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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to identify English language
target behaviors for students in undergraduate programs at the

American University in Cairo. The study consisted of four parts:
(a) a survey of a random sample of 200 undergraduate students;

(b) a survey of all faculty members teaching undergraduate courses
at the time of the study; (c) a survey of course syllabi; and

(d) a need-press analysis of data elicited from a random sample

of 50 post-ELI undergraduates. Sixteen variables, each a different
type of language skill, or academic skill, were included in the
questionnaires. A multiple regression analysis was carried out in
the student survey, with grade point average as the dependent var-
iable. The results of the student and faculty surveys showed that
skills involving or facilitating critical thinking and the manipu-
lation of ideas were highly important for academic success; skills
involving the assimilation of specific information were found to
be less important. The survey of course syllabi found that in-class
written examinations were by far the most important academic task
in the assignment of final grades; papers and class participation
also counted in final evaluations. The need-press analysis indi-
cated that ELI instruction is believed to be sufficient for the
needs of students in undergraduate programs at the university.

Well-structured writing, reading comprehension skills, listening
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comprehension, and note-taking skills were identified as target
behaviors, and it was recommended that the ELI curriculum de-
emphasize the conscious learning of the details of the English
language, and stress the use of English as a medium for expressing

and understanding ideas unrelated to the language itself.




CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

For the past several years, the English Language Institute

., of the American University in Cairo has been working on a testing
project, the goal of which is to develop entrance and exit test
batteries which suit the needs and aims of the university, the
ELI, and the students themselves. The motivation for this project
stems from a widespread feeling among both English language
teachers and university professors that the present test battery
is not functioning as well as it was intended to do. Reasons for
this perceived deficiency in the present set-up are many; prominent
among them are the certain knowledge that at least one sub-test,
vocabulary, has became insecure, and the fact that most ELI stu-
dents regard their campensatory English studies as a test prepar-
ation course rather than a course in the competent use of the

English language.

To further the work of the testing committee on this pro-
ject, a seminar was held on October 28 and 30 of last year to
discuss the project and elicit ideas and suggestions about how
the comnittee should proceed. Several areas were identified in

which research was needed for the successful progress of the

|
s




T

e

project. High on the priority list of such areas was that of
English language use in reguldr academic programs at AUC. It
was felt that, in order to decide what the ELI should be teaching
and subsequently testing, a better idea must be had of what

skills are demanded in university work.

At first glance, this may seem to be a simple question with
a simple answer: academic work would seem té require campetent
reading, writing, listening, and speaking, these being the four
basic language skills. Yet a brief look at the literature per-
taining to the undergraduate curriculum in the modérn day shows
that no assumptions can be fairly made. Walker (1976) claims that
the essential skills for achieving academic success, aéldefined by
high grades, include typing, outlining, test-wiseness, the ability
to ingratiate oneself with the professor, and the ability to ad-
dress one's thinking to the purposes of a given academic task
rather than to the assimilation of knowledge. The Carnegie Sur-
veys, 1975-76 (in Levine), found that 48 per cent of American
college students believe that many of their fellow students succeed
by '"beating the system' rather than studying. This may mean any-

thing from plagiarism to breaking and entering, but it illustrates

" something of the lack of importance placed on real learning by

students. More serious was the belief of 44 per cent of all under-

graduates that it is difficult to both get good grades and really
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learn something. Assuning that one learns through the four lan-
guage skills, the relationship between academic success, as de-
fined by grades, and competent language use becomes open to question

in light of these findings.

Indeed, the measurement of academic achievement is a major
problem in higher education today, and is one that it is hardly the
purpose of this thesis to discuss. What does bear looking into,
however, is the question of what  is required in the way of language
skills by American colleges and universities, and how they go about
helping those students whose language skills are not up to par at

the time of application and acceptance into a program of study,

Levine (1978) reports, '"Proficiency in the three R's (read-
ing, writing, and arithmetic) and study skills are considered
essential for all college work' (p. 54). Proficiency is defined
differently by different institutions, but there is a consensus
that reading and writing are the bread-and-butter skills of academ-
ia (it being assumed, of cohrse, that native speakers of English
have no difficulty in listening or speaking). This feeling is
supported by research which shows reading skill to be a good pre-
dictor of academic success (Henard and Stenning, 1976). It should
be noted, however, that reading ability correlates highly with

many different measures of intelligence and achievement.

|
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Universities and colleges generally publish their entrance
requirements in the catalogue and often stipulate a certain score
on the verbal subsection of standardized tests such as the SAT and
ACT for exemption from required freshman English courses. Yet the
injunction of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teach-
ing to the effect that colleges have an obligation to make clear
which skills they expect their students to acquire before they are
admitted is not usually followed. Sixty-nine per cent of'college
freshmen in 1976 felt that they had been poorly prepared in reading
and composition in high school, and 82 per cent believed that their
study skills preparation had been poor. Plainly the entrance re-

quirements were not being adhered to.

To cope with this situation, many institutions offer remedi-
al or campensatory studies in reading and basic writing, often for

credit. Roueche and Kirk (1973) found that such programs are

largely ineffective, although some do achieve a measure of success.

A factor in the success of the few is thought to be a lack of
abruptness in the transition from skills training, or campensatory
education, to real college studies. This suggests that the closer
the ELI can come to approximating the work done in undergraduate
courses, the better chance there will be for the successful inte-
gration of post-ELI students into the university's programs of

study,

|
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The English Language Institute

The American University in Cairo is, of course, in a unique
position. Not only is it faced with the problems which pervade
higher education in America, such as grades and curriculum issues,
but it also has to cope with the problem of second-language pro-
ficiency, not for a few students, ‘as in American universities, but

for almost all of the student population.

Donadio (1974) argues that the teaching of English as a medi-
um for academic instruction is twenty-five years behind the times
in most countries, Particularly Egypt. No attempt is made to move
fram Egyptian teaching methods to American ones in English teaching,
so the resulting English proficiency is unsuited for an American-
style program of university studies. This is clearly a debatable
claim, yet other recent research seems to lend it support. Saleh
(1978) found that the use of formal tests for English evaluation
in Egypt hinders real English acquisition, and suggested replacing
the existing formal tests with newer types, such as cloze tests,
Nakhla (1979) argues against any consideration of Thanawiya Amma
scores as indicators of English proficiency. Only one study
(Ponder, 1978) has indicated that formal test scores (in this case,
the Michigan test) are good predictors of academic success at AUC,

and he ended by calling for a more thorough investigation of this




relationship.

Another factor affecting the English Language Institute at
AUC is the diversity of academic backgrounds from which AUC stu-
dents are drawn. Some students have completed their studies at
an English language secondary school, but still need more training
in English before beginning university work. Others have attended
French or Arabic-language secondary schools. The atmosphere,
style of teaching, and educational philosophy differ not only from
one scool to another, but more particularly from one language
school to another. Furthermore, some ELI students are from foreign
countries, such as Ethiopia, Turkey, and Oman, where schools may

be greatly different from those in Egypt.

Each ELI student, no matter where he is from, has had a sub-
stantial amount of schooiing in the English language; thus, he
possesses an idea of what a language class should be like. Almost
none of the students who came to the ELI, however, have ever been
exposed to the type of language class which is, ideally, the rule
at AUC: an open, student-centered, active environment, small in
number, emphasizing intellectual skills and the expression and

interplay of ideas rather than mere information.

Unfortunately, such a learning atmosphere does not always go




hand in hand with a final, objective, multiple-choice examination.
The system of yearly examinations, based on the British system,
which has prevailed in Egyptian schools until very recently,
stresses success in testing through the acquisition and reproduc-
tion of vast amounts of information. Credit is not given, as it
1s in American schools, for participation in class discussion or
for periodically-written papers, critiques, book reports, and the
like. Since the final examination is what counts, the student
naturally focuses his attention and efforts on it, sometimes to
the exclusion of everything else in the learning environment.
Thus, ELI classes at AUC contain a strong tension between the
educaticnal philosophy of the institution and the presence of an

objective final examination.

This situation in itself is not a crucial problem. There
is a need for an objective proficiency examination of some kind
which evaluates students fairly and consistently, and there is
also a need for the students to be introduced to an American-
style learning environment. The two things may not complement
each other, but they can co-exist side by side, as they have done

for many years now.

The principal problem is that students, in their 'zeal, and

perhaps misguided teachers and administrators, have obtained the
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contents of sizeable portions of the final examination. The ELI
has only a limited number of different forms of the Michigan test,
and, since the community which AUC serves is so limited in range

and size, none of them is unknown to the average taker of the

‘Michigan test as an AUC entrance examination. Vocabulary lists,

straight off the tests, are common currency among both ELI stu-
dents and prospective AUC students. In this way, the usefulness

of the test is diminished, and an alternative must be sought,

Thus the ELI testing project. In a nutshell, the ELI ad-
ministration believes that the institute possesses the resources,
both physical and human, to develop its own entrance and exit
test batteries, normed on the students which AUC actually tests
and educates. Theoretically, a home-made test, so to speak,
would not only eliminate the problem of test insecurity, but it
would also be an improvement on the Michigan test, for two rea-
sons. First, it would be normed on the local population, and
second, new forms could constantly be developed so as to neutral-

ize any future insecurity,

Given that the ELI testing project is a worthwhile one, and
there is a great deal of evidence to suggest that it is, this sur-
vey of English language use in undergraduate programs at AUC is an

important study which needs to be taken into account in any further
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work done on the project. It will be very helpful to know what
kind of academic work is demanded, how much weight is given to
different kinds of tasks in determining final grades, and which
language skills are most important for the successful completion
of those tasks. These skills can then be identified as target
behaviors for the undergraduate student, particularly the post-

ELI student.

The findings of the study will be of direct benefit to.the
ELI in its quest for a test battery that reflects the teaching
ana learning going on in ELI classrooms and suits the needs of
the university in screening out unqualified candidate;. The
method of the study might be of interest to other institutions
with similar concerns. Finally, it will be an aid to the AUC
administration in evaluating its role as an American university

in a foreign country.
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CHAPTER TWO

METHOD

Subjects. Subjects were drawn from the AUC community,
Four separate samples were identified: a random sample of 200
undergraduate students; all faculty members teaching undergrad-
uate courses in the second semester of the 1980-81 school year,
excepting the Freshman Writing Program; a random sample of 50
post-ELI undergraduates; and the syllabi of all undergraduate

Courses given during the aforementioned semester.

The undergraduate sample was taken from a camputerized list
of all undergraduate students, as of April, 1980. Therefore,
seniors and non-degree students were omitted fram the population,
since they would have graduated or left the university to return
to their hame schools by the time of the study, in all probabil-
ity. The sample was obtained as follows: a disinterested- by-
stander was’ asked to name a number between one and five, and
said ""Three." The researcher then, beginning with the third name
on the list, took every fifth name after that, since the desired

Sample mumbered 200, and there were approximately 1000 names on

the list,
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The faculty sample was identified in the course schedule
for the second semester of the 1980-81 school year, as was the

sample of course syllabi.

The post-ELI student sample was taken from a camputerized
list of ELI students, also as of April, 1980. Since the sample
was to be identified by taking every other ﬂame on the list, the
researcher flipped a coin to determine whether to start with the

first name or the second.

Contacting the subjects and obtaining data from them proved
to be extremely difficult (see Procedures). Data was obtained
from about half of each of the identified samples. While this
fact eliminates the possibility of a true random sample in both the
undergraduate and post-ELI student surveys, it does not, in the
opinion of the fesearcher, affect in any significant way the
validity of the study as a whole. The quantity of data received
was large, and was not obtained in such a way as to make the samples
significantly biased. Indeed, the nature of the data collection

practically ensured a random-like sample,

Instrumentation. The researcher employed three different

questionnaires in the surveys: one for the undergraduate students

(see Appendix A); one for the faculty members (Appendix B); and
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one for the post-ELI students (Appendix C).

All of the questionnaires used a five-point Likert scale
response format. The subjects were asked to read a statement and
circle a number indicating their response. Each item contained
one of the variables being considered in the study; thus, the
questionnaires were brief and direct, taking only a few minutes to

complete,

Undergraduate subjects received a one-page questionnaire
which was designed to measure the importance, as perceived by stu-
dents, of various skills, linguistic and non-linguistic, in aca-

demic achievement at the university.

Faculty members also received a one-page questionnaire.
This was nearly identical to that received by the undergraduates.
A few changes had been made, however, in the instructions. These
subjects were asked to indicate the importance of each skill as it
related to academic success in the undergraduate courses which they

taught.

Post-ELI students received a three-page questionnaire which

was designed to elicit data for a need-press analysis. The first

page measured the importance of the various skills in their present
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academic program; the second page measured the amount of improve-
ment in the skills during their time in the ELI; and the third
page measured their satisfaction with the improvement which their

ELI instruction had produced.

Yariables. The variables measured in the study included the
importance of oral skills (clarity and correctness of speech; ease
and fluency of speech; asking relevant questions and contributing
to class discussions); writing skills (grammatical correctness;
structure and logical development; spontaneous, in-class essays
with a time limit; note-taking; handwriting; typing); reading
skills (speed; comprehension of main ideas; comprehension of de-
tails); listening ability; cognitive skills (following instructions;
anticipating the teacher's idea of a good academic performance) ;
and an affective factor (ingratiation with the teacher). Also
obtained were data pertaining to the subject's field of study,

year of study, and grade point average.

Procedures. The study was made up of four components:

1) the undergraduate student survey; 2) the faculty survey;

3) the survey of undergraduate course syllabi; and 4) the need-
press analysis of post-ELI students. Two of these parts. the fac-
ulty survey and the survey of course syllabi, were carried out

hand in hand. Faculty members were requested>to include a syl-
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labus for each course they were teaching when they returned the
completed questionnaire. The teachers were given a questionnaire
in their departmental mailboxes which included instructions asking
them to return the form to the researcher via the campus mail sys-
tem. Ten days later, those faculty members who had not responded
were sent an identical questionnaire with a cover letter which

emphasized the need for their co-operation.

In this way, data from about half of the sample-Was collect-
ed. Since it was a representative half, with teachers 6f all subjects
being represented proportionately, the received data was considered
sufficient for the purposes of the study. Similarly, the need-

press questionnaires were sent to teachers in the Freshman Writing

Program (FWP), with a cover letter requesting them to administer

the questionnaire to specifically-stated students in their classes,
collect them, and hand them in to the secretary of the FWP, from whom
the researcher later obtained them. Again, a second round of letters

was necessary to urge those who had not returned the questionnaires

to do so as soon as possible.

Conducting the undergraduate student survey proved to be the
most difficult, because the sample was a random one, so that in-

dividuals, rather than whole classes, had to be located and sur-

veyed on the spot. Also, the lack of individual student mailboxes

L e R e
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at AUC eliminated the possibility of contacting the sample in that
way. (The Office of Student Affairs distributes grades to all stu-
dents at the end of each semester, but this is the only time that
the average student enters that office.) The smallness of the post-
ELI sample, plus the fact that all freshmen are required to take
freshman writing courses, enabled that survey to be carried out via
teachers, but the size and scope of the undergraduate sample made

that method a practical impossibility,

Finally, the researcher decided to conduct the survey using
two strategies. The first was to publicize the survey; the second,
to actively seek out the subjects on the AUC campus and administer

the questionnaires on the spot.

In order to publicize the survey, a list of names of the sub-
jects was drawn up, copied, signed by the appropriate authorities,
and placed on bulletin boards at various locations on the campus.
The list was accompanied by instructions to the effect that those
whose names were on it should go to a certain place at a certain
time to collect an unnamed prize, free of charge. Also, a notice
was placed in the Channel, a university newsletter, urging students
to check the bullztin boards on campus to see if they had been

chosen to participate in a survey.
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It was thought that this strategy would create interest and
curiosity among the student boay as a whole, and prompt a sizeable
number of subjects to come to the appointed place at the appointed
time, and indeed, fifty subjects were surveyed in just over an hour.
The prize, incidentally, was a piece of hard candy, with many of

which the researcher had come prepared.

This strategy, though it was successful, had only a limited
usefulness; it was what advertisers call a ""one-shot deal.' Those
subjects who had failed to appear the first time would almost cer-
tainly not take the bait if a secand place and time were announced.
Therefore, the second strategy was put into effect. A new list
was drawn up, without the names of those subjects who had already
been surveyed, and was shown to groups of students by the research-
er, who would ask them if they saw their name on the list and inform
them that they were entitled to a prize if it was. If a subject

was found in this way, he or she was surveyed on the spot.

This method proved to be an effective one. The students
were extremely co-operative, on the whole, in contrast to the
indifference and occasional unwillingness of many of the faculty

subjects. Perhaps the candy was responsible for this.

Same of the identified subjects could not be surveyed, for
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several reasons, A few were participating in study-abroad programs
in the United States; others had withdrawn from the university;
still others were Currently enrolled, but had not been seen by

teachers, department Ssecretaries or fellow students.

The total obtained sample of undergraduate students was
representative of the larger population, with students from all
classes and fields of study being represented roughly proportionate-

ly. Thus, it was considered suitable for the purposes of the study.

Data Analysis. Data from the four different samples was ana-

lyzed differently. Together, it was hoped that the results of the
four parts of the study would yield a comprehensible whole, and
with this end in mind the data was subjected to various types of

analysis.

The largest body of information, taken from the undergraduate
questionnaires, was tabulated on computer data sheets so as to en-
able the technicians at the AUC Camputer Center to perform a multiple
regression analysis with sixteen independent va:iables (see Var-
iables above). Grade point average was the dependent variable;
therefore, the multiple regression analysis would show which vari-
ables were considered most important in academic achievement by

students whose achievement was high. Means and standard deviations
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of raw scores were also computed. Pearson product-moment corre-

lation coefficients were tested for significance using a t-test,

Data from the faculty sample was analyzed in terms of means

and standard deviations of raw scores on each questionnaire item.

The need-press analysis demanded the use of a t-test to deter-
mine the significance of thé difference between mean raw scores
on the need questionnaires and mean raw scores on the press question-
naires. Means and standard deviations fram all three questionnaires
used in this part of the study were computed. Finally, data from
F

the course syllabi were summarized in terms of means and percentages.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Part One - Student Survey

This section of the study was designed to elicit student
opinions about which language skills are most important for aca-
demic success in the university's undergraduate programs. This
was done by means of a single, sixteen-item questionnaire which

was administered by the researcher (see Appendix A).

Table 1 shows means and standard deviations of raw scores
on each item of the questionnaire. The ability to write papers
which are well-structured and pursue a logical argument received
the highest rating of importance (4.14), and was the only variable
which exceeded a score of 4, meaning ''very important.' Next in
importance, according to students, was the ability to grasp the
main ideas of reading assignments in English (3.97). After that
Came the ability to write in-class essays on mid-term and final -
eiaminations (3.93), and the ability to read English rapidly with
Camprehension (3.91). These four variables form a group which
Clearly stands higher in importance than the other variables under
consideration. Only these were given a definite value of '"very

important' by the students.




Table 1

Rank Order of Variables, Student Survey:

Means and Standard Deviations

Variable Mean SRR
1. Writing/structure 4,14 «95
2. Reading/main idea 3.97 91\
3. Writing/in-class 3.93 1.04
4. Reading/speed 3.91 .99
5. Note-taking 5.76 1.11
5. Speech/correctness 653744 1.12
7. Listening ability 3.75 29I
8. Writing/grammar 5.601 .94
9. Following instructions 3.60 1.11
10. Speech/fluency 357 1.01
11. Class participation 3.43 1.01
1Z. Anticipation 3.41 1.06
15. Reading/details 3.40 1.08
14, Ingratiation 3.28, & 19827
15. Clear script 3.18 .98
16. Typing 20022 1.04

Note. Scores refer to a continuum of importance.

1 = unimportant; 5 = absolutely essential

e
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A second group of variables may be identified which stands
somewhat lower than the top group. This second group includes
note-taking (3.76), correctness of speech (3.76), listening abil-
ity (3.75), grammar in writing (3.61), following instructions (3.60),
and fluency of speech (3.57). All of these were rated'between
"'somewhat important' and very important', falling closer to the

latter than the former.,

A third group, also containing five variables, was rated
closer to '"'somewhat important." The variables at this level were
class participétion (3.43), reading for details (3.40), clear
handwriting (3.18), anticipation of the teacher's idea of a good

" performance (3.41), and ingratiation with the teacher (3.23).

The lowest rating given by students was "helpful but not

necessary;" only one variable, typing (2.22) was thqs rated.

It is important to note that large standard deviations, such
as that of the variable of ingratiation, indicate a certain degree
of disagreement among the subjects about the importance of the vari-
able. Also, the lower half 6f the rank order tends to have larger
standard deviations, whereas in the upper half, smaller standard
deviations aﬁpear, indicating general agreement among the subjects

on the importance of the variable.
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Table 2 shows means and standard deviations of grouped var-
iables, in rank order, these being writing (grammar, structure, and
in-class examinations); reading (speed, main idea, and details);
listening; speech (correctness, fluency, and class participation);
and study skills (note-taking, following instructions, typing,
clear script, anticipation of the teacher's idea, and ingratiation).
Again, the higher groups had less variance than the lower groups,

which is shown by the standard deviations.

Table 2
Rank Order of Grouped Variables, Student Survey:

Means and Standard Deviations

Group Mean S.D.

1. Writing 3.89 .98
2. Reading 3.76 .99
3. Listening NS .91
4. Speech 3559 1.05
5. Study Skills SR19 1.07

[
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Multiple Regression Analysis

Data from the student sample were subjected to a step-wise
multiple regression analysis, with grade-point average as the de-
pendent variable, and the sixteen items on the questionnaire as
independent variables. It was thought that this procedure would
show which language skills were considered most (or least) impor-
tant by subjects who had already achieved academic success, and thus
would enable the researcher to give more weight to their opinions
than to those of non-achievers in the final analysis of the results

of the study as a whole,

Table 3 shows a simple correlation matrix. The dependent
variable, grade point average, is listed first; the independent

variables follow.

Reading for the main idea correlated most strongly with the
dependent variable (r= .31), followed by in-class writing (.24) and
the ability to follow instructions (.22). Negative relationships
appeared between the dependent variable and ingratiation with the

teacher (-.19) and listening ability (-.12).

Table 4 shows the results of the step-wise multiple regression
analysis, with the top six variables rank-ordered in terms of con-

tribution to the variance.
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Table 4

Multiple Regression'Analysis, Student Sample:

Contribution to Grade Point Average

27

Source R RZ Rzi.: af F
1. Reading/main idea . 314,099  ,099 1, 100 10.948**
2. Listening ability <366  .134 035 1, 99.  4,008%
3. Writing/in-class ;418 175,041 1, 98 4.919*%
4. Ingratiation 457 50 J208 warl035e . I 9704
5. Following instructions .487 = .237 .029 1, 96 3.640
6. Anticipation 0065 X256 52019 1, 95 2.353

*p< .05  **p< 0]

The multiple correlation coefficient (R) was .529, which is

over the .50 level considered to be the minimum for significance.

Reading for the main idea contributed the most to the variance,

followed by listening ability, in-class writing, ingratiation with

R Ty . ]
the teacher, following instructions, and anticipation of the teacher's

idea of a good job. This means that the relationship between read-

ing for the main idea and grade point average accounted for a

greater part of the overall correlation than any other single vari-

able,
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It is important to note that both listening ability and in-

gratiation related negatively ‘to grade point average,; this means

that the students with high GPA's considered these skills to be

less important than the rest.

Another look at the correlation matrix (Table 3) enables us
to identify variables which have strang positive relationships to
those which contributed most to the variance. Though they them-
selves did not “contribute much to the variance, the strength of
their relationships with the variables that did shows that they are

important as well,

For example, well-structured writing correlates highly with
reading for the main idea (.31), and with in-class writing (.44).
Similarly, reading for details correlates highly with in-class
writing (.32) and reading for the main idea (.22); reading rapidly
also correlates highly with the latter (.40), as does note-taking
(.28). Good handwriting is strongly related both to following

instructions (.49) and to anticipation of the teacher's idea (.33).

Table 5 shows the top nine variables according to the mul-

tiple regression analysis compared to the rankings from mean scores.
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Table 5
Comparison of Rankings of Variables:

Student Survey

Multiple Regression : Mean Scores
1. Reading/main idea 1. Writing/structure
2. Writing/in-class 2. Reading/main idea
3. Following instructions 3. Writing/in-class
4. Anticipation 4. Reading/speed
S. Writing/structure 5. Note-taking
6. Reading/details 6. Speech/correctness
7. Reading/speed 7. Listening ability
8. Note-taking 8. Writing/grammar
9. Clear script 9. Following instructions

High achievers placed more importance on study skills,
such as following instructions, anticipation of the teacher's
idea, note-taking, and clear script, than did the student sample
as a whole. Reading for the main idea, well-structured writing,
and the ability to write well on in-class examinations were rated
highly across the board. Speaking ability, correctness of grammar
in writing, class participation, listening ability, and ingratiation

with the teacher were considered less important by hlgh achievers

than reading, wrltlng, and study skills.
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Part Two - Faculty Survey

This part of the Study was designed to elicit the opinions
of faculty members about which skills were most important for a

students's success in the courses which they taught, This was ac-

camplished by using the same questionnaire which was employed in

the student survey; only the instructions were different, The

variables and rating scale (continuum of importance) remained the

same,

_Table 6 shows mean scores and standard deviations for each
variéble in rank order. Here again, the ability to write well-
structured papers, and reading for the main idea were rated most
important (4.26). The ability to follow instructions was rated
nearly as high (4.24). These three variables form the top group

of the faculty survey.

A second group, consisting of five variables, was clustered
around the 'very important'" level. These were class participation.
(3.95), rapid reading (4.00), reading for details (3.90), listening
ability (4.10), and note-taking (3.95). Lower, but still on the
"very important' side of the line, was the ability to write well

on in-class examinations (BH55)

' . ; " il'l"
A third group was rated closer to ''somewhat important,




¥ =
Sl
Table 6
Rankings of Variables, Faculty Survey:
Means and Standard Deviations
Variable Mean S
1.  Writing/structure 4.26 1.06
1. Reading/main idea 4.26 .96 |
3. Following instructions 4,24 .88 \\
4. Listening ability 4.10 .88 i
5. Reading/speed 4.00 .88 ‘
6. Class participation 3.95 .88 \_- f
6. Note-taking 3.95 .96
8. Reading/details 3.90 .82
9. Writing/in-class 355 15237,
10. Speech/correctness 3033 .90 5
11, Writing/grammar 3.31 .81
12. Speech/fluency 3.24 91 |
12.. Clear script 3.24 1.07 1
14. Anticipation 3.12 1.19
15. Typing | 2R 1.08
16. Ingratiation 1.88 1.19

- R R
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cluding correctness of speech (3.33), fluency of speech (8.24),
correctness of grammar in wrifing (3.31), good handwriting (3.24),
and anticipation of the teacher's idea of a good academic performance

(3.12). Finally, typing (2.17) and ingratiation with the teécher
(1.88) were rated "helpful but not necesséry." -

Faculty subjects exhibited substantial amounts of disagree-

ment about the importance of inclass writing (standard deviation =

\ 1.37), anticipation of the teacher's idea (s.d. = 1.19)), and in-

.gratiation with the teacher (s.d. = 1.19). This last variable
eiicited several free responses on the questionnaires, including
"I hope not!", "Are you kidding?", and '""Ugh!'' Other faculty mem-
bers responded that it was somewhat, or even very important.
Similarly, in-class writing ranged from "unimportant' to "abso-

lutely essential."

Table 7 shows grouped mean scores and standard deviations

from the faculty survey in rank order.

Group Mean S.D.
1. Listening 4.10 : .88
2, Reading 4.05 89
3. Writing STl 1.08
4. Speaking 3.51 .90
S. Study Skills 3.40 : 1.00
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Part Three - Comparison of Student and Faculty Surveys

The results obtained in the student and faculty surveys

differed in some significant ways. Overall, the faculty subjects
gave the variables higher ratings of importance than did the stu-
dent subjects. In some instances, however, student ratings ex-

ceeded faculty ratings,

Figure 1 shows mean scores for each variable from both surveys

plotted on top of one another.
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Figure 1. Comparison of student and faculty surveys: means.




Ingratiation with the teacher was the most controversial

item. Students felt that it was somewhat important, althoug e
correlated negatively with grade point average; faculty members
b4

on the other hand, considered it helpful but not necessary, on the

average. Unelicited free responses indicated strong feelings a-

mong many teachers about the unimportance of ingratiation,

There was a smaller but still significant difference of
opinion between students and faculty about the importance of fol-
lowing instructions, class participation, reading for details,
correctness of speech, listening ability, and correct grammar in
writing. Students considered correct spéech and correct grammar

in writing to be very important, while teachers felt that they were

anly somewhat important. Conversely, teachers placed more importance

on class participation, following instructions, reading for details,

and listening ability than did students.

Table 8 shows those variables between which the difference

was significant, with mean scores and t-values.

g
’ |
[
[
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Table 8
Significantly Different Variables:
Means and T-Values .
Variable Students Faculty t
1. Ingratiation 3.23 1.88 6.43%*%
2, Following instructions 3.60 4.24 =3,56%*
3. Class.participation 3.43 3.95 -3.06%*
4. Reading/details 3.40 3.90 -2.94**
5. Speech/correctness 3.76 3.33 2.39%
6. Listening ability 3,15 4.10 -2.29*
7. Writing/grammar 3.61 3.31 2.00%

*p <,05 *p<,01 *xxp (01

A comparison of grouped variables shows fewer differences

between the two samples. Table 9 compares means of grouped variables

from both surveys, indicating significant differences. | :




Table 9

Comparison of -Grouped Variables:

Means and T-Values

Group Students Faculty T
1. Speech 3.59 3.51 .47
2. Writing 3.89 \ 3.71 1.05
3. Reading 47 e 4.05 -1.78
4. Listening 5k TR 4.10 -2.29*
5. Study Skills 3.19 ' 3.40 1.18

*p<.05

Figure 2 presents the same information graphically.

5 [
1
4| -
o T —— - —% e
Raw ‘ = SR —— Faculty survey
- ~
‘ — ent surve
Scores 3 ! S 4
2

. ; 7 > Reéd' Listen- Study
Speech Writing ihg| it Skills

Figure 2, Comparison of Grouped Variables.
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The reasons for the differences between the two samples were
not apparent. Clearly, students and teachers do not view the
grading process in the same way; perhaps one group's perceptions
are more accurate than the other's--common sense dictates that
teachers, since they actually give the grades, ought to know best--
but there is no way of knowing whether or not this is actually true.
The goal of the surveys, as parts of the larger study, was to obtain
an idea of the importance of various skills in relation to académic
achievement; therefore, the data obtained from both samples were
combined to provide a unified picture. If the results of one of the
surveys are inaccurate, then the cambination is less accurate than
the results of the other, more accurate survey. However, the cam-
bination may moderate any extreme judgements and yield a balanced

set of results.

Table 10 shows means and standard deviations for each variable
from the combined data; the variables are in rank order. Figure 3

presents the same data in graphic form.
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Figure 3. Combined Student and Faculty Surveys: Means.
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Table 10

Combined Student and Faculty Surveys:

Means and Standard Deviations

Variable Mean S.D.

1. Writing/structure 4.20 1.01
2. Reading/main idea 4,12 .94
'3, Reading/speed 3.96 .94
4, Listening ability 5.95 .90
5. Following instructions 3.92 1.00
6. Note-taking 3.86 1.04

. 7. Writing/in-class 3.74 12!
8. Class participation 3.69 35
9. Reading/details 3.65 .95
10. Speech/correctness 3855 1.01
11, Writing/grammar 3.46 .88
12, Speech/fluency 3.41 .96
13. Anticipation 3821 1.13
14. Clear script B2 1.03
15. Ingratiation 2.56 1.23
16. Typing 2.20 1.06
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The variables can be divided into six groups, or levels, of
importance. The top group COﬁtains two variables: writing well-
structured papers, and reading for main ideas. These are clearly
the two most important skills for academic success, according to

rhe data.

The second group consists of rapid reading, listening abil-
ity, following instructions, and note-taking. These four skills
approach the '‘very important' level, and may be classed as basic
skills for academic success.

The third group, further from the 'very important' level,
includes writing in-class examinations, class participation, and

reading for details. The importance of in-class writing was dis-

agreed upon by the subjects, as the large standard deviation in-
dicates; some subjects considered it essential, while others said

it was unimportant, or only somewhat important.

The fourth group, tending toward 'somewhat important,'' con-
sists of correctness of speech, correct grammar in writing, and
fluency of speech. These are clearly of less importance, in the
opinions of students and teachers, than the variables in the first

three groups in achieving high grades.
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The fifth group contains two variables: anticipation of the

* ey = e
teacher's idea, and cleay handwriting. These were rated 'somewhat

important," although the former of the two received a wide range of

ratings.

The sixth, and final, group consists of typing and ingratia-
tion with the teacher, both of which were considered "helpful but
not netessary.” The latter variable, as we have seen, received very
different ratings from students and teachers; overall, it was not .

believed to be of great importance in the assignment of grades.

Table 11 shows means and standard deviations of grouped
variables, cambined from both surveys.
Table 11
Combined Grouped Variables:

Means and Standard Deviations

Group | Mean SeD:
1. Listening 3095 .90
Z. Reading SIIL .94
5. Writing 3.80 1.03
4, Speech 35 8 .98
5. Study Skills 3.30 1.04
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Figure 4 presents the same information in graphic form

5
4
/"’—"—'—_—.
Raw \
3
Scores \
2.1
1

Speech Writing Read- Listen- Study
ing ing Skills

Figure 4. Grouped variables: faculty and student surveys
combined.

In conclusion, the results of the student and faculty sur-
veys may be summed up as follows: Writing well-structured papers
which pursue a logical argument, and reading for the main ideas of
reading assignments were considered to be the most important
skills for academic success. Listening ability, the ability to

read rapidly, note-taking, and following instructions were also

rated as very important skills. Feelings were mixed about the im-

portance of writing in-class examinations, but those who felt it
was of importance generally rated it 'very important' or 'essential.”
Speaking skills and correct grammar in speaking and writing were

believed to be only somewhat important, as were good handwriting and
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the ability to anticipate the teacher's idea of a g0od academic
performance. The ability to ingratiate oneself with the teacher,

and typing were rated "helpful but not necessary."

Thus, writing, reading, listening, and certain study skills,

such as note-taking and following instructions, were considered to

be important for academic success. Speaking was thought to be less
important, as were orthographic skills, anticipation of the teach-
er's idea, and ingratiation with the teacher. Correctness of grammar
and the remembering of details were felt to be less important than

the ability to grasp ideas and express them in writing.




Part Four - Survey of Course Syllabi

A total of 38 course syllabi were surveyed, representing a
cross-section of the undergraduate curriculum at AUC, Mean per-
centages of the weight given to different tasks in the assignment

of final grades are shown in Figure &,

Class discussion

2 - 10 page /
papers c N Term papers
/ (16.5%) (11.4%)
;L\\\\\\\\\\\\ 'fr’d” Class atfendance (3.6%) |
: ——————— C(lass presentations (1.5%)]
I 1
In-class examinations / ;

/

\ (54%) /
\\\_/

Figure 5. Grade assignment: mean weights

In-class written examinations were by far the most important
type of academic task, averaging 54 per cent of the final grade.
Written assignments between two and ten pages in length were second
in importance, averaging 16.5 per cent of final grades. Class dis-
Cussion was the third most important course requirement, counting

for 13 per cent, followed by term papers (11.43), class attendance

(3.6%), and in-class presentations (1.5%).
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Adding the mean Percentages of weight given to temm papers
and shorter papers together, and those given to attendance par-
b

ticipation, and preésentations in another group, the total weight

is divided into three groups. The grouped mean percentages of

weightings are shown in Figure 6,

’

g
Written ¥
assignments Y Attendance and
/ : Sl participation
i (28%) / (18%)
L ra

, T
\ !’
In-class examinations /

4

/

(54%)

S

. Fisergm

Figure 6. Grouped Grade Assignment Weighting

In-class examinations, being a unique type of academic ex-

ercise, are a group on their own, and they remain the most important
at 54 per cent, Written assignments, including term papers and
shorter papers, accounted for 28 per cent of the final grade.

Class attendance, participation, and presentations contributed

18 per cent to the final evaluation.
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These results suggest that the ability to €Xpress oneself

in spoken English is a good deal less important than the ability

to write papers and examinations, if one' S goal is a high grade in

the course. Indeed, final examinations appear to be even more im-

portant in light of the fact that in over 50 per cent of the courses
surveyed, they contributed at least half of the we1ght of the

final grade (Figure 7). \

/-.049 of\

final grade

/Memmg

150-99% OF e i

\ final grade’ 100% of /

‘\\ (20%) final grade /
Nk Ao ey e
\i\ P

Figure 7. Weighting of in-class examinations.

Thirty-four per cent of the courses in the survey assigned
final grades entirely on the basis of in-class written examinations;
only 28 per cent gave less than half of the weight to in-class

. : caminati at all.
exams, while 18 per cent required no in-class examinations
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Figure 8 shows the Percentage of the courses ip the survey

equiring different types of academic work. Most courses g
: T ave some
weight to examinations (82%); over half gave some weight to class

: ; g
discussion (55%). Term papers and shorter papers were required in
only 34 per cent of the surveyed courses, while class attendance

Slidepresentations. were given weiphtein merely 15 and 8 per cent

respectively.

100
- 82%

75 S
g
e ot 55%

S
T

25 | { S 13 ; !
: P
| e S 15%
j l’»\ ~ ] | % i N ;_8‘% iy
_,_ﬁ 2 l\‘wi \\ P ‘ | e

Scsa I O LIRE Eeni L o

Exams Class Temm 2-10 p. Class Class
disc. paper papers att. pres.

Figure 8. Percentage of courses requiring stated academic work.

Reading, of course, was required in every course. The average
amount of reading required per week was 36.36 pages, with a stan-
dard deviation of 23.20. In comparison with many colleges and uni-

versities in the United States, particularly those which are con-

sidered to offer top-quality programs of study, this is a low num-
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ber. IHowever, as can be seep fram the size of the standard de-

viatian, same courses require'a great deal more reading. History

and political science courses, in particular, averaged around 75

pages of required reading per week. Courses in the sciences and

economics, on the other hand, required only between 20 and 35

pages per week,-

In terms of language and study skills, the dominance of in-
class examinations indicates that receptive skills, such as reading
and listening, are at least as important as productive skills such
as speaking and writing. Of course, some examinations require
eséay-type answers, but many do not. Study skills such as note-
taking and following instructions would be important skills for
the acquisition and assimilation of information, and the success-

ful reproduction of it on an examination.

One fact to keep in mind in the interpretation of the results
1s the popularity of economics as a major field among AUC students.
During the past four years, approximately half of all graduating
seniors were awarded degrees in econamics, and this percentage
Seems to be constant. Of the economics courses in the survey,
over half assigned final grades entirely on the basis of mid-term
and fina] examinations; however, over a third gave substantial

3 hus, econonics
weight to both class participation and term papers. Thus,
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pages per week,

In terms of language and study skills, the dominance of in-.
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as speaking and writing. Of course, some examinations require
€Ssay-type answers, but many do not. Study skills such as note-
taking and following instructions would be important skills for
the acquisition and assimilation of information, and the success-

ful reproduction of it on an examination.

One fact to keep in mind in the interpretation of the results
is the popularity of economics as a major field among AUC students.
During the past four years, approximately half of all graduating
seniors were awarded degrees in econamics, and this percentage
Séems to be conétant. Of the economics courses in the survey,
over half assigned final grades entirely on the basis of mid-term
and final examinations; however, over a third gave substantial

i econamics
weight to both class participation and term papers. Thus,
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terms of the type of work required,

Many syllabi containeq course descriptions which emphasized
the importance of ideas ang Critical thinking,

Some examples
follow:

‘

Members of the semina

T will be expected to submit critical
reaction reports on the

Cammon reading ., . ., (Anthropology 407)

+ . . understand the "why' and "how' as well as the "what"
of events in the area, (History 454)

: 1
The essential problem of social science is not to reconcile '

differences between Western theories but rather to question
and modify their similarities Sl (Sociology 310)

This course is concerned with the_analygis and assessment
of the development of econamic theories. (Economics 405)
Most of these course descripti_ons were from upper-level social
science courses, which fom only a part of the overall undergrad-

ate curriculum. Most likely, introductory courses are less the-

oretical and more concerned with '"learning facts;'" yet at some
point, an undergraduate must take upper-level courses for the {
fulfillment of requirements for his degree. Therefore, the im- :
Portance of critical thinking, class discussion, and well-struc-

hes the end
tured, logical papers increases as the student approac
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of his course of study,

In canclusion, the Survey of course Syllabi yielded the
following results: Ip-

most important type of task for the assignment of final grades,

Next in importance were 2 to 10-page papers, tem papers, class

participation, attendance, and class Presentations. Thus, Tecep-

tive skills such as reading and listening, and Study skills such
as note-taking would appear to be at least as important for aca-
demic success as productive skills such as writing and speaking,
In-class examinations require both the reproduction of information
and critical writing in €Ssay-type answers. This last type of

task appears to became more important as a student nears the end

of his undergraduate career,
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part Five - Need-Press Analysis

This part of the study was designed to determine areas of

mismatch between the needs of undergraduate students at AUC and

the instruction they received in their ELI course. Thirty-five

freshmen who had completed at least one semester in the ELI thew
previous year were given three S€parate questionnaires: one to
elicit their opinioﬁs on which skills were most important for

success in their current academic programs ('meed'); another to

elicit their opinions on their improvement in the skills during

their time in the ELI ('press'); and a third to elicit judgements

about the amount of instruction they had received.

Table 11 shows means and standard deviations for each variable
on both the need and press questionnaires, indicating significant

differences. Figure 9 plots the means on top of one another.

| —— Press
4 | \’/“\\__/ V‘//‘\\/\// \

= aNeEd!

SRR g e e ) IO L 10 8 D

Variables (by number)

Flgure 9. Need-press analysis: means.




Table 11

Need-Press ‘Analysis: Means,

Standard Deviations, and Significance levels

Need Press 1

Variable Mean  S.D.  Meen SIS mireaen |
1. S/ correct D85 1,01 4,26 /D n.s
2. S/fluent 3.63 1.00 3.86 .96 %S
3, Participation  3.46 .98 4,02 .86 p<.01
4. W/grammar 3.86 .97 3.80 .99 n.s.
5. W/structure 4,06 .76 3.77 .81 p<.05
6. W/in-class 4,11 .76 4.03 .82 n.s. 1
7. R/speed 3.80 .76 3,83 .86 n.s. ;
8. R/main idea 411 BT AN o R n.s. L
9. R/details 3.43 1,04  3.83 .86 5 '
10. Listening 3.66 2975 | 4S09NEREES n.s. '
11. Note-taking 3.69 S STl .98 n.s.
12. Instructions 3.97 .82 4.11 .63 n.s.
13, Clear script S .95 L7/ el n.s.
14. Anticipation  3.46 .66 3,83 .86 p< .05
15. Ingratiation 3.46 1.09 3.60 19517 n.s.

——

3 5 ELI
Note. Typing was not included because it is not a part of the
Program in any way.
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The match between the current needs of the subjects ang the

improvement in these skills &uring their time in the ELI was good
Only three variables received significantly different ratings

and in only one of those three cases was need greater than press

(structure in writing). These results indicate that students be-

lieve that the ELI is doing a good job of preparing them for uni-

versity work, on the whole. The writing-structure mismatch was

anticipated, because the ELI does not attempt to train students
campletely in writing structure. The Freshman Writing Program is
designed to accomplish this task. The mismatch between need and 4
press in class participation indicates that perhaps the ELI
spends too much time in class discussion; yet the results of the

third questionnaire do not bear out this surmise.

Table 12 shows means and standard deviations from the third
questionnaire, which asked students to make a judgement about
the appropriateness of the amount of instruction they received in

the ELI in each skill.

: . 1o 3nd4 1 that
Only five variables were rated "just right,' indicating

the subjects felt that they had received enough instruction.

iti i ing abilit
These were class participation, in-class writing, listening Ys

! : er. The last
following instructions and ingratiation with the teacher ’

: o ed in the
°f course, is not taught in the ELI, but it was incle

//’




Table 12
Judgements on Amount of ELI Instruction: |

Means and Standard Deviations

- Variable Mean

S.D.
1. Speech/correctness 2.40 .65
2. Speech/fluency 2.14 .77
3. Class participation 2,57 .78
4. ‘Writing/grammar 2.34 o735
5. Writing/structure 2,34 .76
6. Writing/in-class 2.74 .76
7. Reading/speed 257 .65 |
8. Reading/main ideas  2.37 .78 l
9. Reading/details 2.49 .89 %
10. Listening ability 2.54 .74 ‘
11. Note-taking 2325 .73 |
12. Following instructions 2.69 .63
13. Clear script 2.49 78 %
14. Anticipation 2.43 .82 . %
15, Ingratiation 2.77 2 |

Note. Scores refer to a continuum of aPPTOPTfagﬁgsig |
of amount. 1 = Should have had much more; 5 = : %
have had much less. : :




analysis because it is still a possible factor in the learni |
ing en-

vironment. - |

Only two variables were rated ''should have had more," in
: ]

dicating that the amount of instruction was not enough, These

were fluency of speech and note-taking. The other variables fell

within a small range (2.49 - 2.34) between "just right" and "Should
\

have had more." The narrowness of this range, and the overall \\

narrowness of the range of ratings (2.77 - 2.14) suggest a lack \,_

\

of strong feelings about the appropriateness of the amount of in-

struction received.

Several ideas can be drawn from the results of the need-
press analysis. First, the match between need and press was good,
with all significant differences except one in favor of press.
Second, the one variable whose need rating exceeded its press rating

was writing structure, which is a skill that the Freshman Writing

Program, not the ELI, is responsible for developing. Third, high

pPress ratings of correctness of speech, class participation, in-

class writing, reading for the main idea, and listening abllity

indicate that the ELI is definitely providing enough instruction i[

in those areas. Finally, only one€ skill, note-taking, could be |

g taught enough in the

: : Lt
ELI, but here again, the press rating exceeded the need F-

identified as one which possibly is not bein




should be kept in mind that the fact that students feel that

note-taking is important does not necessarily mean that it actually

is. However, it, more than the other variables, seemed to be slight-

ly lacking in the ELI experience of the subjects,
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CHAPTER FOUR
CONCLUSIONS

Based on the results of the four separate parts of the study

>

skills believed to be useful for academic success in undergraduate
programs of study at AUC may be identified. Target behaviors, de-

fined as skills and habits which enable a student to achieve his

academic goals, are hopefully consistent with the identified skills.

Many English language target behaviors for a student in a
universitydével program are predictable, to a degree. Most aca-
demic courses use books; therefore, the student must know how to
read them. However, teaching and learning methods in recent years
have become less predictable than they were in the past. London |
University, for example, awards academic credit for courses taken

through the medium of television. No reading or speaking skills

are required in such a program.

do not require that their students attend classes; if the student

¢ : t is
1s able to learn more efficiently on his own, they reason, wha

the good of forcing him to sit in class against his will? Thus,

no 1istening, speaking, or note-taking skills are important for
Success in the course. Science and mathematics courses often re-
quire no written work other than numbers or short, objective an-
SWers on examinations. indeed, in some courses, no reading beyond

Many professors at American schools
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one's notes 1s necessary, because the teacher's lectures merely

repeat the reading assignments.

The purpose of this study was to investigate undergraduate
courses at AUC, determine what they require from students, and eli-
cit opinions from students and teachers on which skills are most
important for academic success. The results showed that teaching
and learning methods at AUC are fairly traditional, and that the
four language skills--reading, writing, listening, and speaking--
are required in one way or another during a student's undergrad-

uate career.

Certain kinds of skills were found to be less important
than others. One such kind of skill was grammatical correctness

in speaking and writing; both students and teachers rated these

skills low in relation to the others in the study. Another type

of skill which was considered less important was speaking in general,
and this result was borne out by the survey of course syllabi,

1 : i ed
which showed that class participation and presentations account

for only 14.5 per cent of final grades. The ability to remember

1f] : i e less 1m-
specific information from readings was considered to b

skills, typing and

Gl ingratiate
handwriting were the least important. The ability to I g 1
s well.

jects, @
Mese 1 with the teacher was rated Tow DYCsCSRRlEte:
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By the same token, a certain kind of skill received the highest
ratings. This kind of skill .involves ideas rather than specific
information, and the application of logical thinking to ideas. Thus,
the ability to write well-structured papers, and the ability to
grasp the main ideas of reading assignments were considered to be
most important by students and teachers alike. Considering the fact
that, as the course syllabi revealed, the most important academic
task was the writing of in-class examinations, reading may actually
be the most consistently required skill, rather than writing.

Many courses required no papers, and did not have essay-type exam-
inations. Therefore, reading ability, which enables the student
to acquire and understand the content of the course, 1s more im-
portant in more courses than is writing ability. Another reading

variable, the ability to read rapidly with comprehension, was given

high ratings as well.

Similar to reading in the learning process are listening and
note-taking. Many courses depend heavily on classroom lectures for
the transmission of content from teacher to student. To master the
material, the student must be able to understand everything that 1s
said in class, and be able to write it down in such a way that he
“dl review it later on. Listening ability and note-taking, then,
essential

May be cansidered, in light of the results, basic skills,

to academic success at AUC. Another basic skill of this type is
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following instructions, which combines reading and listening a-

bility, since instructions are either written or spoken.

Two skills were noticeable for the lack of agreement which
was found about them. One of these was the ability to write in-
class essays on examinations. Students felt this skill to be very
important overall, whereas teachers were divided. The survey of
syllabi showed the overwhelming importance of examinations, but did
not distinguish between objective and essay-type (or mixed) tests.

Overall, it was believed to be an important skill.

Another controversial ékill was the ability to anticipate
the teacher's idea of a good academic performance. Many subjects
may have interpreted this as ''the ability to please the teacher"
and rated it high or low, according to their opinion; others may
have seen it as another form of following instructions. There was
substantial disagreement about its importance, particularly among
faculty members. Overall, it was rated less highly than most other

skills,

AUC English language target behaviors, then, include reading

for main ideas and reading rapidly; writing well -structured papers

Which Pursue a logical argument; writing well on in-class essay-

type examinations; competent listening and note-taking, and the




(o]V)

ability to follow instructions; and participation in class discus-
sion, More generally, academic target behaviors at AUC seem to be
those involving or facilitating critical thinking and the manipula-
tion of ideas, rather than those facilitating the assimilation and
flawless reproduction of bodies of knowledge. Details, such as
grammar and specific infomlétion fram readings, were found to be

less important than ideas and structure.

What do these findings mean to the ELI? First of all, the
need-press analysis showed that students believe that the ELI is
teaching enough of the right things, except possibly note-taking.
Secondly, the importance of ideas and logical thought in the under-
graduate curriculum argues against any ELI teaching which encourages
mastery of the details of grammar for their own sake, memorization
of vocabulary lists or grammatical rules, imitation of model com-
positions, or the like, as ends in themselves. Third, the use of

the Michigan test, because of its insecurity, is potentially harm-

ful because it encourages students to memorize.

Recammendat ions.
—Jmmendations.

Contextualization in ELI language classes, such as the Books

M\C}m&ed the World curriculum, would seem to be a good way to

teach English and prepare students for university work at the same

time, In this way, the students manipulate ideas in their wrltmg,v




|
i

do substantial amounts of meaningful reading, and engage in class
discussions. All that are needed are lectures on the topic to com-

plement the readings and discussion, and essay-type examinations

which test the students' knowledge of the material and their abil-

ity to think about it critically, while giving the teacher an idea

of their language proficiency level. An objective examination at

the end of the course, like the Michigan test, could be used with
such a curriculum, but, in the opinion of the researcher, such an

examination should be given much less weight than it receives at

present, |

Under the present system, the Michigan test battery, including
the listening comprehension sub-test, counts for 50 per cent of the
ELI student's final evaluation. One composition, graded primarily
on grammar, counts for about 33 per cent; teacher evaluations count

for about 17 per cent.

The researcher recommends reducing the value of the Michigan-

like proficiency test battery, including listening comprehension,.

to one third of the final grade (33%); 2 composition grade taken

: - : r another
from two or three composition examinations could account fo

. Ak l-
third; and the final third could be divided between a teacher eva

i ecanmenda-
" uation and a reading test. (These are purely arbitrary T

: - - ' The com- |
tions; there is no specific empirical basis for them.) ,




positions might be graded on content and structure rather than
grammar alone, and the teacher evaluation might include the stu-

dent's knowledge of the material which was presented in the course

as well as his English proficiency.

This is but one suggestion. Any method of instruction

which de-emphasizes conscious memorization of grammar rules and
vocabulary words while emphasizing the effective understanding and
communication of ideas is good preparation of ELI students for their
coming undergraduate program of study. Indeed, any such method is

good for all future purposes of language use; this only strengthens

the argument for its inclusion in the ELI progranm.
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- Appendix A

ELT Survey
Major GPA

Name
year of study :
This is part of an ELI survey of English language use in AUC courses. For each
lanpuage skill, please circle one nunber to indicate the appropriate level of importance
e Si;t relates, in your opinion, to a student's success in obtaining high grades at AUC.

Base your responses on your AUC experience in general, not on any particular course.

ABC S ahrrie SOX

1 means unimportant (U), 2 means helpful but not necessary (H), 3 means somewhat
; ), 4 means very important (VI), and S means absolutely essential (AE).

irmortant (SI
TE;'EI"YO—G for your help.

: e Hi o = ST ey e AE
1. The ability to speak English clearly 1 2 3 4 "5
and correctly.
2. The ability to speak English easily 1 2 3 4 5
and fluently.
3. The habit of asking relevant questions il 2 3 4 S
and contributing to class discussions.
\4. The ability to write in English without 1 2 3 4 5
\  making grammatical errors.
S+ The ability to write papers which are
\well-structured and pursue a logical 1 2 3 4 5
argument.
6. The ability to write in-class essays: 1 2 5 44, .5

on mid-term and final examinations.

o The ability_' 1o understand what is said
In class without needing repeated 1 2 3 g >
explanations and amplification.

8. ghmiiigilni]gn;g'take notes in an or- 1 2 3 4 5

9. The ability 1o follow instructions. 1 2 3 4 5

10. Ehiihability to read English rapidly 1 2 3 4 5
Comprehension,

1. The ability to grasp the main ideas 1 2 3 4 5

of reading assignments in English.

12, e
I?;i.ablllt)’ Lo memorize specific infor- 1 2 3 4 5
“9H10N from readings and lectures.
13, B
The ability to type, or the habit of 1 2 B 4 5
Ving papers typed. :
14, S 4
The ability to write in clear script. 1 2 3 4 S
15, e
gggaablllty to anticipate the teacher's 1 ‘2 3 4 3
of a good academic performance.
16, o ' '
The ability to make the teacher like 1 2 3 4 J

You personal ly.

THANK YOU




Appendix B 67

EL1 Survey

Dept.

Name

——

Years of teaching experience outside the U.S.

- This is part of an ELI survey of English language use in AUC courses. For each
language skill, please circle one number to indicat: the appropriate level of importanc
as it relates to a student's success in obtaining high grades in your courses.

{
\

|
i
1 means unimportant (U), 2 means helpful but mot necessary (H), 3 means somewhat |
important , 4 means very important (VI), and 5 means absolutely essential (AE).

Thank you for your help.
: U H SI VI AE
1 S

1. The ability to speak English clearly 2 3 4
and correctly.

2. The ability to speak English easily 1 2 3 4 5
and fluently.

3. The habit of asking relevant questions 1 Zi 3 4 5
and contributing to class discussions.

4. The ability to write in English without 1 2= 3 4 5
making grammatical errors.

5. The ability to write papers which are -

well-structured and pursue a logical 1 2 3 4 S
argument. : :

6. The ability to write in-class essays : 1 2 3 4 5
on mid-term and final examinations.

7. The ability to understand what is said ¢
in class without needing repeated 1 2 3 L 3 | B
explanations and amplification. i

8. The ability to take notes in an 1 2 3 4 5 |
organized manner. 1

9. The ability to follow instructions. L 2 3 4 3 | &

10. The ability to read English rapidly 1 2 3 Tasiacio e

with comprehension. | &
| IR

11. The ability to grasp the main ideas 1 Z S 4 3 :L

of reading assignments in English. 1

12. The ability to remember specific infor- 1 Z 3 % 3

mation fram readings and lectures.
4 S
13. The ability to type, or the habit of i Z %
having papers typed. i
e : 1 2 3 4 5 !
14, The ability to write in clear script.
: : : 3 4 5
153, The ability to anticipate the teacher's + Z
idea of a good academic performance.
16. The ability to ingfatiate oneself with 5 1 2. 3 4 3

)
[
the teacher. : : ]
| | i ‘ “ 3 rou are teaching this |
113 for each of the courses ) s
- ihsiii1gﬂ:stionnaire, to Jefferson Van der Wolk, E
ation.

If possible, please include
semester and return them, Wi
Thank you very much for your cO-Oper




Appendix C

ELI Survey

Name Major : GPA

Year of study : Age Sex

This is part of an ELI survey of English language use in AUC courses. For each
language skill, please circle one number to indicate the appropriate level of importanc
as it relates, in your opinion, to a student's success in obtaining high grades at AUC.|
Base your responses on your AUC experience in general, not on any particular course.

1 means unimportant (U), 2 means helpful but not necessary (H), 3 means somewhat

important (SI), 4 means very important (V1), and S means absolutely essential (AE).
T%EEE you for your help.

31 : U = H SI VI AE

1. The ability to speak English clearly i 2 3. 4 5
and correctly, )

2, The ability to speak English easily 1 2 - el 5
and fluently. ' : :

3. The habit of asking relévant questions 1 2 3 4 5
and contributing to class discussions.

4, The ability to write in English without ke 2 3 4 5
making grammatical errors. - -

5.  The ability to write papers which are e : |
well-structured and pursue a logical 1 2. 3 4 5 |
argument., e oz '

6. 'The ability to write in-class essays 1 2 3 4 g 5

, on mid-term and final examinations.

7. The ability to understand what is said 4 g
in class without needing repeated 1 2 3
éxplanations and amplification.

8. The ability to take notes in an or- iz “E1 a2 3 ... -4 S
ganized manner.
9. The ability to follow instructions. 1 2 3 _4 9
10. The ability to read English rapidly 12 3 4 J
with comprehension.
z N i 5
11. The ability to grasp the main ideas 1 2 3 4
of reading assignments in English.
S : 5
12, The ability to memorize specific infor- 1 2 3 4
mation from readings and lectures. = s
' ' : 4 5
13. The ability to type, or the habit of 1 2 3
having papers typed. : :
A 3 4
14. The ability to write in clear script. 1 2 3
' 3 4
15. The ability to anticipate the teacher's 1 Z
idea of a good academic performance. : . :
S 2 3

16.. The ability to make the teacher like 1
you personally. '

THANK YOU




ELI Survey (page 2)

\
In this section, please indicate agreement or dlsagrecment

by circling the appropriate response.

SA
SD

fnn

Strongly Disagree

While I was an ELI student, I improved my abllity in the
following skills:

SA A U D
1. The ability to speak English 1 2 3 4
clearly and correctly.
2, The ability to speak English——_ 1 2 3 4
easily and fluently. e T '
3, Asking relevant questions and )
contributing to class discussions. 1 2 3 o
4, Writing papers without making
grammatical errors. 1 2 JER . 4

5. Writing papers which are well- £
structured and pursue a 1 2 3 L
logical argument.

6. Writing in-class essays on mid-

Strongly Agree, A = Agree, U = Undecided, D = Dlsagree, an

-

term and final examinations. 1 2 3 4..
7. Understanding what is said in y
*  class without needing repeated 1 2 3
explanations and amplification. \

8. Taking notes in an organized man-

\ ner. i, e 3 -
_ 4
9. Following instructions. 1 2 3
10. Reading English rapidly 2 3 L
wlith comprehension. 1
11. Grasping the main ideas of read- 5 3 L
ings in English. et 1
12. Memorizing specific information 5 3 y
from readings and lectures. 1
: 4
13. Typing. : 1 2 s
. . 3 u
14, Writing in clear script. 1 c
15. Anticipating the teacher's idea . 5 3 4
of a good academic performance .
16. Making the teacher like me e 3 4

personalily.

Please go ©on to page three.




ELI Survey (page 3) &

In this section, please indicate the amount of benefit you
received while in the ELI and whether or not it was adequate,
inadequate, or overly adeguate.

MM should have been much more, M = should have been more,
JR = Just right, L = shiould have been less, and ML = should have
peen much less. ey :

nu

When I was an ELI student, the amount of benefit I received
in the following areas should have been, or was:

1. Speaking English clearly and MM M JR - L
correctly. heit 2 3 s 1)
2. Speaking English easily and \
fluently. 1 2 3 4
3. Asking relevant questions and \
contributing to class discussions. 1 \\ 2 3 L
I Wwpiting in English without making \
grammatical errors. 1 \ 2 3 4
5. Writing papers which are well- ‘
structured and pursue a logical 1 2 3 4
argument . \
6. Writing in-class essays on mid- . :
term and final examinations. il 20 4
7. Understanding what 1s said in l
class without needing repeated 1t 2 3 4
explanations and amplification. ,
8. Taking notes in an organized
manner. . 1 2 3 4
9. Following instructions. L 2 3 4
10. Reading English rapidly with
comprehension. 1 2 3 A
11. Grasping the main ideas of reading
assignments in English. 1 2 3 4
12. Memorizing specific information
from readings and lectures. 1 2 3 4
13. Typing. 1 2 3 4
14, Writing in clear script. il 2 3 4
15. Anticipating the teacher's idea s ; y
of a good academic performance. 1
16. Making the teacher like you 1 2 T3 Sy
personally. : ‘ ' ‘
PLEASE RETURN THESE SHEETS T0 J FFERSON VANDER WOLK, ELL ativhc
istrar's office. :

AUC post office, next to the Reg .
. THANK YOU VERY MUCH
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