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ABSTRACT

ENGLISH: THE ROADBLOCKTO A

HIGHER EDUCATION

(September 1982)

Idalia Morales

B . A . , Oswego State College

M. A . , Hunter College

Ed.D. , University of Massachusetts

Directed by: Gloria de Guevara

During the Fall semester of 1981, the English as a

Second Language Program at the University of Massachusetts

at Amherst was evaluated to determine its effectiveness in

teaching limited English speakers English language skills.

All of the 157 students in the ESL Program were involved in

the evaluation in one way or another. The Fortune/Hutchinson

Evaluation Methodology was used in conducting the evaluation

since it has a step-by-step procedure to be followed, is

easy to replicate, directly involves the decision-makers

of the program, and provides data that can be used to improve

or strengthen the program. This data is provided continu-

ously during the evaluation rather than only at the end.

This methodology provides for a high degree of accuracy in

vi



the evaluation process.

By implementing the various steps of the Fortune/

Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology, an agreement was signed,

the goals to be evaluated identified and matched to the

parts, these goals expressed in behavioral objectives,

instruments for data collecting decided upon, instruments

implemented, and data collected, analyzed and reported to

the director. A process of revision was in effect through-

out the evaluation.

As a whole, the ESL Program is being rather effective

in teaching writing and oral English language skills to

limited-English speakers. The ESL Program should concentrate

on those objectives in which the students regressed or had

only a slight improvement. The University of Massachusetts

should provide funds for setting up a Conversation Course

and for reinstating Courses 105A and 105B to service non-

English speaking students.

Further research is needed in the areas of

listening and reading comprehension. Refining and

establishing validity and reliability of the Data Sheet

indices would contribute to the field of language teaching.

Vll



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS v

ABSTRACT vi

LIST OF TABLES

LIST OF APPENDICES xiii

Chapter
I. THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ENGLISH AS A SECOND

LANGUAGEPROGRAMSIN HIGHER EDUCATION

The Problem
Purposes of the Study
Assumptions of the Study
Limitations of the Study
Significance of the Study
Site of the Study

The University of Massachusetts
History of ESL Program at the

University of Massachusetts
Rationale of the ESL Program

i General Objectives of the ESL Program . . . .

ESL Population
Profile of Student Population
Placement of Student Population in ESL

Program
Criteria for Placement of Student Population

into ESL Course Levels
Michigan Test of English Language

Proficiency
Proficiency Recommendations
Test of English as a Foreign Language

(TOEFL)
English as a Second Language Achievement

Test (ESLAT)
Methodology: An Abstract of the Fortune/

Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology
Organization of the Study
Definition of Terms Used
Chapter One: Footnotes

1

1

7

7

8

8

9

9

9

12
12
14
14

14

17

18
18

21

21

21
25
26
28

viii



Chapter
II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Page
30

Historical Development of English as a
Second Language 30Historical Developments of Bilingual/
Bicultural Education 42

Chapter Two: Footnotes
* ’ ’ ’

’

48

III. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FORTUNE/HUTCHINSON
EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 50

Chapter Overview 50
Negotiation of the Contract 50
Goals Process 53
Parts Process 70
Integration of Goals and Parts Process .... 79
Operationalization of Goals 84
Development of Observational Techniques .... 89
Implementation of Measurement 91

1 Data Analysis 110
Reporting Procedures 117

IV. THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE ENGLISH AS A
SECONDLANGUAGEPROGRAM 155

Discussion of Findings: Writing 155
Results for Course 105C 156
Results for Course 100L 160
Group Results 164
Discussion of Findings: Oral Delivery .... 164
Results for Section 1 165
Results for Section 2 166
Group Results 168

V. CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS 169

Summary of Findings 169
Recommendations for 105C 170
Recommendations for 100L 171
Recommendations for HOB 171
Recommendations for English as a

Second Language Program 172
Recommendations for University of

Massachusetts at Amherst 173
Recommendations for Further Research 174

BIBLIOGRAPHY 176

APPENDICES 179

IX



LIST OF TABLES

1 . Students by Country and Language in Each
Course for Fall 1980 15

2. Contract (Step 1.0) * 52
3. Enterprise Identification (Step 2.2) \ 53
4. Identification of Resources for the Evaluation

(Step 4.1) 54
5. Prioritization Process (Step 8.0) 57
6 . Test of Completeness (Step 6.0) 65
7

.

Prioritization Report 69
8 . Parts Process (Step 3.0) 71
9. Integration of Parts and Activities (Step 3.3) . 74

10. Parts Process Report 78
11. Integration of Parts and Goals (Step 1.0) ... 80
12. Revised Integration of Parts and Activities

(Step 3.3) 82
13. Integration of Goals and Parts Report 83
14. Operationalization of Goals (Steps 2. 0-8.0) . . 85
15. Instrumentation Report 92
16. Implementation Process Report 94
17. Redesign of Instrumentation Report 95
18. Writing Sample Data Sheet 97
19. Oral Delivery Data Sheet 98
20. Listening Comprehension Data Sheet 100
21. Reading Comprehension Data Sheet 101
22. Notification to Students 102
23. Notification of Testing Session 104
24. Administration of Michigan Proficiency Test . . 106
25. Rescheduling of Michigan Proficiency Test . . . 108
26. Termination of Testing Report 109
27. End-Term Data Collection Request Ill
28. Data Collection Progress Report 112
29. Completion of Data Collection Report 113
30. Final Evaluation Report 118
31. Average Number of Words Written by Course

When Assigned a 500-word In-class
Writing Sample H9

32. Average Number of Words Written Per Error by
Course When Assigned a 500-word In-class
Writing Sample 120

33. Use of Transitions by Course When Assigned
a 500-word In-class Writing Sample 121

34. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Errors in Agreement 122

x



Page

123

Table
35. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:

Less than Three Errors in Tenses
36. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course-No Errors in Pronouns
37. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
-o * .

Less than Four Errors in Prepositions . .38. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
Eess than Three Words Used Incorrectly

39. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Words Omitted

40. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Errors in Use of Articles

41. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
Variety in Sentence Structure

42. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Incomplete Sentences

43. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Run-on Sentences

44. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
Less than Four Errors in Spelling

45. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Errors in Word Order

46. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Errors in Paragraphing

47. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Errors in Use of Quotation Marks . . . .

48. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Errors in Use of Periods

49. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
Less than Three Errors in Use of Commas . .

50. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Errors in Use of Question Marks . . . .

51. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Errors in Use of Capital Letters . . . .

52. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Errors in Use of Small Letters

53. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Errors in Use of Apostrophes

54. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
No Errors in Use of Exclamation Points . .

55. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
Less than Two Errors in Use of Semicolon

56. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
Less than Two Errors in Use of Colon . . .

57. Achievement in Writing Sample by Course:
Use of Organization

58. Average Number of Words Spoken in Three
Minutes in Course 11 OB

124

125

126

127

128

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

137

138

139

140

141

142

143

144

145

146

xi



Table Page
59. Average Number of Words Spoken Per Grammar

Error in Course HOB 147
60. Achievement in Oral Delivery in Course HOB:

Makes Himself /Herself Understood 148
61. Achievement in Oral Delivery in Course HOB:

No Errors in Agreement 149
62. Achievement in Oral Delivery in Course HOB:

Less than Two Errors in Tenses 150
63. Achievement in Oral Delivery in Course HOB:

Less than Three Errors in Prepositions . . 151
64. Achievement in Oral Delivery in Course HOB:

No Errors in Use of Articles 152
65. Achievement in Oral Delivery in Course HOB:

Variety in Sentence Structure 153
66. Achievement in Oral Delivery in Course HOB:

Use of Organization 154

xii



LIST OF APPENDICES

Page
Number of Words Written by Students in Each

Course 180
Average Number of Words Written Per Error by

Students in Each Course 187
Total Number of Grammar and Punctuation Errors

Made in Writing Sample 194
Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in

Each Course: Use of Transition 201
Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in

Each Course: No Incomplete Sentences and
No Run-on Sentences 208

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
Each Course: Variety in Sentence Structure . 215

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
Each Course: No Errors in Word Order and
No Errors in Paragraphing 222

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
Each Course: No Errors in Agreement and
Less than Three Errors in Sentences 229

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
Each Course: No Errors in Use of Prepositions
and No Erors in Use of Articles 236

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
Each Course: No Errors in Use of Pronouns
and Less than Four Errors in Spelling .... 243

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
Each Course: Less than Three Words Used
Incorrectly and No Words Omitted 250

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
Each Course: No Errors in Use of Periods
and Less than Three Errors in Use of Commas . 257

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in

Each Course: No Errors in Use of Question
Mark and No Errors in Use of Exclamation
Points •

• •

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in

Each Course: No Errors in Use of Quotation
Mark and No Error in Use of Apostrophe ....

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in

Each Course: No Errors in Use of Capital
Letters and No Errors in Use of Small
Letters •

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
278



Page

17.

18.

19.

20 .

21 .

22 .

23.

24 .

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Each Course: Less than Two Errors in Use
of Semicolon and Less than Two Errors in
Use of Colon

Achievement in Writing Sample by’ Students in’
Each Course: Use of Chronological Order
and Description

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
Each Course: Use of Definition and
Example

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
Each Course: Use of Comparison and
Contrast

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
Each Course: Use of Deduction and
Induction

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
Each Course: Use of Order of Importance of
Events and Analysis

Achievement in Writing Sample by Students in
Each Course: Use of Cause and Effect, and
Topic Sentence to Present Subject Matter . .

Number of Words Spoken in Three Minutes by
Students in Course HOB

Number of Words Spoken Per Grammar Error by
Students in Course HOB

Total Errors in Oral Delivery by Students in
Course HOB

Achievement in Oral Delivery by Students in
Course HOB: Makes Himself /Herself
Understood

Achievement in Oral Delivery by Students in
Course HOB: Less than Three Errors in Use
of Prepositions and No Errors in Use of
Articles

Achievement in Oral Delivery by Students in
Course 11 OB: No Errors in Agreement and
Less than Two Errors in Tenses

Achievement in Oral Delivery by Students in
Course HOB: Variety in Sentence Structure

Achievement in Oral Delivery by Students in
Course HOB: Use of Chronological Order and
Description

Achievement in Oral Delivery by Students in
Course HOB: Use of Comparison and Contrast

Achievement in Oral Delivery by Students in
Course 1 1 OB : Use of Deduction and Induction

Achievement in Oral Delivery by Students in
Course HOB: Use of Order of Importance of
Events and Analysis

285

292

299

306

313

320

327

334

337

340

343

346

349

352

355

358

361

364

xiv



34. Achievement in Oral Delivery by Students in
Course HOB: Use of Cause and Effect . . . 367

35. Results by Course of Michigan Proficiency Test
in Reading Comprehension 370

36. Results by Course of Michigan Proficiency Test
in Listening Comprehension 372

37. Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology . . . 374

xv



CHAPTER I

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ENGLISH AS A SECOND

LANGUAGEPROGRAMSIN HIGHER EDUCATION

The Problem

Massachusetts is the site of twenty-one public and

eighty-five private institutions of higher education. 1

Therefore, individuals interested in continuing their

education have available many colleges and universities

to choose from, depending on their particular interests

and career plans. Yet, many students are unable to gain

admission into these institutions even though they might

be intellectually endowed.

Some of the reasons why students are not accepted

are: 1) poor grades, 2) low SAT, 3) not competitive com-

pared with class rank of other students, 4) United States

citizens and foreign students who do not possess sufficient

mastery of the English language to do well in regular courses

.

United States citizens and foreign students with

a limited command of English are prevented from entering

many colleges and universities because of this lack of

English language skills. Their mastery of the English

language is inadequate to pursue college level courses.

Some of the reasons for this lack of English mastery in

1
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United States citizens are: 1) the student is foreign

born and came to the United States after high school, 2) the

student came into school system late, 3) student was

educated in school system, but because past English as a

Second Language (ESL) programs had no set teaching method-

ology and materials and school policies discriminated

against language minorities, students were not adequately

prepared in English skills to handle college level courses.

Many of these students have the intellectual

capacity to do well in college if given the opportunity to

acquire the English language skills that they need. This

opportunity should be orovided so that students are not

penalized for not entering the United States as small

children, or for the failure of school systems to provide

them with English language skills.

A similar pattern can be found in other states.

Nationwide, it is found that among the Hispanics and Asians,

the two largest groups of recent immigrants, the percentage
v

of those that have completed college is less than one might

expect from their percentages within the United States

population. Only 6.7% of Hispanics have completed four or

more years of college. The percentage of Asians who have

done so is only 5. 3.
3 The percentage of White Americans

who have done so is 17. 2.
4 This discrepancy is too great

to be attributed to mere chance , but must be attributed to

a general policy of excluding language minority students
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from institutions of higher education.

Because of pressure from admitted minority students,

^ f f i ^r^^t ive action regulations, and socially concerned

personnel, some colleges and universities have tried to

increase the number of minority students in their student

body within the past ten years. The colleges and universi-

ties have been recruiting in minority communities and

offering financial aid. Counselling and academic tutoring

are also being given. Hiring minority personnel to provide

these services has also been done. For those minority

students who tend not to speak English at home, English as

a Second Language programs have been instituted. The

programs generally follow the standard pattern used to

teach foreigners English. Most of the programs are fourteen

to fifteen weeks long and are structured in the following

way

:

Intensive English language programs are offered which
give students from abroad training in listening,
speaking, reading and writing English. Such training
is offered together with supplementary activities such
as language laboratory, reading and writing workshops
and activities clearly designed to supply orientation
to U.S. academic, social and cultural life as well as
extracurricular activities which provide the students
the opportunity to use their newly acquired skills in
the English language. These intensive programs offer
a minimum of 15 hours of academic instruction weekly
and are equivalent to full-time academic study

.

There are also semi-intensive English language programs
which offer fewer than 15 hours of classroom instruction
weekly and simple courses of English language refinement.

Such semi-intensive programs and courses are generally
taken in conjunction with regular academic work.



Most of the institutions providing English as a

Second Language divide their course offerings into three

levels

:

Beginning Student cannot function in English
beyond basics and frequently uses
bilingual dictionary

Intermediate: Student functions effectively but
not completely in English academic
and social situations

Advanced: Student functions as a near-native
speaker '

At the present time the state of Massachusetts had

the following institutions which offer intensive English

language instruction (fifteen hours or more a week)

:

American Language Academy Newman Preparatory School
Atlantic Union College Northeastern University
Boston College Pine Manor Junior College
Boston University Shaw Prep School
Bristol College Springfield Technical CC
Harvard University University of Massachusetts

It also has twenty-four institutions which offer semi-

g
intensive instruction (less than fifteen hours)

.

Some institutions, notably Hostos Community College

in New York City, are attempting to deal with the lack of

English language command by setting up bilingual programs

as well as ESL programs for United States citizens who are

9
non—English or limited English speaking. This program,

initiated in 1970, has several components. It consists of

Intensive English as a Second Language, Spanish as a Second

Language, use of Spanish in content areas, and courses in
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biculturalism.

The program services a student population which is

65.5-6 Spanish origin. Admitted students take courses in

Spanish while they acquire or improve their English language

skills (as already stated, many language minority students

do not possess a mastery of the English language although

they have been in the school system since kindergarten)

.

Once the students acquire competence in the English language,

they become mainstreamed into their particular course of

study

.

At a keynote speech given by Hostos' president,

Candido de Leon, for the New York State Conference on

Bilingual Education in Colleges and Universities, he stated

that, "No one has to apologize for teaching in the students'

native language, while students are learning the predominant

language of that country which will enable them to enter

into that society.

The University of Massachusetts at Amherst also has

a bilingual program. The Bilingual Collegiate Program (BCP)

,

established in 1974, serves the Hispanic student population

and other language minority students. It offers the Hispanic

student population courses in Spanish, and provides counsel-

ling and guidance to all its students. The students admitted

to the BCP take their ESL courses in the Rhetoric Department's

Intensive English as a Second Language Program, instituted

in 1973 to help limited English speaking students acquire
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mastery of the English language. Besides the BCP, several

departments at the University also offer courses in Spanish.

These departments are History, Political Science, Geography,

Math, and Spanish and Portuguese.

There are about 640 institutions of higher education

in the United States that have ESL programs for non-English

and limited English students. Yet there is very little

literature concerning the effectiveness of these programs

in teaching the English language. The author of "The Theses

and Dissertations in Graduate ESL Programs," Stephen Cooper,

looked at a listing of over 200 graduate theses and disser-

tations in ESL completed since 1975. He found that

"unquestionably, teaching methods, techniques, and materials

1

2

account for close to half of the theses reported."

Another area covered by graduate students "involves studies

classified under psycholinguistics and under second language

learning, accounting for about fifteen percent of the theses

13and dissertations reported." About ten percent of the

studies deal with culture and sociolinguistics. Most of

the rest are in comparison and contrast of English to other

languages, and in adult education in ESL.

Only a few graduate students, chiefly at the doctoral
level, seem to be engaged in basic research. Conse-
quently, only about five to ten percent of the students
apparently used an experimental design and some of
these were theses using questionnaires. 14

It is evident from this article and the scarcity

of literature on the subject of ESL evaluation in higher
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education that this type of research is needed. Non-English

and limited English speaking students depend on these

programs to provide them with the English language skills

necessary to do well in their college level courses. There-

fore, determining a program's effectiveness and the areas

where it can be improved will enhance the educational

opportunities of the non—English and limited English speaking

student

.

Purposes of the Study

This research intends to achieve several things.

The first is to provide data that the English as a Second

Language component of the Rhetoric Program can use in

improving the teaching of English language skills. The

second is to provide information on the needs of the non-

English speaking students and ways that the University can

alleviate these needs. The third is to provide information

that the University of Massachusetts can use when making

decisions during budget cuts.

Assumptions of the Study

There are two assumptions that can be made concerning

this study. The first is that the director of the ESL

program is in need of data regarding the program, since he

asked for the evaluation. The second is that the data

generated can lead to the development of other services to
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help non-English and limited English speaking students.

Limitations of the Study

This evaluation was limited by available time and

resources. Because of this it was not possible to carry

out a complete operationalization of goals. Only the first

fifteen goals j.rom the Prioritization process were opera-

tionalized. These fifteen goals are not necessarily the

most important, but are essential to the teaching of ESL.

Since only the ESL component of the Rhetoric Program

at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst was evaluated,

no generalizations can be made about any other ESL programs.

Significance of the Study

According to Larry G. Benedict,

The utility of evaluation should be in knowing what
parts or components or elements of the enterprise are
working well and which are not working very well . . .

Despite the limitations mentioned, this study provides

useful data concerning the achievement of stated goals by

the ESL component. These data may be used in decision-

making by the ESL Program director, the Rhetoric Department,

and the University of Massachusetts. The study not only

describes the ESL Program, but tells how it is working.

As mentioned in the discussion of the problem, there

is little information concerning the effectiveness of ESL

programs in higher education. This study helps to fill this
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vacuum and could provide a basis for future evaluations of

ESL programs in higher education.

Site of the Study

The University of Massachusetts

The University of Massachusetts, Amherst campus was

established in 1863 as a land grant college. Since then

it has grown to service a student population of 20,000 on

campus and 8,000 off campus. The University is composed

of Colleges of Arts and Sciences and the College of Food

and Natural Resources. There are schools of Business

Administration, Education, Engineering, Public Health, and

Physical Education. There is also a graduate school. The

University grants bachelor's, masters and doctoral degrees.

History of ESL Program at the
University of Massachusetts

In September of 1973 the Rhetoric Department of the

University of Massachusetts started to offer courses in

English as a Second Language (ESL)

.

These courses were set

up to meet the language needs of Hispanic students and other

non-English or limited English speakers in the Western

Massachusetts area. Two ESL courses were offered: ESL 106

and ESL 107 (two sections of each)

.

There were two teaching

assistants (T . A .

)

and several tutors involved in the program.

ESL 106 and ESL 107 became Rhetoric 105C and Rhetoric 100L,

described on pages 10 and 11.
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In the Spring semester of 1974 two sections of ESL

106, one section of ESL 107, and a section of ESL 110B were

offered. The latter was offered for the benefit of those

students who were prepared for more advanced courses in

English as a Second Language.

In the Summer session of the same year, ESL 106 was

offered. An in-service training for tutors, T.A.'s and

staff of the English as a Second Language Component was also

held

.

In the Fall semester of 1974-75, two sections each

of ESL 106 and 197 were given. In addition to these courses,

two laboratory sessions were held.

From 1975 to the present, the ESL program has been

offering the following courses:

Rhetoric 105C - Advanced Intensive English
This course is offered to non-native speakers of
English who have reached the advanced intensive level.
The conventions of basic grammar will be reviewed and
the conventions of more complex structures introduced
and discussed in detail. The course will emphasize
writing skills through in-class and out-of-class
practice and drill, thus forming a bridge between
controlled composition and free writing, while intro-
ducing methods of organization. In addition, reading
selections will provide models of various types of
organization as well as serving as a basis for class
discussions and vocabulary expansion.

Rhetoric 105F - Advanced Composition
1 05F is an advanced pre-rhetoric level course offered
to non-native speakers of English. It is designed to
give students who have a background in complex grammar
as well as a basic knowledge of pre-writing and writing
skills the maximum opportunity to develop control of
their writing. The pre-writing and writing skills will

be reviewed and expanded on through both in-class and

out of class assignments, most of which will accompany
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the readings in the text required for this course.
Various methods of organization, both old and new, will
be worked with as the formal writing assignments are
planned then written. In addition, throughout the
semester, rules of grammar, punctuation, usage, and
spelling will be reviewed and appropriate exercises
will be assigned. The reading selections, which have
already been mentioned, will serve not only as a basis
for writing assignments but also as a basis for
vocabulary development and class discussion.

Rhetoric 100L - Language and Writing
The first half of a two-semester sequence (100L
followed by HOB) . Provides active practice in reading
and formal essay writing. Selected reading materials
serve as the basis for class discussions and writing
assignments. Students learn to write coherent, unified
paragraphs and progress to essay writing. Attention
is given to the meaningful selection of purpose,
organization, central ideas and supporting material,
tone and attitude. The conventions of writing (grammar,
punctuation, spelling, etc.) are reviewed. Students
write a paragraph for each class period during the
first part of the semester. After having mastered the
techniques of paragraph writing, students then write
one paper each week for the remainder of the semester.
In addition to frequent writing assignments, there are
a mid-term and a final examination as well as two
required student-teacher conferences on an individual
basis during the semester.

Rhetoric HOB - Language and Speaking
Aims to improve the student's abilities to communicate
in both speech and writing. Geared toward the non-
native English speaker; provides active practice of
communication skills in the areas of writing, speaking
and listening. There are three formal speaking assign-
ments and seven written assignments of varying lengths.

In order to accomodate students who took courses

during the 1980 Intensive Summer Program, Rhetoric 105B was

added for the Fall 1980 school year. This course is not

being offered during the 1981-82 school year.

Rhetoric 105B - High Intermediate Intensive
Continuation of low intermediate intensive course for

students who have a basic knowledge of the English
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structure and vocabulary and who have developed
effective aural skills and fluency of expression.
Covers more complex structures anf forms of English
and refines the student's accuracy and clarity of
oral and written expression. Language laboratory
required. Six hours per day.

Rationale of the ESL Program

According to the director of the ESL Program, the

rationale and objectives of the program are as follows:

Students whose dominant language is not English are

at a disadvantage when they attend English-speaking colleges

or universities. The academic performance of students with

little or no command of English is impaired by their low

proficiency in the language.

If preparatory, intermediate and advanced courses

in English as a Second Language are provided, non-native

speakers of English will have the opportunity to acquire

and develop communication skills in English, thereby

enabling them to function adequately in English and helping

them achieve their academic goals.

Therefore, it is imperative that the Rhetoric

Program of the University of Massachusetts should encourage

improvement, enrichment, and expansion of the English as a

Second Language component of the Rhetoric Program.

General Objectives
of the ESL Program

The director of the English as a Second Language pro

gram stated the general objectives of the program as follows
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To provide the Spanish-speaking students and other

linguistically different students studying at the University

with the tools of communication in English which they so

urgently need in order to:*

1. Acquire adequate proficiency in English that will allow

them to function successfully in the University class-

room.

2. Promote the habit of using English as a vehicle of

communication in and outside the classroom.

3. Help the student develop the ability to read in English

both as a means of information and recreation and as

a means of building vocabulary.

4. Help the students develop the ability to express their

ideas orally and in writing.

5. Acquire understanding of cultural expressions and

attitudes as manifested through the medium of the

English language.

6. Develop appreciation for aesthetic values in repre-

sentative literary works in English.

7. Develop habits of independent critical thinking.

8. Enable such students to compete successfully for jobs

after graduation.

*Although all of these goals were used in the Goal

Process and Prioritization Process, only the goals ranked

1-15 were evaluated in this study.
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ESL Population

Profile of Student Population

There were 157 students being serviced by the English

as a Second Language (ESL) Program during the 1981 Fall

Semester. These students represent 38 different countries

and 21 languages. Spanish-speaking students comprise the

largest group in the program. There are 85 Spanish-speaking

students, more than half of them Puerto Ricans. The next

largest group is comprised of Chinese-speaking students.

There are 17 of them in the program. The Spanish-speaking

students represent 54% of the ESL population and the Chinese-

speaking students 11%.

Table indicates the number of students in each

course and the countries and languages that they represent.

Placement of Student
Population in ESL Program

Spanish-speaking students and other linguistically

different students are screened by the English as a Second

Language staff in order to determine their level of pro-

ficiency in English, and are placed accordingly. The

following steps are followed in the screening process:

1. Personal data is collected from the students (country

of origin, years in the United States, courses in

English)

.

Diagnostic tests are administered to the students
2 .
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TABLE 1

STUDENTSBY COUNTRYAND LANGUAGE
IN EACH COURSEFOR FALL 1980

No. of Students Country Language

105C Advanced Grammar - Section 1

29 Students 7 Vietnam 13 Spanish
5 Puerto Rico 7 Vietnamese
3 Hong Kong* 4 Chinese
2 Colombia 2 Japanese
2 Dominican Republic 1 English*
2 Japan 1 French
2 Venezuela 1 Korean
1 Ecuador
1 France
1 Korea
1 Mexico
1 Taiwan
1 Thailand

1 Thai

105F Advanced Composition

16 Students 5 Puerto Rico 12 Spanish
3 Dominican Republic 3 Portuguese
3 Portugal
2 Ecuador
1 Colombia
1 Korea
1 Venezuela

1 Korean

100L Language and Writing

79 Students
(4 Sections)

29 Puerto Rico 42 Spanish
6 Hong Kong 9 Portuguese
6 Portugal 7 Chinese
4 Iran 4 Farsi
4 United States 3 Arabic
2 Argentina 3 French
2 Colombia 2 Dutch
2 Lebanon 1 Greek
2 Spain 1 Hebrew
1 Angola 1 I bo
1 Cape Verde 1 Korean
1 Chile 1 Norwegian

*One of the students from Hong Kong

Chinese and English as his first languages.
indicated both
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

No. of Students Country Language

100L Language and Writing (Continued)

1 Dominican Republic 1 Thai
1 Ethiopia 1 Tigryna
1 Greece
1 Holland
1 Honduras
1 Israel
1 Korea
1 Nigeria
1 Norway
1 Syria
1 Taiwan
1 Thailand
1 Venezuela
1 Vietnam
1 West Africa

1 Vietnamese

HOB Language and Speaking

33 Students 10 Puerto Rico 18 Spanish*
(2 Sections) 3 Taiwan 6 Chinese

2 China 2 Farsi
2 Colombia 1 English*
2 Dominican Republic 1 Greek
2 Iran 1 Italian
2 Spain* 1 Korean
2 Thailand 1 Malay
1 Greece 1 Russian
1 Hong Kong 1 Thai
1 Italy
1 Korea
1 Russia
1 United States*

1 Vietnamese

*One of the students from Spain indicated dual
citizenship and Spanish and English as his first languages.
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(Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency, or Test

of English as a Foreign Language, or English as a Second

Language Achievement Test)

.

3.

Interviews with the students (in English, whenever

possible) are held.

At the completion of the screening process , each

student is placed into one of the following categories:

1. Students who do not understand, speak, read or write

English

.

2. Students who understand spoken English but do not speak

it

.

3. Students who understand spoken English but speak it

limitedly

.

4. Students who understand and speak English but cannot

understand specialized language concepts.

5. Students who understand and speak English fluently but

are unable to read and write English.

6. Students who understand and speak English limitedly

but are also unable to read and write English.

Criteria for Placement of Student
Population into ESL Course Levels

Students are placed in the ESL program based on the

Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency, or the Test

of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) , or the English

Second Language Achievement Test (ESLAT)as a
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Michigan Test of English
Language Proficiency

Those whose scores fall below an equated 80 and/or

raw scores below 30 in vocabulary (40 possible) , and 10 in

reading comprehension (20 possible) , or who cannot write

an acceptable in-class English essay are enrolled full time

in the English as a Second Language program until their

English proficiency reaches a level v/hich indicates possible

success in regular English-speaking college classes.*

Proficiency Recommendations *

*

GROUP I. Undergraduates in liberal arts and education

Equated
Score

96-100 Can compete with native speakers of English on

equal or nearly equal terms. No restrictions need

be placed on electives.

90-95 Proficient enough in English to carry a full time

academic program. Some allowances have to be made

for written work and for heavy reading assignments.

85-89 May take up to 3/4 the normal academic load plus a

special course (4 hours per week) in English as a

foreign language.

*As suggested by the Michigan Test of English

Language Proficiency Manual, 1962.

**Ibid.



80-84 May take up to 1/2 the normal academic load plus

a special course (4 hours per week) in English as

a Foreign Language.

19

70-79 May take from 1/4 to 1/3 the normal academic load

plus a special intensive course (10 hours per week,

non-credit) in English as a Foreign Language.

69 and Not proficient enough in English to take any
be low

academic work.

GROUP II. Graduates and undergraduates in engineering,

mathematics, and scientific fields that depend heavily on

laboratory work.

Equated
Score

96-100 Can compete with native speakers of English on

equal or nearly equal terms. No restrictions need

be placed on electives.

85-95 Proficient enough in English to carry a full time

academic program. Some allowance will have to be

made for written work and for heavy reading

assignments

.

80-84 May take up to 3/4 the normal load plus a special

course (4 hours per week) in English as a Foreign

Note: The dotted line marks the minimum score of

acceptance
-

by most schools at the University of Michigan

(as stated in the Manual of the Michigan Test of English

Language Proficiency)

.
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Language

.

65-79 May take up to 1/2 the normal academic load plus a

special intensive course (10 hours per week, non-

credit) in English as a Foreign Language.

64 and Not proficient enough in English to take any academic
below

work

.

GROUP III. Graduate humanities and social sciences (English

and American literature, law, political science, philosophy,

etcetera)

.

Equated
Score

92-100 Can compete with native speakers of English on equal

or nearly equal terms. No restrictions need be

placed on electives. For students in the extreme

lower end of this bracket, some allowance may have

to be made for written work and heavy reading

assignments

.

85-91 May take up to 3/4 the normal academic load plus a

special course (4 hours per week) in English as a

Foreign Language.

80-84 May take up to 1/2 the normal academic load plus a

special course (4 hours per week) in English as a

Foreign Language.

7 9 and
below

Not proficient enough in English and not allowed to

academic work in these fields of study.take any
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Test of English as a
Foreign Language (TOEFL)

Interpretation of scores:*

0-350 Do not admit under any circumstances to any program.

351 450 Admit only to certain academic programs in

conjunction with some additional training at the

advanced level in any language program.

601-800 Admit freely to any program for which the candidate

is academically qualified.

English as a Second Language
Achievement Test (ESLAT)

Scores and recommended courses:**

200-579 English 1-2 (105C or 105F at the University of

Massachusetts in Amherst)

500-690 English 3-4 (Intermediate; 100L or HOB at the

University of Massachusetts in Amherst)

691-800 English 5-6 (Honors; regular Rhetoric courses)

Methodology: An Abstract of the Fortune/
Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology

This study should provide useful information for

improving the teaching of English language skills by the

Rhetoric Program at the University of Massachusetts in

*As stated in Guidelines: English Language
Proficiency , published by the National Association for
Foreign Student Affairs.

**Informe de Reevaluacion de la Facultad de

Estudios Generales, pp. 224-227.
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Amherst. It uses the Fortune/Hutchinson Methodology,

Version I, Draft I, September 1973. This particular

methodology was chosen since it has a step-by-step

procedure to be followed, is easy to replicate, directly

involves the decision-makers of the program, and provides

data that can be used to improve or strengthen the program.

Another reason was that information for decision-making is

provided continuously rather than only at the end of the

evaluation--since each step in the methodology provides

data that can be used by the program. It also provides for

a high degree of accuracy in the evaluation process.

The various steps in the Fortune/Hutchinson

Evaluation Methodology were followed during this research

(except where modifications clearly could be expected to

provide better results) . A brief description of the steps

in the methodology follows. The first step is to negotiate

an agreement for the evaluation to be done. In doing so

the evaluator tries to get "a fairly explicit description

of the enterprise .
" The evaluator needs to know what is

being evaluated and why it is being evaluated. Then s/he

determines what resources are available in order to do the

evaluation. "Resources are defined as: staff time,

secretarial and clerical support, duplication costs,

decision maker time, and money." Finally, s/he tries to

1

8

"identify for whom the evaluation is to be done." In
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other words, who is going to receive the data collected

during the evaluation? When these matters have been

discussed to the satisfaction of both the decision-maker

and the evaluator, the results are put into contract form

and signed by both parties.

The second step is to do a "systematic, reliable

goals identification and prioritization process ." 19 The

goals are the intents of the decision-maker regarding the

enterprise. They encompass both the specific verbalized

objectives and the more general, vague notions of the role

of the enterprise. Since there could be countless goals,

it is necessary to put them into order so that the evaluator

can proceed. This order is determined by the decision-

maker .

The third step is to do a "parts" process. What

this means is that instead of looking at the enterprise

as a whole, the components or parts of it are taken into

account. This way, each part can be evaluated as it

contributes to the goals of the enterprise. "The purpose

of a parts process is to identify the parts of the enter-

prise from the point of view of the decision maker for whom

data are to be collected." Input, interface, and output

components are considered. Input refers to those things

occuring before the enterprise begins. Interface are those

things which are not directly part of the enterprise but



which influence it. Output are the results at the end of

a given time period.

24

i"he fourth step is to relate the goals and parts

to each other. "This is done because of the purpose of

doing 3- parts analysis in the first place: to increase the

efficiency and usefulness of the data which is to be provided
2

1

for decision making."

The fifth step is to operationalize the goals that

have been prioritized by the decision-maker. This means that

vague, general statements (fuzzy concepts) will be expressed

in behavioral objectives. This seven-step process is of

utmost importance, since it forms the basis for developing

measurement techniques.

The sixth step is to decide how to collect data.

There are many varieties of measurement instruments that

can be used to collect data. At this point it is not

possible to specify the instruments that will be used since

this is done in conjunction with the decision-maker after

goals have been obtained and defined. Whatever instruments

are used, they should be direct, unobtrusive, and natural.

The instruments should also be valid and reliable. In other

words, the instruments should actually measure the defined

goal components that they purport to measure, and do so

consistently from one time to the next. It is almost

impossible for a measurement instrument to meet all these
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criteria, but it should come as close to doing so as possible

The seventh step is to start collecting data by

implementing the measurement instruments agreed upon with

the population selected.

The eighth step is to analyze the data collected

from the point of view of the goals being examined and to

report this information to the decision-maker. The format

of the report should be understandable. This reporting is

carried out as needed by the evaluator.

The ninth step is a process for revision of the

evaluation. The revision process can occur at any time

during an evaluation. There should be enough flexibility

in the design to permit changes as they become necessary.

For instance, if the decision-maker changes, this would

usually require a change in goals and procedures. The

evaluator must be able to take this into account.

(A copy of the Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation

Methodology is included in Appendix 37.)

Organization of the Study

This work is divided into five chapters. Chapter I

presents the problem of non-English and limited-English

speaking students in gaining admission into institutions

of higher education. It also describes the study and the

methodology used in order to assess how well the English as
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a Second Language component of the Rhetoric Program at the

University of Massachusetts at Amherst was achieving its

stated goals.

Chapter II presents the literature pertaining to the

problem of non-English and limited-English speaking students.

Chapter III presents the implementation of the

Fortune /Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology. It details the

steps taken during the evaluation and the outcomes of these

steps

.

Chapter IV discusses these outcomes in order to

determine the effectiveness of the ESL Program in teaching

English language skills to limited-English speakers.

Chapter V presents the conclusions and recommenda-

tions for servicing non-English and limited-English speaking

students

.

Definition of Terms Used

1. First language, native language, home language, mother

tongue: Refer to the language that a student acquires

at home during early years.

2. SSL - Spanish as a Second Language: For students whose

first language is not Spanish.

2. Bilingual/bicultural education (BBE) : The use of two

languages for instructional purposes. The learning about

the cultures where the two languages are used.
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5. Monolingual: A person who speaks one language.

6. Mainstreamed: A student is moved from the BBE program

to the regular program for English speaking students.
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CHAPTER I I

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

Historical Development of English
as a Second Language

English as a Second Language (ESL) is used exten-

sively to teach English to non-English speakers. Since

English as a Second Language is often confused with English

as a Foreign Language, it is important to define what these

terms mean. According to Christina Bratt Paulston,

A second language is the official, non-home language
of a citizen in a country where he needs the official
language for full participation in the social,
political, and economic life of that nation, as
French in Morocco or Spanish in Mexico .

^

E. Glyn Lewis adds,

It is not at all clear sometimes how a second language
distinguishes itself at one end of the scale from the
first language or mother tongue, and at the other
extreme from a foreign language.

Ordinarily the clearest distinction between the second
and a foreign language is based on the context of their
acquisition. The former is normally acquired under
the stress of close social or environmental require-
ments .

^

In other words, the second language is acquired in a

situation of language contact where the need for knowing

the second language is essential for engaging in everyday

activities such as school, business, government, etcetera.

Foreign language acquisition is not the result of

30
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language contact and. is not essential foe performing

everyday activities. It is seen as an enriching experi-

ence. The same language can be a second or foreign

language, depending on the circumstance under which it is

learned. For Mexicans living in the United States, English

is a second language. For Mexicans living in Mexico,

English is a foreign language.

Besides the differences in the circumstances

surrounding acquisition of a second language and a foreign

language, the effects of doing so are different. E. Glyn

Lewis states that,

A second language, especially if it is acquired early
and involves some of the considerations affecting the
acquisition of the first language, is more deeply
embedded than a foreign language in the fundamental
psychological development of the child. In teaching
the second language, therefore, there is a need to
ensure that what is known of the relationship between
the mother tongue and emotional and cognitive develop-
ment, and what is known of the function of the mother
tongue in the control of important aspects of behavior,
are taken into account. It is often the case that the
second language is learned when the basic conceptuali-
zing processes are being formed. The foreign language
on the other hand, is usually introduced when such
processes are nearly completed, and learning in this
sense is a cognitive enrichment rather than fulfillment.

Another difference between the two is the way a

person feels and behaves toward learning a second language

as opposed to a foreign language. Spolsky finds that having:

A favorable attitude and positive motivation facilitate
the acquisition of both, but in learning the second
language attitude is the more important since it usually
derives from the kind of relation one has with the

ethnic group whose language is involved and whose^imme-

diate presence supplies the necessary motivation.
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The person who has had positive contacts with the dominant

language group will react in a favorable way to learning

its language. The person who has had negative contacts

will react in a negative way. Considering the attitudes

that the language contact situation has brought about is

essential when teaching ESL since it influences the

approaches, methods and techniques which will be used in

the classroom.

ESL approaches, methods, and techniques develooed

from foreign language teaching. An historical overview of

this development indicates that the learning of second

languages has gone on for centuries:

Trilingual vocabularies used for the education of
scribes have been found at Ugarit, and at least two
examples of vocabulary in four languages —Sumerian,
Akkadian, Jurrian, and Ugaritic--testify to the
recognition of the need for instruction in those
languages.

5

Besides these vocabularies, which date from about 1220 B.C.,

there were found a series of texts which show that these

scribes were taught using what is called a translation

method. The students started out by copying personal names

and proceeded to write phrases, first in Sumerian and then

in Akkadean:

The instruction proceeded through long continuous
passages in which the Sumerian version was translated
into Akkadean line by line. Scholarly accuracy was
not inculcated; the main purpose was to render the
sense well enough for practical purposes. The study
of other Semitic dialects did not require the same
prolonged discipline, and for these, bilingual lexi-

cons seemed to have sufficed. (Cambridge Ancient
History, III, 1962, p. 103) 6
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In the West , from the first century to the fifth

century , bilingual Greek-Latin education prevailed. The

Romans used Greek slaves to teach their children Greek:

Though it was the Roman child's second language, Greek
was not taught as a foreign language, as we conceive
it, rather it was the foundation and core of the
educated child's curriculum. It was taught before the
child was introduced to any formal instruction in his
mother tongue . . .

7

The Romans were using what is today called the submersion

method. This method was used since:

This early instruction in Greek was assumed to be at
least as good a foundation of the child's development
as his mother tongue would be. It had the advantage
of ensuring the easy and firm acquisition of a necessary
second language, and it was regarded as a highly
satisfying means of improving a child's control of his
mother tongue. Every Roman child picked up Latin in
the ordinary course of events, so that when he reached
the age for attending school he was thoroughly bilingual
and could profit from formal instruction in both
languages, though it was with Greek that such formal
instruction began. (Diel, 1754:742)8

In spite of its success in teaching the Romans

Greek

,

Augustine criticised the un-naturalness of a system of
bilingual education which imposed the exclusive use of
the second language as the medium of instruction for
the young, for this led to boredom and drudgery.
(Augustine: 13)

^

There were other reasons why this method became unpopular,

so that by the decline of the Roman Empire in the fifth

century, it was no longer used. According to its critics,

If, in order to help the child consolidate his

Greek, formal instruction in the mother . tongue

were too long delayed, he might speak his native

tongue with a foreign accent.

1 .
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2 * ... as a result of very early instruction in and
use of Greek, educated Romans tended to introduce
some features of the Greek tonic system into their
Latin speech.

3- ... many felt that the acquisition of two
languages simultaneously was an intellectual
burden.

4. Even from the teacher's standpoint, it was thought
quite impossible to keep instruction going satis-
factorily in the two languages at the same time.

5. For many pupils it was even more difficult and
frustrating. 30

These are some of the same complaints heard today about

bilingual/bicultural education!

Until the end of the nineteenth century, languages

were taught through grammar and translation. First, there

was the "grammar method," which was assumed to discipline

the mind, develop the memory, and train in logical thinking.

Then there was the "interlinear translation method" devised

by an Englishman named James Hamilton. It contained a

complete story divided into sections, each with an inter-

linear and then an idomatic translation. Around 1852, a

text was prepared to be used with this method. Questions

and answers accompanied each lesson along with lists of

cognates. This method was further developed by attempting

self-pronunciation exercises in the foreign languages. A

limited vocabulary of two or three hundred words, introduced

in skillfully constructed sentences and repeated constantly

to ensure retention, was also used.

The "natural method," which appeared in the private
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language schools around 1866, stressed the spoken language,

eliminated technical grammar at the beginning of the course,

and used the foreign tongue to explain the meaning of new

vocabulary and even grammatical principles which would not

be taught in a functional way. No English was used by the

instructor and the student was drilled in reading the

foreign language aloud and was taught meaning of the text

by inference or by explanations given in the language by

the instructor.

The academies and universities continued to use the

interlinear translation method and there was constant

friction between proponents of the two methods. When ten

prominent teachers of languages met in Washington in 1392,

they decided that the translation method was the most

effective way to teach languages. This method prepared

students to translate at sight and ultimately to read

foreign languages directly. Some practice in pronunciation,

conversation, and composition were incorporated to broaden

the translation method.

Later developments led to the "psychological

method." A series of statements dealing with one subject,

but developing the actions by the use of a different verb

in each statement, were used in this method. The subjects

were commonplace, daily routines, and contained all the

vocabulary related to that activity. The emphasis was to

train the students to develop listening skills. The teaching
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of pronunciation was standardized and became an integral

part of the lesson. Dr. Wilhelm Victor, professor of

philology at the University of Marburg, was the first one

to champion the scientific use of phonetics as an aid in

teaching the pronunciation of a foreign tongue. This

method emphasized developing listening and speaking skills

and later became known as the "direct method."

From these different methods the "eclectic or

complete method was developed. Students were to acquire

skills in speaking, writing, comprehension, and reading

instead of concentrating in one or the other as in the

previous methods. The four areas were incorporated into

the day's lesson.

In 1924 the Modern Foreign Language Study began an

investigation of the whole field of modern language learning

and teaching in the United States. In 1929 Professor

Algernon Coleman published The Teaching of Modern Foreign

Languages in the United States . The conclusions reached

in this volume affected the teaching of modern languages

fundamentally until the outbreak of World War II. The

emphasis was on reading based on experiments and statistical

evidence in the vernacular which indicated that the amount

of reading that pupils did was directly related to achieve-

ment both in rate of silent reading and in comprehension.

Also, more emphasis was placed in the "fuller understanding

11 .

of foreign people and their civilizations." This investi-
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gation led to the development of the direct reading method

and cognate method.

Along with the educational establishment, the

members of the Linguistic Society of America, in their

research on the languages of the American Indians, devised

learning techniques in the 1920's which were to play a

leading part in revitalizing language teaching after 1939.

The new techniques were based on the beliefs of Professor

Franz Boas, Edward Sapir, Leonard Bloomfield, and others

that written language is seldom a representation of actual

speech; and that the only way to learn a language as it is

spoken is to imitate as accurately as possible the conversa-

tion or speech of natives talking naturally and freely.

The method is based upon the principle that a language
is made up not of detached words but of phrases, or
groups of words. The emphasis therefore is not on the
memorization of separate words but on the retention of
expressions . 12

The members of the Linguistic Society of America used the

"scientific approach" developed by such scholars as Block,

13
Hill, Trager, Jakobson, Smith, Walker, Twadell, and Cowen.

This method uses descriptive linguistics to point out

differences between the two languages and native speakers

to develop proper pronunciation and intonation. It also

employs the unit approach where the subject matter of each

lesson is organized so that it centers around a sphere of

interest that is essentially practical.

One of the contributions of linguistics in the field
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of language teaching has been a change in emphasis from

reading to speech. Also, the need to teach cultural aspects

of the language —dance, art, music, etcetera. Yet these

ideas were relegated for a long time by the educational

establishment for the reading and direct methods. But the

American Council of Learned Societies realized their value.

Their members developed some interesting innovations in

teaching which were applied to language learning by the

Army and Navy during World War II. In the Intensive Language

Program set up by the Army and Navy, the following innova-

tions developed by the Linguistics Society of America were

stressed

:

1. Insistence that students spend most of their time
in small drill sessions, imitating a native speaker
or informant;

2. Extension of the language course to 15 or 20 hours
per week;

3. Reduction of the study of grammar to what is

essential for the imitation of a native speaker;
and

4. Less emphasis on the study of reading or writing
which might interfere with learning the 'spoken
language .

'

Professor Mario A. Pei of Columbia University and

Professor Frederick Bodner of the University of Cape Town

made these same theories plausible and comprehensible to

teachers and laymen alike through their books, Language s

for War and Peace and The Loom of Language . Both books,

which appeared in 1943 and 1944 respectively, stressed the
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teaching of several lanauages at once.

After World War II, the "aural-oral" or "audio-

visual" approach became popular. Methods using this

approach started being applied directly to the teaching

of ESL . The audio- lingual method was developed from

this approach and it was dominant for over twenty years

.

It is based on Bloom's structural linguistics and Skinner's

behavioral psychology. The structural linguist studies

languages as they are spoken: language is viewed as a

structure consisting of many units which can be classified

according to their function in the entire language struc-

ture. The behavioral psychologist studies the relationship

of stimulus /response in behavior. Therefore, students are

presented with the language structure in units consisting

of grammatical groups presented in dialogues revolving

around everyday occurrences. In this method there is

plenty of imitation, repetition and conversation to ensure

retention and proper use of given units of the language

structure. The stress is on developing listening compre-

hension and speaking before reading and writing. The

method calls for concentrated doses of classroom instruction

in which pictures, realia, and mechanical aids are liberally

used. The use of lab equipment to supplement classroom

instruction is essential. With her book, Teaching English

as a Second Language: Theory and Practice , Mary Finocchiaro

made this approach readily accessible to the classroom
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teacher

.

By the end of the 1960s many scholars, teachers,

and students had become dissatisfied with the audio- lingual

approach. According to Edmond A. Meras

,

Language learning must be made adaptable to all
students and it must reach, by using a multiple
approach, every student in any given class whatever
his individual aptitudes may be. 15

The consensus seemed to be that the audio- lingual method

was not achieving this goal. This was probably a result

of the revolution taking place in linguistics and psychology.

The advent of generative linguistics brought with it
a new way of looking at language, and at the same
time cognitive psychology similarly turned the attention
of those studying human behavior away from programs
of mechanistic conditioning. 6

As such, a multitude of innovations were implemented in

language teaching. But language teachers found that the

theories of Noam Chomsky, Robert Krohn, and Bernard Spolsky

in linguistics; and David Ausubel, Frank Smith and Carl

Rogers in psychology, did not translate into applicable

teaching methods and techniques for language teaching. The

1970s saw an unprecedented number of ideas which are essen-

tial that language teachers possess, but no panacea to the

complex process of language teaching and learning.

During this time the "cognitive-code-learning

approach," which leads the student to make an analysis of

the language he is learning and to develop competence in

its use, developed. The method employs contrastive
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analysis of the second and native language. Modified

versions of the Grammar Translation Method and Direct Method
were also being used.

So the third quarter of the twentieth century was aperiod when language teaching methodology went from
a well accepted method strongly rooted in linguistic
and psychological theory to a time of uncertainty andsearching. 1 ' J

During this quarter of the century, methods based

on the substantial and growing body of research that provide

comprehensive insights into the process of second language

acquisition and take the affective domain into account have

developed. In "Community Language Learning," students and

teachers struggle with the forms of the language inductively

but always with the security of acceptance of each other.

"The Silent Way" capitalizes on the motivation of students

to communicate with each other with little prodding or

direction from the teacher. "Suggestopedia is used for

teaching many different skills besides language, relies on

the significance of the subconscious cognition of human

beings and promotes learning through relaxation and indirect

1

8

acquisition of forms." It is impossible to mention the

other methods which have been developed as scholars,

teachers, and students continue to search for the most

effective method to teach languages. This rather brief

overview shows that the field of language teaching as a

foreign or second language has undergone substantial changes

that have led to better and more efficient ways of teaching
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it. Yet , Edmond A. Meras is correct in writing that,

. . . A long range, impersonal historical view will
show only a steady improvement in techniques and
increased efficiency in presentation of subject
matter

.

But greater emphasis on motivation is necessary, and
greater social pressure and interest must be created
to help combat the general public apathy and even open
antagonism to language learning. Only when such
interest has been aroused will the many improved and
progressive techniques of language teaching really
become effective.

Historical Developments of
Bilinqual/Bicultural Education

Although ESL has been in extensive use in higher

education since the 1960s, bilingual/bicultural education

(BBE ) in higher education is a more recent development in

the United States. Yet bilingual education was prevalent

in elementary and secondary schools prior to World War I.

When the Bilingual Education Act was signed by President

Lyndon B. Johnson on January 2, 1968 the United States

returned to what had been considered normal. This Act is

also known as Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act of 1965 as amended in 1967, or Public Law

90-247. It came about as a result of arduous work by the

Hispanic Community and involved many hours of litigation

in the courts. The forerunners of this law were Brown

(1954) and the Civil Rights Act of 1964. It has been

strengthened by the 1970 OCR Memo, the 1974 Supreme Court

decision Lau vs. Nichols, and the 1976 Lau Remedies.
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Section 702 of the Bilingual Education Act states:

In recognition of the special educational needs of the
nui

?
bers of children of limited English-speakinqability m the United States, Congress hereby declares

it to be the policy of the United States to providefinancial assistance to local educational agencies todevelop and carry out new and imaginative elementary
and secondary school programs designed to meet these
special education needs. For the purpose of this
bbb le t children of limited English-speaking ability'
means children who come from environments where the
dominant language is other than English. 20

The "new and imaginative" program set up was bilingual

education in which the student's mother tongue is used as

a medium of instruction while the student is acquiring

English as a Second Language. The program is also designed

to impart to students a knowledge of the history and culture

associated with the respective languages.

When the Spanish-speaking community started pressing

for bilingual education during the 1960s, many Americans

started complaining that other immigrant groups had not been

given this opportunity. But according to Joshua Fishman,

this is not true:

More American grandparents received bilingual education
at public expense than most of us realize. There was
considerable public bilingual education in the U.S.A.
in the latter part of the nineteenth and in the early
part of the twentiety century (Fishman, 1966) and only
the xenophobia of World War I days has erased that
fact from our historical consciousness. As many as one
million children attended bilingual programs in public
schools during the nineteenth century and much earlier
in sectarian schools. 2 ^

There were, for example, German/English public bilingual

schools in Indiana, Illinois, Ohio, Wisconsin, Minnesota,
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Michigan, Iowa, and Missouri; French/English programs in

Lousiana; and Spanish/English programs in New Mexico prior

to the Civil War. The school laws and administrative

policies were silently permissive as the the language of

instruction. Some states actually had laws authorizing the

use of a vernacular other than English. In Pennsylvania

in 1837 and Ohio in 1839 the law permitted German/English

Public schools; the California and New Mexico constitutions

were drafted so that there was equality between English and

Spanish. Cincinnati had bilingual programs until 1917. 22

Taking a closer look at the German/English bilingual

programs, Harold H. Leibowitz points out in "Language

Policies in the United States," that prior to the last half

of the nineteenth century, German was used in the sectarian

schools throughout Pennsulvania , Maryland, Virginia, and

. 2 3the Carolinas, often to the exclusion of English. During

the period of 1817-35, the number of German immigrants

increased greatly, most of them concentrating in Indiana,

Illinois, Ohio, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Michigan, Iowa, and

Missouri. The public schools set up during this time made

no mention of the language to be employed in the schools.

If the language question came up, the Germans put pressure

on the legislature to ensure the use of German in public

schools. In Ohio they managed to have a law passed allowing

the use of German in the public schools in 1836; by 1840

the law was revised to set up German/English schools. In
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Pennsylvania in 1837 the law permitted German schools to

be founded on an equal basis with English ones. This

situation persisted until the 1900s, when the teaching of

German in the public schools came under severe attack and

the use of German was discontinued in St. Louis, Louisville,

St. Paul and San Francisco. There had been a large immigra-

tion during this time and the Germans posed a threat to the

political balance of many states. As such, many moved

against them by attacking their language and their church.

The Germans developed private and parochial schools to

counteract the effect of the new legislation. But these

also came under fire, and laws prohibiting the use of

German were passed as anti-German feelings increased

during World War I and the United States became extremely

nationalistic. Although these laws were found to be

unconstitutional and could not prevent the teaching of

German in private and parochial schools, the practical

effect of World War I and the accompanying state legisla-

tion resulted in the German language effectively being

dropped from the public high school curriculum. The

situation was made worse by the advent of World War II.

The political and social barriers imposed on German

were also extended to other languages and immigrant groups.

It became a "crime" to teach in any language but English,

and this "prohibition" lasted intil 1968 when the Bilingual

Education Act was signed into law.
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Since then, many states (Massachusetts was the

first state to do so) have passed bilingual education laws

to ensure that students who are non- English speaking or

limited- English speaking receive an equal education. The

programs set up under these laws have been under a continuous

barrage of criticism from educators, politicians and the

general public.

The criticism leveled at bilingual/bicultural

programs falls into three main headings: cognitive aspects,

cost and divisiveness. The literature dealing with BBE

demonstrates that there is a positive cognitive aspect to

bilingualism. The authors of The Bilingual Brain state:

Mastery of a second language affects perceptual
strategies and capacities. In the bilingual there
is a loosening of perceptual constraints, a new
openness and flexibility. Consistent with findings
in the section on linguistic studies, we found
strong evidence to suggest that bilinguals are
better able than monolinguals to deal with abstract
aspects of language, that there is greater cognitive
flexibility on the part of bilinguals. Nonverbal
skills are not impaired in young bilinguals, while
verbal skills mature earlier. Bilinguals have greater
linguistic sensitivity than monolinguals. Experience
in study of foreign language expands the individual's
sensitivities to universals of phonetic symbolism. 4

In a country that has become increasingly cost

conscious BBE seems to many as an unnecessary frill. Yet

according to Joshua Fishman, "Bilingual and bicultural

education is not a favor for the poor, it is an obligation

and opportunity for us all - particularly for the high and

mighty - if we are to survive." He further states that
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When all is said and done bilingual education 'gives'much more than it 'takes away.' The unmarked language
child has at least acquired entree into a language
culture that would otherwise have been for him a
closed book. b

The United States has institutionalized the process

of assimilation as the only way to achieve success within

the American society. Any deviation from this norm is

instantly branded as being divisive and leading to the

disintegration of the fifty states. But the desire of a

group to maintain its language and culture should be viewed

as a means of diversifying rather than dividing the United

States. As stated by the authors of The Problem of Language

Revival :

Critics claim that languages are barriers, but barriers
need not be purely negative things; they can be
surprisingly creative. Barriers to reproduction
between originally interbreeding sections of plant and
animal species have been the means of enabling these
to develop, diversify and enrich their own inherited
cultures instead of having their individuality diluted
and finally washed out in a common flat uniformity .^ 7

Taking these things into account, there is a need

in the United States for bilingual/bicultural education

programs, not just English as a second language programs.

BBE programs should permeate the whole educational system

from elementary schools to universities in order to meet

the educational needs of citizens who are non-English

speaking. The ESL component can also service the large

numbers of foreign students who come to study in the United

States. BBE programs should provide an alternative education

to majority children desiring to be part of it.
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CHAPTER III
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FORTUNE/HUTCHINSON

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

Chapter Overview

This chapter presents the implementation of the

Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology. The steps

carried out during the evaluation, and the outcomes of these

steps are described in detail. The major steps in the

methodology are used as subtitles.

Negotiation of the Contract

In November of 1980, this evaluator met with the

director of the ESL component of the Rhetoric Department

at the University of Massachusetts in Amherst, to explain

the Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology, and to

determine if it satisfied his need for an evaluation of

the ESL component. After discussing the purpose of

evaluation, "to provide information for decision-making,"

and the methodology, both parties were ready to negotiate

an agreement for the evaluation to be done.

In order to draw up the contract, it was necessary

to identify the enterprise to be evaluated. The director

named the English as a Second Language component of the

50
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Rhetoric Program at the University of Massachusetts at

Amherst as the entity to be evaluated. He also provided

a written description of the enterprise which appears in

Table 3. It was also necessary to identify the resources

for the evaluation, and the person who would receive the

results of the evaluation. Table 4 lists the resources

available to the enterprise and those available for the

evaluation. The director was named as the person who would

receive the results of the evaluation. There were other

possible decision-makers, such as the director of the

Rhetoric Program; but since resources were limited, the

scope of the study was narrowed in order to do as thorough

a job as possible. All this information was put into

contract form and signed by both the evaluator and the

director. The contract appears in Table 2.

Goals Process

Once an agreement had been reached concerning the

entity to be evaluated, the resouces available for the

evaluation, and who would receive the results of the

evaluation, the evaluator started the Goals Process. The

director was asked to mention his intent for the ESL program.

In response to the question, "What do you really want the

ESL component to accomplish for yourself and for others?

the director replied, "To meet the goals of the Rhetoric

Program, as established by the Academic Matters and Faculty
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TABLE 2

CONTRACT
(Step 1.0)

I agree, as Director of the English as a Second
Language (ESL) component of the Rhetoric Program at the

of Massachusetts at Amherst, to provide access
to program records, release time for personnel involved
in the evaluation (teachers, students, secretary) , and
five hours a week of my time, without compensation, to
the Evaluator, a doctoral candidate in the School of
Education's Bi lingual-Bicultural Professions Program,
who will be evaluating the ESL component of the Rhetoric
Program. The Evaluator must evaluate the four levels
of the ESL component.

Also, the Evaluator agrees to give progress reports
of findings as they become available. The final report
of the evaluation should be submitted to me as soon as

the evaluation is completed, but the Evaluator will have

access to program data until such moment.

Also, the Evaluator agrees to use the information

compiled only for the purpose of a doctoral dissertation

and agrees that the names of individual students will not

be used. Any other use of this information requires

written permission from me.

Director Evaluator
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TABLE 3

ENTERPRISE IDENTIFICATION
(Step 2.2)

The Rhetoric Program of the University

of Massachusetts at Amherst has an English as a

Second Language (ESL) component. This component

offers four levels in English instruction to

students who are limited English speakers.

During the 1981-82 school year, these four levels

(Rhetoric 105C, Rhetoric 105F, Rhetoric 100L, and

Rhetoric HOB) will be the focus of the evaluation.

The evaluation will include all the participants

in these four levels.
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TABLE 4

IDENTIFICATION OF RESOURCES
FOR THE EVALUATION

(Step 4.1)

The director listed the following resources as

being available to the enterprise

:

Director Classrooms

Teachers Language lab

Secretary Study room

Office and office
equipment

Instructional
material--books

,

tapes, etc.

The following are available for the evaluator:

Director's time Secretary's time

Teachers ' time Students ' records
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Senate, and which appear in the program brochure."

The brochure for the Rhetoric Program listed twelve

objectives as being "essential to the student's improvement

in reading, writing, speaking, and listening." The director

indicated the following as being the focus of the ESL

program:

To develop a thesis and distinguish between controlling
and supporting ideas.

To develop ideas by using a variety of supports (e.g.,
definition, example, illustration, statistics, compari-
son and content, analogy).

To develop responsibility for acting as credible
sources of complete and accurate information.

To demonstrate knowledge of conventions in writing and
speaking (e.g., spelling, punctuation, grammar, oral
delivery)

.

To identify, analyze and evaluate definitions, infer-
ences, assumptions, and patterns of reasoning, and to
apply that analysis in spoken and written discourse.

To improve reading and listening skills.

The director also gave the following personal goals

as being intents of the ESL program.

To help students acquire an adequate proficiency in
English that will allow them to function successfully
at the University.

To promote the habit of using English as a vehicle of
communication in and outside the classroom.

To acquire understanding of cultural expressions and
attitudes as manifested through the medium of the
English language.

Develop appreciation for aesthetic values in represen-
tative literary works in English.

To become involved in bilingual campus life.
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To enable such students to compete successfully forjobs after graduation. 7

To develop self-discipline and work-study skills.

After the list of goals was generaged, the evaluator

broke down the multiple goal statements into single goal

statements. Multiple goals statements are goal statements

expressing more than one purpose (connected by "and," "but,"

"or," etcetera). Single goal statements are goals with only

one purpose. This breakdown of goals appears in Table 5

The director went through the list and felt that the following

goals should be added:

To organize ideas in a coherent pattern in writing and
speaking.

To express ideas coherently in writing and speaking.

He also felt that the goal stating, "To improve listening

skills" should be changed to read:

To improve listening comprehension skills.

The new goals were broken up into single goal statements

and added on to the goal list.

In order to determine the completeness of the goals

list, the Activities Test of Completeness for Goals was

performed. The director made a list of activities that he

performs during the course of the ongoing enterprise. Then

he stated why these activities are performed, and matched

each reason to a goal or goal statements on the list.

Table shows the result of this match. It can be seen

that the list is pretty complete and that the Prioritization
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Process could begin.

During the first part of the Goals Process,

seventy-seven single goal statements were generated. These

goals had to be prioritized. After discussing possible

criteria for prioritizing them, it was determined that

there was enough time to do a prioritization of goals using

three criteria: importance to ESL component, chronology

(which skill must be learned first) , and cost to ESL compo-

nent and students.

The director ranked each goal using each of the

criteria decided upon. Then prioritization was done on the

basis of adding together ranking on the different criteria.

The director used the criterium of importance to success

of the ESL program to break any ties resulting from this

step. The final prioritized list was presented to the

director for approval. Table 5 shows the results of this

process. He was satisfied with the order of the goals.

It was decided at this point that only the first

fifteen goals would be used for the next step because of

the limited resources and time constraints. Although the

first fifteen goals are not all the most important, they

are those that are basic to the Rhetoric Program. The

director received the report shown on Table 7 based on the

agreements reached during the Prioritization Process.
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TABLE 7

PRIORITIZATION REPORT

FROM:

TO:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

Evaluator

Director

Results of Prioritization Process

March 30, 1981

These are the goals that ranked 1 to 15 in the prioriti-

zation part of the Goal Process, using the criteria of

importance to the success of the ESL component,

chronology, and low monetary cost to ESL component and

students. They will be the focus of the evaluation for

the Integration of Goals and Parts.

1. To demonstrate a knowledge of conventions in grammar.
2. To demonstrate a knowledge of conventions in writing
3. To improve reading skills.
4. To improve listening comprehension skills.
5. To demonstrate a knowledge of conventions in spelling.
6. To demonstrate a knowledge of conventions in punctua-

tion .

7. To demonstrate a knowledge of conventions in oral
delivery.

8. To demonstrate a knowledge of conventions in speaking.
9. To organize ideas.

10. To organize ideas in a coherent pattern in writing.
11. To organize ideas in a coherent pattern in speaking.
12. To express ideas.
13. To express ideas coherently in writing.
14. To express ideas coherently in speaking.
15. To develop a thesis.
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Parts Process

The director was asked to respond to the following

question: "What are the conceptual components that you see

as the major parts of the ESL component of the Rhetoric

Program? Then he was asked to identify the major parts

elicited as input, interfaces, or output. Table 8 shows

what the major parts of the ESL component are and whether

the part is an input (prerequisite)
, interface (not a part

but impinges and influences) , or output (results)

.

These major parts of the ESL component were assigned

to the appropriate activity on the activities list generated

during the Goals Process. It was found that parts 8-11

(the courses offered by the ESL program) were not assigned

to at least one activity. This discrepancy was pointed out

to the director and as a result, activity 20, which reads,

"Achieving ESL goals at different levels," was added to the

activity list since parts 8-11 are essential to the enter-

prise. Table 9 shows this match between activities and

parts. It also gives the ranking of each activity and

part. The information gathered during this process was

then reported to the director. (See Table 10)
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TABLE 10

PARTS PROCESSREPORT

FROM:

TO:

SUBJECT

:

DATE:

Evaluator

Director

Parts Process

May 14, 1981

These are the parts that have been identified as being

major elements of the ESL component of the Rhetoric

Program. They appear in the rank order that you

provided, based on their importance to the Program.

They will be the focus of the evaluation for the

Integration of Goals and Parts. Tables and are the

results of Steps 1.0 - 3.3.2 of the Parts Process.

1

.

Director 11. Foreign student English
admission requirements

2 . Secretary
12. Out-of-state student

3. Budget English admission
requirements

4. Instructor
13. In-state student English

5. Lecturer admission requirements

6. Teaching Associate 14. Classroom facilities

7. Course 105C 15. Library facilities

8. Course 105F 16. Rhetoric Program

9. Course 100L 17. Rhetoric Board

10. Course HOB 18. Academic Matters
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Integration of Goals and Parts Process

The goals list and parts list previously generated

were presented to the director. He was asked to assign

each of the parts to those goals on the goals list that

each of the parts related to. All goals were related to

at least one part. Then he had to assign each of the goals

to those parts on the parts list that each of the goals

related to. There were parts for which no goal was related.

After some consideration, the director decided to remove

these parts, since they were not directly involved in the

achievement of the goals. It must be noted that all the

goals are teaching goals; therefore, only the parts dealing

with courses and instructors remained.

A new list of goals, parts and combined goals/parts

was made up with the revisions determined above. Table 11

shows the match between goals and parts. A new list of

activities, parts, and combined activities /parts was also

made. Table 12 shows the match between activities and

parts

.

The information gathered during this process was

shown to the director for his approval. (See Table 13)
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TABLE 13

INTEGRATION OF GOALS AND
PARTS REPORT

FROM:

TO:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

Evaluator

Director

Integration of Goals and Parts

May 14, 1981

Tables and are the results of the

Integration of Goals and Parts, using the

prioritized goal list and parts list as

revised during the process. They will be the

focus of the evaluation for the Operationali-

zation of the Goals and Data Collection.
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Operationalization of Goals

With the goals prioritized, and the decision to

limit the evaluation to the goals ranked one to fifteen

having been made, the evaluator began the Operationalization

of Goals. During this process the evaluator got the director

to define or clarify his goals. This step was shortened

by asking the director to state how an outside observer

would know if the goal was being achieved instead of pre-

senting a hypothetical situation. (By this time the

evaluator was convinced that the director was fully

knowledgeable of the goals analysis process.) The director

wrote down all the things that he thought indicated that

the particular goal was being accomplished. The evaluator

asked the director to go over the list and add, modify, or

eliminate items on the list.

The evaluator then made a list of the director's

responses, breaking down multiple responses (joined by

"and," "or," "but," etcetera) so that there was only one

item per line. Exact duplicates were eliminated. The

evaluator asked the director to review the list, make any

desired changes, and approve it. The director then had to

prioritize the items in terms of the importance of having

evaluation data about them. The most important item is

assigned a "1," next most important a "2," etcetera.

Table 14 shows the result of this process.
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TABLE 14

OPERATIONALIZATION OF GOALS
(Steps 2. 0-8.0)

Goal 1 : To demonstrate a knowledge of convention in
grammar

.

1. Student has no errors in subject-verb agreement.
2. Student has less than three errors in tense.
3 . Student has no error in use of pronouns

.

4. Student has less than four errors in use of
prepositions

.

5. Student has no errors in use of articles.
6. Student uses a variety of sentence structures:

a. simple sentences
b. complex sentences
c. compound sentences

Goal 2 : To demonstrate a knowledge of convention in
writing

.

In a written sample of about 500 words, the student has:

1. No errors in subject-verb agreement.
2. Less than three errors in tense.
3. No errors in use of pronouns.
4. Less than four errors in use of prepositions.
5. No errors in use of articles.
6. A variety of sentence structures:

a. simple sentences
b. complex sentences
c . compound sentences

7. Less than four errors in spelling.
8. No errors in word order.
9. Less than three words used incorrectly.

10. No words omitted.
11. No errors in paragraphing.
12. No errors in use of periods.
13. Less than three errors in use of commas.

14. No errors in use of question marks.
15. No errors in use of capital letters.
16. No errors in use of small letters.
17. No errors in use of apostrophe.
18. Less than two errors in use of exclamation points.

19. Less than two errors in use of semicolon.

20. Less than two errors in use of colon.
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TABLE 14 (Continued)

Goal 3: To improve reading skills

Given a reading passage, student will be able to choose
the correct answer to questions based on it.

Goal 4: To improve listening comprehension skills.

Student will be able to choose the appropriate
response to a spoken statement/question

.

written

Goal 5: To demonstrate a knowledge of conventions
spelling

.

in

Less than four errors in spelling.

Goal 6: To demonstrate a knowledge of conventions
punctuation

.

in

1. No errors in use of periods.
2. Less than three errors in use of commas.
3. No errors in use of question marks.
4. No errors in use of apostrophe.
5. Less than two errors in use of exclamation points.
6. Less than two errors in use of semi-colon.
7. Less than two errors in use of colon.

Goal 7: To demonstrate a knowledge of conventions in oral
delivery

.

In a three-minute in-class oral presentation, the

student will:

1. Make himself /herself understood.
2. Have no errors in subject-verb agreement.

3. Have less than two errors in tenses.
4. Have less than three errors in prepositions.

5. Have no errors in use of articles.
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TABLE 14 (Continued)

6 . Use a variety of sentence structures.
a

.

simple sentences
b

.

complex sentences
c

.

compound sentences
7. Use chronological order.
8. Use definitions

.

9. Use examples

.

10. Use comparisons

.

11. Use contrasts

.

12. Use deduction.
13. Use induction

.

14 . Use order of importance of events.
15. Use analysis

.

16. Use cause and effect.

Goal 8 : To demonstrate a knowledge of conventions in
speaking

.

1. Student can make himself understood during a conversa-
tion .

2. Have less than two errors in subject-verb agreement.
3. Have less than three errors in tenses.
4. Have less than four errors in use of prepositions.
5. Have less than two errors in use of articles.

Goal 9: To organize ideas.

1 .

Student organizes ideas by:

Using chronological order.
2 . Using definitions

.

3. Using examples

.

4. Using comparisons

.

5. Using contrasts

.

6 . Using deduction

.

7. Using induction

.

8. Using order of importance of events.
9. Using analysis

.

10. Using cause and effect.
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TABLE 14 (Continued)

Goal 1

0

: To organize ideas in a coherent pattern in
writing

.

In a 500- word written sample, the student will
organize ideas in the following ways:

1 . By using a topic sentence to present the subject
matter

.

2. By using chronological order.
3 . By using definitions

.

4. By using examples

.

5 . By using contrasts

.

6 . By using deduction

.

7 . By using induction

.

8. By using order of importance of events.
9. By using analysis

.

10. By using cause and effect.

Goal 11: To organize
speaking

.

ideas in a coherent pattern in

See Goa 1 8.

Goal 12: To express ideas

.

See Goa 1 9.

Goal 13: To express ideas in writing

See Goal 10.

Goal 14: To express ideas in speaking

.

See Goal 8.

Goal 15: To develop a thesis.

See Goal 10.
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Once the director had prioritized the list, he
stated whether each item was a directly observable behavior
or state. He check-marked each item which he believed was
a directly observable behavior or state. Then the evaluator
examined the check-marked items to ensure that they were

observable. The director had not check-marked Goal 8,

which read, "To demonstrate a knowledge of conventions in

speaking," (see Table 14) because this goal was not directly

observable in the classroom since the students seldom

engaged in in-class conversations. Goal 7, "To demonstrate

a knowledge of convention in oral delivery," (see Table 14)

was more indicative of class activities. It was decided

at this point to develop observational techniques just for

the directly observable items since there was not enough

time for the others.

Development of Observational
Techniques

Along with clarifying the goals during the Opera-

tionalization of Goals, the evaluator and the director also

discussed possible observational techniques for measuring

them. By the time all the goals had been operationalized,

measurement devices had already been agreed upon. In order

to measure goals dealing with written grammar, ideas and

organization (Goals 1,2,5,6,10,13,15), writing samples

totalling about 500 words were collected at the beginning
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and end of the semester. For the goals dealing with oral

grammar, ideas and organization (Goals 7,11,14), three-

m^- nu ^e oral deliveries were made in HOB, the course where

this goal is stressed. For the goals dealing with reading

(Goal 3) and listening comprehension (Goal 4) , the Reading

Comprehension and Listening Comprehension parts of the

Michigan Proficiency Test were used.

During the discussion about observational techniques,

the evaluator felt that the Michigan Proficiency Test should

be used, since the ESL component uses it for placement

purposes. This meant that there already were scores which

could be used for comparisons if the test were given again.

The director felt that the Michigan Proficiency Test was

not appropriate, since it was not an achievement test and

this is what was needed. The director suggested that the

evaluator develop a test, but this was beyond the scope of

the study. Using another test also meant having to admin-

ister it at the beginning and end of the semester. The

evaluator discussed the issue with the chairperson of the

dissertation committee, who felt that using the Michigan

Proficiency Test would be appropriate. The evaluator met

with the director again, who reluctantly agreed to the use

of the Michigan Proficiency Test.

The planned measurements were then tested for

reasonable cost —time of raters, coders, cost of equipment,

and supplies. Since it was determined that the cost was
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reasonable, and that the measurements could be implemented,

the collection of data was begun. All the information

gathered during this process was reported to the director.

Table 15 shows the report submitted for his approval.

Implementation of Measurement

As soon as the 1981 Fall semester began, the

evaluator met with the director to begin the implementation

of measurement. The evaluator also met or phoned the

teachers in the ESL programs to explain the instruments

that were being used to evaluate the goals of the ESL

component. The teachers were told that in order to measure

those goals dealing with grammar and writing it would be

necessary to get two or three writing samples totalling

about 500 words from each student in the program, both at

the beginning and end of the semester. The teachers felt

comfortable with this observational technique even though

they felt 500 words were a lot, especially for the

beginning students.

To measure those goals dealing with oral delivery,

tapings of three-minute oral deliveries would be necessary

from the students in HOB. The tapings would be done at

the beginning and end of the semester. The teacher of this

course felt comfortable with this observational technique.

The third observational technique was the Michigan

Listening Comprehension and ReadingProficiency Test.
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TABLE 15

INSTRUMENTATIONREPORT

FROM: Evaluator

TO: Director

SUBJECT: Instrumentation Process

DATE: September 24, 1981

These are the instruments that we have agreed to use in

order to measure the objectives of the ESL program:

1. Writing samples of at least 500 words from
each student in the program.

2 . Tapes from the courses that concentrate on
oral delivery.

3. Michigan Proficiency Test.

It is necessary that I get two or three writing samples

totaling about 500 words from each student in the program,

both at the beginning and end of this semester. The

taped presentations should be about three minutes long.

A tape from the beginning of the semester and the end of

the semester is needed. All students will take the

Listening Comprehension and Reading Comprehension parts

of the Michigan Proficiency Test again, but only the

Listening Comprehension and Reading Comprehension will

be evaluated.

I would like to meet with the teachers in the program to

explain the importance of this part of the evaluation,

and how they can help to make it successful.
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Comprehension were to be measured using this observational

technique. When the evaluator met with the teachers in

October to discuss this particular observational technique

they expressed concern since they felt that listening

comprehension and reading comprehension were only being

developed as an incidental outcome of teaching grammar and

waiting. They felt that grammar and writing were the

primary focus of their classes, and that students should

not be evaluated for listening comprehension and reading

comprehension. They did not want their class time used for

the administration of the test at the end of the semester.

This was reported back to the director and the evaluator

indicated that there might be a need to redesign this part

of the evaluation. (See Table 16) After a lengthy

discussion, it was decided to take a random sampling of

forty students to measure the listening comprehension and

reading comprehension with the Michigan Proficiency Test

instead of administering the test to all the students as

originally planned. The test would be done outside of

class time. The director felt that these two goals were

important, were being achieved in the program, and should

be evaluated. Table 17 shows the agreement reached at

this time.

During this time the evaluator was also developing

devices to record the observations collected from the

implementation. A checklist was developed from the opera-
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TABLE 16

IMPLEMENTATION PROCESSREPORT

FROM: Evaluator

TO: Director

SUBJECT: Meeting with ESL Teachers

DATE: October 8, 1981

I have met with the teachers in the program to explain

the observational techniques to be used for this

evaluation. When I mentioned that the Michigan

Proficiency Test would be used to measure listening and

reading comprehension, they expressed concern, since

they felt that the focus of their classes is grammar

and writing. They felt that listening comprehension

and reading comprehension were incidental to their

teaching grammar and writing; and therefore, students

should not be evaluated in these two areas.

I would like to discuss this further with you, since

there might be a need for redesigning the observational

techniques to be used in this part of the evaluation.



TABLE 17

REDESIGN OF INSTRUMENTATION REPORT

FROM: Evaluator

TO: Director

SUBJECT: Redesign of Instrumentation

DATE: October 13, 1981

Because of my discussion with the ESL teachers,

we have agreed to modify the observational

techniques as follows: a random sampling of

forty students from the program will be

tested with the Michigan Proficiency Test

instead of all the students in the program.

The testing will be done outside of class

time

.

The other observational techniques remain the

same:

1. Writing samples of at least 500 words
from each student in the program.

2. Three-minute oral presentations from
students in HOB.
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tionalized goals for the writing and oral delivery goals.

Then the recording device for the writing samples was field

tested using compositions from former ESL students. It was

found that the checklist as developed from the operational-

ized goals was not sufficient to cover errors present in

compositions. After consulting with the director, the

evaluator added the following items to the checklist:

1. Number of words written

2 . No run-on sentences

3. No incomplete sentences

4. Less than three words used incorrectly

5. Uses topic sentence to present subject matter

6. Uses transition within and between paragraphs

7 . Uses description

The item "sub ject-verb agreement" was changed to just

"agreement," to include errors in number agreement. It was

felt that these changes would reflect more precisely the

quality of the written composition. The number of words

would be used to calculate the number of words per error.

The revised checklist was field tested again and found

satisfactory. Table 18 shows the recording device as it was

used to collect data about the writing goals.

Table 19 shows the recording device used to collect

data about the goals dealing with oral delivery. This

recording device was not field tested, since there were no
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TABLE 18

WRITING SAMPLE DATA SHEET

Course

:

Operationalized Student
Goals Number of Words

No errors in agreement
Less than 3 errors in tenses
No errors in use of pronouns
Less than 4 errors in prepositions
No errors in use of articles
A variety of sentence structures:
a) simple sentences
b) complex sentences
c) compound sentences
No incomplete sentences
No run-on sentences
Less than 4 errors in spelling
No errors in word order
Less than 3 words used incorrectly
No words omitted
No errors in paragraphing
No errors in iisp of quotation iriarks

No errors in use of periods
Less than 3 errors in use of commas
No errors in use of guestion marks
No errors in use of small letters
No errors in use of aoostrophes
Less than 2 errors in use of exclamation points
Less than 2 errors in use of semicolon
Less than 2 errors in use of colon
Uses chronological order
Uses definition
Uses description
Uses example
Uses comparison
Uses contrast
Uses deduction
Uses induction
Uses order of importance of events
Uses analysis
Uses cause and effect
iiqpfi topic sentence to present subject matter

Uses transitions within and between paragraphs
_
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available tapes for doing so.

Table 20 shows the recording device used to collect

data about listening comprehension, and Table 21 about

reading comprehension.

Since it was necessary to redesign the format of

data collection for the reading comprehension and listening

comprehension, a sampling plan was developed. This was

necessary to accomodate the feelings of some of the ESL

instructors that these two goals were not the focus of their

classes and should not be tested for. It was decided that

the Michigan Proficiency Test would be administered to a

random sample of students from all levels, outside of class

time. By using a formula for calculating the smallest

possible number of observations that could be carried out

without much loss of data quality, it was determined that

forty students had to take the Michigan Proficiency Test.

At this point, students were notified of the evaluation and

the observational techniques which would be used. Table 22

shows the letter sent out to all the students in the ESL

program.

A plan for getting the names of the forty students

who would re-take the Michigan Proficiency Test was

developed. This plan consisted of assigning a three-digit

random number to each student in the ESL program, using the

class lists provided by the director. The random numbers
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TABLE 20

LISTENING COMPREHENSIONDATA SHEET

Student # of
Items

First Testing Second Testing

DifferenceRaw
Score

Equated
Score

Raw
Score

Equated
Score

i

I
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TABLE 21

READING COMPREHENSIONDATA SHEET

Student # of
Items

First Testing Second Testing

DifferenceRaw
Score

Equated
Score

Raw
Score

Equated
Score



102

TABLE 22

NOTIFICATION TO STUDENTS

November 12, 1981

Dear Student:

I am conducting an evaluation of the ESL program here for
my doctoral dissertation. I would like to ask you to
help me in this evaluation by allowing me to study samples
of your writing.

If you wish to participate in my study, I will the the
following

:

1. writing samples from you
2. oral presentations from students in HOB
3. students to take the Michigan Proficiency Test

again

Your teachers will be asking you for writing samples at
the beginning and end of the semester.

In December, a random selection of forty students will be
chosen to take the Michigan Proficiency Test again. If
you are one of the students chosen, I would appreciate
your cooperation in attending the sesion that will be set
up to administer the test. Those students selected will
be contacted personally as to the date and time of the
test

.

I will be happy to provide a copy of the evaluation when
it is finished to any student who asks for it. There
will also be a wine and cheese after the test.

Sincerely yours,
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were taken from Table I: Random Digits, found on page 547

of Statistical Reasoning in Psychology and Education, by

Edward N. Minium, 2nd edition (New York: John Wiley & Sons,

1977). The students were assigned the random digits,

starting with 105C and finishing with HOB. It was

estimated that the loss of data quality would be minimal

since random quality sampling procedures were followed.

The sampling plan was shown to the director. He

felt that the loss of data quality was negligible and that

the cost of observation was acceptable. As such, the

administration of the test was set for December 2, 1981 at

1:00 p.m. , and the students randomly chosen were notified

about taking the Michigan Proficiency Test. Table 23

shows the letter sent out to the students to inform them

about taking the test.

The first phase of the evaluation ran rather smooth-

ly. By the middle of October, the evaluator had compositions

from all the courses in the program and the three-minute

oral deliveries from HOB. The only difficulty was getting

the compositions reproduced and back to the teachers within

a day or two.

The second phase of the evaluation did not go as

well. Since the Michigan Proficiency Test was administered

outside of class time, it was difficult to find a day and

time that were convenient to all the students involved.



TABLE 23

NOTIFICATION OF TESTING SESSION

Dear
f

You have been randomly selected to take the

Michigan Proficiency Test again. Will you

please come to Room 301 in Herter Hall at

2:30 p.m. on Wednesday, December, 2, 1981 in

order to do so.

As you know, this is part of my dissertation

and I would appreciate your help in gettin

the information that I need.

There will be wine and cheese after the test.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,
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Wednesday , December 2, 1981 had been chosen for administering

the Michigan Proficiency Test. Since it was two weeks before

the end of the semester, it was felt that the students would

not be too pressured by other finals that they might have

to take, and yet still close enough to the end of the semes-

tsr to be valid. There was difficulty in getting a room in

which to administer the test and the time had to be changed

from 1:00 to 2:30 p.m. The students received the notifica-

tion extremely late, and only two students showed up to take

the test. Because of this, the evaluator made arrangements

to administer the test again on Saturday, December 5, 1981.

The director was notified of this setback. Table 24 shows

the memorandum that the evaluator sent the director informing

him of the problem. The students who had been randomly

selected were personally notified by the evaluator about the

new date by phone. Many said they would not be able to do

so that day but could at another day. Others said that they

could not take the test at all since they had other tests

to worry about. Sixteen students said that they would show

up to take the test. One came in and took it on Friday.

Since the students were so reluctant to take the test, the

evaluator decided to give only the listening comprehension

and the reading comprehension parts of the Michigan Profi-

ciency Test, since the length of the test was a factor in

this reluctance. The director was not in favor of this



TABLE 24

ADMINISTRATION OF MICHIGAN
PROFICIENCY TEST

FROM:

TO:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

Evaluator

Director

Michigan Proficiency Test

December 3, 1981

Because of the late notification to students,

only two showed up to take the Michigan

Proficiency Test on Wednesday, December 2,

1981. I have made arrangements to administer

it again on Saturday, December 5, 1981.
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change , sines the different parts of the Michigan Proficiency

Test are not timed. The student has seventy-five minutes

to complete the whole test. Yet he could understand why

the change was necessary. Only two actually showed up to

take the test. The Director of the Bilingual Collegiate

Program (BCP) had also been contacted during this time and

had urged the students in the BCP to take the test, and two

testing sessions at the BCP were set up for Tuesday, December

8th and Thursday, December 10th. The director and the

teachers of the ESL component were also asked to urge the

students to take the test on these dates. Table 25 shows

the memorandum sent to the director concerning this problem.

The evaluator also spoke to the director about the possi-

bility of administering the test during class time since

only the listening comprehension part and reading compre-

hension part would be given, but he did not agree to do so.

Two of the instructors in the ESL program allowed

the evaluator to give the test during part of their class

time on December 8th. In all, the test was administered

six times and only sixteen students took the test. The

director was informed of the problem and the evaluator's

decision to do no more testing. (See Table 26)

Problems were also encountered during the last

phase of the evaluation. On November 18, 1981, teachers

were reminded about the end- term writing samples. The



TABLE 25

RESCHEDULINGOF MICHIGAN
PROFICIENCY TEST

FROM: Evaluator

TO: Director

SUBJECT: Michigan Proficiency Test

DATE: December 7 , 1981

Only two students showed up to take the test

on Saturday. The Director of the Bilingual

Collegiate Program has contacted BCP students

in the ESL program to urge them to take the

Michigan Proficiency Test on Tuesday or

Thursday (December 8 and 10) at 7:00 p.m. at

Wilder Hall. I have spoken to the teachers

about urging the students to take the test.

I would appreciate it if you would do the

same

.



TABLE 26

TERMINATION OF TESTING REPORT

FROM: Evaluator

TO: Director

SUBJECT: Implementation Process: Michigan
Proficiency Test

DATE: December 11, 1981

The Michigan Proficiency Test was given on six

different occasions. I was only able to test

sixteen students from the random sample of

forty, but have decided to do no more testing

since there is little chance for success.
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evaluator sent each instructor notification of the deadline

for the writing samples and tapes. The deadline was

December 14, 1981. Table 27 shows the memorandum sent to

each instructor. On December 7, 1981 the evaluator found

out that the students in HOB did not meet during the last

two weeks of the semester, so that they could work on their

term papers due at the end of the semester. The students

would be meeting with the teacher on an individual basis

during this time. This meant that no end-term writing

samples would be available for this course. The evaluator

did not receive end-term papers from 105F either, since

the instructor felt that reviewing for the final was

essential, and time could not be spared for the composition.

Tables 28 and 29 show the reports sent to the director

on the last week of data collecting. The evaluator also

indicated the beginning of the analysis of the data

collected

.

Data Analysis

Once all the observations had been recorded, the

evaluator began the process of analyzing the data. The

first observations analyzed were those pertaining to the

writing objectives. Only writing samples for which both

pre and post information were available were analyzed.

The evaluator and two paid consultants read the compositions,
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TABLE 27

END-TERM DATA COLLECTION REQUEST

FROM Evaluator

TO All Teachers

SUBJECT: End-term Writing Samples and Oral Presentations
from 1 1 OB

DATE November 18, 1981

The end of the semester is fast approaching. In order to

finish the evaluation of the ESL program for my disser-
tation, I need to get the end-term writing samples from
all students in each class, and the oral presentations

from HOB.

I need a writing sample of about 500 words from each

student, and this should be stressed to them when they

are asked to do the writing sample. It will probably be

necessary to get two or three compositions in order to

get the 500 words. The topics assigned should be the

same or similar to those given for the writing sample

at the beginning of the semester.

I would appreciate it if you got these samples during

the first two weeks in December. I should have all the

samples by December 14, 1981. If you have any concerns

or questions, I will be in the ESL office every Tuesday

and Thursday from 1:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. You can also

call me at home.



TABLE 28

DATA COLLECTION PROGRESSREPORT

FROM: Evaluator

TO: Director

SUBJECT: Implementation Process

DATE: December 18, 1981

I have received the end-term oral presenta-

tions from HOB. The data for this part of

the evaluation is complete.

I have received end-term compositions from

105C (both sections) and 100L, sections 1 and

2. I have not received them from 100L,

sections 3 and 4, HOB (both sections) , or

105F.



TABLE 29

COMPLETIONOF DATA COLLECTION
REPORT

FROM:

TO:

SUBJECT:

DATE :

Evaluator

Director

Implementation Process

December 23, 1981

I have received end-term compositions from

six of the sections, but not from 105F or the

two sections of HOB. I will analyze the

data obtained so far, and give you a final

report as soon as the analysis is finished.
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recording the findings in the Data Sheet prepared for this

purpose. The evaluator asked each consultant to read the

compositions, indicating the number of words written; the

number of errors in agreement, tenses, pronouns, preposi-

tions, articles, spelling, word order, words used incor-

rectly, words omitted, and paragraphing; the number of

simple, complex, and compound sentences written, and to

indicate the extent of variety by using Poor, Fair, Good,

and Excellent; to indicate if the punctuation was used

correctly, incorrectly (how many errors) , or was not

needed; to indicate with Yes (for used) or No (for not

used) whether there was chronological order, definition,

description, example, comparison, contrast, deduction,

induction, order of importance of events, analysis, cause

and effect, and a topic sentence; and to indicate the

extent of transition by using Poor, Fair, Good and

Excellent

.

When the consultants returned the compositions and

the Data Sheets, the evaluator calculated the degree of

agreement between the three raters. Since there were

items that were not directly observable, the percentage

of agreement is not expected to be as high as when all

the items are directly observable. The average percentage

of agreement between the evaluator and the first consultant

in the pre sample is 63.6 and in the post sample is 65.7.
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The average percentage of agreement between the evaluator

and the second consultant in the pre sample is 62.3 and

in the post sample is 63.3. The agreement between

consultants on and two in the pre sample is 54.5 and in

the post sample is 55.1. These calculations were done by

looking at the ratings for each item. When the difference

in rating was one, the rating given by the evaluator was

used. If the difference was two or more, the composition

was checked, and the evaluator's Data Sheet revised when

necessary. For the items rated Yes or No, the evaluator's

rating was used. For those items rated Poor, Fair, Good,

and Excellent, the evaluator's rating was used if the

difference was one, but revised to the next category if

the difference was more than one. Once this had been done

for all the pre and post test items in the six courses,

the nuber of students who met the objective in each course

was calculated for both the pre and post test. Then the

difference between the pre and post test writing sample

was calculated. These calculations were made for individual

students (see Appendixes 31 through 66, pages 119-154),

and for the group (see Tables 31 through 66, pages 119-154).

The Michigan Proficiency Test was used to evaluate

the skills of listening and reading comprehension and

reading comprhension . Only 16 out of the 40 students

randomly selected took the test, and only 11 of these
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students had both pre and post test scores. Nine of the

students were Hispanic and two were Chinese. The differences

between the pre and post equated scores were calculated

(see Appendixes 35 and 36)

.

Because the sample was too

small and was not representative of the total population,

no further analyses were performed with the data.

The observations pertaining to oral delivery were

analyzed next. The Evaluator asked consultant number one

to listen to the tapes and to indicate the extent to which

the student had made himself /herself understood, by using

Poor, Fair, Good, and Excellent. Then the consultant trans-

cribed the tapes and rated the transcriptions using the

Data Sheet prepared for this purpose. The consultant

indicated the number of errors in the items dealing with

grammar, and used Yes or No for those items dealing with

organization. Because of poor equipment, three samples

were lost from Course HOB, Section 1 and two from Section

2. These deliveries were too faint to be understood

whenever the student moved away from the recorder to

demonstrate something. When this had been done by the

consultant, the evaluator also listened to the tapes,

indicated the extent to which the student made himself/

herself understood, and corrected the transcriptions and

evaluated them. The evaluator then calculated the degree

between the two raters . The percentage of
of agreement
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agreement between the evaluator and the consultant was

79.5 in the pre test and 78.5 for the post test. This

was done by using the same procedure that was used for the

writing sample. Once this agreement had been calculated,

the difference between the pre and post test oral delivery

sample was calculated for individual students (see Appendixes

31 through 66, pages 119-154), and for the group (see

Tables 31 through 66, pages 119-154).

Reporting Procedures

The evaluator presented to the director a final

report of the findings of the evaluation of the four

courses of the Rhetoric Department's ESL Program in May

1982. This report included a cover letter explaining the

materials enclosed (see Table 30). It also included

Appendixes 1 through 34 which show the results of data

analysis for individual students (see pages 180-369)

.

Also included were Tables 31 through 66 which show the

results for all six courses (see pages 119-154). Appendixes

35 and 36 , which show the results of the listening and

reading comprehension observational technique were also

included in this final report (see pages 370-373)

.

After the director had read the report, the

evaluator answered the questions and clarified the concerns

that the director had.
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TABLE 30

FINAL EVALUATION REPORT

FROM: Evaluator

TO: Director

SUBJECT: Final Evaluation Report

DATE : April 23, 1982

This is the final report for the evaluation of the ESL

Program. Enclosed you will find Tables 31 through 66,

which show the names of the observational techniques,

the priority of the components and operationalized goals

evaluated using these observational techniques, the number

of students involved and the results of the data analysis.

Appendices 1 through 34 show the results for individual

students

.

As you know, there was great difficulty in getting the

randomly selected students to take the Michigan Proficiency

Test again, even though sevaral attempts were made.

Therefore, the sample for the listening and reading

comprehension areas is too small, and not representative

of the total population (mostly Hispanics) . For this

reason, no analysis has been performed, but I am including

Appendices 35 and 36 which show the data collected in

these two areas.

I will be available to answer any questions or clarify

any concerns you may have after reading the report.
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TABLE 31

AVERAGENUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN BY
COURSEWHENASSIGNED A 500-WORD

IN-CLASS WRITING SAMPLE

Course
(Section)

Number
of

Students

Pre Test

*1

Post Test

X
2

Difference

1 05C (1) 12 206 218 + 12

1 05C (2) 6 104 159 + 55

1 05C Total 18 155 189 + 34

100L (1) 16 163 352 + 189

100L (2) 19 202 404 + 202

100L (3) 18 264 336 + 72

100L (4) 13 209 288 + 79

100L Total 66 210 345 + 135

TOTAL 84 182 267 + 85
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TABLE 32

AVERAGENUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN PER ERROR
BY COURSEWHENASSIGNED A 500-WORD

IN-CLASS WRITING SAMPLE

Course
(Section)

Number
of

Students

Pre Test

*i

Post Test

X
2

Difference

105C (1) 12 7.5 15.6 + 8.1

105C (2) 6 2.4 6.7 + 4.3

105C Total 18 5.0 11.2 + 6.2

100L (1) 16 8.2 14.3 + 6.1

100L (2) 19 7.4 21.5 + 14.1

100L (3) 18 11.5 14.7 + 3.2

100L (4) 13 16.1 27.7 + 11.6

100L Total 66 10.8 19.6 + 8.8

TOTAL 84 7.9 15.4 + 7.5
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TABLE 57

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY COURSE:
USE OF ORGANIZATION

Course
(Section)

Number
of

Students

Pre Test

*1

Post Test
Difference

105C (1) 12 7 6 - 1

1 05C (2) 6 2 4 + 2

105C Total 18 4 5 + 1

100L (1) 16 9 9 =

100L (2) 19 8 9 + 1

100L (3) 18 7 8 + i

100L (4) 13 8 9 + 1

100L Total 66 8 9 + 1

TOTAL 84 6 7 + 1
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TABLE 58

AVERAGENUMBEROF WORDSSPOKEN IN THREE
MINUTES IN COURSEHOB

Course 110B
Number

of
Students

jPre Test

*1

Post Test

x
2

Difference

Section 1 10 303 264 - 39

Section 2 11 282 323 + 41

Total 21 292.5 293.5 + 1
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TABLE 59

AVERAGENUMBEROF WORDSSPOKEN PER
GRAMMARERROR IN COURSEHOB

1

Course 110B
Number

of
Students

Pre Test

*1

Post Test

x
2

Difference

Section 1 10 116.5 122.0 + 5.5

Section 2 11 72.0 70.0 - 2.0

Total 21 94.0 96.0 + 2.0

/



ACHIEVEMENT

IN

ORAL

DELIVERY

IN

COURSE

HOB:

MAKES

HIMSELF/HERSELF

UNDERSTOOD

148

CN

00

CO

CN

-P
O



ACHIEVEMENT

IN

ORAL

DELIVERY

IN

COURSE

HOB:

NO

ERRORS

IN

AGREEMENT*

149

in

ro

o

ro

in

(N

i—

i

id

-p
o

E-<

4-

>

C
0)

e
<u

<D

5-

1

cn
<d

5-1

<D

G

Td
G
id

-P
c
CD

e
0)

CD

5-1

Cd
(d

12

CD

>
1

-P
o
(D

•n

2
c/2

C/2

(D

nd
3

I
—

1

O
G
H
*



ACHIEVEMENT

IN

ORAL

DELIVERY

IN

COURSE

11
OB

LESS

THAN

TWO

ERRORS

IN

TENSES

150

<N

O

o

<7i

CO

CM

4 ->

o



ACHIEVEMENT

IN

ORAL

DELIVERY

IN

COURSE

HOB:

LESS

THAN

THREE

ERRORS

IN

PREPOSITIONS

151



ACHIEVEMENT

IN

ORAL

DELIVERY

IN

COURSE

HOB:

NO

ERRORS

IN

USE

OF

ARTICLES

152

in

CN

ro

CN

id

p
o
EH



153

Poor co o

p
•H

cd CO ID
(X

x>
0)

<D 'O
Eh 0

0 CO t—

1

4-> 0
U)

• • 0m CX -Po c
rH QJ
rH 1

—
1

1
—

1 rH
w QJ0 O
cx w XD (X W
O D
U Eh

O
21 D P
H (X 0

Eh 0 co
>h CO cx
(Xm w w

l o > u p
H 2 •H

w pi w <d CO CO
PI WEh IX
CQ Q 2 X>
<c w cn

Eh PI 0 QJ Td
< Eh 0
CX 2 0 rH CO
O H QJ 0

P
2 ^ CX
H Eh X)

W G
Eh h QJ

2 (X rH
W <C rH CM CM
£ > QJ

W O
> X
w W
H
2
U
<

m
P x>
QJ G

2! 4-1 QJ O rH

E 0 21 x—1 rH
3

£ X>0

CQo rH CM
rH
rH G G

0 0
aj •P -H
in XI X>
p O O

QJ QJ

0 0 0
0

co

<7\

in

in

CM

i—

i

td

x>
O
Eh



154

TABLE 66

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY IN COURSE11 OB:
USE OF ORGANIZATION

Course HOB Students
Pre Test

*1

Post Test

x
2

Difference

Section 1 10 2.6 3.4 + 0.8

Section 2 11 3.0 4.0 + 1.0

TOTAL 21 2.8 3.7 + 0.9



CHAPTER I V

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE ENGLISH AS A

SECONDLANGUAGEPROGRAM

Chapter III presented the results of implementing

the Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology. The number

of students who achieved the goals in their operationalized

form in the pre test and post test writing samples was

given. The percentage of agreement between raters was also

given. The same was done for the oral delivery pre test

and post test sample.

Chapter IV will analyze these findings in order to

answer the question presented at the beginning of the study:

How effective is the English as a Second Language Program

at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst in teaching

limited-English speakers English language skills?

Discussion of Findings: Writing

Before presenting the findings it is necessary to

indicate that the presentation will be performed by course,

and then for the group. This approach is necessary since

Course 105C is structured to "review basic grammar" and to

"introduce more complex structures," as well as "methods of

organization." (See course description, page 10) Therefore,

it is expected that the students in this course will have

155
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low pre test scores and higher post test scores, which is

what the data show. Course 100L is structured to teach

students who already possess a firm grammar base how "to

write coherent, unified paragraphs and progress to essay

writing." (See course description, page 11) Therefore,

it is expected that the students in this course will have

higher pre test scores than those in 105C. Also it is

expected that the difference between the pre test and post

test will not be as high as those in 105C. But it is

expected that the students in 100L will write more, use

more ways of organizing ideas, and more transitions within

and between paragraphs. This is generally what the data

show

.

Results for 105C *

The results for the items not dealing with punctua-

tion and organization will be presented first. Those

results pertaining to punctuation will be next, and those

related to organization will be last. The eighteen students

in Course 105C show a mean gain of 34 words in the average

number of words written when assigned a 500-word in-class

writing sample. Since the purpose of this course is to

teach grammar, this result is not unexpected. In the average

number of words per error in grammar and punctuation, these

*See pages 119 through 145 for data tables.
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students had mean gain of 6.2 words. This shows an improve-

ment, since instead of making a mistake in grammar or

punctuation every 5 words, they did so every 11.2 words.

They also show an improvement in the use of transitions.

The studented rated Good/Excellent increased from 28 percent

to 44 percent, and those rated Poor declined from 33 percent

to 11 percent. In agreement, there was also improvement.

Twenty-five percent of the students met the objective in the

pre test and 61 percent did so in the post test. In the

use of tenses they improved from 50 percent in the pre test

to 83 percent in the post test. There was a slight improve-

ment between the pre test and post test scores in the use

of pronouns. It increased from 56 percent to 61 percent.

In the use of prepositions, they improved from 22 percent

to 56 percent. They also show improvement in the use of

articles. The number of students who met the objective

increased from 33 percent to 50 percent. The results for

sentence structure variety indicate a slight improvement.

Eleven percent met the objective in the pre test and 22

percent in the post test in the Good/Excellent categories.

A marked improvement was shown in the absence of incomplete

sentences. There were 44 percent who met the objective in

the pre test and 89 percent who did so in the post test.

They also show some improvement in the absence of run-on

sentences by increasing from 50 percent to 61 percent. In
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the area of spelling the students show improvement by going

from 72 percent to 94 percent. A marked improvement was

shown in word order. They improved from 33 percent to 83

percent. A slight improvement was shown in the number of

words used incorrectly. The students increased from 44 per-

cent to 50 percent. They improved from 6 percent to 28

percent in the objective of words omitted. In paragraphing

the students show some improvement by going from 50 percent

to 61 percent.

The results for the items dealing with punctuation

will be presented next. The students in Course 105C show

some improvement in the use of the quotation mark. They

went from 0 percent to 22 percent who used it when needed.

The percentage of students who did not use quotation marks

declined markedly from 94 percent to 78 percent. In the

use of the period, they show great improvement. They

increased from 44 percent to 94 percent who used it when

needed. The use of the comma did not change. In both the

pre and post tests, 28 percent used it when needed. In

the case of the question mark, the percentage of students

increased from 94 percent to 100 percent who did not use

it. The students show an inprovement in the use of capital

letters. They improved from 67 percent to 83 percent who

used capital letters when needed. They also show an improve-

ment in the use of small letters. The percentage of students
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who used small letters when needed increased from 50 percent

to 67 percent. The students show a decline in the use of

the apostrophe. They regressed from 33 percent to 11 percent

who used the apostrophe when needed, and 72 percent did not

use it at all. They increased from 94 percent to 100 percent

in non-use of exclamation points. There was a very slight

improvement in the use of the semicolon. The students

improved by going from 0 percent to 6 percent who used it

when needed, and from 39 percent to 83 percent in non-use.

But they went from 94 percent to 100 percent in the non-use

of the colon.

The results of the items dealing with organization

show that the students in Course 105C had a mean gain of

one in the use of chronological order, description, defini-

tion, example, comparison, contrast, deduction, induction,

order of importance of events, analysis, cause and effect,

and topic sentence. They started out using a mean of four

organizers and used a mean of five at the end.

So, overall the students in Course 105C wrote a

little bit more, had less errors in grammar and punctuation,

had an improvement in the use of transitions, and a slight

gain in the area of organization. They had a high incidence

of non-use of punctuation, except for the comma and period,

and actually regressed in the use of the apostrophe.
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Results for Course 100L *

The presentation of the results for Course 100L

will follow the same format used to report the results for

Course 105C. First the results of items not pertaining to

punctuation and organization will be given, and then those

for punctuation and organization. The 66 students in Course

100L show a mean gain of 135 words, showing the effectiveness

of the course in the particular objective. In all the

sections there were one or more students who outperformed

the rest of the group in the number of words written in the

post writing sample. Their particular gains are noteworthy.

(See Appendices 1-A through 1-F, pages 180-186). In the number

of words per error, the students had a mean gain of 8.8

words. This shows an improvement since they had an error

in grammar or punctuation every 19.6 words instead of every

10.8 words. They also show an improvement in the use of

transition. The percentage of students rated Excellent

remained the same at 4.5 percent, but those rated Good

increased from 32 percent to 44 percent. There was a slight

increase in those rated Poor: 17 percent to 18 percent.

The students show a marked regression in the objective of

agreement. Only 29 percent met the objective, and 50 percent

actually regressed. They improved in the objective of tense

by going from 74 percent to 91 percent. There was a slight

*See pages 119 through 145 for data tables.
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improvement in the objective of pronouns. The number of

students who met the objective increased from 71 percent to

74 percent. They show no change in the use of prepositions.

In both the pre and post test, 89 percent of the students

rflst the objective, which was rather high to begin with.

They show a slight improvement in the use of articles by

going from 56 percent to 62 percent. The students regressed

in sentence structure variety. The percentage who were

rated Good/Excellent declined from 41 percent to 23 percent.

Thre was also an increase from 26 percent to 29 percent in

those rated Poor. The raters found that in general the

students in Course 100L tended to use complex sentences in

disproportion to simple and compound sentences. Some used

simple sentences in disproportion to complex and compound

sentences, and a few only used two types of sentences in

their writing sample. There was a slight improvement in the

absence of incomplete sentences. The percentage of students

meeting the objective changed from 68 percent to 71 percent.

They also show a slight improvement in the absence of run-on

sentences by changing from 59 percent to 64 percent. There

is no change between the pre and post test in spelling. In

both cases 86 percent met the objective, which was very high

to begin with. The students show regression in word order.

They regressed from 73 percent to 64 percent who met the

objective. They show a slight improvement in words used
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incorrectly. The percentage of those meeting the objective

increased from 50 percent to 53 percent. There was no

change in words omitted: 20 percent met the objective in

both the pre and post test. They show some improvement in

paragraphing. They improved from 73 percent to 89 percent.

The results pertaining to the items dealing with

punctuation will be presented next. The percentage of

students in Course 10 0L using quotation marks when needed

declined from 18 percent to 9 percent, and the percentage

of those not using them increased from 82 percent to 88

percent. They show a sliaht improvement in the use of the

period. The percentage of students doing so increased from

67 percent to 74 percent. In the use of the comma, they

show some improvement. They improved from 15 percent to 29

percent who used it when needed. It was interesting to note

that the pre test score for the students in Course 105C was

higher than for those in Course 100L and that the gain was

in Course 100L instead of 105C, since the reverse was

expected. There was a slight improvement in the use of the

question mark. Eleven percent used it when needed in the

pre test and 18 percent used it when needed in the post test.

The students show a slight regression in the use of capital

letters. They regressed from 77 percent to 71 percent who

used them when needed. They also show some regression in

the use of small letters by going from 85 percent to 73
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percent. They had a very slight improvement in the use of

the apostrophe. The change was from 18 percent to 20 percent

who used it when needed. The students declined in the use

of the semicolon when needed: from 14 percent to 8 percent.

They also regressed in the use of it by going from 11

percent to 27 percent who used it when not needed. They

show an improvement in the use of the colon. They increased

from 11 percent to 18 percent who used it when needed.

When it comes to the use of punctuation, the

students in both Course 105C and Course 100L have a high

percentage of non-use except for the period and the comma.

The students in Course 100L show a slightly higher percentage

of usage, though.

The results of the items related to organization

show that the students in Course 100L had a mean gain of one

in the use of chronological order, description, definition,

example, comparison, contrast, deduction, inducat ion, order

of importance of events, analysis, cause and effect, and

topic sentence. They started out using a mean of eight

organizers and used a mean of nine at the end.

So, the students in Course 100L wrote a lot more,

had fewer errors in grammar and punctuation, and improved

slightly in transition and organization. They do show

some regression in agreement, sentence structure variety,

word order, capital letters, and small letters.
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Group Results *

As a group, the students in the ESL Program show a

marked improvement in the average number of words written,

tenses, paragraphing and use of periods. They show some

improvement in prepositions, articles, incomplete sentences,

run-on sentences, use of commas, and use of transitions.

They show a slight improvement in pronouns, spelling, word

order, words used incorrectly, words omitted, use of the

question mark, exclamation point and colon, and organization.

They show regression in agreement, sentence structure,

variety, use of quotation marks, capital letters, small

letters, apostrophes, and semicolons. Overall, the students

had a net gain, as shown by the average number of words per

error. They wrote more and the frequency of errors in

grammar and punctuation declined.

Discussion of Findings: Oral Delivery

Course HOB is the only course in the ESL Program

which "aims to improve the student's abilities to communicate

in both speech and writing." (See course description, page

10) The students in the two sections prepared three-minute

oral presentations , both at the beginning and end of the

semester. The results of the achievement in the operational-

ized goals will now be presented.

*See pages 119 through 145 for data tables.
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Results for Section 1 *

The students in Section 1 started out speaking more

than the students in Section 2 . But they regressed by

twenty-five words in the average number of words spoken in

three minutes. In the pre test they spoke an average of

303 words and in the post test an average of 264 words.

They improved in the number of words per grammar error.

They had an error in grammar every 122 words instead of

every 116.5 words. The students show an improvement in

making themselves understood. The percentage of students

rated Good/Excellent increased from 60 to 70 percent, while

those rated Poor declined from 20 percent to 0 percent.

There was no change in the number of students who met the

objective of no errors in agreement. The percentage who

did so was 70 percent in both the pre and post tests. The

students did markedly well in the objective of tenses in

both the pre and post tests. They increased from 90 percent

to 100 percent who met the objective. The students regressed

in the use of prepositions by going from 100 percent to 90

percent. They improved in the use of articles. Those who

met the objective increased from 60 percent to 80 percent.

The students improved in sentence structure variety. The

percentage of students rated Good/Excellent increased from

30 percent to 40 percent, and those rated Poor declined from

*See pages 146 through 154 for data tables.
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20 percent to 0 percent. They had a mean gain of eight-

tenths (0.8) in the use of chronological order, definition,

example, comparison, contrast, deduction, induction, order

of importance of events, and cause and effect. They started

out using an average of 2.6 in the pre test and used 3.4

in the post test.

The students in Section 1 have shown an improvement

in making themselves understood, in tenses, articles, and

in sentence structure variety. They also had a very slight

improvement in organization. They had no change in agreement

and regressed in prepositions. In the number of words spoken

in three minutes they regressed, but had an improvement in

the number of words per grammar error.

Results for Section 2 *

The students in Section 2 started out speaking less

than the students in Section 1. They they improved by 41

words in the average number of words spoken in three minutes.

In the pre test they spoke an average of 282 words and in

the post test an average of 323 words. They regressed in

the number of words per grammar error. They had an error

in grammar every 70 words instead of very 72 words. The

students show an improvement in making themselves understood.

The percentage of those rated Good increased from 9 percent

to 36 percent, while those rated Fair declined from 73

*See pages 146 through 154 for data tables.



167

percent to 45 percent. The students did markedly well in

the objective of tenses. In both the pre and post test 82

percent met the objective. There was a regression shown in

the objective of no errors in agreement. The students

declined from 73 percent who met the objective in the pre

test to 55 percent who did so in the post test. The

students also regressed in the use of prepositions by

going from 82 percent to 64 percent who met the objective.

Regression was also shown in the use of articles by going

from 64 percent to 45 percent. The students improved in

sentence structure variety. The percentage of students

rated Excellent increased from 18 percent to 36 percent, and

those rated Poor declined from 27 percent to 0 percent,

changing those rated Fair from 27 percent to 55 percent.

They had a mean gain of one (1.0) in the use of chronological

order, definition, example, comparison, contrast, deduction,

induction, order of importance of events, and cause and

effect. They started out using a mean average of three

in the pre test and used four in the post test.

The students in Section 2 show an improvement in

making themselves understood and in sentence structure

variety. They had a slight improvement in organization.

In the number of words spoken in three minutes, they

improved , but regressed in the number of words per grammar

error. They had no change in tenses, and regressed in
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agreement, prepositions and articles.

Group Results *

As a group, the students in Course HOB show improve-

ment in making themselves understood, in tenses and sentence

structure variety. They also show a slight improvement in

organization. They show no change in articles, and regressed

in agreement and prepositions. There was a slight improve-

ment in the number of words spoken in three minutes, and in

the number of words per grammar error.

The results from the oral delivery pre and post

samples show that overall the students in Course HOB had

a very slight net gain, as shown by the number of words

spoken and the number of words per error. They spoke a

little more and the frequency of errors declined slightly.

*See pages 146 through 154 for data tables.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS

In Chapter IV the results of the writing and oral

delivery samples were discussed. In Chapter V the findings

will tie summarized and conclusions made. Recommendations

for improving 105C, 100L and HOB will be offered, as well

as recommendations to the English as a Second Language

Program and the University of Massachusetts. Recommendations

and suggestions for further research will also be included

in this chapter.

Summary of Findings

In the objectives related to writing, it was found

that the students in 105C and 100L in the English as a

Second Language Program show a marked improvement in the

average number of words written, tenses, paragraphing and

use of periods. They show some improvement in prepositions,

articles, absence of incomplete sentences, absence of run-on

sentences, use of commas, and use of transitions. They

show a slight improvement in pronouns, spelling, word order,

words used incorrectly, words omitted, use of the question

mark, exclamation point and colon, and organization. They

show regression in agreement, sentence structure variety,

169
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use of quotation marks, capital letters, small letters,

apostrophes, and semicolons. Overall, the students had a

net gain, as shown by the average number of words per

error. They wrote more and the frequency of errors in

grammar and punctuation declined.

In the objectives pertaining to oral delivery the

students in Course HOB as a group show improvement in

making themselves understood, in tenses, and sentence

structure variety. They also show a slight improvement in

organization. They show no change in articles, and regressed

in agreement and prepositions. There was a slight improve-

ment in the number of words spoken in three minutes, and in

the number of words per grammar error.

Recommendations for 105C

Course 105C fulfilled its main purpose of teaching

grammar quite well, since the students improved in all of

the items dealing with grammar. Yet, the high incidence of

non-use of punctuation except for the comma and period

indicates a need to concentrate on teaching their use.

Materials specifically developed to teach and give practice

in the use of punctuation should be incorporated into the

course. More emphasis should also be given to the area of

organization, since the students are only using an average

of four organizers out of twelve.
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Recommendations for 10QL

Even though the students in Course 100L wrote much

more in the post test, and had fewer errors in grammar and

punctuation, they do show regression in agreement, sentence

structure variety, word order, capital letters, and small

letters. This indicates a need for reviewing during the

semester, since skills in a second language tend to deteri-

orate quickly when not reinforced. The students also had

a high incidence of non-use of punctuation, but this area

would probably just need reinforcing in 100L if the use of

punctuation were taught in Course 105C.

Recommendations for HOB

Course HOB was effective in helping students to

make themselves understood. Their pronunciation, intonation,

and pacing improved. Yet, they only had a slight improvement

in the number of words spoken in three minutes. This indi-

cates a need to concentrate in getting students to say more,

which requires providing more time to speak. This might

not be possible the way Course HOB is presently structured.

(See Recommendations to ESL Program) In the number of words

per grammar error, the improvement is also slight. This

indicates a need for reviewing to reinforce a skill which

tends to deteriorate the quickest of all.
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Recommendations for ESL Progr am

The very slight net gain shown by the students in

HOB in oral delivery indicates a need to place more

emphasis in this skill. The ESL Program should offer a

three-hour course in Conversation instead of having it as

part of Course HOB. There does not seem to be enough time

in this course to develop both writing and speaking skills.

The Conversation Course set up would concentrate on pronun-

ciation, intonation, pacing, vocabulary development,

grammar and organization. It would meet for an hour three

times a week instead of for three hours once a week. The

course should have several levels to accommodate the oral

skills of the students. Language teachers know that the

oral skills in a second language tend to deteriorate much

quicker than the listening, reading and writing skills when

not used regularly, so that they must be constantly rein-

forced .

Although as a group the 105C and 100L students had

a net gain in writing skills, there are several areas where

the ESL Program should concentrate, since the students

experienced regression in them. These areas are: 1) agree-

ment (number agreement more so than subject-verb agreement)

,

2) sentence structure variety, 3) quotation marks, 4) capital

letters, 5) small letters, 6) apostrophes, and 7) semicolons.

It should also reinforce the following areas since there was
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only slight improvement: 1) pronouns, 2) spelling, 3) word

order, 4) words used incorrectly, 5) words omitted, 6) use

of question marks, 7) exclamation points, 8) colon, and

9) organization. This might entail restructuring of courses,

and changing or supplementing materials.

Recommendations for the University
of Massachusetts at Amherst

As a whole, the ESL Program is being rather effective

in teaching writing and oral English language skills to

limited-English speakers. To expect greater gains would be

unrealistic since the students in 100L and HOB only meet

for three hours a week, and those of 105C for ten. Mastering

a language requires many hours of practice and dedication.

Even though it is effective, the ESL Program does not have

any course specifically structured to meet the needs of non-

English speakers. The ESL Program has stopped offering

Courses 105A and 105B which were meant to service this

particular student population. The University of Massachu-

setts should provide the funds to reinstate these two

courses in order to expand the educational opportunities of

students who come to the United States after high school

and who have the academic requirements to do college level

courses. Having these courses would allow them to enter

the University instead of getting discouraged and deciding

to forego a college education.
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There are people who feel that an ESL Program at

the college level is a waste of time and money. They do

not realize that an ESL Program promotes growth in the

English language by structuring courses that meet the

student s particular needs. It also fosters a sense of

security by placing students in an environment where all

the students have the same problem: lack of English language

skills. To place students in regular rhetoric classes

would frustrate them to such an extent that many would fail

or drop out. This would only perpetuate the lack of

educational opportunities open to limited- and non-English

speakers

.

This evaluator hopes that these recommendations

will be put into effect in order to make the ESL Program an

excellent vehicle for teaching limited- and non-English

speakers the language skills that they need to succeed at

the University of Massachusetts and later on in life. The

number of students who have done so in the past is enough

proof that the ESL Program should be continued and rein-

forced .

Recommendations for Further Research

There are two areas that still need to be addressed

concerning the ESL Program. This evaluation was unable to

determine its effectiveness in developing listening compre-

hension and reading comprehension skills. Further research
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needs to be done in these two areas.

The Data Sheet developed from the operationalized

goals was very useful in collecting the writing skills data

for this evaluation. Further refining of this Data Sheet

and establishing its validity and reliability indices would

certainly be a great contribution to the field of language

teaching.
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APPENDIX 1-A

NUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE105C (SECTION 1)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 230 200 - 30

2 300 300 =

3 294 224 - 70

4 252 138 - 114

5 128 180 + 52

6 240 240 =

7 115 170 + 55

8 189 283 + 94

9 140 165 + 25

10 220 316 + 96

11 265 160 - 106

12 99 240* + 141

*Showed great gain in number of words written
in post test.
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APPENDIX 1-B

NUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE105C (Section 2)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 90* 344** + 254

2 34* 62 + 28

3 152 155 + 3

4 133* 142 + 9

5 99* 91 8

6 118* 160 + 42

*Student write more than one composition.
The average number of words written per composition
is given.

**Showed great gain in number of words
written in post test.
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APPENDIX 1-C

NUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE 100L (SECTION 1)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 100* 300** + 200
2 125* 189 + 64

3 118* 324 + 20

4 173* 240 + 67

5 200* 290 + 90

6 150* 378** + 278

7 160* 360** + 200

8 150* 352** + 202

9 208* 425** + 217

10 285* 365 + 80

11 158* 224 + 66

12 325* 555** + 230

13 178* 360 + 177

14 173* 408** + 307

15 110* 100 - 10

16 175 690** + 515

*Student wrote more than one composition.
The average number of words written per composition
is given.

**Showed great improvement in number of words
written in post test.
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APPENDIX 1-D

NUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE100L (SECTION 2)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 245 415 + 170
2 306 440 + 134
3 176 252 + 76

4 153 205 + 52

5 228 511* + 282
6 140 250 + 110

7 280 320 + 40

8 215 255 + 40

9 133 312 + 179

10 80 170 + 90

11 196 630* + 434

12 155 315 + 160

13 138 320 + 182

14 120 440* + 320

15 210 380 + 170

16 275 310 + 35

17 156 290 + 134

18 208 380 + 172

19 425 510 + 85

*Showed great gain in number of words written
in post test.
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APPENDIX 1-E

NUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE 100L (SECTION 3)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 205 230 + 25

2 280 285 + 5

3 224 295 + 71

4 255 295 + 40

5 277 336 + 59

6 266 262 - 14

7 258 284 + 27

8 306 390 + 84

9 136 120 l 16

10 200 240 + 40

11 210 293 + 83

12 335 870* + 534

13 304 285
j

+ 81

14 400 260 40

15 495 310 - 185

16 240 434
|

+ 194

17 252 445
i

+ 193

18 208 320 + 112

*Showed great gain in number of words written
in post test.
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APPENDIX 1-F

NUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE100L (SECTION 4)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 255 294 + 39

2 135 160 + 25

3 245 405** + 160

4 355 378 + 23

5 140 192 + 52

6 220 250 + 30

7 140* 275** + 135

8 144* 203 + 59

9 140*

10 160* 312 + 152

11 98* 98 =

12 414 430 + 15

13 270 440** + 170

*Student wrote more than one composition. The
average number of words written per composition is
given.

**Showed great gain in number of words written
in post test.



APPENDIX 2

AVERAGENUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN PER ERROR

BY STUDENTS IN EACH COURSE
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APPENDIX 2-A

AVERAGENUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN PER ERROR
BY STUDENTS IN COURSE105C (SECTION 1)

Students Pre Test
|

Post Test Difference

1 5.3 11.1 + 5.8

2 8.3 8.8 + 0.5

3 6.1 28.0 + 21.9

4 9.7 15.3 + 5.6

5 2.8 11.3 + 8.5

6 12.0 10.9 - 1.1

7 23.0 85.0 + 62.0

8 5.3 11.3 + 6.0

9 8.8 33.0 + 24.2

10 18.3 21.0 + 2.7

11 8.8 32.0 + 23.2

12 9.9 24.0 + 14.1
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APPENDIX 2-B

AVERAGENUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN PER ERROR
BY STUDENTS IN COURSE105C (SECTION2)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 5.9 5.5 - 0.4

2 2.4 3.0 + 0.6

3 3.7 6.2 + 2.5

4 5.9 10.1 + 4.2

5 5.9 No Errors

6 9.3 7.6 - 1.7
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APPENDIX 2-C

NUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN PER ERROR
JDENTS IN COURSE100L (SECTION 1)

re Test Post Test Difference

6.9 30.0 + 23.1

12.5 27.0 + 14.5

9.8 40.5 + 30.7

15.0 34.3 + 19.3

14.3 20.7 + 6.4

23.0 25.2 + 2.2

11.4 17.1 + 5.7

15.0 44.0 + 29.0

6.0 12.1 + 6.1

8.5 21.5 + 13.0

11.7 11.8 + 0.1

50.0 24.1 - 25.9

11.5 12.0 + 0.5

31.4 18.5 - 12.9

14.7 4.5 - 10.2

11.7 16.8 + 5.1
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APPENDIX 2-D

AVERAGENUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN PER ERROR
BY STUDENTS IN COURSE100L (SECTION 2)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 14.4 7.5 - 6.9

2 43.7 18.3 - 25.4

3 6.3 9.2 + 2.9

4 9.5 11.4 + 1.9

5 12.0 18.3 + 6.3

6 17.5 31.3 + 13.8

7 8.9 16.0 + 7.1

8 7.7 15.9 + 8.2

9 11 .

0

17.3 + 6.3

10 20.0 21.3 + 1.3

11 8.9 13.7 + 4.8

12 44.3 13.1 - 31.2

13 10.6 12.3 + 1.7

14 8.6 13.8 + 5.2

15 8 .

8

31.7 + 29.9

16 8.6 28.2 + 19.6

17 44.6 No Errors

18 26.0 25.3 - 0.7

19 21.3 10.4 - 10.9
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APPENDIX 2-E

AVERAGENUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN PER ERROR
BY STUDENTS IN COURSE100L (SECTION 3)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 7.6 38.3 + 30.7

2 8.5 11.9 + 3.4

3 9.0 10.9 + 1.9

4 10.6 10.9 + 0.3

5 13.9 16.8 + 2.9

6 6.8 13.3 + 6.5

7 6.3 5.2 - 1.1

8 7.3 7.6 + 0.3

9 9.7 15.0 + 5.3

10 11.1 15.0 + 3.9

11 11.7 41 .

9

+ 30.2

12 18.6 26.4 + 7.8

13 15.7 25.9 + 10.2

14 25.0 60.0 + 35.0

15 41.3 44.3 + 3.0

16 24.0 12.4 - 11.6

17 14.0 12.7 - 1.3

18 17.3 12.3 5.0
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APPENDIX 2-F

C NUMBEROF WORDSWRITTEN PER ERROR
?UDENTS IN COURSE100L (SECTION 4)

Pre Test

19.6

12.3

17.5

25.4

10.0

16.9

46.5

14.4

18.7

18.8

10.8

37.7

90.0

Post Test

14.0

22.9

45.0

126.0

19.2

20.8

19.6

15.6

13.3

156.0

32.7

23.9

220.0

Difference

5.6

+ 10.6

+ 27.5

+ 100.6

+ 9.2

+ 3.9

- 26.9

+ 1.2

5.5

+ 137.2

+ 21.9

- 13.8

+ 130.0



APPENDIX 3

TOTAL NUMBEROF GRAMMARAND PUNCTUATION

ERRORSMADE IN WRITING SAMPLE

BY STUDENTS IN EACH COURSE
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APPENDIX 3-A

TOTAL NUMBEROF GRAMMARAND PUNCTUATIONERRORS
MADE IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN COURSE105C (SECTION 1)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 43 18 + 25

2 36 34 + 2

3 48 8 + 40

4 26 9 + 17

5 46 16 + 30

6 20 22 - 2

7 5 2 + 3

8 36 25 rH
i

—\+

9 16 5 + 11

10 12 15 - 3

11 30 5 + 25

12 10 10 —
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APPENDIX 3-B

TOTAL NUMBEROF GRAMMARAND PUNCTUATIONERRORS
MADE IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN COURSE105C (SECTION 2)
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APPENDIX 3-C

TOTAL NUMBEROF GRAMMARAND PUNCTUATIONERRORS
MADE IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN COURSE100L (SECTION 1)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 29 10 + 19

2 20 7 + 13

3 24 8 + 16

4 23 7 + 16

5 28 14 + 14

6 13 15 - 2

7 28 21 + 7

8 20 6 + 14

9 69 35 + 34

10 67 17 + 50

11 27 19 + 8

12 13 23 - 10

13 31 30 + 1

14 11 26 - 15

15 21 22 - 1

16 15 41 - 26
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APPENDIX 3-D

TOTAL NUMBEROF GRAMMARAND PUNCTUATIONERRORS
MADE IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN COURSE100L (SECTION 2)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 34 55 - 21

2 7 24 - 17

3 28 48 - 20

4 18 18 =

5 19 38 - 19

6 8 8 =

7 63 20 + 43

8 38 16 + 12

9 24 18 + 6

10 4 8 - 4

11 22 46 - 24

12 7 24 - 17

13 13 26 - 13

14 14 32 - 18

15 24 12 + 12

16 32 11 + 21

17 7 0 + 7

18 8 15 - 7

19 20 49 - 29
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APPENDIX 3-E

TOTAL NUMBEROF GRAMMARAND PUNCTUATIONERRORS
MADE IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN COURSE100L (SECTION 3)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 27 6 + 21
2 33 24 + 9

3 25 27 - 2

4 24 27 - 3

5 20 20 =

6 39 19 + 20

7 41 55 - 14

8 42 51 - 9

9 14 8 - 6

10 18 16 + 2

11 18 7 + 11

12 18 33 - 15

13 26 11 + 15

14 16 6 + 10

15 12 7 + 5

16 10 35 - 25

17 18 35 - 17

18 12 26 - 14
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APPENDIX 3-F

TOTAL NUMBEROF GRAMMARAND PUNCTUATIONERRORS
MADE IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN COURSE100L (SECTION 4)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 13 21 - 8

2 11 7 + 4

3 14 9 + 5

4 14 3 + 11

5 14 10 + 4

6 13 10 + 3

7 6 14 - 8

8 20 13 + 7

9 15 23 - 8

10 17 2 + 15

11 18 3 + 15

12 11 18 - 7

13 3 2 + 1



APPENDIX 4

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: USE OF TRANSITION
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APPENDIX 4-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE 105C (SECTION 1)

:

USE OF TRANSITION

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 F G +

2 G F -

3 P F +

4 F G +

5 F G +

6 G F -

7 G F -

8 F G +

9 F G +

10 G E +

11 G F -

12 F F =

Key : E = Excellent
G = Good
F = Fair
P = Poor

+ = Improved
- = Regressed
= = No Change
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APPENDIX 4-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE 1 05C (SECTION 2)

:

USE OF TRANSITION

F = Fair = = No Change
P = Poor
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APPENDIX 4-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE100L (SECTION 1)

:

USE OF TRANSITION

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 F G +

2 - F F =

3 F G +

4 G G -

5 F G +

6 G G =

7 F F =

8 G G =

9 F P -

10 F F =

11 F F =

12 G G =

13 G F -

14 F P -

15 G P -

16 G G —

Key : E = Excellent
G = Good
F = Fair
P = Poor

+ = Improved
- = Regressed
= = No Change
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APPENDIX 4-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE100L (SECTION 2)

:

USE OF TRANSITION

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 G G =

2 F G +
3' F P -

4 P P =

5 F G +

6 G F -

7 P G ++

8 P F +

9 F F =

10 G F -

11 P P =

12 E G -

13 F P -

14 F G =

15 P G ++

16 P G ++

17 F E ++

18 G G =

19 F F

.

Key : E = Excellent
G = Good
F = Fair
P = Poor

+ - Improved
- = Regressed
= = No Change
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APPENDIX 4-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE100L (SECTION 3)

:

USE OF TRANSITION

E
G
F
P

Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor

+ = Improved
- = Regressed
= = No Change
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APPENDIX 4-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE100L (SECTION 4)

:

USE OF TRANSITION

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 G G =

2 . P F +

3 P G ++

4 G G =

5 F F =

6 P P =

7 E G -

8 G F -

9 F G +

10 G E +

11 F F =

12 F G +

13 F F

Key E = Excellent
G = Good

= Fair
= Poor

F
P

+ = Improved
- = Regressed
= = No Change



APPENDIX 5

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: NO INCOMPLETE SENTENCES

AND NO RUN-ON SENTENCES
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APPENDIX 5-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE 1 05C (SECTION 1): NO INCOMPLETE

SENTENCESAND NO RUN-ON SENTENCES

Students

No Incomplete Sentences No Run-on Sentences

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 1 0 + 1 3 2 + 1

2 1 0 + 1 0

1

0 =

3 4 0 + 4 0 1 - 1

4 1 0 + 1 0 0 =

5 1 0 + 1 0 0 =

6 0 0 = 1 1 =

7 0 0 = 0 0

8 0 0 = 3 0 3

9 2 0 + 2 0 0

10 0 0 = 0 0 =

11 0 0 = 0 0 =

12 1 o + 1 0 2 - 2

Note : Numbers indicate how many errors made.



210

APPENDIX 5-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2) : NO INCOMPLETE

SENTENCESAND NO RUN-ON SENTENCES

Students
No Incomplete Sentences No Run-on Sentences

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test

i

Difference

1 7 0 + 7 0 2 - 2

2 0 0 = 4 1 + 3

3 1 2 - 1 2 0 + 2

4 0 0 = 1 0 + 1

5 0 0 = 2 0 + 2

6 1 2 - 1 2 1 + 1

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 5-C

IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
3E 100L (SECTION 1): NO INCOMPLETE
ENTENCESAND NO RUN-ON SENTENCES

No Incomplete Sentences No Run-on Sentences

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

%

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 = 1 0 - 1

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 = 1 0 + 1

1 0 + 1 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 0 -

0 0 = 2 2 =

1 0 + 1 2 0 + 2

5 0 + 5 5 2 + 3

0 0 = 3 0 + 3

2 0 + 2 0 0
-

0 0 = 1 1 =

0 0 = 3 2 + 1

1 1 = 0 0 =

1 0 + 1 0 0
—

0 1 - 1 0 0 =

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 5-D

EMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
SE 100L (SECTION 2): NO INCOMPLETE
ENTENCESAND NO RUN-ON SENTENCES

No Incomplete Sentences No Run-on Sentences

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

2 1 + 1 0 0 =

1 0 + 1 0 1 - 1

0 0 1 2 - 1

0 0 1 0 0 =

0 2 - 2 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 1 - 1

1 0 + 1 1 0 + 1

2 0 + 2 2 0 + 2

1 0 + 1 0 0 =

0 1 - 1 0 0 =

0 1 - 1 2 1 + 1

0 2 - 2 1 1 =

0 0 = 3 2 + 1

0 2 - 2 0 0 =

0 0 = 2 0 + 2

0 0 = 2 0 + 2

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 1 - 1 2 0 + 2

0 1 - 1 0 2 - 2

Numbers indicate how many errors made
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APPENDIX 5-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS INCOURSE100L (SECTION 3) : NO INCOMPLETE
SENTENCESAND NO RUN-ON SENTENCES

Students

No Incomplet e Sentences No Run-on Sentences

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 0 0 = 0 0

2 0 0 - 0 1 - 1

3 0 0 = 2 0 + 2

4 1 1 = 0 0 =

5 0 1 - 1 0 0 -

6 1 1 = 1 1 =

7 0 3 - 3 2 7 - 5

8 1 0 + 1 1 1 =

9 0 0 = 0 0 =

10 0 0 = 1 2 - 1

11 0 0 = 1 0 + 1

12 1 1 = 0 1 - 1

13 0 1 - 1 0 2 - 2

14 0 0 = 1 0 + 1

15 0 0 = 0 0 =

16 0 0 = 0 0 =

17 0 0 = 0 3 - 3

18 0 1 - 1 0 0 =

Note : Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 5-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS INCOURSE 100L (SECTION 4) : NO INCOMPLETE
SENTENCESAND NO RUN-ON SENTENCES

Students

No Incc 3mplete Sentences No Run-on Sentences

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 0 0 = 0 0 S2

2 0 0 = 0 0 =

3 1 0 + 1 0 0 =

4 0 0 = 0 0 =

5 0 0 = 0 1 - 1

6 0 1 - 1 2 1 + 1

7 1 0 + 1 0 0 =

8 1 1 = 1 1 =

9 0 0 = 0 1 - 1

10 1 0 + 1 1 0 + 1

11 1 0 + 1 0 0 =

12 0 0 = 0 0 =

13 1 0 + 1 0 1 - 1

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.



APPENDIX 6

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: VARIETY IN

SENTENCESTRUCTURE
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APPENDIX 7

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: NO ERRORS IN WORDORDER

AND NO ERRORS IN PARAGRAPHING
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APPENDIX 7-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE1 05C (SECTION 1): NO ERRORS IN

WORDORDERAND NO ERRORS
IN PARAGRAPHING

No Errors in
Word Order

No Errors in
Paragraphing

l. liq o n t o

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference

1

Pre
Test ,

i

Post
Test Difference

i 0 °
;

= 0 0 -

2 2 o !

|

+ 2 0 2 ! - 2

3 3 0
i

+ 3
1

3
1

1

2 + 1

4 3 0
'

+ 3
1

3 0 + 3

5 6 0 + 6 0 0 =

6 1 3 - 2 1 0 + 1

7 0 0 0 0 =

8 0 0
!

2 2 =

9 0 0
!

0
j

0 =

10 0 0 0 2 - 2

11 3 0 + 3 2
1

0
|

+ 2

12 0 0 = 0 i

1

- 1

1

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 7-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2): NO ERRORS IN

WORDORDERAND NO ERRORS
IN PARAGRAPHING

Students

No Errors in
Word Order

No Errors in
Paragraphing

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference

r

Pre
Test !

r
Post

j

Test
j

Difference

1 9 3 + 6 2 2
i

=

2 4 0 + 4 1 0
!

+ 1

3 1 1 = o 1 - 1

4 2 0 + 2 1 0 + 1

5 12 0 + 12 1 o + 1

6 1 0 + 1 0
\

0

Note Numbers indicate how many errors made
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APPENDIX 7-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1): NO ERRORS IN

WORDORDERAND NO ERRORS
IN PARAGRAPHING

No Errors in
Word Order

No Errors in
Paragraphing

O L U. Cl td ii L

S

Pre
Test

r
Post

j

Test Difference Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference

1 1
"T

1
i

= 0 0 =

2 0 0
1

= 0 0 =

3 0 0 = 0 0 =

4 0 0 !

= 0 0 =

5 1 1 = 0 0 =

6 0 1 - 1 0 0 =

7 1 1 = 0
1

0 =

8 0 0 = 0 0 =

9 1 0 + 1 0 0 =

10 0 0
1 _ 0 0 =

11 0 0 0 0 =

12 1 i 0 0 =

13 0 1 - 1 0 0 =

14 0 0 = 0 0 =

15 0 12
1

~ 12 0 0 =

16 0 10
!

- 10 0 0 —

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made
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APPENDIX 7-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 2) : NO ERRORS IN

WORDORDERAND NO ERRORS
IN PARAGRAPHING

No Errors in
Word Order

No Errors in
Paragraphing

oLUuenLS r~

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

i
j

0 2 - 2 0 0 =

2 0 3 - 3 0 1
j

- 1

3 0 0 = 1 0
1

+ 1

4 3 1 + 2 1 0 + 1

5 2 1 + 1 1 0 + 1

6 0 0 = 0 1 - 1

7 4 1 + 3 1 0 + 1

8 7 0 + 7 0 0 =

9 1 1
- 0 0 =

10 0 0 = 0 0 =

11 o 1 - 1 2 0 + 2

12 0 3 - 3 0 0 =

13 0 0 = 0 1 - 1

14 0 0 = 0 0 =

15
:

o 0 = 2 0 + 2

16 l 0 + 1 2 0 + 2

17 0 0 = 0 0 —

18 0 1 - 1 0 0 -

19 0 4 - 4 2 0 + 2

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 7-E

EMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
100L (SECTION 3) : NO ERRORS IN
WORDORDERAND NO ERRORS

IN PARAGRAPHING

,

No Errors in No Errors in
Word Order Paragraphing

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

0 0 — 11 0 + 11

5 0 + 5 1 0 + 1

0 0 = 1 0 + 1

3 1 + 2 1 0 + 1

1 1 = 2 1 + 1

0 0 = 2 0 + 2

1 0 + 1 1 2 - 1

0 0 = 0 0 =

3 0 + 3 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 2 - 2 0 2 - 2

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 1 - 1 0

- 1—
0

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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9
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12
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APPENDIX 7-F

IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
100L (SECTION 4): NO ERRORS IN
WORDORDERAND NO ERRORS

IN PARAGRAPHING

No Errors in No Errors in
Word Order Paragraphing

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post •

Test Difference

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 =
!

0 0 =

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 = 3 0 + 3

1 0 + 1 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 1 - 1 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 0 =

1 0 + 1 0 0 =

0 0 = 3 0 + 3

0 2 - 2 2 5 - 3

0 0 = 0 0 =

Numbers indicate how many errors made.



APPENDIX 8

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: NO ERRORS IN AGREEMENT

AND LESS THAN THREE ERRORS IN TENSES



230

APPENDIX 8-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE1 05C (SECTION 1) : NO ERRORS IN

AGREEMENTAND LESS THAN THREE
ERRORS IN TENSES

No Errors in Agreement* Less Than Three Errors
in Tenses

OL UuCn L.

o

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 7 2 + 5 3 3 =

2 2 1 + 1 4
|

2 + 2

3 0 0 = 17 0 + 17

4 3 2 + 1 3 0 + 3

5 2 2 = 3 0 + 3

6 0 0 = 3 0 + 3

7 1 o + 1 0 0 =

8 4
j

0 + 4 5 0 + 5

9 0 0 = 0 0 =

10 2 0 + 2 0 1 - 1

11 2 0 + 2 0 0 =

12 1
I

0
1

+ 1 2 0 + 2

.

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.

* Includes subject-verb and number agreement
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APPENDIX 8-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2) : NO ERRORS IN

AGREEMENTAND LESS THAN THREE
ERRORS IN TENSES

Students

No Errors in Agreement* Less Than Three Errors
in Tenses

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 1 3 - 2 1 6 - 5

2 1 0 + 1 2 0 + 2

3 3 3 = 3 2 + 1

4 0 0 = 5 4 + 1

5 1 0 + 1 1 0 + 1

6 0 2 - 2 0 0 —

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.

*Includes subject-verb and number agreement.
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APPENDIX 8-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1): NO ERRORS IN

AGREEMENTAND LESS THAN THREE
ERRORS IN TENSES

No Errors in Agreement* Less Than Three Errors
in Tenses

L. o in o
Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 0 3 + 3 1 1 =

2 0 0 = 3 0 + 3

3 1 1 = 0 0 =

4 0 1 - i 0 0 =

5 5 4 + i 6 2 + 4

6 1 2 - i 0 2 - 2

7 1 3 - 2 7 2 + 5

8 2 0 + 2 0 0 =

9 10 1 + 9 9 8 + 1

10 2 4 - 2 3 2 + 1

11 0 5 - 5 5 1 + 4

12 1 1 = 2 2 =

13 4 1 + 3 1 0 + 1

14 2 3 - 1 0 4 - 4

15 2 2 = 0 0 =

16 4

J

1 + 3 1 2 - 1

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.

*Includes subject-verb agreement and number agreement.
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APPENDIX 8-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 2): NO ERRORS IN

AGREEMENTAND LESS THAN THREE
ERRORS IN TENSES

No Errors in Agreement* Less Than Three Errors
in Tenses

o L12C10ii lS
Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

i 3 8 - 5 4 2 + 2

2 0 2 - 2 0 0 =

3 4 1 + 3 2 3 - 1

4 1 5 - 4 1 3 - 2

5 4 6 - 2 1 1 =

6 0 0 0 0 =

7 3 0 + 3 9 2 + 7

8 2 0 + 2
|

2 2 =

9 2 2 = 1 0 + 1

10 o 0 0 0 =

11 0 6 ' 6 5 1 + 4

12 0 0 ! 0 2 - 2

13 0 1 - 1 1 1 =r

14 3 4 - 1 0 8 - 8

15 5 2 + 3 0 1 - 1

16 0 0
t

0 1 - 1

17 0 0
_ 0 0 =

18 0 0
1

0 1 - 1

19 i
i

2

j

2

-J

2

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.

*Inc ludes subject-verb agreement and number agreement.
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APPENDIX 8-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3) : NO ERRORS IN

AGREEMENTAND LESS THAN THREE
ERRORS IN TENSES

1 No Errors in Agreement* Less Than Three Errors
in Tenses

OL UI QGII L

o

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 3
1

0 + 3 2 0 + 2

2 3 5 - 2 5 1 + 4

3 4
i

6 - 2 0 1 - 1

4 4
j

1 + 3 3 1 + 2

5 1 i 2 - 1 1 1 =

6 i
j

1 = 4 1 + 3

7 1 3 - 2 4 1 + 3

8 2 3 - 1 2 3 - 1

9 0 2 - 2 2 2 =

10 2 3 - 1 1 1 =

11 0 6 - 6 12 1 + 11

12 2 6 - 4 0 0 =

13 2 6 - 4 4 2 + 2

14 0 1 - 1 2 0 + 2

15 0 0 = 2 0 + 2

16 0 0 = 1 0 + 1

17 1 2 - 1 3 2 + 1

18 4

-J —

3 + 1 0

_

1 - 1

Note : Numbers indicate how many errors made.

* Includes subject-verb agreement and number agreement.
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APPENDIX 8-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 4) : NO ERRORS IN

AGREEMENTAND LESS THAN THREE
ERRORS IN TENSES

1
1

1

!

No Errors in Agreement* Less Than Three Errors
in Tenses

b uucien~cs
j

i

|

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

i
!

j

2 3 - 1 2 2 =

2 2 3 - 1 1 0 + 1

3 0 0 = 0 1 - 1

I

4 0 1 - 1 0 0 =

5 6 0 + 6 1 0 + 1

6 0 0 = 0 0 =

7 o 2 - 2 0 0 =

8 0 0 = 4 1 + 3

9 0 4 - 4 2 2 =

10 0 0 = 0 0 =

11 0 2 - 2 0 0 =

12 0 1 - 1 0 0 =

13 1
0

1

1

0 — 0 0

J

Numbers indicate how many errors made.

* Includes subject-verb agreement and number agreement.



APPENDIX 9

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: NO ERRORS IN USE OF

PREPOSITIONS AND NO ERRORS IN USE

OF ARTICLES
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APPENDIX 9-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS INCOURSE105C (SECTION 1) : NO ERRORS IN
USE OF PREPOSITIONS AND NO ERRORS

IN USE OF ARTICLES

Students

No Errors in Use
of Prepositions

No Errors in Use
of Articles

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 2 2 = o 0 .

2 1 3 - 2 2 4 - 2

3 1 0 + 1 2 1 + 1

4 1 1 = 0 1 - 1

5 2 3 - 1 4 0 + 4

6 0 2 - 2 3 0 + 3

7 2 0 + 2 0 0

8 1 2 - 1 2 1 + 1

9 1 0 + 1 3 0 + 3

10 1 1 = 1 0 + 1

11 4 0 + 4 2 0 + 2

12 0 0 = 0 1 - 1

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 9-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2) : NO ERRORS IN

USE OF PREPOSITIONS AND NO ERRORS
IN USE OF ARTICLES

Students

No Errors in Use
of Prepositions

No Errors in Use
of Articles

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 1 6 - 5 3 0 + 3

2 5 1 + 4 2 1 + 1

3 5 3 + 2 2 3 - 1

4 6 2 + 4 3 0 + 3

5 0 0 = 0 0 =

6 6

1

1 + 5

1

0 0 =

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 9-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1) : NO ERRORS IN

USE OF PREPOSITIONS AND NO ERRORS
IN USE OF ARTICLES

No
of

Errors in Use
Prepositions

No Errors in Use
of Articles

O Ulid O11 L. S

i

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 2 1 + 1 2 0 + 2

I

2 0 1 - 1 0 2 - 2

i

3 1 0 + 1 1 0 + 1

4 2 3 - 1 1 0 + 1

5 4 0 + 4 2 0 + 2

6 0
i

1 - 1 0 0 =

7 0 2 - 2 3 4 - 1

8 0 1 - 1 0 0 =

9 3 4 - 1 6 4 + 2

10 10 0 + 10 5 4 + 1

11 1 0 + 1 0 1 - 1

12 0 1 - 1 0 0 =

13 1 3 - 2 1 0 + 1

14 0 1 - 1 1 3 - 2

15
i

0 1 - 1 3 0 + 3

16
1

j_A
9

|

- 8 0 2 - 2

Note : Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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19
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APPENDIX 9-D

IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
100L (SECTION 2): NO ERRORS IN

SE OF PREPOSITIONS AND NO ERRORS
IN USE OF ARTICLES

|No Errors in Use
j

No Errors in Use
of Prepositions

j

of Articles

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference

j

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference

4 4 = 1 2 - 1

2 2 = 0 3 - 3

1 2 - 1 1 0 + 1

1 0 + 1 0 2 - 2

1 2 - 2 1 0 + 1

0 0 = 0 0 =

6 6 = 5 2 + 3

2 1 + 1 0 0 =

2 0 + 2 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 1 - i

0 4 - 4 1 0 + i

0 1 - 1 0 0 —

0 2 - 2 0 1 - i

1 1 = 0 0 =

3 2 + 1 0 0 =

0 0 = 2 0 + 2

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 = 0 3 - 3

3 0 + 3 0 8 - 8

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 9-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3) : NO ERRORS IN

USE OF PREPOSITIONS AND NO ERRORS
IN USE OF ARTICLES

1

No
of

Errors in Use
Prepositions

No Errors in Use
of Articles

u l 11 Q6 in l s
Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 0 1 - 1 0 0 =

2 1 0 + 1 1 0 + 1

3 1 1 = 1 1 =

4 0 1 - 1 0 1 - 1

5 0 1 - 1 0 0 =

6 2 1 + 1 1 0 + 1

7 4 1 + 3 1 0 + 1

8 5 5 = 3 6 - 3

9 2 0 + 2 0 0 =

10 4 0 + 4 1 1 =

11 1 0 + 1 0 0 =

12 0 2 - 2 0 1 - 1

13 1 2 - 1 4 3 + 1

14 0 1 - 1 0 0 =

15 0 1 - 1 0 0 =

16 0 2 - 2 0 2 - 2

17 1 5 - 4 0 1 - 1

18 0 2 - 2 1 2 - 1

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 9-F

EMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
RSE 100L (SECTION 4): NO ERRORS IN
SE OF PREPOSITIONS AND NO ERRORS

IN USE OF ARTICLES

No
Of

Errors in Use
Prepositions

No Errors in Use
of Articles

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

2 2 = 0 0 =

0 1 - 1 3 0 + 3

0 0 = 1 0 1

0 0 = 0 0 -

1 0 + 1 0 0 -

0 0 = 1 0 + 1

0 1 - 1 2 0 + 2

2 2 = 0 0 =

0 3 - 3 0 0 =

1 1 = 1 0 + 1

1 1 = 0 0 =

0 2 - 2 1 1 =

0 0 = 0 0

Numbers indicate how many errors made.



APPENDIX 10

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: NO ERRORS IN USE OF

PRONOUNSAND LESS THAN FOUR

ERRORS IN SPELLING
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APPENDIX 10-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 1): NO ERRORS IN

USE OF PRONOUNSAND LESS THAN FOUR
ERRORS IN SPELLING

No Errors in Use
of Pronouns

Less Than Four
Errors in Spelling

o Uvic n l. s

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post

i

Test
|

Difference

i 0 1 - 1 0

j

0 !

-

2 6 4 + 2 0
1

2 - 2

3 0 0 = 3 2 + 1

4 0 0 = 3 0

'

+ 3

5 3 0 + 3 0 o

6 0 0 = 1 0 + 1

7 0 0 = 0
I

0

8
!

0 1 - 1 2 2 =

9 0 1 - 1 0 0

10
j

l 0 + 1 0 2
i

- 2

11 2 0 + 2 2 0 + 2

12 1 0 + 1 0 1 - 1

j

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 10-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2) : NO ERRORS IN

USE OF PRONOUNSAND LESS THAN FOUR
ERRORS IN SPELLING

Students

No Errors in Use
of Pronouns

Less Than Four
Errors in Spelling

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 0 5 - 5 8 4 + 4

2 0 0 = 3 1 + 2

3 2 2 = 3 2 + 1

4 2 0 + 2 0 0 =

5 1 0 + 1 3 0 + 3

6 0 1 - 1 4 3 + i

Note : Numbers indicate how many errors made
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APPENDIX 10-C

2MENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
RSE 100L (SECTION 1) : NO ERRORS IN
3E OF PRONOUNSAND LESS THAN FOUR

ERRORS IN SPELLING

,
I

No Errors in Use Less Than Four
of Pronouns Errors in Spelling

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
1

Post
Test Difference

0 0 = 3 0 + 3

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 = 12 3 + 9

0 0 = 1 2 - 1

2 0 + 2 1 0 + 1

0 0 = 2 2 =

1 2 - 1 4 1 + 3

1 0 + 1 0 0 =

4 0 + 4 2 1 + 1

1 2 - 1 6 0 + 6

0 0 = 3 0 + 3

0 0 = 0 1 - 1

0 0 = 6
|

5 + 1

0 0 = 0 i + 1

0 0 = 3 1 + 12

0 4 - 4 1 2 - 1

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 1 0-D

IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
100L (SECTION 2) : NO ERRORS IN

SE OF PRONOUNSAND LESS THAN FOUR
ERRORS IN SPELLING

No Errors in Use Less Than Four
of Pronouns Errors in Spelling

Pre
Test

Post
Test Dif f erence Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

0 2 - 2 3 8 - 5

0 0 = 0 3 - 3

0 0 = 3 6 - 3

2 0 + 2 1 1 =

1 0 + 1 0 1 - 1

0 0 = 0 1 - 1

2 2 = 5 0 + 5

0 0 = 2 0 + 2

1 0 + 1 2 0 + 2

1 - + 1 1 2 - 1

0 2 - 2 2 3 - 1

0 3 - 3 0 0 =

0 1 - 1 0 2 - 2

0 1 - 1 0 7 - 7

1 0 + 1 3 0 + 3

0 0 = 4 1 + 3

1 0 + 1 0 0 =

0 o = 0 0 =

0
1

° = 0 1 - 1

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 10-E

EMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
RSE 100L (SECTION 3) : NO ERRORS IN
SE OF PRONOUNSAND LESS THAN FOUR

ERRORS IN SPELLING

No Errors in Use Less Than Four
of Pronouns Errors in Spelling

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

0 0 = 2 1 + 1

1 0 + 1 3 3 -

1 0 + 1 2 1 + 1

2 1 + 1 1 1 =

0 0 = 3 2 + 1

0 0 = 3 1 + 1

0 0 = 7 4 + 3

0 1 - 1 1 4 - 3

0 0 = 1 0 + 1

0 1 - 1 2 1 + 1

0 0 = 0 0 =

0 0 = 1 5 - 4

0 0 = 3 0 + 3

0 0 = 1 1 =

0 0 = 0 3 - 3

0 1 - 1 2 4 - 2

0 1 - 1 5 4 + 1

0 0 — 1 3 - 2

Numbers indicate how many errors made.



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12
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APPENDIX 1 0-F

EMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
RSE 100L (SECTION 4) : NO ERRORS IN
SE OF PRONOUNSAND LESS THAN FOUR

ERRORS IN SPELLING

No Errors in Use
of Pronouns

Less Than Four
Errors in Spelling

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

0 0 = 1 1 =

2 0 + 2 2 0 + 2

1 0 + 1 2 3 - 1

0 0 - 3 0 + 3

0 0 = 3 1 + 2

0 1 - 1 0 0 =

0 1 - 1 0 2 - 2

0 0 = 0 1 - 1

1 1 = 5 2 + 3

1 0 + 1 1 1 =

0 0 = 3 0 + 3

0 0 = 2 3 - 1

0 0 0 0

Numbers indicate how many errors made



APPENDIX 11

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: LESS THAN THREE WORDS

USED INCORRECTLYAND NO WORDSOMITTED



251

APPENDIX 11 -A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS INCOURSE 105C (SECTION 1) : LESS THAN THREE
WORDSUSED INCORRECTLYAND NO WORDS

OMITTED

Students

Less Than Three Words
Used Incorrectly No Words Omitted

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 6 1 + 5 0 0 =

2 1 6 - 5 6 6 =

3 2 0 + 2 8 2 + 6

4 4 1 + 3 4 0 + 4

5 3 1 + 2 6 1 + 5

6 2 7 - 5 8 6 + 2

7 1 0 + 1 1 1 =

8 6 4 + 2 1 0 + 1

9 4 2 + 2 1 0 + 1

10 2 6 - 4 4 2 + 2

11 1 0 + 1 3 1 + 2

12 0 0 = 4 1 + 3

Note : Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 1 1-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2) : LESS THAN THREE

WORDSUSED INCORRECTLYAND NO WORDS
OMITTED

Students

Less Than Three Words
Used Incorrectly No Words Omitted

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 2 14 -12 3 14 -11

2 8 10 - 2 5 4 + 1

3 9 4 + 5 5 2 + 3

4 5 3 + 3 9 5 + 4

5 8 0 + 8 5 0 + 5

6 6 3 + 3 7 7 =

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 11-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1) : LESS THAN THREE

WORDSUSED INCORRECTLYAND NO WORDS
OMITTED

r
Less Than Three Words

Used Incorrectly No Words Omitted

u L UC10li L

S

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 5 1 + 4 7 3 + 4

2 0 3 - 3 4 1 + 3

3 5 1 + 4 0 1 - 1

4 0 1 - 1 3 0 + 3

5 2 4 - 2 0 0 =

6 7 5 + 2 2 1 + 1

7 11 4 + 7 2 3 - 1

8 1 1 = 2 1 + 1

9 11 7 + 4 4 1 + 3

10 15 2 + 13 9 1 + 8

11 5 1 + 4 5 6 - 1

12 2 7 - 5 6 8 - 2

13 6 6 = 3 6 - 3

14 2 7 - 5 3 4 - 1

15 2 2 = 1 3 - 2

16 2 2 = 5 4 + 1

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19
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APPENDIX 1 1-D

EMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
E 100L (SECTION 2) : LESS THAN THREE
RDS USED INCORRECTLYAND NO WORDS

OMITTED

Less Than Three Words
Used Incorrectly No Words Omitted

Pre Post Difference Pre Post Difference

3 15 -12 8 2 + 6

1 2 - 1 1 3 - 2

2 7 - 5 7 11 - 4

3 1 + 2 3 2 + 1

2 6 - 4 5 1 + 4

3 1 + 2 1 1 =

11 2 + 9 5 1 + 4

6 2 + 4 3 5 - 2

8 2 + 6 3 3 =

0 2 - 2 0 0 =

5 10 - 5 3 5 - 2

0 5 - 5 3 2 + 1

2 5 - 3 0 3 - 3

6 1 + 5 0 5 - 5

4 3 + 1 1 0 + 1

2 0 + 2 6 2 + 4

2 0 + 2 0 0 =

0 0 = 1 1 =

4 11 - 7 4 5 + 1

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 11-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE 100L (SECTION 3) : LESS THAN THREE

WORDSUSED INCORRECTLYAND NO WORDS
OMITTED

Less Than Three Words
Used Incorrectly .

No Words Omitted

O"t— LX CX0 1 1 L. S
Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 5 2 + 3 2 1 + 1

2 3 5 - 2 7 5 + 2

3 8 9 - 1 1 4 - 3

4 5 7 - 2 2 4 - 2

5 6 5 + 1 4 1 + 3

6 5 3 + 2 9 4 + 5

7 5 5 = 5 9 - 4

8 7 16 - 9 10 9 + 1

9 1 4 - 3 3 0 + 3

10 3 3 = 1 2 - 1

11 2 0 + 2 0 0 =

12 4 7 - 3 4 2 + 2

13 3 3 = 3 3
—

14 2 2 = 0 1 - 1

15 1 1 = 1 0 + 1

16 0 7 - 7 0 7 - 7

17 4 7 - 3 2 5 - 3

18 4

1

7

1

- 3 1 2 - 1

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13
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APPENDIX 11-F

EMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
E 100L (SECTION 4): LESS THAN THREE
RDS USED INCORRECTLY AND NO WORDS

OMITTED

Less Than Three Words
Used Incorrectly No Words Omitted

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

2 2 = 1 0 + 1

0 0 = 1 2 - 1

4 0 + 4 0 1 - 1

2 0 + 2 1 0 + 1

0 1 - 1 0 0 =

6 3 + 3 0 2 - 2

0 1 - 1 1 3 - 2

2 1 + 1 2 1 + 1

5 2 + 3 2 2 =

2 0 + 2 1 0 + 1

1 0 + 1 1 0 + 1

1 2 - 1 1 2 - 1

0 0 = 0 1 - 1

Numbers indicate how many errors made.



APPENDIX 12

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: NO ERRORS IN USE OF

PERIODS AND LESS THAN THREE ERRORS

IN USE OF COMMAS
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APPENDIX 12-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 1) : NO ERRORS IN

USE OF PERIODS AND LESS THAN THREE
ERRORS IN USE OF COMMAS

Students

No Errors in Use of
Periods

Less than
in Use

Three Errors
of Commas

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 2 1 3 4

2 1 0 3 1

3 3 0 0 2

4 1 0 0 0

5 2 0 7 4

6 0 0 2 1

7 0 0 0 0

8 1 0 8 0

9 1 0 1 1

10 0 0 0 2

11 0 0 1 4

12 0 0 0 3

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 12-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2) : NO ERRORS IN

USE OF PERIODS AND LESS THAN THREE
ERRORS IN USE OF COMMAS

No Errors in Use of Less Than Three Errors

Students Periods in Use of Commas

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 0 4 2

2 2 0 4 2

3 0 0 5 2

4 0 0 6 0

5 0 0 14 0

6 2 0 9 2

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 12-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1) : NO ERRORS IN

USE OF PERIODS AND LESS THAN THREE
ERRORS IN USE OF COMMAS

Students

No Errors in Use of
Periods

Less Than
in Use

Three Errors
of Commas

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 0 0 1 0

2 0 0 9 0

3 0 0 3 2

4 0 0 12 0

5 1 0 1 2

6 0 0 0 1

7 0 0 7 3

8 0 0 8 2

9 1 1 7 2

10 1 0 4 2

11 2 0 1 1

12 0 0 0 1

13 0 0 6 6

14 1 0 1 2

15 1 0 1 0

16 0 0 0 2

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 12-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 2) : NO ERRORS IN

USE OF PERIODS AND LESS THAN THREE
ERRORS IN USE OF COMMAS

Students

No Errors in Use of
Periods

Less Than
in Use

Three Errors
of Commas

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 1 0 3 8

2 1 0 1 3

3 0 0 1 6

4 0 0 0 2

5 0 2 1 4

6 0 0 4 3

7 0 0 10 2

8 0 0 5 0

9 1 0 2 3

10 0 1 0 1

11 1 1 1 10

12 0 2 2 1

13 0 0 4 6

14 0 1 1 0

15 0 0 2 2

16 4 1 5 4

17 0 0 4 0

18 0 0 5 5

19 0 1 4 9

Key : 0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 12-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3) : NO ERRORS IN

USE OF PERIODS AND LESS THAN THREE
ERRORS IN USE OF COMMAS

Students

No Errors in Use of
Periods

Less Than Three Errors
in Use of Commas

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 0 0 2 0

2 0 0 2 3

3 0 0 4 3

4 1 1 1 4

5 0 1 2 3

6 1 1 8 4

7 0 2 8 8

8 1 0 3 3

9 0 0 2 0

10 0 0 3 0

11 0 0 1 0

12 1 1 3 5

13 0 0 5 3

14 0 0 9 2

15 0 0 6 0

16 0 0 7 7

17 0 0 1 3

18 0

. i
—

1 1 2

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 12-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 4) : NO ERRORS IN

USE OF PERIODS AND LESS THAN THREE
ERRORS IN USE OF COMMAS

Students

No Errors in Use of
Periods

Less Than
in Use

Three Errors
of Commas

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 1 0 2 8

2 0 0 0 0

3 1 0 1 4

4 1 0 8 2

5 0 1 0 4

6 0 1 2 3

7 1 0 0 1

8 1 1 6 2

9 0 0 0 5

10 1 0 4 0

11 1 0 6 0

12 0 0 0 0

13 1 0 1

-

0

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.

Key :



APPENDIX 13

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: NO ERRORS IN USE OF

QUESTION MARKS AND NO ERRORS

IN USE OF EXCLAMATION POINTS
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APPENDIX 13-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 1) : NO ERRORS IN USE

OF QUESTION MARKS AND NO ERRORS IN USE
OF EXCLAMATION POINTS

Students

No Errors in Use of
Question Marks

No Errors in
Exclamation

Use of
Points

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 X X X X

2 X X X X

3 X X X X

4 X . X X X

5 X X X X

6 X X X X

7 X X X X

8 X X X X

9 X X X X

10 X X X X

11 X X X X

12 X
1

4

X 0 X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made

•

Key :
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APPENDIX 1 3-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2) : NO ERRORS IN USE

OF QUESTION MARKS AND NO ERRORS IN USE
OF EXCLAMATION POINTS

Students

No Errors in Use of
Question Marks

No Errors in
Exclamation

Use of
Points

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 X X X X

2 X X X X

3 0 X X X

4 X X X X

5 X X X X

6 X X X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)
X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 1 3-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1): NO ERRORS IN USE

OF QUESTION MARKS AND NO ERRORS IN USE
OF EXCLAMATIONPOINTS

Students

No Errors in Use of
Question Marks

No Errors in
Exclamation

Use of
Points

|
Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 X X X X

2 X X X X

3 X X X X

4 1 X 0 X

5 X X X X

6 X X X X

7 X X X X

8 X X X X

9 1 X X X

10 X X X X

11
I

x X X X

12 x X X X

13 X X X X

14 x X X X

15 X X X X

16 X
1

1 X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.

Key :
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APPENDIX 1 3-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 2) : NO ERRORS IN USE

OF QUESTION MARKS AND NO ERRORS IN USE
OF EXCLAMATIONPOINTS

Students

No Errors in Use of
Question Marks

No Errors in
Exclamation

Use of
Points

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 0 X X X

2 X X X 0

3 1 X X 0

4 X X X X

5 X X X 0

6 X X X 0

7 0 0 X 1

8 X X X X

9 0 0 X 1

10 X X X X

11 X X X X

12 X 0 X X

13 X X X X

14 1 X X X

15 X X X X

16 X 0 X X

17 X X X X

18 X 0 X X

19 X X X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 13-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3) : NO ERRORS IN USE

OF QUESTION MARKS AND NO ERRORS IN USE
OF EXCLAMATION POINTS

Students

No Errors in Use of
Question Marks

No Errors in Use of
Exclamation Points

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 0 0 X 0

2 0 0 X 0

3 X 0 X X

4 X 1 X X

5 X . X X X

6 X X X X

7 X X X X

8 X X X X

9 X X X X

10 X X X X

11 X X X X

12 X X X X

13 X X X X

14 X X X X

15 X X X X

16 X X X X

17 1 X X X

18 X 0 X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 13-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 4): NO ERRORS IN USE

OF QUESTION MARKS AND NO ERRORS IN USE
OF EXCLAMATIONPOINTS

Students

No Errors in Use of
Question Marks

No Errors in
Exc lamat ion

Use of
Points

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 X 0 X X

2 X X X X

3 X X X X

4 k X X X

5 X X X X

6 0 X X X

7 X X X X

8 X X X X

9 X X X X

10 0 0 X 0

11 X X X X

12 2 0 2 X

13 X X X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.



APPENDIX 14

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: NO ERRORS IN USE OF

QUOTATIONMARKS AND NO ERRORS IN

USE OF APOSTROPHES
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APPENDIX 14-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 1) : NO ERRORS IN

USE OF QUOTATIONMARKS AND NO ERRORS
IN USE OF APOSTROPHES

Students

No Errors in Use of
Quotation Marks

No Errors in Use of
Apostrophes

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 X 0 X X

2 X X 0 0

3 X X 1 X

4 X X 1 X

5 X X 1 1

6 X X 0 X

7 X 0 X 1

8 X 0 0 1

9 X X X 0

10 X X 0 X

11 X X X X

12 X X X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made

.
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APPENDIX 1 4-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2): NO ERRORS IN

USE OF QUOTATIONMARKS AND NO ERRORS
IN USE OF APOSTROPHES

Students

No Errors in Use of
Quotation Marks

No Errors in Use of
Apostrophes

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 X 0 1 X

2 X X 0 X

3 1 X X X

4 X X X X

5 X X 0 X

6 X X X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)
X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 14-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1): NO ERRORS IN

USE OF QUOTATIONMARKS AND NO ERRORS
IN USE OF APOSTROPHES

Students

No Errors in Use of
Quotation Marks

No Errors in Use of
Apostrophes

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 X X X X

2 X X X X

3 X X X X

4 0 X 0 X

5 X X X X

6 X X X X

7 X X X X

8 X X X X

9 X X X X

10 X X X X

11 X X X X

12 X X X X

13 X X X X

14 X X X X

15 X X X X

16 X X X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 14-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 2): NO ERRORS IN

USE OF QUOTATIONMARKS AND NO ERRORS
IN USE OF APOSTROPHES

Students

No Errors in Use of
Quotation Marks

No Errors in Use of
Apostrophes

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 X X X X

2 X X X 0

3 0 X 0 0

4 X X 1 X

5 X 0 0 0

6 X X X 0

7 X X 0 1

8 X X X X

9 X X X 1

10 X X X X

11 X X X X

12 X X 1 X

13 1 X X X

14 X X 0 X

15 X X X X

16 X X X X

17 0 X X X

13 0 X 0 X

19 0 1 X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 1 4-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3) : NO ERRORS IN

USE OF QUOTATIONMARKS AND NO ERRORS
IN USE OF APOSTROPHES

Students

No Errors in Use of
Quotation Marks

No Errors in Use of
Apostrophes

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 0 0 X 0

2 0 0 X 0

3 X 0 X 1

4 X X X X

5 X X X X

6 X X X 0

7 X X X X

8 X X X X

9 X X X X

10 X X X X

11 X X X X

12 X X 1 X

13 X X X 2

14 X X X 1

15 X 0 2 X

16 X X X X

17 X X X X

18 X X X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.

Key :
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APPENDIX 14-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 4): NO ERRORS IN

USE OF QUOTATIONMARKS AND NO ERRORS
IN USE OF APOSTROPHES

T

Students

No Errors in Use of
Quotation Marks

No Errors in Use of
Apostrophes

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 0 X X X

2 X X X X

3 X X X X

4 X X X X

5 0 X X X

6 X X X X

7 X X X X

8 X X X X

9 X X X X

10 0 X X 0

11 X X X X

12 0 0 2 X

13 X X X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.



APPENDIX 15

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: NO ERRORS IN USE OF

CAPITAL LETTERS AND NO ERRORS IN

USE OF SMALL LETTERS
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APPENDIX 15-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 1) : NO ERRORS IN USE

OF CAPITAL LETTERS AND NO ERRORS IN
USE OF SMALL LETTERS

Students

No Errors
Capital

in Use of
Letters

No Errors
Small

in Use of
Letters

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 2 0 1 1

2 2 2 1 1

3 4 0 0 0

4 1 0 0 0

5 0 1 2 1

6 0 0 0 0

7 0 0 0 0

8 0 0 3 0

9 3 0 0 0

10 0 0 0 0

11 0 0 0 0

12 1 1 0 0

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.

Key :
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APPENDIX 15-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2): NO ERRORS IN USE

OF CAPITAL LETTERS AND NO ERRORS IN
USE OF SMALL LETTERS

Students

No Errors
Capital

in Use of
Letters

No Errors
Small

in Use of
Letters

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 0 0 10 1

2 0 0 1 1

3 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 4 0

5 0 0 2 0

6 0 0 1 1

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)
X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 15 -C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100 L (SECTION 1 ) : NO ERRORS IN USE

OF CAPITAL LETTERS AND NO ERRORS IN
USE OF SMALL LETTERS

Students

No Errors
Capital

in Use of
Letters

No Errors
Small

in Use of
Letters

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 5 0 2 X

2 3 0 X X

3 1 0 X X

4 1 0 1 X

5 0 1 2 X

6 0 0 0 0

7 3 0 X 1

8 3 0 X X

9 0 4 X X

10 2 0 1 X

11 0 0 1 X

12 0 0 X X

13 0 0 X X

14 0 0 X 0

15 4 1 X X

16 0 1 1 X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 15-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE 100L (SECTION 2) : NO ERRORS IN USE

OF CAPITAL LETTERS AND NO ERRORS IN
USE OF SMALL LETTERS

Students

No Errors
Capital

in Use of
Letters

No Errors
Small

in Use of
Letters

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 0 1

3 3 9 1 0

4 0 0 1 1

5 0 2 0 0

6 0 0 0 0

7 0 0 0 0

8 0 0 0 0

9 0 0 0 0

10 0 1 2 0

11 0 0 0 1

12 0 2 0 1

13 0 0 0 0

14 2 2 0 0

15 0 0 0 2

16 0 0 4 2

17 0 0 0 0

18 0 1 0 0

19 1 0 0 0

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.



283

APPENDIX 15-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3) : NO ERRORS IN USE

OF CAPITAL LETTERS AND NO ERRORS IN
USE OF SMALL LETTERS

Students

No Errors
Capital

in Use of
Letters

No Errors
Small

in Use of
Letters

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 0 0 0 0

2 1 0 0 0

3 0 0 0 0

4 0 1 0 0

5 0 1 0 0

6
*

1 1 0 0

7 1 2 1 8

8 1 0 0 0

9 0 0 0 0

10 0 0 0 0

11 0 0 0 0

12 1 1 0 0

13 1 0 0 0

14 0 0 0 0

15 0 0 0 0

16 0 0 0 0

17 0 1 0 0

18 0
j

1 0 0

19
j

0 0 0 0

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.

Key :
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APPENDIX 15-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 4): NO ERRORS IN USE

OF CAPITAL LETTERS AND NO ERRORS IN
USE OF SMALL LETTERS

Students

No Errors
Capital

in Use of
Letters

No Errors
Small

in Use of
Letters

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 0 3 0 0

2 0 0 0 0

3 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 0 0

5 0 0 0 0

6 0 0 0 0

7 1 0 0 0

8 1 1 0 0

9 0 1 0 0

10 1 0 0 0

11 1 0 0 0

12 1 1 0 0

13 1 0 0 0



APPENDIX 16

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: LESS THAN TWO ERRORS

IN USE OF SEMICOLON AND LESS THAN

TWO ERRORS IN USE OF COLON
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APPENDIX 16-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS INCOURSE105C (SECTION 1): LESS THAN TWO
ERRORS IN USE OF SEMICOLONAND LESS

THAN TWO ERRORS IN USE OF COLON

Students

Less Than Two Errors
in Use of Semicolon

Less
in

Than
Use

Two Errors
of Colon

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 1 X 0 X

2 X 2 X X

3 X X X X

4 X X X X

5 1 X X 1

6 X 1 X X

7 X X X X

8 X X X X

9 X 0 X X

10 X X X X

11 X X X X

12 X X X X

Key : 0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)
X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 1 6-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2) : LESS THAN TWO

ERRORSIN USE OF SEMICOLONAND LESS
THAN TWO ERRORSIN USE OF COLON

Students

Less Than
in Use of

Two Errors
Semicolon

Less
in

Than
Use

Two Errors
of Colon

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 X X X X

2 X X X X

3 X X X X

4 X X X X

5
* X X X X

6 X X X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 16-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE 100L (SECTION 1) : LESS THAN TWO

ERRORS IN USE OF SEMICOLONAND LESS
THAN TWOERRORSIN USE OF COLON

Students

Less Than
in Use of

Two Errors
Semicolon

Less
in

Than
Use

Two Errors
of Colon

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 X X X X

2 X X X X

3 X X X X

4 X X X X

5 X X X X

6 1 X X X

7 0 2 0 X

8 X 0 X X

9 0 X X X

10 4 X X 0

11 X 3 X X

12 0 X X X

13 0 0 X X

14 X 0 X X

15 X X X X

16 X X X 0

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)
X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 16-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 2): LESS THAN TWO

ERRORS IN USE OF SEMICOLONAND LESS
THAN TWO ERROS IN USE OF COLON

Students

Less Than Two Errors
in Use of Semicolon

Less Than Two Errors
in Use of Colon

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 2 1 X 0

2 X X X X

3 X X 0 1

4 X 0 X X

5 X X X X

6 X X X 0

7 X X X X

8 X 1 X X

9 X 5 0 0

10 X 2 X X

11 X X X X

12 0 X X 1

13 X X X X

14 X X X 0

15 X X 1 X

16 X X X X

17 X X X X

18 X 2 X 0

19 0 1 0 X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 16-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3) : LESS THAN TWO

ERRORS IN USE OF SEMICOLON AND LESS
THAN TWO ERRORS IN USE OF COLON

Students

Less Than
in Use of

Two Errors
Semicolon

Less Than
in Use

Two Errors
of Colon

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test
1

1 X 1 X 0

2 X 1 X 0

3 X X X X

4 X X X X

5 X X X X

6 X 0 X X

7 X X X X

8 2 X 3 X

9 X X X X

10 X 2 X X

11 1 X 0 X

12 X 1 0 X

13 X X X X

14 1 X X X

15 0 2 0 0

16 0 1 X X

17 X 1 X X

18 X X X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed

Numbers indicate how many errors made.

Key :
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APPENDIX 16-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE 100L (SECTION 4): LESS THAN TWO

ERRORS IN USE OF SEMICOLONAND LESS
THAN TWO ERRORS IN USE OF COLON

Students

Less Than Two Errors
in Use of Semicolon

Less
in

Than
Use

Two Errors
of Colon

Pre Test Post Test Pre Test Post Test

1 X X X X

2 X 1 X X

3 X X X X

4 0 X X X

5 X 1 X X

6 1 1 X X

7 X X X X

8 X X X X

9 X X X X

10 X X 1 X

11 X X X X

12 X X X X

13 X X X X

0 = No Errors (punctuation needed and used)

X = Punctuation not used and not needed
Numbers indicate how many errors made.

Key

:



APPENDIX 17

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: USE OF CHRONOLOGICAL

ORDERAND DESCRIPTION
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APPENDIX 17-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE 1 05C (SECTION 1): USE OF

CHRONOLOGICALORDERAND
DESCRIPTION

Chronological
Order Description

tD L LlU. C—lit- o
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N Y Y

2 N N N N

3 N Y N Y

4 N N N N

5 N Y N N

6 N N N Y

7 N Y N N

8 N Y N Y

9 N Y N Y

10 N Y N Y

11 Y N N N

12 N Y N Y

Key

:

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 17-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE 1 05C (SECTION 2) : USE OF

CHRONOLOGICALORDERAND
DESCRIPTION

Students

Chrono logical
Order Description

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N Y Y

2 N N Y Y

3 N N Y Y

4 N N Y Y

5 N N Y Y

6 N N Y Y

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 17-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1): USE OF

CHRONOLOGICALORDERAND
DESCRIPTION

Chronological
Order Description

L- \icio n l. s
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

i Y N Y Y

2 Y N N Y

3 Y Y Y Y

4 Y N Y Y

5 Y N Y N

6 Y N Y Y

7 Y N Y Y

8 Y N Y Y

9 Y Y Y Y

10 N N N Y

11 Y N Y Y

12 Y N Y Y

13 Y Y Y Y

14 Y N Y N

15 N N Y Y

16 N Y Y Y

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 17-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 2) : USE OF

CHRONOLOGICALORDERAND
DESCRIPTION

Chrono logical
Order Description

O L 11QCXT L S
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

l Y N Y Y

2 Y Y Y N

3 N Y Y N

4 N Y Y N

5 N Y Y Y

6 N Y N N

7 Y Y N N

8 N Y N Y

9 N Y N Y

10 Y Y Y N

11 Y N N N

12 N N Y N

13 N N Y N

14 N Y N N

15 N Y Y N

16 Y N Y Y

17 N N Y Y

18 Y N N N

19 Y N N N

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 17-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3) : USE OF

CHRONOLOGICALORDERAND
DESCRIPTION

Chronological
Order Description

OL HQC11 L- o
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 Y N Y N

2 Y N N N

3 N N Y Y

4 N N Y Y

5 N N Y Y

6 Y N Y Y

7 Y N N Y

8 Y N Y N

9 N N N N

10 N N N N

11 N Y N N

12 N N N Y

13 Y Y N Y

14 Y N Y Y

15 Y N Y Y

16 Y Y Y Y

17 N N Y Y

18 N N N Y

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 17-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 4) : USE OF

CHRONOLOGICALORDERAND
DESCRIPTION

Chronological
Order Description

o L UC1C11 u S
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N Y Y

2 N N N Y

3 N Y Y Y

4 Y Y Y Y

5 N Y Y Y

6 N Y N Y

7 N N Y Y

8 Y N Y Y

9 Y N Y Y

10 N N Y Y

11 N N Y Y

12 N Y Y Y

13 N Y Y Y

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 18

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: USE OF DEFINITION

AND EXAMPLE



300

APPENDIX 1 8-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE1 05C (SECTION 1): USE OF

DEFINITION AND EXAMPLE

Definition Example
O L. 0 ll L. 5

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N Y Y

2 N N Y Y

3 N N Y Y

4 N N Y Y

5 N N Y N

6 N N Y Y

7 N N Y Y

8 N N Y Y

9 N N Y Y

10 N N Y Y

11 Y Y Y Y

12 N N N N

N = Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 1 8-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE 105C (SECTION 2) : USE OF

DEFINITION AND EXAMPLE

Students

Definition Example

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N N N

2 N N N N

3 N N N Y

4 N N N N

5 N N N N

6 N N N N

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 1 8-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1) : USE OF

DEFINITION AND EXAMPLE

Definition Example

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N Y Y Y

2 N Y Y Y

3 N Y Y Y

4 N Y Y Y

5 N Y Y Y

6 N Y Y Y

7 N Y Y Y

8 N Y Y Y

9 N Y Y Y

10 N Y Y Y

11 N Y Y Y

12 N Y Y Y

13 N Y Y Y

14 N Y Y Y

15 N Y Y N

16 Y Y Y Y

Ke^: N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 1 8-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 2) : USE OF

DEFINITION AND EXAMPLE

Definition Example

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 Y Y Y Y

2 N Y Y Y

3 N Y Y Y

4 N N Y Y

5 Y Y Y Y

6 Y Y Y Y

7 N Y Y Y

8 Y N Y Y

9 N Y Y Y

10 Y Y Y Y

11 Y Y Y Y

12 Y Y Y Y

13 N Y Y Y

14 N Y Y Y

15 N Y Y Y

16 N Y N Y

17 Y Y Y Y

18 N Y Y Y

19 Y Y Y Y

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 1 8-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3) : USE OF

DEFINITION AND EXAMPLE

Definition Example

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N Y Y

2 N N Y Y

3 N Y Y Y

4 N N Y Y

5 N N Y Y

6 N N Y Y

7 N N Y Y

8 N N Y Y

9 N N Y Y

10 N N Y Y

11 N N Y Y

12 N N Y Y

13 N Y Y Y

14 N Y Y Y

15 N N Y Y

16 N N Y Y

17 N N Y Y

18 N N Y Y

Key ; N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 18-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS INCOURSE100L (SECTION 4): USE OF
DEFINITION AND EXAMPLE

Students
Definition Example

—
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N Y Y

2 Y N Y Y

3 N N Y Y

4 N N Y Y

5 N N Y Y

6 N N Y Y

7 Y Y Y Y

8 N N Y Y

9 N N Y Y

10 Y Y Y Y

11 N N Y Y

12 N N Y Y

13 Y N Y Y

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 19

ACHIEVEMENT

IN EACH

IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

COURSE: USE OF COMPARISON

AND CONTRAST
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APPENDIX 1 9-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE 1 05C (SECTION 1): USE OF

COMPARISONAND CONTRAST

Students
Comparison Contrast

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N N N

2 N N Y N

3 N N N Y

4 N N Y N

5 N N N N

6 N N N N

7 N N N N

8 N N Y N

9 N N N N

10 N N Y N

11 Y N Y Y

12 N N Y N

N Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 1 9-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2) : USE OF

COMPARISONAND CONTRAST

Students
Comparison Contrast

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N N N

2 N N N N

3 N N N Y

4 N Y N N

5 N Y N N

6 N Y N N

Key : N = Not Used Y Used
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APPENDIX 1 9-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1) : USE OF

COMPARISONAND CONTRAST

Comparison Contrast

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 Y Y Y Y

2 N Y N Y

3 N N N Y

4 Y Y Y Y

5 Y Y Y Y

6 Y N Y N

7 Y Y Y Y

8 Y Y Y Y

9 Y Y Y Y

10 N Y N Y

11 N Y N Y

12 Y Y Y Y

13 Y Y Y Y

14 N Y Y Y

15 Y Y Y Y

16 N Y Y Y

Key N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 1 9-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 2) : USE OF

COMPARISONAND CONTRAST

Comparison Contrast

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 Y Y Y Y

2 Y N Y Y

3 Y Y Y Y

4 Y Y Y Y

5 N Y Y Y

6 Y Y Y Y

7 Y N Y Y

8 Y N Y Y

9 Y N Y N

10 Y Y Y Y

11 N Y Y Y

12 N Y N Y

13 N Y N Y

14 Y Y Y Y

15 N Y Y Y

16 N Y N Y

17 N Y Y N

18 Y Y N Y

19 Y Y Y Y

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 19-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3) : USE OF

COMPARISONAND CONTRAST

Comparison Contrast

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N Y Y Y

2 N Y Y Y

3 N Y N Y

4 N Y Y Y

5 N Y Y Y

6 N Y N Y

7 Y Y Y Y

8 Y Y Y Y

9 N N N N

10 Y Y Y Y

11 N Y N Y

12 Y Y Y Y

13 Y Y Y Y

14 Y Y Y Y

15 Y Y Y Y

16 Y Y Y Y

17 Y N Y N

18 N Y N Y

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 1 9-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS INCOURSE 100L (SECTION 4) : USE OF
COMPARISONAND CONTRAST

Students
Comparison Contrast

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N N N

2 Y N N N

3 N N N Y

4 N N Y Y

5 Y Y Y N

6 N N Y Y

7 Y N Y N

8 N N N N

9 Y Y Y Y

10 Y Y N Y

11 Y N N N

12 Y Y N Y

13 N N Y N

N = Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 20

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: USE OF DEDUCTION

AND INDUCTION
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APPENDIX 20-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 1) : USE OF

DEDUCTIONAND INDUCTION

Deduction Induction

Students
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 Y Y N Y

2 Y Y Y N

3 Y Y N N

4 Y Y N N

5 Y Y N N

6 Y Y N N

7 N Y N N

8 Y Y N Y

9 Y Y N N

10 Y Y Y Y

11 Y N Y Y

12 Y Y Y Y

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 20-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2) : USE OF

DEDUCTION AND INDUCTION

Students

Deduction Induction

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N N N

2 N N N N

3 N N N N

4 N N N N

5 N N N N

6 N N N N

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 20-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1) : USE OF

DEDUCTIONAND INDUCTION

Deduction Induction

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N Y N N

2 N Y Y N

3 Y Y N Y

4 Y N N N

5 Y Y N N

6 Y Y N N

7 Y Y N Y

8 Y Y N N

9 Y N N N

10 N N N Y

11 Y Y N N

12 Y Y N N

13 Y Y N N

14 Y Y N N

15 Y N N N

16 N N N Y

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 20-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 2) : USE OF

DEDUCTION AND INDUCTION

Deduction Induction

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 Y Y N N

2 N Y Y Y

3 Y Y N N

4 Y Y N N

5 Y Y N Y

6 Y N N Y

7 N Y Y N

8 Y Y N N

9 Y Y N N

10 Y Y N N

11 Y Y N N

12 Y Y N Y

13 Y Y N N

14 Y Y N Y

15 Y Y N Y

16 Y Y N N

17 Y Y N N

18 Y Y N Y

19 Y Y N N

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 2 0-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3): USE OF

DEDUCTION AND INDUCTION

Deduction Induction

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 Y Y N Y

2 Y Y N Y

3 N N N N

4 Y Y N N

5 Y Y N N

6 Y Y N Y

7 Y Y N N

8 N Y N N

9 Y Y N N

10 Y Y N Y

11 Y Y N Y

12 Y Y Y Y

13 Y Y N Y

14 Y Y Y Y

15 Y Y N Y

16 Y Y Y N

17 Y Y Y N

18 Y Y N N

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 2 0-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 4): USE OF

DEDUCTION AND INDUCTION

Deduction Induction

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 Y Y Y Y

2 Y Y N Y

3 Y Y N Y

4 Y Y Y N

5 Y Y N N

6 Y Y N N

7 Y Y Y Y

8 Y N Y N

9 Y Y Y Y

10 Y Y Y N

11 Y Y Y N

12 Y Y N N

13 Y Y N Y

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 21

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: USE OF ORDEROF

IMPORTANCEOF EVENTS

AND ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX 21-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE1 05C (SECTION 1): USE OF

ORDEROF IMPORTANCEOF EVENTS
AND ANALYSIS

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 21-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2) : USE OF

ORDEROF IMPORTANCEOF EVENTS
AND ANALYSIS

Students

Order of
of

Importance
Events Analysis

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N N N

2 N N N N

3 N Y N N

4 N Y N N

5 N Y N N

6 N Y N N

Key N Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 21-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1) : USE OF

ORDEROF IMPORTANCEOF EVENTS
AND ANALYSIS

Order of
of

Importance
Events Analysis

Students PostPre Post Pre
Test Test Test Test

1 Y Y Y Y

2 Y Y N Y

3 Y Y Y Y

4 Y Y Y Y

5 Y Y Y Y

6 Y Y Y Y

7 Y Y Y Y

8 Y Y Y Y

9 Y N Y Y

10 N Y Y Y

11 Y Y Y Y

12 Y Y Y Y

13 Y Y Y Y

14 Y N Y Y

15 Y Y N Y

16 Y Y Y Y

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 2 1-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 2): USE OF

ORDEROF IMPORTANCEOF EVENTS
AND ANALYSIS

Order of
of

Importance
Events Analysis

o l UQG11 L- S
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

i Y Y Y Y

2 Y Y Y Y

3 Y Y Y Y

4 Y Y Y Y

5 Y Y Y Y

6 Y Y Y Y

7 Y Y Y Y

8 N Y Y Y

9 Y N Y Y

10 Y N Y Y

11 Y N Y Y

12 Y Y Y Y

13 Y N Y N

14 Y Y Y Y

15 Y Y Y Y

16 Y Y Y Y

17 Y Y Y Y

18 Y Y Y Y

19 Y Y Y Y

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 21-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3) : USE OF

ORDEROF IMPORTANCEOF EVENTS
AND ANALYSIS

Order of
of

Importance
Events Analysis

d l mciG n l s
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

i Y Y Y Y

2 Y Y Y Y

3 N N Y Y

4 Y Y Y Y

5 Y Y Y Y

6 Y Y Y Y

7 Y Y Y Y

8 N N Y Y

9 N N N N

10 N N Y Y

11 Y Y Y Y

12 Y Y Y Y

13 Y Y Y Y

14 Y Y Y Y

15 Y Y Y Y

16 N N Y Y

17 Y Y Y Y

18 N N Y Y

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 2 1-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 4): USE OF

ORDEROF IMPORTANCEOF EVENTS
AND ANALYSIS

Order of
of

Importance
Events Analysis

oLUQenLb
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

i Y Y Y Y

2 Y Y Y Y

3 Y Y Y Y

4 Y Y Y Y

5 Y Y Y Y

6 Y Y N Y

7 Y Y Y Y

8 Y Y Y Y

9 Y Y Y Y

10 Y Y Y Y

11 Y Y Y Y

12 Y Y Y Y

13 Y Y Y Y

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 22

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN EACH COURSE: USE OF CAUSE AND EFFECT,

AND TOPIC SENTENCETO PRESENT

SUBJECT MATTER
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APPENDIX 22-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE 1 05C (SECTION 1): USE OF CAUSE

AND EFFECT, AND TOPIC SENTENCE
TO PRESENT SUBJECT MATTER

Students

Cause and Effect
Topic Sentence

to Present
Subject Matter

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N Y Y Y

2 Y Y Y Y

3 N N Y N

4 N N Y Y

5 Y N Y Y

6 Y N Y Y

7 Y N Y Y

8 Y Y Y Y

9 Y N Y Y

10 Y Y Y Y

11 Y N Y Y

12 N N Y Y

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 22-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE105C (SECTION 2) : USE OF CAUSE

AND EFFECT, AND TOPIC SENTENCE
TO PRESENT SUBJECT MATTER

Students

Cause and Effect
Topic Sentence

to Present
Subject Matter

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N Y Y Y

2 N N Y Y

3 N N Y Y

4 N Y Y Y

5 N N Y Y

6 N Y Y Y

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 22-C

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 1): USE OF CAUSE

AND EFFECT, AND TOPIC SENTENCE
TO PRESENT SUBJECT MATTER

r

t

t

j

Subject

Cause and Effect
Topic Sentence

to Present
Subject Matter

i

|

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

i

1 N Y
j

Y Y

2 Y Y Y Y

3 N Y Y Y

4 N N Y Y

5 Y N Y Y

6 Y Y Y Y

7 Y Y Y Y

8 Y N Y Y

9
1

N N Y Y

10 N N Y Y

11 Y N Y Y

12 Y Y Y Y

13 Y Y Y Y

14 Y N Y Y

15 N N Y N

16
i

Y Y Y Y

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 22-D

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE 100L (SECTION 2) : USE OF CAUSE

AND EFFECT, AND TOPIC SENTENCE
TO PRESENT SUBJECT MATTER

Students

Cause and Effect
Topic Sentence

to Present
Subject Matter

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 Y Y Y Y

2 Y Y Y Y

3 N Y Y Y

4 Y Y N Y

5 N Y Y Y

6 N Y Y Y

7 N Y Y Y

8 N N Y Y

9 N N Y Y

10 N N Y Y

11 N Y Y Y

12 Y Y Y Y

13 Y N Y N

14 N Y Y Y

15 N Y Y Y

16 Y Y Y Y

17 N N Y Y

18 N Y Y Y

19 Y Y Y Y

Key: N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 22-E

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 3) : USE OF CAUSE

AND EFFECT, AND TOPIC SENTENCE
TO PRESENT SUBJECT MATTER

Subject

Cause and Effect
Topic Sentence

to Present
Subject Matter

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 Y Y Y Y

2 Y Y Y Y

3 N N Y Y

4 Y N Y Y

5 Y N Y Y

6 Y Y Y Y

7 N N Y Y

8 Y Y Y Y

9 N N Y Y

10 N Y Y Y

11 N Y Y Y

12 Y Y Y Y

13 N N Y Y

14 Y N Y Y

15 Y N Y Y

16 Y N Y Y

17 Y Y Y Y

18 Y Y Y Y

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 22-F

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100L (SECTION 4): USE OF CAUSE

AND EFFECT, AND TOPIC SENTENCE
TO PRESENT SUBJECT MATTER

Students

Cause and Effect
Topic Sentence

to Present
Subject Matter

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N Y Y

2 N Y Y Y

3 N Y Y Y

4 Y Y Y Y

5 N Y Y Y

6 N Y Y Y

7 Y Y Y Y

8 Y Y Y Y

9 Y Y N Y

10 Y Y Y Y

11 N N Y Y

12 Y Y Y Y

13 N N Y Y

N = Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 23

NUMBEROF WORDSSPOKEN IN THREE MINUTES

BY STUDENTS IN COURSEHOB
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APPENDIX 2 3-A

NUMBEROF WORDSSPOKEN IN THREE MINUTES
BY STUDENTS IN COURSEHOB (SECTION 1)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 348 312 - 36

2 185 280 + 95

3 250 255 + 5

4 635 370 - 265

5 186 123 - 63

6 325 195 - 130

7 290 200 - 90

8 345 380 + 65

9 121 290 + 169

10 345 237 - 108
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APPENDIX 2 3-B

NUMBEROF WORDSSPOKEN IN THREE MINUTES
BY STUDENTS IN COURSEHOB (SECTION 2)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 200 315 + 115

2 350 467 + 117

3 345 450 + 105

4 235 445 + 210

5 360 300 - 60

6 150 190 + 40

7 210 240 + 30

8 360 215 - 145

9 135 265 + 130

10 335 320 - 15

11 425 350 - 75



APPENDIX 24

NUMBEROF WORDSSPOKEN PER GRAMMARERROR

BY STUDENTS IN COURSEHOB
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APPENDIX 2 4-A

NUMBEROF WORDSSPOKEN PER GRAMMARERROR
BY STUDENTS IN COURSEHOB (SECTION 1)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 43.5 52.0 + 8.5

2 46.3 35.0 - 11.3

3 125.0 No Errors

4 211.7 No Errors

5 46.6 123.0 + 76.5

6 No Errors No Errors

7 290.0 200.0 - 90

8 No Errors 107.5

9 135.0 No Errors

10 115.0 118.5 + 3.5
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APPENDIX 2 4-B

NUMBEROF WORDSSPOKEN PER GRAMMERERROR
BY STUDENTS IN COURSEHOB (SECTION 2)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 200.0 31.5 - 168.5

2 17.5 116.8 + 58.25

3 57.5 150.0 + 92.5

4 26.1 89.0 + 62.9

5 52.9 42.9 - 10.0

6 25.0 95.0 + 70.0

7 105.0 34.3 - 70.7

8 90.0 107.5 + 17.5

9 No Errors 53.0

10 167.5 80.0 - 87.5

11 141.7 175.0 + 33.3



APPENDIX 25

TOTAL ERRORS IN ORAL DELIVERY

BY STUDENTS IN COURSEHOB
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APPENDIX 25-A

TOTAL ERRORS IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS
IN COURSE 1 1 OB (SECTION 1)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 8 6 + 2

2 4 8 - 4

3 2 0 + 2

4 3 0 + 3

5 4 1 + 3

6 0 0 =

7 1 1 =

8 0 2 - 2

9 1 0 + 1

10 3 2 + 1
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APPENDIX 25-B

TOTAL ERRORS IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS
IN COURSEHOB (SECTION 2)

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 1 10 - 9

2 2 4 - 2

3 6 3 + 3

4 9 5 + 4

5 8 7 + 1

6 6 2 + 4

7 2 7 - 5

8 4 2 + 2

9 0 5 - 5

10 2 4 - 2

11 3 2 + 1



APPENDIX 26

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS

IN COURSEHOB: MAKES HIMSELF/HERSELF

UNDERSTOOD
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APPENDIX 26-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSEHOB (SECTION 1) : MAKES HIMSELF/

HERSELF UNDERSTOOD

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 G G =

2 G G =

3 P F +

4 F F =

5 F G +

6 G E +

7 P F +

8 G G =

9 G G =

10 G G =

Key : E = Excellent
G = Good
F = Fair
P = Poor

+ = Improved
= = No Change
- = Regressed
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APPENDIX 2 6-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSEHOB (SECTION 2) : MAKES HIMSELF/

HERSELF UNDERSTOOD

Students Pre Test Post Test Difference

1 F G +

2 F F =

3 G G =

4 F F =

5 F F =

6 F F =

7 F F =

8 F P -

9 P P =

10 F G +

11 E G

Key: E = Excellent
G = Good
F = Fair
P = Poor

+ = Improved
= = No Change
- = Regressed



APPENDIX 27

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS

IN COURSE11 OB: LESS THAN THREE

ERRORS IN USE OF PREPOSITIONS

AND NO ERRORS IN USE OF

ARTICLES
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APPENDIX 21 -A

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSEHOB (SECTION 1) : LESS THAN THREE

ERRORS IN PREPOSITIONS AND NO ERRORS
IN USE OF ARTICLES

Less Than Three Errors
in Use of Prepositions

No Errors in
Use of Articles

tD L \JCl C ii o

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 1 0 + 1 3 2 + 1

2 1 5 - 4 1 0 + 1

3 1 0 + 1 1 0 + 1

4 1 0 + 1 0 0 =

5 0 1 - 1 3 0 + 3

6 0 0 = 0 0 =

7 0 0 = 0 0 =

8 0 0 = 0 1 - 1

9 1 0 + 1 0 0 =

10 1 0 + 1 0 0

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 27-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSEHOB (SECTION 2) : LESS THAN THREE

ERRORS IN PREPOSITIONS AND NO ERRORS
IN USE OF ARTICLES

Less Than Three Errors
in Use of Prepositions

No Errors in
Use of Articles

OX—Li v—1 C 1 1 L. kj

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 1 5 - 4 0 0 =

2 2 0 + 2 0 0 =

3 5 3 + 2 0 0 =

4 2 3 - 1 0 1 - 1

5 4 2 + 2 1 2 - 1

6 2 1 + 1 0 0 =

7 1 5 - 4 1 1 =

8 2 1 + 1 0 1 - 1

9 0 0 = 0 2 - 2

10 0 0 = 2 2 =

11 0 1

J

- 1 2 0 + 2

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.



APPENDIX 28

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS

IN COURSEHOB: NO ERRORS IN AGREEMENT

AND LESS THAN TWO ERRORS

IN USE OF TENSES
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APPENDIX 28-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS INCOURSE 11 OB (SECTION 1) : NO ERRORS IN
AGREEMENTAND LESS THAN TWO ERRORS

IN TENSES

Students

No Errors in Agreement* Less Than Two Errors
in Tenses

Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 3 3 = 1 1 =

2 0 2 - 2 2 1 + 1

3 0 0 = 0 0 =

4 2 0 + 2 0 0 =

5 0 0 = 1 0 + 1

6 0 0 = 0 0 =

7 0 0 = 1 1 =

8 0 0 = 0 1 - 1

9 0 0 = 0 0 =

10 2 2 = 0 0 =

* Includes subject /verb agreement and number agreement.

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.
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APPENDIX 2 8-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSEHOB (SECTION 2) : NO ERRORS IN

AGREEMENTAND LESS THAN TWO ERRORS
IN TENSES

No Errors in Agreement* Less Than Two Errors
in Tenses

U L hi Xlu o
Pre
Test

Post
Test Difference Pre

Test
Post
Test Difference

1 0 2 - 2 0 3 - 3

2 0 3 - 3 0 1 - 1

3 0 0 = 1 0 + 1

4 5 0 + 5 2 1 + 1

5 2 2 = 1 1 =

6 3 0 + 3 1 1 =

7 0 1 - 1 0 0 =

8 0 0 = 2 0 + 2

9 0 0 = 0 3 - 3

10 0 1 - 1 0 1 - 1

11 0 0 = 1

.

1 =

*Inc ludes subject-verb agreement and number agreement.

Note: Numbers indicate how many errors made.



APPENDIX 29

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN COURSEHOB: VARIETY

IN SENTENCESTRUCTURE
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APPENDIX 30

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS

IN COURSEHOB: USE OF CHRONOLOGICAL

ORDERAND DESCRIPTION
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APPENDIX 30-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSEHOB (SECTION 1) : USE OF

CHRONOLOGICALORDERAND
DESCRIPTION

Chronological
Order Description

D L UQ0n L

s

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 Y N Y Y

2 N N N N

3 N N Y N

4 N N N Y

5 N N Y N

6 Y N N N

7 N N N N

8 N N Y N

9 N N N N

10 N N Y N

N = Not Used Y Used
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APPENDIX 30-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSEHOB (SECTION 2) : USE OF

CHRONOLOGICALORDERAND
DESCRIPTION

Chronological
Order Description

O Li 0 11 L o
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N N N

2 N N N y

3 N N Y N

4 N N N N

5 N N Y N

6 N N N y

7 N N Y y

8 N N N N

9 N N N N

10 N N Y N

11 Y N N N

Key

:

N Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 31

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS

IN COURSEHOB: USE OF COMPARISON

AND CONTRAST
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APPENDIX 31-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSE100B (SECTION 1) : USE OF

COMPARISONAND CONTRAST

Students
Comparison Contrast

—
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N Y N Y

2 Y N N Y

3 N N Y Y

4 N N N Y

5 N Y N N

6 N N Y Y

7 Y N N Y

8 N N N N

9 N N N Y

10 N N N Y

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 31-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSEHOB (SECTION 2) : USE OF

COMPARISONAND CONTRAST

Comparison Contrast

Students Pre Post Pre Post
Test Test Test Test

1 N Y Y N

2 N N N N

3 N N N N

4 N N N Y

5 N N N N

6 N N N N

7 N N N N

8 N N N N

9 N N N N

10 N N N Y

11 N N N N

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 32

ACHIEVEMENT IN WRITING SAMPLE BY STUDENTS

IN COURSEHOB: USE OF DEDUCTION

AND INDUCTION
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APPENDIX 32-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSEHOB (SECTION 1) : USE OF

DEDUCTION AND INDUCTION

Deduction Induction

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N N N

2 N N N N

3 N Y N N

4 N N N N

5 N N N N

6 N Y N N

7 N Y N N

8 N N N N

9 N Y N N

10 N Y N N

N = Not Used Y Used
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APPENDIX 32-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSEHOB (SECTION 2): USE OF

DEDUCTION AND INDUCTION

Deduction • Induction

Students Pre Post Pre Post
Test Test Test Test

1 N N N N

2 N N N N

3 N N N N

4 N N N N

5 N N N N

6 N N N N

7 N N N N

8 N N N N

9 N N N N

10 Y N N N

11 N N N N

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 33

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS

IN COURSEHOB: USE OF ORDEROF

IMPORTANCEOF EVENTS

AND ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX 3 3-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS IN
COURSEHOB (SECTION 1) : USE OF

ORDEROF IMPORTANCEOF EVENTS
AND ANALYSIS

Order of
of

Importance
Events Analysis

o 1—UC1

0

l S
Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

i N N N Y

2 Y N N Y

3 N N N Y

4 Y N N N

5 Y N N Y

6 Y N N N

7 Y N N N

8 Y N N Y

9 Y N N Y

10 Y N N Y

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 33-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS INCOURSEHOB (SECTION 2): USE OF
ORDEROF IMPORTANCEOF EVENTS

AND ANALYSIS

Students

Order of
of

Importance
Events Analysis

Pre
Test

Post
Test

Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N N Y Y

2 Y Y N N

3 Y Y N N

4 N N N Y

5 Y N N Y

6 Y N N N

7 Y N N N

8 Y N N Y

9 Y Y N Y

10 Y Y N Y

11 Y N Y Y

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 34

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS

IN COURSEHOB: USE OF CAUSE AND EFFECT



368

APPENDIX 34-A

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS
IN COURSEHOB (SECTION 1):

USE OF CAUSE AND EFFECT

Cause and Effect

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 Y Y

2 N Y

3 N Y

4 Y N

5 N Y

6 N N

7 N N

8 N Y

9 N Y

10 N Y

11 N Y

Key

:

N = Not Used Y = Used
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APPENDIX 34-B

ACHIEVEMENT IN ORAL DELIVERY BY STUDENTS
IN COURSEHOB (SECTION 2):

USE OF CAUSE AND EFFECT

Cause and Effect

Students Pre
Test

Post
Test

1 N Y

2 N Y

3 N Y

4 N Y

5 N Y

6 N Y

7 N N

8 N Y

9 N Y

10 N Y

11 Y Y

Key : N = Not Used Y = Used



APPENDIX 35

RESULTS BY COURSEOF MICHIGAN PROFICIENCY TEST

IN READING COMPREHENSION
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COURSE
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READING
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Difference

-

5

+

15

+

20

-

35

+

15

-

5

+

20

-

5

-

5

-

25

-

40

Second

Testing

Equated
Score 30 60 45 15 35 55 85 50 50 55 30

Raw Score

6
12 9 ro t"

r

ii 17 10 10 n

1
6

First

Testing

Equated
Score 35 45 25 50 20 60 65 55 55 80 70

Raw Score m 10 4
12 13 11 11

t—i i —

i

Number of Items

o o o
CM CM CM 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

Student t-H cm ro i-t CM i—i cn ro ^ iH CM

Course 1
05C

1
05F o

o
\—

1

HOB



APPENDIX 36

RESULTS BY COURSEOF MICHIGAN PROFICIENCY TEST

IN LISTENING COMPREHENSION
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APPENDIX

36

RESULTS

BY

COURSE

OF

MICHIGAN

PROFICIENCY

TEST

IN

LISTENING

COMPREHENSION

Difference

+

8

-

3

+

5

+

4

-

2

+

38

+

1

+

24

-

2

Second

Testing

Equated
Score 71 85 50 85 88 90 92 90 91 95 84

Raw Score

57 72 45 72 76 79 82 78 80 85 71

First

Testing

Equated
Score 63 88 50

O
CO 00 92 92 53 90 71 86

Raw Score

53 76 45 66 71 82 81 47 79 57 73

Number of Items 060606 0606 06060606 0606

Student i—1 CNJ CO rH (N r—1 (N CO t-H CN

Course

105C

1

05F vdo
o
\

—

1

HOB



APPENDIX 37

THE FORTUNE/HUTCHINSON EVALUATION

METHODOLOGY



7T>e Negotiation of the Contract

flurpoMi To dollop the scope of woe* for the evaluation with
tt*a temporary iMcliloo-raur

.

Jtrp J.O Explication of the evaluation methodologv and rtoter*
miration of Uif'-vr It xatlsfles the rmdi of the
tarpoc ary dec la Ion -eater .

1.1 I^r^tlfy the temporary dec Is ion-oaker or tha person who
has control of evaluation resource* for tha enterprlaa.

U Clv« the jxirpos* cf evaluation, *to provide ii\focw*tloo
foe <Jecision-f*a*Lnqa*

1.3 Provide the temporary declslon-noker with a broad
Outline of tha methodology

, especially the deiirritlon
of terms.

1.4 Ask tha temporary dec is ion -maker if tha purpose Is
acceptable. If no, go to 1.5; If yes, oo to 1.7.

1.S If tha answer given by tha temporary dec is Ion -aa tear is
no, ask vhet concept of evaluation tha temporary
dec Is Ion eater has.

1a« Determine- if there is s real conflict end If the
temporary decls ion -oarer* a concept camoc still fit into
the brood definition of the evaluation purpose. It this
is not possible, auggamt to tha temporary oaclalon-

* maker that this evaluation methodology would not be
euitable.

1.1 If the answer given by the teaporary decision maker is

yea—proceed.

Step ?.o Identification of the Enterprise

3.1 Ask the temporary dec!* ton -maker to stats the purpose of
the enterprise starting by naming it and thereby sub-
stituting the name for the word 'enterprlaa* hereinafter.

3.3 Ask tha teetporary dec is ion -eta kar to provide e descrip-
tion of tha enterprlaa In narrative and written fore.

3.3 Ask tha temporary deelsicn-eaker if the total enterprlaa
or only pert* of It are to be evaluated In order to
determine the extent of the enterprise.

3.31 If pert* of the enterprise are to be evaluated,
as opposed to the -no I a , ask the tew. porary
dec Is lon-ev»k«r to Identify which parts. Thin
wl^l establish e new enterprise. Rename ax

iar««Mry.

, ’)lfJ. , V t ii'.T' ?/ h|_,u£v.larat »I»1W>J1. <T#el_t*f_ < ••ajdet rtvti

)

1.1 'tOVt'l# t )*» imiairnry rW vklti k «**

Informal ion dart^ftfi 4?hj* {aC 'n twmpjetla^ sl*P • $ ,w *

^ in orcWr xo Iruu/c true • ^ 1 ujvi4rn 4rnHi»f l*i bo*

1/v* fVi Int* lr*d «r<d to Mt« r«vt»lon* If rsorr«urv.

Step 4.0 -Cantif lcat Ion of ••tourcM Tor the Cvalu.it Ion

4.1 Ash the tmpuraev .Vac is lon-^ther to 1 1 it tha resources
available to the enferprlxe without *«Mr^ ‘urtner-ents
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eanc«mlnq the reality of the choices. ( Ask , w«\*t do
JWI or can g«t hold of by toy of rtiourcw for
your tnUrprlMl)

4.1

Ask the temporary doc is Ion -maker to Indicate which
resources ara available from the flrat Hat and far
raluatUn,

4.11

Advise the temporary decision-maker of the dan-
ger In commlttinq so marry rctoircot that the
ability of the enterprise to deliver lta objec-
tive# la Jeopardized.

4.) Teat of completeness of 4.1.

4.11

The temporary decision-maker ldentl/lea ‘others*
who prepare lista of raaourcea.

4.31 The evaluator adds the lists preoared by ’others*
to the list prepared by the temporary heclsicn-
aeltr, eliminating redundant or overlapping ltou.

4.33 Th* temporary dec la Ion -maker Inspect* the final
list, makes revisions If necessary and Indicates
If the llat la carplete with respect to the beat
estimate .

Step 3.0 Identification of Peels Ion -takers

5.1 Ask the temporary dec 1 s lon-noker to provide a list of
all decision-makers associated with the enterprise
without makinq Judgements conceminq the reality of tho
choices.

5.1 Perform a last of completeness for S.l.

5.11 Ask the temporary decision-maker to Identify
•others* »*io con develop lists of decls.on-makers.

5.11 The temporary decision-maker Inspects 'he total
llat and revises, el in lr* ting those who so not
desire to be Included, whose dec l»lor.-mek .rvj IS

extreme 1 y remote or Indirect or those ter whom
the temporary dec Is Ion -maker doea not want
Information gathered.
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The Goals Process in the Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology

Orientation Element: Process for Deciding which Goals Procedure is

Appropriate in Dealing with a Decision Maker

0.0

0.

1

0.2

0.3

Determine who the first priority decision maker is to
be, i.e., the person(s) for whose decision making
purposes data is to be collected. If this first
priority decision maker has already gone through the
goals process, then determine who is the next highest
priority decision maker who has not already gone
through the goals process and deal with him (them).

If that decision maker is an individual person
who Individually makes decisions relative to the
enterprise, refer to Case I: Goals Process:
Where the Decision Maker is an Individual.

If that decision maker is a group of persons,
determine If that group of persons is a single
decision making body who as a group have tne

authority and responsibility for making decisions .

and who make those decisions as a group. If it

is a single decision making body, then refer to

Case II: Goals Process, Identification Procedures,
Where the Decision Maker is a Group of Persons who

act as a Single Decision Maxing Body.

If that decision maker is a group which does not

act as a single decision making body then the

group is a group of individual decision makers

who individually make decisions relative to the

enterprise. Refer to Case III: Goals Process,
Identification Procedures, Where the Group is a

Collection of Individual Decision Makers Making

Individual Decisions.



The Goals Process: Case I, Revised

Case I: Where the Oecision Maker is an Individual

Purpose: To arrive at as complete an approximation as possible of the
decision maker 's i ntents tor the enterprise

1.0

2.0

2 . 1.0

2 . 1.1

2 . 1.2

2.2

Ask the decision maker to respond to the following
stimulus either by writing or tape recording:

What do you really want or intend (the enter-
prise) to be and to accomplish? What do you
really want (the enterprise) to accomplish for
yourself and for others?

(NOTE: These are separate questions but a

single stimulus, and if the first question does
not seem appropriate, then the second, a para-
phrase of the firs +

, may be appropri ate.

)

The evaluator substitutes the name of the enter-
prise, e.g., Project Upgrade, for the words "the
enterprise," as is appropriate for the given enter-
prise under consideration.

Perform a goal analysis on the results of 1.0

Determine if the evaluator has had supervised
field experience In performing a goal analysis.

If he has, then he may proceed with the goal
analysis process. Go to step 2.2

If he has not, then he should proceed to "A

Se I
f - 1 nstruct iona I Module in the Goal Analysis

Procedures of the Goals Process in the Fortune/
Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology" (unless he

has completed that module).

(NOTE: This is necessary to insure that the

evaluator con reliably apply the goal analysis
procedures. Without supervision or training,
the goal ana I ys ! s .

procedures can not be
reliably appl led.

)

Break down multiple goal statements into single
goal statements, resulting in a list of goals with
one goal per lino. A multiple goal statement Is
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one containing more than a single intent,
aspiration, goal or purpose.

2 3 Eliminate redundant goal statements. A redundant
statement is one which contains the exact same
words as another statement.

2.

A

For each goal now listed, identity and write down
the implied goal(s) if any. An implied goal is

(1) one which can be consioered as a pre-
requisite of the stated goal. For example,
If a goal is "to implement an affective
curriculum," one goal implied by this is

"to develop an affective curriculum."

and/or

(2) one which needs to be or will be a direct
result of the stated gcal. For example.
If the goal is "to develop performance
criteria," one goal implied by This is to
"implement the performance criteria."

3.0 The evaluator develops an alternative list of goais
from selected enterprise documents, identifying
in writing, and by labeling. The sources from
which they come.

3.1 Determine how many resources - time, money,
staff - are available to devote to this
activity.. (If there are no resources, this
step is eliminated. The evaluator would
proceed to step 7.0.)

3.2 Choose the primary written document which
would be a major source of enterprise goals.
If this is unknown to the evaluator, ask The
decision maker which document the enterprise
has produced which would be a major source
of goals.

3.3 In the document, identify statements which
appear to indicate what someone wants (the

enterprise) To accomplish fo r self/or for

others.

(NOTE: Goals occur throughout such
documents and it should not be thought
that 3.3.0 applies to just a section
of the document that might be labeled
"goals" or "objectives.")



380

5.4.0 Perform a goal analysis (cl 2.0) of this selected
published enterprise document.

5.5.1! Alter completing this goal analysis for this
primary document, and if (say) this primary
document produced more than 10 goals, then
determine the amount of resources remaining
to devote to continuing this activity.

5.5.1 If resources still remain, and if 3.0
produced (say) 10 or more additional
goals, then choose another major written

. . source of enterprise goals. This second
major document need not be solicited from
the decision maker but might be chosen by
the evaluator or by other enterprise
personnel at the discretion of The eval-
uator. (Cf . 3.4.2 below for an excep-
tion.)

3.5.2 If going through the primary document
(ct. 3.2) produces fewer than (say)
10 additional goals, then this activity
is not very useful ano the evaluator
would not proceed with 3.4.1, namely
any other documents.

4.0 The evaluator develops alternative lists of goals
by repeating the process outlined in 1.0 for other
decision makers of the enterprise, that is, he

elicits a goals llst(s) for other people or groups
of people in the enterprise who are decision makers
but not the primary or most important ones. (This

Is not done if the evaluator has this material as

the result of a prior step.) The evaluator iden-

tifies the sources of the alternative goals list(s)

unless the source (other decision maker) wishes
not to be publicly identified. If so, his list

would be used but the source would be noted as a

person in the enterprise rather than by his name,

title, rank, etc.

4.1 Determino the amount of resources - time,

money, staff available to devote to

this activity.

4.2 Choose this other decision maker(s) in the

enterprise who is likely to have goals oTher

than the ones the primary decision maker Is

likely to put down. The primary decision



4.5

4.4.0

4.4. I

5.0

5.

1

5.2

maker may suggest to the evaluator
another decision maker whose goals he is
Interested in seeing or reacting to.

Perform a goal analysis (cf. 2.0) on this
other decision maker's goals.

After completing this goal analysis for
this other decision maker(s), determine
the amount of resources remaining to devote
to this continuing activity.

It resources still remain, and if 4.1-
4.3 produced (say) 10 or more additional
goals then repeat this process for
another decision maker within the enter-
prise. This second decision maker or
group of decision makers need not be
solicited from the decision maker but
might be chosen by the evaluator.

(NOTE: An alternative to 4.4.1 would be
to deveiop an alternative goals list
from decision makers from a separate but
similar enterprise, which enterprise
could either be chosen by the decision
maker or lacking a desire on his part to
do so, by the evaluator.)

Ask the primary decision maker(s) to react/respond to
the alternative lists of goals resulting from 3.0,
documents, and 4.0, other decision makers, by asking
him to consider if the goals are ones he holds for his
enterprise. (At least one of the following steps should
be done for each goal on the list.)

If the decision maker considers a given goal

statement to be one which he holds for the
enterprise, and if It has not already been
Identified the evaluator would now add it to
a "list of goals" which he would start at

this poInT.

If the decision maker considers the goal

statement to be one which iie does not hold

for the enterprise, it should not be added
to his list but sinply be rejected. The
evaluator would not add it to the list of

goa I s

.
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5.3

5.4

6.0

6. I

If the particular goal statement stimulates
the decision maker to think of additional
goal statements, these should now be added
by the evaluator to the list of goals.

If one of these steps causes the decision
maker to wish to modify one of the goal
statements on his list, then the evaluator
makes the appropriate changes.

Perform the Activities Test of Completeness for Goals.

Determine the amount of resources - time, money,
staff - available to devote to this activity.
(If no resources are available, this step should
be el Iminated.

)

6.2

6.3

The decision maker is asked to make a I i st of
activities, i.e., things that he does, that the
enterprise does, during the course of the on-
going enterprise.

After making up such a list, for each activity
contained on it, the decision maker asks himself
the question: why do I (we, the enterprise) do
that?

6.4

6.4. i

The decision maker then re I ales each reason
resulting from 6.2 above to a goal or goal
statement (s) resulting from the first five
steps of the identification process, so it

results in a complete cross-check of what
goals relate to what activities and what
activities relate to what goals on their
respective 1 i sts.

For each and every 'eason that dees not
relate to at least one goal, the evaluator
points out the discrepancy to the decision
maker. The evaluaTor tnen might do two
things: (a) ask the decision maker whether
In fact he does have a goal for the activity
and if he does, the evaluator would add it

to the list; or,

6.4.2

(b) ask the decision maker if that activiTy
Is still an activity he wishes to pursue.

For each and every goal on the goals list

for which no activities are related, the
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7.0

7. I

7.2

7.3

7.4

8.0

8.

1

ov.iluutor poinls out this discrepancy to
tho decision maker. Tho ovaluator again doer,
two things: (a) asks tho decision maker If

he does indeed have activities he (the
enterprise) is doing and it so, adds these
to the activities list, or (b) if he does
not have any activities, asks If this is a
goal he really holds and If it Is not, removes
It from the goals list.

The decision maker, one last time, goes through the
entire goals list which has resul+ed from steps 1.0
through 5.0 and as amended or mod 'tied by the tesT of
completeness, 6.0. For each and every goal statement
on that list, the decision maker seriously reconsiders
it and commits himself before proceeding to the next
step in the evaluation.

If the decision maker still holds the goal in the
form In which it is written, nothing more is done
to it at this point.

If the decision maker no longer holds a given goal
for the enterprise, the evaluator removes the item
from the list of goals.

If the decision maker still holds a goal for the
enterprise but feels the wording or intent should
be modified, then the evaluator makes those modi-
fications tne decision maker feels are appropriate.

If the decision maker thinks of any goals that are
not Included on the list, the evaluator adds them
to the list.

The decision maker now prioritizes his list of goals
r esulting from steps 1.0 through 7.0, the goals idenTi-
fi cat Ion and test of completeness procedures. He does
this by choosing kinds of prioritization criteria which
have been suggested to him by the evaluator (cf. criteria '.

below) or ways of prioritizing that he suggests as al-
ternatives to those presented by the evaluator.

The evaluator should explain to the decision maker the
options available in this reacting process. He should
also point out that they do not have to simply choose
from the list but can at any time during this step make
changes.

Determine tho resources available to devote to this

activity. If very few resources are available, this



process should be shortened, e.g., only one
criteria, possibly with a time limit Imposed.

Prioritization on the basis of a Preference/
Importance Criteria. If the decision maker chooses
this criteria, then:

The decision maker rank orders the goals
In terms of the goals most important to
him, assigning a rank of I to the goal
most important to him, a rank of 2 to The
second most important goal to him and so
on.

Prioritization on the basis of a Chronological
Criteria. If the decision maker chooses this
criteria, then:

The decision maker rank orders the goals
in terms of their order of occurrence in

time, assigning a rank of I to the goal
which will occur first in time, a rank of

2 to the goal occurring next in time after
I and so on.

Prioritization on the basis of a Cost/Risk
Criteria. If the decision maker chooses this
Criteria, then:

The decision maker rank orders the goals
In order of their probability of failing,
assigning a rank of I to the goal with
the highest probability of falling, a

rank of 2 to the goal with the next high-
est probability of failing and so on.

If the decision maker has chosen only one of

these criteria of prioritizing or another of

his own suggestion, The pr ior i t i zat ion is

complete. The evaluator would then proceed
with the next step in the evaluation process.
If, however, he has chosen more than one seT

of Criteria, then there must be a way of

arriving at a final prioritization list. That

Is, the criteria, if more than one has been used,

need to be combined.

The decision maker prioritizes the criteria
he has used (‘if he has used more than one)

and then he simply cnooses the goal ranked 1



on this mosl importunl criteria. The second
goal would simply be the first ranked goal
on the next most important criteria and so on.

8*5.2 Prioritization is done on the basis of adding
together rankings on the different criteria.

The decision maker orders the goals lists as
in 8.1, 8.2, 8.3 or any other order he may
have used. Each goal will have received more
than one rank if more than one ranking criteria
was used. These ranks are then added together

» and the one receiving the lowest total is

assigned a rank of I, the goal with the next
lowest total receives a rank of 2 and so on.

In the event of tied ranks, i.e.. If more than
one goal receives the same rank number after
combining ranks, the decision maker is asked
to decide which of the ranking criteria used
he considers to be the most Important. The
tie Is broken then on the basis of the tied
goal with the highest rank on the most Impor-
tant criteria being chosen.

8.5 The decision maker Is asked to examine the final
prioritized list arrived at through this prioriti-
zation process, 8.0 througn 8.4 and to decide if

this list represents a reasonable order in which
to proceed with the next step in the evaluation
process. If he responds positively, the evaluator
proceeds with the next process. If ha responds
negatively, the prioritization procedure is repeated.
That is, the decision maker is allowed at This point
to recycle If he feels the result of 8.0 Is unsatis-
factory. However, minor changes may bo made but if

the decision maker expresses general dissatisfaction,
then 8.0 should be recycled.
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Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology

PARTS PROCESS (Draft It - Jim Tho oann) 3/2/72

0.0 For each decision-maker (d.o.) for whoa the parti process la to
he done, the cate used In the goala process la tba caoe used In
this P’OCtss, as was determined by tha following criteria.

0.1 Determine who the first prlcrctv decision maker Is to be,
. l.e. the person(s) for wt\ose oeclslon making purposes data

Is to be collected. If this first priority decision maker
hr.s already gone through the parts process, then determine
vlio Is the next highest priority decision maker wno has not
•.'.ready gone tnrough the goals procsss and deal with hla (th-a).

0 1.1 If that decision r.a*<r is an Individual person who
Individually nuxe» decisions relative to the enter-
prise, refer to Case 1: Parts Process, Idrntif lest lo .

Procedures, Where the Decision Maker Is an Individual.

0.1.2 If that decision maker it a group of persons, determine
If that group of psrtcr.s is a slrglc dects.on making

body who as a group have the authority and responalbl i lty

for making decisions ar.d who rake these decisions as i

group. If It la a nir.llt decision making hodv, then

refer to Case II: r.rcs Process. Identification Pro-

icoufvftt «ii«u w«..i'.wn * v»4umk wi

Persons who act as a Single Decision Making Body.

0.1.3 If that decision r.iker 1» a group which does not

act as a single decision making body then the group

la a group of indlvlocl decision makers who indi-

vidually cake decision; reiativi to the enterprise.

Refer to Case III: 'ires Proce-s, ldentlflcatltn

Procedures, Where the Troup Is a Collection of Indi-

vidual Decision Makers Making Individual Decisions.

Case 1: Decision-maker Is an Individual

1.0 Determine the amount of resources -- tine, cvonov. staff, etc. —
which are available to devote ta cols activity for this d.m.

2.0’ Ask the d.m. to respond to the relieving stimulus either hv

wilting or recording:

What are the conceptual ccnporects that you see as the major
parts of the (enterprise) 1

(* - The Evaluator substitutes name of the enterprise

2.1 If difficulty erlses provide d.r. with a couple of cxamplca
of different enterprises.

Caut ion : Refrain from giving d.m. you input aa to tie
parts of hla enterprise or giving d.m. to many
examples for you could easily end up with /ours
or someone else’s parto.
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3.0

Teste of Ootcp letenesa of Parts List

3.1

Aek d.m. to Identify the porta
Interface*, Output* and others

. Output »re defined as:

he elicited that are Inputs,
vhcrc Input, Interface and

Input * those things occurlmj b:forr the enterprise begin:),
or those preretulsl :es 'or tr.r propran —c.g. In
a school situation the*! nlghc be budget, a 'Utyslral
plant etc.

It ta.faces * chose things which are not directly par: but
which laplnge on It and thus influence It —c.g.
In a school situation these night be School board,
P.T.A., ate.

Output - that which results f'ou the project or prog-am,
that occurs after a orn ;ram In ended. Tn a School,
the output right he cna student alter the program or
at the end c-f the year.

3.1.1

If r.or.c of the parts are anv of the above, have d.m.
aitu ,u .**» n« a«v> ,i.a, u«

left out of the above.

3.1.2

Have the d.m. consider each of the major dlv slona
(Input, Interfaces, etc.'' as ta whither they .re conpleto
• r not. If not add the necessary parte.

3.2 Have other d.o.s elicit their parts of the (enterprise) anc
present these to the d.n. as stinulu* to see f they are parts
from his perspective. If yc» and not nlrcndv tn the list add
then; o' nee If they make d.x. think of any peris not on th*

11s:, If yes add then.

3.3 lake activities llsc generated In h.oals process:

3.3.1 Ask the d.m. to assign each of the activities to a

part on the parts lint and each part tc the appropriate
activities on the activities list.

3.3.2 Evaluator points out any activity that Is not relaccd

. to at least one pare and Asks Che d.m. whathcr In fact

a part exists that carries out that activity and If

• It does and It Is r.. c already on his list add tc, or
If no part exists at k d.m. whether he wants the (enterprise)
to pursue that activity or not.
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^.3.3 For each (first >*• level part of the (enterprise)
for which a (second/* level breakdown was done take
the goals assigned to that part and have the d.B.
assign then to the subparta and each subpart to ha
goal a, then:

^•3>3>1 Evaluator points out goals net related to
any subpart anu asks d.n. If subpart exists
which carries ;t out. If one docs add It
to the list*.

Evaluator poln's out parts for which there are
no goals and arks d.n. if there are any goals
which this par. accomplishes , If yes add it

to the lists, f no the d.n. Is asked to
consider if this la a legitimate subpart.

^•3.4 Ask d.n. to reconsider each of the subparts elicited
and make final corr.it taint to the list.

3*4 Prioritize subparts of each pai t done In the saoa way as
original prlorltlxatlon was dor*.

3-3 Cot final committment fron d.e. to this list.

3*6 Co back to 5.1 and do It agalr.

C r. tinsl list of parts la cade uo ov lu< tvaiumui wluxii »,»»>
not only all the part* and subparti generated, but 1) their
priorities, 2) the activities asslgrcd to each part a.id 3) the

goals stalgned to each part. Tina list Is then taken t<> the

d.a. far final approval.

3 . 3 . 3.2



IlU»tUllw> of CaiU y«m

0.0 For uch 4.«. for whoa the both tho F*rto Process and Coals Promo
hovo br«n dooe , then this lotegratlon of Coal* and Parta ta dona.
Foo uj« th« am Case of thta Proeeaa as you uacd for thr d.a.
la the Cools Process ukl tha Parta ?roce-aa. If you ara not aura of
tho Casa use th« following criteria to chooaa tho appropriate Caaal

0.1 If the d.a. la ao Individual person vho Individually
aalra declalc-ni relative to tha enterprlae refer to
Cnae I: Integration cf Coala and Parta, where the
decision anker la an Individual.

0.2 If that d.a. It a group of prranr.t, drtenUrt if that
group of persons It a tingle derlalon naklog body who
as a group have tha authority and responslbt 11 ty lor
aaklng declalotia and who ante theae Jrclalona as a group.
If It 1* a tingle decision raking body then refer to
Case It: Integration ol Coals and Parta, where the
declalon mer Is a group ol petaous who act as a single
dcclaloo raking body,

0.3 If that decltluo la a group which doea not act at a single
declalon raking body then the group la a group of Indi-
vidual declalon takers who Individually rake detlsiuna
relative to the enterprlae. Refer to CascllI: Integration

• of Coils too P.rts where the Croup Is a collection ol
irdlwlduc! decision rakers asking Individual derisions.

C*ee It Declsics !’aket la an Individual

1.0 Taka the Coala kite and Parts List previously generated for thta
daclalon raker.

1.1 Ask. the d.a. to asalgn each of the goala to those first llva
parts on the Parta List that each of the goals relates to.

X.2 Ask the d.o. to asalgn each of the first level parts to those
goala on the Coals List that each of the first levet parta
relates to.

1.3 Evaluator points out any goal that la not related tu at least
one part and asks d.r. whether a first level part exists that

carries out that goal. If ’ye*' the part Is added to the lists,

if ‘no’ then the d.a. la ask»d to consider If It Is a goal or

not - If net then rerove the goal fro* the lists.
1.4 Evaluator points out any first level part for which no goal has

been related. He then asks the d.a. If there la any goal which

this part accoupl 1 ahes , If 'yea* (hen he adds tu the lists. If

'no* ha asks d.c. to consider whether It la a first level part

of the enterprise or not; If not then the first level part la

ritoved Iiog. the lists.

3.0 Tha Evaluator now takes the above lists and stakes up new Hate
with the revisions dctcrolncd above.

2.1 Three lists ate r»d* up. A new Coala List, a new Parta List

and a coablncd Coala-Parts List based on the d.a. 'a work la 1.0



1.1 Wherever • dlecrepancy occur* on tha Farta-Coala Ll«t Juot
put together, the d.a, 1 a asked to reconsider the pert or
p«rto end |oal or goals Involved as to whether It wee a
• lata'** or the goal or pert ahould be changed, left out
or wliet.

3.3 After the above problem* are worked out a new 7ert*-Coala
Llit la generated.

2.4 Theie three llata arc taken back to the d.«. and hi* approval
la gotten for each of the llata.

for any fart that la broken down eon than one level, the following
procedure la ward until all levels of breakdown arc dealt with by the
d.a.

3.1 For each (first) level part of the (entcrptlae) for uhlrh
a (second) level brejkd.'wn was done take the goal* assigned
to that part and have the d.e. assign them to tht sub-part*
and each sub-part to at least ona of the goals.

a
(Chang* word to second If It la first, third If second, etc., depend-

ing on what cycle you ate starting through the step.)
3.1.1 Evaluator points out goals not related to

any sub-part and asks d.s>. If any sub-part
ealats which carries It out. If one does,
add It to llata.

3.1.3 Evaluator points out. parts for which there ara

no goals assigned and asks d.n. If there are
' any goals which this part accorpl lshcs , If ’y*»

the goal Is added to the lists. If ’no’ the

d.a. Is asked to consider whethrr this Is a

legitimate sub-part, If not It la crossed off

the list.

3.2 After lh|» la done for all (first)* levtl parts for which *

(second) level was done then the d.a. Is asked to give

approval to the revised lists.

3.3 The Evaluator then checks cne original Farts List to sea If

any of the (second)* level breakdowns were broken to a

(third)* level. l( any exist then recycle to ).l for these

aub- parts. If none are taken down to the neat level then go

to step 4.0.

A final list Is made up by the Esaluator. This Hat shows each part,

it* cub-parts, the priorities of each, the goals as they are related

to each part, the goals priorities. This list Is then tsken to the

4. a. for hit approval. 11 any revisions arc found lo.be necessary,

ask* thea and again go back to the d.o. for hla approval. Carry

this out until che d.a. makes no ro re changes.



Operationalization of Goals

Case I
Individual Derision Maker Operationalizes His (Her) First (or

next) Goal Statement

Evaluator develops an initial operationalization stimulus.

1.1 Evaluator develops a hypothetical situation that is appro-
priate to his or her purpose of obtaining the decision
maker's specific meaning for the goal in the context of
the particular goal-part interface-

1.2 Evaluator describes the hypothetical situation in such a
way that it contains the goal being accomplished within it.

1.3 Evaluator writes a stimulus which combines the elements
from 1.1 ahd 1.

2

(Note: Here is an example of a stimulus for a graduate
student where the evaluator is the student's major adviser
and where one of the student's goals is "to clarify my own
ideas about future plans".

Imagine the advisory process as you really want it to be.

end in that process "clarifying your own ideas about
future plans" is taking place. It is happening as fully
as you really want. Observe that situation carefully
and' write down everything you see that tells you that
"clarifying your own ideas about future plans" is fully
happening.

)

1.4 Evaluator shows the stimulus to the decision maker, explaining
• the nature and purpose of an operationalization stinulus.

1.5 Evaluator writes a stimulus in which the goal is absent.

(Note; Here is an example of a second stimulus:

Now, imagine the advisory process again except, in this
process, there is no "clarifying of your own ideas about
future plans" occurring at all. It's not happening.
Obsetve this situation carefully and write down everything
you see that tells you that "clarifying your own ideas
about future plans" is not happening at nil.)

Evaluator asks the decision maker to write down all the things
(s)he sees going on in the first hypothetical situation which
indicate that the particular goal is being accomplished.

Evaluator asks the decision maker to write down all the things
(s)he sees going on in the second hypothetical situation which
indicate that the particular goal is not being accomplished at all.
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4.0

Evaluator tests the completeness of the decision maker's responses.

4.1 Evaluator provides the decision maker with at least one
other person's responses to the two stimuli, asking the
decision maker to examine them and to make any changes in
his own responses that the other person's responses may
suggest to him/her. (Note: The decision maker may add

.
. to his or her original list; modify items already on the

list or eliminate items on the list. It should be stressed
however, that the evaluator is after what the decision
maker means by the fuzzy concept, rather than wnat others
mean by it

.

)

4.2 Evaluator asks the decision maker to re-examine in his mind
his original two hypothetical situations and to seriously
reconsider the things (s)he observed but didn't write down
before. If any of those things are part of what (s)he means
by the goal or by its absence, (s)he should add them to what
(s)he has written.

4.3. Evaluator asks the decision maker to think of things that
have nothing to do with his/her goal and to seriously
consider whether or not they do. If (s)he thinks of
anything that is, in fact, part of what (s)he means by
the goal, (s)he should write down those things too.

5.0 Evaluator asks the decision maker to write the positive ends of
those items which the decision maker wrote down in response to
the second hypothetical situation (i.e. those negative items).

6-0 Evaluator makes a list of the decision maker's responses, breaking
down multiple responses (joined by "and", "or", "but", etc.) so
that there is only one item per line. Exact duplicates are
eliminated.

7*0 Evaluator asks the decision maker to review the list, make any
desired changes, and approve it.

0.0 Evaluator asks the decision maker to prioritize the items in terms
of the importance of having evaluation data about them. The most
important item for which data is needed is assigned the number 1,

the next most important item the number 2, and go on.

9.0 Evaluator tests for observability.

9.1

For each item on the list, evaluator asks the decision maker

"Is this item a directly observable behavior or state?"

(Note: If the decision maker asks for an explanation of

the question, the evaluator gives the decision maker an

alternative question:
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If you sent someone else somewhere to see whether this
item was actually happening, do you think the person would

. come back with exactly the same information that you
would if you went yourself?)

9.2 Evaluator asks the decision maker to place a check mark
beside each item that he believes is a directly observable
behavior or state.

9.3 Evaluator examines the check-marked items to insure that
they are observable. (Directly observable items will then
be set aside and while the operationalization process
continues, the evaluator would begin developing observational
techniques, c.f. Measurement Process.)

9.4 Evaluator- asks the decision maker to prioritize the non-
operational items on the basis of importance of having
evaluation data about them.

10.0 For the most important (next most important) item that is not a
directly observable behavior or state, evaluator goes to step
1.1 (and following) substituting the term "nonoperationalized
component" for the term "goal-part interface", the term "item" for
the term "goal", and the term "sub- item" for the term "item".

11.0 If no components remain to be operationalized or if resources
available for operationalizing the goal have been exhausted,
evaluator goes to step 0-1.4.

12.0 If no goals remain to be operationalized for which there are
resources available for these activities, evaluator goes to
the Measurement Process.

i



lha Development uf Observational Techniques
In the for turn /Hut r > I nson Hvthodology

Step
1.0 Ceteralne how many resources - time, money, eteff ere evelleble to

devote to thle activity.

1.0

Determine whether e areeurtrtMC Ci*neultent te neeeeeary.

2.1 The evaluator reede thle entire eectlon.

2.2 If there ere any of the etepe that he does not fully
understand, then e neasureaent consultant le neceeeery.

1.0 Choose the next opera 1 1 onel 1 red component for iciturcMnt developeent.

1.1 Choose the highest priority operet I one 1 1 red component available
of the hl£heet priority goal of tne highest priority D.M. thet
does not elreedy have a aeaaurenent device developed through
thle process.

1.2 Cvterc-.lne how cany rC'Ourcee are available to develop an

wbret va c 1 :nal technique for this component.

4.0 Design the Ideal obaervat tonal technique for the chosen ope rat lone 11 red

component

.

4.1 Plan how to directly observe the actual number of occurence!
of the cptrst lonsl I red component. If this cannot be planned,
then the chosen component I* not fully opera t Iona 1 1 red and

should be returned for further operat Iona 1 1 rat Ion.

4.2 Plan how to directly observe the opera t Iona 1 1 red component

under natural condl t tors
,

e.e., no conditions ate Imposed

by the measurement technique to elicit tne kind of behavior

to b* observed. The only stimuli present are thoje normally

present In the entcrprlee being evaluated.

4.) Plan how to d'n-ctly observe the opert: tonal lrcd component under

natural condltlore and unootrut lvaly

.

4.1.1 In the cane of behavior observed In such a way that th«

poraenn being observed are n6t evare ".at they arc cclne

observed nnj can never become aware that the obaervt tlon

ham nr Is being mde.

4.1.2 In the case of observation of things unobttualva observation

Is one whi.li does not In any way alter the state or thing

being observed.

4.4 Vtrrelne If theve Is jn rslstlng oheervat lone I technique
that meets the requltcsuncs of the plan. If eo, go to step
5.0.

4. 5 '.Vs I gn an observational technique that meets the r» qu 1 1 etvjn t a
• of the plan.

5.0 Test the planned measurement for reasonable cost - tine of observers,
raters, coders; coat of equipment, supplies; etc.

5.1 Determine ihe cctual cost of carrying out the planned measurement

.

5.2 Determine the amount of resources available for measurement for
the decision r.sl.er.

5.1

Present the results of 5.1 and 5.2 to the D.lt. and v.h hits If

Che ect’Jil cost of the planned measurement Is a re asonah !«• cost
pointing tut both ti.e < onacquences of spending that -u«. h and

the possible consequences of not carrying out the planned

oeasurerrnl

.

5.4 If the cost la reaaonjble go to 10.0.



6.0 Deterelne which
Sec If ihe cost
to to ’0.0.

« 1 ement of the planned measurement cost.
* V3y b< '^enable through .uplln,;

too such.
If so

,

6.1 Ai» the D.M.
too cuch. If

If

no
the cost of the

go to t e p 7.0.
degree r.f unobtruslveneea 1 *

6.2 the D.M.
f'ich. If «o.

If the con t of the degree of naturalress
to to step 8.0.

1 » loo

6. J

6.6

•ak the D.M. tf the coni of the degree of
co»tr too much, If vo, p> to etep 9.0.

Ail the D.M. whet aspect of the proposed
coal* coo nyrh,

direct neve

"feturpient

of observe tion

technique

6.6.1

If he nee,,. ettrlhute. r.dr.lgn the one, , v. 1 1 nn, 1technique end sn t« step S.f).

6.6.? If he fell.. to njme <n ettrlhute, eek again If the tecnntquc
coete too wuch. ‘

6.6.

2.1

If not go to c t e p 10.0.

6.6.2.? tf no, design and go to »tep 1.0.

2.0 Alter the .li'prce of i J> l r us I ven, s e .

2.1 If D.M.’e have difference desired directions for the «jec
operationalized component, go to step 7.1.

2.2 Plen a degree of obtruelwnrte that the evaluator believe,
will heve e long tera positive effect on the e.tual tccoe-
pllsh»ent o' the D.M.'e operationalized component. Document
tha planned effect and go lo atep 6.4 unlraa no rtan ten be
developed

.

2.1 Plan a degree of obtrua Ivenc'.s that will have e short tcra
Inlcui, effect on the orer e t Iona 1 1 zvd coeponent. Tien a

procedure for attempting to cause the uhtrus lvenees to becoas
(suiter over repeated observation.. Doc user. X the planned
effect, and go to step 4.4 unless no plan can be developed.

7.4 PIzq a degree of ob t r us 1 veness that will hive a long tern negative
effect on the O.M.'s ope ra t lona 1 1 red component. Document the
planned effect snd ask the D.M. If he would rather decided to

rot oeasurc that component. If to, go to step 1.0, otherwise,
. go to step 4,6 unless no plan can be developed.

7.1 Ce to step 2.0.

8.0 Alter the degree of naturalness bv planning a stimulus situation onxl-

oally consistent with the D.M. 'a goals for the enterprise and as nearly
natural as possible. Document the new stimulus eltuatlon end go to

Step 4.4.

9.0 Alter the decree of directness bv planning sn Indirect iwciureocni that

Is JS cloae as poi.ible to the direct cveaeurcsirnt . Document the dif-

ference and to to step 4.4.

10.0 Tent the proposed observational technique for cocplr r (ness

.

10.1 fX'letmlne how runy resources - ttiue, eoney staff ere avatlsol?

for this activity.

10.2 rield Test

10.2.1

Try cot the ob st rva 1 1 ona 1 tc.hnlque on e group el«!Ur
(but not the l*r;) to the actual group to be oeaaurcd.

10.2.2

Cc-jpute thi reliability of the observational technique.



10.2.3

Oocuosnt all problems encountered and l( there are

problems, reddin'* and go to «tep

10.) Validity "lest, to be done only If there la > difference he'vern

the actual observational technique and the Ideal oboe rva t
* on a 1

technique .

10.3.1 Oeterralne how »>any resources - tine, noney, staff ara

available for (his activity.

10.3.2 See if the roourtti are sufficient to permit carrying

out the ideal cut s sur ement on a thort ten* baala. If

not, go 10 10-4.

10.3.3 Carry out the actual observational ttchnlquo ar.d the
Ideal ieaaureoent simultaneously oesaurlng the
things .

10.2.4 I'ocuoent all differences between the two »eta of

obeervatfons inclu.llnr, ar.v statistical . J )u* t.-ent

that con be made to the actual observation such that
the data It core consistent with the data that would
be produced hy the Ideal ncasut t ornt . Co to step 11.0.

10.

4

Validity test where It la not poetible to test against the
Ideal »cuurt»«nt.

10.4.1 See If the resources are sufficient to permt carrying
out s ceasui c-ment technique wore nearly Ideal than the

actual obaerva t . ona 1 technique (or a short period of

tine. 1 f not . go to 11.0.

10.4.2 Catry out the actual oower vat 1 ena 1 technique and the sore
nearly ideal sctsuir.vcnt simultaneously ensuring the
atu things.

10.4.) Document all differences between the two sets of obssrvattons
including any statistical aJ | us t oent * that can be .vide to the

Actual ofceervaclone such that the data Is isote conilr'ent
with the data that would be produced hv rhv nor » nearly Ideal

PMSurfMnt

.

11.0 Docucerc the proposed oboe rva t 1 ona 1 technique aa contrasted wltn the
Ideal observational tethrlque pointing out all threats to validity
and documenting all tests nude. Present this to the O.M. and sax
ht» If the data produced would really be used by him In his decision
Raking process.

21.1 If so, go to otep 3.0.

11.2 If nut, as* him If he would prefer t.ot to neasure the component
end If so, go to otep 3.0.

11.3 If not, redc-Iang.

11.3.1 Ash the O.M. what aspect of tht obsc rva t i cna 1

technique I* not acceptable to hln.

11.3.2 Redesign and go to wlep g. 4.
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Ti» I ? I focm .u ion of In tho I of t un' /Hut chlnscm
Mothodc logy

i

Stt-p

1.0

Ceterrclne how many rMUttri.n - c Iwe , conty, treff - ire available
to devote to llii* activity.

2 -U -D.'trrmlnc whether r. sampling, consultant It necessary.

2.1 T.'iC evaluator reed* this cn'. In- pi occJup*

.

2.2 If there Is itiy step that the rviUitor doesn not V.oow how
to petforw coriplectly then a sampling consultant Is neemdory

.

2.0 Ctootc the net.i observational iethnlr,un to be Implemented.

3.1 Choose the unlcplcsmted observat lo.ia l technique thee hrs

. beer. tevelopao for the highest priority optrat lonallrcd
ercppnsn: of the hlghtan priority ..oaJl of the highest priority
D.M.

3.7 ir*t.ernli<e how many rttourcre - dee, coney, staff - are
evrsllnble for thlt O.H.

6.0 Develop a recording devise.

4.1 The- recording device should h.*vc sor.e lnl onset ion prerecorded

.

4.1-1 The r:tm of the R.h.fa).

4.1.2

The nac.e of the c?al(s).

4.1.) Tim name of the opt t it Iona 1 1 red component.

4.2 The recording device thru id hive set pltrea for recording
other standard Inf ere. tt tr.n

.

4.2.1 The pin of the enterprise being onserved.

4.2.2 The time of observation * year, month, day, day of wesk,

tl me

.

4.2.3 Him nnr.re of the subjects bi-leg observed or syce othet

way of recording the etsenils) 1 ntorrr.t Ion regarding

(objects.

4.2.4 For each subject the actual obeei v;t l on* »adi.

3.0 Held test Che recording device.

3.1 tetervlne how many resourccr - t Ir.c , money, stiff - ate
available- to devote to this actl/lcy.

3.2 Carry cut the observational tcchnl-ue on i -ample other
th»,n those to be observed in ir-plcs ?n: it ton.

3.3 r<oev»ent all problems in u-'ing to# recording device. If

there ire aoy problems redesign and go to ttep 3.0.

6.0 Develop a saxpltnj plan.

6.1 l>- termin' In idtlrh psrt of i h i * r» c c r 1 * c t he observet Ion u
to be c» r r 1 < it out

.

6.2 l/tterrtnc. i-bcthct sampling 1 ft r i'i|u i r « d Co irdiice the cost of

clise rvtt ton.

• 6.3.1 If r.o, go tc> 6.4.



6.3

De t « mj nr whether r«»ourc«s can It cor.aarvsd by sampling
with little loses o( dels quality.
6.3.1

If not, go to 8.0.

6.6

Otternlne the smallest nimiber of obaervatlons thst esn be
csttlcd out end still have only • little loss of date quality.

6.3

Develop s cc-mplsis plan (or sampling frost the population of
obeervat Ions.

6.6

Document the plan, ths estimated loss of dais quality, and
the actual savings in resources.

7.0 Test of completeness.

7.1 Show sampling plan to D.M.

7.2 Ask him If the cost in data quality la acceptable.

7.2.1 If not, go to 6.3.

7.3 Ask hlo If the cast of observation Is acceptable.

7.3.1 'If not, go to Observational Techniques, step 6.0.

7.6

Implement the sampling plan and choose the actual sample of

observations to be cude.

8.0

Carry out the actual observat ionr .

8.1

Record all observations.

(.2 Document any deviations from tin* specified observational
technique that uccurs.

8.3

Document any deviations from the campling plan that occur.

P..4 Document nn< other problem* that ,»-rur.

9.0

Report the revolts to the l).M.(s) using the P< porting Procedures

of the For tune/ llu t.ch I nvi.n n. t .i. do logv .

10.0

Flan when to repeat the ob*ervatlon.

10.1

Aak the D.V. If the result! will be u*i J !n hit derision

caking process.

10. i If not, redesign and yu to Observat lc-nal Techniques.

10.3 Ask the D.M. If the r.sulls ciuse hia to be cnt.rernod that

the goal r.av not be achieved.

10.4 If so, wait s short tire (s short time depends upon the .-fount

of time In the evaluation contract, ll one month t.vn h'O

daya is b short time, If or.e vrar then tvo vveks Is s short

time, etc.) end go to step 7.4.

10.3 Walt a

In the
a long
sod go

long t Ir.c (s long time depends uror. the amount of tlma

* sal ust loo cor.t.sct, if one month than tvo weeks Is

time, If one }ear thrn ti.'O months Is a long list ,
etc.)

to step 7.4.



Draft I Ton Hutchinson 28 luni* 7 2 Report Inn

Reporting Data to the Decision Maker ir. ilic forluric/'lutchliison
Evaluation Methodology

Step

0.0 Determine l.ou many resource* - time, money . staff - arc available
to devote to this activity. If nunc. go to the evaluation of
Evaluation process.

1.0

From the list of D.M.s oho are to receive the data choose the D.M.
with the highest priority .ho has nut already had the data reported
to him.

1.1 If that D.M. Is an individual who as an Individual makes
decision relative to t'..o enterprise, refrr to Case I: Reporting
to Individual Decision Makers.

1.2 If that D.M. is a group cf persons that form o single decision
making body, who as a group have the authority and responsibility
for making decisions and. who make those decisions as a group;
then refer to Case II: Reporting to Croup Decision Makers.

1.3 If thac D.M. is a group which does net act as a single decision
making body then the group Is a group of individual decision
makers. Refer to Case III: Reporting, to a Croup of Individual
Decision Makers

Case l: Reporting to individual Decision Makers

Step

2.0 Determine how aar.v resources - time, money, staff - are available to
devote to this activity.

2.1 II the resources are snail then the material prescribed in

the steps below that are placed within brackets should he
presented orally.

2.2 If the resources art large then all the material should he
presented In writing.

3.0 Write the body of ihe report.

3.1 The title should be as follows: Report to (insert name ol"

D.M.) on (insert name of operational component) In (insert
name of the pjtt of the enterprise).

3.2 Date of report.

3.3 Karat of D.M.'s goal and its priority among goals, e.g. this
operational component is a part of your goal (Insert goal) which
Is the (insert priority) in importance far you to receive data
about among (insert total number of goals) goals.

3.4 Priority of tiio component e.g. (insert name of component! is

the (insert priority) in importance aeon?, the (insert total

number of oyer it tonal components of (insert name of goal)

that were identified.

3.5 (Riport on the degree of completeness of operationalization
of the goal .

]

3. fc Same of the part o: the enterprise and its priority e.g,.

obsctvntlops Were '.aide on the (insert aarnc of part) pui t of

(insert name of next higher sy.tex) which is (insert priority)
In importance for you to receive data aheut among (insert

total number of parts) parts.

J. 7 Report ou all higher systems In the same sequence and their

relnl tve pr lor I r lex.

l.H Name o| uhser vat I'.n.i I technique and dales of ..hs. cmI I ea e.g.

(Iiixoit n.icii: of ulis.icaluui.il 1 1 i tin I qui ) was used to ohs.-rve

(Insert name ol nper a t I im.i 1 component) Iron (insert beginning

dite) to (Insert ending date).
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3.9 Present the Jjt a

. 3.9.1 Nuncr U.i l Lv in i Table.

3.9.2 [Graphical ly, If ‘Pprr.prl.it*)

1.9.3 [Verbally, l.e. s.iy in words wlui Jr. in the table und
graph.

]

3.10 [Report all difficulties in Interpreting the results.

|

3.1C.1 difficulties due to the observational uchnlquc* c.j*.

obt rusivenc-ss.

1.10.2 Difficulties Jut* to the samplin',; plan, e.e. non random
sampling of time.

3.10.3 Other difficulties, •:.g. nonrenpond ini;, roincidcncu of

observation with an unusual ••vent

.

3.11

If tins Is a report on the first t Lao this operational component his
been observed in this p.irt to step »i.Q, .‘therwise present the
• urrtr.c data with the eld data so ihat trends may be inspected.

3.11.1 Numerically in j table by time.

3.11.2 (Graphically, U appropriate).

3.11.3 [Verbally, l.e. say in words wh.it Is In the table and tra^h.)

4.0 Assemble appcndacles.

4.1 Ocruirentut ion of the opcr.il Iona 1 1 zat ion of the £(Vil.

4.2 Dueuocntnt ion of the observational technique.

4.3 documental ion of the samplin'.* plan.

5.0 Present the report to the- D.M.

5.1

Ask him to read the report.

>.2 Present orally all it*. -is (if any) that have an: been written
due to resource limitations.

3.3 Point out (ho « «insc*;ocncc oi the difficulties in int.rpret.it Ion

ol the results.

5.1.1

Oil f foil l irs duo to the ohsorv.it iosMl technique.

r .).2 O i f f i v ii 1 1 ies due to the sampling plan.

j.J.j Other difficulties.

5.4

Ask the 0.!4. If he has «•(!>* suestl** 1 . thit the » valuator can

help to answer.
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.0 Ask the O.M. <( Sc • wiill • llic 10 f»,.l» • .ill the |iri l il' , ul rrp rti on
(lie ijcc gonl «in the ssinc put.

6.1 If no, go Co btvp I .0

6.2 If yea, a«»cnbli* in one net .ill previous roport uf |>rjl
component* uf tliu sjme y.oni uli'urvi-d in i h*» n.ime pure.

Prosent Ilia reports te the O.M.

6.6 Point nut the conoo*|io te vn to lot erpretuf Ion uf I hr •lop.reo of
npnrotlon.il i/.nt Inn th.il w is per f urn.iil

.

6.1

A*k tl»o ->.M. If lia h.rj .my enrol Ions tli.it the ••vnloutwc t>in

lie Ip to answer.

7.0 A«k l hr O.M. If h».' wmilij like to review -II the previous reports *n
the unoe p..rt

7.1 If no, go to step H.O.

7.2 If yoa, assemble In one sot ill prey leu* report* uf oilier go.il*

In the same purl

.

7.3 C.lvo lh* O.M. the assembled report*.

7.4 Ask the O.M. If he Ini* coy questions diet thr evaluator tin
help to answer.

8.0 Ask the O.M. If ho woulri like to review till the prevlou* report*
on the sane y.o.il.

8.1 II no, go to step 1.0.

8.2 Assemble In one fet .ill previous repur tn of the name **>.il In

othor pirn.

8.3 wive the O.M. the .ikHiTtblvd reports.

8.4 Ask the O.M. It lie hay .my question* th.it *.he evaluator • m
help to .mower .

9.0

Co In slop 1.0.
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Redesign of Evaluation in the rortunc/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology
Step

0.0 Determine which case of the this procedure is appropriate

0.1 If the redeisgn is initiated at the request of a D.M. then use
Case W: Redesign at the Request of a Decision Maker.

0.2 If the redesign is initiated by the evaluator for one or more
decision makers then use Case X: Redesign Initiated by the Dvaluar
for One or More Decision Makers.

0.3 If the redesign is initiated at the request of the temporary
decision maker then use Case Y: Redesign at the Request of the
Temporary Decision Maker.

0.4 If the redesign is initiated by the evaluator as a regular part
of a long term (two years or more) evaluator's at the end of a

year interval then use Case 2: Regular Redesign in a Long Tern
Evaluation.

1.0

The evaluator should decide if redesign is really necessary. If so,
see which step above (0.1, 0.2, 0.3, or 0.4) best describes the
situation and follow that sequence.

Case W: Redesign at the Request of a Decision Maker

Step

2.0

Determine how many resources - time, money, staff - are available to
devote to this activity.

2.1 If none, then determine how many resources arc available for
this decision maker.

2.2 If none, then redesign is not necessary.

2.3 Reallocate the resources available for this D.M. so that redesign
can proceed through step 3.7.

3.0 Test to see if a redesign for a D.M. is necesaary.

3.1 Assemble a report on all evaluation activities performed to

date for this D.M.

3.2 Present this report to the D.M.

3.3 Point out possible benefits of redesigning the evaluation.

3.4 Point out possible costs of redesigning the evaluation.

3.5 Ask the D.M. if he still wishes to have the evaluation redesigned.

3.6 If no, proceed with the existing evaluation design and procedures.

3.7 If yes, reallocate the resources available for that D.M. among

the parts of evaluation methodology.

4.0 Go through all the design procedures that are being redone using the

original output of the D.M. as the only test of completeness.

5.0 Continue to implement the evaluation design and procedrues.






