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\ -The”PurpoSe,of this study was to examine th!-effect of the O'Hare N

Abstract « R e

A ‘ ‘ ' . ‘ ‘ 3 : .

L]

Sentencecraft (1975) program on the written syntactic skill of av- |

) erage-ability, ninth—grade students, using written argumentative

SN -

;'compositions as the dats source. To clarify the impact of mode on _‘

\ .

*written syntax, the syntactic frequencies achieved by students in

\

‘this study were compared with those found by Hunt (1965) and - Loban

(1976) A second purpose ‘was to determine the effect of the

Sentencecraft program on the re ding comprehension "Level” and “Speed"

'as used; Students -«
were divided into three ability groups of two'classes each on the

basis of a'school—wide EnglishiDepartMent e;am for ninth graders.

i*Classes at each.ability level were»randomly assigned to treatment;and

were taught by the ‘same teacher. The experimental group (n=75) com—

‘principal occasions with.one-third of the .students writing each test -

pleted the Sentencecraft program over a nlne—week period. The control

group (n=68) did their;regular classroom work excluding grammar-study

v

and‘reading skill development work. All students wrote one essay : "r

. ' . - >3
- per week in»English‘class. Mode for essays varied except for the six

]

ftesting occasions when one—sixth.of the students wrote on eachfargu— -

Pl

| mentatiVe topic. The six occasions were the p%e-test three bi-

weekly - tests,‘the pOSt-test,\;nd\the\&elayed post—test which.followed

)

eight weeks 1ater. Reading tests were administered on the three -

form onveach.occasion. Selected syntactlc counts uere made from the



SR ., : : IR ; : : “Ab ¢
. . \\*h ‘ . ’ . .‘ . / i . ] N ?
- o . ‘ R v / ' ‘ ‘

s S v.

' compositiofis of the complete sanples' the number of worde, T—units,

clausét,‘wordsfpér T«unit;‘words éer clause, and clauses per-T—unit.
Within-clause syntactic structures were also counted using compositions', g /

hy»representative subsamples of thirty students from each group on the
- o
“three principal occasions. Structuree counted werg those fbund by ’
VR _ :

Hunt (1965) to. be most indi/ative of syntactic 'u;ity. The results'
‘were as fbllows. 1) two—way’analyses of variance with repeated e
measuregs using'the six major writing indices‘revealed no significant
differénces between the groupsl'means uhich were attributable to.tbe'
experimental tréatment* 2)xtwo—uay analyses of variance with-repeated.
measures revealed no significant differences between the subsample§'
means, on. the 31xteen syntactic counts,g 3) a two-way analy31s of vari- : .
ance w1th repeated measures using comprehen51on "Level® scores revealed : /i

no 31gn1fxcant difference'between the groups which were attrabutable

-

to the sentenceécombining treatment- L) a two-way analysis of varidnce -

- with repeated measures did reveal a 51gn1ficant incre.ilr”;

K}

4

-sion "Speed" scores beyond the 0.01 level; and 5) the comparfsonlw1th .« ‘qgﬁ!

‘l

1

‘ tance”of mode of writing 1n setting.syntactic norms. The results also

\\“\prehen31on skllls.,

\
prev1ous stud%es revealed that these grade n)ne students, on the pre-

)

test occasiog, used. certain w1th1n—clause syntactic structures at'a
lewel near or above the mean use exhiblted by the Hunt and Ioban grade -
v *

twelve samples, except for genitlves. The flndlngs raise questlons .

about the efficacyOf the Sentencecraft program for- 1nduc1ng syntactic

L :
maturity in average grade nine students while re—affirming the impor— : //4?

clarify the influence of sentence—combining act1v1ty on reading com-

vl
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- CHAPTER T

\ . . N - S -

Two of the most significant developments in man's communicative -

history are his acquisitions of\the ability to read and to write his

#

i '

.language._ In an. effort to improve facility in communicaigon, numerous '
ekperiments and studies have been conducted to determine ‘how’ the
‘ acquisition of language can be most efficiently fos ered. Most haVe‘

‘met with limited success and English teachers have e‘perienced con—-

tinuing frustration in their attempts to. improve si ificantly their
!

;-‘ students performance in 1anguage skills.: In 1972 R y O Freedle d\‘
J B Carroll wrote. d' | |

There: is- evidence that competence develops o ly as the : _

: individual 1s exposed over long periods of tiime to increasing—
ly difficult materials, somehow the individual is able to

“guse this material as a‘basis for increasing not only his-

<genera1 knowledge and understanéding, but also his basic _ L
linguistic competence. . To a degree, ‘the material itself can Ca
teach him new and complex syntactical constructions. In ’
stating ‘these generalizations, however, we ‘realize that

- Fo 2 ,-, S actually ‘we do not ‘know enough, about how the individual' S
: RET : linguistic competence is develOped and how it can be fostered
. 360) ' : . . :

: '//‘ : Until quite recently this basiggiack.of knowledge left teachers with ’

J'only the’ traditional grammar approaches to use in their attempt to

Lic-improve student writing. Despite Braddock Lloyd—Jones, and Schoer s

e

‘ (1963) conclusion that such.a program had no p031tive effect on stu- ‘d \

e d » dent‘writing ability, no alternative program was available. Bateman
- . R

and Zidonis (1966) pointed out the problems facing the composition

K , }
teacher.. '



]

,'-, -

R The composition teacher, ot having been provided with an. ,
= adequate theory of language or grammar, is forced to develop
- or sedure curricular ma ials that will stimilate and
'amchaléznge his students/%b write-~hopefully, ‘to write bettera
) 5 - :

In fact, the scarcity of research data supporting the effectiveness
of traditional grammar instruction in‘zmproving writing led the same

authors to stdte that " é;'composition ‘teacher seems to be incidental

to ﬁhatever process it is that transforms a writer of fragments or

Apoor sentences into a writer of acceptable prose." (p 6) Only
_since the !.vent of transformational grammar have researchers had an

‘intuitively plausible theory of . sentence-production to test. And it_

is only since he advent of sentence—combining programs ‘that

'VLresearchers ‘(o Hare, 1971 Combs, 1973; Pedersen,,1977) have been ‘able,

consistently, ‘to induce growth.in the syntactic aspects of student

conmosition;‘ In such_programs, the student is given practice in join—.u

'ing~short, simple sentences to produce 1onger more syntactically ‘com-

pleXisentences._ No grammar study is involved 1n the most successful

programs In terms of transformational grammar theory, sentence

conblning requires a student to take short "kernel" sentences and

’"transfprm" them 1nto.more syntactically mature' surface sentence

- structures while maintaining the "deep structure meaning.

t

o There are two typeS\of sentence comblnlng problems The “sig—

k nalled“'combining problems require the student to £0110w the signals

indicatlng the transformatlons to be applied Thus the'Student is

forced to practice in his writlng what he intuitively understands

ahout’tha operation»of'the 1anguage. He is aided in this by;the sig-

‘nals., The "open combining problems.require-the7student to apply the

>
pd

*‘{rules of the language, which.he intu1tively understands, to produce a




wv

an '.1 “”> érammaticall§ correct.gmore eyntacticelly mature ourface:structure;#

‘ | "Becaueexﬁentence-combinlng prectice‘is becominé antintegral,narti
bgf,- or at 4iees.t a su;;blement to‘.schoo‘l' writing pro-grax.u_sv;‘Jf:'e:se‘a:._"ch.e.rsw | .‘
‘muet'eetermine'the-effecta\ofheuch orograme onfetudent,language.
vskfilﬁ.{ : , - . _ : .

e * e - - . . \ . . N

,',Purpose of the Study T o DR : . R

The purpose of the present study\was to measure the effects of

~

)
‘a sentence—combining program on the language—processing and production .

’skills of grade nine’students. The main points of . 1nterest were. , hy@i

o

) whether this program results in syntactic growth.which can be
S
called true syntactic development that is, development which is fot

’

. forced or artificial and 2) whether thie program results in an
. : increese in the levels’ of reading comprehension or speed,of compreé,
hension of the;studentsvinVOlved. ' o o e »
é R

Statement of the Problem

. V,LV The problems with_which.the present study was concerned can. this

be stated as:

l) To determine whether prac ice in sentence combining results

. /;n wrlting which is signiflcantly ore syntactically nmture et the

- grade nine level )
v "2) To determine whether pr‘ctice in.Sentence comhining resulte |

‘ ln a.significant improvement_in eeding.comprehensionhskills at~the
' grede ninetleuel. | | | |

A}



d Need for

the Study

ot - s

Authorities Qn 1anguage acquisition CMcNeill 1970) and linguis~ :

tics (Lefevre, 1970) agree that improvément in a student 8 ability to

prbcess and produce the various syntactic patterns is highly desirable.“

McNeill,

in The Acquisition of Langgage (1970), writes:

Virtuaiiy everyaﬁﬁng that occurs in language acquisition
depends on prior knowledge of the basic aspects of sentence -
structure ... . . The concept of a sentence is the main

" guiding principle in a child's attempt to organize and

~ And Carl

‘states:

N o . ‘ : o ’ /
'_Greater’attenticn should be'given’to developing senténce

interpret the linguistic evidence that fluent speakers make
available to him, (p. 2)‘ Ej
Between sound and meaning stands syntax. ‘The relation

between sound and meaning is therefore understood to the
degree that the syntax of a language is understo&d (p. 155)

t

Lefevre in Linguistics, English and the Language Arts (19709~

a
L

sense in reading and writing . . . . It is probable that
given a mastery of basic sentence structure, vocabulary would

‘largely take care of itself, because ‘basic sentence patterns

of English can be filled with.an almost unlimited number of -
words. Byt no number, of individual words can themselves

- combine into a single structural and meaning—bearing language

pattern. .(p. 23)"

An understanding ofahasic sentence patterns and their var-
iations is crucial to the development of sentence sense, '

which in turn is fundamentdl to successful writing and to

D

reading'comprehension. (p. )

Despite the‘assertiveness of these quotations, there is some

question

A

required

about the degree of relationship between the abilities N

] .
in ‘the receptive and expressive modes with whicﬁ_we are con-

cerned here. McNeill (1970) points this out: o . -

¢

There are persons who believe that children acquire two
grammars, one for production and one for comprehension; and
that acquisition is faster for the comprehension grammar. . . .
While it is possible that comprehension and production are
separate to some degree, we do not know why one should be

- possible before the other. (p 101)



If it is true thnt students do acquire two grammars, there is @ need

for studies which shed some light on the relationshﬂp between them to

D T, S
determine if an improvement in the productiw capability will indeed ‘
N A .

increaae~the comprehension capahility. Results of earlier studies
(Fishe‘r’,~vl‘.9._73;'llughes, 1975; Con}bs, 1975; Smart and 011;15, 1978; -
a Evans,yl979;.8ullivan, 1979) have been inconclusive andfwili be
discussed later. The point being made’here is thatya program which
‘resulted in significant devel%pment in the student 8 ability to mdh-
ipulate syntax and also improved the student s comprehension ability

L

wouldvhe_a welcome addition’to a langnage arts program.
- It.is‘important at‘ this }oint'to insist on the necessity for |
I"true' 1anguage development. There have been .two major approaches
evolving in the study of language development.. One ;roup has carried
out descriptively—oriented research and attempted to define uhat i
>happens in vriters' syntax:as‘they mature. . The-prime movers in this
*“area were A. F Watts (1944) Walter Loban (1966 1967 1976) Kellogg

‘ 'Hnnt (1965, 1966 1967), and Roy O'Donnell et aL.(1967) A second |
group carried out experimentally—oriented research and attempted to
improve ability to manipulate syntactical patterns. The ploneers in
‘this area were Bateman and Zidonis (1966), John Mf;lon.(1969)"Joel
Gajadharsingh (1970) Frank 0'Hare (1973) W‘rren Combs (1975), Elray

Pedersen (1977), and Maureen Sullivan (1979)

gated,this.question: Ispthe writing growth-attributed to the practice

in. syntactic manipulation as_suggested.by O'Hare (1973) the.
. > o S
same as the normal development in syntactic growth which has been

.



identified by Hunt (1965) 'and’ Loban (1976), or is it a kind of arcifi-;
| cial growth much of which -dissipates in a relatively short period

tiﬁe as Combs (1975) found? On a very superficiak level, this ossi-
bility was suggested by the fact that sixty-five'percent-o the in-

‘ crease in the O'Hare experimental group's words per .T-unit w;s due to
the. relatively unsophisticated addition of subord ate clauses. ~And
‘sixty—four-percent of the increase in the Co S‘experimental group's

€

words per T—unit was due to the same s ptactical manipulation. .

There was, then a great need ecause'of the 1ncreasing popular— ‘

ity of sentence—combining programs and the. increasing number of studies
: involving sentence—comb ng practice, to determine whether the re-
sulting syntactic g wth was ttue developmental growth. There was also
'a neegd for carefully designed research.that attempted to determine the
.degree of transference between the development of reading comprehen-

' sion skllls and growth in written syntax induced by sentence combining
The answers to hoth of these questions would have important curricular’
;implications, as was suggested earlier.

Apart from the question of whether or not sentence combining
'_induces true’growth.inflanguage‘skillszftwo additional_considerations .
suggested the necessitf for studies\similar in design to the present

‘one.' The first was that-the majority‘of sentence—combining.studies
.(Mellon, 1969; O'Hare, 1973, Hughes, 1975; Combs, 1975; Pedersen,
‘19]7) had been dones with grade seven- students in the hope of producing
a significant’increase in such.writing;indices as words per Teunit.‘
Bateman and Zidonis (1965) and7Fisher (1973))each'ﬁorked_with a.group
of grade nine studentsd< Howeuer,vthe Bateman and Zidonis_studpfwas a

two year'trapsformational'grammar study anghnot‘the more simple and




; . . e
seemingly more fruitful O'Hare'sentence;-combining pra_ctice.‘ Figher
. was working with a eelf—made program and a very small erperimental
. group of fdurteen ztudents; There was need<then for” a study wnich
“@\ naed'the O'Eare program and a'iarge,number of upper junior:high'stu-f~
| defits~ Such a study would‘ﬁﬁlp_to ddkermine whetherxtnewsignificant
growth obtained with grade sevens was also attainabie with grade ninef
students. | | >~
| The third consideration had tsado with the modes of discourse'\
which‘had been used in the various studies mentioned so far. Re-
seaﬂchers most notably Hunt (1965) and Loban (1976), analyzed samples
of student writing as one ;:thod of determining syntactic maturity. 3
These writing samples were mainly descriptive and narrative (O'Hare,

| 1973), expository (Hunt 1970), or'a mixture CLoban, 1976) The

writing saﬁg&es would be acceptable if the regdarcher wanted to iden-v

tify syntactic ability as exemplified by the writing" of stu-
dents.in a particular grade. .However, if the researcher wants to
measure the-upper iimit of‘students‘ syntactic‘ability in writing, he

‘ cannoz_ignore'the influence;of modef‘ Perron (1976) showed that, even.

__as’early asvgrade'five, studentiwriting in the argumentative mode was
significantly more mature (see "Definition of Terms", p;=11)" as |
measured by words per T—unit words per clause, and clauses per T—unit

than writing in any of the other three tradit%ggal modes. He had

' fifty—one grade five students write in each of the fouf‘modes.‘ The

.

' order for modes from simple to complex was descriptlve, narrative, T
expository and argumentative.- All differences were significant beyond
[
the ;OOl 1eve1. In general Crowhurst (1977 SE. 74) confirmed Perron s

findings’in her study invoiv1ng gtudents,at the grade six and grade
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" ten level. It is necessai&vto begin establishing norms using the

words per T-unit, 'words per clause, and ciausea per T-Onit indices

while at the same, time controlling fof“mode.

The need for this atudy was predicaSEd upon the following.
- 1. the need to determine if the growth 1in writing achieved
through sentence-combining was true language devel'bpment;~

2. the need to determine whether the sehtenceéccmbining prac-

tice which induces this growth.in writing also resulted in 1mprovement

in reading comprehension skills,
-3. the need to determine whether the growth achieved with grade
seven students was achievable with grade nine students,'and .

i

4. the need to attempt to measure the npper limit of students'

‘syntactic ability as indicated by argumentative writing.

Hypotheses and Questions o o ‘ -

'

The hypotheses, and questions were divided into two main areas
, . N > . N ‘ RS .

of interest:ﬁ-those concerned with the effects of sentence-combining.

practice on written Syntactic“development and thoge concerned with the.

&, e

effect of sentence~combining‘5§§ctice on reading conmrehension.

Writing 1. “There - will be no significant difference between’
the mean scores of classes of ninth grade students who have
and who have not received the,sentence—comblning treatment
as measured by argumentative compositions written on six
occasions using the following indices: number of words,
number of T-units, number of dependent clauses, words per
T-unit, words per clause,'and dependent. ‘clauses per T—unit.\

R e

2, There will be no significant difference between the

‘mean scores  of samples of ninth grade students who haye and
who have not received the sentence-combining treatment,as

measured by argumentative, compositions,- written pre-test,
o post—test, and. delayed post-test occasions, usidgl the follow— .
ing indices: ‘



-

N

ai the mean number of noun, adjecrive,”and adﬁorb‘clau-ca
per T-unit;

b) the percentage of short (8 words or less), medium (9-20
words), and long\(21 or more words) T-units; :

.¢) ‘the mean number of nominalized verbals (gerunds and fac-

tive infinitives) per clause,

d) the mean number of Modal auxiliaries, perfect forms, and
passives per clause;

. - e) the mean number of prepositional phraeegLag,ﬁg;gmgpdifiers'

per clause; Ce . \

£) the mean number of verb forms (infinitives, present
partitiples, and past participles) as noun modifiers per
clause; .

g) the mean number of genitives (inflected and phrasal) per
clauge; and ‘

h) the mean number of adjectives per clause;

Reading: /l. There will be no significant difference between the

i

Imean scores of classes of ninth grade students who have and
who have not received the sentence-combining treatment as

* measured by the 'Level of Comprehension" subtest of the Davis

Reading Test on three differemt occasions: pre-test, post—
test, and delayed post~test, . , X ,

&
.

2. There will be no significant difference between the .
mean scores of classes of ninth grade students who have and

- who have not received the sentence—combining treatment as =,

measured by the "Speed of Comprehiension™ subtest of-the Davis
Reading Test on three different occasions: pre-test, post—
test, and delayed post-test,

PR

Additional Question. How do the means computed»for the various % -

. syntactic indices compare with the Hunt and Loban results? -

Because of the influence of mode on student
writing, these comparisons should provide important, new
information about the influence of mode of discourse on the

-indices selected as well as providlng some benchmarks for

future researchers.

]

Va
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Limitatdons

This study did not include an aaaaaumént of writ irg quality.
Rather, it relied on paat reaearch in sentence conﬁ)inins as eupport.
for the aasumption made here, that sentence combining would not have
.a deleterioue effect on the quality of oompositiona written by ninth
graders. ;

It was not possible ih the study to isdlat".'e ability lavel and
teacher effect ;ariables, so any interpretation of the reeulte is
limited to random groupiﬁgs rathef\than stfetified‘groupinge ofJEtu;
dents., This is due to th uncontrolled and, possibly interactive effect
of the teacher variable with student abtlity level It is, therefdre;
not Justifiable to generallze to hlgh, mlddle, and low ablllty groups

LJ

although these were involved in the study.

Significance of the Study
The ﬁresent study was an attempt to throw some~1ight on the.
questlon of whether basic linguistic performance could be 31gn1ficant—

ly developed in a relatlvely short perlod of tlme. It attempted to

,»4determ1ne whether_such_a,development, it p0551b1e, was reflected in

the studentsf writing- and ‘reading comprehenSioﬁ.

The problem under study in writing could best be summed up. by
the’ follow1ng statement. It igglncumbent upon researchers to deter-
mine whether T-unit growth resultlng from sentence—comblnlng is growth
toward maturlty. It 1S'also important in terns of currlculavto deter-

' . . 4 -
mine whether sentence-combining practice can be useful in.improving



reading compihhnnuion.; A program vhich 1np§ovod both these lna;uego
skills would represent a highly significant dcvolop-ont for the
teaching of Engli-h

| Haltcr Loban in hie 1976 sumnmary of the findinsc trou his passive
and conplax l.ansunn dmlopum: nudy cmcluﬂodz 7

If a little knouladse is a dangerous thin;, no-one 1- at
present out of danger in the study of language. There is
nged for many more interested researchers observing children's
language in varfed situations and making syntactic records of
that language. (Complex truth is always an aggregate; each of
us offers only part of an evolving mosaic.) (p. 90)

The experimentreptesents one attefipt to add an important p:lec'e,~ to

]

that emerging picture. ‘ ,, -

Definition of Terms ‘ . S

—

Argumentation: '"using language that, in\fhe m;&n, argues a point of
view, defends a position, expresses an emotional inél%gation,'

or tries to persuade'. (Perron, 1976, p. 6) ' o
. Clause: '"a structure containing a ﬁﬁrject (or coordinated subjects)

and a finite verb (or coordinated finite verbs) e W "

(Hnnt,.l965, p. 15)
Comﬁreheesion: refers to the “derivation of the literal’eed/or
vihferred ?eaning of a sentence or papsagéﬁ (Rutland, 1975,
P 25 .

a/ Level of Comprehensioh - "indicates. the depth.;f’compre—

hension displayed by the student invreadiﬂg the kin&s'of

material he 1is ordinarily required to-read in high school and '

college" (Davis', 1962, p. 5). °

. A

b/ Speed of Comprehension - "indicatés the rapidity and
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, BRI e accuracy w:.th which *he \mderstands the same material " A v
$;i i:tfif;vf;f_{1t¢' ; (Davis, 1962, p- 51~:; v&‘4;¢;v7§¢j}}‘ieﬂ “bf&‘}fﬁt-”r;%{{ui'gﬁ;‘}et;
céijelétff"fu,iéCORJoined-adjectives-* adjectives jolned by °°°rdlnate conjunctions j: ?;t;f‘
o » S }"‘:»‘»Elaborat‘ion of lans'uase- . the uae °f verious St‘mtegles Of smax
SR IR AR S through which a T~unit 18 expanded bqyond a simple euhject
| and Predn.cate. ‘1 deals wﬂ;h all strhtegles of m&nﬂ“m :

a Fa.ctlve f[nﬁmtive.; an inf:.niuve verb form used as a noun-, o

B FluenQY the abllity to wrlte 1deas 1n an easy aﬂd 8m°°thly f1°“1ng’ ‘et
: o flex1ble, and loglcal way._v; ff"..'f' i f:"': A i'f g }:+ﬁi:

’ .Matmty of! ﬁ)ymax ? "the observed characteristlcsb of the sentence |
i;,f ilif structure of older wrlters-v (Hunt, 1965’ P.: h) :
‘3t{N6@inél= -"any structure that functlons as a noun, and 1ts modlflers"h

| ‘bwrzu;(Hunt 1965, P. 99) (Note' Thls does not 1nclude predlcate

: adgectlves)

f‘Subordlnatlon ratlo. Number of subordlnate clauses - SR : oL
5 ¥ Number dk prlnclpal clauses ] S : ~:'_'_¢,-"

B izsyntax‘ that part of the grammar that con31sts of rules fbr comblnlng
B words and constltuents 1nto sentences.it" |
";{tT~un1t or Communicatlon unlt (C—unlt) "an 1ndependent clause w1th
N 1ts modlflers" (Hunt 1970, p. lh) | o
‘ wo-Count Structures. passives, palred conaunctlons, dependent
/"_ clauses, comparatlves, partlclples, 1nf1n1tives as subjects;c!'
| - <t;i app051t1ves, and conjunctlve adverbs. (Evanechko et al l97h,f
. e T _ SR e e R&

- s
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4  EEVIGN OF THE LITERATURE

o Psychologists, 1inguists, and educators have been studying

{;\ggﬁ‘- 1anguage development for years but it was wuth the advent of the

.

v”f;>.§dt transformational grammarians and their psycholinguistic interpreta- -

S tions of syntactic complexity (Chomsky, 1957 1965) that researchers

\\

were provided with an intuitiVely plausible theory to test. Since

-

. that time there have been nnmerous studies dealing with.the various

l'aspects of expressive and receptive language development.r Some -

7

studies have concentrated on tracing this development using various

3 v‘,' indices and establishing norms for developmental levels. Other s

of the literature first discusses the descriptive and experimental

research concerned with written syntactic development to proJide the
background 1nformation related to the ana1y51s of writing carried out
in the present experiment. Secondly, thls rev1ew discusses the

research.which attempted to fiﬁd a relationship between reading com—

'“Ef, o rehension and the ability to process various syntactical forns in '

~

\.'7 - rder to establish the rationale for the present study s attempt to

T : determine whether written syntactic practice might increase compre—

i .
+

.‘hension skills; The third section of the review is concerned with
“
those studies whichrrelate more directly to the present one namely

B those that attempted to determine the relationship between syntactic

i

studies have attempted to.improvefstudents syntactic skills in read-‘

ing ag% writing by carrying out: experimental treatments. This revrewf

{
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~ability in writing and ability in reading comprehension. Selected

descriptive studies and experimental studies have been revieWed

s

»

e Writiggrand Syntactic‘Development

- . .
N Y

: There is little doubt that the ability to manipulate syntactic o
. . s

; structures to convey meaning accurately and precisely is a. mark of
h maturity in wriégng. Numerous studies have.Been carried out to deter-
xmine what . is involved in syntactic maturation and how it can be en-
‘:hanced.: Because of the growing number of studies 1ist1ng syntactic
frequencies for various grades and various writing indices this review
;concentrateS'on:h‘lj‘ those studies involving grades seven to twelve,;n
and 2) those.indices which have shown promise for indicating L r*sl\\¥
syntactic development beyond grade seven. . . ' ‘,, :; ? o \\\\

[
r.,v'\‘,v

: Tracing syntactic development in writing —— descriptive studies. !;/

‘ '.In 1933 Lou Labrant conducted a pioneering study of written language | - . -
development. She examined the writing of children 1n grades four to |

, twelve as well as tge writing of a group of published psychologists. ;_
Even at this early stage in the analysis of syntactic development, f

{Labrant noted -what Hunt (1965), Lbégn (1976), and- others, have also

(

‘found .that. the 1ncrease in adJective clauses was one of the most

significant indices of matufation in writing. Labrant'did-not-have ‘ " .
‘the benefit of the theory of transformational grammar to provide her

with an analytic framework and thus concentrated on subordinate' '

TUa

: clauses and.word counts. .S‘eddid‘ hOWever find one. additional item‘

of interest Wthh was . e aborated on 1ater by other researchers.
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."While dependent clauses increased in frequency with.increasing métu—
‘ rity of the writers, they also increased in complexity and clarity of

thought." (. 462) . ;d ”'. Do h I

Eleven years later A F._Watts (19A4, P 123) 1n The Language

‘and Mental Development of'Children reported the percentage of depenQ.

5,

~dent clauses used by pupils at various age 1evels. 'ﬁse‘of dependent
clauses increased from sixteen percent in grade two to forty-three

‘ percent in grade six. Watts study, which confirmed Labrant s find-

“ings* helped lay the foundation for the frequency count studies which

followed upon the theories of the transformational grammarians.

N

In 1953 Walter Loban began what was to result in a very
- significant contribution to the study of 1anguage develOpment He
undertook a stﬁdy of the language skllls of three hundred and thirty—

eight students in Oakland, —California. " At the end of the thirteen ,

DeVelopment: Kindergarten Through.Grade Twelve (1916). This ‘and :his

 two interim reports Lagguage'Abilityﬁ 'Grades7SevenJ>Eightlgand Nine

.

« (l966);tand'Language.Abili;y: Grades Ten, Eleven, and Twelve (1967)

'are important to the present study Loban, “however, was only one of
'three important researchers working in the area at this time. kIn‘
1965 when Loban 8 students had reached grade twelve, Kellogg W. Hunt

uhlished Grammatical Structures Written at Three Grade Levels in

fwhich,he carried out a comprehen31ye syntactical analysis of student

fwriting in grades four, eight, and tWelve. He was searching for two

things. l) a method for quantitanive study of syntactic structures,
'and 2) developmental trends in the frequencies of varlous syntactic

"structures. His results have often been referred to as- representing

Al5 .

A(‘}
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average ability at the three grad:)leVelsI In 1966, Hunt toqk'his

study one step further and analyzed‘the writing of eighteen’ a!?rage‘:

Lo~ 1,

‘and eighteen superinr atudents 1n each of grades "four, eight and

twelve, as well as. the writing of nine authors in each of rger S

Nagaz e and Atlantic whom he referred to as Superior Adults. In 1970

‘he 1nvest1gated the differences in the sentence sbructures written by

schoolchildren at various stages of chronological maturity and the
“’writing of certain adults with "all writers saying virtually the same
’thing" (Hunt, 1970 P 10) To.achieve'this sameness-, he used Roy

o' Donnell' v“Aluminum passage which.was'compoSed'ofithirty—two kernel
C!ffl"‘
sentences which.the subjects were asked to rewrite "in a hetter way".

Although these results showed some of the same trends as did his )
~ earlier studies, this study had ‘the following limitationS' 1) the

exercise was rather artificial as a writing activity, 2) the resulting
ﬁ‘
compositions appeared to be unreliably short, and 3) the lxmitations

1
» placed on good writers almOst certainly curtailed their. overall fluen—

c&t Thus the maJority of his data with 1mport for the‘present _
research lies in hls two earller studies.ﬁj~ ' : ‘l

8 !
»

The third major contributor to. this field of study‘was Roy C.
'Y 1

. |
. 'O'Donnell. Along %with William J. Griffin, and Raymond C. Norris,

& he'carried\out a study in 1967 reported as A Transformational Analy-
sis-offOral and Writtend Grammatical Structures in Crades Three, Five,

' ' SR, ‘ ’ o IR
and Seven": Like Huntand Loban; they hypothesized that'there were

’ significant differences among’ the grammatical structures of children

at various grade levels, with structures increas1ng in syntactic

<

complexity with advance in grade level" (p. 35).
!
' ‘ P
|

N
I
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,Table_sl a-la/';na 2 (pp,;lg_lg’«)' contain the major f£indings of -

‘Hunt Loban, and o Donnell et al. as they relate to written syntactic
-developA;nt. Also included in Table 1 are the results of Perron's .
(1976) study in which he analyzed grade five compo itions written 4n -
three modes. His data for his fifty-one grade five s udents argu—
'mentative writing are also included to indicate the major effect |
‘caused by modé on the frequency of written syntactic structures.

The various syntactic indices were tested statistically by Hunt
(1965) to determine which were the best indicators of a student s .

grade level. " Only for those indices signifiqpnt for grade at ‘least -

at the .05 level'was a contingency coefficient calculated. (Hunt, 1965,“

p. .23) 'Therefore, only they have.been‘reported_in Tables 1 and 2.

. The most significant‘measurelof both chronological'and mental
maturitv in writing during the puhlic school vears according to Hnnt
: (1966) is-T—uYit length;:vThis measure eliminates the problen of -

improper punctuation and capitalization and overuse of sentence

6

. fcoordinatlon by young writers. T-unit length was related significant—

‘ly to grade at the 0.01 level and had a contingency coefficient of
0'69i hunt concluded that T—unit length.was ra.more valid measure.
_thah»sentence length and should.replace it in all serious'studies“
;(p 45) Loban s (1976) lonaitudinal study confirmed Hunts clalm

Hunt (1965) found an aVerage yearly increasé“éf 0.73 words per T-unit.

1

’Loban (1976) found an average yearly increase of 0 86 words per T-unit\'

o between grades seven and twelve.' A brief 1ook at - Table 1 shows that

i

'this growth is-not even. Loban s data indicate a dramatic spurt be-

o

* tween grades nine and ten, followed by a drop from grades ten to

1

(‘@4
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. . f' | Table 2
Additional Indices of:Syntactic Development
. o ; /
. o s1 * Grade Grade
Index Researcher B- 8 12
_ , o Level -
Nom. Verbals/Clause: - B
Gerunds .- . Hunt(c) .ol .03 .07
. ' * h ‘ . ' . ’ . .
Factive Infinitives - Hunt(c) | 01 .04 . .07 .
Prep. Phrases as
‘Noun ﬁodifiers/élause "Hunt (c) .01 .10 W15
_ ) Verb Forms as | R
‘ ‘ 'ﬁNohn Moaifiers/clause Hunt (c) .01 .07 - .05'
. 'Genitives: Inflected & )
N ’ . ) B ) . ) . ' . M
" Phrasal/clause Hunt (c) .01 - .29 .38
Adjectives/clause R Hunt(c) =~ = .05 - '.39 .43

I N N [y

e | S

Y

. ’ . N . . ’ ) " .
(c) means~that figures are calculated from ?hé data supplied.

19



eleven, and.snother dr‘ax‘nat'ict rise in gra’de‘ twelve. ‘N‘evertheless,-
Loban concluded\that “the hverageinumber of words-per l—unit has
proven to be one of the most critical measures of 1anguage fluency
> oeve10ped during the coutse of this investigation" ‘(p. 26).
— :)/Directly related to this index is one which was mentioned by
| Hunt (1965) but which has not received much attention. He noted that-
“the amount of writing done in hort T—units (1—8) words is a highr
ly significant [negativd index of maturity. It has a~c0ntingency
b'coefficient of O. 70 even slightly- higher than tﬁht for T—unit length"
(p. 52) The relationship between words per T-unit and this index is
. obvious, but it does provide additional information on T—unit growth.
- The index o? syntactic maturity which Hunt (1965) found to' be )
the second maJor indicator of syntactic maturity was»words per clause,
which.was'significant—for.grade at the 0.01 levelvof confidence.‘ He
noted that "if we take the maturity of the skilled adult as the goal
lthe results sho; that words per clause is as good an - index af words
iper T-unit", (p 6). He had already noted that "clause length alone
~accounts for seventy-five percent of superior adults superiority \
over grade twelve students in sentence_lengthland T-unit length"?d
(p. 141). A look at Table 1 reyeals,the very slow:growth in woris
per clause which avérages‘0.26~when calculated‘from"Lobanfs dataﬁanéﬁ’
~b.l3 in Hunt's data.' Owing to the small sample size employed;infthe»
Hunt study, Loéan 's data are the more reliable. But'again, the érowth
in words pér clause is uneven With,reductions from grades seven %o

1

nine, a spurt in grade nine,‘avconsolidating plateau in grade eleven,' ‘\\b

and another spurt in'grade»twelve. In:reviewing Loban's (1976) study, .



2 4

O'Donnelll(1977) urote thAt the T-unit and elaboration index 'ﬁahOW'l'.
that growth‘in children s language does in fact follow a predictable
sequence' but that the velocity or relative yearly growth rates are
. uneven" (p.’SO). He suggested that negative data should be interpre~
ted as‘plateaus in development. Despite these aoparent plateaus in
:words.per‘clause‘at various grade levels,:Loban'p:data did indicste
significant ‘overall growth. Hunt's_kl965) study‘had indicated that
superior adults average about three and‘a half more ;nrdshper clause
vthan‘twelfth.gfaders. He suggested that "clause length is;ésbeciallyv
-uorth.studying as‘a place where substantial growth can occur" (p. 142).
One~ﬂust keep in‘mind»that the two previous indices; words per
T—unit and words per clause, are interrelated vith the index which:
:hunt (1965) found to be the third best indicator of syn%gctic maturity,
" the number of clauses per T-unit, which.showed significant increases
between grades four, eight, and twelve at the‘.Ol level. Thistindex
along withTWords,per‘clause represent,thevonly\possible ways of”
| lengthening T-units. ‘lhat is; the uriter.can'add more dependent

¢ . . N -
clauses or he can lengthen his clauses by adding more words or

4

. ghrases,loften¢thr3ugh.reductions of clauses to structures which are

less.than‘a clause.‘hoban (1976) observed a rather uneven growth from

grades eight to twelve, where’Hunt‘(19653 p. 20) found'such.signif14 .
cantvgrowth.in,dependent.clauses perfT—unit{. Loban postulated that

| the more nature“students oreferred tighter uays to coil their thoughts
than dependent clauses permitted . Nevertheless, the number of -

dependent clauses per T—unit is still a signiflcant indicator “of

syntactic growth.at the junior and senior hlgh,school leyel.

As a result, when doing frequency counts to determine whether

\



\gyntéctic grow;h has taken place, it is not sufficient to use vords
per T-unit alone. .The growth that one finds may.be due to over-
 reliance on the use of dependent clauses énd the more significant

gfowth.in vords per clause may be negligible. Because these three
L )

indices  are interrelated, the researcher must determine where any

measured growth is coming from.
. S, W L
Another major set of counts has been the number of noun, adjec-

.

| tive, andtadverb clausésxused in subordinafion; aHunt (1965)vfoun§

that the writer in grade twelve adds a dependent noun clause thirteen
, - ,

more times per hundred T-units than does his counterpart in grade

eight. waever, by grade twelve Loban's (1976) group still had nqt
reachéd the frequencies found in.Hunt's writing~samp1e In fact,
: C.o . o :
. they were below the frequency'which;they themselves.attained in grade

7

" eight. -Hunt?s'(i§66) results indiéated that his earlier findings
were somewhat spurious. He made an important observation about the
possible determinants of noun clause frequericies. The writing sam--

ple he analyzed .was one thousand words of "whatever,fhevstudents-were

WI}ting". He noted that:

While reading the themes of older students and tabulating -

the noun clauses, the investigators repeatedly noticed that
. one theme on one kind of subject ‘would be full of noun clauses,
while another theme by the same student on a different topic
had almost none . . . . The two older, different groups write
ahout the . same number of noun clauses per given number of
words as the two groups of fourth graders. (pp. 56-7).

"Thus we can conclude that an increase in noun clauses is not indica-
tive of iﬁbreasing syntactic maturity from grade eight onward. Never-
theless, these structures were counted in the present study in order

\

to gather further data about this sentence. structure.
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‘Increased use of adjective clauses was found to be indicative of
increasingveyntactic‘maturity by all researchers listed in Table 1.
O'Donne}l‘et al.ﬁ(l967, P- 36) f;und a significant increase between
gfades three and fine’and Hunt Between‘g;eaes etgﬁt end twelve.‘ Loban
(1976), eimilariy, found a significant increase from grade tﬁ}ee to"N
grade twelve. .The overall Increase in adject;ve clausee; as Hunt
;'(1965) observed, is "the most important developmental trend" (p. 80)

in written syntax, well into maturity. He also concluded that "adjec-

tive elauses are the most significant factor in the increase of T-

4

unit length" (Hunt, 1965, p- 108) which itself is the best 31ngle in-
dex of maturity in writing.- j : b-. . _ﬁﬁ

The frequency of adverb clauses per T-unit, however, "tells

more about the mode of discourse and subject matter than about matu- -
: - A\

rity-. . . . The”ceiling on adverbial clauses is reached in the middle’

grades" (Loban 1976, p 56) ’Hnnt (1966, p. 58) reached much tne

same conclusion. The prOportlon of adverb clauses in his study

‘ 'dropped from forty—three ‘percent in grade four to thirty-two percent
in grade eight to: thirty percent in grade twelve. (p 62) His results
for his first etudy (Hunt, 1965)~found\in»Tab1e‘1 were alse non- X

' signif;cant for thie index. Alth0ugh.ioban (19]6, p. 57) did SuégeSt_
that netter writers used.mbre adverb CIBuses of coneessiqn; the

. differences were'nOt significant, and»ne eoneluéed that "the topic

‘of any writing or speaking shifts the frequenc& bf'HEpendent clause

functions". (p;.57) An~increase in advetbvc;auses therefore, is not

‘an. 1nd1cator of syntactic maturity.

As. Hunt (1966) observed: "among the three kinds of subordinate

.»23
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clauses frequently usea, only adjective clauses provide a hléﬁly

eignificant index of both.chronologlcal and mental maturity from .

" grade four to maturity"; (p 64) Earlier HUht (1965) had stated that

"adding clauan5JiM;? fﬂo::ﬁ:ffective as ‘a means of lengthening
Tennits, but adoing non-clausal modifiers is more effective in
achieving conciseness' .‘1&3&‘3&?‘ With the exception of adjective
clauses, then,'one must. look within the clause to find more indices

of syntactic_maturity. Table 1 shows that clause lengthening accounts .

for heerly half the growth in T-unit length between grades eight and

twelve in Loban's study, 1.38 words per clause compared with 2.90

.words per T-unit. Increased use of within-clause structures account

for the remaining increase. Hunt (1965) provided more information én

the syntactic trends within high school s;udents' clauses thao\dn%

"Loban. Thus the information of concern to this study was derived from

L, |

Hun;'s.data (as Table 2 indicates) and was supplemented with informa-
tion from Loban wherdever possible. The figures oo syntactic sfiuctofes'c
used in clause expansion (Table 2) were. computed from Hunt's data and
afe presented as frequency per clause. If frequency per T-unit is ‘
desiied, che given ffeqoency is simply multiplied by:w 1 (for the
indZPendent clause) plug the’dependent clause ;er T—onit figure.

Hunt found that average clause length correlated significantly .

with several kinds of noun modifiers: prepositional phrases (.567),

‘adjectives (.547), infinitives (,ABI)L genitives (.396), and.preseht'

partlciples (.278). These structures accounted for "the major = ,
lengthening of the clause" (Hunt, 1965, p. 143) And as Hnnt?also )

observed, the number of these non-clause modlfiers was ten to fifteen



times as great for each grade as the numnég;cf adjective c}-n-a..
Loban (1976, p. 45) cotroborared Hunt's findings. Earlier in the:
same study, Loban (1966, p. 42) had observed thatdthe higher (bility
studenta invariably used more nouns amplified by modifiera, more com—

pound nouns, more clausea. and more infinitives. Howevar. he did not

4
provide data for these syntactic units. v | L4

Hupt (1965) detected a significant increase in the use of
nominalized verbs and clauses as well. Factiye infinitives, gerunds,
and genitive modifiers especially showed great increases as is

observable from“Table 2, .

_So the chief factor which lengthens clauses appears to be
the increasing of nonclause modifiers of nouns and the
nominalization of clauses. This factor apnd the increase in"
adjective clauses account in the main for the increased
length of T-units. (Hunt, 1965, p. 143)

-

Loban (1976, p. 68) also recorded a measurable increase in gerunds

and infinitives as the student matured. He made a rather interesting
4 Q
observation. } ¥ L o

In the hietory of the English language, th® use of nonfinite‘
verbal constructions has been increasing for the 'last five =~
centuries. They are a way of simplifying, and they are
forceful; they help us to express and subordinate\thought
effectively and directly. (p. 69)
Hunt (1965) also found a significant increase (.01) in the frequency
with.whichnsix modals, "be" as an auxiliary, and the “can" and,"haVe
auxiliaries ﬁere used by srudenté in each.successive grade. Although
this expansion of the verb had only a slight- effect on clause length,
"this. tendency suggests an increased nmdulatign of the verb" (Hunt,

1965, p- 124). Variety in verb forms represents an increasing syn-

tactic ability and these forms were tabulated in the present study. -



'__‘ and mode. And as.Braddock et al. (1963) pointed out in their "Sug—.

&
\

T .

In the midst of this frequency counting by researchers such as

‘:'“‘"vHunt important questions arose. The first question was in regatd

to the validity of the writing samples.v Except for Hunt 8 (1970)

~

fw@stud using the “Aluminum assage and the stud b O Donnell et al.
study u P y by

»

1(1967), none of the authors controlled sufficiently well for topic Iy

e

'iggested Methods of Research"

'"VBefore conducting a frequency count or using the results of -
“‘one, a person should determine what his purpose is and thern .
- agcertain that the compositions used are appropriately
'fcontrolled or sampled according to- topic modihpf discourse,'
vand characteristics of the writer.. (p 12) R

*,PerrOn‘s (1976) findings also indicated that mode mnst be controlled

_ in’order'to properly compare the syntactic ability of groups across ;’

gradés;’"He found that mode, nd therefore topic, produced signifi—'fvi

tant differences in syntactic complexity as indicated by fifth.grade‘d

writing when words per T~unit words per clause, and clauses per T-

‘unit were counted The order for modes from.simple to complex was -

” 26

descriptive, narrative, expository, and argumentative All,differences:j-"

"vwere significant beyond the 001 1eve1. Perron s results‘thns amply'

!

i-demonstrated what Braddock suggested lf a researcher is attempting
- ." to determine what a student = written syntactic capability is, he,

':\should provide the student with.the opportunity to ‘write in the mode

3

tvthat elicits the- most complex syntax Crowhnrst (1977 1980) and

' CroWhurst Qnd Piche (1979) confirm that the argumentativeﬁhode elicits .

r

»vthe most complex syntax in student writing.; Thus Hnnt s frequenciesv s

-

of syntactic structures taken from "whatever the student wrote on"

f(hunt 1965 p 1) ox "whatever they were writing" (Hnnt, 1966, P 2)

N

@
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- and Loban 8 frequencies deriyed from'"thirty sequential C—units

-

|
g‘obtained in the spring of each.school year, grades three through

' twelve" (Loban, 1976, ‘P 8) cannot Be considered as indicative of

- xthe student s syntactic capability at these grade levels.& Their T~

sults are confounded by nhat Hnnt (1965) observed as a shift away

o from,narratives" (p.'l33)‘to expository writing. Henceforth. in

u”, M

attempting to establish grade norms for various frequency counts,

”I

researchers should control and report topic and mode. }

7\{Tbe'second question which arose during the frequency count,

reseapch‘was also very . important. The researchers who vere interestéd;

-

in quantitative analys7é/of writing could not ignore the arguments of

offett(l968) and Ch stensen (1968, P. 72) that the elaboration of -
clauses make5~for ;ZZsed hard reading . If they>were right,‘the ‘ f

Vteachlng of more complex and varied syntactic struct%res would have
been a Waste of time._ With:the‘recent increase in the number of \

sentence—combining studies,'other writers have joined in to urge

caution. KinneaVy (1979) has added ' to the earlier questioning of the .

P

seﬁtence—combining goal

‘The readability people are generally concerned with.lowering
- 'the number of words per sentence to-a readable level, given
. the assumption that many of the sentences of modern proése
~ are'entirely too-complex and too long. Yet increasing

length and complexity. of sentence. structure is' an avowed goal
of many sentence-combiners.‘i .« At some point, syntactic
';»maturity may move into syntactic senility..(p 70)

Stewart (1979) re—iterates Kinneavyrs concern: ~"The primary objective
'of sentence—combinlng curricula should not be that of simply securing

- gross increases in syntactic indices" (p. ll) However, accumulatlng

» research results suggest that elaborated syntax is at least not

~

a8
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who \

of "be"'énd "have" auxiliary.forms;“

.detrimental to quality in’ writing. 0'Hare (1973), Combs a975), Golub
vand hidder (1974), Loban (1976) Pedersen (1977), and Crowhurst (1980),
"all found that those compositions rated highest By teacbers were the

ones that used the most complex syntax. O'Hare and Combs used words

N

A

per T-unit, words per clause, and clauses per T—unit to show that

o their eXperimental treatment groups wrote more complex syntax <than did .
their control groups The compositions in each study were.marked f

:‘holistically~as well Both.of these researchers found that the ex—

\

vperimental group s papers were judged signifi‘cantly superior to the
‘-control group's papers by experienced English.teachers who were

- unaware of the purpose of the experiments. Combs also found that the

post test compositions of his experimental group were rated signiﬁi—

‘ cantly superior to their pre—test compositions, thus indlcating that

increased syntactic maturity_doas indeed enable students to.write.'

better.d This was borne out by_the,analysis of Golub‘andiKidder (1974)

i
bos

_‘identified twelve variables which correlated significantly
~ . with teachers' judgements of written ‘language samples. That
is, if the occurrence of these twelve variables was high in
a child's written language sample, the chances were also
good that a teacher would put a high score on a .child's
paper . (p. 1129) :

Their "Syntactic Density Scork" included words per T—unit words per

'clause, and. clauses per T—unit plus others. which.dealt with elabora— "'

tion of syntax w1th1n the clause. These were'indices such’asvthe

number of prepositlonal-phrases, the'numher'of modals,vand.the number_

v v h - ~

- Loban:(l976féin hisvcomments:on~teacherjgradingIOf_compositions

R
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throughout his thirteen year study wrote:
' In measure after measure, the subjects whose language
. power impressed numerous teachers are the ones who show
~ empirically: 1longer C-units; greater elaboration of subject
. and predicate, and tore embeddings, especially multi-base
deletion transformatiOns. (p 85)

Pedersen (1977) in his replication of the Of Hare and Combs experiment ’

‘found that at both.post—test and. delayed post—test occasions his -~ l

.

experimental subjects wrote more syntactically fluent compositions
_IWITU' W/Cl] than control subject§~wrote" (p 67) . He had "six ,

professional teachers of composition .‘; . without any knowledge of
: - . o . _
the student-or treatment" (p.»67):perform'the twoﬁsuality assessments:

: °

(a) overall quality assessment.of'matched compositions; and CB)'seman—.

tic differential assessment using fourteen indices. :"Subiécts enga—
ging in sentence—combining practice achieved,.at the .001 level,
' better judged overall quality of writing, confirming\earligiwresearCh

results " (Pedersen, 1977, p 2) More importantly, however Pedersen’

Valso found that. -

- The comparison of group means sué%ests thht the writing of
experimental studénts who engage in" extended sentence-
combining is: perceived as measurably different from com-
parable control students' writing in idea’ development in
maturity, and in concreteness of content. (b 58)

Such.results should help to allay skeptics fears.that ”professional

§"

teachers of composition ‘are rating comp051tlons hlgh on overall qual-

:Lty on the basis of syntactic c;omplexity alone. o :
While Pedersen used narrative writlng-for the assesSments,
_'Crowhurst (1980) in her study with,grades six, ten, and twelve stu-—

dents used the argumentative mode. Four expexienced tea Js at -each
level rated the compositions.’ Syntactic counts Were 'made for words’

.
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5 o | .‘ o } o L - -
per T-unit' a holistic rating was given; and a composition instru-

ment was used to rate tﬁe compositions on seven qualities. One of

s 5
°

these qualities was sentence—structure. The results Were interesting

and important to the present study which also used the argumentative
mode-: )
. - . ; .
© Grade 10: High complexity arguments scored significantly
S higher than low complexity arguments on- all three quality
' measures. , .
» Grade 12: High.complexity arguments scored, significantly
hlgher than low complexity arguments on sentence—structure ,
and composition quality scale. On the holistic scoring, -
"high complexity arguments scored higher than low complexity
‘arguments, but the difference between the two was not
significant. (Crowhnrst 1980, P 229) o _ L e

It.seems safe to agree with.the conclusion reached by Kerek Dalker,
and Morenberg (1979) in their very careful study involv1ng the rela—
: tionship between sentence structure and writing quality in the compo—
sitions of college freshmen., They wrote:
jUndoubtedly, tbe major thrust of this study is in the -
~ evidence it has yielded for a significant correlation
- of these syntactig. maturity gains with improved. writing

in free compositions, no matter how writing quality is
;measured (p. 85) : }

‘

. 8 : )
EVidently, .the ability to use conplex ‘and varied syntactic structures

yis an asset to a writer. The structures reported in Tables 1 and
3

2 are the best 1nd1ces of syntactic maturity Wthh research can pro-— -

-

vide at thls time. In 1965 Hunt had concluded his study'by sug=-
gesting the implications his results might have for curricula°

This study suggests a kind of sentence building program .
that probably has'never been produced or at least not _
w0 systematically ‘and fully. The aim would be to widen the ¢
: student's #pan of ‘grammatical attention and concern. The -
method would be for him to reduce independent clauses to
subordinate clauses and non-—clauses, consolidating them with
adjoining clauses and T-units. 'He could work up to struc-
_ tures of considerable depth and complexity comparable to



. r ‘ S
those exhihited by twelfth_graders and - superior adults.
(p 157) : .

[

"Whether Hunt was aware of the attempt being made by Bateman and
Zidonis, published in 1966 to produce such a sentence—building

‘program, is here only a matter of speculation. . But in,l966, they

( .released the results of their two year experiment.' This wae‘followed

by a series of studies involving sentence building. N

'IgprOVing written syntax - experimental studies. When'Donald o

r

R..Batemanfand Frank.J; Zidonis~pub1ished their reeulte‘in-l966,

"'-\:hey concluded as had'Braddock’ et al.’ 963), that traditional 'gi;a_un-
matical analysis would not result in improved student writing dfhey

“valso concluded that corrective, functional, and formal grammars, which -

‘they refer to as pseudo—grammars »
do not account for the ways in which sentences are produced;
in fact, they can offer no grammatical explanation for the
- process of sentence formation e e.0 e (p. l)

L3

. In theirﬂstudy, they theorized;that a grammar which'gave students

~

- practice in generating various sentence patterns zwouldy_resufl.'t: in

increased student ability to use these sentence structures. They

_seleCted the ninthégrade-class at>0hio State University School and
randomly assigned twenty—fiye students to the experimental treatm

a study of transformational grammar. The other twenty—five acted as

the'control‘groupt_'The'treatment‘lasted for two -'_rs with writing

| samples collected during the first three mon/hs of ninth grade and

- the last three months of the tenth/gfade. ‘The Tesults were somewhat
inconclusiye. The experimental—group scoree were superior to the“v

) . N s ) ) . .
. . z . %



‘ control group scores on grammatical operations per sentence" but

: most of. their increase was attributahle to four students. The ex- .
@ o - t : n

e

perimentals wrote proportionately more well—formed'sentences'but only
at the .06 level of significance. Students in the experimental group _
also wrote with fewer mistakes measured by an “error change score"

- and this . change was significant at the - Ol level. Bateman and
Zid%nis concluded that "the study of a systematic grammar which is a
R theoretical model of the process of sentence production is the logical
way .to modify«the process itself“ (p.-37). The Bateman and Zidonis’
results pointed out. the possibility that such programs could produce -

significant results in writing and suggested the need for more .

research.on this question.- Ty

o -

John Mellon (19671 argued that all Bateman and Zidonis did was

restate the claim of traditional grammar in generative terms, that
' the learning of grammatical formulations can result in their being .

consciously applied in the production of mature sentence structure

(p 20). Mellon worked with two hundred and forty—seven seventh

4 .
grade students who were assigned to three groups‘ transformational :

» sentence combining,‘conventional parsing, and»placebo. ,His‘aim was

to direct a maximum of the students attention to the way
that content initially expressed in eollections of separately
) represented kernel. sentences could be collapsed into single
statements . . . the student was given a set of kernel sen-
’ tences plus directions for combining these. sentences into a
‘single -complex statement,‘which he- was then’ required to

-’

write out. (p. 32) _;: e o .

. One other group studied traditional grammar and the placebo read

.

extra literature and received direct method instruction in techniques

- for varyingssentence structure.when writingh “The experimental

'
! . '3



treatment lasted,five months uith.the four previouS'monthsAdevoted toh
‘learning the transformational"rules. The reSults were quite impres-

“sive with the experimental group experiencing significant growth on

\

: twelve indices of syntactiq maturity, Growth on words per T—unit

I

. was from 9.98 to 11 25 and was significant at the .01 level.' Growth'J
‘ for the traditional grammar group was non-significant (9 94-10. 21)

: BeCauSe the‘students were simply directed to write ag well as they
) R . v .
could" .the results for the experimental group were very imgressive.»

'What was not” so impressive was the finding that the experimental com-~
positions were. judged inferior to the control compositions for overall
g_quality and indistinguishable from those of" subjects who had studied
no grammar. (p. 104) _Thus,cMellon could ‘ot show that,transformation— _
al-sentence—coubininé practice involvinglthe learning of transiorma-A_
tional rules would result in increased quality of student writing. |

. Francis Christensen s Notes Toward A New Rhetoric was also

:published in 1967.  In it, Christensen criticized Current composition
teaching practices saying that__ue ‘do not really teach our captive

charges to write better——we merely expect them to" (p. 3). 1In 1968,
N _ : s L I i
in an-article.entitled "The_Problem of Defining a Mature Style" he -

questioned Hunt's emphasis on nominalizations and relative embeddings:
The sentences of all but the most immature or inept writing
" arxe made long, in part, by a class of constructions far
different in. fhetorical effect from nominalizations and )
relative embeddings. This class is the so-called sentence
modifier or free modifier. (p. 576) ‘

~

.Christensen pointed out that there. is not much scope for addiné free

modifiers within a clause where mostly word'ﬁodifiers(or bound modi-
fiers are used. He claimed that these latter _modifiersbrestricted
- g L}




: o ‘ t ’ ' , | \ _ '3‘h :
. the writer's rhetorical‘freedom. S o |
In'197b ‘in a "cosmopolitahﬁ'erea of Edmonton, Joei L.
wGajadhars:.ngh carrled out a well-designed bét little-reviewed study
in sentence—combining based on Christensen's "rhetoric o; the

sentence". 'He wanted to know whether or not students who received

such instruotion would wrlte "more stylistioally mature prose than |
students whodreceived instruction in. the princ1p1es of writing
- through traditlonal grammar" (p. 73) His results showed that the
experlmental group achieved 81gn1f1cantly higher adjusted mean scores
on the post—test (three paragraphs, eighteen T—unlts) than students .
in the control group. The experimental group also used a significant—
ly higher number of free modifiers, a 51gn1f1cantly greater adJusted
‘mean number- of words per T-unit, and a 51gn1f1cantly greater adJusted
mean number of.intra—T—unit coordination. (p. 249) Hehalso found no
significant'difference in‘the performance of students in the experi-
mental‘groupron a delayed,postlgest, given three months.later,.when'
- compared to their~post—test scores. He ooncludedwuith theiremarks

that the study "indicated that under the conditions of the experiment,
instruction in the rhetorie of the sentence has a beneficiai effect,:

on the written compositiom of grades seven, eight, aqd nine studentsﬁ

(p. 252). » |

o ' However, despite such seemihgly impressive results, this research—

er like Moffett(i968) tends to be somewhat skeptical of such cumulative “‘
sentence techniques, Moffett questioned Christensen for making”the
"descehding olauSe—modification structureia doctrinaire kind of

absolute good" (p. 43). Moffett thus p01nted out the absurdity of

advocatingAone‘syntactical pattern to the exclus1on of the others. He

’ . | 2 o . M
- . - B .
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also noted that "Syntaéti¢ complexity is no virtue in itself.” The
point is to be able, not oblﬁged to complicate one's sentences"
(p.‘17l),’ Research now suggests\that acquiring facility with syn-

tactic patterns may be achievable through sentence—combining -prac-

- tice,. )
 Frank O'Hare' (1971) designed his experiment to provide students
with.practice in the uge of the same syntactical patterns that Mellon
had used., He hypothesiZed that such_sentence-combining practice, not
\dependent on any formal knowledée of grammar,‘would‘help'seventh
gra&ers to. write syntacticaily better.compositions than students of
similar ability who did not receive‘such practice. OfHare wondered
if Mellon's rules were too .complicated for‘serenth;graders. Presum—
ably, by increasing the ability of students to manipulate ‘syntactic
units by patterned practice, uninhibited by grammatical terminology,

. the teacher would be expanding the students' number of syntactic

options as befett(l968 pp- 176—177) recommended o' Hare s experi-

mental group was composed of forty—ong grade seven students from the
Florida' State University School. His controi groups contained forty—
two Students They were randomly assigned to treatments whiqh lasted
for Elcht months and involved one and a half hours ‘per week. The
experimental groups practiced_the same sentence—combining patterns as
Mellon's group.' The control group did a language study unit cdnsist—u
ing of’teacher—made study sheets and exercises on vocabulary study, | :
dictionary skills, punctuation, capitallzation, and usage. (O'Hare,
'1973 pP. 34) Both groups wrote the same number of compositions, with‘,
a minimum of two and’a.maximum of four pages per ueek“ O'Hare
analyzed the first~ten"Teunits in each of five pre—test andiposf;teSt

14
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tory modes. . .

* compositions which ranged over the narrative, descriptive, and exposi-

- \

\

O'Hare's results caused a stir in the‘combosition world. Mellon

(1969) had shown tbat'np to two years growth was possible when-

.measured by words per T-unit and eleyen other similar indices. Using . ‘

.

six of these indices: words/T-unit, clauses/T-unit, words/clause,
noun clauses/T-unit, adverh clguses/T-unit, and adjective clauses/ 7—’//f‘
T-unit, O'Hare found his ekperinental group of seventh graders

achieved at a level similar to, and on four océasions.superior to,

 Hunt's (1965) norms for twelfth graders. Only on noun clauses were

they below the norms\reported by Hunt. (O'Hare, 1973, p. 55) The

experimental groups established a highly sigLificant superiority at. N
the .001 level over the control group on all six factors. But‘even.’ ,
more impressive was that; after "normalizing the papers of fifteen

controls and fifteen.experimental studentsbnho ﬁere paired on the

basis of een'and 1q, eight experiencedjEnglish'teachets;lwith.no

knowledge of the experiment judged the papers.of the-expenimental

4group to be signiflcantly better at the 001 level when rated for

'general impression'"™ (O'Hare, 1973, pp. 62-69). As O'Hare stated, '

' The results raise questions about the belief that growth. in

- writing ability is necessarily a slow and difficult process. >
In showing that significant qualitative and syntactie, gains

~can be achieved in approximately eight months, the study

suggests that, at least for seventh graders, a part of the
composing process is definitely amenable to alteration.’

(p- 73)
0'Hare p01nted out other positive aspects . of/HIS‘program such.as the
1ncrease in student confidence, the absence of a need to learn term—

inology, the program' 8 simpllcity, and the high,student interest it

generated. Ae well, he found no interaction between treatment and
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vteacher, sek,-or ebility of students. O'Hare's study lent credence
to the idea that a writer 8 ability to manipulate syntax is related:
to quality in writing and that complexity achieved . by subordination k
does not neceasarily result in writing that is cursed hard reeding
as Chrietensen anduothers*hed‘suégested.

"“ "The studies on sentence combining thatvfollowed closely upon

0 Hare g did not really add much information to the writing improve-

ment picture. Fisher (1973) conducted a five, week (twenty-five

- minutes pef day) treatment with small classes of grade fives, sevens,

- and nines. 0'Donnell's "Aluminum" peséage'agg a "Cotton" passage
. _ ast & :

developed byktne'author were used as hoth pre~' and post-tests. The

results showed that all exPerimentalvgfoups‘wrotewmoxe-maturely as ' -

"ﬁeasured‘by T-unit length, clause length, and clauses per T-unit at

. the .05,1eyel. However, one must be skepticai about the use of a

measure reduiiing studente to coubine kernel sentences into more-‘
comolex sentences. ~Such.measurement is}biased in favor of the éroug
receiving;the sentence—combining tteatment. &Eethaps_such'increaseS'
are-duevtovthe interaction of the treetmentiend tne.instrumentation.
Huéhes (1975) carried out a similer study with_émall groups of

twelve grade-seven students. She also used the "Aluminum" passage

both as a pre- and post-test. After thirteen weeks and an averaéE?of

.. thirty-one hours in manipulatinghadjective clauses,IHughes concluded

that "writing fluency made, large gains_according to;teécher observa-

"tion" (p. 54). However, the same problems were encountered in the
Hughes study as in Fisher S study The gains may be attributable

to the basic task.simllarities of the “"Aluminum passage and the

sentenca—combining activities. Comparing,the two groups on increased

A " : X ’ .



|
|
\
|
%
|

writing ability using sueh.iqhtruments is not a fair test. It is

questionable whether Fisher/or Hughes would have found the same éyn—
tactic growth in their subjects' free-writing. The major concefh of
composition teachers must emain with.syntax in free—writing, not,
with students' ability to combine a given set of sentences after
practicipg such combinatigns.

Thus, not until Warren Combs' (1975) studiiﬁés important
f;f;rmation added to that jwhich |0'Hare had accumulated. ACpmbs was

\ . .
interested in the effect of sentence-combining practice on the writing

- of seventh graders and included a delayed post—~test in his design.

.He used two intact experiﬂpntalktlasses (forty-nine students). and

*

two intact control classesi(fifty—one students) in a suburban
Minneapolis jtnidr high scﬁpol. He took care to construct his
\ < N

sentence—combiping ptbblems\in the ﬁel}on and O'Hare traditien. As

a result, his'treatment diféered froﬁJO'Hare's "only in the number
of senténce—combining'pretle;s and the cemplexity of” the base sen-—

" tence bf,the'sentehee—combinfpg exercises" (Combs, i955,:p. 45). The'
amount of time sbent waS'roug#ly equivalent to the number ef~hours of
sentencefeombining treatment %hich_o'ﬂere's experimental group re-
eeiveg. However,'Combs"t:eat¥ent lasted only ten weeks and O'Herefs

. N l .
lasted eight months. Combs had matched—compositions (experimental/

|

control, pre—test/post test) eﬁaluated on the basis of ‘words per T- .
/ﬁglt and words per clause. A fomparison of the results on the syn—
_ tactic indices which_Mellon, OgHare, and Combs found for thezz'experi—
\‘mental groups is presented in Table 3. All three used free—writing ~

samples fpr\their'ahalyseé. he results from Combs' (1975) experiment
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Table 3
Results From Three Studies Using Sentence Combin:(ng:

Experimental Groups Only

Index Au’i:hor Pre—test Post~test Delayed
Post-tegt .
W/TU Mellon 9.98  11.25 . N/A
0'Hare 9.63. 15.75%4% N/A
Combs 9.48 | 11.65%xn 10.99%*
. e ‘1 , . -
W/CL Mellon N/A . NJA N/A
O'Hare 7,06 8,55k N/A '
~ Combs ~7.03 7. 4% " 7.57%
CL/TU  Mellon N/A N/A . N/A
0'Hare - 1.36 1.84%%% N/A
Combs . 1.35  1.51 1.45 .

g *?sig'nif icant differ‘én’(:eéf

-between pre-tést and post-t s and betwe\en post—-test and

delaaged&.«&pgst-test: *p £ .05; **p {:01; ‘and ***p £ .o01.

/, . »
R .

\‘
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}fconfirm O'Hare 's conclusion that‘sentence-combinins—practice results’a

b

H}ra‘in increased syntactic ability as measured by the three indices in
; ’l‘able 3 However, the increase attained by Comba e:tperimental group

fwas closer to the increase achieved by/Mellon 8 (1967) group than'to"

Adthe increase achieved by 0 Hare ‘s’ group. Pedersen (1977) replicatedn

a- L& o

:ithe studies by 0 Hare and Combs with grade seven students. fHe ‘1 _fﬂm

R other two researchers used The control group scores did ot chAnge
'”significaﬂtly on either index., The experimental group didonot sig—-

Vnificantly increase their mean words per clause, however, they

V; achieved an increase in words per T—unit which.was significant beyond '

: Q
»k.the .01 level. The comparison with.the control group showed the ex-

I

_perimental group to have significantly outperformed the control group

o

Py

» ﬁ~carried out two of the main frequency counts (WﬂTU and W/CL) that the

-_consistently on both.the post;test and delayed—post—test occasions.‘]»-

Robinson (1979) conducted a study using O'Hare 8: Seqtencecraft

program with forty grade seven students but no control group for K

B

“comparison He used the "Aluminum passage for both.the pre—test and

~po§t-test. The increase in T—unit 1ength.following completion of the

fprogram was found to be significant Robinson noted that "all

-,ﬂstudents in this selected sample seemed able to handle more cqmplex

: Sullivan (1979) used the Gettingﬁlt nggther program,which.was

d,constructed under the direction of Charles R Cooper. Her study in—

‘vvolved grade nine and eleven students. The grade nine resuFts indi-

>
3

' cated that “tbe growth in the two syntactic factors, mean T“ ! it

7.f-lengthiand frequency of the use of finaL free modifiers were '

’a*embeddings after they had experienced the Sentencecraft program" (. 4)



: 51gn1f1cant at the .01 level and the .001 level" (p;t85)"These . 31
' results demonstrate the efficacy of sentence—combining in increasing‘
tthe syntactic complexity 1n student writing. Other studies have been“
rlcarried out at university level, the most impressive being the one byilf

z .Kerek, Daiker, and Morenberg, (l979) The trends reported in the

lower levels ‘seem to carry on. These three researchers conclude that;

s .‘The results bf this' experiment strongly confirm thegﬁlaims
- advarnced for SC in recent years: SC clearly helps

.~ cantly more effective than the convengional essay-analysis
- approach in increasing the overall wrPting skills of college

freshmen . . . . The-subordination ratio, clauses per T-unit,

- post-test differences between the two groups remained not
"signlficant, as they were on the pretest. But in the mean
clause length, words per clause, which Hunt claims is the

: syntactic factor that best differentiates adolescents from:

B .. ‘professional writers, the experimental group gained .89,

‘nearly one vwhole word whereas the controd group dropped A3,
" This difference is statistically significant at and beyond
the .001 level: of confidence. Note that in fifteen weeks
the treatment group incraased its clause by almost half of.
the growth.experienced, according to Hunt, in the previous
eig years of normal development. The same. group showed
a‘nearly as impressiva +74 word gain in°*T-unit size Jwords
per T-unit] in contrast to the .05 word drop by the control
- “group. The post-test différence between the groups, 1.1
\word 'is again significant'at‘betterfthana.OOl.‘(p.170 )

*Not only is the design of the study impressive, the results are im—

~°

pre551ve also. However, a few words of caution are in order at this

o pointafor'tno_reasons. First,ﬂas Manning (l979)‘points out;&ery

clearlyg-not'all_sentence-Combinlng‘studies have used identical

'treatments7and this affects the?generalizabildty“of the studies men-

L

o
M :
o

tioned above. He writes:
: The SC treatment ‘is acting as aofixed Variable in the -
statistical model.: As a fixed variable it represents. all
" the treatments to which inferences can be made in the ‘ex-
~periment. . . . The studies are limited in claiming success:
to~tﬁe particular treatment used in the ‘'study. They cannot
¢ aim success for the population called sentencercombining
AR o ; ‘8‘? S

ctelerate
syntactic growth- even among young adults, and it is signifi—’



e e e Replication is the solution to the problem of linited

generalizability. (pp 3—4) o
. ‘ ,' ‘:,
The second caution concerns the qﬁestion of syntactic growth,as

;.measured by ‘the words per T-unit type'of index. In the studies»
discussed above, the experimental gE?pps achieved significantly great—

B er increases on such indices than did the control groups. But as

v

-.:Hunt (1965) warned

, forcedﬁgrowth is not always. firm growth. Perhaps older
students' proficiency comes only as a result of years of
'psychological and experiential maturing. It may come only

~ with the. development of all ‘thought processes. In that event,
attempts to force the growth will be futile. . . . More than

one child has been debilitated by excessive self—conscious-
ness. (p 158)

The question raised here is extremely important.‘ If the syntactic

h increases resulting from sentence combining are artificial or forced
SR :

then the proponents of this technique have a4 major problem.

Combs (1975) results suggest that at least part of this growth

,:-is forced ~His experimental group gained 2.17 words per T-unit during

ffthe experiment but quickly Tost 0. 66 words per T—unit (roughly one.

hd

' year's-gfﬁﬁth),-as measuredmby a delayed post—test eight weeks later.

f Perhaps the ‘same thing happened with_Combs" seventh‘graders-as Neyf
7(1974) found with his fourth graders  Ney noted that conjoined

J adjectives were extremely rare . in children s writing at this grade

level. Nevertheless he attempted ‘to teach.his class to j01n two |

- sentences to form a third with_coordinated adJectives.- After two or

more trainimg sessions ofvone—half hour'each.the error rate was still:‘

| over 81.21;.}" Percent lXet after'- the same‘ .amount.of"-timej the err)'or‘—rate

for. the "WHrbe deletion" transformation was four percent. Ney'also'

.noted that although.he could train ‘his fourth,graders to’ write

e e IR S

o



sentences using'present participial‘phrases as noun modifiers, they

“

did not use sentences ‘with these in their free campositions. (Ney, .

1974, p. 167) He attributed his students poor improvement on the
’coordinated adjectives to their being developmentally unready. Pos-

sibly grade seven 1is too early to expect major growth and retention

k]

: in free writing of the more complex sentence structures which.Mellon;
‘Combs, and O'hare had their students practice. For example Mellon
:(1967) concluded that grade seven was. too early to try to enhance
V-development in the use of logicafhconjunctions such as "if, although
etc." (p. 70) Forcing the student to practice some of ’these syntac-‘-.'
‘.tic‘forms before he is deVelopmentally ready appears_to be a useless
iexercise if free composition is used as the’ measure. | -

The post-test decrease in uords per T—unit in the Combs study

1

bmsy also have another explanation. It may have been due to the ces— :

~

i sationhof concerted practice‘in*writing. Combs ,groups completed orrly

' one major writing assignment in Language Arts in the eight week delay

& o

“‘Period The fact that hls §t 'hhd also ceased the sentence—»‘ ST —

” sﬁ
‘combining treatment, especially the rewriting involved might easily
'have resulted'in the’ "significant,decrease .  One. composition in eight
weeks would certainly put the grade seven student in an artificial ,

.situation. He would be ' coming in coldr to the delayed post—test., It

is therefore questionable whether the procedure gave a fair iﬁdication
1udent syntactic’ ability e _ h 4 | |
In his study with.grade seven students, Pedersen (1977) found _

that his experimental group sustained the significant pre to post—test

‘growth.through_to the delayed post-test eight weeks later. However,



\ further study. S -

*not "be used alone.to measure syntactic growth,~ For example, o Hare s

; reveals that sixty4five'percent'of~this increase was“due to additional

©
»

APedersen 8 experimental students wrote in journals each.week as well
as receiving "instruction -and practice in the writing of developed

‘paragraphs related to the content of the two novels" during the‘post—‘

test to delayed post—test period gp 46) Despite these more positive

results, the question of temporary, perhaps forced, growth requires — N

¥
‘i"‘

The question .of whether the growth achieved through sentence-
combining practice is artificial has not been explored since Mbllon
(1967) -did transformation counts- in his study.' "Hunt (1965% ‘had . ‘
already done hls preliminary investigation into establishing nmean

R .
frequency counts for the various syntactic structures used in elabo—

~L

rating language but Mellon counted only the°1arger structures such.as

subbrdinate clauses. Apart from MELlon,s preliminary data, researchers

in the sentence—combiningvarea'have'negleCEed frequency counts: in

‘favor"of'thE\nMCh simpler indices of words per T—unit,'words'per

clause, and clauses per“T—unit. ,However”'this omission can lead to

SN

'unjustified conclusions. Because there are two ways to achieve.T— - e

N

.unit lengthening in terms of these- indices, words per T-unit- should ég

©(1973) results show. a mean increase of 6.12 words.per~T—unit in the

‘ experimental’group'shcompOSitions,i A simple arithmetic#l calculation Cir/\

0

PR

use of subordination. But as- Loban (1976) observed dependent clauses

iare not always the most sophisticafed strategy for subordinating

elements of thought. In fact5 Hunt s (1965) research shows that true

‘o

development, in terms of superior adult'writing; requites clause .

A

"(-



growth rather than simple increased subordination.

. Superior adults show a 47 percent gain in sentence length . o,
over, twelfth graders . . . only a 6 percent gain in the '
"number of subordinate clauses . . . but atwﬁmpping 36 o
percent gain in clause length. (p. 57) . o

From this statement, it can be Toncluded that a sentence—combining

. program which increases the amount of . subordination until 84 percent

of the T—units contain a subordinate clause, as did o' Hare s experi— L/
"mental group, is artificially inflating the words per T*unit index e
bof growthr In his.1975 study, Combs' ‘experimental group subordination‘

- frequency 1is only’0.45 as:neasured-by the*delayed post—test.'_For_

,

»Loban 8 (1976) grade twelves, the figure was 0 60, and for Huat's
“
(1965) grade twelves it was 0.68. Despite the fact that the Combs

"_figure is low in terms of these grade twelve norms, flfty—one percent

»
of the growth.in words per T—unit which Camhs experimental group did

achieve was due to increased subordination. The moxe pertinent index
for measuring growth. in the light of thlS tendency of sentence-

"combining practice to result_in a large increase in the number.of~

'clauses per T-unit, is wOrds per clause. |

. . . A
Loban (1976) found an average yearly‘igcrease of\0~26 words'per

clanse between grades seven and twelve. The o' Hare study shows the <
most significant results for fhis‘index. The mean developmental in;

N o =

crease;for his‘experimental group'usingxthis-index was 5,7‘years\\~

Combs' mean experimental group increase was 2.7 years butTfell off

9

2 @ years. by the delayed post -test. O'Hare's Tresults arevcertainly
the more impressive But his de51gn did not include a delayed tesb '
T therefore it is not known what effect a period of delay would have

had on his results. What' syntactic structures cbntributed to this
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increased clause length is also unknown as neither o' Hare nor Combs‘

\

,included frequency counts of the various within~clause structures.

\

71t should be noted that the increase in words per clause found in both’h‘l
studies could be accounted for by ‘the simple addition of one or two
adJectives per clause. A researcher would be on pretty shaky footing
if he. equated this with.the true syntactic development traced bytfunt
and Loban. ;

It is important then for researchers to determine~whether the:

increases in words per T-unif and words per clause which result from

a‘sentence—combining program'are really forced and artificial growth

i

" or whether such a program fosters true syntactic development.
I Y ] : .

.
+

Reading Comprehension»and‘the Influence of Syntax o . -

- &

A number of authors have concluded that.syntax must have a major

effect on reading comprehension but few researchers have been able to

_satisfactorlly‘measure this influence. In a study entitled "Sentence

Structure-as.a Factor Affectlng Comprehension" Pavlak'(1973L undertook

a regien‘of all "available, scientifically accurate studies chducted-'

within the past twenty-four years." (p. 1) " The strongest conclusion

Y

.

he could reach was this: "There is a relationship between children's

knowlegge‘of grsmmatical structure and their ability'toicomprehend in

readlng " (p.»180). The correlatlon between the- two varlables, however

was very low for each_study he reviewed

Yet the rationale for suggestlngvtheAimportance.of,syntaxoaﬁ%ears ;

to be very sound.- Gilliland (1972) demonstrates this imbortance with

- a very'simplebeXample.
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S |

o It would be very convenient if we could work.out the mean-
‘ing of a septence by adding up the meanings of the words E

.. considered separately. This is unfortunately not possible
-.becauge the way in which words interact prevents us from |

"doing. this.’ Whereas, the sequence of words rarely. affects

a sentence in Latin for example, the linear sequence of ;

' words in patterns in English is extremely impertant., o « |
" a "venetian blind" does not mean the same as a "blind Iy

_ Venetian" . .-. . Our ability to extract meaning from t

. phrase is closely related to the grammatical structure :25}
o underlying it. (p. 69)

- |
i

Despite the general difficulty in establishing syntax as a major b
. variable affecting reading comprehension, as reported by Pavlak
number of researchers have achievedﬂsome success. Stolurow and

Newman (1959) carried out a’facto analysis'of readability’elenents

’

using ‘adults and found that ten of the ‘twentyrthree'faCtors or.

variables accounted for 92.8 percent of the total variance. These

, were than rotated, and two nejor factors emerged: relative

difficulty of words" (thirty—four percent) and relative sentence

difficulty (twenty.percent). (Stolurow and Newman, 1959,'p.1245)

Klare (1963) in hls book The MEasurement of Readability refers to a

study by James Brinton and Wayne Danielson (1958) They found six
of their twenty.factors_with correlations significantly,different

. . . .

from zero. Two emerged as being more important. They-were called.a

. “ o
"vocabulary factor" and a. "sentence factor'. (Klaxe, 1963, pp. 163-

164) ", 5 - RECEE v
Thus, as Little (1972) concluded from his review-of research
there 1s sufficient theoretical and empirical evidence upon which to -

base the claim that "the syntactlcdstrudture of written language has

a majox effect on,the reading comprehension of that language" (p- 23)

4

’

i
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Readingﬁcomprehension and syntax-—descriptiye studies. There

‘are many st‘bdes dealing with the reading problems experienced by

students in the elementary grades as a result of overly complex syn-

tax.

_A1banese_(1972) used a reading test with limitedAvocabulary

2

which was designed to measure the'effects of varying structural depth

' and structural organization on reading comprehension Her subjects

were grades three and five students. She found that they had more

5 f
1y

trouble\processing -adverb and adjective clauses than adverb and adjec-

tive phrases but that all four of these structures made comprehension

more difficult. Bormuth, Manning,' Carr, and Pearson 1970) found that,

“large pr0portions~of grade four students were "unable to demonsie?te

a comprehension of the most basic syntactic structures" (p. 353).

’

Rutland (1975) also used grade four students and tested them witb.

]

cloze passages with controlled syntax. Although he was not concerned

with "basic" syntactic structures, he did find that complex syntax

posed reading difficultiesifor the students. His results showed that:

1. A sentence written with a nominalization of an active
verb was significantly harder than a sentence written with

a detransformed active verb.

2. The embedded clause structure was significantly more
difficult than the right—branching clause structure.

3, The relative clause was more difficult:than an adjectlve.
(pp. 97-107) : .

Bormuth.(1966) wrote:

' Unfortunately, nmny adults and children fail to understand

what they read, nat because the concepts are too difficult
or- because they lack basic reading skills, but simply because

of the complexity of the 1anguage in whlch.those concepts are

presented. (p. 81)

In his. study, involving grades four through_eight he used cloze tests

from twenty passages representing a yariety of prose styles and

[}

e
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ranging in difflculty from about grade four to grade elght He Qone
cluded that comprehension dlfflculty was undoubtedly caused by the
‘language 1tself, but these 1:Lngulst1‘c fcatures constitut.ed only a partt
of the‘causéljvariables; "Semantic,‘organiéatiohal, and “cont ext - vari-
ables undoubtedly constitute ochcr causes of difficulty".  (Bormuth,
1966, p. 126) | |
- Fagan (1971) hypothe31zed that the presence of a particular
“scntence structure could affect a child?s_rcading comprehcnsion,of
a particular passage. He used cloze tests of basal passages with
~ grades four, five, and six students. In each passage,ﬂhe iﬁSe;ted :
a simple transformation, an embedding, a conjoining, ardeleticn,tor
'position shift’transformation. His results indicated'that |
: ece s deletion and embedding transforms tend to make
* 4 . ‘sentenCes and passages difficult for children to read.
It appears that pupils have difficultyx processing the
information of these structures and consequently experi- -
ence difficulty in understanding the sentences in whlch
they appear. (p. 170-171).
Fagan 1isted~the most difficult stiuctures: .appocitives; 'ing' _
7nominaliiaticn5,cgenitiﬁeAprcnouns, common elements deletion, and
‘negatives. He also found that sentence dlfflculty was more dependent»'
on dlfflculty of transforms than was the dlfficulty of a passage, and
he suggested that thls was accounted for by passage redundancy.
Breneman 11975) also used cloze tests as one of her instruments
in,aséegsing the relationsﬁip betwcen*linguistic awarcnessﬁahd reading
k'cAomprehen‘sion with fourth,‘ fifth, and eighth graders. She found

that her "subjécts' linguistic awareﬁess"vwas positively related to



N

reading comprehension as measured hy the HMT reading subtest. She
~also found that this‘felationship remained constant over grades four,
six, and‘eight. Therefore, she'concluded that "syntactical(utiliza—
tion'is probably fundamental to all stages.of.thehreading process"
(. 83). | | | | |

| This conclusion is in line,withlSmith's (1969) findings in a
study using cloze.tests on passages written at grade*four, eight,'and
twelve.syntactiC»levels based on Hunt's (1965) norms. Smith conclu=
ded that the level of syntactic complexity does affect comprehension.
Grade eight students found fourthrgrade passages harder to comprehend
than those written on their own linguistic level. However, they L
found twelfth-grade passages too difficult to comprehend Takahashi
(1975) found a decreasing correlation between grade-gix and grade—

nine achievement on the Nelson Reading Test and her test of syntactic

comprehension.v She concluded that syntax plays a decreasing role in
comprelension as the student matures._(p. 42) Taking her study and
Smith's together, one would conclude that syntax is an.important fac—.
tor in reading‘comprehension at least through the middle school years °
~ but that its role\becomes less important in later years. However |
. most . researchers agree with Carroll (1970), quoted in Takahash1 (1975)

».Based on a study involving third sixth. and ninth graders Carroll
; : .
concluded that. . ‘
Acquisition of lexico-grammatic meaning was a slow process,
far from complete by the ninth grade. -Each succeeding grade
_did better than the preceding one. (Takahashi, 1975, p. 28)
This discussion of syntax and its effect on comprehension has

concentrated on eStablishing that syntax does continue to affect



reading comprehension'at least up to the senior high sChool level.
Olson (1973);gave a pleusible reason for the problems  posed by com-

: r - _ :
Plex syntax for the immature reader: ‘@
‘ ” .
P We are coming to realize that although purely syntactic
considerations in language acquisition are of great intrin-
" sic interest, changes in the semantic structure of language
and in many underlying cognitive processes are necessarily
related to syntactic development. One important mental.
ability needed by the competent language performer would
have been‘taxed if I had read the previous sentence aloud
to you. That sentence, both becausr& of its lengt:h and its
structural complexity, would have required that you store
large segments of information in immediate memory in order
for you to -come up with its meaning--if in fact youxcould

- (p- 145)

- This mnemonic skill needed for comprehending syntactically complex
'writing has been explored by a number of researchers working with
subjects at the_uuiversity 1ege1. Siaison (1970) hypothesized chat
senteuces'wbich were left-branching (subJect/noun_phrase/complement)
would be harder for undérgraduaﬁes.to process than‘right—branching

(object/noun phrase/complement) She found this to be true and con-

4

cluded that this was probably because the hearer, as Olson 1ater sug-

‘gested, was required to hold a 1arge part of the information in

srorage'before he could process the complete sentence. (p. 59)

P

'Savin and Perchonock (1965) undertook a study to determine which

kind of senteuCes tookvthe;mos§v5pace.in immediate‘memory. Their
undergraduate;sukjects.uere giveu.e sentence'rollowed by a string of
words. They were.required to recall the seuteuce perfectlykaﬁd then
recall as mEuy of the extra words .as possible. The researchers
theorized that the number of extré»words recalled would indlcate the
amount of memory capacity_remaining after rhe'sentencevhad‘beeu en—

.coded. Their results coufirm&ﬁ the order of difficulty as follows:
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emphatic passive, passive—négative question,_passive*question,'nega~
’ P. L ‘ )\\
tive passive, emphatic, negative question, negative, passive,
‘ ,./ .
question relativization, and kernel. The kernels, of course, were .

. , ¢
simplest. THe authors concluded S - .

Because of the nature of English grammax, grammatical
complexity is partly confounded with the number of words
in a sentence. \It is clear, however, that length in words
cannot by itself account for the present results. Neither
the question transformation nor the emphatic lengthens any
of the sentences in this experiment; yet | ‘both transforma-
tions increase the diffictilty of remembering septences.

Despite the relative crudity of this method for measuring storage B
space in immediate memory, it does 8uggest that more complex syntqg—

tic structurks are harder to process and therefore harder to under- .
sta_nd\. ‘ ‘

vGough (l965) and Slobin's‘(1966) findings supported those‘ofa ' -
Savin apd Perchonock. But like Letson (1958), they were also con- : g “
cerned with.the influence of complex syntactic structures on speed of -
comprehension. Slobin measured response times of subjects in eStab—
lishing the congruit; or incongruity of syntactically complex state- -
ments and pictures. His subjects were kindergarten students, grades
two, four, six and summer—school uq}versity students. Hehfound that

-

'"the,main effect of.grammar was jstatistically significant at the .001

level" \(p. '223). He further concluded that: his findings supported the
4 notion that the syntactic complexity of sentences could be concretely

neflected in decoding ‘time while at the same time admitting that his

measure.was too crude for accurately measuring speed of comprehensiona’

. ’-.
.

Gough.(1965) also used response times. His subjects, were introductory

- psychology students. The procedure was much the same as Slobinfs.‘.

Y



He found that active sentences were confirmed significantly faster

Jo - . , '
than paasivea;'afﬂ;mative, faster than negative; and true, faster

" tian false. But he also suggested that part of the ‘reason for theu‘e‘

findings migb.t have been the frequency with which the varfous sen- -

 tence patternn were encountered. He concluded that "the present

reéults demonstrate that syntax is related to speed of understanding”.

(p. 111)

~Letson (1958) attempted to measure readins"rete in accordance

Q

with the difficulty of the material. His subjects ivere eollege fresh—

. - <

men. They were asked to read a selection (2500—3000 words 1n length),

P

mark their place s and answer thirty mult:lple choice questions. Read-

" ing rate and comprehension scores were computed. He found that the

) Ocorrelation between rate and comprehension on easy material tended to

[

: be high, but that as (:b.e difficulty of the material mcreased the

coeffi_cien‘ts decteased‘.

¢ It sefL‘ reasonable to conclude from this body of research that

syntax is a defini%e/ factor in determining the comprehensi%ility of

3
©

a passage and the speed uith wh.ich the passage can be understood.

The- concern of the ,present‘ study is°the degree and speed of compre-

K

'hens ion

Hunt (_1966) po:&nted, out an interesting phenomenon relating to”
studeft ability to compfehend and write complex syntax.

Students in the middle grades can read with 80 ‘percent -
comprehension, sentences whose clauses are as J!ong #as
o those they will write only when théy become about
i four years older. They can read syngax-that is about four
ears beyond what they can write. (p. 82)

il

<

rehension scores should not sn_f,fex as mugh as speed of

cunprehension cores ‘at’ the grade nine level when syntax of a passage ‘
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e n“i‘“achieve a certain facility or speed in processing these forms 'Such

: ‘_'x.‘-“r . " , g :.f,‘. - ‘ - “rv : ’ . . o R
ﬁﬁfﬁ;is made more difficult. By providing the student with.uritten prac- et

n'ﬁice in manipulating the more complex syntactic forms he shnuld j:‘t.‘ %d;‘

ipractice should not only result in incr sed maturity 1ﬂ written~syn-i_fw

\;;itax.but also in speed of comprehension.‘ Ney (1974) suggested thi

fﬁpossibility when heAwrote that growth in syntactic flu" cy yas notflf

due'

l;. . e changes in the linguistic abi 'ty of students But to
“e . changes in" certain skills ch. students utilize in . 0
~ the writing process. These skilis include 1) mmemonic  if -
- skills, 2) sentence~processing’ (or reprocessing)- skills,i'p‘
~ . and 3)" skills ‘connected wit. 'the raising to conscious
- 'control of linguistic resources which are. innate to the
j'fastudent . 168) T cE AR

Ab 33%

T Stotsky (1975) in a. comprehen ve review of the effects of sentence— g &
- I ¥ S L

& ,combining practice adVOcated that more, studies be undertaken and gavev‘:f

”the following rationale for using sentence combining as a means of

s
R

v"inmroving readi;;‘comprehension._ _;ff”

Inasmuch,as reading, speaking, listening and writing are all'
language-based -activitles, one can assume. an interrelation-
-ship among. all ‘the: language arts. It is. theoretically S
aplausible to.. maintain that growth.in one area should be res
, - flected to some extent in other areas. It is also plausible
"< . to maintain that the nature of these relationships may change
o ‘as. children move into higher” stages of intellectual growth ]
As older students begin to think with and about complex
language ‘structures in ‘their efforts to write coherently,.
, it is conceivable that these efforts could contribute to,
- as well as flow fram, their linguistic and intellectual ‘
development. (p 66) SR

B SO

Researchers have tried to improve camprehension by improving

studentBA knowledge of syntax or grammar bﬁt have fqiled. Before

a

reviewing the attempts to imprqye comprehension throqéh.sentence—

combining practice, a review of these granmanroriepted studies is in
» : _ s .

% order.» SIS y'-;: fv'p,fgvg fix



'-his series of studies -in this area. in 1961 with grade twelve studentS"s-s

R

g;ammar~-experimental studiesN,Roy O'Donnell made the most concerted

. e Qr

Improvingﬁcomprehension bxcimprovingéknowledge of syntax or

W

:_effort to improve reading comprehension by improving subjects

:*tknowledge of syntactical forms-and their relationships._ He began

»as his subjects and constructed his Test of Structural Relationships
‘in Egglish using nonsense*words. “Ee theorized that this test would

venéble him to control vocabulary and measure subjects abilitvgto'

%

‘recognize the various structural relationships of words in English

LI

fsentences ther finding a- correlation of 0. 44 between these lin—ﬂ-~> .

’ i

7 guistids structuif scores and Leyel scores ‘on the Davis ReadvﬁgiTest-’

(Form 2C), O'Donnell concluded'

ris difficult to see’ how he reached this’ conclusion.‘.”

The cérrelation between awareness of stygti#ld relation— -
. ships of words in sentences and ability., ding compre-
“hension as’ ‘indicated in this study is not¥i¥ficiently highd
to give conclusive evidence {n’ support of’ ‘the. teaching of;
,.*1inguistic structure as-a nmjor means of. developing reading;
Jcomprehension. (O'Donﬁell 1961, p. 90) :

1:O'Donnell considered speed scores "irrelevant His ‘decision not

",_-to examine the effect of increased knowledge of syntax on spee of

.

comprehension may have resulted in loss of valuable information., It'

[

e

l"ﬁ’ - ;
o In 1974 O'Donnell and Kingqcarried out a study with.seventh

‘graders who were reading below grade level to see if students read—

ing conprehension could ‘be improved by increasing their deep struc—vh‘

ture,recovery_skills. Students were given practice in de—composing“

- i

' '»,complex,syntactic structures into'their-constituent'kernels and're- T

“dcombininthhem in naraphrasevform. At the end of the project, cor—

relations of 0 59 and 0. 69 were obtained between Simons Deeg.

[

Ly . R I . C
B\ | | i L : -
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B L ;RQ'
v o L
Structure Recovery_Test and cloze test scores, and betiw@ h?&SRT

and the California Test of Basic Sk:l.lls Reading Compreh,ension ‘s; . l
e i y
But the gain from pre—test to" post—test was very slight and cou

T

'1% not be aétributed to the influence of the 1nstructiona1 materials"
, 7 ‘ L _ gl

(p 337) The researchers did conclude, however'” iﬁt the results:
. Y & o
e seemed to indicate a strong positive relatLo«

b e’tween ‘ reading
comprehension and certain aspects of sentence structure" (Q'Donnell,
’1976 p.f3) >They attributedsthe small'gains tO‘poor_ngrale_and lack

e

of readiness ‘to . profit from the program '
S

In 1975, o! Donnell and King undertook a sec%!p study involving

- : , x'y e ‘

e grade nine students 'to explore the possibility of increasing sensiti— Y
R o

: ivity to- syntactic structure by direct instruction" (ﬁy 258) They

provided a twenty—four page module of programmed exercises dealing
. with.basicxsentence patterns, parts of speech. subordinated sentences, S
.sentence analysis and synthesis. They used 0'§onnell's Percegtign

of Altérnate Structures Test which.used nonsense vocabulary but

; "‘,Engllsh :Lnflections and i‘unction words (e.g. Thé b:mble s'cared the .
‘?}ilhid) After four weeks of instruction, their grade nine subjects
fv.scored as: high as tenth.graders. They found a correlation of 0 41
::fbefween the PAST and reading comprehension scores.'(Q'Donnell 1976

‘p: 3) 0 Donnell noted that this correlation was nearly the same .as

).for his earlier test He then developed the gg te Sentence Test

L

jusing conventional English vocabulary.‘:"lt was<designed to measure

o :ability to perc ive s1miiarity of meaning of sentences that were

-
’ structnrally dif erent " (O Donnell 1976 p. 3) He found a corre— S

g QA

lation of 0. 65 btheen eighth.graders scores on this test and




~ ment in student facility in using various syntactic forms can . result )

/

N

reading scores, nearly the same as for the DSRI (which also used /

conventionaf vocabulary), O'Donnell (1976) concluded from this geries

i

. of studies that.v =

J 7

;Areader does have to sense the relationship of a

gﬁ:to”other words“in a sentence. But I.do'not think the
ytural” tues are. frequently sufficient -for the recovery .

‘Vwmaning, when' they are not,"we_fall back on syntactic

. cues. Thus, ability to sense relationships of words is

essential, but ‘the function of syntactic cues is that of

_supporting and/or clarifying cues of semanti¢ structure.
.Thus it is to be expected .that measures of sensitivity to -

syntactic cues, while correlating posieively with measures
of reading comprehension, would correlate,less highly thanv
semantic knowledge with.such.qgasures. . 7

O Donnell 8 findings were quite inconclusive. It is easy to see |

why an increased owledge of grammar would not necessarily improve

' _'reading comprehen31on. However his results did suggeﬁ that improve-— '

in improved-reading comprehension. As Latham (1973) commented

e

It :ws with Latham's last point in mind that the literature highlight—-‘

S

s

’ writing is reViewed here."

7Being a native speaker of a language means possessing the

knowledge that certain words group.together and .that these

- groups can inter-relate in a variety of ways, and tﬁns,‘,‘f
. produce. specific underlying.meanings. It does not involve

why cerggin words can be integrated into groups or why
particular'relationships can obtain between such groups so
that certain meanings are generated. v .. It is clear then,

that to achieve the comprehension of the sentences of written

language, the accomplished adult reader will possess facility

. dn synthesizing individual words to form the grammatical "

word: groups used in the production plan for the sentence.
(p 123) ; ‘ :

- l -

~’~.

,.ing the relationship between the two language arts of geading and

o,
[
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fReading Cogprehension and - Written Syntactic Ability. The Relationship

o’

In his 1ongtitudinal study, Loban (1963 1966 1967) found the

same results over and'over again" students who read well also wrote -

© well. In his 1976 profile of kdndergarten to grade twelve language

o0,

_»Knntz made two comments which_provide important insight into ‘the re-

,development he concluded that‘"In measure after measure, the Qubjects

\
~

whose 1anguage power (written and oral) impressed numefous teachers,
‘ “

are the ones who show empirically e hiéher scores on tests of

reading abrgicy." (p. 80) In the Light of these findings, the 7 3;4

.,

‘ﬁfollowing two sections of this review of ‘the literature will look at

the descjkptiVe studies which.confirm Lobanks findings aBout the re-

v w
-‘lationship between reading comprehension and written syntax, and the

'.experimental studies u51ng sentencercombining which attempted to

improﬁe‘reading comprehension while improving written syntactic ahil-
ity ﬁf .
The relatipnship heCWeen reading omprehension and syntax—~~

',

7vdescriptive studies. In ‘her 19]5 study with.seventh.graders Mﬁldred

' latlenship between a person s ability ta comprehend language using

certain syntactic fo@hé;and his ability to\write these same forms

tReading Qsﬁievement and written syntactic attainment are
_ not mutually exclusive. Rather, it could be said that they .
“thrive in a symbiotic relationship which is mutually bene-
ficial. They share common elements, and it is suggested
- that one of these elements is a knowledge of language—~' ,
'dkhow it works and how it is used (p 137) N )

;:Earlier in the same work she ‘had noted that:

il
i

9
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An examination of the reader's understanding and management
of sentence elements should provide valuable insights into” -
. the language that the reader brings to reading . + . . One
must be careful not to confuse reading comprehension with
" a mastery of sentence structure; however, the ability to
‘utilize syntactic understandings may be cbnsidered as an
' antecedent to comprehension, = Since the sentence is regarded
by linguists &s the basic unit of language (Lefevre, 1964,
. p. VII), it would seem that an understanding of the structure .
.~ " and patterns of language as éxpressed through the senténce
is such an advantage to the reader that this knowledge
constitutes a preorganizing, as it were,'of the: materials
to be read. (Kuntz, 1975, p..3) .

In henstudy, she used the. Gates McGinit—ig Reading Test, Survey E to

measure reading skills and . the Sentence Construction Test to measure

syntactic ability.‘ This test provides the student with.an example “.
..of the kind of construction he is to use and has him transform sen—
- tences into new sentences using these conscructions.' Based on.a
"sample of ninety—six grade seven . students she found correlations of‘
0 68 and 0. 81 between total Syntactic attainment and total reading
achievement for tWo different schools. These correlations were
; significant at . the 001 1eve1 She concluded that "the knowledge of
_‘syntax that - the students acquire through.direct instruction or from
transfer in other 1anguage areas is/a Valuable skill'ﬁn efficient
| reading " (p 1342 ‘In yiew of;the fact that syntax is\only one
factor affecting readingrcomprehension;;it‘is‘sanewhat_surprising'
'ﬂfyto find correlations as high.as 0 81. ' |
Perron (1976), working with.fiftybone fifth.grade students, E
used samples of their free writing and calculated correlations be—'_\

. tween'their WOIdS per T—unit and wordsiper clause indices and”cheir

vd\\reading comprehension scores on the Gates—McGinitie Readi;gﬁTests.;

He found smaller correlations than Knntz, 0. 33 between reading

Ly ._‘~



A comprehension and words per T—unit, and 0. 42 between reading compre— e

hension and,words per clause. Perhaps the two indices which he used

_were not. sufficiently sensitive to true synu?ctic ability. Kuntz s

I

. Sentence Construction Test measured the ability of a student to pro—'
.duce a variety of syntactic forms, whereas the words per T—unit index
.used by Perron dafs not ‘measure the same skill. This insensitivity
may account for the wide difference in correlation coefficients.v
Smith (1969) and Siedow (1973) controlled for content in writing
by using O0'Donnell’s. "Aluminum passage, and Smith' "Bees passage.»
Siedow also used her own "Ant" passage. -Both authors used cloae ver—
sions of these passages,.written‘on syntacticvlevelsrwhich were based

- on.Hunt's (l970)nfig$§?§8,_as cOmprehension tests. Smith's (1969)

. dftwelve. .&h general he found that students read best the material
written at or near . their own level of syntactic complexity. He con—
~cluded that the level of syntactic complexity of material to be read”’
did affect comprehen51on and that the effect was particularly notice—
‘able at the lower grade levels. Students in grades eight to twelve

. read eighth.grade material better than anything harder. They also

found materials written on the easier syntactic level, grade four,‘

und that the clause 1ength_variable in a subject s writing vas

'significantly related to COmprehension. However she failed to find
conSistent signiﬁicant positiye correlations between syntactic abil—

ity and reading comprehension..

Evanechko Ollila and Armstrong (1974) took Smith.and Siedow s

!

© .. study was carried bdﬁkéith.ninety»students in each grade’from four to

harder to comprehend than grade eight level materials;. Siedow (1973)3

I~
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research-a step further. They stndied_the free writing of gradelsix‘

. students and analyzed it according to the Botel and Granowsky Formula. :

They measured reading achievement with the Bond~BalowhHoyt New

Developmental Readi_gﬁTest (Intermediate Level), The number of T—units”

and tworcount structures were the best predlctors on all pretests of

. reading achievement. Sentence patterns SVIO and SVO complement were

the other ‘two structures which.contributed significantly to reading
achievement The researchers wrote:

- of the four significant predict of reading achievement,
two were {cdnsistently first in’ ‘ regression equation.

These two were.the number of T-units and Two-Count Structures.’

+  The formet is essentially a measure of the fluenCy -of ex~ "~
- pression in language in that it is an index of the number
- of ideas expressed and as such is a more accurate measure
of ‘language output than .the sentence, which is more difficult
- of defipition. The latter, Two~Count Structures (passives,

paired constructions; dependent clauges; comparatives; parti- |
ciples; infinitives as subjects, appositives and conjunctive -

. *,adverbs), is essentially a measure of ‘the flexibility or .
“compiexity and sophistication of expressions in language in
_that it focuses upon means used to elaborate utterances and
‘provides for variety in expgession.  Also, it appears that
these same two language competencies, fluency and- control
of syntactic complexity, underly all meaSUred reading
" behaviors. (p 324) :

< . If fluency and control of syntactic complexity are the key

-language competencies’ underlying reading -achievement, then
building these two competencies may well improve reading. .-
,,performance..(p 325) A

Before concludi_ng this section of th.e literature review it should

be‘mentioned,that not all such.descriptivevstudies support the reading_

shill/writing skill relationship'claimsa'EVans (1979) also attempted

to investigate the relationship between reédiﬁ% comprehension and the

R

production of written syntactic structures. (p. 129) His studies

Alinvolved three groups of fifty students each.in eighth and twelfth

grade and\senior level university. He had students do a rewrite

Q
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exercise similar t0‘6'bonnell's "Aluminun”'paseage, using the "Bees"'

passage which was deVeloped by Smith (1971) ' This instrumeqf‘was

. used to provide three indices of syntactic ability. l) T-unit length'
2) a subordination index, and 3) a nominalization index ("the mean

number of noun clauses and phrases per sentence ). (Evans, 1979, p.

. 130) Reading comprehension was measured by cloze tests made from nine -

prose passages, three in each of the expository, narrative, and des—
criptive modes. Evans ‘results were unexpected, and,contradicted
‘nuch:research'carriedsout‘previously.“/ﬁe found "a significant in—
vetse relationship between the‘three criteria?for written syntaxfand,
. the'conposite cloze scores" (p._132). ‘In short, as the cloze score
Aneans‘increased,\the'wriring indices scores decreased.i The clo;e
means showed an overall decline across grades » In fact, “eighth

graders performed bette;'on all the passages than college seniors.

s

di " (p 133) EVans was hard pressed to explain these results. He -

simply concluded with.the ‘'statement - that "there is evidently a need

e

for further investigation of the relationships addressed- here"

(p 135)

* ) . . ’ ’ ‘ L

Due to- the large number of such.studies deyoted to studying the
' relationship between reading comprebension and written syntactic

skill reviewing them all is virtually impossible.‘ Representative _

' pieces have been included to provide insights into the procedures and
: ~results to which such studies often give rise.'
Although as Kuntz - (1975) npted reading and writing are not
unitary skills, and therefore a mastery of syntax is not enough to

- f

ensure good writing and reading results (p 4), the student needs a

w. e s
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facility with basic sentence patterns in all their variety. I(p"S) ‘
‘.This syntactic skill is fundamental to successful writing and to good
comprehension. . number of researchers have attempted to improve
reading comprehension by improving the written syntax of students.

. Some have used sentence-combining programs to produca this improve— ‘
ment in writing and reading skills. These studies will be reviewed

here.

Improvinggreading‘comprehension hy improving written syntax——

”!experimental studies. Sandra Stotsky (1975) in her comprehensive

&>

‘review of studies using sentence—combining techniques wrote-

Theoretical justification for. explicit syntactic manipula—
tion in writing as a means of improving reading comprehen-
sion may derivg from the possibility that such.exercises '
clarify both the meaning and use of" complex ‘structures for
children. Complex structural block-building exercises, so
“to speak, may help students'better understand syntactic
Telationships within the sentence. . They may also develop
the capacity for. synthe8121ng a larger number of ‘elements -

* . within a "total idea’. (p 32) :

L It is reasonable to assume that the child who understands f
how to compose a highly complex sentence also understands N
that sentence.. G 59)

Inasmuch_as reading, speaking, listening, -and writing are
all language-based activities, one can assume an interrela-
§ tionship among all the language arts. It is theoretically
c ‘ ‘plausible to maintain that growth in one area should be
- “reflected to some extent in, other areas. (. 66) e

All of these points seem eminently reasonable. Researchers vho
attempted,to improve'reading throughjsyntactic manipnlation,in'wrieej
ing all based their research.on some version of these prlnciples.

. Fisher' (1973) worked with.students in grades five, seven, and
» nine. HlS experimental and control groups in each.grade were rela—

¢

tiyely small w1th.an average of sixteen per. class. The sentence—



" - 64‘; s
eoﬁbining treatment wae-éiven while the eontrol greup took reading
instrueti!n_for five weeke. Writing ekill;waeﬁmeaeured by OfDonnell's
'UUdenﬁm"‘passage and a self—ﬁade.ﬁCopton" passage. Readiﬁg compre;,l ¥
hension was measured b& the Stanford Paragraph Meaning Test end by
| tﬁree clOze tests written at grade four, eight,»end twelve syntacﬁic |
levels (Hunt, 1970) and on nihth_end.tenph grede_vocabplaf& levels
according to fhe_Dale-Chali formula. Those §esteiwere administered
at pre—teet and pest—test oceasions. Fisher found that.

" the sentence—combiﬁing peactice did enable the experiﬁeﬁtal.

groups to read the Stanford Paragraph Meaning Test and the
fourth grade syntactic maturity cloze reading. test. better

than the control groups (sig. at 0.014), but the practice
did not enable the experimental groups to read the eighth
and twelfth grade symtactic maturity cloze tests better than
the control groups . . . . Therefore one cannot conclude
~that in its present form the sentence-combining course would
enable students. to read better after taking the course,

(p. 85). S
The correlatlon between words per T—unlt on the post—tests and’ the
Stanford Paragraph Meanlng Test scores was 0.13.4 Such results, in
llght of the built-in blas due to the sentence—eombining format of | -
& the wrltlng test are probably not valid. : |
- Shockley (l97h) also 1nvest1gated the effects of tralnlng in

syntax on readlng comppehen81on. She selected fortybsxx grade seven‘l'
-sﬁudents ef“avefége'iﬁtelligence who were experiencing comprehen310p.-
problemsﬁahd who scored oﬁe year‘orkmbre below level. AHer"treatment
- was somevhat different.from regular sentenge-combining ﬁfograms.
\WhereaS'Fisher'e pfogram‘wae baeeq oﬁ the manipulatien of sentences

indiﬁidually, Shoe§iey's sentence-combining program involved the
';reewfitiﬁg-of.paseages'on_a medified kernel ievel; -Subjects rewrote
<¥£he original su;face sﬁructure fepreeentaﬁioﬁ of‘selecteq feeleé; To



test the effectiveness of her,ﬁrogram; she used the Metropolitan

’Achievehent Test fdr reading andlthe Shocklgﬁﬂsyntactic Structures

Test for'neasuring syntactic changes in brittng.% The latter test
used a multiple-choice fermat‘employing answers -involving various
'transformations. The'student'haduto,Select the sentence with the

. same meaning as the keySSentences.f'A pilot study using ten subjects I

yielded a relisbility for the SSST of 0.80. Shockley found no signif- |

icant dlfference‘between pre— and post-test scores on her SSST. (pp.
56-7) She‘fnnnd a gignificant difference (.05) between pre-.and post-
test comﬁrehension scores on the MAT for both experimental and control
o groups. She suggeEted tbatlthe positive attitude toward,readlng re~

sulting from work'with the fables could have resulted in the‘suceess I
| | : o
of both groups on the post—tests. She also hypothesized that her

expectation of transfer‘fromzimpliclt usage of transformations~in

context (fables) to'an“explicit usage‘of transforms in isolation may

. e

have been ill-founded. (p. 57) Her explanations may well be correct.
However Shockley's study shed little light on whether reading campre—

,hen51on could be improved by practice in sentence combining.

~

The two prev1ous studies were‘onlyleoncerned with.power ‘of
comprehension and nqtﬂspeed of‘comnreHEnsion. Hnghes'(1975) hypothe-.
sized that sentence-—combining practice .

b

: should speed up the visual process, by increasing student's
familiarity with the phrases . and clauses resulting from the
embedding process . ... . Therefore experimental students, ~
_practicing sentence—combining, should show an increase in-
reading speed as compared to control students. (p. 17)

She studied twelve experlmental and twelve control subjects in grade'

seven. The experimental subjects were given an average of thirty-one
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houra oszentence—combining practice With adjectiye clauses an“

reductions over an gleVen meek span. - ebe used the Gates%ﬂcc
i Sy

ReadinggTests, E to measure r;:ding cnmprehension and &#pd

D
and O Donnell s "Aluminum passag-

. occasions to measure syntactic ability. Hughes concludea
there appears to.be an extremely close link between a’ stﬁ%;
dent's reading level and phat same student's syntactic'

maturity level based on measures developed by Hunt and. i
0'Donnell Ii e. the "Aluminum" passage]. (p ‘53)

She also suggested that "although the Gates-McGinitie tests are wide—*

1y used for measuring reading ability, the speed and accuracy section

-

~3sed to measure these.qualities'in this study seemed not to be par—
ticularly valid" (p. 58). More will be said on this point later.
Hughes did not control'for syntax or content in her'teading\tests.
She administered a different form at each testing period, thus “con~
founding,he& results. Hughes wrote in her "Implications" section,
however, that C
the close correlations found in this study between the_v’
reading levél of students and their syntactic maturity levels
on the "Aluminum" instrument suggests the need for a study
using a large population and examining all the measures of- .
syntactic growth as identified by Hunt (1970) (Hughes, 1975, -
P 60) N
Combs' resultslwere also published in 1975. He replicated
O'Hare's (1973) sentence—combining treatment as closely as possible
»but limited it to ten weeks rather'than‘eight months. The treatment

involved twenty—five hours of sentence-combining work, nearly the o

same as O' Hare s. Like Hughes (1975), Combs used the Gates-McGinitie

Reading Test to measure reading comprehension and speed Unlike

.Hughes, he used pre- and post-test compositions to meaSure syntactic

~
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ability 1nsteld of the "Alminum" pnnsa§ Although he also uuuud

scores 'which. he founﬂ this oversizht is, :esxettab%f.
ucont for syntax and content in the reading test by :
half the, subjects to ‘each form st pre~test and post-
w test. His results showed the. significsnt change on the Gat%%
Ldv"; McGinitie’ Comprehension subtest to be neg&tive. Combs suggested thst v .

¢ ) Epis indicated the test was probsbly aot sensitive ¢8° the effect the

(p. 80) He also found that ghe experimentals and controls gaided

significantly on théd’ GatesggeGinitie Rste subtest indiCstinglthat “the |

g

Q
syntactic practice had no differential effect on the students read- ‘ .

‘ ing ability as measured by this test.

' : -

Smart &nd 01111a (1978) also carried out a similar study .uging

the Gates-McGinitie Reading_Iest ﬁSurvey E and sentence—combining S

prq&lems based on O' Hsre 8 formst The regsults for their grade sevend
showed nonasignificant differences between experimental and control

kS e

group\scores in both.tesding and writing However, both groups showed
- significant pte—test to postwtest reading gsins The - fact that dif~u

ferent forms of the regaing test were used for each occasion suggests

e

‘ that these,signifiosnt gains regisggped-by*ﬁﬁ?hhg;sZps may have been

due to sbme factdr other than maturation. In 1$ght of the fact that ,

. e i .
reviews of this test have que@tinned the validity of the speed section,

mnle, Jssqn.Milimanﬂhrﬂ-——~f¥~—-—

Kr—anés“flﬁifi"wrttes:

- one. wonders why'it wasﬁeveﬂ uséﬁ

. : -\,“ ' PR
. PO : $
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s The Speed end Accuracy fsub-teets consist: of thirty—a;lx very
'g-?ahort passages with the last word of the pusage to be x
v i e oselected. from among four optians. "The' speed scoré 1is the
L “.ﬁ;f.humber of paaaages completed; the accuracy score is'the =
Ll _mmber of passages —completed correctly. o athe’ directlohe @
ufor, eduinisrtatinn and ‘the shortness of ‘the test (feur = = = ..
‘; ‘minut:ea) ‘have undaubt:edly legsened its reliabilsrbyo 'L'he B
PRI i*directians do not make clear what it takes to do wéll on: the . -
: _itest, nor’'do they giv" the student ‘& runn:tng start, Purther, ‘
oo .. four minutes £8 just too .‘sliort atime :ln vh:[ch to’ aesese S
":f_.teading speed and accurncy. (p 64-5) R -

AndF‘n' (1969) not.ed :Ln hie book, Readigg: Hhat: Can Be Measured? T

"':'-_.*_Cert:ainly t:he independent neasurement of rate and cm!lprehen— f '
" ‘'sion may have d:{egnostic value, buf the measurement of the:.
-~ ‘apeed at which a teader comprehends- a reading gelection also _
St 7 has value 4+ -+« The teacher does: not have to know that a" .pe‘;
I S '__"‘reader can’ pass- over - words at; 300, 800, or 1200 words per: ’
< minutej what #e needs to know is how long it t:akes the L
_reader to cumprehend the mater:l.al for a given purpose. (_p. 66)

=

And as Lennon (1962) commented

”~f70ur problems in the measurement: of rate stem from the fact »

. ‘that we are never really. concerned’ with pure speed, ‘that is,

withs just the rapidity with which the subject .can move .over
e e gived number: of words or. lines of written material. Rate

S s is conly meAningful ‘as it defines the: rap:ldit:y with which the |
o R reader coﬁrers the meterial at a’ particular 1eve1 of compre- R
_f', L ",_,hensiqn. (p. 335) ' . , .

Keeping tbese comments in mind 1t: is reasonable to: suggest that: the

- Gates—McGin:Ltie Bnging_Test 1s not the most appropriate test to us?

:Ln studying the effeEE of senf:'ence combining on’ reading compnehension

B

level and spee’d These were the ekills that;’the researchers (H.ughes v I

':f';1975, Combs, 1975) expected the 8tudents ee :merove,abut deficiencies T

in their reading testa it:self may have forced both researchers to con-

Y

o ,,elude that reading rate was nor. differentially aff,ected (Combs, 1975 , B

: -‘f‘pe 86) And as has been argued earlier, ,sentence—combining practice B
‘,at t:he grade seven. 1eve1 based on. O‘Hare s materials, :Ls more likely

' "’-iveto :anrease speed «of comprehension than :Lt is t:o increase level of




«'c‘oiniéreheﬁsiéﬁ; | 1: is difficult to helieve cnat gae 'majority of SR
,q PR .

grade seVen students, giyen a non—hnrriedrregdin& éituation, could
Ay

L. not Cﬁmprehend the sentences wﬁic& the thlon, otgaze, and Cambs ‘5~%2' |

students practiced.a It is reasonable to suggest that junior.high

school studehts already nnderstsnd (level of comﬁréﬂ!ﬁsion) O'Hare s
sentence-combining StrUCtUIES. and any increase in reading skill ;':"‘

- would be in the area of acqutred fluency and facility in understand— ‘l‘f;f[{*~;

AT

‘ing sentences using these structures (speed of comprehension) There—
‘future studies in this area at the junior high.level shpuld use“jwl> :
ng tests which.are designed to measure speed of pomprehension.A-‘g:s
‘:_Straw (1979) Supplied additional information on the possible

effect of sentence*combining pnpctice on reading comprehension._ His ' °fe1dlﬁ

o excellent review of the literature provides some interesting insishts j.,,,_

S and raises some-important questions. In noting the attempts by re-g »,,g'»;f d

! searchers to measure only the syntactio component f reading compre—'f”
hension while ignoring the "graphophonic and semanzdc cue systems
: a SRR o
as: outlined by Goodman (1973), Straw obserVed°‘ :
- ydneasufes of reading comprehension used in studiedaef the
effect. of sentence’ combining should not be méasures thatﬁfﬁ
"~assess only a student '8 syntactic competence in: reading
3;;because,_if ‘that is all ‘We measure, we cannot claim that R
"ﬂsentence~combining instruﬁtion ‘has an effect on reading o -?p*j}f:__”
’comprehéhsion as -a whole, ‘but only on the syntactic aspect o
of reading comprehension. By the ‘same token, wevshould not:
employ messurés that ‘only measure the ‘semantic aspect of

raading comprehension with the - syntactic elémeut parcelled

out, ‘far’ the ‘same reason. Cp 44)

’N-”‘ N o l-_ CPRE]

e "*‘—nt on to 'fiticize résearch in which the Gaces-uccmitie R.eadJ

\) N

; Test was used because thé comprehension subtest measures the semanticqf

RS

”1 component of reading'cpgfff?
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‘uif;the cloze tests used by Fisher (1973) and Hughes (1975) were too

-»"‘f N R

'd‘difficult either syntseticelly or semantically and therefore provided 7:‘”

u"f:little insight into the effect of sentence—comiininz practice on

.6

i freading comprehension.“ He concf%ied that "the q!st test of reading

'lcomprehension has yet to be develope "‘(p. 48)

warren Combs (1979) contributed to tﬁe same volume end also

fy'discussed the effect of sentence combining on reading comprehéni&on “”w

scores He concluded his review in a manner similar to Straw. ";
_As a gtoup, the empirical explorations of the fit of SC
practice and reading comprehension ‘remain: ambiguous -at best.
N Standardized measures consistently uncover non—significant
- or megative differences. ‘between experimental’ and control. °
_.groups. . The results of cloze tests are vatied. . And the:
Tresults of: special-made measunes are largely positive., These
- results do pot aYlow substantive conclusions, quite -rightly,

s “ Combs‘(l979) went on to suggest ‘a logical exnlanation for -some’ of

these results‘

v fSince reading competence precedes writing competence in
;“_g,“jsyntactic complexity (Smith, 1974), one is aware that SC*
e I exercises employed in the dbove studies have by and: large,v
S ogiven students practice with.structures less mature. than E
.-, ‘those. needed to -encourage. galns in- reading comprehenSion. i

~-This may miean, that gains in reading camprehension may be.
R limited to students. withdless syntacticelly mature reading
"fﬁ@f”‘iskill ‘But whatever . ‘the case, ‘the SC. treatments and reading
o ";ﬁ_measures“ fed to contain passages of greater syntactic :

idiﬂwhile many studies exist which.have attempted to‘determine‘”

‘.almost all of the studies suffer from-one or more.of the . |
’following problems -either the meaning of sentences was
- ‘not held constant: as the syntax changed, thus confounding
gsyntactic difficulty with demantic difficulty, or the -
yntacti’fchanges were studied’in passages in which nmny

‘1the conclnsions advanced by most researchers are tentatiye.; o

l

Eithe ‘relative: difficulty of. different syntactic structures,i}lffi' -
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"’f'difficult transformations existed thns caﬂ*dﬁhding the
" effect of one: syntactic change alone, or the Syntactic S
. changes were studied in sentences in {isolation thus re=.
f‘ducing the’ generalizability of relative syntactic difficulty
‘to longer prose passages. (p. IV) ,

'While the present study was not concerned with detbrmining the “iin‘wﬂﬁ
relative difficulty of the different syntactic structures, never— fe*‘*fﬁ“
) - : i

,jtheless, it attempted to determine the effect of - syntactic manipula—‘

'4ition practice on reading cdmprehension and speed Therefore, an.

"“l-attempt was made in the design of the study to control for the effect

:of syntactic and semantic Variation The study was limited to study—fﬂ* 31% Qfﬁ
- , u‘v
ing the effect of sentence-combining practice on: reading comprehension L

G

vi level and speed as defined by Davis (1962) and as. it relates~to'prose
'ﬁpassages It attempted to shed further 1ight on the effects of sen—'l*?ii;_{xw

‘ fﬂtence—combining practice on these two necessarily related reading

btskills. ‘]

. Conclusions From the Review of Literature
-J).’ L ‘ \

Writingﬁand syntactic development. In an article'published i_if~f"

L 1977 Kellogg~Hunt summarlzed his findings as . they related to syn~fﬂ’_f,fl:‘
o ‘_9 _ o’ s SR .
"tactic development in wrlting o ;73"” _?vrgt;"e

RRLEN 5 on the basis of my. s
Tt~ 1 made twd broad cle
get older, -the T—un
’3 measuring length as:
- This’ claim might be‘c
,v'. ,.' :“"'.‘SO 'ﬁa
.'tended to ‘confirm the"f'

of free writing in the sixties, L
myas that %slschoolchildren S

~

b.ﬁ94) ‘_, a T A S




o on- certaln :Lndlces of syntacta.c matur:.ty follcw:l.ng sentence-combimng

. N . : - . 3
A second broad claim which came’ from my study oi‘ free wﬁ.ting‘ C

" in the sixties is that as schoolchildren get older they tend

"to consolidate into their T-units a larger and larger number
\oi‘ what transfomational grannnam.ans call S-constituents.‘ ‘

. . . g R .
"% . - Roughly spea.lung a.n S—constituent is the abstract structu.ne-‘~ .
77 .that underlies the’ siuplest of ‘senten ps--what used to-be

. called kernel sentences. . . .My cT¥p was that’as ‘school~ . .

.. children grow older, they cqnsolldate a larger and larger -

" number of such S-constituents into their actual T-~units.: .
: 'v(v’e mig!;t call th:.s the number of consolidations hypothes:.s.‘

‘Thus, all the structures listed in Tables l a.nd 2 (pp. 18 a.nd 19)

E ;~lcontr1bute to’ T-um.t length because any tMe a structure 1 ss than o

‘a T-unit 1s added, :Ln efi'ect the length of the T-um.t to

|

' _”add them is increased \Iga.n (1976) cOnf:ered Hunt 's ﬁ.nd:mgs. i

But research has not on],v prov:.ded the Engllsh teachlng pmfess:.on‘ o

| ','mw.th normatlve data about these structures, 1t has. also suggested a

»_ imeans i‘or ald.mg the student in. acqulrlng more;ture sy'rrtax at an e
‘:::earlier age. Mellcn (1967), O'Hare (1973) COmbS (1975) a.nd . . : | .
I_Pedersen (197'7 ) have all' shoWn smgm.f:.cant. experimebntal grcup in%rea\ 5

pract:t.ce (See Ta,ble 3, p. 39) What rema.:l.ns to ‘be demonstrated 1s - | AU

f ""_whether thls 1ncreaSe 3.s true syntactlc growbh as oﬁlned by Huznt

, v AR :
a - o Tl e

Reach i comprehension and the in

3 researchers have attempted to caﬂfﬁulate the degr j

e -“between syntact:n.c complexlty and read:Lng comprehensn.on_ 1 cultys .
,’:‘: '.'-: CS c:‘ B
T The present rehew of l:u.terature has demcnstrated that syrrta.x does

\45’" \ . 'i‘

| ";Tellndeed }ffect comprehens:l.on rlght HP i'O university 1"" 31' Although
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\'imany of the measuring instrumenxs have bem&uf

: attempts to improve reading comprehension by simplyuimptoving aware~'fiffn',f? ;
‘.}1mness of syntactic structures have been relative failures, 'Donnell' 2
v W . . ;

5 (l976b) results do suggest that improving student facility with

" T B
,‘\‘various syntactic forms could improve comprehension. R R |
. -_ . o . .;3‘,' ) . o . ,

ReadinLability and writing ability.; ~t’ﬁe~*-'£elatioxishi§; | Resear'chll .

:‘ers have found correlations between reading ability and writing abil-— o
ity from 0.13. (Fisher, 1973) to 0. 81 (Kuntz 1975) tm crudity of
: measuring mstruments may be responsible for most of the variation in
. -thesge correlations.v H.owever based on the longitudinal study by
" C"A.",_'Lobam (1976) it is :Lndbéed reasonable to conclude that the relation-—
‘ ~"sh:l.p between reading and writing is | so striking as to 'be beyond

8 question" ' (Loban, 1976, p 82) ‘!‘

A number of attempts have alSO been made to improve reading

©

2 growtb. in the two arts,

fusive. Yore refined ‘

' ’ o : B .




‘ dVerview ?*5 T

~

The present study was designed to measure tbm

(1975) sentence—combining program, Sentencecrafjrég-'ou the writ:ing an“d

' e‘ ,' ' I e

e . 1’.

V‘

3

'reading comprehension skills of a group of grade nine " students. The

treatment lasted for nine. weeks and was followed by an eight-week.‘:

- d91a}' period during Which no sentence comb;tning vas practiced tq. t;ﬂSt .

fjf'for any decline in attained increases, such as was found by ¢ombs

-~

o (1975) Writing ability was measured on, six different occasions. ’

e

“ L,',"pre-tast three occasions during the treatmen€ oy post-—test and delayed

B ,post-test. A1l six eSSays were written in the argumentative mode._ ., o

-

‘vf[»yRead:Lng aBility was measured by a s,tandar‘zed reading test *on’ pre—-

e

VC'ampbéll an,d Stanley s (l963) "Pretest—Post—test Con

L

‘te.st post test, and delaved pcst-rtest occasions.- o

h

.’ el

The study used “a true exﬁefimental design which was derived from R

o

| ‘(p 13) The present study additiomlly employed a &" %yed post-—test

P

" ‘::u-u.i.um:n:e‘aIi quent repeated vmeasures on the writing ﬁiables. Two

@

'_f-sets of variables were measured in the present study. read;l.ng \ 3

"' ,vﬂ.“"comprehension and written syntax. :

Y

The design for the writing Var:{ables




Pre—test J,‘l;;':"Post~Test

l:~lExperimental 01;'f921. 03_‘04_:05 | ( 06‘
=vGroup . e T . _ ] ..
) A 3 i . . Lt ;m
| / . - - ’,a-#- . — oy — - - i - — —
'"’ggntrol ,q.‘_ " Treatnent geriod‘ b 'l . .;’ Delay Periodr.
N ‘9“ S g% % % %9 0% 0
‘jReadingovariables ﬁeréfmeasurednon occasions 0 s 5 ’ and ¢ for '
jexperimental groups and 07 ’ and 012 for the’ control groups.' In |
the diagram above, ) 4y 3, 4 and 08’ 9. , and 0lo were-the testing

a

: occasions for writing, which occurred at intervals during the treat— 3

ment.

{‘Semplé.f S T AR
N N ' ' .- B e T~ A A

The experiment was carried out from
' 1978.’ Six grade nine classes in Spruce'

Spruce Grove, Alberta were used for tﬂgs study. (See Appendix A)
This schoo_a

,s the’ only high school in a town of 7, 000 people, ten -

#a

fmiles fro§ﬂ¢hﬁogﬁt¥ og Edmonton, Alberta4 Cadﬁda..‘According tO'the

"w:\g:

%‘ x*administrationl the school population {grades 9~12) is drawn rom a -

cross-section of ‘the socioeconomic spectruh ranging from proféssionels

. : J
vto iaborers.p Many of the people commhte |to Jobs 1n Edmontonm About

: seventy percent of the school populatif ‘1ives:in the town and thirty

'he surrounding Tura afea, The school population

'?acceptahility of the sample and all +ere met.
L
i

: 5 The school population must not be atypical socio—economically.

*'3”2{.°The schnol must be on. a. fullTyear schadule rather than on a'

g T e e b en o ity

Delayed Post—Test '

_ d—February td mid—Jﬁne, »

rove Composite Eigh School,

¢

;pri ";,tely4740. Five criteria were applied in determining the

7

jowe ’
el



finclusion in the
'V'English exam. Z‘he

'gw1thiu the three leveagawas 1ntroduced. Onenpéacher taught both ‘

t; out of school to take up jobs.’,

SR

. . ; ;
‘(samester system in order that the total grade nine ]
-dpopulation‘be involved;» ' g f N ‘ {

3. Each teacher must teach one experimental and one control

\
»

‘class.. ° o oy
4, ‘The experipental aud control classes must‘be\deeued;roughlyf

v

v administration, and the reseatcher. - S ,
"5. \There must Be no special concurrent programs in reading or
d'sentenceﬁstructure practice tonducted in:these classes for f

the duration of the experiment.’"

U Two of the grade nine classes in the school were not included in the

. . . . .

study because they were taught by different teachers.» These two

classes‘Were used in tﬁe pilot study. (See Appendix B. ) Students

‘from the six remaining grade nine classes which were acceptable for

- 'nt

47’%fiment were streamed for Language Arts on the

R S
.

c‘basis of student scorﬁsqmn a* school-wide, staff—constructed mﬁd-term

lfég-were divided into two classes each of high
midd%p,w&na lowmabilitx ;No“@gstematic<bias in a851gnment to'classes
Lao8 '

A .
classes at each.of tgﬁﬁ;rlevels. Classes at each level were randomly

]
©

assigned to be in the‘;gperimental or control group. Eleven students

Fwere lost due to exp nimental mortality. SiX'students were £ om the

low-ability group. Various Circumstances led to ‘the loss vtanging

;'from one. stuoent taklng a trip to hurope to five studends dropping

\. & . N . ¥

s p® : - . : " L - . .

cdmparable-in ability by. tbe'classroom teacﬁers,‘thebschool-



The Treatment S DR
v/ ' -
The treatment variable in the proposed experiment was the

sentence-combining program c0nstructed by Frank 0 Hare, entitled

~

. Sentencecraft. This program, based on the exercises used 1n O'Hare s{é'

(R

original study, uses a workbook format which gives the student prac—
tice in combining kernel sentences into more complex and meture syn—

~tactic fdrms More specifically the experimental students receivgd

S

practice in manipulating a number of syntactic constituents as indica~‘

A ted\by the following chapter descriptions and examples.

1. The use of free modifiers (Fred daShed inte the room, lunged at

¥

Knuckles, and missed falling in a’ heap in. the corner )
'2. The use of adver% phrases (when, where, how) (When playing
hncke)%e -doegn't hear ‘t?he f'ans ) L

.3 Noun.clauses (the fact that -that)v (Thelfact that 1 haren't,called'

you doesn t mean. L've beennbusy )

PRoe

‘41_ It—Inversion (it .

f‘,that) (It ia true that the world is nearly
- round) “ .
5. Suhordinate claUSes (who what where, when, why, how) (l‘never

understood what made ‘him so popular )

.

:. 6. It—Inversion (it - who,git~‘v. . what,'itd;'. .twheré;.it . ;f
uhen,dit'. :4.'hon; it.}'.».“whyz_ (It isnft‘clear how,he does thaé“
'h7..'WHf& Infinitive as‘objectféwhen to, what to*.who to: Whon.to,;_jzﬂfﬁ-
o how tb) (She didn t knowvwhen to- change gears ) | ‘~ : %T.
. '8,"lng—NominaIization ('s, of) (The audience was delighted by Joan 8

'singing of the anthem.) . . -

;/I S O . 7?



bR 2

11 Relativization thich, that who whom) CThere is the car that’

‘16;" Nomlnal ExPansion' Gegundgve adjective phrases (ing), and

’\oame e Jack, who had been an orphan all his life.)

- gram de51gned to help students write better. . - | A .

P

[

9. Genitive('s)' (wé. are here to proteatuthoe government 's faillure to

stop inflat:ion )

™~

10. Inf‘initive nonminal (for e v e ‘to) (It was easy for Marie to -

1earn French )

‘Ve saw yesterday )

12. Relativization (whose, when, where why) Q"hat is the man whose .
car we~stole) o \ T . o |

13. WH -= Be Deletion. (He is the old man.) L .
‘ ’ . ¢ o " o : > “;\,—. . L '

14, More-practice with‘ WH. -;- Be /Deletion

" 135. Clauses of Time, Cause, Concession (e. g. after because, if) -

v ‘(He went to bed because he was tired )

vprepositional phrases (with) (Bursting through he saw the mén

fightlng) ‘.b —_ B T Co

17, Colon and Dash prat:tice (I was ten years old ~when ahother boy.

R |

.

w o

'y ;
-18 Addi:tional Pract:.ce in all previous transformations

"
?

"""‘19 Practice in . Open sentence—,-combinin‘g‘problems- (wlthout the help "’

e
3

00fs:1.gnal§) v - o

,The nine-week treatment format as outl:.ned :Ln Sentencecraf'

"(pp 9—10), was followed :Ln this study. It was itig;roduced as a pro-

w3

’

" To demonstrate that the Sentencecraft ptogram could be an.

_ effec:tive method of improving reading comprehension, Table 4 lists the

"structures :Ldent:ified in the "Review of Literature" as- being most



.

Table 4 '
‘Syntactic Structures Which Increase Sentence Difficulgi

.~ \

<

Nominalfzed Verbals
. to -

Author : " Grade

"The fact’-tligc“

Adj eétive . Clausés
Aﬁpoaitives.
GQﬁitiVéS"
Negatives -
beletions
|Passives ]
Nominalizationa:
|Prepositional

~"'For,

|Embedded Clauses
.|Phrase Modifiers

‘\ . ’ N ‘ . -
- : i

Albanese ’ ‘ 3,5 ‘

+
+

‘Rutland . % 4 ¥ o+ 4+
Bormuth'et al. - 4 R e
Fagan © | 4,560 + ¥ H. 4 4+
_SloBin' 'K,z;a,e 'i;'a. o ~ _‘+ S+
Takahashi
Gough ‘ : .'Uni\r.: o o+ K T

" Perchonock - : : : .

‘Sen.t_e'nce-— ' P . : : B R ‘\ s
- craft Program o 4+ o+ A+ o+ T+ R T A

k1 KA
. e N
T ’
A o -
ROk o ; ) Wt - N
: D . L .

p 7

- -
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difficult to comprehopd. At the bottom of the table is a list show-
ing those structm'res which were practicii in the treatment. It was

hypothesized that theatreatment should 1t in an inprova..n: . L
\iaﬁreading compre@enaion since it provided students with precti::T‘

s g,_ -

L»,u‘an tea §f the structures identified as difficult by teaauxchnra.

0 x F A - -

, @k% \‘%heﬁpurpose of the pilot study was to determine the approprinte—

nesg of the 1nstructionallmaterials for grade nine;atudenta. The two_
teachers involved reported‘that the workbook exercises were neither

_too easy nor too difficult. ‘They - indicated as did o' Hare (1973),

Fisher (1973), and Combs (1975), that students enjoyed doing the

' exercises. Some student comments were: o o < \5\'
s The books were a lot - of fun and I wouldn t mind doins some S
more like them. L ‘
. '& o - ‘ B
& . Some of the sentences were long and'adﬂe ne think about then.

‘They were hard to understand at times but 1 nnnaged to make
it. + i

‘ ’I think that thé 'progra.m helped people to learn how to |
~ join sentenceé and not to repeat themsélves._

" The sentences, in most cases ‘were very enjoyable and had 11 y
great variety. I felt the program could have been - extended .
. in the length of time we had to complete the book.

"“Writing assignuggts within the’ English classes during the ‘seven—

teen! weeks of the exyerlment were limited to approximately one 1oose--
A K
1eaf page per week.' This limit included the writing on Weeks in which
. Q,
writing tests were given. It was not possiﬁle to control the amount

3 «t?

of writing practice dqne dutside of English classes' however, it was < - ,?Z- ¢
, ;

~,

.not a major confounding Variable since the classes were not intact
s/

' across other subject areaf and thus random effect acted as a control.

The control group undertook the same amnunt of wtiting as the/ ‘

ot

- i .\‘\ -



»

\
N
¥

-

experimental group. During the time dcvocnd to the nxpcrimnl ‘ h _

‘ trutunt the control gtoup- studied othqr writing—xchtcd luu cuch e
as spcllins. punctulti,on, uuage. and parning. They did not undct ": .
) ' (take any ki.nd of sentencn-»conbining tctivity. | |
‘ Th- m-school read:l.ng act:l.v:tt:lan for tha -tudanta wre allo 4 .‘

liml.ted in thnt neither the experimental nor the contrql sroupo undet- .

¢ e

e 6

‘ took any kind of formal reading”inatrucrioﬁ‘aﬁi g the time of the

«yexPeriment. : TP }, . L
RSN .7 S . .
. L ' } . . L . s . 3 . ?.
‘ o oy ) s . , N
Instrumentation " _ . v )
' i 2
. i

:\'h’:itix’xg.'.‘" ‘The :Lns"truniéﬁt for measuring syntactic 'cl;ility éo}x’-'
sisted of a single theme written on each testing 'occasion. fhc valid- .
1 :l.ty of this method of obtaining measures of. group achievem;nt has been
',supporced by Diederich (1.946) and Kincaid (1953). Kincaid (1953)

studied factors which. caused vari:ation in the quality of student writ- >

ins anﬂ concluded . 3 |- . a : L v
" An evaluation of the overa 1, or average grpup :I.mproveﬂent
resulting from a. writing course may be obtained from a -

si,ngle pre-—test themé and & single post-test ‘theme.’ (p. 95)

Braddock (1963) in bisg revie.w of research 1n ccmposition also :

suggcsted methods for researching wr:lting. He po:lnteq out the neces- T

S

’sity for controlling the variables of topic, mode, and tine - 17)

He mdicated that this conttol was eapec:lally 1npernt1ve\if ong was

‘ ' / . . S
: conducting frequency counts. R \ . " g r—
» & - o~ o ‘. w
Aa early as 1946 Diederich indicntqd that thn topic st b\ g

’

. vithin the atudent's coqrehcus:lovn bce-nse . ERREE _, ’, : -



§>TT&Q_‘,f '“even the bett r,students write badly when the tOplC is
AR heyond them.f,Their struggles are ‘apparent not only in lack
. of Qrgan*sation and in Vagueness of statement, ‘but in- the
".__;very stricture of . their sentences (P. 585) A

Hunt (1977, p 953 demonsxrated that topic did in fact influence
o

\

the kind o§ syntactic\structures used by the subJects.- Zhus, the
~ ) ‘ M - . D
‘\\\\Eopics used in the present study were/taken frgn a list suggested by
the students and approved by all the teachers involved These topics

1were used in the pilot study agé\students reacted positively to all .
topics, afcording to teacher report. Pilot results also showed no
: v

o signlflcant dlfference between topics, as measured by total number of

~

jwords and words per_T—unlt. gHowever, to furtherecontrol'fof the

possible-influence;of topie;On the*type‘of“syntactic structures used,

"one—sixth of each group wrote on’ each ‘topic on each test occa31on."

’

'Thls was achie@ed by random assignment to. the six different toplc },,:T.‘

R | .
: N

: 4 ‘ |
'_vsequences as . indlcat d Ain Appendlx C'\ The top1cs were. : v»T\«f_

. hducatlon shpuld ‘be: compulsory.¢ R B : v_' L /'
".2;;VI wouldn t want to llve in any other country.’

Il
o ) H
o . - . K b
‘ I

. 'The world won‘t survive past the year 2000. L ) \

'4v4;‘?Marijuana should be legalized B \s
,, : B

'QS. _Advertising\ds bad for people.

»@_;,B,K‘Everybody needs frlends.
v ‘; Topics were chosen to prov1de for a w1de range in content, personal

-

B involvement, and thought—provoklng capabllity.

C ALY the tochs on which the students wrote were “in the argumen— - !

C -

,tatiVe mode. Dlederlch (1946) commented- "Test assignmentsxmust

’

~ represent the kind of writlng that students\may be expected to use

3later'1n~liﬁe‘. wiv WA persuaslve argument probably represents one



*”,;mentative topics/for thls experiment. As was indicated earlier [ d u//vw

h‘grade five and siX'the argumentative mode provided students with the

7'_ies the argumentative made resulted in significantly more complex \ / ~

pilot study of the present experiment. -The two grade~nine classes,

v;Junior high school students should be- afforded at ‘least fifty minutes ‘

:>for writing a compositlon.,(p. 8)

oW

N - o . ST
\ . - U - L ) Y
P , L e - . T . .

a— v

of the main types of writing which.most students will have to do. ;»,}f

(p.r5855 However this was not the prinmry reason for choosing argu— .

N
~

Perron (1976) .and Crowhurst (1977) amply demons&rated that evan by s 1‘//'.A'

o
best opportunlty,to dlsplay their syntactic abilities. In both stud—//

/

/

\ o

syntax than did the other modes as measured by words per\T-unit, wotds X

N
.

per clause, and'clauses per'T—unit. This findlng was borne out by the

~

LA

N

- \\

on the pre—test, averaged 13, 3§)words per T—unit, 7 93 words per .

clause and l 72 clauses per T—unit. Table 1 (p.18 ) shows that

gthese frequencies are close/t//grade 12 achievement as indicated by
'Loban s (1976) and hunt s (1965) results. .THese results qonfirmed &

x{the argumentative mode .as the mode for prov1d1ng students w1th the

~

best opportunlty to dlsplay their syntactlc skills. Therefore, this

mode was used in this-experlment. e

t

The third variable which had to be controlled Was the time R

allotted “for completing the writing a551gnments. Subjects 1n this ex—
periment were given fif y—five minutes in class to write their comp051— A
o s g
i
I

tions. Pilot study results indicated that thls was suffiCient.

y

Braddock (1963) in hlS "Suggested Methods for Research" indlcated that

”
\

~ . : -

v

Readihg.d The main vatiables which had to_be_controlled to

measure gains in reading comprehension level and speed were semantics .
\ - . ) 0 . hd )
o : : )
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" ment ., - -

- Therefore, 1t appeared that the only way to cdhtrol these variables

PRI

i : . * . ' .
T ! . - . . R . -
. N : - . ’ \ o B
. . s . . ’ .
« . LS . B A

— S o ot b
and syntax‘ These could not be controlled ifszne sinmlylused

different forms on. th&‘different testing occasiions’. Férr (1969)

' pointed out the difficulties inVoIVed in measuring reading improve—

b

‘Even if statistical equivalency of test forms could be ~

.established, there would still be unanswered questions
about the content equivaleney of any two forms: "It would
be impossible for a test developer- to control all the
variables on a reading test from one form to'another._ The
- difficulty of the vocabulary, the content of the material,
» and the sentence length and complexity are’ all variables
which most test: authors attempt to control, but for each
factor that is controlled, there are several others ‘which
are uncontrolled (p. 141) R r-
- . \
. -
was to have one-third of the subJects,write each form on each testing

occasion. To do this, it was necessary to find a test w12&)three

roughly equiyalent forms. ‘The test also had to haye reliable ‘compre-

.hen31on level and speed measures built in. 'A standardized test was"

. v S .
used because any meaningful-improvement'in reading comprehension level

or éPeedfshouldfhave been euident in standsrdized test results.
”Reading_comprehension'speedﬂ rather than "reading>speed" wss_measured’
Because as\Farr (1969"p.~66) noted the speed with which one~reads’
words is not as i@portant as the speed with whlch one can comprehend’

‘theg\hterial that he is reading.

L]

LIS

The Davms'ReedlngﬂTest? Series 2»nas'se1ectedbfor use in the
_nresent study based on these criteria: .
1. Three roUghly equinalent forns were needed..
2. The testlhad to be suitable tor‘érade:nine; ( SR o}
‘3. .The test hed to contein relieble measures of reading compfe- .
hensionepower andiresding comprehension‘speed. ! o | ~

N y

&

8y

-
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to

The test had to receive good reviews.
“ .
- ~

The Davis Reddi~ngest has four forms for Series 2 of which the three |

N

' Hmbbt statistically e%nivalent are forms A B and C.~ The means\and

f'“ : R

standard deviations in Raw Scores for the three forms for grade nine

‘(N=288)'

‘' Form

; :éy'

i
. N

are‘: o= .. ) ¥ ~
. Level -~ -Speed ,
Mean. . 22.7 . 36.5
so.. .97 18.6
Mean .  20.1 336 R
Tsa. T 99 Y 18
Neana B L N
5. L 9.8 -~ .  19.5

~

Tﬁe aVerage standard*error‘of measnrement in Scaled Scores across all

forms is 3 3 for Level of Comprehension and 2 3 for- Speed. These

findings were based on a sample of 1152 grade nine students. The mean
. , I . A .

'S

expressed in scaled scores is 67.7 forkboth.Level and Speed. 4$econdly,ﬂ.

a4

Cof fman (lé%S) in reviewing'this~test in ReadingeTests and Revieﬁs

stated:

"It is doubtful that one can find a better reading, test for

use .in grades 8-13. " (pp. 291—2) Thirdly, the average reliability

t

coeff1c1ents for,llSngrade hine students in fifty-two schOols and

twenty—eight communitiés &ere 0.84 for reading comprehension lebel'and_‘

'0.91 for reading cdﬁprehension speed for Series’Z fbrms (Davis, 1962,

pi 15)

Fourthly, Coffman (1968) in reviewing the test wrote.k



There is a freshness about the stimulus' passages and a
challenge to all questions which makes the task of marking
answers an encounter with an interesting adversary. On a
subjecbive basis alone, one could c clude that these are
‘unusually effective collectlons of pas ages and questions -
- for assessing the ablllty\of adolescents to garner meanlng
from the. pr1nted page. ) , .
Each orm of the test con51sts of two parallel halves of -
forty questions each. Almost all students complete the first ~{f
‘half and almost nobody completes the second half, eTherefore,
the score on the!first half, is taken as_a measure of accuracy
. or depth of comprehension while the score on the totwl test
1 - measures both speed and acduracy. (pp. 291—2)

Based on the fact that the test met the crlterla set, the Dav1s
Reading Test, Forms 24, 2B, and 2C,’ were'used to measure readlng

improvement,

N
. N
- N L4

itsns st Tog e i ‘”’\w

Intelligence Quoﬁient. he Canadian’ lorge—Thorndlke Intelllgence
Test Level F, Verbal Batteny was. admlnlstered to all students 1nvolved i

in the study in early Februany, 1978, Thls multllevel test is

. recommended for students throughggrade nine,” A maJor portlon of’the

N\

Canadlan normlng was carried ouy in the Edmonton Separate School

\ .
System.j'Uslng a ‘group of 278 grade elght studeﬁts in lbe*bV, a

N rellablllty of O 85 was obtalned 'The correlatiOn between this

Verbal Batteny and the OtlS Mentaf AblllAy Test was 0 82, w1th the

tgnforg—Blnet, it was O 78 (Tech

The subtests measure word knowledge,

foal Supplement 1972, pp. 9—22)

vsentence completlon, verbal

‘ cla551f1cat10n, verbal analogles, and arlthmetlc reasonlng. ‘Because

the. main 1nterest of the study was lan ge—based, the an—Verbal |
. Battery was omltted. The Verbal Batte was’used’to_measure p0351ble

‘interaction of treatment and IQ. ' o

—_ LY . } : S

¢
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_f/DataiCoﬁlection7Procedures \, o . i N

3

¢ e h
\
\

Lo . . B .
/ . . . S e . S . v

Writing.‘ Students were giyen -some - introductory notes on argu-

mentation along with a list of writing sequences and the selected \4'

«
. -

topics as shown in Appending. One—siyth of the students in eifh S
~ class were randomly assigned to each topic sequence. On the\first -

administrhtion, students were given twenty—fiva minutes to read over

o o

the instructions with.the classroom teacher and raise any questions.

3 \

The six writing topips were introduced as a unit on argumentative d

\.4

writing and“were not linked in any way to the'sentence combining
‘treatment in order that the results would be unbias Teachers
agreed to mark.these compositions as usual that,is, for-Suchﬁthings .
. ’ ‘

'as content, organization, spelling, punctuation, and grammar. All |
essays were phntocopied by the researcher and returned to the teachers

within'one day. The teachers agreed to be punctual in- their marking

in order that momentum could be maintained T

The composit1on"Were—written—at—two—weekfnﬂznnmds—except—ﬁor———-—————-

'_occasion two which was three Weeks atter the pre—test. (See Appendix D —
D) They were written in the first two periods on Monday or Tuesday
‘mornings. Students had fifty-five minutes to complete each composi-i
tion. In order to diminish the problem of. "what to say", students

were giyen five minutes -at the beginning offthe period to discuss
|

M e

their topic with,the other students who were writing on that topic.
They were then given fifty minutes to write. They cou;d rewrite if
they s% desired, and they were encouraged to reread their compositions 4

'to eliminate as many_ﬁeaknesses as possible. To further alleviate



the\probleﬁ of "what tq, say" students were also permitted to argue ° ’//
) | ‘ : - | P
- for {both sides of the topic as directed in the introductory notes to
the%uhit;' The compositions were eollected_at theiepd'of fifty minutes.

l .

I3

v
They were marked by the ‘teacher and returned to the students for their

perusal and comment. They were then re-collected and held until after

the deldyed post—test in order to eliminate opmprtunities for studentse_

" to copy the work of others. T .

S

. .
- . . ‘ 1

Reading. As indicated in the "Overview" on page 75, the_Davis

Reading Test was administered concurrently withcyriting»bccasions one, B _'*

n ¢

LN . X ' : : N
five, and six. Students wrote these tests in o'y

three form
'sequencesv ABC BCA, or CAB.-’ One—thirdyrizg. 1: d:fgs in eacb class |
p ygtgéfhe "Directions
for Administration were strictly adhered to es outldned in thg‘test
manuel. The test takes forty minutes of actual writing time and

anotder five for administrative detaily The post—test and delayed °

.

post-test adq}nistrations’were presented to students as an attempt‘to

get a better overall picture of their reading ability as well as an
_ S ‘ ¥
attempt to determine how much their reading had improved.

. . i v

Scoring Procedures

s . ¢
. .
v

Writing. The compbsitions written by theberperimental and control

groups were "scored" by counting the requencies: total numﬁer-pf.

o~

.words, words per f-unit, words perf&lause, and ciéuses per T-unit.
In addition, the remaining structures listed in Tables 1 and 2 (pp,18-19)

were counted for the pre—test, post—-test, and delayed post-test ’



L .

-

 }omposit1ons of’t.ngﬁbef of randomly‘selected,aubjbcts in the experi-

1

L . . C . : )
mental and contro), groups. Loban's (1%67) method which involved using

. . _ (
. a random group (N=30) in lieu of the total group was followed here.

1

. ‘The reason was the same as that given by Loban, "the time-c¢onsuming -

nature of the analyais". (Loban, 1967, p? 140)

The T-unit segméntation rules followed were those' ised by O'Hare

(1973, p. 48) and Combs (1975, pp. 54-6). - The T-unit as ekplained'in
& . W

the "Definition of Terms" was defined as each independent clause with

its modifiers. The count for words per T-urnit was determined by

dividing the total number of words in the writing.sample by the total

number of T-units. .Words,per clause was determined“by dividing the

total number of words in the writing sample by the total number of

L

clauses. Dependent clauses per T-umit was determined by dividiﬁg,the

totalinumber,of\depégabas clauses by the ‘total number of T-units.

Other couﬁts‘followed‘traditional parsing procedures. However, there

were a few additional decisions to be made and again the modugéiégg
: - . . ""'“ i

- opéiaﬁdi of Combs and O'Hare was followed.

Words

N

b

b
' -

\ -

- dates were counted as one word as were phrasal proper

¥

nouns. ' l o - .

compound wordS"were'considered as one word, unless
ﬁyphénated, in which case they were counted as two; <
contracfioﬁs were also countedfég twp words.

omitted subjects were counted in word totals S

¢ . .
interjections such as "Hi!' were not included in the

" total word counts.

89
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e

-Diécqurég -~ indirect discourse was analyzed according to tradi-

| tiorfal sentence parsigé rules, |
—- direct disc,oué-se,.because the;‘é was not a’.significé.nt,

amount, was omitted from the totals as suggeéted‘by

“Hunt (1965).

Unintentional Omigsions —- obviously unintentional omissions were
supplied by the researcher and counted in the word
total since some students did not have time to ‘proof-

reaq their papefs. (See OfHare, 1973, pp. a8—9)?
\ . '"

H
-

-, ‘ .
Garbles —— Any group of words that could not be understood by the

investigator was omitted from all structure counts.

/

Conjunctiqns —— M"Except" was treated as a coordinating conjunction
when it occurred between two clauses.
~— 50" and "then" were treated as coordinating or subor-

'dinating cbnjuhctions depending on context.

. A sample of anélyzed composition is given‘in Appendix E.

. Reading. The reading test results were optically scored, and

LY

'

both re‘ging comprehension level scores and reading comprehension
speed scores were calculated. These raw scores were converted to

scaled scores tokstandardize them and alleviate the probiem.of siight

‘differences in théﬁmean scores among forms further refining the con-

trol échieved by fahdom assignment to test form.,



Y

Conclusion

The design for the present study~confrolled as many of the varia-

blesrgs possible. Previous studies carried out in thg area have
played an important part in eliminating design problefid\in this exper-
iment., e *

-

In short, the design of the study allowed for mamimum possible

control of the variébles affecting both the rgading and wiiting scores:

chosen for analys}s.

91



CHAPTER 1V
ANALYSIS OF DATA

w
The present experiment was desjigned ‘to determine whether the

4

Sentencecraft program of Frank O'Hare would induce significant changes -

on various indices used to measure writing complexity in the argumen-~
tative compositions of grade nine students. The effect of the program

on level and gpeed of comprehension as measured by the Davfs Reading

Test was also studied. -Major wripihg indiceg were calculated for both
experimental (n=75) and control group (n;éS)‘éUﬁﬁésitions on pre-test,
three intervening occasions, post-test and delayed,post—tes£ occasions.
These ihdices were: thé number of Qords per essay; the number of T~
. ﬁnits; thebnﬁmber éf clauées;.the pumber of words'pér T-unit; the
ﬂamber of words per clause; and the numﬁer_of‘ciauses per.T—unit:
Seqquary counfs were made on a number of spécific sentence sﬁructures
appearing in the writing of random subsamples of thirty‘ekperimentay
and thirty contrdl group studenté on the three main testing océasionsi
Reading 1evel,and speed.of comprehension measures were t;ken on the
ﬁhree_main testing occasions for the complete experimentgl and control
groups as_ well., a
. E- N PR

The analysis of results is therefore divided into two majof areas:
: writg;g and reading. The first par£‘of the writing analysis was
carried out;to,determiﬁe: 1) whether the experimental and éontrol
groups were significantly diffiyent on the pre—test\éccasion éccording

to the instruments uéed in the data—gathering; 2) whether there

-

92



were any significant differences between essay topics according to the
i , '
major indices. The former analysis was especially important because

. - . >
intact classes were used. The latter analysis was carried out as a

check on thé effectiveness of the topic-randomization procedures.

The six major writiﬁg indices were used in bothathene procedures. 1Q
score§ were only uaed~in comparing. the two gfoups on the pre~§est.
One—-way analysis qf variance was the 'statistical program to which

;hg data were submitted. This analysié wag followed by a two-way
analysis of variance bitﬁ fepeated measures using the six inBices
across the six Writing ocgasions. The procedure was used to deter- .

mine whetherAny significant differences between the experimental and

control groups were detectable as a result of the Sentencecraft treat-

men£ when thesé six indices were used as the dependent variables.

The writing analysis next consisted of a comparison of the
experimental and control shésamples. The first step was an attempt
to determine whether the subsamples were siénificantly different from
the remainde; of their samples on the pre-test occasion. The Chi- -
square teét was Qsed. The six major yriting indices were hgain used
in this proceduie. The same analysis was doné to determine whether
the experimental and ;ontrbl group subsamples were significantly
‘"different from each other on the pre—-test occasion when the samé six
indices we?e testsd; F?llowing this preliminary subsample énalysis;

the fifteen new indices were used in determining whether the two sub-
&+

samples were significantly different over the course of the treatment.

-

,Thé,reading results were then analyzed. The experimental and

control group scores were subjected to a one-way analysis of variance

L)
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to determine q&nthnr thare were any significant differences betveen
the scores of the experimental ang control groups on the pr;~t;ut !
occasion. The two reading ind{ces used were Level of Comprehension
and Speed Jf Comprehension as measured by the Davis Resding Tgaf.
These reading indices were used to determine whather any significant
differenéea regulted from the treatment when the scores on the pre-

test, post—test, and delayed post-test were compared.

¢

h Ia:) Experimental vs Control o ’

The Canadian Lofge-Thorndike Intelligence Test, Level F, (Verbal

O

Subtest) was administered one week before the experiment began.

Descriptive statistics for group comparisons are given in Table 5.

The results of the one-way analysis of variance are reported in Table

6.
Table 5
Experimental and Control Group Comparison: 1Q
o ' " Standard
Group - Caées, Mean Variance Deviation
. ’ o
Experirental 75 .  100.88 137.06 11.70

Control . 68 101.07 167. 86 12.95




- | CiTable6. . .
' ‘One—way Analysis of Variance: IQ ) ~
Sourcé v - SS . M ..ae F  p
" Growps -~ - L.00° . 100 . -1 0 0,00 0.935
Error - © 21389,00  <I8L.70 . 141 . . el

A study of these two tables reveals no significanq differences between
Y .

the two groups on. the basis of these IQ scores.

i{ Writing Analysis: . Experimeptal versus Control Samples

..Hypothesis' There will be no signlficant difference between -the -
“ mean scores of classes of ninth grade students who have and whO< i
'+ 'havé not received sentence-combining treatment ‘as measured by":
vargumentative'compositions written across the six occasions uSing
. the following indlces. ﬁumber of-. words, number of T-units, num
- ‘ber of -dependent clauses _words- per T-unit, wonds per clause,
_and dependent clauses per; T—unit. .

Topic comparison. Prlor to the experimental—control group -

comparison,'a check was made to determine whether the topics were

.

- ?\ * . 3 O N "
roughly equivalent »Despite the‘random assignment%of'students to

toplc on pre test, this additional analysis was carried out to deter—i'

mlne whether the teachers intuitions about their equiValency were

- . F:]

'.gorrect; The one-way’ analysis\of varlance results for . the six indlces
VR ( ; ‘ : ‘ . . cs R

Yare shown in Table.7. .A‘slganlcant dlfferenCe among topic means was L

= v
-

found only on' the words per clause index. A Scheffe~Mult1ple Compar—

‘} ison of means shbws that the difference between topics was only

RE N
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significant between topics three and six ‘Topic three was "The'WOrld

WOn t Survive Past the Year 2000"' topic six was "Everybody Needs

esignment'to topic sequence‘%

\

Friends". It is difficult to pinpoint he most probable cause‘for ‘
g this difference. In view of the randé‘fa

' Wthh was followed in the study, this finding is more of interest than

A9
-t

consequence. Nevex’theless, the null hypo’c.hes:.s is re;}ected, ;t‘or that. ‘

. S . : o /. Lo
'TaBie 7 S ‘“{. . “
Comparison of Topics.,dPre—Testi

’ Topics' B 2 3. 4. 5 -6
oPles . (4=23) (=22) (n=28) (n=24) . (n=23) (n=23) P
Words  -221.87 228.63 217.04" 203.50 208.83 .198.48 0.466

T-units.  716.22 18.27 15.43 15.33 15.22 15.65 0.405
Clauses '  27.83 27.82 - 25.86 27.00 26.65 27.87 0.928
Dep.Cl. ~  11.61  9.55 - 10.43 11.67 1l.44 12.22 0.296 .
W/ 1411 13.25  14.49° 13.92  13.95 13.09 0.456
w/cl ¢ 8.1l - 8.30°  8.50 . 7.79 . 8.01 7.23 0.020 * -
Dep.Cl/TU ~.0.75  0.60 -0.71  0.82° 0.77  0.82°.0.200

1

~

: [ *Significant difference beyond the .05 level

e . . : . S

WOrde per eray . A two-way analysis of variance.with repeatedh

P

. measures was’ carried out to determine whether there were: any signi-

ficant differences between the experimental and control groups on the

b -



J o

. . .

pre~test and acrqés the six writing_pccasions as‘measurgd by the num-

& . . . . - - o
‘ber of wqrds_writtén§&n;the'pre—teSC. . Thé cteill means are listed in

.

Table 8 and tﬁé'resuli bf»tﬁefénaiysis in Table 9.

gble 8
N ! ’

"B" x subject within groups

. 705 2470.718

a ’FMean:Number,of_Wbpdé,VRepeated'Measqres
Occadfons: 1 2 . 3 4 5 6
/'I' . ) . T B ) .
j;xPerimencal 221.7  234.5 . 232.6  227.3 = 227.5  242.0
/Control . 203.4 ., 192.0  185.5  193.9. 211.2  189.1
T ~ Table 9' |
: . Lo . :
Treatment EffecZFEE?Number of Words Written -
Source o - ss - Ms F p
Between subj;cts , 142
"A"main (between ~ 263894.313 1 263894.313 13.155, .0004%
- treatments) = s L ,‘ : o o
~ Subjects within groups . . T 141~ 20059.914 ¢
Within subjects’ 715 |
"“B" main (across occasions) 9607.098 5  1921.419 0.778 .568
Y“AxB" interaction © 41170.098 -5 8234.020  3.333 .006 *

*Significant beyond the .05 level



-

The interaction between'treatment and occasion is significant beyond

the ,05 level. Group effect was also significantzbut not consistent~
. ' . } - »

ly so;’acrossrthe six occasions. When interaction is significant

Winer (1971, »p. 529) states that tests on simple main effects is the

\ —

- preferred procedure. Tests On simple group effects showed no signif-

‘ / .
icant differences between p%e-test'and post—test means. There were

‘significant differences on occasions 2, 3 4 and on the d@layed post-

. test. however, a glance at Tbble 8 shows that the decline in control

group scores when compared to tﬁeir pre-test scores'ds respon81ble for

i
y

‘the significant‘differences in group means on these'occasionss A test

)
b

on the simple main effects of occasion bears this out|. The increase

in the number of qofds written by the experimental group in the course . -

of the tteatment is not.significant, but the decline in the control
group means for this index is'significant;be&ond the (.01 level.
In summary, although the'experimentai»group does/ increase the -

number of WOrds.per e%say-that they write; the increase is"not signif—

lCant at- the ,05 level. A further test u51ng the analy31s of ‘covari~

Eayice procedure produced almost 1dentical results (See Appendix F)

A

.

Therefore, the null hypothe51s 1s not regected

" Number of ‘T-units. The me number of T—units:written by each

group on the sixioccasions isfdisplayed in Table 10. Table 11 displays

the results of the two-way analysis of variance which indicated that
: B ) . -~ A

”

group effect.was significant. A Newman—Keuls“comparison of means showed

a Significant difference between groups on the pre—test which carried

across all occa51ons. The group/treatment main effect for both groups

was not significant. In fact, all_experimental,means are significantly

.

98 .



3

-higher than the control grdup means . In'sunnnary, .the expeﬂihéntal-

o e

treatment did‘20t result in a significant increase in the mean number

‘T-units written by the eéxperimental group. Therefore, the ﬁull

‘”hypothesis was not rejected.

R
Table 10
o : > ' ’ . .
Mean Number of T-units Across Occasions -
Occasion 1 2 ‘3 4 5 6
<) A N 9 , . ' | ' ‘ |
Experimental ~ 16.97 16.80 17.01 16.49 16.79 17.75
Control . \\§ 14.88  13.74 14%03, ° 14.03 15,01 14.16
¢ ' )
Tahle 11
. Treatment Effeét on Number of T-units _ .
‘Source - _ . ss df »MS F- . p
Betveen subjects 117722.125 142 ‘
'A' main - ©1514.100 1. 1514.100 13.172  .0004% |

Subjects within groups ~ 16208.063 141 - 114.951

. WVithin subjects 12612.688 715
'B' main ©77.598 5 . 15.520  0.878  .496 .
'AxB' interaction  81.394 5  16.279  0.921 .468  °
. 'B' x subject within 12455.000 705 = i7_.667 - -
\ groups . : ‘ ' ‘ '

o
~

#§ignificahtibeyond‘thé .05 level °



Number of dependent clauses.  The mean number of dépendg%t '
clauses written by each group on each occasion is listed -in Table 12.

' Table 12

~ Mean Humber of Dependent Clauses

N -

Occasfon i 1 2. 3 4. 5 6
 Experimental ‘ 11.16 11.44  11.75 11.88 11.51 12.25.

Control ~ ~  11.12  9.68  9.44. 9.87 10.00  9.10

v

o

The analydis of variance iesUlts shown in Table 13 reveal ‘a treatméné

o ' e

effect and:an in;eraction effect.
Table 13
Treatment Effect'on_Numbef of Dependent Clauses

“Séprce\\ : S SS df - MS o F ' P
Between subjects ‘ 8477.563 142
'A' main - 690.823 1  690.823 . 12.509 -.0006% .
Subjects within.groups  7786.750 | 141 = 55.225
Within subjects 11514.500/ 715 i
'4;"main - 32.965. 5 6.593  0.411 .842

N

'AxB' interaction ©189.184 5  37.838  2.361 ..038 %
"'B" x subject within . *11297.8J3 705  16.025 o
groups - _ . . : : '

*Significant beyond t_e‘,OS level



' )

4 o . ' '
Because of the significant interaction, tests were done on simple main

. effects. Group/treeﬁment means were significantly different on

occasions 2, 3, 4, and

6;; Again, rhere is a noticeable decline in the

mean number of dependent clauses written by the control group, wﬁerees

the experiﬁental group

N\

cept occasion 5.

-

means increase slightly for ‘all occasions ex~

Despite this increase, the mean number of dependent clauses

]

\written'hy each“grouﬁ did not change significantly-acress'the six’

occasions. The null hypothesis was\not rejected.

Words per T—unit.

* K
Tables 14 and 15 display the mean number of

words per T-unit written by the groups across the six occasions and

the afalysis of varian

ce results.

Table 14

Mean Number of Words Per T-unit

Qccesion- 1 2 3 4 5 6
Experimental. 13.64  14.38 = 13.96 14,38 13.89 14.03
1403 14.47  13.76 14.43  14.54 14.13

Control,

'The analysis of varian

between treatment or o

¥
ce results reveal no.significant differences

»
ccasion means.

101



102

Table 15

Treatment Effect on Words per T-upnit
" : : A
. a . ® -, 7/

L - — L SR
S | N | :
Source’ . . 8§ df M5 " F P
. Between subjects ' 2777.500 142
“'A' main | 6.983 1 6.983 .:355 .552
. ‘ . o . . ‘ : , . . . » v
Subjects within groups - - 2770.563 141  19.649 ;
‘Within subjects 4825.313 715
'B' main | o 47.349 5 9.470° 1.402 = .220
'AxB' interaction  16.178 . 5  3.236  .479 .794 -
~'B' x'subject within - _2951.875 705 '6.754;
groups ' _ : o

J

In summary, ndvsignificant mean-differences were found between .-
groups ‘or across occasions. The null hypothesis was not rejected. . .

N

 Words per clause. The mean number of words per clause is dis-
played in Table-16.
Table 16

Mean Number of Words Per Clause’

<

Occasion : 1 -2 3 g & 5 6 1
Expe:iqgﬁcal 7.968 8,462 8.186 8.122 8.177 8.124

Control - ~ 8.038 8.252 8.010 8.172 8.520 8.248




Y o j | 1

The analysis of variance results revealed no sighificaht differences as

’

" a result of the treatménts administered to the two groups. Table 17

outlines the results of this analysis. As these tables show, there

. S 8,' 0 .
were no significant differences found in the mean number of words per
_claqse‘writtén by the experimental and control groups across the six

wrifing occasions of the experiment. The null hypothesis was not

rejected.

. 4 - Table 17
T%eatment'Effect on Words Per Clause
.. BN

Source . - s it * ws F
Between subjects . 587.177 142

'A' main 261 1 0.261 063 803

Subjects within groﬁps " 586. 844 141 4.162 ff |
Within subjekts 1068.363 715 : ’
'B' main . 14.03 - 5. 2.807 1.890 .093
'AxB' interaction ' 7.453 5° 1.491  1.004 415
'B' x subject within 1046.953 705  1.485 | |

groupsu : '

3

Dependent clauses per'T—unit.~ The mean number of dependent
clauses written by the éxperiméntéi and control groups across the
. ) . _ -

six occasions is given in_Téble 18.

\



Table“18

Mean Number of Dependent Clauses Per T—unit'

"\

. t -
| Occasion _ 1 2 3 C b 5. 6
\L.‘ )
= . . 1 :
Experimental ’ 724 717  .720 .784 722 .748
éontrolh 773 .794 .741. .781 715 .731
The ‘mean number,pf élauses per ?-unit did ﬁot inéréésé significantly .
* in the writing of either group, nor wére any differences significaht
,oﬁ' any. of the six occasions aé ié# shown by 'I:able_ 19.
Table 19
Treatgent Effeét on Dependént_Clauseé Pef T~unit' o
Source | .88 af &Bﬁs) 'F p
Betweeﬁ subjects . 35.919 142 | .‘
'A' main e‘rffec‘tS‘ - .084 - ‘1 084 2330 .566
Suﬁjects within groups | 35m834_ 141. 254 . - .
Within squects : ' 66.239 715
“B' main effects | 34 5 Lo7 .760 .581
j"AxBfkinteﬁactib'n\ ' <243 | | 5 ".0'49' . .523° - .762

' In summary, the treatment did mnot produce any significant differences
. - - ’ . -

s

between the mean numbers of dependent clauses written by:Ehe experi-

mental .and control groups or across the six writing o®asions. »Ihe“



null hypothesis was not rejected.

Writing Analysis: lExperimental vs Control Subsamples

Hypothesig: There will be no significant difference between the
mean scores of samples of ninth grade students who have and who
have not received senténce-combining treatment as measured by
argumentative compositions, written on pre-test, post—test, and
delayed post-test occasions, using the following indices:
a) the mean number of noun, adjective, and adverb clauses
‘ pexr T-unit;
B) the percentage of short (8 words or less), medium (9-20
words) and long (21 or more words) T-units;
c) theé mean number of nominalized verbals (gerunds and fac-
) tive infinitives) per clause;
d) the mean number of modal auxiliaries, perfect forms,
and passives per clause;
e) the mean number of prepositlonal phrases as noun modi-
fiers per clause;
£)  the mean number of verb forms (infinitives, present
participles, and past participles) as noun modifiers per
. clause;
g) the mean number of genitives (inflected and phrasal)
per clause;
h) the mean number of adjectlves per clause;
The six major indices, as shown in the previous discussiqn,'

feve;leé'ﬁg significant differences between groups as a result of the
experimental'ereatﬁenp. Therefore, an examination of the structuree
within the cla&ses‘&as undertaken. Twenty-one indices were analyeed;
some of which are combinatlons of the Varlables that were counted
Prior to the main analyé%@ a.check was made to ensure that the
éﬁbsamples (n=30) randomly chosen to represeﬁt each group were not
significantly different from the samples‘fromrwhich they were chesen.
Tests for goodness—of—fit were ﬁsed to compare each subsample's coept
- with those of the remaining members of the samples for each group.
The probabilityvthat“the two.distribetions are of a similar shape
are given in Table 20.‘ The s;x @ajor writing indices wegﬁkused in

>

these tests ovahi-sduére.

&
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The Chi-square teats showed the number of words per clause on th- .
pre-test and the number of dependent clauses per ossay to be distrib-
vted significantly differently for the control grou;; subsample and
the remainder of the control‘group. Because the nafb?ity of fhc
syntactic indices analyzed in this section are tested as "per clause"
counts, the two indices which are significant should not cause much
Jzncern. However, the subsamples' comparisons on these two indices
{will be omitted ffoﬁ the following discussion.

' In the next step of‘the analysis, an anaiysis of variance test
was performed qomp;;ing the two subsamples using the other four major
indices. In short, no significant differences were §9nnd between the
means of the experimental subsample and thé control subsample acfoss

e s

the three writing occasions. The closest any index came to being

significant was p = 0.19. The result;s of these analyses are given in
Appendix F, (p.177) These results confirm the subsamples as being
( relatiyély representative of the population samples from which they . -

TN

- Were drawn when counts on the importiﬂt major indices are used as
~ ) : : . :
\Sheasures. The results of the two-way analysis of variance procedure.

wiﬁﬁ’repeatgd measures for the twenty-two additionai counts are ‘
~outlined in the followiAE section. It is useful to note that these
.figures represent Broportions (e.-g. x noun clauses per T-unit or x
present partiéiples.per clause). Tﬁey can also be sééﬁ‘aF percentages,
"that is, thgy indicate the mean percentage of occasions on which a
student Qill write a present particible in his I—units or cléuses
depéﬁding on which index is being used. The analysis ofﬁvariance

'results for these indices are alsQ provided in Appendix F.



b treafment,groups ‘across the‘three_

-~

Noun clauses per T—unit. The two*way analysis of’Varianee with

’urepeated measures was used to test differences Between the experimen- o

<ftal and control subsamples with noun clauses pei T-unit as the depen- ‘

‘:;dent yariable.» The means ‘are provided in Table 21.- The complete

R

j'results are. provided in!Appendix F. "'”‘fe

_., SR IA . i
Table 21
: 'Mean Number of Noun Clauses per T-unit ;
. ‘Group T R Prelfesf g -Posf,fest Post-test
" Experimental subfjmple 30~ 0.190 . 0:202. 0.203
 Control subsample - - 30 - 0.247- 0,158 0.215

Nb significant differences were found between groups or aCross the

three testing occasions.< All dlfferences ‘were attributable to’ chance. ‘

I

: The null'hypothesislyas not rkjeCted, S e s 1ié§
TR SR i R T R Lo LT

\‘. R

AdJectLve clauses per"T—unit./ The analysis ‘of variance used to

test for significant changes in the mean number of adJective clauses

i

used by the two groups showed no sighlficant differences.\ Table 22

- displays the mean number of these cZnstructions used by the two

'e¥199
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Yoot
3 Table 22 :
Mean Number of Adjective Clauses per T-unix '
EPAY Lo o ' : S It}‘ ; fDeiayedT
Group B . m o Pre tesgl. Poet ;est ‘Post-test
Experlmental subsample 30 . 0{175' R ‘0;219' B : '0.176
Control subsample .30 o 0.165 ,'0,186 . 'b 0.149 ;{
) L ; § : N _
 None of tﬁe(diffefenceS‘wefe éignificant, and,the.null hypothesis'was
R = > _ . . | ‘ :
not rejected:
'ﬂ Adverb-clauses pef T—unit; Again the analysis of variance test~ - f‘
. ]
lng the mean number of adverb clauses per- T—unlt used by the two sub—vb
‘samples revealed no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between the two groups
across the Cgree occasions. The means are shown in Table 23. )
Table 23
Mean Number of Adverb Clauses per T—unlt |
’ . , = Post—tes - yed.
vGIQUP.. ' Co - S ‘Pre teet c ,°3‘ test ,Postetest
ﬁéﬁxperimental subsample 30 ~70.280 C0.313 0.378
- Control subsample L 30 0.339 0.387 ©  0.317 _

.The‘null'hypdthesis was not rejeexed.

BN E C 2



:Percentage.of short Tﬁunitsi(B.words_or less). The analyéis of
) ] - N /.\ ‘-

variance results for the test on the mean percentage of short t-units

' means afe given in Table 24.

f 4

Table 24

_ Mgaﬁ Percentage of -Short T-units
v

, written by the'two'groups fevgaled‘no'signifigant differences. The

: N L _ ' . -, Delayed

Group . _ n _Preftgst Post tést . Post-test
Experimental subsample 30 29.1 21.1 20.8
. Control subsarple »\\_. 30 - . 21.3 20.7 22.6

' &
‘not rejected. - .

e

None of the differences were éignificant and the npll,hypothesis was

. Percentage of medium T-units (9—20 words). The analysis of

variance results for the test o6n the mean percentage of medium T-units

"means are given in Table 25.

Table 25 +

JMeaﬁvPercehtage of Meﬁium‘T~units

}

" written Hy tﬁe twb-grdups revealed no.significant differences. The

. T

Control subsample - 50 60.5 - 60.8°

, - Delayed
Gron : : C : . Pre-~t P -
‘ p“ . i o » re-test ost—test Post—test
 Experimental-subsample 30~ 56.5 - 64.2 64.1
61.4

.
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None of the differences vere significant and the null hypothesis was

‘not rejected

- . i : . A4

Percentage of 1Q~3_T-units (21 words or more). The analysis of

variance results for the test on the mean percentage of long Thunits

written by the two groups revealed no. significant dlfferences._ The

mean percentages are given in Table 26.

_Table 26

Mean Percentage of Long T-units

. Oy Co . - : . ; Delayed
Group; . , n Pre‘test .Post test Post-test
Experimental subsample - 30  ~  14.3 ° . 14.7 15.1
Control subsample ©30 18.5 '19.0 ‘ 13.6

P

None of the differences were significant and the null hypothesis was

v\,‘

not rejected. ‘ ey

v

Gerunds per clause} -The,analysis of variance on the mean number
of gerunds per clause also reveaied no signlflcant dlfferences be—

tween groups across the three occasions. Table 27 provides the means.



\‘\ ‘ rd

. _ . _ \> o
/ . Table 27 '/ !
Mean Number of Gerunds per Claﬁse ‘ x7
' ‘ - ~ o Delayed
~Group o . m ‘\Pre test Post—-test Post~test
- @ o

. . .’). ’ ' : N °
-Experimental subsample 30 0.106 -~ 0.102 : 0.126
Control subsample 30 - 00:130 0.062 K 0.078

None of the differences were significant and the null hypothesis was
not r%;gctgd.

‘

Factive infinitives per'clause. The anélysjs of variance detec-

ted no significant difféfences?in the mean number of factive infin¥
itiveé,ﬁéed by the two groups across the thrée-occaéidns. TQe'means

. are provided in Table 28. -

Table 28_

Mean Number of Factive Infinitives Per Clause-

Delayed

. ra g o . R L 1 .
Group o S n °  Pre-test Post—tegt . Post-test
‘Experimental subsample ™ 30  0.096 - 0.143 » 0.146

. . . KN N : ' : N
Control subsample" © 30 ) 0.138 0.119 0.120

i

None of the differences were significant and the null hypothesis was
not rejected.
S
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Nominalized vefbals»per clause (gefunds'+‘faét1ve in

finitives).

The apaiysisvghOWe, no significant increase in the mean<n

nominaliked verbals used by the experimental and control

-

umber bf

subsamples. ‘

This result was not‘unexpecteq in View of»@he‘fact that . eithet single

indegrshowed significant dhapge. The mean number of nomi
bals per clause is given in Table 29.:
Table 29. :

+ .

Mean Number of Nominalized Verbals Per Ciaugei

.

nf}izedverj

' o Ceny® _ . Delayed
. Group | n Pre-test = Post-test Post—test
Experimental subsample = 30 ©0.208 0.245 - 0.272

Control subsample - 30 - 0.268 | 0.181

0.200

~

<

None of the differencés were significant and the nﬁll hypothesis
. . : : 6 .

-

‘'was not rejected. .

Rea

Modal aﬁxiliaries»pér-élause. The anaiysis of variance detected

no significant differences,between the-mean number of modal auxilia-

ries per clause as they were used by the two sdbsamples.

are given in Table 30. o g

The means

114
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Table 30

Mean Number of Modal Auxiiiaries Per Clause

, v . - Delayed
Grqup . o n : Preftest ‘ Post—tes; Post-test -
Experimental subsample 30 - - 0.359 0.347 1 0.365
‘Control subsample 30 ©0.320 0.343 . 0.338
"

Al

None of the differences were significant and the null hypothesis was | E

not rejected. . b

Iy . .
L]

Number of perfect forms per clauée.'-Thé analysis of Vafiance to

. test mean differences between experimental and control subsamples
N : - : ) - :

- detectgﬂ no signifiéant«differences. The means are given in Table 31. -
Y
Table 31

Mean Number of Perfect Forms Per Clause

[\

R L N o _ . Delayed
'Gfougvl ‘ v;h- n . Pre-test =~  Post-test Post—test -
Experimental subsample 30 0,028 0.039 ZF 0.023
Control &ubsample 30 "0.029 0.019 0.030

ane-qfutﬁe differenceé weressignificant, and the null hypothesis was

not rejected. . - _ T .



Number of passives per clause. The anhlysis of variance to test

‘mean‘differénces'Between the experimehtal and concroi subsamples

detected no siéﬁifiéant differences. The means are giyeﬁ in Table 32.

’
<

Table 32

Mean Number of Passives Per Cléuse,

U

' - ’ ‘ S _ ' e ' ‘Delayed
Group | .on Pre—-test . ?ost test Post-test
Experimental subsample 30 0.044 1 0.062  0.067
Control subsample 30 . 0.063 ~0.073 0.075

v

. &

. . . . kY

N\ : : o
/ ‘ - ) . |

None of the differences were significant and the null hypothesis ‘was

v

" not rejected.

..

!

Verb forms (perfect forms, passives? and modals) per clause. . The

B

analysis of variance testiné for mean differences between the three
combined verb fbnms (peffect forms, passives, and modals)'detected
" no significant diffgrences. The means are given in fable 35.‘
Table 33
Mean Number of Verb Forms Per Clause =~

<

1 , TN Delayed
?roup L n Pre-test Post—-test Post-test
‘Experimental subsample 30 0.430 0.448 . 0.455

.

Control subsample - 30 o 0.412 ' 0.435 - 0.443




. means for the two subsamples.

. t . .
None of the differences were significant, and the null bypothesis was

.nbt'rejected.

' PregoSitional phrases as noun modifiers per clause. The analysis

of Variance‘test fér mean differences in the number of prepositional o

a .

‘phrases used as noun modifiers reveéled‘no*sighifiéant differences

-between groups'across the three occastons. Table 34 displays the

&

Table 34 ‘ ;
Mean Number of Prepositional Phrases as Noun Modifiers Per Clause

‘
'

. ’ _ o Delayed
LS - —
Group ’ e n - P%e test ‘PosF test Post—test<
Experimental subsample 30  0.118 ~ 0.123 0.105
~ Control subsample 30 . 0.156 .- 0.118 - 0.144

B Aii:differeﬁces*weré non-significant and the null hypothesis Qas not

&

rejected. C C ‘ ' °

< ' . '

Infinitives'as noun modifiers per clause. The analeis:of‘

variance test for mean differences on the number of'infinitives'as

noun modifiers per clause revealed no significant differences. The
. _ ~ ;o

means are given in Table 35. - -

%
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Table 35

N
v

. Mean, Number of fnfinitives ag Noun Modifilers per Ckause‘

T

‘.

: _ : _ ' _ Delayed
. Grqup‘ n - Pre—test Pogt test Post-test
L T | | |
Experimental subsample . 30 - 0.043 ; 0.047 0.039
Control subsample 30\1 ‘ 0.036 0.062 o 0.039';

All mean differences were ﬁon—significant and thus theénull hypothesis
was not rejected.

Present‘partiéiples as noun modifiers per clause. The analysis

of variance testing for mean differences on the number.%§ present

" participles as nouh‘quifiers per clause revealed no significant .

r

diffefences. The means are displayed.in‘Table 36.

-

Z

Table 36
2 . .
Mean Number of Present Participles as Noun Modifiers per Clausé

+

Group | ' " n Pre-test Post-test ‘Delayed
. , oo "Post-test
Experimental subsample” 30 0.034 - 0.062 0.029
! ' - r . ’
Control subsample 30 0.040 0.022 0.034

'~ Because all .differences were non—éiéﬁifitéﬁf} the null hypotheéis was

not rejected.

118
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} \;?ast p;rticiples és noun mpg;fiéfs per cléuge. The analysis of
variaﬁce testing the mean differences between treatment subsamples

" across océasions,’using the mean nﬁmber of past.participles as .noun
médifiers per clause, revealed no significant differences. The‘méans

L}

are given-in Table 37.

Table 37

Mean Number of Past Participles as Noun Modifiers per Clause
p ‘ ' : '

Deiayed

Group - E n ~ Pre-test Post-test ~ Post-test
Experimental subsample 30 0.042 10,039 0.053
Control subsample ¢ . 30 | 0.022 - 0,034 0.035

All differences were non-significant aﬁd the null hypophesis was not

rejecfed. -

' Verb forms (infinitives, present participles, and past partici-

ples) as noun modifiers per clause. The combined verb forms used as

PR

noun modifiers were tested using analysis of variance to check for

4

significant differences between means. The means are given in Table

38. .



Table 38

Mean Number of Verh Forms as Noun Modifiers per Clause

o - ; _ ‘Delayed
Grougy . n Pre‘test Post-test Post-test
Experimental subsample ' 30 . 0.114 10.145 0.114
Control subsample 30, - 0.094 . 0.110 0.101

i

A1l differences were non-significant and the null hypothesis was not

4

rejected.

Inflected genitives per clause. The aﬁalysis of variance test

~
L A
-

for significant differences”bétWeen subsamples across the three test-—

ing occasions using inflected.genitives as the dependént’variable

K 4 . ‘ .
revealed no significant differences. The means are given in Table 39.

3

Table 39

Mean'Number of Inf;ected Genitives PerAC1auée

Group - » n’ Pre—test Post-test Delayed
- i , ] Post-test
Experimental subsample 30 0.071 ' 0.088 0.072

Control subsample 30 0.093 L Q109 - 0.081

4

ALl diffefences-were nop—signifiqaﬁt and the null hypbthesis was not
i

rejected.

~

TS

120



e« N

Phrasal genitives per clause. The analysis of variance test for
significant differences between subrgsamples across “the three testing

occasions for phrasal genitives révegled no .significant differences.

The mea;hs are given &lt,'{m :

E . Teas

Mean Number of Phraéal Genitives Per Clause

|

. Delayed

Group" . _ n A Pre-test Post-test | Post—test
Experimental subsémplg 30 0.045 0.025 0.039
Control subsample 30 0.060 0.068 0.044

.

J . <

None of the differences were significant and the null hypothesis was

not rejected.

-

' Total genitives per clause. The analysis of variance test for
significént differences between groups across the three tesfing

occasions for total genitives revealed no significant dffferenceé.

The: means are given in Table 41. :
. ks '
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Table 41

\

Mean jumber of Genitives Per Clause’

3

Group 1 n Pre~test Poat—;est sztf{:ii
Experimental subsample 30 iy 0.116 0.113 0.112 -~ ‘
Control subsample - 30 0.152 0.178 0.124

J

s

None of the increases or declines in means were significant. There-

fore, the null hypothesis was not rejected.

Adjectives per clause. The two-way analysis of variance with

repeated measures for testing for significant differences in group

v

performance revealed a significant treatment/group effect on the

adjectives per clause index. The means are given in Table-42. .
‘ a
\ ¥
Table 42

Mean ﬂumber-of Adjectives Per Clause

' 7 ’ Delayed
Group _ n Pre-test Pogt-test Post-test
Experimental subsample 30 0.442 0.459 0.415
Control subsample 36 0.491 0.604 0.558 '

AR R

A Newmah—Keuls comparison of means shoﬁed that. the two group means

on pre—tesf%occasion'were not significantly different. -None of the
) : &

‘experimental subsample changes were significaﬁt. However, by 'the



S e
S

, .o ,~ .
_ﬁpost—test occasion the control group had inmroved significantly

_ (p ra 05).. They>maintained this significant increase on. the delayed;f

post—test despite a small decline on that occasion. The~mean-scores

’ for qhe control subsample were significantly higher than the experi?__

#
. mental subsample mean scores on both.the post—test and the delayed

;_post—test. The null hypothesis was therefore rejected

___,;_JL In short, the treatmentdld not result in signilicant ;;1-’v

changes in the grade nine experimental subsample s use of thgafyntac— d"

tic structures which Hunt (1965) indicated were most highly correlated

»

: &,
“w1th.mature writing despite the fact that the,experimental group

’practiced u31ng these structures in the course of the treatment

B T B
B - B

-'geading‘Analysis 'j:}i,

‘The mainhanalyses of'reading scores Was'carried'out'using the

'same.two-way analysis of variance w1th.repeated measures procedure

'Jthat was used in analyzihg student writing.‘ Previous to tﬁis, however;..

v'the three forms of the Davis Reading Test . (ZA 2B 2C) were subjected

,sto a one—way analysis of variance to. test their conmarability. This
-uwas done as a§secondary check on thekreading test, the random assign—
77ment of students to tesr form sequence was the primary method used to
ycontrol the effect ‘of. reading form on. group differences. |

f‘Qiﬂ\ dol ft,‘ e “; R |

'Form=comparability:° Level. The one—way analysis of variance

.

to test mean differences between reading 1evel test scores revealed

~ no signif‘icant differiences_. The means are listed ;in»Tabvle 43.

; TR @
A § o) O

“ii;l23 -
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-. Tahle 43

'Dafﬁs Readiﬂg*Teét Level Seoxes Compared By Form

.'iForme

S R f. SD 3 -

Coa
2B

2C ~

49 . ' 6657 " .. . 35.04

45 68,93 - 44.93

W& 66.57 - . 32.67. . ¥

g ‘ : : ., R
. ( T :

»A Scheffé test of multlple means indlcated no, 81gn1f1cant dlfferences

: /

*between any,set., Tests comparlng 2A to ZB and 2B to 2C showed a p—.

k value of 0. 177 The 2A to 2C- comparison showed a p—value of 1 000.

This

dure

Level means was not significant:

check on form comparability along w1th.the randomlzatlon proce—‘.

&>

provided assuranoe that_qhe influencefof,test form on”group:' )

. 5Form,comparabili§y;,)Spéad. Thejone—way‘analySis of variance

- to test'mean differences.between reading Speed test scores revealed -

noxsiénificant differences. The means are listed in Table 44



| Table 44 . . -

Davis Reading Test Speed Scores Compared By Form

—

-

SD

Form.» Do n X
oA - 49 S 67.02 - \ Caas
e 2 BT | 67.47 41.68
.-\_. ' |

CA SChgffé ﬁe?clof multiple-means indicéted no signi%ican£ differenées

.Befweén'any'set. Tests comparlng 2A to 2B showed a p—value of 0 077.

 The 2B to 2C comparlson had a p—value of 0.151. The 2A to 2C compar—mw\ o
ison\pfvaluenwa&k0.945.'vaeFall probablllty of findlng_suchxmean;

diffe:encesbwas 0.052. These findings were not distutbing'as the

random assignment alone should have reduced form effect to insignifi—

cance. e

Reading level: group comparisons.. HypothQSLS. There will be"
‘no significant differences between the mean scores of &lasses of
-~ ninth grade students who have and who have not received the
‘ sentence—combining treatment as. ‘measured by the "Level" subtest
of the Davis Reading Test ss three different occasions:
pre—test, post—test, and d:ﬁﬁgedvpost—test.

- The.ahalysis of variance’procedure_used tojtest'mean'differences R
between.réading level meaﬁs‘acfossvthe three test bccaéions showed,
OCéasions'to be,significant. The means are displayed ln-Sable 45, and

~ the analysis of variance results are given ln Table 46. ’

2
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. Table 45
' vMean Reading Level Across Occasions
Group . m Pre-test  Post-test pgﬁifZZ§t
Experimental = 75 67.33 69.29 68. 49
~ Control 68 . 67.29 68.35 "~ 69.12
“ T : .
Table 46 ’ C .
Réading Level:’-_ Aﬂalysis of Variance Results
Source N 88 df '".MS' F o P )
. Between subjects 16961.000 142
-~ R S S S
'A' Main . - . 2.229 .1 . 2.229 0.019 '0.892
~ Subjécts within groups  16960.000. 142 120.28%
Within subjects 3712.000 286
'B' main effects = = -~ 215.658 2 "107.829 = 8.801  0.0002%
* 'AxB' interaction . 42/630 2 21.315 1.740 0.1774
'B' x subject within  3455.000 282  12.252
groups : B

RN

 *Significant beyond the .05 level -
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\

-

Neither iﬁteraction nor treatment effect.has sigdific%nt. An anal&sis
of differenceshbetween muitiple means using'the Newmed—Keuls compari-
son reveeled significant differences between ore—test;and post—test,
“and pre—test and deiayed post-test means of}toe experimestal’group.
Invother words, the decline that tookiplace‘over the delay period did.
not'decrease gains so dtastieally»that the initial significant in-
crease became non-significant. However, the controi group elso showed -
sigsificant ﬁean increeses between pre-test and deiayed post-test.
The increase from pre—test_to oost—test was‘not signifieant. As in-
dicated by Table 46, no Significsnt differences between occasional
oeans were detected. The experimental and control groups taken
1nd1y1dually responded in predictable fashion on the three. testing
occa51ons. Because the. treatment means were not 51gnifieantly differ-‘

ent, the'null hypothesis‘was notkrejected.
. . * <* .

.,

. Reading speed group comparisons. Hypothesis: .There will be
‘no significant differences between the mean scores of classes
of ninth grade students who have and who have not received the
sentence—combining treatment as measured by the "Speed" sub—test
of _the Davis Reading Test across ee different occasions:
pre*test, post—test, and delayed post-test. '

' The agalysis of variance results comparing treatment means across

the three testing occasions showed 51gn1ficant differences for-

,oeeasions and for interaction effect. The means are given in Table 47.

.

~e



Table 47

)kmn Reading Speed A

cross 0ccasions

128

b
Group n Pre—feSt Pos:—test" szifzzgt
Expérieeptal‘ 75 © 67.61 o 69.76 69.11
Control ' 58 _ ‘ 68.} §9:04

5 69.22

It is evident from a study of Téble 47 that the experimental group:

showed the larger increase in mean scores.

: resultsbare‘given ih Table 48.

Table

48

The analysis of variance

[

Reading Speed: Analysis of Variance Results

aE M

/

.05 level '

Source SS F P

Between subjects B 16543.006 142

'A' Main 4458 1 4.458  0.038  0.8457

Subjects within .  16541.000 141  117.312

Within subjects | 2150.000 286

'B' Main 128.447 2 64.224 . 9.240 ///,90/1 *
°'Axn' interaction . 51.546 2 - 25.773 3.708 . 0.0257 *

'B' x subjects within 1960.000 282 /§,956/i//f

groups ' _ /)//// '

i / T .
*Significant-beyona‘the

I
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Because the interaction was'significant'a test of simple oeccasion ...

,‘main effects ('B') was made.. This test shphed a sigﬁificanf‘difference
between ‘the experimental grbupbmeans'which‘was significant béyﬁnd the

© .01 level. The test of simple main effects for the éontrpl group -

L]
©

across the three occasions revealed no significant differences..'

(Téble‘49)- A bné—ﬁay énalysig 6f-Variance was carriéd out to compare
.the ﬁeén bccasiohal scores for the éXperimenéal group. The’ Newman-
Keuis cd@parison which ﬁas’performedifoilowing the'analysis showed
'the'mean_differenceé'£etwéen oécasioné one ahd.two,-and oné and th{ée

for this group were significant;'CTablé 50)

Y
. . Table 49
Reading Speed: Test of Simple Treatment Effects o
- | Observed Critical C L
Tpeatmen; Value Value' .af ‘ Significanée
. Experimental . - 13.06 * 3.00 - - 2,296 R SR
. Control .. 1.3 - "3.00 2,296 NS .
_ .
" Table 50 -

. . . {
Reading Speed: Newman-Keuls Comparison -- EXperiméntal Group

Y @

Occasion 1 3 2 df Critical
L e : ‘ e . Value
3 = T .es3 - 2,148 L.27 o

* *Significant beyond the .05 leyel Multiplier = .3087
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' The experimental -group'-thds -showed eigni_i‘ieant grOWt‘.h between pre-—test‘
and post—test and maintained this significance over the gourse of the
‘exper"iment'-des.pite a decline during the delay period. The nuil
hypothe_sis was -rejeeted. { ) |

By

‘Summam - The treatment appeared te ‘elicit significant growth in

the speed of comprehens:.on of a.n experlmental group of grade nine
i

students when the Davis Readlng ‘I‘est was used as the measurlng

-

11nstrument- and a control group was used fordcomparlson.‘-‘ -However, the

treatment did not appear to elicit significant 'growth in the 1ev'ej’. of
.’b
comprehens:.on of the same students when the Dav:Ls Readlng T§§t was

used as the measunng 1nstrument .and the ?:ontrol group was used for

comparison.’

/ . ) =
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- DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

Writing: Experimental vs Control |

MNo significant mean increases were found on the six major writing

indices across the six writing occasions as a result of the

Sehtencecraft program. Profiles of the group means on the six occa- -
i .

sions are given in Flgures 1to 6 and prov1de a\visual comparison to

complement the tables of the prev1ous chapter. It should be noted that,

despite the lack of significant»mean-changes,,the experimental group's
overall’performance iﬁpfoves for each of these six iodices over the
course of the study. The same is not true for the control group
The Hawthorne effect may be at work in the experimental-group per-
formance, and Ain complementary fashion, the control groups\may’
:hage lacked the moti&ation to'coptinoe Vtiting on the same\topics
althoughﬁthey were not repeated tor an& indivioual. This lack of '

motivation. may account. in large part for their pre—test to delayed

post—test decline ‘on four of the.ﬁ}x indices. " .

4

Writing: Pre-test Meaﬁs‘and Comparisons with.Pteyious Studies—éﬁajof
'Indices S . - " ‘ '

vThe first three indices were. seen as representing a measure o{
fluency in,writingiin tﬁis_experiment. The ﬁean counts for theltotal
" group (n=143) on the pre;test occasion are provided in Table 51. |
These ﬁeans represent a fairly reiiable indicatof of.what-grade pine -

students are syntactically capable in an argumentative composition

y 131



aTw0-3 zod SPION v EHNOIA seswe() £ HANDIX

SUOTEBI9( .  8uoT8wO9Q . o
9 & 14 ¢ 4 L 9 , o . ‘
3 A e Y EI 'l PAI mam—‘ j P‘INY
s L O .
L 8°¢1 1
TOhL L
L 21
r2h !
1o o .. . e
L . : . , - 89BMBTY
1Tum=-1 ; ﬁ.
‘ ed o : 7
. \ SpION . . , gpxopm T HINDIA
. o 83T~ 7 HEODII . gu0T88090.
BUOTSBOY) : 9 G ¢ 4 {
-~ I . . 1  J— 4 L - . ! ‘J
9 & ¥ &£ & b | Yol
- =y <. .
4 \\ // ] ; N \\\. ST L G02
II/\\ M OM—‘ d//(\\
91 ] LG22
L G2
.81 , 1692
.mpﬁg.la, SPIOM



133

iy

. /
Y e - f
TUm-4. aad sesneT) 3¢9 WMINDIA , osneTo Jod spIOM : ¢ TUNDIA
8UOTEE00(Q R . - mnoﬁm.m..ooo . |
S 2 L | 9 ¢ ¥ ¢ 2 b
1 r} i F ' F‘AJ 2 " . -A .. .- - L PJ..
o . R Y
o | ?
i '8°L
L vL* ) R
o “loe
L 9L* -
i mw. _ ‘N 8
: LV°8
: 0g°* } esumTo
$TUum=-3 f
- " zad | xod
D L LCh) spIop




written in forty-five minutes. The pre-test means are provided as
benchmarks for future researchers. These means were chosen because
they 'are the one occasion least affected by treatment motivation, or
other confounding variables.

Table 51

Mean Number of Words, T-units, and Clausq% Written: Pre-test
, , { : :

\_ /\\

Index - ' n X

\ SD
Words - 143 T // . 56.38
T-units o 143 15.98 / 4.88
Dependent Clauses - 143 - : 11;14, ’j. 4.26

-

" The next three major indices, words per T-unit , words per clause, .
- . t

and claﬁseé per T-unit, are thé indices for which counts have been
made most, often in previous studies. ‘Comparisdﬁs of the mean séorés
| attéinéd by students in this study with those “in previous studies ére
inforﬁative and should be helpful to future>resea}chers.in that Ehey
represent a bénchmark_indicator for argumentative wri;%ng by graa%ﬁ

te
‘nine students. (Table 52)

e
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As can be seen from Table 52 the. effect of node on student writing is;j i (r
f»very significant.x The results found by Crowhnrst (1977) and the f
present study confirm Perron s (1976) findings with grade five stu~ ok
dents.r Argunentative writing does seem to provide students with the o .
opportunity to write more syntactically mature sentences than other-~
'7.°descriptive stunies have shown For example, the students in the ';‘.ff e
~present study surpass the achievement levels found by Loban (1976) on
,words per T—unit and clauses per T—unit.‘ Their:mean on words perm-
;Aclause is close to Lohan s grade twelve mean.' Crowﬂnrstfs‘grdupbsur— :
' passed’Loban~s on all three indi;es.- The fact that Perronls“grade
‘five sample méans ‘are elose to Iaban's grade twelve means on two of

"the indices and surpass his grade twelve mean on the third suggests
that there nay in fact be a topping out at this level. Further Te— _p;
Vsearch.using argumentative Writing with,higher grades shou1d~clarifyv
rthe situat}on.; Nevertheless, results of studies which.have iggored

‘the question of mode of discourse in establishing norms are very sus—k

n;YPECt-E:.,_ ~r‘ ‘ ,4>g " ,7 oo _J,, |
0 Hare 8 findings of a great increase in 5 per T%unit‘isdalsqd
' ”aomewhat ndsleading. Hunt s mature adultsb ) an s grade twelves, b

:,.‘Crowhurst 8 grade tens, and the present study s, grade nines neyer o

‘ ';use subordination in more than seventy-five percent of their sentences.

T o' Hare s results showed a,mean use “of eighty—four peroent. This
‘ gappears to represent an overuse of a relatively unsophisticated syn--
r;tactic option. .;'_ “;\7fi§ffvj’. _.‘ f.f i'5'ff':;'?j _"A[ L

- ‘Q‘

The results on these indices in the present study ‘also |se




-;‘mean scores of grade nine students‘on these‘indices. Another possible .

explanation is that grade nine students have reached a plateau in : ":J'\;*j
.pthese three areas as Loban (1976, P- 60) suggested and the signifi— : .

- ﬁcant increases which 0'Hare and Combs found with grade seven students

are no longer so easily attained More 1ight can be shed on. this |

question by a comparison of the syntactic structure counts of the sub~‘

)

,sanmles with the results of the Loban and Hunt studies.. It should@ﬂe

WY

kept in mind that neither the Hunt nor. the Loban descrlptive studiesv‘

insisted'on the argumentative mode when taking writing samples. N

-

Ty . <

Writing‘ Pre-test Subsamp le MEans Compared with Previous

’Studihs—-Minor Indices

4

. Due to the lack of consistent significant 1ncreases on the minor

[4
PR

vindices by either subsample across the six occasions, this discusSioni
will concentrate on comparing the pr;e test means ';:f the com'bined
'subsamples with those of Hunt (1965). | ’

The frequency counts. carried out to determine what was happening

twithin tbe clauses of the experimental and control subsamples argu-

mentative compositions reached no significant, consistent increases

e :1by:either group. The conclusion can be drawn that the Sentehcecraft

B ‘program did not induce consistently significant increases in the writ‘vf

:ing of the experimental group exposed to the treatmeﬁg ' However; some_'
’ fcaution is necessary in any further interpretation oﬁ the results. .

. Comparisons of the mean. frequencies for the minor indicesvwith those
iiof Hnnt (1965) show that these grade nine students in the present

Jstudy ‘are already‘quite adept in the use. of these syntactic structures.‘




. their argumentative essays. The results are reported and compared in'

The number of- counts that were made in the present study4should

provide future researchers with.a new ‘set of benchmarks when/studying

" ‘the syntaCtic capabllltiee of grade nine students. Again pre—test

means are reported Because they'should.be least.affected by treatment3

motivation or other confounding variables? The control and experimen—

' tal subsamples scores are combined in this analysis (n—60)

The first three counts were concerned With the percentage,of

,short; medium, and long T-units that these sixty students used in

. Table 53.- The results clearly show that'these grade.nine students

writing in the argumentative,mode are closer to grade twelve percen—

vtages than to grade-eight. In fact, they use a slightly higher
percentage of:long'T—units.than;did the grade twelves in Hunt's study.
‘However;‘they use a slightly higher percentagenof short l—unitsvas'. '

'well.‘ Invtotal they are very close to Hunt s twelves. It is entire—'

1y possible that they are forced into using longer T—units by the very

nature of argumentation. This mode seems to provide~them with the best

opportunity for displaying their written syntactic ability.’

L
N
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Table 53 S ' ’ o
'Comparison of Hudt . (1970) and the Present Study on

Percentage of Short Medium, and Long T—units

' ST Grade . T
Index = .Auther 8 9 .12 Adult
%Short Huat 39 BN 23 19
MacWeill ~ 25.0

WMediun  ° Hunt Sk g .. L6l - 43
MacNeill — 58.6

fLong . Hunt R 160 38
‘MacNeill S 16.4

5

4 f\

The second set’ of-'indice's .that will he studied here are the thi'ee" :

kinds of subordinat:e vclauses. T'he me‘g@f‘“'w

Again it should be noted that t:he &@ gﬁatage for ‘using noun,

E adjective, or adverb clauses in. their writing is shown as 'being above -

the Loban percentages for grade nine students
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Table 54
Comparison of Results of Hunt (1970L Ioban (1976) and the Present

Study: Noun,‘Adjectlve, and Adverb Clauses

w

- ' : Grade - L : S Superior
Index - Author | 7 8 9 "10 ‘H 11 12’ Adults
Noun clauses/ Hunt™ ' .16 - | 29 .23
T’-unit . S ' - - .
o Loban .08 .19 .15 .16 . .15 .18
MacNeill ' R
. ! Q
Adjective . , Hunt .09 a .17 .25 -
« clauses/T-unit . .- s : o ‘
: Loban .05 - .11 .13 .16 %18 | .20
MacNeill BNV .
Adverb clauses/ _Hunt .
T—unit o . S ' v -,
: ~Loban . .15 .21 .19 .18 .12 .22
"\ MacNeill . o .31
;
Adverhial clause use (312) within T—units by the grade.nines in'this
,study is much.higher than the use of these structures By grade’ twelves
in-Loban 8 study. lhis increased use, hnwever, does not suggest matu-
rity,‘as adverbial clauses,tend to be the most easily adopted® clause ' Cij/q
. form: It is possible and reasonable to. suggest that*such,clauses are —
induced by the mode of writing. Place, time, manner, and reason are
' needed in forming arguments. It is noteﬁorthy here that the largest
' ~clausal increase by the experlnmntal gromp in this study was adverb =

clauses. The frequency increased from twenty—eight percent bf the



time to thirty?eight percent hetween pre—test and'delayed.post~test.,

It is possible that Sentencecraft promotes_the use'of this relatively

early—maturing étructure. In a similar way 5 ‘noun clauses are used’

more frequently than in the writing of Loban s grade twelVes,'althOUgh. -
bless frequently than Hunt's grade twelves. It should'again he pointed
ot that this is not a particularly sophisticated sentence structure.
Loban's grade eights already use them in nineteen percent of their
‘T—units.‘ Use declines sllohtly from that point and remains below
twenty percent. On the other hand adJective clauses, which.are

bvlate—blooming structures, dg: not reach in the present study the per— ~

»centage figure which.Loban s grede elevens set. The mean for the

, grade nine students in‘thehpresent study rests between Loban's grade
. ) EE A

ten and eleven'norms. Again this could be due to.the.mode'of writin ,
. i y . : TR

Descriptive 'writing should probably be expected to elicit mpre’adjec—

L 4

.tive .clauses than the argumentative mode used in the present stydy.
The remaining sixteen counts can only be compared to Hunt's‘norms‘
- which were based on COmpositions for which the mode of_writing was

not controlled. However, he is the only researcher who made these

complex counts. For some of the indices, Hunt's norms;¢§uld not be
vCalculateﬁ_from the data hé'supplied. Norms from the present study - .
.are included anyway because the gontingency coefficients which Hunt

calculated suggest that all these structures are significant indiee—

- tors of syntactic maturity.. The contingency coefficients are supplied
in Table 2, page 19. e
The first set of these counts were on nominalized verbals per

T

clause.' These included gerunds and factlve infinitives. It is note—

' worthy that the grade nines in the present study used over one ‘and’ a



-
vhalf.timesvas many of these structures as Hunt's grade tweives did.
The means‘are-provided in Table 55. This is a rath%r interesting

finding because gerunds and factlve infinitives are both better in-

f

-J

dicators of syntactic maturitymthan adjective clausesnor the use pf
Verb forms as noun modifiers according to Hunt (1965, n. 149)- They -
represent significant development in the use of syntactic options.
CIt is also noteworthy that every time a "clause is reduced to a noun
or adjectiye‘form, the writer may, in fact, be cutting-the mean nuﬁ-
ber of words per T-unit which.pe would have attained if he merely
‘subordinated. It appears that the argumentative ‘mode eliclts the
'use of-these'relatrvely mature strnctures.

‘Use of the six:modals, n;rfeCt‘formSVof the verb,‘and passives
also suggest a high degree of wrlting sophisticatlon éet; these
students uge these forms in forty—two percent of their clauses._-This -
suggests that they already have, at this stage, a goed control of

‘ Yrious verh forms. It also suggests that the aréumentatrve mode\

‘may well dejnand finer distinction's in neaning than other modes - and

. thus eliéit more adept manipulation -of these verb forms. > |

-‘i Prepositional phrases as noun modlfiers, in contrast would
.appear to be more frequently used in Qescriptive orinarratlve.writrng 0
in ﬁhic?iShortbdescriptive.phrases»are‘muchrin ﬂemand.'“Although the |
gnéaeknine neggentages fall between Hunt's grade eights and twelves,h
they are nearest the higher éraée. ‘In short; students in this stndy
and'writi;g in this,mooe are relatively adept in therr'use of thiss .

[ .
-structure.

_ Another set of noun modifiers, namely verb forms, also show the
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Table 55

. Mean Number of Syntactic Structures Per Clause 4

MacNeill

Index * Author  CFade g 9 12
Total nom:lnaiized Hunt .07 .14
verbals/clause. o » o
:  MacNeill * .24 .
-Gerunds Hunt .03 A@
MapNeili 12 : .
‘-Facﬁive Infinitives “Hunt .04 ) ‘ (V -
- ~ MacNeill 12 ,
" Total selected verb MacNeill .42
forms/clause v
-Modal auxiliaries - MacNeil 34
-Perfect forms MacNeill .03
—Passives = . MacNeill Y Los
Prepositional -phrases ° Hunt 10 .15 a
~ as noun modifiers/ : .
-’ clause " ' ' MacNeill .14
Verb forms as noun ‘ . \ 7
modifiers/clause Hunt .07 © .09
"MacNeill . .10
-Past participles Maceill - .03 )
—Present participles . MacNeill - '.04
- ~Infinitives MacNeill .04
Total genitives/clausé Hunt 29 : .38
MacNeill . .13
-Inflected genitives MacNeill .08
—Phrasal genitives MacNeill .05
. N . el
Adjectives/clause Hunt g .39 43
§ 0147




present studyfs'grade‘nines as using present participles, pastv

participlequand infinitives’ more than Hunt's grade twelves. Again;
:these are.ciause reductions.and s0 are a'tairly'sophisticated s&ntac-
tic form. | »

The group's performance on genitiye; is difficult to explain.
Thf‘percentage occurrence of these structures (13.4%) is less than
one—half that of' Hunt s grade eights and one—third that of his grade
twelVe s@nple. it is easy to seecthat descriptive'writing.would again
be more conduciuefto use of these structures. ~ The differences fOund\

seem rather large to attribute to: mode alone but the number of gene—

tives does not increase over the course of the experiment.‘ This would

seem to indicate that "in fact, mode.may well be the 1limiting fgator."\

o

The‘number’of_adjectives per clause, like most of the other

secondary'counts, is higher than Hnnt's’grade twelve mean. What

v

appears to be happening here is that these grade nines -are using more

51mple adjectives and using fewer prepositional adjective phrases.

N

If one totals these two sets of modifiers, the grade nines in the
_ present study still outperform Hunt's grade twelves by two and a half

1

percentage points.

Reading;: Exoerimental~vs_Control : ST

The hypothesis that reading "Level of Comprehension' scores as
'/defined by Davis (1962), wbuld'not differysignificantly for treatment
NN ’ R ' !

of both.groups were significant between pre—test and delayed post—

test with.no significant:differences on occasions suggests that the

L e e —————————s

groups was not rejected. The fact that the differences'in mean scores

5.
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experimental ﬁreatment wWas no more éffective than the control activi-
~ties in improving students' 1evel‘of‘compreheﬁsipn. This s, in fact,
what was predicted would happen. The mean Léﬁel scéres, it was
thought, ﬁ;uld not inc?ease significgntly becausé there were no struc—
tures being practiced that grade nine students could not interpre;;
given an unlimited amount,oﬁ time. "Thﬁs, it was predicted,»thé mean
differenCes‘between groppsawdula nqé attain significance. Pe?haps a
more Q}ffiéult or complex éet of senténce-combiﬁing_problems, using
more diffiéult structureé, wouldTproéﬁce significant Fevel differenéeé.
It is hgrd to éccdunt'for the control groups' significantzincfeaseé

. over the course of the experiment considering it only lasted seventeen

weeks. Practice effect could be cited as é?pbsSiblé;uncontrolled fac-'

tor.

‘The ﬁypotheéis that reading “Speéd~of Comprehéné%on" écofeé, as
\defined by baVis_(l962) would not differ significa;tly for’treaggent’
gfoups‘Was rgjected: The expefimental group doe;-in fact show a sig—
nific;qt mean ihéfease hetweenibre—test and posk—test, aﬁd.Bet;een '
pré—tesf and-delajed post—test. None of the contrél grouﬁ changes
wefe signific;dt,.'This result was predicted becausevthe practice of
. sent.ence combining, it was thought, woﬁld facilitate speed in comprehen-
,‘ding :sentgnces‘uéing the»syntactié sfructurés ﬁfactised in tﬁe |

° -

Seﬁpéncecraft program despite the fact that students could already under-

stand them, given a ndn—Speeded situation. It'appeérs-that sfudents

in grade nine can.significaﬁtly improve their speed of comprehension by

dndergoing the Sentencecraft proéram or in all pfobability anyfsimilar )
program in which the same structures are pracfiged%’

~
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CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY, CQNCLUSIONS,'AND IMPLICATIONS °

Summary

- The Sentencecraft program was used as the treatment in the

present experimeht which wﬁs designed to measure the effect of a sen--

tence-combinirg program.on'selected writing and reading skiils of 3

hétérogeneous group of ninth grade students. Six argumentative essays

>

were used as the writing measure and the Davig\Reading,Test (Form 2)
was used ﬁolmeasure reading comprehension. The treatment lasted for .

nine weeks as. outllned by OfHare (1973) in the “Teacher's Gulde" to

Sentencecraft (See ‘Appendix A). Reading and writing measurements_

were taken on pre-test, post-test, and delayed post-test occasiops;
Writing measﬁréments weré also taken on three othér occésions.between /
the pre-test and the post—test R _ , : - N
| The expernmental group did not achleve 31gn1flcantly higher
mean increases than the control group on any of the six major writing
indices which were used: the number of words written, the number of
: T—unlts written, the number of dependent. clauses used; the humber of ‘;
© words pep T-unlt;_the nnmbor of words p;r clause; or thé number of
clauses gef T-unit., Nor did oheggxperimental group subsamples achiefe
significantiy highep‘ﬁeaﬁ increases than the control group’subsample
on any of the sixteen addltloiél indices whlch consisted of syntactlc
, structure counts carrled out ‘on the comp081t10ns wrltten on the pre-
test, post—test and delayed post—test occa31ons. However, comparison
with earller‘studles (Hunt, 1965; Loban, 1976) confirmed that the

,

lh?



etudents in the present study a%;eady used many of these structures
more often than grade eleyen and twelve students in the earlier
studies. : P e
The eﬁperimental gtoup did not achie&e significantly higher
&

mean increases than the control group.on the reading comprehension

"Level" index as measured by the Davis Reading Test. The experimen-—

tal group’did however, aehieve significantly higher mean increaees

'
than the control group on the reading comprehension "Speed" index as

measured by the Davis Reading Test. This increase was significant

beyond the .01'1evelﬁ

‘Conclusions o

[

The resuits of this study showed that the Sentencecraft program.

did'not result in significant increases in the mean number of selected\
words, phrases,‘er ciauses that gtede nfne»students wrote in atgdﬁen—
tative compoeitions.- A number of possibilitges could explain these
results: 1) the argumentatiye mode itself may actually elicit the
greatest comp}exity or maturity of which grade nine students are syn—

tactically capable; 2) the Sentencecraft program may not provide

- grade nine students with pfactice in etructures that are sopﬁisticated
enough‘to significantly increaseithe occutrenceeof such structures

in their writing; or 3) grade nine students ﬁay wéil have reached a
plateau in their writing-development as Loben <l976) has suggesteﬁ.
FWhateYer’the case; the significant inereases.achieved by the O'Hare <
(1973) and Combs (1975) grade seven greups were nqt’found in the’

argumentative writing of the grade nine students in the present study.
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However, the argumentative mode did appear to provide student writers
with the opportunity_ to d"is'play this syntactic tendency . 'They scored

higher than Loban's grade nines on the majority of writing indices

and close to his gﬁade eleven and twelve students on many of tlese

uindices. The results supported the findings of researchers such as

L3

Perron and Crowhnrst who\pointed out the- importance of controlling
node in‘writing research. The norms for grade nipe argumentative ‘

- . il '
writing which the present study established shouldlbe viewed as rep-

resenting optiﬁum syntactic ability for average g ade nine students

: ‘ -
replacing those of Loban (1976).

Further, the results of this study'showed that the Sentencecraft 'ga_

program was notyeffeetive in eliciting significant growth in "Level"
of comprehension of grade nine students as measured by the Davis

Reading Test. This may, in fact, have been due to the)possible pre—

-~

test ability of students to decode any of the structures practiced in

-

+ the program_if,given sufflcient time.

However from the'results of this study it is reasonable to conclude
that the "Speed“ of comprehension of grade nlne students ‘can be - R

significantly improved by having them complete the Sentencecraft

e : A
program. - o . ,
. b N ® .
«F ) . . t
. o | - .o
~Implications - “

using ‘sentence combining to improve reading comprehension.-

The present study has several implications for future research

~
- v, |

on the effects of sentence combining on writing, for research which “;

attempts to set norms for syntactic ability, as well as for Tesearch

,r-‘v
. ,4

-
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1. Researchers can no longer ignore the influence of mode on
,‘\\ ‘.v p

the syﬁtactiC'elements of student writing. This study supports the

findings of Perron (1976) and Crowhurst (1977) which.indicated that
argumentative writing influenced the three major writing indices of
words per T-unit, words per cfause, and clauses per T-unit. The
present study supports their findings on.these indices but goes one
" step further in pointing out the probable influence of mode on the
use of mature withinfclause structures.ﬁ’Together, these pieces of
research confirm that the ergumentative mode must Be used. if research-
ers are‘sttempting to provide students with the op%ortunity to.displa;
their full range of syntactic skills.
! , , >2. A new set of norms based on argumentative writing will have
to be constructed to take the place of the Hunt and Loban norms if
» ﬁthe concern i% with measuring highest capabiiizy rather than perfeiﬁ/
mance in the "usual writing of students. h
$ 3. Itis imperative ‘that more researchers look within the
clause in order to determine whether the three indices of yords per\
g f—unit, words pen é;;use, and clauses per T-unit are by themselves
v o :
accurate indicators of sjntactic,naturiti.vz

4. More research.is.needed to determine whetherimore sophisti-

cated syntactic structures than are practiced in Sentencecraft will
- - . 9 : .

induce continued growth in thejargumentatiye writing of grade nine -
students.
5. Teacher effect and ability levei .as influences on the *

B ’ ‘gn.
* e&{ectiyeness ‘of the Sentencecraft program were notr controllable in

the.pr&dght study., Studies are needed in which.teacher effect is

nontrolledmso that any @ifferential effect of this program

® o

&
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:Ln Sentencecraft

"'.;;shouid bg teeted at other levela to determine whenher such practice ’

(.,_‘

E _;'can consistently mduce grwth in Speed b\f comprehension. S e ey

. .
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Appendix A

COUNTY OF PARKLAND NO. 31

OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT
. k ' e . :

A

N © STONY PLAIN, ALBERTA
TOE 2G0

-~

- ‘October 21, 1977

' Mr. Thomas Mac Neill
511 Michener Park
*  Edmonton, Alberta

., Dear Mr. Mac Neill;

o Last Friday you visited my office to discuss your
proposal for the Cooperative Activities Program. I E
indicated™pt that time that I would contact the school

to determine the teachers' interest in cooperating with
this project. I have spoken to both the Principal and
the Assistant Principa} who will be in charge of the ‘
project., Mr. Tkachuk, the Principal, has agreed to pro-
ceed with the project as has Mrs. Pat Penner, .the
Assistant Principal. I might add that Mrs. Pat Penner
was' very enthusiastic about the project. = : o

. You ‘have our permissién pohproéeed Qith the‘project_i
and all future contacts may be made directly with the
. school. T ' : :

. Becausebof‘mx,owﬁ'perspnal-intéiést in the project'
.I would appreciate your keeping me in touch. I will make

‘ an attempt to visit the classroom in which this project
-is being conducted.: : ‘ ’ . RO

We are pleased‘that you\wili be "

: hiducting this project
iQﬂthe_County of Parkland. = - g ‘ . :

\ Robeft J. Toews o :
. Assistant Superintendent
~of Schools (Personnel)

%

“RIT:d1

c.c. Nr. M. Tkachuk
. M;s. Pat;Penner

e
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Revised Design

" Cooperative Actlvit.ies Program

1. _Nature of Activity {(Check One) |
Stud_errt. Teaehing Internship. ' Demonst.ration/Experimenta—-

: : ‘ tion _
«  Special Practicum . »__Research_ __ Fxperimental

2. Orgagnization to be Involved
Edmonton Publlc 'S.chool System County of Strathcona

,Edmen,ton Separate School System St.Albert Pretest,ant/Separ-
N.A,I.T. . ate s‘c.hool. systen

Other _County oi‘_Pg.gkl@_ld, #31

U. of A. Faculty of

3. B,e_qusi;g_l;(staff member)

Name Dr, J, Oster Pos:i_.tion' Professor. . _Date  Oct.14,1977

Request made on behalf of _ Thomas B, MacNeill _

| ‘4. Description of Activity - Include title, objectives, procedure,
| vevaluation, techniques, etc. ‘ | -
”‘l‘ltle. A stuchr to determlne the effect of sentence-comblmng
practlce on the development of comprehen81on and writ:mg .
ab:.litles in grade nine student.s. 4 | ‘
Object:.ves. To determlne if sentence-combm:.ng(sc) practlce
‘results in an increase in syntactic matunty in student
. writing. -To determine if bC pra.c‘tice results in an
rlncrease in students’ ab:.hty to qrderstand complei
syntactlc str'uctures. '
To echieve some :L_ns:Lght into the acquisition of comple:;
syntactic strucf..ures as indicated by student writing .

samples.



v v b et R B A 1

‘l‘o determine if there is any significant chahge in writ-
:mg _3!1(1 comprehenéion abilities as indicated by a

delayed post—-test

- ~ Procedure: The study is a pre—t.est, expern.ment, post.-test,

studying a second language, and should not .be taking a reading \ :

 omne will be used for the expenment and the other will "

delayed post-test. design. Each testing period will
- involve the wr:'th'ing of a composition and the taking of

the Davis Reading 'l‘est.

Each teacher part.lclpatmg should be teaching two claSSes 3

4

' act as a control group. : , \

\

The classes involved should be 'fnon—streamed", should not be

.

instruction prOgra.m as these" s:.tuatlons would compllcate the results.

" the 17 weeks of the experiment other than the sentence-colb

~ practice.

No syntax mstruct:l.on of any other type can ta.ke plaoe dun g

This is.a case for the- expermental and the control groups.

The exper:.mental c]a.sses must forego syntax 1nstruct:.on for six to

e:Lght addltlonal weeks until the delayed posb—test. 1r necessary,

‘the control groups may resume such instruction or begin the sentence—-

combining pmgram :umnediately followxng the post-tests, But, if

program the i‘ollow.mg year. .

workbook

necessary, the control groups could undertake the sentencg-conib:.mng \

L

Umting gxerclses for every thlrd week -are :maluded in the

Both the ‘experimental and control groups will undertake

these as well as, any addltlonal mtlng whlch the teachers deen

A ]

: appropna.te. »

~

162



Frank O'Hare's workbook, Me_emi). which will be provided. b1’5; 24

. the researcher. - “The cmt)rol groupa cﬁring these periods can be -d

mting—related material such as usage, punctuat:.on, spelling, etc.
‘Evg;\_._qation. Test.ing should not require more than two periods at -

each of the testing dates. The writing tests can be treated as

regular writiné assignménts. 'The Davis Read:mg Test will require
one period to administ.er. o -

The wn.t.lng done in the. trn.—weekly sessions w::.l_l be used to
study the studerrbs' acquisltlon of these complex syntactic structures.f
Time: It is proposed sthat the pre—test be done at the beginnlng of .
_January, the post-test at the end of March, Just before mid-term

. break; and the delayed postrtest about May 15.



5'.‘ Antic pated value t.o requestor ‘l‘he raauita of the eo:pex:lmont
~ arg tm be Jused for nw Doctoral Diasertation. Ianm alao very
"~‘.‘:intere\&tedin the curricular application ‘of this new technique for
m""j‘tm“ - o - 06 -

v to ‘cooperating’ organization Because the

propoeed Juniorﬁgh La.nguage Arts Curriculun does’ not prescribe
any granmr, it is felt that if the results are positive, this W“
~ program would warrant ser.lous considera&ion as ' a replacement. |

‘%
‘ 7wﬁtimate or cost (see remuneration guidelines) W

L

8. Suggested personnel, schools®nd timea

: Schoo:_l, Spruce G;gve Composite High Sehool

Perso : Miss Ade: e
[ . - ’ . . . LA ’ 2
- _(The teachers listed above have indicated some interest in
For office uae on].y o L " N o |
Approved l;q' o .‘f ' .  Divisionof Field Experiences:
. Approwdby S S Date

Subject to ‘the fol]owi*.ng conditions:

(a) A report of the results of findings of this: project is
| requimd by the cooperating Bchoo} system(Check ‘one)
,.;?. yes no .

L

(o) Other . - fa



B m. .mmmm TRACHERS 'rosucounmx YOU TO PARTICIPATE IN THE

mou: 'n:om lla.elbﬂl, Doctoml .5tudeub, &mlish Education, .orA o =
momsmmmnm m mm.‘scaoox.'ro s'rumrm EFFEGT or PR
smmcs-mmmmmnmmnmm orwnnmcm

’ of mre complex and v-‘cient. struetures by mnipnlation of synta.ctical
elemem;s such as mrds, mrases, and clauses. _‘ D '
This sentence mampulation is supplmntaod by a series of wr:l.t—
ing exereisw(cmosxt.’mn writing) in which both expenmental and

cont.rol cla.ases ui]l participat.e. T

e

| "It, :ls Mus];y ai.mplo ror students to 1earn, pa.rbly
becauge it due not mvolve tha lea.mins of ;rma.t,:uca.l 1 i"}'_ '
andpartlyh‘cawcitisnmtodo. Ammberofmarchershavo

eommbed on the fact that "students/ére 1mpressed by t.he maturity of
the smtmes &w pmduce a.nd ort.en cwn credit tox- them. . . (work-

problmk,glves students conﬁ.dence »
| untmea "cl:lck tggqt.her",




o v‘ It 13 also relatively eaey for teachers to ],egrn ngo'ﬂare -
mt.es.f "Sentence—combining exerciees and the signal s;'stem that isjj-_ o
j“an integral _part of them are dir.t‘lc te describe but very qasy tc N —

nnderstandn arter seea.ng some examples [Z:f. lest pages of@is brochurel
| ":“The system is so0 simple and practical that' teachers are comfortable

td,th it ai‘tergbout 30 m:lmrtes. ‘o e j' Teachers :m sentence-combu.nlng e

‘ worksbo have estimated that it took them between twc and three hours

‘ 5have consistently resulted in. "better“ student mt:.ng Students 5

; te more mature sentences(see Teacbers'"sulde p.6 for other researvchb i

| etucb.es) and the quahty of the mntmg(bverall :unpression) as :judged :_' |
| ’oy experienced English teachers with no knowledge of the natixre of theb
o rimente ha.s been consistently rated supenor to tha.t of equiva.lent
mn-treatment gmupe. Such nndings led O'Hare to suggest that per—

o haps form can, in some senee, generate eontent. "The students used ‘

. "_b““-’[ mnipulp,tive Bké-u they had developed, because it entalled a wider -'_ e -
" 'v.-"‘practical eet ,or emta.ctie a.ltemativee, M&_@Q deta.xl. : : |
| @rhaps knovd.ng how does help to create whg . (Teacher's Guide, p.7)

The anewer to the "dhy" questiop ca.n be sunmed 'up :.n Baretta’s g

” eoment "Cause 1t worke" o




T
.

. 2, 'me ahsmer i‘rom\research is’ a resounding no. Trad:Lt:Lonal gr'k

s _ ’_ - If the method uorks ai,well as research seems to J.nch.cé.te, it \

AN

E 1n t.he three Junior High gredes ). 11' 1t signiricantly increases wr:iting

ma.tur:lt-y as we]l as reading comprehenSJ‘on;"“ perhaps school systems

‘ conld ta.ke a close 1ook at adopl’.ing some form of sengence—combinlng _

"p gr : P SRS SRS : T B

has been shown to ha.ve httle effect. on student mting. The ma.in

©167

S

ST

e reason seems: t.o be t.h;t a.nalys:.s of sentences does not help students s -

- on. co?nprehe.?‘;ion remains unacplored. .

to produce these sentences J_n t.he:.r wnt:.ng. The author of the work-

book Sentencecrgﬁ; d:Ld ohe of t.he i‘lrst. experiments and had his grade

sevens wrlting a.t a. grade twelve level Whether it. does ss much for ‘fé -

’ grade eight.s and mnes has not yet been explored. : Also, the effect

S

may provide us beleaguered teachers of mting W;Lth cone- pract:.cal
tool for helplng studerrt.s to improve the:.r mt:.ng For once > researcﬁ
aeems to suggést a concrete "how—to" ra.ther t.han s:unply pomting out :
the lack in studem'. writing achlevemerrb R |

For i'alrther 1nfcmation call’ me a.t LBQ—lhBL, evenings. , Leave '

R ‘a messa.ge if I'm not in and I'lJ. get back to you as soon ds possible. _



. '-,"' .

© Pilot Stwdy

A pllot study uas carried out to- obta:m :.nforma.tion i‘or the

us

‘proposed expemmenb No control group was used, and fhe delayed post-s, o

dtest was omitted as was the test for readlng comprehensn.on. This

o

p:.lot involved forby grade nine students in the school Accord:.ng - .

. f,to the admm.stra.t:.on, these two classes were average ab:.hty grade: :

' ."mnes. Two regular classroom teachers carried out the experimentalgl fo

. \'." _'

.'Program 'HhJ.Ch lasted for i‘ive weeks. A, S AR e

: The pllot was des:Lgned to provide feedback on the su:Ltab:JJ:ty of o

S ;'compos:LtJ.on toplcs, and sentence—combimng materlals as wel'l. as to

‘ ‘prov'ide some pneljminary :mfomatlon about the effect of the pmgram

o

 on such major indices as vords per T-unit, mrds per c].ause, va_nd

- ‘cla.uses per T—unit. o .

Ve
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‘ Append:x c

‘

Argumen..ative Writing handout: -

__@gg_gtion. An Eval_t_:g ion of Grade Nine Writimz Abll:.t.y S

N Between now and e wlll practlce wn.t:mg essa.ys :Ln a mode .

: - which should be fur]y mterestlng for you. We want to see’ how good

S ',-~supporb h:Ls posj_tipn._ e.g. (1) "Iou ha.ve more energy to spend in do- ; '

yon am as m:dters, a.nd research shows that, Grade 9's wm.te their best

i

: when t.hey're argu:mg S0 here's a briei‘ mtgoduction to ayrgumenta.t:.\re
mt:mg. _ (The other "modes" by the way, are descript:.on,\ _narratlon, o

- and e:cp031tlon).

STl .
.

R You vdll mte on your 1¢.st topn.c sometme in s to g:Lve you
a ﬁ.na.l cha.nce to show your ablllty as Grade Nine "arguers" |
PLEASE BRING THESE NOTES '1'0 EACH WRITING PERIOD SO °THAT . YOU CAN

TN

’REFRESH YOUR MEMORY BY REFERRING TO THEM v

'l : : ™~

‘ gmgj‘._at:wg W;gbing is the kind of wntlng that at.tempts to cox.x- .‘i\ ﬁ
, vince a person to do something or to changé ’his attitudw Po:l.:.tlcal |
,}fs-' adg, sermons, debates, _and sales ta:Lks are some
t 3P f argume:;,tatxve mt.ing Arguments are usually a

blend of emotlonal and 1og1ca1 appbafs (The Writer's Handbook; 1975)

N »‘,:P 69) A.ll argment'ative mtmg has t‘a‘b?,;lements ~ a "‘what" and

’ "uhyt' The what is called the "th%s"- e.g. ,"Lx.t‘e ‘13 &re :mn
' when you're physically i‘lﬁ." The !L’!I is the rea.sons ﬁ arguex;kga.ves L

U ing the thmngs you like to dor'. "THIS IS A IDGICAL ARGUMEM‘ AND EASY

]



Tovge =
[
ST

xight or: best, one.

. at'back on the oppos:l.te one. You are not writmg descnption, te;.h.ng '
: o p#) A

'mcpress yoyrself in writ:mg than we a.re :m seemg e'

L 010
g

-

THIS
gy e

R

TO PROVE, | (2) "Ehergetic people are more popuJ”"

mCIL‘IONAL APPEAL Hard to prove. _

Iou, as the arguer, p;retend that your audience is hos’f.ile t.o,:‘ or
. Vundecided about your theais(positlon) and aggress:wely put forward all
‘ yo arguments in an attempt to convince them that jonr position is"

th right or best one. You are also tryn.ng to q;LSProve or rei‘ute the

<

.opposing position by showing the ham.ful effects ‘of adopting that

| position or by show:mg in a.ny wa.y you can tha.t ’E.‘E pos:Lt.ion is the

'

You ca.n, for exanple —_— c:,te sta.t:n.st1cs~ cite authontles‘ ma.ke
‘ 'comparisons, show the good or bad consequences of adoptmg a pos:Ltlon,
| A'Cor Just plaa.n argue i‘or yom; thes:.s.v For these essays, you can i‘a\brl-.."

‘cate or make up statisbios, uthonties, consequences s et.c. K

i

L " REMEMBER Yonr essay nmst be malnly‘ a. d&‘ence of your pos:.tion or an |

R ,of mmal-sized mt:mg). We are more intemsted in how’welk{vou o

aldng argu—

:?

&
P UL

" ments. However, .’mteresting .argmnenbs would be snach %preciated. . -



o ve ha.ve some of you writing on eaoh top:.e a.t each evaluetlon period.

You will a.ll get bo write on each tepic before we cogo\Ma t,hig o &

S T
N o e
.

._\ASSUME THAT IOU ARE ARGUING WITH A GROUP OF HIGH SCH.OOL s'rubm'rs

; argumentative writing section. Ao g

&

'TRY TO COIWINCE THEM OF YOUR POSlTIw. .

< e -

In other words, your "audience" is a group gf high school student o
(Grade 9-12). - ” '

p-wnrrmc TOPICS N S A
» ‘l‘hese topics were suggested by some of your fellow gra.de 9 s’cudent,s

and by teachers. Two classes have' tned them and wrote very well.

.*-x-x-IT IS mmnmm* THAT T0U WRITE on THE TOPIG ASSIGNED 10 xou FOR o o
" : THAT “WEEK.. Rememb.er that you w:LJJ. get a chance to mte on a.ll the .

. topmcs before the end or th:.s sectlon of the mtmg program. -7
| ‘ e - » _ e ‘
Iou W:l.ll nota.ce :m the cha.rt. below tha.t there are six top:\.c sequences o
- ;(A B, C etc). | It 15 véry boring to reatj 20 or'30 essays on the sa.me o .

X top:.c, 80 %o make th.mgs a httle more mterest:mg for you and usj

? "As you can see from the previous pa.ge, ARGUMENTATION :mv?lves ta,king
a pos:.t:.on o&:ﬁbtppic and défendmg it.~ o o Rl PR
AYOU CAN TAKE EITHER SIDE OF THE ARGUHENI‘S AS STATED Oﬁm S%DES.
- V_BUT COMPLEI‘E YOUR AHBUHENTS FOR ONE SIDE BEFORE BEGINI\IJNG "’I.‘HE ARGU}ENTS
: t‘FOR THE mm | ‘

we.g. PRQ' "Educa.t;.on should be compulsory"(i.e. e.s ﬁt :.s). v . %
CON*' “Education should NUI‘ be compulsory. Cel i |

5 - u,‘\;‘,,.
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,: (TOPIC NUMBERS ARE 0 BE USED

.b h. . I-Iarijuana should be lega.hzed. . o =
5« Advertising is ba.d for people. o '
6. Eveqmcw.ng&s friends. o L ‘ ' : - a .

Occasion

- Sequence: -
“ “Vl"‘@.'.\ ’ .

. |
L

e 8L
. gy B
,?ﬁf R
s
R

PR R I TR N )( - |

R

(e.g. Sttxienl;s given sequence “B", wnt.e on topic 2 on tl;e f:.rst

- T

e

writing occasion). G @

Sl T
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riting : . to End

Test . -  Week - of Page . Nﬁmﬁef of Pages

\

 Sentence-Conbining Study Schedule + Writing =~ .. -
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. .30
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| 5 16
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Appendix B

: _ Compbsif.idn- Sample

‘ Stmcturés S o _ o - : Count,s
/ T-unit marker - -
# noun clause | , L | 5
+ ,é.djéétin;e clause - ; B o - ' o 3 '
# advérb ’cla;usé o o . . 7
.(S)(in margln) short T—unit(B words or; less) ' h
() (in margin) medium Tunit(9-20 words) 17
.(‘L)(in 'marg:m) long T-unljb(zl_ words or more) . 1
STETS fact:we 1ﬂf1nit1ve/ | | N | 2
: :",;.’—"-.-. aodal aux:z.llar::.es | 10

o o . U u
. perfect form - ‘ o

T eme—ee passive B

—= = mfimt.ive as noun modlfier | 1

| me=.== present parbic:.ple as noun mqiiﬁer

o

O R TP T R R

o=, past participle as noun modlfler . o
. .;.,., ‘inflected genitive . ~,-. -
;;;,;;. phrasal genitive |
a.djective V25' &
o |
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Secondly, the government cOuld make a i‘ortune# 11‘ they caplta-—

not mixed with o;her gg Tous drugs/ .

]J_legahty of J;quor in the 1920'5/ Then, the goverrment |

aCth'itJ.eS :mvolvin_g mariauana/
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_ Ma.rijuana Should Be Legalized -~ . ¢ |

The 1ega11zation" f marijuana is a highly controversial
33333335 ' - E

ho
vo

4
zx]

‘.

tbpic/ . There are g_z_gx reaséns as to# why marijuana should n

ee_. 00

rguain illegal/ but even more—-‘so thére are ‘géod reasqns as toif

[

‘why it should be lega.'lized./ _ , .

PY . Py 4"'.*."‘.-"—0—.
\

Firstly,# when you compare mamjuana's being J.ll egal to#

',.,.’.,.,.

/

- ) i ‘,}

\whe_n liquor was j.]j.egal, yOu come out with the _s._gmg_ pi'bblems/ .

)
lized on this dr'ug/ Iastly, the people would have the

dO ee

A

etk

govermnexrb guaranteei- that the mar:.aua.na would: be pure an

'oo oo

|4

.-‘——'.__.—".

,"'

" ‘The ma.r::fuana problem is s:.ﬁlar in pany ways to the |

mf”,”,,, -

oooooooooooo

---------- N

: l:lbw, the gorvernmenb knous* that it 1is too ;a_@_'?to suppress all

\

-—p.—.—.:,—-— <
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It is obvious* that the people find very little wx-ong
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\ uith marijuana/ # -If they did, the law regard.lng it would

. ee @@
-~

ha.ve been changed years ago/ v Today the courts are becoming

ce_e_e e o o o o ®
UL S A S e <
——— —t et @

crowded with more a.nd Dore peoplet who haVe been caught with

. O—J—J_'—A"—ﬂn‘.

Ld . (] * L) *
--u—-——-——.——.—~ )

marijuana on them/ The courts were made for more nseful

¢ o o 2 )

"

purposes than small ﬁnegf/; Why doesn't the govermnent Just

_ give in and make mard juana legall.

~There 1s a ;‘ortune »t:_o bg made in the legallzatlon of dmgs/ .

23333593

'fhe govermnent should ‘take adva.ntage of it/ ' an

L ee_ee 0 22332

If the gdvernment, "legalized marijiiarxa, the peéple

14

. smoklng it would know* that it contamed ro other harmful

P EmermeI=e=e

’!””l””!’

drugs/. This is parb of+the. reasont that people are so

* afraid of marijuana/ . No-one Knows for suret ‘what'{:in it/.

\

Both the gover‘rm)ent and the people would benefit nfrom

lega.l:.zing thls drug/ Let's face 1t/' the suppressio of

esesvssees .o
. 32

-e

“w

this can last no 1onger/ .

,,,, eovo .
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N hppendix F A

Analysis of Covariance: Adjueted Mean Number of WOrds, Repeated Measurds

.Oc?asid;}“ 1, 2 3. b 5+ {: | ~
Yy . - b
Expermental 215.6 228.4 226.5 221.2 2214 235.9
bontr& b 210.2  198.7 192.3 )200.6‘ 217.9 195.8
Treatment Effect on Number of Words Written, Analysis of Covariance
| | | - 5
- Source Css o ar M O F \\p
Mean 2295L9.456 1 229549.456. 237
_TAY Main | ' 10%089.240 1 .103089.240 9.60 0.002
Covariate 132,665,889 1 13a665.889 123.32.
1—_Er£o£- . 1503856.036, 140 . 10741.829 -
B! Main L 9599.451 5 1919.89 . o.re 0.5',2" N
1B 1nteract10n ,41151.237 o5 8230.247  3.33 0.006
2--Error © " -:\L7m;;7a9.5,63‘ 705 2470.567 | |
 Beta Estimate = 0.702 , ,
. \ :
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513. Michener.Park
Edmonton, Alberta
T6H LM5
.. . June 23, 1977
Ginn and Company
Educational Pub]iai'lers
3771 Victoria Park Avenue
Scarborough, Ontario

MiW 2P9

Dear Sir:

Enélosed herein is a proposal for my Doctoral study. to be carried
~ out in the Edmonton Separate School System. I have recently received-
Y Apez:mission from the Board and have met with the Principal and .Einglish
teachers at St. Cec’ﬂ)ia, Junior High School'.l They are willing to uncieﬁa
take the stud& and pavé’ assured me of their full cooperation, The
study is noWin the final planning stages. It is slated to run from
October to Decex#ber, 1971.

The request which I make of you is this., I require permission
to duplicate 100 copies of t}:e sentence~-combining exercises from

>~

Sentencecraft: An Elective Coﬁrgg in Writing _' by-Frank OtHare., The

_eventual benefit to your company through increased sales, is fairly



m ) , : S e
g : certain. Therew )lve been few experiments :m sueh activities wh:.ch

;'."__have not resulted 1n a two to four year growm in, syntact:.c maturity.
- “.'"- _“j'-’The mh—reﬂsed Alberba Jum,or Hlsh Language Arts Curr:.culum does mt |
. ’:7-7’ impose arw gramar study. It seems to me that lf this ngram ers |
O in a middle-elass Alberta. school the number oﬁ{.tea.chers and B°31'd3 |

who \dll replace trad:.tional gramar study wlth ‘bhis sentence-—comblnlng“‘ .

v program would more tha.n ofi'set the loss in revenue from the 100 work— 2

a ':"-.1'books wh:Lch would be“ivg?\dred fo; the expenment. v . _' .

The main reason for ?ih:.s request is that I do not want the
"Wntlng Workshops" to be integrated with the sentence—combixﬂ:ng
’ act:.vities. ; Bot.h eontrol and expenmental classes dellberately prac-

,tieing the:l.r sentence—comb:mlng slulls m the workshops BECAUSE they

- can see P'that it 1s an 1ntegra1 pa.rt of the workbook program. By keep-'

;ing both the corrtrols and the expemmentals ignorant of the d:n:ect

" tle-in w:Lth sentenee-combim.ng pract:.ce, it is expected that they mll

v\/\

: write more na.tura]ly a.nd that this writing w111 make it poss:Lble to "_ "
R atudy and compare the rate and sequence ‘of student aequ:.s:Ltion of

o various sym;act:.cal forms. -

In summary then, I believe that the study outllned the attached v

L3

fdocument eould result :m Jnereased Sentencgcraft sales and also enable '

' me to ma.ke a: eontnbution to the sc;,entlflc study of this proms:ng

'wra.ting activity. I therefore reouest permlss:.on to dupllcate the

: .exerc:.sés as mentioned above. .

-

Ple(a{e advise me as soon as possxble. o |
: _Youi-s truly,-

Thomas B. MacNeill

ey
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 Mr. Thomas B. D'I'acl\levi;l_j~ .

: _concludz%d ‘they be destroyed

T

ZGInn and Company

191 Spring Street - : o Lo e
“Lexington, Massachusetts 021 73 ' C ‘ o . 3

Telephone: (617) 861-1670 S ' '
* Cabie: EGINN

~ ¥

\\\. . )

-

© 511 Michener Park A ‘ o _ ~ oL
- Edmonton, Alberta T6H hMS el . R

'Dear Mr. MacNelll. ' \ '

Your let‘ber of JF e 23 to our Canadian offlce has been forwa.rded to
us . here in the Unrbed a.tes > as pubhsher of O'Hare: " SENTEI\CECRA}?T

1

Yor pemiss1on to ﬁse the sentences on\ pa.ges 14-9 of our book ‘which .

~are from "The Elghty-yax\ d Ron" by Irwin Shaw from his book SELECTED O?om: \

. STORIES; copyright 1955, 1961 by Irwin Shaw, it will be necessary fox you

to wrlte to the. publi her Random House, I_nc. (201 East SOtn Street New =
York, New York 10022, \\ LT o , '

You may ha.ve permlss\lon to duplicate the remamlng sentence-gcombinn.ng

) exercises in our book for|use as descrlbed in your ‘letter, with the fol—
lmwing prov:Ls:Lons' . | .

\
S

(l) that you prlnt the fbllowmg acknowledgment cn each copy-

" From SINTENCECRA:ET (An Electlve €ourse in erting), by Frank
'0'Hare, Copynght 1975, by Ginn and Company - (Xerox Cor-
poration ‘ Used with pennlssion. o

(2) that you. make. ogly 100 coples and that after the exper:.ment is .

(3) that you send us a copy of the results of your stuuy.

If ydu ever /:lntend to publlsh any of our ma‘terlal, it will be neces-

l "sarﬂto reapply for permiss:o.on ‘to use it,

Slncerely yours s

. Darwin M. Newton - ™
— ' Vice President and -
- ' " Executive Managing Editor
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- | ’}\'_‘ o - | o ‘~’¢;'.
SR g Ly R S 51_1 Michener Park
Con L T Edmonton, Albeata
=\ o 1 . TGH MLHS
.\ T S October 2, 1977
Bandom House Inc.
201 East 50th Street ,
New York, N.Y. S B
.// ‘ v | ' . V - :
7 Dear Slr.

. + . .
/ : }

Enclosed 1s a copy of a le’cter I sent. to Ginn a.nd Company
request:mg permlss:Lon to dupllcate the:.r workbook Sentencecraft by
| Frank O’Hare. (Copyrlght, 1975) The request was made to enable me to
separate the serrb -com‘bn_nlng exercises i‘rom the wmt:mg exerc:.ses
f the stucky.

For permlss:mn to duphcate pp. 4=9 of Séntenceera'ft. (Based on

“The E:Lghty—-Yard Run'* by Irwin Shaw, Selected Short. Stones c 1955 )

I was adv:Lsed to contact your compamr This request is the purpose
for ’ch:Ls letter. I need to. dupllcate one hundred coples‘ and these
mll be destroyed upon conclus:Lon of the stuch. The study 13 to |
begln January 1, 1978 not as mdlcated in the. letter to Ginn
I thank you ‘for your att.entlon to’ th.ls ‘matter d.nd aualt your
- reply- A ; _
Yours truly,

 Thomas B. MacNeill



P

RANDOM HOUSE, INC. ALFRED A:KNOPF, INC.

201 EAST SOY STREET. NEW YORK. N.Y. o022 - 2t2) 751-2600
- - | ’

\:k -
LI

- . o . October 7, 1977 :

[ A

'Mr. Thomas B. MacNeill
511 Michener Park ‘
Edmonton, Alberta -

T6H 4M5

~Canada

Dear Mr. MadNeill:

Thank you for your létter of October 2nd.
" We are pleased to grant you permission for use of the
specified material from "The Eighty-Yard Run," from SELECTED
SHORT STORIES OF IRWIN SHAW, as it appeared in SENTENCECRAFT:
An Elective Course in Writing, by Frank O'Hare (published by

Ginn and Company),in 100 copies for your Doctoral study,
rjded that the copies be destroyed upon conclusion of the
WPy and the following acknowledgment appears on each copy:

4C‘opyright 1‘940.. and rénew’eg 1968 by Irwin Shaw.

'Reprinted. from SELECTED' S RT STORIES OF IRWIN SHAW,
by permission .of Random HoWe, Inc. o

‘Sincerely yours,
A P

- "~ Debra Maltzman o
' e C e Permissions Department
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