about teaching
students how to write clear, coherent prose. This is not a new issue
for us, but it has become a national concern. Thus I have become
involved in a research study in which I need your expertise.

Your name has been randomly selected from a list of effective,
knowledgeable teachers obtained through English Department Heads in the
Southeastern Conference on English in the Two-Year College. I am asking
that you serve as one of a panel of experts. As a participant, you will
be asked to do the following:

1. Help identify competencies needed by English teachers who
teach developmental students how to write clear, coherent
prose.

2. Rate teacher competencies according to perceived importance.

3. Revise rating and make additional comments.

I realize that this study will require four responses, but I
believe that by participating, you will be making a valuable contribu-
tion to the field of English. All of us wish to teach as effectively
as possible, and it is my belief that the results of this study may
be helpful in teaching this goal.

This study is the basis for my dissertation at Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University. If you agree to participate,
you will be helping me personally as well as ptofessionally.

Enclosed is a post card on which you may indicate whether you
are willing to serve as a panel expert. The results of the study will
be sent to each member of the panel. Your willingness to share your
expertise will be most appreciated.

Sincerely,

Margaret Smith
English Program Head

MS/spw

Virgnma Commumw College Sysrem
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Accept Do not accept NAME

If you accept, please answer the following:
1. Years teaching experience: Elem. High School

2 yr. college 4 yr. college

2. Highest degree held

3. Average no. Developmental English courses taught per
quarter or semester

4. No. of courses taken for preparing you to teach
composition

5. Are you involved in frequent writing activities
expository or otherwise?
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Panel of Experts by Geographical Location

Alabama Florida (Continued)

Dr. W. M. C. Bell Mr. David Havird
Laeson State Community College St. Johns River Junior College
3060 Wilson Road, S.W. St. Johns Avenue
Birmingham, Alabama 35221 Palatka, Florida 32077

Beatrice Covington G. Newman
Alabama Christian College Polk Junior Community College
P. 0. Box 3399, Atlantic Highway 999 Avenue, #NE
Mbntgomery, Alabama 36109 Winter Haven, Florida 33880

John Croft Bill Schafer
Larleen B. Wallace State Daytona Beach Community College
Junior College P. 0. Box llll

Andalusia, Alabama 35420 Daytona Beach, Florida 32015

Dr. Faye Grimmer Louise Noah Skellings
Enterprise State Junior College Miami-Dade Community College, North
Dothan HW6 11380 N.W 27th Avenue
Enterprise, Alabama 36330 Miami, Florida 33167

Mr. William Young Catherine Turner
Wallace Comunity College Sante Fe Community College
Dothan, Alabama 35601 Gainesville, Florida 32601

Jeanette Watford
° Florida Chipola Junior College

Marianna, Florida 32446

Dr. Sandra Baldwin
Webber College ' Georgia
Babson Pank, Florida 33827

Dr. Edith Day Dr. Frances Ellis
North Florida Junior College DeKalb Comunity College
Madison, Florida 32340 Central Campus

555 North Indian Creek Drive
Mrs. Mantha E. DeWitt Clankston, Georgia 30021
St. Petersburg Junior College
P. 0. Box 13489 Mr. Keith Hamon
St. Petersburg, Florida 33733 Reinhart College

Waleska, Georgia 30183

1

1
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Panel of Experts by Geographical Location (Continued)

Kentucky North Carolina (Continued)

Mrs. Cora Dee Hooks Mrs. Nancy Gaye
Madisonville Community College Predmont Technical Institute
Madisonville, Kentucky 42431 Roxboro, North Carolina 27573

Dr. Joseph Flory Vida Germany
Lees Junior College Rowan Technical Institute
Jackson, Kentucky 41339 Salisbury, North Carolina 28744

Dr. Mary Freedman Miss Barbara Keel
Brunswick Junior College Isothermal Community College
808 South Monticello Road P. 0. Box 804
Somerset, Kentucky 42501 Spindale, North Carolina 28160

Rebecca Jeanigan Mr. Darell H. Nicholson
Somerset Community College Chowan College
808 South Monticello Road Marfreesboro, North Carolina 27855
Somerset, Kentucky 42501

Ms. Pat Packett
Rosemary Moffett McDowell Technical Institute
Elizabethtown Community College Marion, North Carolina 27852
Elizabethtown, Kentucky 42701

Sharon Shaw
Mrs. Edith Walker Sandhills Comunity College
Lindsey Wilson College Route 3, Box 182-C
Colubia, Kentucky 42728 Carthage, North Carolina 28237

Ms. Dorothy Snyder
Mississippi Randolph Technical Institute

P. 0. Box 1009
Asheboro, North Carolina 27203

George Kelly
Hinds Junior College Barbara C. Taylor
Raymond, Mississippi 39154 Cleveland County Technical

Institute
137 South Post Road

North Carolina Shelby, North Carolina 28150

Mr. Roger Taylor
Sally Bardon Bervand College
James Sprunt Institute Brevand, North Carolina 28712
P. 0. Box 398
Kenansville, North Carolina 28349 High Wilde

Lenoir Comunity College
P. 0. Box 188
Kinston, North Carolina 28501
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Panel of Experts by Geographical Location (Continued)

South Carolina Tennessee (Continued)

Mr. Dick Gray Dr. Ponter King
Anderson College Freed—Hareman College
Anderson, South Carolina 29621 Henderson, Tennessee 36340

Jean Mahaffey Sharron Smith
Piedmont Technical College State Technical Institute
P. 0. Drawer 1208 At M¤mph1S
Greenwood, South Carolina 29646 5983 Macon Cove

Memphis, Tennessee 38134
Helen Sloan
Greenville Technical College Fred Wood
Greenville, South Carolina 29606 Cleveland State Community College

Cleveland, Tennessee 37311
Mrs. Mary Wilson
Trident Technical College
Palmer Campus Virginia
Charleston, S. Carolina 29401

Mr. Jean C. Bowman
Tennessee Wytheville Community College

Wytheville, Virginia 24382

Sister Mary Bernard Daisy Campbell
Aquinas Junior College Southwest Virginia Community
Nashville, Tennessee 37205 College

P. O. Box 878
Mrs. Manganet Butler Richlands, Virginia 24641
Motcow State Community College
Tullahama, Tennessee 37388 Susan Green

Southside Virginia Community
Beulah Davis College
Roane State Community College Alberta, Virginia 23821
Patton Lane
Harriman, Tennessee 37748 Mrs. Dathleen Holt

Ferrum College
Mrs. Jeanette R. Held Ferrum, Virginia 24088
Martin College
Pulaski, Tennessee 38478 Mr. Don Jones

Wytheville Community College
Dr. Benna Kay Kime Wytheville, Virginia 24382
Jackson State Community College
Jackson, Tennessee 38301

‘ 1
1
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Panel of Experts by Geographical Location (Continued)

Virginia (Continued)

John Presley
Central Virginia Community College
Lynchburg, Virginia 24504

Dick Taity
Blue Ridge Community College
Weyers Cave, Virginia 24486
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NEW RIVER
COMMUNITYCOLLEGEFOuwu 1127. DubIIn,VIrgIni• 24084, T•I•phon• 703/874-4121

TO: Panel of Experts

FROM: Margaret Smith

DATE: April ll, 1977

Many thanks for agreeing to share your expertise. I ask that you list skills,
knowledge or background that you consider necessary for an English teacher working
in the area of developmental composition instruction. For example you may answer:

l. Ability to write well myself.

2. Ability to help students develop vocabulary.
4

3. Ability to diagnose reading problems and help students to improve reading
skills.

4. Ability to reinforce or empathize with students who have not been
academically successful.

S. Knowledgeable of rhetorical theory and the ability to comunicate these
principles to students.

6. Knowledgeable of types of writing, especially patterns of exposition.

7. Knowledgeable of appropriate materials of a high interest level but low
ability level.

8. Ability to work effectively with individuals, with small groups, and
with traditional classroom groups.

9. Knowledgeable of a variety of teaching/learning strategies such as
individualized, programmed, video modules, etc.

10. Ability to draw from a variety of past experiences such as journalism,
literary journals, other work experiences, etc.

These are simply samples of responses. You have been identified as an effective .
composition teacher, so please check any of the above that you feel are important
and list any other skill, technique, etc. that you feel has helped you to become
recognized for excellence by your peers.

Other Competencies

1. .

2.

Please continue on the back
Vwginia Commumry Conega Svstem

‘

l
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Questionnaire to Panel Experts for Rating
Importance of Identified Competencies
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QUESTIONNAIRE

1 2 3 4 3 2 1

l. Ability to write well myself.

2. Knowledgeable of rhetorical theory (coharence, unity, etc.) and the ability to
communicate these principles.

3. Knowledgesble of patterns of writing.

4. ability to teach methods of "1nvent1o¤s" (prewriting, selecting and narrowrng
the topic, etc.) in order to help the student begin a writing asslgnment.

5. Knowledgesble of effective word choice, types of sentence construction, and cogant
paragrsph organization.

6. Knowledgeable of traditional, transformstional, and generative grsmmar.

7. Knowledgesble of how generslisations can be supported with facts and logic.

8. Knowledgeable of the comnonest writing faulte.

9. Abllity snd sensitivity to teach standard English to students who speak
nonstandard dialects; diagnose end treat lnterferance in student writing.

-—_

10. Knowledgeable of writing required in vocational fields.

ll. Knowledgeable of practical applications of modern linguistics theory such ss
sentence combining processes.

12. ability to demonstrate ways to expand sentence length to improve writing.

13. Abllity to help students build vocsbulsry, diagnose reading problems, and help
assist in improving student's reading skills.

14. Abllity to diagnose failure causes; whether due to preparation and background
or learning disability.

15. Knowledgeable of techniques for improvtng spelling and punctuation.

16. Knowledgeable of appropriate materials of a high interest level but low
ability level.

17. Ability to work effectively with lndivlduals, with small groups, and with
traditional classroom groups.

18. Knowledgeable of a variety of learning strategies auch as lndividualized, ___
programmed, etc.; the ability to develop one's own materials to meet specific
individual needs; and the wlllingness to supplement by allowlng for a variety
of work auch ss self—pacing, and contract gradlng.

19. Abllity to draw from a variety of past experiences auch as journalism, literary
journals, other work experiences, etc.

—°—

20. Ability to break complex concepts into smaller units and express these in
several ways using simple language.

21. Abllity to help students learn to think logically from observation.

22. Ability and wlllingness to follow through with steps in writing; check
prewrlting, rough drsft, final copy, revisions and corrections.

23. Abllity to focus students' attentions on specific writing problems and to
help them recognize the importance of frequent student writing.

24. Abillty to provide students with ample writing samples, both acceptable and
unacceptable for college writing.

25. Abillty to engage students in ralatd activities for further enrlcment (tours, ___
rap sessions, etc.) and to draw together materials of a political and social
nature that will stlmulste students into thinking and wanting to write.

I



26. Ability to help the student reallse that everyone has something to communicateg ___
to help student draw topics from life experiences.

27. Knowledgeeble of good study skills end the ability to communicate these to
students.

28. Ability to help students esteblish clear-cut goals. ____ ___

29. Abillty to integrete student learning of unatural grammatical end mechenical
skills with reinforcement of natural skills already scquird.

””—

30. Knowledgeeble in how to take written tests (constructing easay answers) and the ___ ____
ability to communicate these with the student.

3l. Ability to reinforce or empethise with students who have not been academically
successful, from other cultural backgrounds or differing age ranges and abilities,

32. Abllity to be enthueiastic and express concern for atudents; to help students ___
experience the reward of self—1mprovement in writing.

33. Ability and willingneee to share office hours for individual conferences with ___ ___ ___
students about their writing.

34. Ability to challenge each student at his level of need. ___ ___ __; ___

35. Ability to demonstrate a sense of humor. ___ ___ ___

36. Abillty to maintain a positive attitude toward students and the ability to help ___
students to improve their self—1mege of their capebility.

37. Abillty and willingness to communicate openly end honestly about problems that ___ ___
beset the developmental student (reality therapy, etc,).

___ 38. Ability to work closely with the counselora. ___

39. Knowledgeable of different couseling techniques and the ability to use these ___
strategies.

40. Knowledgeeble of the hierarchy of needs, growth and maturity and their effects ___ ___ ___
upon learning auch as special problems or peculiarltles of adult learners.

41. Ability to edmit one's limitations in other life experiences. ___ ___

42. Abillty to spologize when wrong about attitudes and/or facts. ___

SUMMER ADDRESS:

I

I

I
I

4 "



1

APPENDIX F

Results of Panel Experts Ratings

. 117



I
I

E
ä Q QUESTIONNAIRE

2 a
E ¤ = FRBQUENCY DISTRIBUTION Enun: Q:52.2 :25;
1 2 3 6 3 2 1
17 35 1 1. a»111¤y to write well nyself. 36 15 l 1

_3i 19 0 2. Knowladgeeble of rhstorical theory (cohsrence, unity, etc.) and the ability to 60 9 2 2cosmunicate these principles. ”°" ””'

29 23 1 3. Knowledgeable of patterns of writing. 26 _22 __6 __Q
21 31 1 6. ability to tesch methods of "1nventions" (prawrittng, selectlng and narrowlng 61 _12 __g __g

the topic, etc.) in order to help the student begin a writing assignment.

21 31 1 5. Knowledgesble of effective word choice, types of sentence construction, and cogent 36 _18 __l __Q
psragraph organization.

_gQ 6 ll 6. Knowledgeable of traditional, traneformational, and generative grasmar. 7 17 25 __}

21 31 1 7. Knowledgeable of how generalizationa can be supported with facts and logic. 62 10 1 O
_1Q 36 0 8. Knowledgeable of the commoneat writing faults. 60 ll 1 __l

6 33 16 9. ability and sensitlvity to tesch standard English to students who speak 28 20 5 __Q
nonstandard dialscts; diagnose and treat interfersnce in student writing.

5 28 20 10. Knowladgeable of writing required in vocational fields. 17 26 9 __}

29 12 12 ll. Knowledgsabls of practical applications of modern linguistics theory auch as 8 _lg 26 __;2
sentence combining processes.

23 28 __2 12. ability to dmonstrate ways to expand sentence length to improve writlng. lb _3g __l 0
17 18 18 13. ability to help students build vocabulary, diagnose reading problems, and help _26 _19 9 1sssiat in improving student's reading skills.

8 36 9 16. ability to diagnose failure causes; whether due to prepsration and background 27 17 __l 2or learning dissbility.

26 28 __l 15. Knowledgeable of techniques for improving spelling and punctuation. _gl _2i 2 __g

1} 27 13 16. Knowledgenble of appropriate materials of a high interest level but low _16 _g2 _1l __1
ability level.

6 68 __1 17. ablllty to work effectlvely with indlvidusls, with small groups, and with 60 __8 __; __g
traditional classroom groups.

_12 37 6 18. Knowledgeable of a variety of learning strategies such as individualized, 33 _15 __; __Q
programmed, etc.; the ability to develop one'e own materials to meet specific
individual needs; end the willingness to supplemant by allowing for a variety
of work auch as self-paclng, and contract grading.

J 65 S 19. ab111ty to draw from e variety of past experiences auch as journalism, literery _l2 22 12 __g
journals, other work experiencea, etc.

6 67 2 20. ability to break complex concepte into smaller units and express these in _62 9 __g 0several ways using simple language.

6 68 __1 21. ability to help students learn to think logicslly from observation. 61 ll __l 0

12 39 2 22. ablllty and willingness to follow through with steps in writing; check 36 _12 __; 1
prewrlrlng, rough drsft, final copy, revisione and corrections.

__! 67 0 23. ability to focus students' attentions on spciflc writing problems and to 65 __§ 0 __Q
help them recognize the importance of frequent student writing.

11 60 2 26. ability to provide students with smple writing samples, both acceptable and 30 _2l 1 __l
unacceptable for college writing.

2 66 7 25. ab111ty to engage students in related activities for further enrichment (tours, 19 23 _lQ __l
rap sessions, etc.) and to draw together materials of s political and social
nature that will stimulate students into thinking and wanting to write.

I
I

I
I

I

I
I



I

ll9

Q Q7 0 26. ability to help the student realiae thet everyone hae something to comunleate; Ä Ä Ä Äto help student draw topica from life experiencee.

Ä QB 1 27. Knowledgeable of good study skills end the ability to communicate these to Ä Ä Ä Äetudente.

8 E Ä 28. Ability to help students eeteblleh clear-cut goele. 22 Ä Ä Ä
5 27 18 29. Abllity to lntegrete student learning of unneturel grammatical and mechanlcal Ä Ä Ä Äakilla with reinforcement of natural ekllla already acquired.

13 Ä 0 30. Knowledgeable in how to take written teste (conatructing eesay answers) and the Ä 20 Ä Äability to comunicate these with the atudent.

Ä 47 2 31. Ability to reinforce or enpathize with students who heve not been acedemically 39 ll Ä 0
successful, from other cultural backgrounds of differing age rangea and sbilitiea.

2 51 0 32. Ablllty to be enthuslaetic and express concern for students; to help students Ä Ä Ä Äexperience the reward of eelf—1mprovement in writing.

4 48 l 33. Abllity and willingneee to share office hours for individual conferences with Ä 6 0 Ästudents about their writing.

4 40 9 34. Ability to challenge each student at hie level of need. 35 Ä Ä Ä
_; Ä Ä 35. Ability to demonatrate s aenee of humor. Ä 20 Ä Ä

6 46 Ä 36. Ability to maintain s positive attitude towsrd students and the ability to help Ä Ä Ä 0
students to improve their aelf—1mage of their capebility.

6 32 12 37. Abllity and willlngneea to comunicate openly and honestly about problems that Ä Ä Ä Äbaeet the developmentel student (reality therapy, etc,).

2 Q8 13 38. Ability to work cloeely with the couneelors. Ä Ä Ä Ä
12 14 26 39. Knowledgeable of different couneeling techniques and the ability to use these Ä Ä Ä Ä

strategies.

15 25 12 40. Knowledgeable of the hierarchy of needs, growth and maturity and their effects Ä Ä Ä Ä
4 47 l 4l. Ability to edmit one'e limitatione in other life experiences. Ä Ä Ä Ä
3 50 0 42. Abillty to epologize when wrong about attltudes and/or facts. Ä Ä Ä Ä
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COMPETENCIES NEEDED BY TEACHERS OF DEVELOPMENTAL
ENGLISH IN TWO—YEAR COLLEGES

by
Margaret L. Smith

(ABSTRACT)

The two-year college system operates primarily under an

open—door admission policy which admits many students who are

academically deficient in their writing skills. To meet the needs

of these students, many colleges have designed and implemented

developmental English courses which, unfortunately, have not always

shown a high degree of success. Many studies have been made to

identify characteristics of the developmental student, but research

is limited in the area of competencies needed by those who instruct

students taking developmental writing courses.

It was the purpose of this study to identify these competencies,

and the method chosen to do this was the Delphi Technique. A panel of

fifty-three experts listed what they perceived to be needed competen-

cies for teaching developmental composition. They listed forty—two

competencies which were itemized into three categories: 'rhetorical,

pedagogical, and human interaction. The panel members then rated

these according to their perceived importance. The investigator

ranked them in order of importance by using a weighted score.

II



Competencies receiving the highest ratings included all three of the

above categories.

Conclusions of the study were as follows: (l) Developmental

English composition instructors need skills in teaching students the

art of rhetoric. (2) They need to be well versed in strategies of

instructional methodology. (3) They need to understand the basic

principles of human interaction. And (4) experienced teachers are

best suited for developmental instruction, for often competencies

needed for instruction have to be acquired through teaching experience

rather than through formal instruction.

Recommendations included the following: (l) The four—year

institutions' requirements for English majors should include more

writing methodology courses to replace some of the literature

requirements. (2) There should be more inservice workshops or seminars

for employed instructors. (3) Finally, administrators should be more

selective in the choosing of developmental composition instructors.
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