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LEARNING TO WRITE AND WRITING TO LEARN

I. BACKGROUND

This proposal requests support to conduct a nationally comprehensive
and systematically controlled evaluation of college writing programs. All
developmental aspects of this proposal have been funded by a $38,000 planning
grant from the Exxon Education Foundation which was awarded to Formative
Evaluation Research Associates,.Inc. The current status of the study is
discussed in Section IV of this proposal.

II. THE ISSUE

Today's educators are concerned about the widespread inability of college
students, both traditional and nontraditional, to write clearly and correctly.
In response to this concern, writing experts have developed alternative
approaches to the teaching of composition, drawing upon resources ranging
from classical rhetoric to modern linguistics. Writing experts have also

ﬂ?;“&expefiﬁEﬁEEﬁﬁET?ﬁ=1§§bv£fi§é7pé&5g6§{cal'técﬁﬁlques such as computer-assisted
P g s truction, personalized and self-paced modules, peer tutoring, strict
ﬁﬁlﬁ tracking, or no tracking at all. Some programs focus on teaching students

grammar and standard usage, others emphasize activities designed to improve
the cognitive skills of students, and still others intend to improve students’
abilities to communicate both in writing and orally with a variety of audiences.

Tn the face of widespread writing deficiencies, many colleges and
universities have already increased their composition requirements or have
considered revising their graduation requirements for composition competence.
Many new freshmen composition programs have been implemented or are being
initiated. Twenty-five such programs will be described in Options for the
Teaching of English: Freshman Composition, edited by Dr. Jasper Neal of the
Modern Language Association. (This volume is scheduled for release late in
1978.) ‘

Many of the new writing programs have received grant support from major
private foundations and from the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary
Education. Inasmuch as educators, funding agencies, and the general public
have placed considerable emphasis on literacy skills, the time appears ripe
for a systematic assessment of selected writing programs.

III. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY -

The purpose of this proposed study is to evaluate selected writing
programs by analyzing how they affect students, faculty members, and the
colleges and universities themselves. Analysis will focus on such issues as:

* A.. What. types:of activities in the writing programs have the_ggg;tkw;mwjoﬁg
effect. on students® writing? o g
B. What program characteristics systematically lead to what types
of outcome?. ‘
C. Are certain types of students assisted by one approach more
than another? -
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D. Do the experimental writing programs produce particular outcomes Qﬁﬂf”
that traditional approaches do not produce? =

E. What costs — financial, personal, or institutional - are related
to the different types of programs?

F. What needs were being addressed in the development of the
program and why was a particular program chosen?

Another major purpose.of this study 1s to test a research design which
could be easily adopted by others who want to conduct programmatic, formative

evaluation of writing programs. The research design could be utilized with
appropriate modification, to conduct internal or extgzgg}pevaluations.

1V. PROJECT ACTIVITIES.

This proposal requests support for a one-year study, . comprehensive in
; scope and systematic in design. It is comprehensive in that sample programs
- would represent four or five different approaches implemented by selective
and nonselective colleges and universities in geographically different areas

of the country. Sample programs would be chosen with care to that
they are representative of the "state of: the art."”

| The systematic research design jncludes longitudinal analysis of data
ﬁi,"j(@'vﬂ"s‘i-it collected from students in experimental programs and qg;pp_a:isgn,gr.gups_, .
| _ﬁumﬁ>ub- » teachers, administrators, and program directors. Appropriate qualitative

- ?':ﬁfmeﬁmﬁnﬁg’ and quantative analysis will be conducted.

During the one-year study thorough research would be conducted at colleges
and universities representing four or five types of writing programs. (See
Appendix A.,) Data would be collected from students at both the beginning
and the end of the course. Researchers would assess the writing of students
and their attitudes toward the course, writing, and school in general. To
measure more long-term effects of different writing programs, the study
would also include students who had already completed such courses. Particular
attention would be given to analyzing whether the effects of different writing
. programs were- related to background characteristies, abilities, and academic

interests. e e e

— —

In addition, we would collect pre- and post-test data from directors
; of writing programs, instructors in the program, and academic administrators
J in the college or university. Information would also be collected from
1 teachers of upper-division courses to provide another perspective on the long-

2 . term effectsiin students.
= .

IV. CURRENT STATUS OF STUDY

The planning grant awarded to FERA from the Exxon Education Foundation
has funded the major efforts described below:
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1) A review of the literature on writing problems and potential
programmatic solutions; ;

2) A review of testing instruments and procedures used to
evaluate students' writing abilities; ..

3) Establishment of a panel of consultants (See Appendix B)
known for their expertise as teachers of writing, as researchers
in this field, or as noted observers of the problems.

4). Site visits to exemplary writing programs to insure that a general
evaluation design would be feasible and responsive to programmatic
needs. (See Appendix C.)

These complementary activities will lead to the development of a detailed
research design refining the questions that need to be asked for a thorough_
and helpful programmatic evaluation of writing programs.

FERA is submitting the refined research design to the Exxon Education
Foundation in February 1978. While the Exxon Education Foundation has no
committed itself to fund the implementation phase of this project, its com
mitment to the issue and its confidence in FERA have been demonstrated by
the awarding of the initial planning grant of $38,000.

FERA is also submitting this proposal to the Fund for the Improvement
of Postsecondary Education to seek collaborative support for the project.
Maximizing available resourceés from the Fund and the Exxon Education Founda-
tion would enrich project results. Thus doubling the number of programs
studied would strengthen the research findings. Further, the "state of the
art" of program development could benefit from formatively evaluating eight
to ten writing programs instead of four or five. Finally, an expanded study
would permit testing the research design in a broader range of settings,
increasing the design's potential value to others interested in evaluationm
of writing programs. ‘ ' '

Although this proposal envisions a one-year study, FERA intends to
submit proposals for longer-term studies. These would be substantially
enriched by a larger sample of institutions afforded by cooperative funding
of this proposed preliminary study.

V. PROJECT OUTCOMES:

Several ultimate outcomes are expected. First, a comprehensive repo
of the study's conclusions and an executive summary would be submitted.
Second, extensive feedback would be given to the participating institution
on their writing programs. Whether written or presented im a workshop,
this feedback would be designed to strengtheﬁ the individual programs.
Third, a transferable methodology for the evaluation of writing programs would
be described in the final ryeport. Other schools, not a part of this study,
could use this process to assess the strengths and weaknesses of their own
writing programs and thus better educate their students. The results of
this study could be disseminated im various discipline-based publications,

administrative journals, workshops, and through other appropriate professional

channels. In sum, the study .seeks not only to assess but also to improve
writing programs.




VI. PROJECT BUDGET

The proposed budget for this evaluation project is $64,207. Budget

categories are presented in Appendix D. i
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. APPENDIX A

Types of Writing Programs

The model below represents the five approaches to teaching composition
which this proposed study would evaluate. Although there are some similari-
ties in perspective among the approaches and some of the same instructional
techniques may well be used in more than one of the approaches, these types

of programs represent different ways of teaching writing.

Eg@eriencel

Rheforicalﬁ

Purpose

Interdepartmentals'

Code

Based on Peter Elbow's approach, which emphasizes the process and psychology
of writing.

Based on Van Nostrand's approach, which emphasizes the importance of dis-
covering the relation between the writer's subject and his audience.

Based on Frank O'Hare's approach, which utilizes sentence-combining
techniques and manipulation of syntax. :

Based on pfinciples of classical rhetoric as developed by James Kinneavy,
Ross Winterowd, and Richard Young.

Based on models developed by Daniel Fader and Barbara Fassler in which
composition is taught in various content areas outside the Department
of English.



- APPENDIX B

Members of the National Adviso;y Panel of Consultants

Evans Allowéy Educational Testing Service
Shirley Lewis Stanford University

Frénk O'Hare U of Southern Mississippi
Slyvia Schribner Rockefeller University

A. D. Van Nostrand | Brown University

Richard Young ; University of Michigam

The National Advisory Panel of Consultants met iﬂ Ann Arbqr with FERA .

during September. 1977 to inform the early development of the study by

identifying issues which should be addressed and potential programs which

might be visited as possible candidates for inclusion in the sample.

Since that meeting FERA has met with members of the Panel informally to

consult on specific issues related to development of the research design.

The Panel will meet again on February 9 and 10, 1978, in Ann Arbor to review and
critique the final proposal for .the Learning to.Write and Writing.to Learn
Project. If the proposal is funded, the Panel will be used to assist in the

interpretation of information gathered.
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APPENDIX C

WRITING PROGRAMS FOR POTENTIAL INCLUSION IN THE SAMPLE

The following institutions have been visited ;r.will be scheduled for a i
visit by the end of January 1978. The purposes of the day-long site visits a
to learn more about the specific wriﬁing program(s) offered by the institutio
and about other interesting programs in that geographical area. During the
site visit FERA explores with the Director of the Writing Program and with

other administrators. their interests in.participating in the study. All

the institutions visited by January_io, 1978, expressed interest in participa?

ing in the study and most were enthusiastic about the possibility of their

institution's writing program being evaluated.

INSTITUTION CONTACT PERSON DATE OF SITE VISIT
| University of Southern R _ |
§ California Ross Winterowd November 30, 1977
California State College ' :
Los Angeles Saralyn Daly ; November 30, 1977
Brooklyn College Jules Gelernt December 7, 1977

Lilia Malani

Columbia University Mary Doobie December 8, 1977
Cy Knoblaugh

University of California

- Berkley Allen Wallwoxrth January 10, 1978
' (met in Ann Arbor)

Central Uﬁiversity Miami Barbara Fassler January 16, 1978
Miami of Ohio | T RS g ' January 17, 1978
Northwestern University Robert Bundlach TBA

Western Michigan : ‘
University _ Kenneth Mc - Crorie TBA

Wheaton College - Frances Shirley .



INSTITUTION CONTACT PERSON DATE OF SITE VISIT
University of . "

Massachusetts Larry Foster ' TBA

University of Texas,

Austin James Kinneavy . January 25, 1978
Susan Wittag

‘ A 4. g
Saint Edwards Colleges Anthony Flopfek January 25, 1978

Miami-Dade Community
College ‘Alberta Goodman TBA
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APPENDIX D

ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS

Salaries : .
FERA Associate 125 days @ $100.00 $ 12,500.00
Research Assistant 150 days @ $ 60.00 9,000.00
Clerical 75 days @ $ 45.00 3,375.00
Subtotal $ 24,875.00
Staff benefits at 20% of salaries 4,975.00
Total salaries $ 29,850.00
Travel

Travel includes one trip to each of five sample institutions to make E
final preparations for research teams to collect data during their |
trips to each of the five sample sites. The research teams will
collect data at the beginning and at the end of the program. Travel - ' {
estimates include airfare, per diem cost for lodging and meals, and

ground transportation.

25 person trips at $175.00 air fare - § 4,375.00
45 person days with per diem at $60.00 2,700.00

e e

$ 7,075.00

Other Personnel Costs (National Advisory Panel of Comnsultants
and Institutional Program Directors)

Costs for six consultants include honoraria ($300.00) for
National Advisory Panel of Consultants and travel costs ($370.00)
to one meeting to assist with interpretation of results. Also
five Program Directors would receive honoraria ($200) and
travel costs ($370.00) for a meeting to discuss the results

of the study. $ 6,300.00
‘Billables

Telehpone $ .500.00
Computer 500.00
Duplicating/printing 125.00
Stipends for student

intervievees 4,500.00
Evaluation of writing

samples 1,800.00

$ 7,550.00

Management and overhead at 45% of salaries tin $ 13,432.00






