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« L ABSTRACT

This st dy was concerned with investigating the reiationship v

tive variabies. As a guide to the s& dy. ac c‘;; N
sisting of four “levels" of composition (the Pr@"kf;-ﬁ;?‘i % g N |
Level of Diction the Level of Syntax, andithe Level of Rhetoric) yas - ‘ N
proposed In turn, certain variab]es, identified durfng a review of -
" the exisﬁing 1iterature, were. attached to these various "1eveis“.
+ These were B ' .
1. at the Pre-verbal Level, Spelling Errors per 100 Words
éﬂ 'at.the“Levei.of'Diction; Words of Three Syllables per‘loo‘hords;.
: Twords'of_Foor or More Syllables per 106 Words, Different Words o?
dFoGrfor MoreZSyiiabies per 100*words, and'Errors in the Use of
Words of Four or More- Syiiahies per Total Number of Words of Four
or More Syliab1ES»Used | !
3. :at the Levei of Syntax, Hords per Ciause, Clauses per T unit WOrds
per T-unit, T- units per Sentence, Nofds per Sentence, and Sentence
Errors per 100 Words - '
-4, at the Level of.Rhetoric, Cohesive Devices per,Sentence.
An additiOnai variable, "Total hords Anaiyzed. was also examined.
Quantities for all thirteen of these variables were determined
- for a sample of 100 compositions drawn from a iarger sampie which was,
‘in turn, drawn from compositions written as a result of the Aiberta
eritten Composition Achievement Test for i978 Twenty five compo-
sitions were studied from each of four grading categories (1,2 3, and
B i being- perceived by teachers as,being of Towest quality and 4 of
highest quaiity).

iv
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Three statistical procedures. one wqy analyses of variance.
| Pearson product mmnent correlabions, and a muitipie stepwise regression
‘analysis. were appl ted to the quantities determined for the thirteen
‘variablesc Significant differences in the quantities (significant at

. ’or beyond the .05 l1evel of confidence) existed’ for ten of the thirteen’ “
; variables, exciuding Words per T-unit, T-units per SenteHCe, and words ‘

..
per Sentence.A‘ ‘

The - study conciuded that quantitiatiye variabies which could.be

reiated to teachers* perceptions of wrfting quaiity do exist, but that,
‘since significant differences existed at all four Tevels" of th\\
conceptual schema, no one ."level" couid be regarded as a sole or best N

, indicqtor of quality in writing.-



ACKNONLEDGEMENTS

The writer owes a gregl debt of gratitude to .Mr. John wood. g

Associate Director (Humanities) of the Student Evaluatiomrbranch of
Alberta- Education. Without Mr. Hood s generous offer of the sample of
compositions herein examined this study would never have been ‘
dtondacted Gratitude is owed, aiso, to the members of the writer's
examining committee, especially to~Dr. R. Glenn Martin Chairman, Dr.

| Martin s technicai advice. and moral support. have been responsibie, in

the main, for any guccess to which_the foilowing study might lay claim.

vi

e



TABLE OF CONTENTS

-

CHAPTER

I The Problem . , . . ... .. ..

Introduction and Conceptua] §hhema

- The Need for the Study .« oo }}.
Statement of the Problem R
The Purpose ‘of the Study e o v,

‘Definftions o v v o o 4 0 . . .

Limitations and Assumptidns o«

IT A Review of the Related Literature
»Introduétion . . ...‘. o e e s
Qué]ify aF the Pre-verbal Level
Quality at the Level of Diction
Quatity at the LeQeI of Syntax .
'fntrodUthon e e e e e e
Deve]opﬁenta] Stdﬁiés, o« v o o

- Experimental Studies . . . . .

’ Syntactic Complexity and Writing

Quality at the Level of;RhetoriY

111 Design and Procedures . . . . . .

Overview and Hypotheses Y e e
The Sample . . . . . . .L.;._. .
Procedures . o .'. .'. e ;l.
\ﬁna]ysis -- First Phase . . .

Ana1ysi§ -- Second Phase .« o0

" Analysis -- Third Phase . . .

e ¢ o s o

10

12
12

13
16

19

19
22
a1

52
58
63
63
64
65

67"

68
69



4

CHAPTER

IV Findings and Interpretations, . . . oo
Quality at’ the Pre-verbal Level . . . .

Quality at thg"ﬁavel of Diction . . ; .

¢

‘Quality at the Level of Syntax . . . . .

'\ »
Quality at the Level of Rhetoric . . . .

V Conclusions and Implicattons c e e e e e e

Conclusfons . . . v o0 v v w i v b

Thgoret1ca1 Imptications . . . . ... .

Implications and Suggestions for

~ Further Research

® o ® e o o ¢ o e s @

Implications for Instruction . . . . . .

An ImpT1catjon for Evaluation . « e 0 e

Bibliography

- Appendix A -- The Alberta Written Composition

Appendix
Appendix

Appendix
Appendix
Appendix

Appéndix
Apbendik

B~
C.

-

[}

T © m m

Achievement Test for 1978 ., . .
The Pilot Study « . . o . .. . .

Deséf?ption of Raw Data:

~‘Analysis -- First Phase . . . .

-

besdription of Selected Variables:

Analysts -- Second Phase . . . .
Raw Data. L * .‘0 L4 ... L] . L] .'.

The Selected Variables ... ..

*

‘Correfations for Variables .. . . . . .

predictors of Writing Quality Resulting

‘. -
-

viii

’ ~ from a Multiple Stepwise Regression Analysis '

PAGE

N

71
15
78
88

- 91

91

95

99 .
102
106
107

112
119

. 122

129
132
138
144.

146

.7 (.
EL



ISt oF TasLes

- ' |
Table ‘ R i"., -

Y

2.‘

X 14.

15,

"16.

"~ Values of Raw Data: Grading Category #3 . .

Average and Superior 1Q Groups and Grade, and

Hunt's Findings: Five Synfactic Measures for
for Superior Adults (1965,

i

Loban's Findings: ﬂ§0r&gegNumber of Words per
. Communication Unit in Written Language for Grade

Mean Length of T-units and%Resu\ts‘of Quality

Grading for Experimental and Control Groups of
Sentence-Combining Experiments . . . e e e e e e

Comparison. of Means of Selected Variables by -

CategOr'es . - ‘. * L] L[ ] L ] » [ ] L] L] * : * L ] . L] ‘U
Variable Means of Pilot Study .. .. ...

Values of Raw Data: Grading Category Ao

Values of Raw Data: Grading Category #2 . .‘

o yéTués”of Raw Data: Grading Category #4 . .

Values of Selected Variables: Grading

. Category #1 Joe ;t‘AuA,“o' ¢ o e e & o o & o -

‘Values of Selected Variables:-._Grading
Category #2 . . .

Values of Sé]ecbed Variables: -
CategOr‘y#3 no.pcoo"iuc'ooaot.'io

Values of Selected Variables: .Grading - .

Category#4 -_.o--‘oooio.o'oo’-‘oo

Correlations for Variables . . . « o« + o « o

Predictors of wr1t1hg Quality Resulting.
from a Multiple Stepwise Regression Analysis

<

ix -

1“6)-,..00_00&00

Hunt's Findings: . Five Syniactic Measures for
Grade and Abiiity (1970) ce t et i e e e e

and A1ty (1976) {4 v v v v v v e v e n ..

Grading

R
AAAAA

. o, "0

. L] . .

. 142

30

33
38

42

73

i21 -
134
135
136 :
137

140

141

;
|

143

145 -

147



s
A

i

. By
,

10,

1.

- LIST OF FIQURES

TORN

M Speiling Errm per 106 det . .".-_‘a.‘

Mnnn D tferent ﬂordt of Four or More
symum per 100 Words

QQI..'.‘I.

i “.ﬂmp.l‘ C]lﬂll. o'o ¢« o .:“c LI T I

Mean Clauses por T-unit ® o e s s e e s e

‘Hllnubrdsp!PT-th. LI Qooo LI )

Nmt Smttnco Errors por 100 Words ., . . .

Hun camm Dwicu m w!tanca . .ﬁ . ..

1978 Hritten Exprnssion Test: Instructions

1978 Written Expression Test: Topic State-
ments and Suggestions for Writing . . . . .

1978 Written Expression Test: Scoring of
Nritten Expression -- Categories ., . .. .

1978 Written Expression Test: Marking Page .

-«

. PR

Page

74

76

81,
82
87
89
113

114

116 °
. 117



: “C"HAI;TER T :

“THE- PROBLEM -

INTRODUCTION AND CGNCEPTUAL SCHEMA
Ever since Aristot]e wrote the Poetics, man has been analyz1ng :
his own written communication 1n an effort to determ1ne 1ts quality. '
‘THhat does quality writing oonsist “of, and how does writ1ng that is
vdeterm1ned to be’ of h1gh qua11ty differ from that which is determ1ned
to be of low qua]wty? These are quest1ons that plague teachers of
Eng11sh who, as part of their duty as educators, must evaluate the
writing of the1r students. |

Eva1uat1on of writing 1s probab]y the most onerous of the jobs

undertaken by Engllsh teachers.‘ Certa1n1y it is one of the most t1me-
‘ consuming.: When faced with the job of rank1ng a set of papers the. |
teacher s faced agso w1th a d11emma; Not only must the teacher deter-kj
fim1ne the re1at1ve qua11ty of the compos1t1ons in front of h1m, but, if
N he 1s to have any cred1b1]1ty, he must do so in terms that are fa1r1y )
'unamb1guous andfaccountable. He must, in some way, reduce qua11ty of
;;5\‘Wr1tihg to'quantifiable criteria upon wh1ch to base h1s,dec1sTon. He
A-must, somehow, obJect1fy the subjective, .

Eng]1sh teachers, 1nldeciq1ng upon which,evaluativekcriteria.to
use when determining the quality of a composition; have a wide ranée of -
factors to choose from -- content organ1zat1on, diction, sentence |
structure usage, mechan1cs, sty1e, tone; -all have been and cont1nue to
be used by Eng]1sh teachers when grad1ng composit1ons. Any cr1ter1a

chosen as a1ds in eva]uat1on by an English teacher will help to objec-

t1fy his dec1s1ons concern1ng the qua]1ty of - ‘compositions. Obv1ous]y,
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howerer - the éest criteria will be those which will be considered va11d
by other teaohers and by those students whose work is being graded

One set of criteria whjch:shou}d be seen_to attain a high'degree of‘
validity is one that evo1vesﬁfrom an‘examinatfon of the process)of com-
position 1tse1f Composition is a process by which smalf units are
Joined to become larger and yet larger units which, in turn, are even-
tually forged into a coherent’ and unified who]e.. Written composition
moves,ma1though not necessari]y consciously, from the phoneme to the
.sy11ab1e, to the word, the-phrase, the c1ause, the sentence _the

: paragraph, ‘to the composition'itse1f It is the combinatibn of units,
especially from the word (or morpheme the smallest unit of meaning) on
V}up to‘the composit1on, wh1ch_creates~mean1ngfu1 expression. ‘As Susanne

Langer states in Fee]ing and Form

As soon . . . as words taken to denote d1fferent things are used in
combination, something is expressed by the way they are combined.
The whole complex is a symbol, because the combination of words
-brings their connotations irres1stib1y together in a complex, too,
and this comp]ex of ideas is ana]ogous to the word-complex.
(1953: 30) |
‘ The ab111ty to Join units to produce a meaningfu] and express1ve ‘whole .
is perhaps the mark of -a skillful writer and those compositions ‘which
-contaih units skillful]y forged together may be those perceived hy
'readers as being of best qua11ty .

Thus compositions can.be seen to exist on various levels which,
themselves, can be - used as criteria in the evaluation of wr1t1ng " Four
such 1evels are the pre-verbal level, the level of diction, the Tevel

‘of syntax, and the level of rhetoric.



The pre-verbal level {s "sub-word" in nature, the level of the
phoneme; Errors made on this level are errors of speliing and are re-
stricted to writing since the Speaker cannot realiy make - errors of
‘;speiling * Certainiy, 'errors” of pronunciation in speechucan be trans;
lated into errors of spe]ling in writing Consider for instance, the
pbpu]ar 'could of" used in piace of "could have" by many students |

| There is a difference, however, between hearing "I couid of gone home 5

and reading it. Aithough the 1istener perceives no error, the reader

o*

does.

al .

. The second ievei, that of‘diction,“is the level of the word.
Errorsvmade at~this‘ieve1 are errors of meaning,-eitherpfiagrant or
subtle. . Ajflagrant error wouid be"the use of a"word so'incorrect’that
it sharpiy interferes with the, message being conveyed by the compos-
ition. Consider for exampie the foi]owing sentence It was con-
sidered a boom to have\more experience It might be argued that "boom"
in the sentence above is rea]]y an error of pronunciation in speech '
transiated into an error. of spe]]ing in writing However, since “boom"
is a word in its own right, and since it conJures up 1ts own associa- |
~tions in the mind of the reader (and in the mind of the listener,. uniike
"of" in the previous example), its use here is reai]y an error of -
diction Aithough the repiacement of "boon" with "boom" might eiic1t a
chuckie from the: reader the communicative power of the sentence is g'

reduced. An example of a 1ess f]agrant error manifesting itself on this

1

*Morphemic errors can also be made at the pre-verbai level. The writer
- who writes "oxes" rather than "oxen", or "unvalid" rather than ‘
“invalid" is misusing morphemes rather than phonemes.
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' leve] might be the use of an adaective as_an adverb as 1n the fo1low1ng

a

sentence I walked her home real slow. ]
_. The th1rd 1eve1. that of’ syntax, is thealeyel ot the sentence.
Perhaps the simp]est of all errors which occur at this‘TeVe1 afre errors
of punctuatlon which result’ in sentence fragménts masquerad1ng as
sentences or 1n run on: sentences caused by the comma sp11ce or fused

sentence and wh1ch can cause ambiguity and def]ect the ,eader S atten- .

tion away from the message of the composition in wh1ch they reside.

Many OrSQ;ytypes ‘of errors may be encountered by the eva]uator at th1s
1eve1 from s1mp1e usage errors such as fau]ty agreement between subJect
and verb to more comp]ex structura} errors such as fau]ty use of paral-

lel structure or interrupted movement.’

\ ‘ . «
' The final level of the composition is that of rhetoric. This

level consists,of'"those aspects of writing which are larger than the
unit of-the_sentence"k(Braddock et al, 1963: 38), and is, in’f;ct, the
level of the compositiOn itself. Two sub—categories of errors can be
found here -- organ1zat1ona1 errors (errors wh1ch comprom1se unity and

/

, coherence) and content errors/(errors in the 1nterpretat1on of

rea11ty) | 7 ‘ | | ////
© The 1eve1s conceptua11zed cannot be seen as be1ng mutua]]y‘ex-, e

c]us1ve,»however, s1nce there are other cr1ter1a which can affect them. //

Although the pre- erba1 level for ‘example, is essent1a11y mechanical //

in nature (there is’a def1n1te "r1ght way" to spell any given word), °

mechanics s not restr1cted to this level. SubJect-verb agreement -is R

mechanical, but,ex1sts at_the level of syntax. The agreement between a

pronoun and its antecedent is mechanical, but exists at the level of

»
S



izrhetoric if the antecedent is in orie sentence and the pronoun referring;
to it 1s, in another. _; L ii o “
o Mechanics deals with those conventions of the 1an§uage over.
"which the writer has no choice (Eiey, 1953) Sty]e, the criterion
-_where the’ writer s choice is invo]ved can aiso be seen to affect vari-..
~ous leveis within the conceptua1 SChema. Certain]y the writer can make?
. choices at the ieveis of diction, syntax, and rhetoric., He can ‘even |
choose to misspeTI a w0rd for purposes of characteriZation, or for
tother effects.’¥“: S | | " | |
Semantics aiso affects vari0us levels of the conceptuai schema.
0bv1ousiy, the choice of words at the 1eve1 of diction wili affect the ‘
meaning being conveyed by the composition\\ Subtie shades of meaning

“can be manipuiated by the skiiifui writer aware of the connotations of

RN
NS

words., At the ieve] of syntax, semant1cs-can,p]ay\accruc1aJ roie.
A]thoogh they contain exactﬁy‘the same‘words, the tWo’sentences "The
'dog.bit the man" and “The man bit the dogd,:convey<vast1y differe;
meanings. And at the Tevel of rhetoric the meaning of a comp051tion R
'w111 definiteiy be affected by its method of organization. | I

Logicaiiy, the qua]ity of a particuiar compOSition couid vary
from 1eyel.to ievei, for examp]e,‘its quality on the pre-verbaivleveT
could be quite high, b,utits quality on ahy or @11 of the other levels
could heVQUite Tow. ihe'reverse coﬁ$z aiso\ocCur. Because of'this, it
would. seem that all levels are important and that the evaluator must
lcon51der all leveis when attempting\to determine the quality of a
:particuiar piece of writing. : S

N

N
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But is this necessariiy the case? ‘Perhaps the presence of

: qua]ity on one ievel will be indicative of quality on all of. the other

" «ieveis, or perhaps a high levei of qua1ity omone. 1eve1 will reddce the

'/

5

¢

effect of errors committed on other }eveis. If so, determining which

1eve1 is the indicator of quality shou]d be of interest to English

teachers in particular and to evaiuators of writing in generai
9

.THE NEED FOR THE STUDY
Since the advent of - transformationa1 grammar with Noam -

Chomsky s antactic Structures (1957), much research has been-done on

the development of written syntax. Ke'liogg'Hunt-\‘(~1965, 1966, 1970), in

particular, has examined the‘syntactic'compieXity of writers of various

gradeuleyeis,vand has”determined_that‘syntactic'compiexity inCreaSes

with'both chronoiogicai‘and mentai{maturity. Other researchers, such

| aszateman and Zidonis (1966) Mellon (1967) 0'Hare (1973) and Combs

(1976) have deve]oped programs based on transformational models which

I

concentratebon sentence-embedding and_combining in an_effort to inf

Crease the syntactic‘compieXity of students' written‘work Impiicit in

- all of this research, aithough seldom expiicitiy stated is the notion

' that increased syntactic complexity equates with increased quaiityaof

‘ writing The danger of this &nmiication is that sentence-combining
‘programs may be viewed by teachers in the field, as panaceas for :
curing the i]ls of student writing. If it- can be demonstrated that the'

quality of writing‘is determined by more than syntactic complexity,

that levels other than the level of syntax also affect quality, perhaps

v



this danger can be averted. If on ‘the: other hand, ’syntaqtic complex- ‘
ity does determfne the quality of writing, then mor Justification can o

*be found for p]acement of Sentence-combining program within the |
Eng1ish curricu1um. -Either way, ‘this study should hav\ imp]ications

for téachers 1n the field and for program developers. )

% R ) o, . .
. . = :
N .
. . ) .
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S STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM ~
The prob]ems to be investigated\by the study are:
,/11 What aspects of written composition have ‘the most impact upon 1ts '

'quality as perceived by Eng1ish teachers’ . '
2. What is the re1ationsh1p between quality of writing and syntactic
| complexity’ )

3. vwhat variables, if any, other than syntactic comp]exity, are
' related to the quality of writing? V

. THE‘PURPOSE OF . THE STUDY
There are four major purposes of the study They are:
Lk“;Io develop an original conceptua] schema for understanding written
' composition. . |
2. To isolate that variab1e (or set of variables) within each of the
. Tevels Tnvthe conceptua] schema‘which will cqrre]ate moszggighTy .

- with writing quality as perceived by teacheng of'Eng]ishi'
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To determine if any one level within the cdhéeptual schema is a
best 1nd1cator of writing quality as perceived by teachers of
EngI1sh |

To evaluate the validity of the conceptuaT schema.

DEFINITIONS

~ Terms that are'of centraffimportance to the present study

fnclude: e

1.

Qua]ity of wr1t1ng. For the purpose of the present study, qua11ty

of wr1ting (writing qual1ty) 1s def1ned operationa]]y as correla-
tive to ‘the score given ho]ist1ca11y an the 1978 Alberta English
Nritten Compos1tion Achievement Test for Eng]1sh 30 and 33 The

.higher the score rece1ved by the compos1t1on, the h1gher is the
' qua11ty of wr1t1ng w1th1n it.

. Error, The mean1ng of the term "error" w111 be s1m11ar to.that

used by Eley (1953) who def1ned an error as "an instance where
usage obtrudes.askf19ure, thus,overshadow1ng the running meaning
intended as figure by the write™' (86). An error can be seen as a

vioiation of a grammatic,'semahtic, syntactic or rhetorical "rule"

. that deflects the reader's attention away from the message present

in the composition.

Syntactic Comp]exity. This term w111 refer to the degree to wh1ch

structural devices are present in the\syntact1c unit be1ng exam1ned

A more comp]ex unit will conta1n a greater array of structures



(embeddings,- phrases, dependent c1auses;\etc.} than a less comple§

» unit.*

Syntactic Fluency. This term refers to the‘length of the synta¢t1c

unit being examined. Longer units will be considered more fluent
than shorter units.

Syntecf1c Maturity. Following Hunt this term will designate the

syntactic "characteristics of writers in'an older grade" (1965: 5).

T-unit. This is a basic syntactic unit considered "the shortest

grammatically terminable unit into which a connected discourse can
be segmented without leaving any fhagments as residue" (Hunt,

1965: 34),

Clause. For the pdrpose of the present study a clause will be a

LS

structure which includes a subject, or coordinated subjecﬁs; and a

finite verb phrase, any part of which can also be coordinated

(Hunt, 1965: 15).

Optimal Variable. The optimal variable (or set of variables).
within'any‘leve1'of the conceptual schema is that variable (or set)

considered by the’reSearcher that demonstrates the most'significant

difference when correlated with writing quality. The study can
make no claim to have uncovered,'obt of the multitude of possible
variab]es that could conceivably be;connelaied withtwriting_

quanfy, Eﬂg_mosf significant variable (or set of variables).

*The. three terms "Syntacfic complexity", "“syntactic fluency", and
“syntactic maturity" are related both theoretically and practically
and, because of this, can be taken to be.roughly synonymous. '
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9, Level of Rhetdr1c. For the purpose of the present study( the IeveI

of rhetoric will s1mp1y be that level w1th1n the composition which
subsumgs the un1t of the sentencé. Th!’trad1tiona1 definition of
_hhetoric as being persuasive or decorative language (Frye,

1973: 245) will not be used in this study.

LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS .
This study was restricted to an ana]ysis of the wr1t1ng of a
representative»SampIe of Grade 12 students enrolled in}gither'
~ English 30 or English 33 in Alberta in June of 1978, Because the
sgmﬁIé was made ;vailable b&IAlberta Education and because it-was
consfdered to be_privi]éged information, certain other restrictions
vwere-brought into being. For instance, IQ scores offthe YarioUs
writers in‘the sample were‘not knbwh; Neither was séx known.'
| The study was further Iimited'because all of the writing in the
sample had been'broduced Tn a testing situation. Students were.onIy :
allowed two hours to write the composﬁtions preseht in the sample. It
is cpnceivab]evthat, due to tﬁé-"first draft" nature of'the compqsié
tions, gréders were more Iéniént with the §aﬁb1e than they would have'
been had students been gIvén ampIe time fér reviéion.‘ This is a’
serious I1mitation since it may restrict genera11zat1on, and thus
affect the externaI va11dity of the study. |
The -study was limited to an examination 6f a rather arbitrary
selection of variables at each of thé criferion IeveIs. The choice of

'vthese var1ab1es was governed by the1r potent1a1 usab111ty .and



obj'éiff)tivlit\y. ‘The study can in no way claim to have uncovered an
variables which affect the quality of writing, | T _

‘ The major assumption of‘this’sfudy was that the ho11st1ciscorq
given to the .individual coMpositfoh,jﬁ'the sample was truly représenta;
tive of {ts qua11ty.r It was; and continueS‘toibe,.the assumption of
the researchef that*experienced English‘ieqchers’cah, and\dd, recognize

~quality in writing. and that the holistic method of scoring was able to
guard against the possibility that an 1ndjv1dua1 composftion cou]d

receive an 1napprog,iaxg score. (See Appendix A. )



CHAPTER II
TA REVIEN OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
INTRODUCTION

The following literature review 1s concerned with uncovering
what seem to be the optimal variables of interest: to the present |
study -- that is, those variab1es existent within the four criterion
1eve1s that will relate most significant1y with teachers perceptions
of wrfting qua]ity. For a variable to be cons1dered optimal here,,it
w111 have to achieve a high degree of face va]ieitj. re]iebilityf
’obJectivity, and perhaps most important uti]ity. ‘The advice of
Braddock et al 1s eppropriate here. They suggest “Instead of countihg
many different types of‘jtehs to study a larger area of coheern,

investigators should seek to discover certain key situations which are

indices of larger areas of concern." (1963: 21, the italics are.
theirs.) For the present pdrpbse, the "lerger areas of concern" are
“the four criterion levels (pre-verhaf; dictioﬁ; syntax, and rhetoric)
’\ : qnd‘the "key situations" are the optimal variables. .
\\\ . This review is separated into four sections, each of which s
concerned with.a particular level within the conéeptua] schema. The |
ections are: | |
1. Quality at the Pre-verbal Leve]
\\ :' 2. Quality at the Leve] of Diction

\\‘ ﬂ 3. Quality at the'Leve1 of Syntax

Quality at the Level of Rhetoric

12
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Emphasis 15 given to the section dealing with syntax, since most recent
research examining student writing has been concerned with.this compo-

sitional level.

QUALITY AT THE PRE-VERBAL LEVEL.

A review of the literature related to the pres‘nt study quickly
indicates that most researchers do notyconsider thoSe ariables exis-
tent at the pre-verbal level to be of particular iWmportance to writing:
quality. Indeed, it is the standard practice of researchers to correct
compositions for speliing, punctuation,‘and”often for usage, and to )
have compositions typed to “correct" for handwriting, prior to evalua-

tion. 0'Hare goes so far as to state,‘in Sentence Combining:

Improvinngtudent Writing without Formal Grammar Instruction'

This study was interested in the students' writing ability and not

at all in their spelling, punctuation, or handwriting talents. In

order to eliminate the possible effects of these extraneous factors

on the evaluators' judgments, the . . . compositions were. type-

written so that spe]ling and punctuation could be corrected.

(1973 51) ‘ o
0'Hare's notion that the ability to spell and punctuate correctiy has
nothing to do with the abi]ity to write well seems to be/shared by many
other researchers studying written composition. Mellon (1967) and
Combs. (1976) also corrected the Spelling and punctuation of the compo-
‘sitions graded for QUality in their studies and had them typed prior to
evaluation. And aithough Morenberg, Daiker and Kerek {1978) did not

- type the student compositions produced as a result of/their study, they

did instruct their teacher-raters'"to ignore spelling errors and poor
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handwriting” (Morenberg, Daiker and Xerek, 1978: 249),

While the practice of altering student compositions prior to
evaluating them may carry with it the benefit ;f fsolating those vari-
ables that are directly being studied, it also introduces a factor of
artificiality which makes the quality ratings of many researchers at
least once remayed from the normal evaluation of the tescher in the
classroom. thever, at least two recent studies (Harris, 1977, and
Stewart and Grobe, 1979) demonstrate that teachers do concern them-
selves with quality at the pre-verbal level when evaluating composi-
tions in a more natural setting. Harris (1977) in a study designed to
uncover the evaluation patterns: of high school English teachers, dis-

covered that an "emphasis on Mechanics and Usage emerged as a dominant

factor in the teachers' judgment of quality" (1977: 180). She designed
a four-part study'to determine the factors influencing teachers' judg-
ments o;\kriting quality which consisted of tﬁfee methods of evalua-
tion -~ the first the customary method u;;d by her teacher-raters in
their own classrooms, the second a ranking of the twelve compositions
included in the study from best to worst, and the third an evaluation
of the pape}s according to five criteria (content, organization,
dictfon and appropriateness of express¥an, sentence structure, and
mechanicg and . usage). A’éuestionnaire'whose purpose was to uncover
“the teachers' opinions and ideas regarding the evaluation of student
writing" (1977: 176) was also included in the design. The

~ questionnaire demonstrated that teachers considered content and

organization to be the most important grading criteria, cldse1y

followed by mechapics and usage. A count of the marginal comments
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written on the papers by the. teacher-raters reveaied that 66% were
concerned with mechanics and usage whiie on1y 4% were concerned with
»content. Of the end-of—paper comments included by teachers, 23% werev;’
devoted to mechanics and usage whi]e 29% pertained to content
Sentence structure received 12% of the .marginal comments andaoniy 7% of
the end—of -paper comments. Harris conc]uded ‘that every response
pattern discovered indicated that the teachers viewed sentence |
_structure primariiy;in terms“of mechanica]-correCtness“ (I§77:'184);
.andsthat | " |

A1though competence in mechanics and usage may be expected ‘or taken

“ for granted at the high school level, any student who is weak in

‘this category, despite strengths exhibited in other areas, is Tike-

1y to be at a serious disadvantage when his writing is eva]uated

(1977: 185) ' _ , .

Another study that pertains to quaiity at the pre- verba1 1eve1, and~]
one that is particuiar]y enlightening and vaiuab]e,ris the one
conducted in New Brunswick by Stewart and Grobe ThlS study consisted
of an analysis of a large sample of student comp051t10ns from Grades 5,

—— 8 and 11 which were written by students as part of thef1977 New
Brunswick Writind‘Assessment Programme Priorato the anaiysis carried
out by the researchers, the papers, had been scored by teachers using a
holistic method which "resu]ted in an overai] reader reliabjlity of
over .?0"_(1979: 208) Evaiuation was not conducted in an artificiai’
c1inicaT atmosphereb Teacher-evaluators invoived in Stewart and
Grobe's study, unlike those involved in the studies conducted by 0' Hare
(1973) Mellon (1967) and\Combs (2976), 'graded the papers as the
students had produced them -- complete with spei]ing and punctuation

errors, and poor handwriting. Variab]es analyzed were: tota1 number



of words, run-on sentences and comma spiices per T- unit, sentence
'fragments per T-unit -the -number of cases of unclear or faulty pronoun
reference per I-unit, mean words per T-unit, mean words per clause,
clauses per T-unit, and spelling errors per 100 words. Stewart and.
Grobe concluded that'
As predictors of quaiity, the length of ‘the compositions themselves
and their freedom from spelling errors are highly significant for
grades five, eight and eleven, accounting for about 25% of the
variance in teachers' quality ratings. (Stewart and Grobe,
1979: 214) .. 7 .
It would seem, then, that teachers, themseives, do include
_pre-verbai factors such as spelling in their judgments of writing
quality . SMerhaps freedom fromfspeljing errors is the "key situation"

" that would correlate with quality at the pre-verbal level.

‘ QUALITY AT THE LEVEL OF DICTION '

Armstrong (1965) suggests that one 1ndex of quality in writing
might be "maturity in the use of words" (18) It is- reasonab]e to be-
lieve .that those individuals with a large writing vocabulary will be
able to'produce writing which is of better quality than those individ-
vuals with a'smaii writing vocabuiary.‘vwriters‘having a large store of
. words from'which to choose should be more apt to use “the right word in
‘ the right p]ace” to match word to context in a more effective ~way than
writers with a Timited store of words..

A]though most of the 11terature revxewed here 1s concerned with
the syntactic Tevel of composition, a few researchers rev1ewed ‘have

expressed an interest in examining vocabulary as manifested in oral or
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written expression. Walter Loban in The Language of ‘Elementary Schoo)
Children (1963), for example, states, "certainly vocabulary ought to be 4
included 1n'any examination of verbal fluency" (1963: 35). The Langdage

of E]émehtany School Children is the first report of a iongitudihai study

begun .in 1953 which follows, among others, two special groups of |
studenté;hone determined by teachers' ratings and by scores'on a - . {
vocabulary test adeﬁistered'in kindergarten to be.of high ability in the
use of 1aﬁguage, and one determined to be'of Tow abiiity. The -~
longitudinal study spans thirteen years from kindergarten to grade
twelve. Loban reports: ; |
In this research, evidence bofh of quantity and quality of :
vocabulary is available from four sources. - First, we have for all
subjects their position on the vocabulary test administered in the
kindergarten. Second, for all subjects, there are the teachers' -
--ratings on vocabulary, one subsection of the Teachers' Rating -
Scale. " Third for the two subgroups we have their vocabulary clas-
sified according to frequency of use in the English language.
Lastly, we have the type-token ratios for the two subgroups,
indicating‘the diversification of their vocabulary. (1963: 35)
In drder to classify the vocabulary used by the special low and high‘

abitlity groups,‘Ldban used, after slight modification, the list

,proposed'bwahorndike and Lorge in The Teacher's Word Book of 30,000
Words (1944). Loban found ‘that ;
 both high and Tow groups use almost the same number of words from

the first 12,000 most -commonly used words; then the low group shows

a higher incidence of words from the 13,000 to 33,000 categories,

and thereafter the high group is gaining ascendency. (1963: 39)
Lobdﬁ used the-type-foken ratio, defined by Armstrong as "the number of
different words (types) compgred with the total number of words
(tokens)" (1965:-21), in order to determine the diversity of word

usage in the high and low groups. Of the type-token ratio Loban states:
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When the number of words in the Ianguage'samplés are kept equal, .
subjects using only a few words repetitiously receive lower scores
than those using a widely varied choice of words. (1963: 39) -

After applying‘the type-token ratio to the speech of the two ability

groups from kindergarten‘to grade nine, Loban was able to Eeport that
the -medians for the high group consistently exceed those for the
Tow group in every segment compared, with the exception of kinder-
garten for the first segment. (On this segment the two groups are
virtually identical.) Thus on a total of thirty-one.100-word -
segments on which a comparison could be made, the high group.
exceeded the low group 30 times, whereas the low group exceeded the
high group only once. Obviously, the type-token evidence is clear:

»%he,high ?roup has a substantially greater diversity of vocabulary. .
1966: 29) R » o

Loban'concludes that —
Wheh all four‘Vocabulany'measurés are éxamined’together . o o it is
clear that the expected superiority of the.high subgroup is consis-
tent. To whatever extent vocabulary is a factor in fluency, those -
with language ability manifest the greater variety and exactness of

~vocabulary. (1963: 41) ' ‘ : . r '
’Thusiitlwould seem that the size and diversity of a writer's

vocabulary should corfé]ate with his.éb11ity to use language. Logical- i

iy it wou1d_alsafseém that writing of high quality would be writing

which manifesteq the greafer amount.and diversity‘qf word usége.‘ Evi-

~ dence-of this can bé found in a‘squy co;aucfed by Nold and Ffeedmén

- (1977). 1In an analysis of readers' respbﬁses to essays written in the

arbumenfatiﬁe pode; Nold and Freedman had six ekperienced teachers }ead
ahd’raté 88 essays written by‘ZZ §tudents;vfreshﬁen‘at Stanford |

.University. Thé essays were rated holistically on a scale whicﬁvréngedh

from i (worst) to 4 (best). Nold and Freedman hypothesized that one
~general feature that the tgacher-ratefs woﬁld respond to would be "the

richhess and appropriéteness‘of the vocabulary" = (1977: 167). In order
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“syntax, its structural pattern and placement of words;. Ski11ful
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to test this hypothesis, the investigators ané1yzed'éﬁvocabu1any com-

~ .ponent, “defihed as the -percentage of fihite verbs that were common
_Verbs".(1977: 169). The common verbs cdnsiﬂeréd were arbitrarily .

‘chosen by the researchers and were listed as “be, break, do, feel,

follow, find, get, give, go, h;?e, hold, keep, know, look, live, make,
mean, need, put, say, see, seem, stop, take, taik, tell, think, turn,

try, want, work, write, and use" (1977: 169). After appﬂying a

‘stepWise'mUItiple régression to the variab]és under examination, Nold

an& Freedman were able to report that

The vocabulary measure comes im significantly, but-last, as a pre-
dictor of quality. It,is associated negatively with long sentences
(r = -.22) and long™main clauses (r = -.25), indicating that
students with weak vocabularies are likely also to be writing less
complex T-units than their peers:. sophistication in syntax and
diction appear to develop simultanecusly. (1977: 173)

Thus it would seem that the amount and diverSity of word usage is a

factor which affecté;:not on1y'the ability to use language, but, ‘as

we]l,.teacﬁers"percéptions of writing quality.

fQUALITY AT THE LEVEL OF SYNTA*‘
* INTRODUCTION
Thatqsyntax p]éysvan-impdrtanyvro1e in compoSition in English
cannoi'be denied. Aithough English e$p1Qy§4sdme'inf]ections (for '
posSessiveéland piurals), it is not a’h1§h1y inflected Ianguége.v A

great deal of~the’méaning'of an English sentence is derived from its

L
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‘writers recognize the $mportance of syntax and are able to use the
'structure of the Engiish sentence for subt]e effects that must cer-
tainly affect the quality of their writing. The “iiiusion of voice"
(Kane and Peters, 1969), for instance, can be created by interrupting
the normai flow of the sentence as' 1t moves from subject to verb to
'compieter. If the sentence, "A ski]]fu] writer can, I think. vary his
;syntax on command" is read ora]ly, the voice naturally drops in volume .
with "I think“ because this ciause interrupts its normai pattern. The
drop in volume gives "I think™" 1ess emphasis than the rest of the
ksentence which is exactiy what the ski11ful writer would: want. B3

think" is used as a qualifier. It is required in'the sentence so that .

| the statement being made wii] not appear dogmatic., But the w1se writer K

: does not want to draw attention to his quaiifiers, so he piaces them 1n
positions that will receive less emphasis. Also, the fact_that the

vo]ume and perhaps the tone of the sentence is'variedvis‘iikeiy to -
interest the reader, to give him a fee]ing for the personality behind
the writing Fiexibiiity of syntax and the ability to vary syntax to
Create subtle effects must . surely make a difference to the quaiity of -
writing.

Unfortunateiy, the kinds of effects that are created by the

skii]ful use of syntax have not been popu]ar subjects for research.

Perhaps this 1s due to the subjectivity that must necessariiy be a part

~ of any ana]ysis'of Creative syntactic effects At any rate, researchers

~concerned with written composition have not been primarily concerned

witi the f]exibiiity or variety of syntax." Most syntactic studies, \

i

L
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such as the deveiOpmentai studies of Hunt (1965; 1966; 1970);'Loban
(1963' 1966, 1967, 1976); and~0'Donne11 Griffin, and NOrnis (1967);
: and the experimental studies of Bateman and Zidonis (1966) Meilon
(1967); 0" Hare (1973) ?b9111976) and Morenberg, Daiker, and Kerek
(1978) have been concephed with thé fluency of syntax rather than the
lexibiiity of syntax. These studies primariiy concern themse]ves with
" the length rather ‘than the effects of syntactic units. |
| Since long syntactic units tend to be more compiex, to include
more informétion than those that are short} fluency of syntax corre-

lates with compiexity of syntax, and it is syntactic compiexity that

has been the variab1e most often studied at the level of syntax. _

A quantity of iiterature exists whichvexamines syntactic com-
pieXity as a phenomenon of writing._ Essentia]ly, there are three sec-
tions which comprise this body of 1iterature, and aithough they some-
times overlap, for the purpose of studying them and coming to some sort
- of understanding, it is prﬁﬁiﬁTY‘BEEt’tq keep them separate. The first'v
section comprises developmental studies which examine the'syntax of
_'students at various grade levels to discover how syntactic compiex1ty
deveiops in chi]dren s language as they mature. The second section 1s'
concenned with experimentai studies which attempt to'determine if
normal deyeiopment in syntactic compiexity‘can be aided given
instruction in.syntax.v The‘thind section conprises those studies
directly concerned with syntactic compiexity as it relates with writing

quaiity.
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DEVELOPMENTAL STUDIES
\‘A-number of studies--have been corducted which examine the
deve]opment of "syntactic maturity" in writers of various age levels,
Most notab]e among these studies, and those of 1nterest here, are the
inyestigat1ons conducted by Hunt (1965, 1966, 1970); Loban (1963, 1966,
1967, 1976); ande‘Donne11, Griffin, and Norris (1967). A1l of these

studies have been a direct result of”the-adventvof‘transformationa1

grammar, first postulated by 11ngdists such as Noam Chomsky (1957,

1965). Tranformational grammar has provided researchers_with a
plausib]e’theory Which can explain syntactic deve]opment and can'be
tested. To oversimplify,- transformat1ona] grammar Qostulates that
structura] rules are used by a speaker of a language to form "kernel

sentences", def1ned by Chomsky in Syntact1c Structures (1957) as be1ng

‘s1mp1e, dec]arative and active. Then other: sentences aré derived from

these kernels by means of transformat1ona1 rules. As a speaker becomes
more prof1c1ent in the use of transformat1ona1 ru]es, his ab111ty to
produce complicated syntax increases. A]though tranformat1ona1
grammarians have been pn1mar11y interested in spoken language, tran-
formational theory shOyﬂd app]y, as well, to writing. ¢

Hunt wh11e not the f1rst researcher to become interested in

1anguage deve]opment is of prime importance to the present stody since

" his investigations have been concerned exclusfvely with written

language. In 1965 the National Council of Teachers of English pub-

Tished Hunt;s.Grammatical Structures Written at Three Grade Levels, a

'_,_ comprehensive analysis of the written syntax of three groups of

\
¥
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. éighteen students taken from gfades four, eight, and tweive. Hunt
lists two purposes for the study: |
1. To prdvide; for the qu&nt1tat1vé study of grammatical
(syntactic) structures, a method of procedure which is
coherent, systematic, broad, yet capable of refinement to
accommodate details. ~ : : :
2. To search for developmental trends in the frequency of various
grammatical structures written by students of average IQ in the:
fourth," eighth, and twelfth grades. (1965: 1)
v The first pdfpose résu]ted.in,the T-unit and a set of ffye fatibs which
rélatgd clause length to sentence length. The sécdnﬁ resulted in norms
of'syntactic complexity for grades four, eight, and twelve that have
been wide1y quoted and often used as a point of reference»iﬁ 6ther re-
search. |
Prior to Hunt's éonfribution, the index of syntactic comp]e*ity
used by researchers was mean sentence‘1ength. Dissétisfied with the
‘use of sentence Iength as an instrﬁmenf to measure‘s&ntacfic :
coﬁp1exity, since immature writers-of;en write‘loﬁg‘sentenceﬁ by
overusing coordination'or misusing punctuation, Hunt devised a new
unit, the ”minimal terminable unit" or T-Unit, and‘a set of five ratios
which relate clause length to sentence 1ehgth (words per é]ause, N
clauses per T-unit, words per T-unit, T-unft% perAsentence, and words
pe}'sgntence). The T-unit, probably the"sing]é most important product
‘of Hunt's research since it is essentially a re-definition of the
- sentence, is-defined as "one main clause expanded at any of many
different points by sthctures that are modifiers or complements or
substitutes for words in the main c]ause"‘(1965: 141). Thus,

“traditional simple and complex sentences would consist of one T-unit,

. while compound and compound-complex sentences would. consist of two or
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more T-units. Since they are related, Hunt's five ratia are -eminently
useful to researchers. For eraﬁple, the ratio of words per clause
multiplied by the ratio of clauses per T-unit'equa1s;the ratio of words
per T-unit. Also, the retio of words per T-unit mu1tfp11ed by the
ratio of T-units per sentence’equals therratio of words per sentence.

| By using these ratfo§, the researcher can determihe what aspect of

‘§préx (the use of ‘more clauses, of-longer.¢1auses, or of both) is

\\. ‘

contributing to syntacfic eomp]exityr
Hunt's T-unit andrffve ratios are relatively objective, easily-
applied instruments that are more sensitive than mean sentence length
in determining syntactic complexity, but are they the best instruments.
'-ava11ab1e to the researcher interested in studyihg syntactic complex- -
ity? One problem is that Hunt s instruments do not account for ‘what
Huht himself has called "the gain in succinctness" " (1965: 10§) made by
writers of greater syntactic comggexity. Consider the following
sentences: | |
1. Cats will come in out of the rain, but dogs will not; |
2. Cats will come in out of the rain, but dogs will not come in out of
the rain, | -
Both sentences convey the .same fhformation. Both centain two T-Uhits.
Sentence 1 contains twelve words, resulting in an average'df six words.
. per T-unit. Sentence 2 contains eighteen words resu1ting in an average
of nine words per T-unit. On a purely quantitative basis, sentence 2
wou]d'be considered to be syntactically more cdmp1ex,than sentence 1.
Yet both sentences are equally complex. The  segment "come 1h out of‘

the rain" does not have to be repeated. The reader can recognize the
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e1ement‘of b§1ance that exists in the sentence; he can remember “cbme
1n out of the rain" as it has been applied to ”Cats”; and can fi11 int
the ellipsis for himself. ‘Hunt 1s aWare of this Timitation in the use
of his instrument. He writes: ' |
A study of thevpresent sort can measuke the extent to which clauses
are lengthened, but it cannot measure directly the far more )
impressive extent to which words are thrown away by older writers.
(19;6: 68) :
Certainly, Bateman and Zjdonis take exception to the use of Hunt's
instrument when'they write: -

Hunt, though using‘a>transformationa1 description of sentence .
structure, does not distinguish between well-formed and malformed
sentences; his findings consequently do not seem useful for the
development of a scale that would chart expected sentence
formation behavior at the different grade levels. (1966: 5)
After rejecting Hunt's fatiOS, since they seem unable to provide a-
useful index for determining syntactic complexity, Bateman ahd¢Zidohi§
'go‘on to develop their own instrument, the Structural Comp]exity,Scofe,
their notion of structura] complexity being derived from transforma-
tional grammar. The Structural Complexity Score for each senténce is
arrived at by'cbunting the number of transformations which have'gohe in
to producing the sentence. .ThUS a“"kernel sentence" would receive a
score of one. More comp]icated sentences would receive a score of one

plus the number of transformation5 they have undergone. Analysis of

égntattic comp]exi@y, when using the Structural Complexity Score, would

T~

become a matter of reviewing'the transformatibna]vhistory of each
“sentence in the sample, computing its "score"; and then determining a

mean. for the sample. Although the use of the Structural Complexity

Score might be a way of jncorpb}ating the element of succinctness which

Lo



escaped Hunt, 1t would be much more difficult and much less”objective
‘for the researcher to apply Bateman‘and Zidonis's 1nstrument than
'Hunt's T-unit and five ratios. A1so, it has been demonstrated by
0'Donnell, Griffin and Norris that mean T-unit length gives a "close
approximation to results of the more complicated accounting of |
- sentence-combining transformations" (0‘Donnell et al, 1967: 98).*
These researchers, who desﬁgned a study which included a transforma-
tional analysis of .the syntax of scﬁoql‘children from kindergartén and
grades one to seven, go on to state:
This 1nvestigatfon supports the finding by Hunt (1964, 1965) that
-when fairly extensive samples of. children's language are obtained,
the mean length of T-units has special claim to consideration as a
simple, objective, valid indicator of development in syntactic
control. (0'Donnell et al, 1967: 98-99) 3 : :
- It would seem that, despite its possible flaws, fﬁé\§et of five ratios
'used'by Hunt remains the best instrument that can be us€H~§p detect

syntactic complexity.** In the words of 0'Donnell

is still the most useful and usable index of syntactic development -
over a wide ‘age range and that mean clause length is the best

It may turn out that in spite of lack of precision, T-unit lengfh\\

. single measure of syntactic complexity at the high school level and = °

beyond. (1976: 38)

*Hunt himself has shown that the number of tranformations which reduce
a main clause to an element that is something less than a clause
-closely approximates the number of words per clause. | He states:
a correlation was run between those two scores . . . . The
correlation turned out to be .87, a very high sco e considering
that 1.0 is perfect and a score as low as .15 would still be
significant at the .01 level. . (1970: 27) )

~ **Golub (1974) has developed a Syntactic Density Score (SDS) based on
ten factors; words per T-unit; subordinate clauses per T-unit; mean

% .
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1

Thus 1t would be safe to state that the first purpose 1isted by Hunt in

Gramnatical Structures Written at Three Grade Levels, to provide a

worthwhile method of procedure for the quantitative study of syntax, '
has been fulfilled. | |
F Hunt's second purpo§e, to provide norms of syntactic develop-
.ment for students of average IQ in gradgs four, eight, and twelve, has
also met with success. His first study examined thousand word samples
“of the writing of students of average I1Q (90 - 110 on the Short Form of
the California Mental Maturify Tesp) from grades four, eight, and
-xwelve‘as well as thousand word samples of eighteen “superior adults",

writers pub]ished in Harper's and Atlantic. The writing examined at

each grade level was "characteristic of its own grade uninfluenced by

"main clause word 1ength;ﬁnumber of modals; number of be and have forms
in the auxiliary; number of prepositional phrases; number of possessive
nouns and pronouns; number of adverbs of time; and number of gerunds,
- participles, and absolute phrases. On the surface, it would appear
that the use of the SDS would allow for a more comprehensive syntactic
analysis: than would ‘the use of Hunt's five ratios. ‘However, Belanger
(1978) has found a mathematical anomaly in the SDS which is caused by
the "averaging of weighted and unweighted numbers" (151). Even after
offering a solution which would remove the anomaly in the SDS, Belanger
states o \ : C .
it is not clear thati. . . modifications to the SDS actually result
in a valid measure of syntactic maturity, since over 60 percent of
the SDS is determined by two key factors, T-unit length and the
number of prepositional phrases (1978: 153).

Similarily, 0'Donnell (1976) has criticized the 5DS because "the items
included . . . have a high degree of redundancy in what they measure"
(37). 0'Donnell suggests that this redundancy® "results in a high cor-
relation between syntactic density scores and words per T-unit"

(1976: 37), a measure that is much more easily applied.
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the subjects being used four years or eight years earlier or later"
¢

(1965: 3). Teachers of the students who were subjects of the study
were instructed to allow the writing produc:; by %each student to be
“whatever he normally writes about n school" (1965: 3). Thus, in this
first study, no attempt was made by Hunt to control for subject matter
or mode of discourse. | .
Although the sample size of the study was‘:hfte small (consist-

ing of the writing of nine boys and nine girls from each grade level),

| Hunt's. results were both interesting and significant. He found that

both mean T-unit length and mean clause length increased significantly

from grade four to grade eight, and from grade eight to gr&de twelve

(p < .01). The 3ncrease'1n clauses per T-unit was also-significant.

As théy mature chrono]ogically students increase the length of their
T-units both'by adding clauses to them and by lengthening clauses.
Hunt's grade four subjecté wrote clauses with an average length of 6.6
words and wrote an average of 1.30 clauses PervT-unit, mak{ng for an
average T-unit length of 8.6 words. His grade eight subjects wrote \

clauses with an average length of 8.1 words and wrote an average of

1.42 clauses per T-unit, making for a mean T-unit length of 11.5 words.

EAnd Hunt's grade twelve subjects wrote clauses with an-average length

"of 8.6 words and wrote an average of 1.68'c1auses pef T-unit, thus

produting T-units whos& mean length was 14.4 words. Interestingly
enough, Hunt' found that this trend to increase thg,lengthwof syntactic
units continues after grade twelve, since his "suﬁerior adults" managed
to write clauses with a meén lengih of 11.5 words andhan average of

1.78 clauses per T-unit to produce T-units whose average length was

“
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- 20.3 words, significanfly longer than the clauses and T- 1its of
| fweTﬁth graders. (See Table 1.) '; g HQ>
/. After examihing‘the differences in length of'c]auses and
T-units, Hunt went on to attempt to determine what §Spects of language
use were cauging the increases. ‘He found thét‘ |
the chief factor whiéﬁ féngthens clauses appears to be the increas-
ing of nonclause modifiers of nouns and the nominalization of
clauses. This factor and the increase in adjective clauses account
in the main for the increased Tength of T-units. (1965: 143)
It is ﬁain]y by adding adjectivé clauses fhat the Eatio of c]ausés';o
T-units is intréased and by increasihg fhe comp]ekity‘of nominals
\fgtructurés consisting of nouns plus‘their hodifiers)-thét most of the
increase in clause lengthiis produced as students méturerchrqhologi—
cally. | | | | |
'Hunt,was not éatisfied, however, mere]y tb discovér the effect
of chronological maturity on syntaCtic complexity. In 1966 he
published a report which included expanded data, data used in order to
examinevthe effect of mentafnhAtﬁrity on syntactic c6mp1ekity in
,writihg. ' The expanded ddta cohsfsted‘bf-thousand W§rd samples of Ewo
groups of sﬁudents of superiqr iQ (130+ on the Sﬁoft Form of .the
California Mental Maturit&,Test), one‘from grade four, the other from
grade twelve. Both groups‘confisted of:nine girls and nine boys. Hunt
found thaf mean T;unit/lenth is "a signjficant,indek for separating
students of Avekage and sﬁperforwIQ’ih the fourth grade" (1966: 34).
. The ratio of c1éuse to'T-units is'the most significant index for this

purpose, bdt mean clause length is not .a significang index for diviﬁing
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"average" from "superior” students in the fourth grade. (See Table 1

~for numerical figures.) Déﬁviﬁg more deeply into the samples, Hunt was

able to conclude: | ‘

| ‘Among the three kinds of subordinate clauses frequent1y used, only
one provides a highly significant index of both chronological and.
mental maturity from grade 4 to maturity. Those are adjective
clauses. (1966: 64) = - ' : -

f.AEcording to'Hunt, students of superidr 1Q in grade four'wr%te more

clauses MAr T-unit than those of average IQ'because they write more

adjective clauses. ; _

At the level of grade twelve, Hunt found that "T-unit 1ength'is
still a significant index of mental maturity" (1966: 42) but that "the
most signifiéan£ index'of superiority at this upper level is apparently
c1&use'1ength"_(1966: 42), which showed no significant difference be-
tween IQ groups in the fourth grade. Students of superior 1Q in grade
twelve‘agtda]]y wrote féwer'subordinate clauses per T-unit than did
students‘of average IQ. (A1l numerical figures are given in Table 1.)

“Concerning theirelatipnship»between clause number and clause length =
. \ ’ :
Hunt was able to state:
It is not . . .;the length of clauses that the nature.of language
"sets a ceiling on, but instead the number of subordinate clauses.
The ceiling for subordinate clauses is, of course, a rubber ceil-
ing, but it is approached or reached by most students relatively
early in their school career -- at least by the twelfth grade. To
develop beyond the level of the average twelfth grader, it is the
other skill that must be learned, the skill of consgMidating struc-
tures into longer and longer clauses. (1966: 24) ~ L
Concerning  the validity énd usefulness of his instrument, hé was able
to state that "“the measures émp]oyed are significantly sensitive to

“detect henta1 maturity as well dg'thonologica1" (1966:79).



~ Hunt conducted a fina1 study,.the report of which, antactic
Maturity in Schoo]chi?dren and Adults, was published in 1970. It

consisted of an analysis of writing produced in re-writing 0'Donnell's
A]uminum passage a se1ection which consisted of 32 extremely short
sentences (they averaged s1ight1y more than four words) each a‘s1ngle
clause. Fifty students from. each of grades 4,‘6, 8, 10, and 12 "who
nou1d represent something close to a normal distribution of‘academic
abi]ity" (1970: 12) as well as 25 "average“ adults (Tallahassee fire- =
men) and 25 "ski]led" adults (writers pub]ished in Harper or
. At]antlc) re-wrote the passage. The fifty students from each grade
~ were separated into thirds as to ab111ty level and placed into a low,
midd1e or h1gh group. Results from the-Ca]jfornia Achievement Test
\for grades 4 and 6, the California Test of Mental Mathrity fdr grades 8
and 10, and the F10r1da Twelfth Grade Test for grade 12 were used as a
basis for the separat1on | _

The ana]ysis itself cons1sted of two parts f1rst an ~examina-
tion of Hunt's five syntactic measures and second a transformat1ona1
analysis whjch "studied whatever syntactic:changes were made to.each
tone of the 32 input sentences as it passed through the mind of each
writer" (1970: 23). In re-writing the 32 input sentences, three
options were open to the writer. He could retain an input sentence as
a main clause; he could reduce it toa subord1nate clause, or he cou1d
reduce it to something 1ess than a c1ause (by c00rdinat1ng predicates
or reduc1ng input sentences to less than a pred1cate)

The,first phase of theyana]ysis supported Hunt's findings of

-

1965 and 1966. (See-Table 2.) The 1engthrof’syntactic units increased
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with'both chronological and.mental matufity. In particular

of the five syntactic measures . . . clause lTength is the one most
closely- related to chronological age and mental age. It is :
sensitive enough to show a significant difference in a 2-year -
interval and also between the high third and low third within a
grade. (1970: 21) - : T : .

The second’phése of the ahalysis demdnstrated that
: certain changes are relatively unimportant: the changes in sub-

-~ ordinate clauses and coordinated predicates, The.changes that are
clearly important are the. decrease in main clauses and the corre- .
spondent increase in reduction to less than a preditate.

- (1970: 28) R T .
A variety of ways of reddcfngfinput geﬁtences'ar? possible,

For'éxamp1e a predicate adjécttve'couldvbécOmewa prenominal qdjgctive

pﬁ/gzphgdicate'nouh ;oUJq become ah';ppositfve;? ﬁiniteavefb bpbésesv‘
,///ﬁ/f;ould‘become verba]§ or &erbé1Abhraéés;i‘ASAwfiieré mature, theyr”

- “Eedﬁé;’mQre inputs to Tess fhanfavpre&icaté:'[aﬁq]’fhéy use a widgr
. JVarfgty bfléraﬁsfofmatidns indOingfsd"'(i970:‘53f; i

S

\

Because content was "maximally Eonéfolled" in this final study
since "all writers were constrained to éay the same thing" (19705 541,
lHunt was able tq draw~;onc1usions'cgncerniné the felqtidnship of sub-
ject matter to syntéctic-maturity; 'He‘states - | |
, fhe'o1der writers'showed the same synfactic supefﬁérityﬂtheyishowedv
~in free writing, suggesting that their sentences are affected by

. their syntactic ability, not just by what they have to say. f
* . (1970: 54)* e ‘ L

*Syntactic complexity may, however, depend to a large extent upon
what the writer has to say, or at least upon the topic he has chosen
to talk about, the audience he has chosen to talk to, and the mogde of .
discourse- he has chosen to'talk in. Crowhurst-and Piche (1979) have
examined the effect of audience and mode of discourse on the syntactic
complexity of writers from grades 6 and 10. They found that "at both
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Huntfs'three studies form a watershe& in the research- into
syntactic complexity. His fivé syntactic measures cohstitute‘a |
re]ativejx objective easily-applied instrument that can be used tb

,\deteét‘syhtacyic comp1eX1ty in the writing of‘subjects of various
‘chrono}ogica1 and mental maturities. The quantitative indices his
;tudies have praduced suhply'fair]y valid‘and reliable norms of
syntactic complexity at vqribus age and‘abilityflevels. s

of secondaﬁyiimportance to the present ;tudy,vbut important

' nonetheless, is_the 1ohgjtqdinq1 stuqy.of language development begun in
,1953.by Na1ter Lobén. Thié study has resulted in four publications

~ (Loban, 1963, 1966, 1967, and 1976), the last of which {5 of particular -
interestASincé.it'réports on the entif¢»1ongitgdin§j study. Lobahfs
findings, resulting from an’examinaii6n 6f the Syntaétfcléomp1exity-of
'tﬁe speech and writing of school-aged chi]dfen, suppdrtlandflend'

additional re1iabi11ty to those of Hunt.

%

-grade Tevels, argument was more syntactically complex than narration.
and des¢ription" (1979: 107), and that, of the two audience categories
(best friend and ‘teacher), "compositions for teacher were more
syntactically complex than those for best friend™ (1979: 104).

Another study, conducted by Witte and Davis (1980) examined the
stability of syntactic complexity as an individual trait and across
discourse modes and discovered that mean T-unit length seems to be
both an unstable individual trait and unstable across the two
discourse modes of narration and description. ‘

. Mode of discourse itself, however, is seldom stable, especially in
compositions of high quality. The good writer is ;likely to mix
discourse modes and use a narrative incident or déscriptive detail,
for example, to illustrate what is essentially an expository essay.
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LV I
It is 1mpbrtant‘to note that Loban segmented his language sam-
p]es 1n much the same way as d1d Hunt. Loban called his syntactic unit
a' commun1cation un1t" and defined it as '"the grammat1ca1 1ndependent
c]ause with any of its modifiers" (i963 7). In essence, the T-unit
and the communicat1on unit are one and the same.
Loban lists as the purpose of his longitudinal study to find
answers to the fo]]ow1ng quest1ons |
1. What are the differences between/pupi]s who rank high in profi- |
ciency with language and those who rank Tow? What is typical
proficiency for subjects at each grade level?
2. Does growth in chi]dren s language follow a predictable
. sequence?
- 3. Can definite stages of 1anguage development be identified?
4, Can the velocity and relative yearly growth in language
ability be ascertained and predicted precisely? (1976: 2)
It is the first question that is the most important for the present
purpese since it deals with language ability.
i '-In_the first,yeér of the study, Loban's sample cbnsisteﬁ of 338
- kindergarten pupils. By the time most of these students had reached
grade twelve, the study was able to hetain 211 of the brigihal sub-
- jects. So that "a true cross section of the larger pepu1ation"
(1976: 2) would be selected as subjects for the study, "four character-
istics . . . ~- sex, ethnic background, socioeconomié'statqs, and
spread of intellectual ability (1976: 2) governed the choice of the
original subjects. Three‘subgroups of the 211 subjects retained in the
study&were seTected foh'ana]ySis. These consisted of "a group highbin

1anguage ab111ty, a group Jow in 1anguage ability, and a random group

of subJects used to represent the total group" (1976 3). Each of- these
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special subgroups was made up of 35 subjects, "selected on the basis of

. thirteenéyear.cumuiative average of teachers" ratings" (1976: 3).
A A S

Recorded samples of the speech of the subjects from kindergar-

ten to grade twelve and of the “typical" writing of the subJects from

grade three to grade twelve were anaiyzed For the‘purpose_of the
present study 1t is Loban s analysis of writtenlianguage from grade
three to grade twelve that is of interest. This analysis consisted

first of a determination of the mean length of communication units in

-the sample, and of an examination of the use of dependent clauses. -

Second, a determination of the elaboration of communication units was
made, thirty units being:studied from the writing of each subject eaeh

'year for this purpose. Loban defines the "elaboration of language

. ... as. the use of various strategies of syntax through which the
communication unit is expanded beyond a simple subJect and predicate"
(1976: 15). A transformational anaiy51s of seiected sampies was also

undertaken by Loban. .

It is of importance that, for Jii grades,.the main communica-
tion'unit iengtn of the high group exeéeded the mean communication unit
1engths of both the Tow and randdm grdups; (See Tabie,3.) "Also,
except for the random group in grade 7, all groups in grade 9, and the
high and random groups in grade 11, all groups managed to increase the
mean length of their communciation units from year to year. Such
findings obiiousiy support Hunt's statement‘that mean T-unit length is

able to detect differences in chronological and mental maturity. In

addition, Loban discovered that



TABLE 3

‘Loban's Findings: Average Number of Words per Communication
Unit in Written Language for Grade and Ability (1976)

Ability ‘

Grade High Gfoup 'Random Group Low Group
3 7.68 7.60  5.65
4 8.83 8.02 .01

5 o as2 876 629

6 10023 9.0 6.1
7 1083 g0 } 7.52
8 1124 10,37 9.49
9 11.09° 10.05. . 8.78

10 12,59 R 11.03

| e | 10.69 11.21

12 1406 ©o1327 11.24
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a

In the written use of dependent clauses, the Random and Low groups
catch up with the High group in grades 10 11, and 12, but this
phenomenon results from the fact that the high group has moved to a
" more sophisticated strategy of replacing cumbersome dependent
clauses with more efficient subordination (infinitive phrases and
. clauses, participle and gerund phrases, appositives, as well as
r(louné v;r? -and adjective clusters used in cumulative sentences).
197 3

On the weighted index of e1aborat1on (weights range from half a point

fqr an adjective to five points for a first-order participial phrase),
weights attributed to the»communication units of»the_high group‘_h

| exceeded those-attributeq to fhe random and Tow groups at all grade

*levels. Also, Loban's transformational ana]ysis (N = 6) demonstrated
that the subjects high in language ability used more trénsformations“
thén»did those from the randoﬁ or Tow groups.

) I't is important to note that there is a high correlation be-

"~ tween average number of words per communication unit and the weighfed'
index of elaboration. In the words of 0'Donnell, "In almost every in-
stancé, the simpler measure shows exactly fhe.same developmenté] pat-
tern and the same differentiation among abi]fty groups as the complex
measure" (1977' 51) Loban himself states: ’

Almost w1thout exception, a high average number of words per un1t

is accompanied by a high teacher's rating on language skill, by a

more effective use of phrases and clauses, and by the increased use

- of other forms of elaboration contr1buting to clear and meaningful
commnciation.

For this reason the average number of words per communication unit
has proved to be one of the most crucial measures of fluency deve-
1oped during the course of the investigation. (1976: 25-26)
The conclusion that mean T-unit (or communication unit) length is an
important measure'of_syntactic complexity that can differentiate

- between groups of varying chronological and mental maturity seems

1nescapab1e.'
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A final developmental study of interest here, and one that uses

a transformational analysis of éyntax to a far greater degree than any

. §
of those previously reviewed, is Syntax of Kindergarten and Elementary
" School Children: A Transformational Analysis by O'Donnell, Griffin,

and Norris (1967). This study exnmines the speech of students from
kindergarten and grades‘l, 2, 3, 5, and 7 and the writing of students
from grades 3, 5, and 7. Eachflével is represented by thifty subjects;
rough1y'the same number of boys and girls cdnstituted each gronp. Th%;
language samples which were analyzed were produced as responses to
animated films shown with the sound turned off. The éna]ysis itself
consisted, in the main, of a determination of mean T- unit 1ength and of
mean number of sentence comb1n1ng transformations per T- unit. |

| " The results of the analysis again support Hunt. The mean
number of words per T;uniﬁ in the writing of the subjecté from grade
three was 7.67, grade five, 9.34 and grade seven, 9.99. Subjects from
grqde three used an average of'.92 sentente-tombining tranSfonmations‘
“per T-unit, while those from grade five used 1.41, and those from grade
'-;even used 1.61. Of the three kinds of sentence-combining transforma-
“tions studied, those reqnfriné deletions, those requiring substifu-
tions, or those. requiring expansions (19672 16), those requiring dele-
tions were seen by the‘researchéré to be late acquisitions. They

state:

Theoretically, it seems\reasond%1e to suppose that noun modifica-

tion by the participle or participle phrase, the gerund phrase, the

adverbial infinitive, the sentence adverbial, the coordinated
predicate and the transformation -produced nom1na1 functioning as
object of a preposition would be mastered relatively late.
Transformational grammar derives them all by application of
deletion rules, and some of them indirectly from their sources by

&

R
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way of strings that could more directly yield subordinate clauses.’
Thus, The man wearing a coat . . . may be ™qre difficult \an -The

man who was wearing a coat . . ., and A bird\n the % . more
- diTficuTt than A Bira that was'in the Tree . ~No_

The use of elements which increase the 1ength of c]auses is, ‘perhaps,

masterad at a later phase of 1anguage development than the use of
dependent c]auses. |

Al of the developmental studies seem to point to the same con-
clusion, As children mature both chronologically and mentally, they
'become more and more able to construct syntactic units of increasing
-complexfty, first by ‘mastering the use of dependent clauses and then by
becdming more and more adept.at using elements of syntai that‘increase

the length of clauses.

4 - EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES

If the first sect1on within the body of 11terature concerned with
syntact1c comp]ex1ty develops 1nstruments with wh1ch syntact1c complexwty
can_be measured and attempts to discover norms of syntactic development for
various grade and abilify lTevels, the second eettion examines instruction
in syntax and the effect of this instruction upon students' ability to
produce syntactically complex structures. Following are brief reviews of"
six selected experiments into what has come to be known as sentence
combining that’are of particular interest to the present study. 'Thesevare-
fhe experiments’condueted'by Bateman and Zidonis (1966), Mellon (1967),
O'Hane (1973); Combs (1976), Morenberg et a1 (1978), and Stewart (1978).

(A synopsis of five of these six studies is provided’in Table 4.)
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- In 1966, Bateman and Zidonis published the report of a two-year

‘study designed "to measure the effect that the teachfng of a generative

——

‘ wgrammar'has upbn the writing of ninth and.tenth graders" (1966: 3). More

specifically the researchers wished to answer the following questions:
1. ,Can high school pupils learn to apply the transformational
rules of a generative grammar in their writing? ,

. Can their repertoire of grammatical structures be increased by

a study of generative grammar?

To what extent will the proportion of well-formed sentences

increase in pupil writing over the two year period?

. What kinds of transformational errors will occur in pupil

~writing, and to what extent will such errors increase or

diminish over the two-year period? (1966: 3)

0w N

The researchers chose the ninth grade class at the Univefsity School of
Ohio State University as a group of'subsects for the twb-year Sfudy.
The fifty pupiIS making up the ninth grade class were assigned randomly .
to twb sections,vonebexperimehta1 Qfoup and one con£ro1-gfoup with
twenty-f{Ve'in each section.  A loss of nine Students Bvér the dUrétion
of the experiment meant that the control group‘ended'thé experiment wifh
twenty sgbjects/wthe the experimental group ended with twenty-one. Two
teaché;s~from‘the Language Arts Area of the University School were
] assigned at random to teacﬁothe two classes. | 4
Both classes studied "what woﬁ]d be conéjdered,the regu]ar
curriculum at’ the school w;th this exception: . the experimental class
. 'studied materials specially adapted by the’ﬁnvestigators from the are;
.of generative grammér" (1966: 7). This experimental treatment consisted
of a set of forty-six trgnsformationa1 rules which were learned “rather
tharOUQth" by the experimental §1ass during the secqnd year. e
The structural component'of;the grammar was studied by the expefimenta] %fﬁ; %}

group during the first year. The student writings to be analyzed were

“«
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collected at approxinate'two week interva]s during the first three
months of thé first year and the last three months of the second year,
This means that "each pupii broduced on average twelve pieces of‘wfitfng
to be analyzed, six initially and six finally" (1966: 8).

The researchers developed their own.analytical instrument “that

would objectively assess theAgrammatfca1 quality of the sentences in the
sample" (1966: 8). This instrument consisted of three parts: |

1. 'the Structural Cdmp]exity Score (which identified the number of

transfoFmations which'had been applied to the sentence)

2, the Proportion of Well Formed Sentences (a rat1o of sentences "both
_1ntu1t1ve1y acceptable to the analysts and derivable from the ru1es
of the grammar" (1966: 13) to total sentences) . |

3. the Error Change gcore,(which identified the occurkences of error§ ‘
of five sepatdte types, all dealing with the misuse of

) transformational rules). |

An analysis_of the §amp1e-3f student writing demonstrated that tne

experimental group'ianeased its average Structural Complexity Score by

.~ a greater amount thén-did?tne control group (an increase of 9.315 for

"y

the experimental group and an increase of 3. 793 for the control group)

‘_ but that the difference between the two increases was non-s1gn1ficant
~and could be attr:hﬂted mainly to four students within the experimental
'group The analys1s also showed that the proportion of well- formed

sentences increased by avmuch larger amount in the writ1ng of the
1experimenta1 group thandin the‘writfng of the control group. The

7experfmentélygroup fncreasediité proportion of we11-formed sentences by

31.8 percenttwhile the control group increased its proportion 3.5 | Y

I
|
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percent (p <.01). Also, the experimental class reduced the occurence
“of error in its sentences more than did the control grOOp (p < .01).
Bateman and Zidonis were able to state' ’

The clear relationship between increase in proportion of well-
formed sentences and decrease in error production substantially
supports the claim that the greater change of the experimental
class is attributable to its study of the grammar. (1966: 35)
!
Research into the teach1ng of traditional grammar in the

schools and its transferaLi]ity to the process of student writing has

. tended to conclude that the study of grammar does not ‘increase the stu-

Ca
£

v

“experiment, the report of which\éh_.

" dent's competence as a wrfter (Braddock et al, 1963). Bateman and

Zidonis‘s study suggests that a‘different kind of grammar, one that
attempts to examine the psycho]og1ca1 process of sentence production,
can increase the studenth ability to wr1te well- formed sentences anﬁ
sentences which contain ;ewer errors. Also, concern1ng the poss1b111ty
of increasing syntact1c domplex1ty through 1nstruct1on the study

is suggestive, since foun of the experimental subJects did manage to
greatly 1ncrease the synt?ctic comp]ex1ty of the sentences in their
writing -- one by a whOppyhg'structura1 comp1ex1ty:1ncreasevof 64.741
points. o N \ |

A1though Bateman and Z1don1s were unable to demonstrate with

any . certa1nty, that instruct10n could appreciab]y increase the syn-

tact1c comp]ex1ty of students‘ wr1ttng, Me1lon managed to design an

ub]ished in 1967, wh1ch did show a
def1n1te 1ncrease 1n@syntactic compTex1ty which .could be attr1buted to

1nstrucl1on. Mellon's study of seventh graders consisted of 247

-~

zyﬁtudents who were assigned to three groups -~ an exper1menta1

ms«] . | e

..
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group consisting ot 100 students, a control group of 100 studentsvand a
placebo group of 47 students. fhe experimental group “studied a
transformational grammar written for the occasion by the experimenter"
(1967: 58), which included sentence-combining problems. The control
group studied traditional grammar, anu the placebo treatment““consisted
~of no forma]ized'grammar stuuy of any kind" (1967: 56). |

©gp
Coant b

The writing sample, consisting ef"wri‘
&.ﬁ

‘"devised by the experimenter in consu]tat1o‘

.4ene on nine topics

/HtH the teachers"
(1967: 61) and represented by para]le] forms was collected dur1ng the
'f1rst and last four week periods of the school year Nine compos1t1ons

were produced by each: student during each testing period. The analysis

was conducted on "90 T-units of prose composition secured from each

'contr01“group only managed to. 1ncrease its mean T-unit 1ength from 9.94
to 10.20 words, a.non- sign1f1cant increase. (See Table-4 )

- Mellon' s study also included an examination of the qua11ty ‘of
the writing which it produced Six junior high school teachers evalu- -
ated a sub samp]e (8%) of the tota] writing produced” (1967: 102),
basing thelr judgments equa]]y upon five factors -- ideas, organiza-
tion, style sentence structure and vocabu]ary Mellon found that

The writing of the experimenta1 group was inferior to that of the
subjects who had studied conventional grammar, but indistinguish-

able from that of subjects who had studied no grammar but had
received extra instruction in composition. (1967: 104)
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He Tabelled this development "curious results indeed" (1967: 104).
Mellon's experiment demonstrated that the norma1 development of
‘_syntactic comp1exity in writing could be'enhanced by fnstruction, but
that the quality of such enhanced writing was'inferﬁor to that of ‘
"normal” writing. 1In 1913 the National Council of Teachers of English

pub]ished Sentence‘Comb1ning. Improving Student writwng without Forma1

" Grammar Instruction, the report of a study conducted at the Flor1da

State Universdty High School by 0'Hare. 0'Hare'dup1icated aspectsfof' |

Mellon's study, but significantly a]tered the treatment recelved by h1s
_experimental group of seventh graders. Argu1ng that Mellon's design .
had created "an insoluble problem“‘{§323: 12), since it cannot be
determined whether the study of transformational grammar, the sentence-
combining practice, or some interaction of the two resulted in the
syntactic gains made by'the experimental group,?O’Hare devised a
treatment for his own exper1menta1 éroup of forty¥one subjects which
COHSISted so]e]y of sentence comb1n1ng practice. No formal gramma@%d
study formed part of 0' Hare s treatment. 0'Hare's control group of

forty-two subjects "did not study any kind of grammar" {1973: 39), but

',did.study a language unit which "consisted of teacher-made study sheets

| and exercises on vocabu1ary study,‘dictionary Ski]]s, punctuation,
capitalization, and usage" (1973: 41). o

5 The*writing sample was produced by the subjects of the study
"during the first two weeks in October and the 1ast two weeks 1n May"
(1973: 47). Five conpos1t10ns on five d1fferent topics.were written

by each student,.in class.and under superVision of a teacher, during

each'of;the,two testing periods. Paraltel forms of the_topfcs,

~-
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were uséd. O'Hare analyzed the first ten T-units from each student's
cbnpositions so that the sample consisted of "fifty T-units per student
per test" (1973: 47). |
The following means were generated:
1. Words per T-unit
2. Clauses per T-unit
3. Words per Clause
4, Noun Clauses per 100 T-units
5. "Adverb Clauses per 100 -T-units
6.” Adjective Clauses per 100 T-units
(1973: 36- 37)
Ogﬂare'diSCOvéred that s1gn1f1cant gains 'were made by his experimental
subjects in all six areas. In fact, when compared with those of the "
control grdup,_the gains made by 0'Hare's experimentaT group were
highly significant. He reports: | ‘ »
Not only were the eXpérimental group's mean post-treatment scores
significantly greater than those of the control group, they were
also distinctly greater than the norms reported by Hunt for e1ghth
graders and at least similar to, and on four occasions super1or to,
Hunt's norms for twelfth graders. (1973: 57)
After fur@her analysis, 0'Hare was able to state that the"effeét of the
treatment "could not be related to the influence of a particular
teacher or to whether a student was male or female" (1973: 66) and that
both students of high and low IQ‘showed "significant increases in
syntactic maturity" (1973: 66), although students with high IQ showed
greater éains. '
O'Hare's study, as did Mellon's, included an examination of
writing quality, but unlike Mellon's results, the results of the
quality eva]uation in 0'Hare's study proved to be h1gh1y significant

and conc1us1ye, 0' Hare pa1red thirty of the exper1menta1 group ‘s

»compdsitions with thirty from the\contro] group (pa1red by sex and 1Q)
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vand had eight experienced English teachers chooSe the better compo-
sition from each péif according to their impression of its "overall
quality". Criteria which were to bé!bonsi&ered equally by the teachers
when making their decisions‘were ideas, organization, style, vocabu-
}1ary, and éehtence strﬁcture -- the same factors used,by the,evaiuators'
involved in Mellon's study. The results oflfhe quality eva]uation;'
' demonstrated that

The experimental group wrote cohpositions that were judged to be
.significantly better, at the .001 level, in overall quality than

© +those written by the control group. (1973: 66) o

| Another study, similar to those conducted by Mellon and .
0'Hare, has been carried out by Combs (1976). The experimental design
used by Combs was an'eXpansion of those used by Mellon and 0'Hare,
howevef, since it .included a delayed posttest as we1i as fhe more usual
pre- and posttest observations. Also, sincé Combs tou1d not réndomiy
assign his seventh grade subjects to experimental and coﬁtrol groups,
his seven teacher-raters twice eva]uaféd the matéhed pairs (balanced
for sex aﬁd abilit;) which were used "to assess the'effectvqf sentence-
comhining practice on judgments of writing quality" (1976:v141) - 6nce
at prefest and once at posttest. Comb's findings ;uppported Epose ofA
- 0'Hare. His experihental'group‘signifiéantly increased its mean length
of T-units and clauses, (See'Tab1e 4.) Moreover, the.seVOn teacher-
raters did not see any difference between the writing quality of the
experimental group ;hd control group prior’to tréatment, but did judge
"the compoéitions of'the'experimeqta1 group significantly better as a
result of tHe sentence-combining treatment” (Cbmbs, 1976: 145). It is

ihteresting_tb note that the delayed posttest (delayed eight weeks
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after treatment) resulted in a reduction of T-unit and clause length in
 the writing of the experimental group, . but that this reduction "did not
appear to affect ratérs' Judgments of qda]ity‘of writing significantly"
(Combs, 1977: 321).

. Yet another study of the effects of sentence-combining practice
has been conducted by Morenberg;rDaiker; and Kerek of Miami Uanersity
(1978).‘ These researchers used a pretest-posttest desigh to evaluate

~the wffect of ;entence-combining pragticevon cdllege-freshmen, and
found that the‘experiméntalﬂgroun of‘their study méde significant gains’
in both mean T;uﬁit_and mean clause 1engtﬁ.-'More iébortaht]y,
Morenberg et al e*panded the examihation of writing quality within
their study far beyond‘the forced choice between matched pairs that was
used by O'Hare and Combs.. Three different methods were used to assess
the quality of student compositioné by the fwenty—eight;teacher-rater§
involved in this study -- a forced choice methoq; ] h91istic method,
and an aha]ytic mefhod.. Rating criterié whi;blhéré considered Qy thé
teacher-raters when applying all of the three methods werq.iaeas,
supporting detai]s, organization and~coherencet;yoice, senfence'struc- ‘
turé, and diction and usage. The re§u1t$ bf all three methods of
.eva1uétion dehohstrated that the éxperimenta1 group pfoduced'writing
which was signifigant1y superior to that produced by the confrol}gfoup;
The results of fhé analytic method of rating were, perhaps, the most
enlightening. 'Evaluators,ratéd the writing of the experimental grdup
to be superior'on five of the six criteria -- all éxceptyorganization
and coherence. The most highly significant difference between expeer X

mental and control groups occurred in an analysis of the criterion
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labelled "voice" -- enumerated as the "extent to which the essay speaks
with-indivjdua]ity‘and distinctiveness of tone" (Morenberg et al,

1978: 249). | - "

A1l of the studies reviewed above have been conducted in the

United States. In 1978, Stewart published an article, "Freshman
Sentence Combining: A Canadian Project" which reported on a study
designed "to test whether the use of . . ..sentence—cohbining praqtfce
 mater1a1,. ... would increase the normal syntactic development and
influence the Qriting.quality of first—year univeksity Education
students" (1978: 258). Students were randomly assigned to experimental
. and control groups. The experimental treatment consisted of‘material

from Strong's Sentence Combining: A Composing Book (1973) and material

adapted from Christensen which dealt with "the expansion of sentences

by the addition and insertion of different types of 'free'/ﬁodjfiers"
(1978: 260). 1In addition, the experimente1 subjects practiced the use

of~subordinate-c1§u$es, but "as fer és theory and terminology were
~concerned, a11,the~1essohs were practically 'grammar-free'"

(1978: 260). The control group studied a-traditional composition Onft .
" which “"concentrated on exb%sitdry writihg -- selecting topics; |
| gathering’daté; writing thesis-statements}IOUtlining, draftihg,
discussing, end revising short reports" (19?8'»260—261) A

. The writlng sample, consisting of both free and contro]]ed
wr1t1ng, was collected at pre- and posttest perlods and was ana]yzed to
determine mean length of T-units and clauses. The increases made by

the experimental group on both means for both types of writing were

' significant at the .001 level when'compared to the 1nereases made by

TR .
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the control group. (See Table 4}) These results are especially
‘impressive since the treatment time was only six weeks.

The study included an examination of the quality of free writ-

ing produced by experimental and control groups. Stewart states:
The assessment of writing qua11ty was done holistically by a team
. consisting of two heads of English departments who had previously
acted as readers in a 1977 province-wide New Brunswick high school
writing assessment program and supervised by the English Education

professor who had served as chief reader and coordinator of the
same program. (1978: 261)

.
The results of the quality examination, however, did not demonstrate
that any s1gn1ficant d1fferences existed in the'qua1ity of writing |
_produced by the two groups.

The experimental studies demonstrate that the syntactic com-
p1ex1ty of student writing can be s1gn1f1cant1y increased beyond its
‘normal development by 1nstruct1on and practice, espec1a11y instruction
and practice in sentence combining. They also suggest that instruction
and practice in sentence combining may result in writing whieh is
judged, by experienced teachers, to be superior to writing which is
produced after more traditional instruction and practice. What the-
experimental studies in no way demonstrate, nowever, is that it is the
'difference tn syntactie oompfextty that influences evaluators' judg-

ments. A relationship between syntactic complexity and writing qual-

ity, as perceived by teachers, may or may not exist.

SYNTACTIC COMPLEXITY AND WRITING QUALITY |
Developmental researchefs examining syntactic complexity and

its relationship to chronological and mental matufity never really
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suggest that a positive reletionship between syntactic complexity and
writing quality exists. Hunt, for instance, is careful to dissociate
eyntactic maturity from writing quality when he states, "It has nothing
to. do withvwhether older students write 'better' in any general |
stylistic sense" (1965: 5); NonetheTess, fhe.findings of both Hunt/énd
'Loban, which gglrelate syntactic'complexity with intelligence and
language abi]ity,'suggest, by implication, that such a relationship may
exist.

Experimental researchers carry this imp]icatioq several steps

further. In Sentence Combining: Improving Student writing without

Formal Grammar Instruction (1973), for instance, 0'Hare poses two
interesting questions:

1. At approx1mate1y/what point would an experienced grader
recogn1ze that there were syntact1c differences 1n ‘the
students' writing?,

2. Would these syntactic differences influence the grader's

- evaluation of the students'. writing? = (1973: 15)
Unfortunately, O'Hare has left both of these questions unanswered.
A]though his experimental group did write compositions which were more
syntact1ca11y complex than those of his control group, and a]though the
compos1t1ons produced by his experimental group were judged to be
'super1or to those produced by his control group, there is no way of
knowing if it was the difference in syntactic complexity that in-
fluenced the evaluators involved in 0'Hare's study. Perhaps these
evaluators were influenced by the difference in syntactic complexity,
'but perhaps they were influenced by factors other than, or as well as,

the complexity of syntax, as the study conducted by Morenberg, Daiker,

“and Kerek (1978) would suggeSf. (See pages 50-51.)
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Foftunate]y, a number of studies which, in fact, examine the
relationship between syntactic complexity and writiﬁg quality do exist.
Conflicting findings concerning this relationship have been reported bx
two researchers working in the mid 1960's. 1In 1967, Potter condﬁcted;a
preliminary examination oflthe re]ationship'between‘syntactic' |
complexity and writinquuality and determined that measurable
differehfes could be found between the syntax of "good" and "poor"
writing. After cor;ecfing a’sample of tenth grade ;riting for "gross
mechanical errors”, and héving the cémpd%itions typed, Potter had four
faters separate the sample into three’cdtegoffes"L-ygood, avergge; and
poor. He found that the mean T-unit length of the "good" compositions
was 16.0 words while the mean T-unit 1engtﬁ of the "poor" compositions
‘was 14.2 words. v

In 1968, Martin conducted é study which examiped samples: of
"good" and "poor" writing, also from the tenth gradé. ‘Martin deter-
mined that the mean length of T-units in his "poor" sample was non-
significantly greater than the mean length of T-units in his "good"
‘sample. Martin's "pook“ éampJe averaged 12.7 words per T-unit while
“his "good" sample averaged 12.3 words per T-unit. It i§ interesting to
note thaf although,Martin's»sémple was typed prior to evaluatidn by
three ratefs, no corrections were made.

More récent]y,.Harris (1977), Nold and'Fréedman (1977), Gebhard
(1978), Stewart and GroBe (1979), and Crowhurst (1980) have also
examined the relationship between syntactic complexity and writing

quality. 1In general, these studies point to the conclusion that this

relat¥onship may be tenuous at best.
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In a study which examined the written comments that teachers

place on student papers during evaluation, Harris (1977) noted that

5

.comments regarding sentence structure were relatively infrequent, far
outweighed by those concerned with mechanics and usage. (See pages
14-15.) Harris concluded that criteria other than sentence structure
"contributed more to the basis for the teachers' judgement" ?%977: 184)

Another study which demonstnates that syntactic complexity is
not a major concern of teachens’when evaluating student writing has been

conducted by Nd]d and Freedman of Stanford University. (See pages 18-19.)
This study demonstrates that mean length of T-units or clauses i§ “not
useful 1in predicting perceptions of quality on ﬁhe college level"

(1977: 174). Nold and Freedman found that the length of the composition
and the percentage of words present in final free modifiers are the two

;ériabies‘most ustu] in predicting qua]ity.‘ The fact that final free

- modification is an impbrtant predictor of quality lends support to the

conjectures of Christensen (1967, 1968) who stated that the number of

words found in free modifiers "seems to be the mark of thé'ski11fu1

writer" (1968: 577).*

- “ . "

*A further support of Christensen's conjectures comes from an experi-
mental study conducted by Faigley (1979). Faigley used exercises frem

Christensen's A New Rhetoric as treatment for his experimental group.

He found that the writing produced by his experimental group was
~determined by writing teachers to be superior to that produced by his

control group. Also, the percentage of T-units with final free _
modification (cumulative sentences) accounted for 16% of the variance i
quality scores.




Gebhard-1s anothdr researcher who has discovered that mean
T-unit length is dot useful in distinguishing writing quffity. She
conducted an ana1x51§ of three prose samples -- those drawn from two
quality-rated freshman groups (“poar" and "good") and one drawn from
"quality magazine articles". Although'the quality ratings obtained by
Gebhard, conducted by "two experienéed college composition teachers"
(1978: 212) and "two‘doctoral\candidates im English education“
(1978: 212), were, like those of Mellon, 0'Hare, and Combs, somewhat
ar?ificial since the bompositfons th?y_weﬁe based on were typed and
corrected for spelling and for mechahicd] errors,“ﬁer results are
interesting. The freshman papers judged "good" were 60% longer than
those judged."poor“, and contained sibni%icant]y longer clauses (p < .05)'
‘and non- sign1ficant1y 1onger T-units. Gebhard concluded:
mean T-unit length, an estab11shed index of writing maturity, d1d
not significartly distinguish the two quality-rated freshman groups.
It would appear that length of c1ause, reflecting skill in consoli-

dating elements within larger structures, is a better indicator of
2 .quality than length of T-unit. (1978 215) . ‘ S

. ;.;f&ti,i A I
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~5,fGébhard Qgso discovered that the d1fference betyween. the two ;reshman

o

’ "gYoups, Wn me&Q.number of words per sentence- comb1ning transformat1on

waﬁas1gn1f1cant Ip <-.001) with freshmen judged to be good'writers using

\s;
kS ransformation every 4.30 words and those judged poor using one every

;i4§79 words. “One aspect of syntax that Gebhard found to differentiate
zbetwgen fhé two freshman groups and the professional writers Qas-"the
proportion of sentences cdntaining 1oose‘mod1fication“ (1978: 227).
This difference was found to be significant at the 601 level with
profess1onals writing 44.1% of their sentences with no loose mod1fica-

‘tion, "poor" freshmen writing 57% and “good" freshmen writing 60 3% of

S - | : ,- | L



their sentences without Toose modification. . ‘

’ vStewart and Grobe (1979) conducted a study whicﬁ analyzed
»qua]ity-ratéd papers produééd by students in grades 5, 8, and 11. (See
~ pages 15-16.) Three "syntaq&jc'matufity vahiab]es"’were chosen” for

analysis -- words per T-unit, words per c]ause, and clauses per T-unit.

< Stewart and Grobe were able to conc]ude that .

In grade f1ve the syntact1c maturity variables exp1a1n about 10% -
of quality variance; in grades eight and eleven their contribution.
towards an explanation of variance is minimal or non-existent.
(1979: 214) .

In 1980, Crowhurst published the report of a study whose
purpose was "to,exam%ne the relationship between Syntactic‘comp1exity
and theQQUality rafings assigned to compbsitions in two different
modes of discourse (nafration‘éhd mréument)‘at three grade levels (6,
10, anQ]lZ)" (1980: 224); 'Qrowﬁurst separated compoéitions fromﬁg?ch
grade 1e§e]_into those of high syntactic comp]exit&.(.S words pe%’)
T-unit above\tﬁe mean ) aﬁd those of low syhtactjc comp]exity’(.s words
per T-unit béléwvthe mean), and phen pairedvcompositions written in the
same mode by the same student and of simi]ér length. The difference. in
'syhtactic cbmplexity between the two cbmpositionS‘in any pair was held
to a minfmum of twb wofds per T-unit. After typing the compositions
"with cofrection of'spé111ng error§.and grosg punctuation errors such
as omission of periods" (1980: 526), Crowhurst gave them to
“exbefiEﬂced teachers, four from each gfade 1eVei" (1980: 226) to.rate
‘holisticélly. The studv found that

in narrat1on, high sy ‘tactic complexity was not associated wath““““*§\
~higher quality-ratings at any of the three grade levels. In ;
argument high syntactic complexity was associated with higher N

uality-ratings at Grades 10 and 12 but not at Grade 6.
?1980 230)
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The results of the studieS examining the relationship between

relationship. The ab111ty to produce quality writing, it would' eem

must consist of‘something more than the ability to produce syntacti-
4cai1y complex structures. Other aepects of writing must also bem
ihportent to qua11ty. A]though‘the abf]ity to manipulate syntax "may
produce sk111ed profess1ona1 writing, that same ability may produce
bureaucrat1c excesses, Jargon and gobb1edygook“ (Maimon and Nod1ne,

1978: 243).

QUALITY AT THE | LEVEL OF RHETORIC

Braddock et al make the statement ‘that “aTmost noth1ng has. been
proved in a sc1ent1f1c sense about the rhetor1ca1 aspects of written
composition" (1963: 38). By r?etor1ca1 aspects”, Braddock et al mean:

those aspects of writing whﬁch . . are larger than the unit of
the sentence -- in expositgry writing, for instance, the main idea
and its analysis; the support of subordinate ideas w1th details,
" examples, statistics, and reasons, and -the organization of the
~previous into an orderly 7nd meaningful whole (1963: 38).
: ' SR , ' :
Thus, two aspects of writing fhichtcanlbe considered to exist at the
/ ‘ _
level of rhetoric are the twin factors traditionally known by English
teacheré as unity and coherence. ’

If unity and coherence are twin factors of writing, they are
certainly Siamese twins -- difficult to separate. However,’differehces
in the two factors can be_suggested, For a tomposition to disp]ay
unity it must "be all of one piece” (Martin, 1968; 61); its parts, must

be 1nterreiated in such a way that the comoosition itse!f;éagfbe
: B . . >>T iR



considered a'unit For a comp051tion to dispTay coherence, the .
separate ideas which constitute it st connect must be seen toﬁilow,
one into the other, in’ such a way that the reader is not 1eft wondering
about-their relation. Unity, then, can be considered "oneness" -- ai]
of the ideas making up the’composition being‘concerned with a
particular topic. Coherence can be considered "connection" -- each
" idea within a composition being connected to the idea previdus to it o
and the one;foi]oﬁing from it so that the ideas,constitute a train of
thought. | | |
Althoughjthis separation of unity and coherence may be'somewhat
-arbitrary, it does a110w for interesting speculation. For example, |
.would it be p0551b1e to quantify unity and coherence as they are mani- -
..fested in a given composition? Martin (1968) examined two variables
that he considered indicative of unity in’mriting -- "interlocking of .
T-units [and] sentences 1mp1ement1ng motif" (1968 62) The second
variable, and the one most ciosely a111ed to the concept of unity

prOposed by the present study, was reJected for use because it tended

to be 0perationa11y unfea51b1e Martin. states

The procedure here was to make a subJective Judgment, supported as.
far as possible by evidence from the theme, as to what the author
was essentially trying to do in his paper what his main p01nt was,
etc. " In some cases, a clear 'thematic' approach could easily be

' jdentified. 1In these cases,. each sentence was weighed against the
theme or treatment or motif to see whether it demonstrably contri-
buted to, or was congruent with, the motif. The variable was.
abandoned when, in the total samp]e too many doubtful decisions had
to be made. (1968 110)*

f
[

I

j .
*This same difficupty has been experienced by the present investi-
‘gator in his pre]iminary ana1y51s of the present sample. See
Appendix B.
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Nonetheless, the abiifty of alhriter td remain'on tobic should fe]ate to
his ability to produce quality writing. Shaughnessy (1977) states that

The ability to hold larger and larger units of discourse together

(from paragraph to essay to term paper to research paper) is in.

fact an important measure of a student's intellectual growth, and

writing can be viewed in part as a technology for holding vast and

complex units of thought together. (1977: 233) »
Perhaps the length of units of discourse, paragraphs and’espeeially
edmpositions themse]ves wou1d be some sort of crude 1ndicater of the
ability of a writer to produce discourse that is unif1ed Nold and
Freedman (1977) in fact used such a variable -in their study (See
pages 18??9.) Arguing that the length of a composition 1s "an approxi-
mate indicator of the number and deVe]opment of the 1deas'exprESsed
therein® (1977: 169), they’created'e "dudmy variab1e SHORTv and
assigned the number 1 to an essay if it was one standard dev1at1on below
the mean and 0 if it was not" (1977: 169). A stepwise regression of
.'seventeen var1ab1es yh1ch yere considered possible predicfgre of Qriting
quality revealed thatnthis "dummy'Variable" was - the first seiected and
that if'exp1ained.20% of the variance in quality sCores.: The -
relationship between the unity of a composition and its leﬁgth is,
however, at least speculative. Long essays will probably contain more
ideas than short ones, and more e1aboratidn of ideas, but ideas will
not ne;eesdrin be mofe re1ated in longer essays.

A]though unity may be difficult to quant1fy, coherende can be

EY

enumerated fairly obJect1ve1y Martin S "1nterlocking q@

R
o .m

T uﬁits" is

essent1a11y a var1ab1e which quantifies coherence since an "inter-
1ocking device is 1nterpreted as "any device in the clause which

‘clearly impliee that the passage'consists of more than this pentj§u1ar
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clause" (1968: 100). Martin gives the example of the clause which.

contains a prohoun whose antecedent is 1n'another clause as being one

such case. "
At any rate, coherence should re]ate positively to'writing_
quality. As Shaughnessy states
the mature writer is recognized not so much by the quality of his
individual sentences as by his ability to relate sentences in such'
a way as to create a flow of sentences, a pattern of thought, that
is produced, one suspects, according to the principles of yet
another kind of grammar -- a grammar, let us say, of passages. -
(1977: 226) : R o ’

Such a "grammar of passages" would include cohesive devices such as
. A“‘.(_\

those examined by Martin. &333
Seyera] researchers hidve, in facg, enumerated the use of

certain'types of cohesive dleces.f Loban (1963), for instance, when

examining students’ spoken 1enguage, found -that "the use>0f subordi-

B Hatinchonnectors increases with'chronological’abe, mental ability ‘

[and] Vanguage ability" (1963: 86) but that Jthe ﬂigh gfoup Chigh in

' Wanguage ability] seems to.be no more coherent in‘Spoken styie fhan a
:raﬁdom greup; whereas the Tow group fs less coherent thap”the random

- group” (1963: 87). Loban  (1976) also states:

- .Clauses requiring figoious’attention to reletionships w111‘apbear

less frequently in all language and will be employed more often by

- - those who are skilled in expression. (1976: 57) = '

Christensen (1967), in examining the use.of "coordinating‘cohjunéfions
as iinks between sentenceeﬁv(1967: 50-51), feund that, in.the pfdfes-
sional writing he anelyieai 8.75% of the.senfences in eXpOSitony |

wri%ihg‘and'4‘55% of the sentences in harrativefwriting were 1inked

with coordinating conjunctions. He concludec that
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the accurate use of these senténce-]inking conjunctions may be
taken as a fairly good mark of a mature style. (1967: 51)

Gebhard (1978) alSo'found‘that the use of an‘1n1t1a1 coordinating con-
Junctfon, "a dayice fer nea1izing instant transition" (1978: 225), was
an established practice 1n tne professional writing'analyzed in her
study Professiona1 writers used this type of sentence opener to begin

6.4% of the sentences ana]yzed Even more interestingly the use of

Vinitial coordinating conJunctions differentiated between the two

qua11ty rated freshman writing samples ana]yzed by Gebhard w1th 1. 4%

’ of the sentences from the " poor" samp]e us1ng this sentence opener and

N

5.7% of those from the good" sample using it -~ a difference
s1gnif1cant at the .001 level. |

It wouf@ seem that the use of cohe51ve dev1ces may be a var1ab1e,
that will re]ate w1th writing quality at the 1eve1 of rhetor1c
Theoret1callx writing in which the ideas being proposed .are seen to be

related shauld be perce1ved as be1ng of higher qua11ty than writing in

which the {deas are seen to be without relationship. Practically, ‘the

use of cohesive devices should be reiative]y easy to quantify and such

quantification should be fairly objective.
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CHAPTER 111
DESIGN :AND PROCEDURES
OVERVIEWXAND HYPOTHESES

YERVIER By

:{&f overall flan of the present study was to investigate the
relationship between teachers' perceptions.of writing quality and
certain variables thought by the resear;hef to.be indicative of quality
19 writing. fhe guiding concept of. the present study has been the
idea that written composition can be seen to contain compositional
fle#e]s" since composition itself is essentially a ﬁrotess of amalga-
mating small unit§ to fprm larger and ever larger units which evéh- |
tually become a who]e.A The compositional levels conceptualized were

1. the Pre-verbal Level, whoég unit would be the phonehe
2. the Level of.Diction, whose unit would be the word
3. the Level of Syntax, whose.unit would be the T-unit or
. sentence S
4, ‘the Level of Rhetoric, whose unit would be the compos1t1on'
jtself (the eventual whole). . " Y
The varipbles considered likely to correlate with teachers' perceptio%s -
of'writfhg quality were | | “
ﬂg. at the Pre-verbal Level, the freedom from spelling errors
(Stewart and Grobe, 1979) : .
2. at the Level of Diction, thd complexity of diction as measured

by the correct use of polysyllabic words ;ﬁ%&ﬂ'n

o E
A >

N
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.

3. at the Level of Syntax, sjntactic complexity'(Hunt, 1965; 0'Hare,
_1973§ Combs, 1976) and the freedom from traditional sentence
'errors -- sentence fragments, fused séhtences, and comma splices

4; at the Level of Rhetoric, the coherence}of {deas within fhe compo-
sition (Shaughnessy,‘1977).

. Hypotheses to be tested for significance at the .05 level of confidence

were ' T

1. On the Pre-verbai Level, freedom from spelling errorsvw111 rélate
'sigﬁificantly with writinquualiﬁy as percéived by tgacher-rdters.

2. On the Level of Diciion, the usé of ﬁofysyllabic words and freedom

~from error in the use of pd]ys&]labic words will relate signifi-
cantly with writing quality a§ perceived by teacher-ratérs.

3. (a) On the Level of Syntax, syntactic complexity as determinéd by
Hunt's five syntactic measures.wiil relate Significantly with
writing quality as perceived by teacher-raters.

(b) "At this 1eve1, the freedom from sentence errors will ;130
relate significantly with writing quaiity as perceived by

teacher-raters. _
4. On the Level of Rhetoric, coherence of ideas as determined by the
use of cohesive deViges will relate significantly with writing

"quality as perceived by teacher-raters.

s

THE SAMPLE
In June of 1978 a]] students enro]led in either Eng11sh 30 or

;,_

Eng11sh 33 1n Alberta were e]igible to write the Alberta English



Written Composition Achievement Test, In all, 12,965 students wrote
the test, and their compositions were scored'ho1ist1Ca11y by expe-
rienged English teachers. kSee Appendix A,) After reading a
| composition for overall quality, a scorer awarded it a rank of 1, 2, 3
or 4 (one being low and foﬁr high). When the composition had been read
and Scored by‘a variety of teachers working indepéndent]y and had
received a three mark agreement, the scoring process ended, and.the
composition was awarded the agreed-upon score. A1l marking was
conducted "b1ind".‘ If, after five readings, the composition did not
achieve three-mark agreement, it was forwarded to a head marker who
estab]iéhed a consensus score arrived at ih essense by averaging
 together the five ma}ks it'héd recefved. A random sample of 1,367
compositions was drawn from the total popu]étion'of 12,965 by Mr. JggE‘
Wood of Alberta Education Qho then made this random sample available to
_thé\present investigator. The present studykexamined twery-five |
compositions selected at random from those Eompositions which had
- received ihree—mark agreement in each grading category (1, 2, 3, and ~

4.) A total of 100 compositions were analyzed.

- PROCEDURES
A pilot study which examined variables originaliy thought by -
the bresent investigator to be attached to the conceptual levels formed
the first part of thé present procedure. Variables examined and re-
bsd1ts obtained are reported 1n‘Appendi? B. The pilot study analyzed

roughly one quarter of the comﬁositions present in theysamp]e,
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twenty ~-four 1n total -- six from each grading\categony. The one
variable examin@d during the pilot study, but r}jected for Iater study
because it proved to be operationally unfeasible, was the-repetitions
and variations of thesis (or topic sentence) p r‘sentenée. During the
anaiysis which constituted the pilot study, it \became .ncreasingly

clear that counting repetitions and variations of thesis was far too

subjective a procedure to be reliable. It is doub ful that this
researcher could have arrived at similar counts had he gone back over
the sample to enumerate repetitions and variations of t es%s several
times. Martin experfenced thérsame operational dffficu]vy with a
similar variable -- “sentences-imp1émenting motif" (1968: 62). It may
be that no reliable method of quantifying unity in writing exists.

The . pilot sfudy a]so'proved useful since it allowed any proce-
dural inconsistencies to bg”uncbvered and dealt with. The procedural
rules outlined be]ow were adopted as a result of the p110t study, SO
that analytic procedures used. on the main sample wou]d remain consis-
tent and thus reliable. |

A three-phase quantitative analysis was conducted on the main\
writing sample. The first phase enumerated certain phenomena which
existed in the sample, such as number of Spélljng errors and number of
T-units. The second pﬁase created a_se;lof ratios which were used to
measure the vari@bles lTisted above, such as spelling erﬁors per 100
words -or words per T-unif, The third phase consisted of a sfatistica]

analysis, the purpose of which was to test the hypothéses of the study.



Analysis -- First Phase:

be used in successive procedural phases of the study.

which comprised the writing samp]é was enumerated for the following

The first phase of the analysis created raw data which could

factors:

Words Analyzed
NordiseJected

Type 1-Spe111ngAErrors
Type 2 Spelling Errors
Totaf Spelling Errors
Sentence Fragment§
Comma‘Splices

Fused Sentences

Total Sentence Errofs

Words of Three Syllables.

Different Words of Four or More Syllables

Words of Four or More Syllables

Diction Errors in Words of Three Syllables
Spelling Errors in Words of Three Syllables

Total Errors in Words of Three Syllables

.. Diction Errors in Words of Four or More Syllables

Spelling Errors in Words of Four or More Syllables
Total Errors in Words gvaour or More Syllables
Sentences

T-units

Clauses

Each composition



22.
23.
24,
25.
26.

27..

28.

29. .

68

Inter-Senfence Major Word Repetition
Inter-Sentence Pronoun-vntecedent Cohesion
Inter-Sentence Transitions

Inter-Sentence Logical Cohesion

Inter-Sentence Synonym Cohesion

~Inter-Sentence Grammatical Similarity

Use of Coordinating Conjunction to Begin a Sentence

Total Cohesive Devices

A1l of the factors listed above are exp]ained in some detail in

Appendix C.

Analysis -- Second Phase

The second phase of fhe analysis consisted of calculating

various ratios'from the raw data which were created in the first phase

of the analysis. These ratios allowed for comparisons to be made

between and among compositions and grading categories. The following

ratios were calculated for each composition.

1.
2.

Spelling Errors:perVIOvaords'
Words of Three Syllables per 100 Words
N : |

'Words of Four or More Syllables per 100 Words

Different Words of Four or More Syllables per 100 Words

Errors in Use of Words .of Four or More S}]]ab1es per Total Number

~of Words of Four or More Syllables Used
‘Words per Clause

Clauses per T-unit

Words per T-unit : ‘ ’J



9. T-units per Sentence
10. Words per Sentence
11. Sentence Errors per 100 Words
12. Cohesive Devices per Sentence
A1l of the ratios listed above are explained in some detail in

Appendix D. & -

Analysis -- Third Phase

‘The third phase of the analysis consisted of various
statistical procedures the purpose of which was to aT]ow fhe study's
hypotheses to be tested. Numerical values for fourteen variables were
keypunched onto data cards. (See Appendix F for these values.) One
card was used for each composition; a tetal of 100 cards were key-

: punched and verified. The fourteen variéb]es inc]uded‘fhe twe]ve
ratios calculated as a resu]t of the seceed phase of the present
procedure. In add1t1on two other variables were included -- the
grading categony (or holistic score) of each cempbsition (a value of 1,
2, 3, or 4) used to denote qua11ty, and the total number gof words
analyzed for each compos1t1on.

Three statistical analyses were condhcted using the SPSS

o (Stetistical Package for the Social Sciences*) Eatch System of the

D1v1s1on of Educational Research Stud1es at the Un1vers1ty of Alberta's

Facu]ty of Educat1on and the Amdahl computer at the university's

*AN comput1ng procedures used during the present study are out11ned
and neatly explained in Nie et al, Stat1st1ca1 Package for the Soc1a1
. Sciences. New York, McGraw-Hill, 1975, :




W% - : 70

Denartment of cOmputing Services. The first nts a series of qme way

] ang)yseﬁ@dt variance used to test for differences among the means of

the various grading categories for,thiégeen variab]es. These analyses
compare two estimates of the wariance experienced by a particular
variable -- the first “e weighted average of the verianceslgitnii each
of the separate samples [and the second] the variance of the sample
means treated astiﬁdiaidual scores” (Blalock, 1960:.243). The second
analysis was a computetion of Pearson product-moment correlation

coefficients between pairs of fourteen varifables. And the third was a

multiple stepwise regression analysis which used” grading category (or

. quality) as the _dependent var1abf§ and the other thirteen variables as

predictors. This analysis f1rst se]ected the sing1e best predictor of
8
the dependent varidble writing qua]ity, then the second best, in

?

combination w1th the f1rst ﬂnd continued this process,unti] no new
predictive power could be added to the prediction equat1on. Results

of the stat1st1ca1 ana]yses are reported in the Y0110w1ng chapter and

. i

in Appendices G and H.

Y
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a L CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS AND. INTERPRETATIONS

| The previous chapter outlined the design of the present study
and described the ppocedures that were used to gather and anaiyze the
‘data derived from a<:
T'who had taken the 1978 Aiberta EngTish Written Composition Achievement

Test The sampie c0n51sted of four sub- sampies, each ragdomiy selected

from those compositions which had achieved three- mark agreement on four _

grading categories (1, 2 3, and 4) As a guide‘to the’ present inves-
‘tigation a series of five hypotheses werevtormuiated which were, in ‘
turn,_attached to the various compOSitionaT “levels" conceptuaiized
'VThTS chapter presents the findings of ‘the various anaiyses by dealing,
’in turn, with these hypotheses and the "TeveTs" to which they are

'Aattached

QUALITY AT THE PRE- VERBAL LEVEL
The first hypothesis proposed ‘Was

On.the Pre-verbal:Level, freedom from speTTing'errors will relate
- significantly with writing quality as perceived by teacher-raters.

- An examination of Appendix E shows that the 25 composttions selected
fromvthe Towest grading category contained a'totai of 7,812 words
anaiyzed 92 Type 1 SpeTTing Errors and}255 Type 2 SpeTTing Errors,

‘. The compositions séiected from the second grading category contained a

\,'~tota1 of 11 038 words anaiyzed 42 Type 1 SpeTling Errors and 158 Type :

e - .
o : : LT o

ample of compositions written by Grade 12 students T

g
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2 Spe]]ing Errors, The compositions selected from the third grading
categbry contained a total of 12,591wword% ana1yzed, 30 Type 1 Spelling
Errors-and 66 Type 2 Spelling Errors} Finally, the oonposittons
selected from the h1ghest grad1ng category conta1ned\a tota] of 16,020
words analyzed 15 Type 1 Spe111ng Errors and 48 Type 2 Spe111ng
Errors. Tab]e 5 presents the means for the variable Spelling Errors

per 100 words_for the various grading categories, and FigureAlﬂgives a

o,

- ‘- SR K
graphic representation of both the means and the variances of this = iy 8
. -variable. 7

“0On the’ average, thqse compos1t1ons analyzed wh1ch had received
a hoL&st1c sqore of 1 contained 4, 23 spe111ng errors. per 100 words,, )
. those which had rece1ved a score of 2, 1.66 spe111ng errors per.100
words, and thgse wh1ch had rece1ved a score of 3 0.73 spe111ng errors
per 100 words. Those compos1t1ons which had rece1ved a scor of 4 conf‘
tained the 1owest number of spe1J1ng errors per 100 words -- 0.36. e

~ 7*-.

"Rough1y speak1ng then,_th@ composﬁﬁions gradpd the 10west conta1ne&’an
average of one spe111ng error every 25 words wh11e those graded the
h1ghest conta1ned a spelling error every 300 words.

A one way ana]ys1s of variance using Spelling Errors per 100
Nords as the cr1ter1on var1ab1e and grading category as the 1ndependent

&

factor (Nie et a] 1975: 400) y1e1ded an F.rat1ovof_3L.Z31 wh1ch was e i
‘s1gn1f1cant beyond the 001 1eve1 (See Tab]e_S.) The corre]atio;’ p
coefficient between grad1ng category (or qualtty)‘and_Spe1fing Errdrsb

| per 100 Words was - 65, a relative]y high corre1ation, significant beyond

| the" OOitJeve1 (See Appendix G.) A]so, this var1ab1e was the first

»'pred1ctor ehosen by the mu1t1p1e stepw1se regression analys1s and a]one

by



TABLE 5

Comparison of Means of Selected Variables

by Grading Categories

73

Grading Citegory - .

Variable 1 2 3 4 F Ratig
Tota) Words o 313 a2 504 | 641 | 23.241k%e
Spel]fng Errors §#r 100 Hor&sy 8.2 1.66 0.73 ! 0.36 31,731+
Sentence Errors per 100 Ho}ds ' 1.49 1,23 t -0.87 0.49 7.582%*
Words' of Three Syllables per 100 Words ’ .26 | 5.82 | 675 | 7.00 | 9.098%~
Words of Four or More Syllables per 100 Words 202 | 305 | 3.0 | a0 7;834;;;
Different Words of Four or More Syllables per . ' ) <
100 Nords . ) . 1.39. 1.82 2.69 3.09 13,4479~
Errors n Use of Words of Four or More Syllables '
per Total Words of Four or More Syllables Used 0.22 0.07 0.01 0.01 . 9.962*** QN
Words per Clause ' 8.49 9.15 9.42 9.86 3.569* k
Clauses per T-unit 1.89 | 1.66 | 1.63 | 1.58 | 3.933+
VHOﬁdS per T-unit 16.09 15.10 ‘15.20 15.45 0.396NS
T-unit§ per Sentencgp. 1.48 1.28 1,20 1.18 1.42288
Nords per Seﬁtenqe & ' Coy 25.68 19,34 18.40 | 18.15. 1.130NS
‘Cohesive Devices per Sentencé. 0.71 0.82 0.92 0.93 | 5.017%s

‘ ] /

o
‘590ne Way Analysis of Yariance
*** ‘significant at or beyond the .001 level
*% significant at or beyond the .01 level
* significant at or beyond thé .05 level
. NS not significant

Iz

i

i



FIGURE 1
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accounted for eear1y 43 per cent of the variance iﬁ quality scores.
(See Appendix H.) | |

Due to the almost:overwhelming evidence that freedom from spel-
ling errors increases as.holistic,score increases, the null hypothesis
was rejected end the -formulated hypothesis that freedom from spelling
errors,gggg relate significantly to writing quality, at least as it is
‘perceived by teachers of English was accepted. This findiﬁg supports
Stewart and Grobe (1979), who discovered fhat freedom-from qusgppg;

errors was an important predictor of quality and that this variable was

~significantly correﬁ ’ wit writing quality.

¥
ﬂ N
QUALITY AT THE LEVEL OF DICTION BRI £

)

The second hypothesis proposed was, R

%{r_.

i,
On the Level of Diction, the_use of ‘polysyllabic words and the
freedom from error in the use of polysyllabic words will relate

51gn1f1cant1y with wr1t1ng quality as perceived by teacher- i
praters .

. ’Tab1e 5 presents the various means for the four varlables exam1ned at

‘ !

th1s_1eve1 -~ Words of Three Syllables per 100 Words, Words of_Four‘or
More Syllables per. 100 Words, Different Words of Four or:More Syllables

_per 100 words and Errors in the Use of Words of Four or More Sy]lab]es

e

per Total Words of Four or More Sy1 les Used. (Appendix E reports,
”“Jn detail, quantit1es wh1ch went in to caTtu]ating values for these
"var1ab1es, and Abpendix F gives actual numbers for each composition )
Q:In add1t1on, Figure 2 compares the means and variations of one of,;hé'gf—~\"

-variables -- Different Words of Four or More Syllables per lOQ Words,

¥
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Frequency of use of polysyllabic words increased as holistic

score increased. Compositions which fell into the lowest grading cate- i

gory contained a word oftthree'sy11aoles opproximately every 25. words,
a word of four or more syllables_eeery 50 words, and a ‘different word
of four or more syllables every.70 words, on the average. Compositions
wh'ich were graded 2 contained a worﬂ of three syl'la’]es approxi'mately |
every 20 words, a word of four or more syllabTes every 35 words, and a
“@!Jfferent word of four or more syllables every 55 words, Compositions
which rece1ved a score of 3 contained an average of one word of three
sy]]ab1es for every 15 words, a word of four: or more sy]]abIeékfor
‘every 25-words, ahdﬁﬁ*d1fferent word of four or more sy]lab1e§¥for ’
every 35 words. Compositions awarded a holistic score of 4 contained,
on the average- a word of three sy11ab1es every'ls words; afword-of
four or more syllables every 20 wopds, and a different word of four or
more sy]]ab]es every 30wwords.

A1so, frequency of error in the use of po]ysyl]ab1c words
(words of four or more sy11ab1es).decreased as holistic score in-
creased. . Compositions which received a score of 1.contadned an#error

in the use of words of four or more syllables for every five such words

used. Compositfons greded 2 contained an error in such usage for every

15 words of four or more syllables used, and‘eompositions which
received efther a score of 3 or 4 contained an error in the use of

words of four or'more syllables for every 100'su¢h words used It is
™
_1nterest1ng to note that nearly all errbrj in the use of po]ysyIlabic

wogﬂsgwere*spellfng errors. Compositions constituting the present

b @

sample contained very few d1ction errors 1ndeed (See Appendix E.)



BPaE

. These ‘hypotheses will be dealt with in turn.

78

F ratios resulting from one way analyses of variance using the

. above variables as criterion variables and grading category as_factof

‘N‘\ P
all were significant beyond the .001 level of confidence. (See -

Tatf%e 5. ) Corre]ation coefﬁcients relating these four variable*

, gB¥ding category ranged from .44 to .54 indicating a moderate degreg of
~4 :
correlation (Franzb]au, 1958: 81), but all were significant beyond the

[EIT

),
* 001 1eve] (See Appendix G,) In addition, three of the four vari-.

S R ; .
b]eszentered thggfgﬁai ﬁreﬂicﬁign equation which was a result of the
! f?; : L . ' . . ‘ : . X .
multiple stepwise regression analysis. Different Words of Four or More. -

‘Syllables per 100 Words was thé third predictor éhosen by thé'computer;

accounting fobvnearly seven per cent of the véfgan%@,in quality scores.
(See Appendix H.) As a resu]f of the statistical éna1ysés; the null
hypothesis was rejected and the formulated hypothesis that the use of
polysy]]abic words and freedom froh errbr in the hse of pofysyl]abjc
words relate sign{ficéntiy with writing qué]ity as perceived by

teachers of English was accepted.

A}

'QUALITY AT THE LEVEL OF SYNTAX
Two hypotheses were proposed al the level of syhtax:.
On the Level of Syntax, syntactic complexity, as determ1ned by

- Hunt's five syntactic measures, will relate significantly with
~ writing quality as perceived by teacher—raters.

2. At this level, the freedom from sentence errors will also relate

significantly with"writing,quality as perceived by teacher-raters.

-
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Table 5 presents the various means for Hunt's five syntactic
measures.  Mean words per clause, mean clauses per T-unit, and mean
words per T-unit are also shown graphically in Figures 3, 4 and 5, as
are the variances for these three varfables. Mean words per clause
1ncfeased as h61istic score increased. Compositions in the lowest
grading category averaged 8.49 wofds per clause; those in categoﬁy 2
averaged 9.15 words per clqugqj and those in catégory 3 averaged 9.42
words per clause. COnpositiqnﬁlfn the highest grading category
- averaged the highest number ofywards pér clause -- 9.86.%

| Meég{claﬁ%éé per-T-unit, T-units per Sehtence,,and words per
seﬁ%éhce all decreased as hol&ggjc'score increased. Compositions which

were perceived by teachers aE»‘”an of lowest quélity aQeraged 1.89

- clauses per T-unit.. These éomﬁ§§itions contained 89 subordinate

clauses- for eve?y,lOQ‘fndependent clauses. Compositions in category 2

.

averaged 1.66 claugses per T-unit, and those in catégory'3 averaged 1.63

<

clauses per TQUnit. Thoée composit{pns which were perceived by teaéh-
“ers as being of highest qua]ity'éve;;ged 1.58 clauses p;k T;hnjt. In
other words, tﬁ%y containeg 58 subordinate ciauses for every 100
independent clauses :- 31 fg!gg;sdbordinéte clauses pér 100 independent

o R |
clauses than those compositions that the, teacher-raters considered.-to

*These figures for mean words per clause are, generally speaking,
higher than those which resulted from Hunt's studies into the syntax
of Grade 12 students. (See Tables 1 and 2.) For instance, Hunt's
1970 study determined that high ability Grade 12 students wrote
claftses which .averaged 8.39 words while Tow ability Grade 12 students
wrote clauses which averaged 7.42 words.
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be of poorest quality.*

Meanh T-units per sentence showed a decrease, from category to
category, sim11arvto that of clauses per T-unit. Compositions in the
1owest‘grad1ng category averaged 1.48 T-units per sentence. Nearly every
second sentence,in these compositions of poorest quality was a compound
sentence. CompOsitjons tn category 2 averaged 1.28 T-units per sentence,
and those 1in categony 3 averaged 1.20 T-units per sentence.: Compositions
anarded the'highest ho]istic-score averaged 1.18 T-units per’sentence,

On the average, on]y.every fifth sentence in these-composit?ons, con-
sidered by teachers to be of highest quality, was a compound sentence.‘

" Mean words per sentence also decreased as ho1isticyscore | |
{ncreased. Compositions in gfaging,category,I contained sentences that
averaged an amazing 25, 68‘word;. Compositions in grading category 2
conta1ned sentences that averaged 19.34 words," ‘while in grad1na cate-
gory 3, the average sentence was 18, 40 wqﬂas long. The sentences
compr1s1ng the compos?t1ons in the highest grad1ng category were the
shortest averangg 18.15 words. Khat the sentences in the poorest
composit1ons—were the longest and the sentences in the best compositions
the shortest can be related to the functions of two other measurements.
F1rst, as has been descr1bed above, the sentences in the lTowest grad1ng

category containeg more T-units (in fact an ave age of thirty more

T-units per 100 sentences) than did the sentences in the hjghest grading

category.

wbrds‘i.qer clause, these f1gures for mean c]auses per

5\h¥gher than those reported by Hunt for Grade 12 students.

70 study reported that Grade 12 students of low.ability wrote

4;@ average 0f*1.36 clauses per T-unit and that Grade 12 stydents of high
ab111ty wrote an average of 1.48 clauses per T unit. (See Tab1e 2. )

i

i
\
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' . o,

W'{

‘VAJsd,;the T-unjts in the lowest grading category; w§#2\1 er, on the
avérage, than the T-units in theAhighesF grading categon]:;‘ln turn,
the reason that the T-units 1p tﬁe composjt}ons of lowest quality weré -
lonQeﬁJig”that they contained so man§ more clauses, on the averayge,
than'did‘the T-units in the compositions of highest quality.

| The only syntactic measure that did not show either a steady
increase or decrease as holistic score fngreaggg was Words per T-unit.:
Asjis presented 1in Tab]e 5, compositfons/b]aced\By teacher-raters 1n£o '
the 10wést gradihg category averaged 16.09 words per T-unit. Those .
placed in catégory 2 anraged 15.10 words pér T-unit, and those placed |
1h category 3 averaged 15.20 words per T-unft. Tﬁe compositions
considered by teacher—ratersrto be -of highest qu@1jty averaged 15.45

words per T-unit.* 1 , /»

r , ! i
One way analyses of'variancg resulted in ﬂ ratios for the five

syntactic measures which ranged from 3,933 for-CIéﬁseslpéruT-uni;,
, : ' : ‘ . I
significant at the .05 level, to 0.396 for Words per T-units, not.sig-

nificant. (See Table 5.) Correlation'coefficiénts,reTating«;h five

4

*As with most of the syntactic measures' examined during the present { ,
study, present figures for mean words per T-unit are vastly different ¢
from those reported by Hunt, and (in the case of words per /commmunica- = -
tion unit) by Loban. (See Tables 1, 2 and 3.) This can be explained
by the fact that compositions compr‘sing the present sample all have:a
relatively high incidence of clauses per T-unit. The fact that the
lowest grading category was made up of those compositions averaging ‘
‘the highest number of words per T-unit is due to the relaEEd fact that
these compositions also contained the highest number of clauses per ]
T-unit. The entire sample of the present study-averaged 15.5 words

per T-unit, approximately offe word per T-unit higher than the 14.4

- words per T-unit fon averagé twelfth graders reported.in Hunt's-1965"
study. ' - Vo i : f
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syntactic measbres to grading category ranged from .31 for Nords per
C]ause to -.06 for Words per T-unit indicating 1itt1e or no corre1at1on
(Franzb]au 1958 81) In addition a1though a11'+1ve syhtactic vari-
a 1es entered the fina] prediction equation.which was a resu]t of. the |
multiple stepwige regression analysés, they entered on’ re]atively late
steps (steps 6, 7, '8, 10, and 11) and added refatively 1ittle ‘3 S
pred1etive power to the-equation. (See Appanix H. ) ! ;
Thus the resu]t of the analyses carriedz:it in an exam1nat1on
o -of syntactic complexity seem to be, to some degree, 1nconc1us1ve
‘ words>per Clause and Clauses per Thun1t, two.of the five variables
fleXamined,;appear to relate.with writinQ\qUa]it} On the other hand,
}the other three var1ab1es examined Nords per T-un1t T-un1ts p§F>
Sentence, and words per Sentence appear to have little or no relat1on-
ship wfth wr1t1ng qua11ty . Sjnce the formulated hypothes1s stated that
a11~f1ve of Hunt's syntact1c J!kiures were to be used to determ1ne
' ,syntact1c‘comp1ex1ty, and since three of these f1ve measures do not
\_i show a sxgn1f1cant re1at1onsh1p to wr?t1ng quaTTty, the present in-
aivest1gator was unab1e to reject the null hypothesis in thlS case. ‘The
1nconc1usiveness of the resu]ts)on t%e syntactic 1eve1 drees the
spresent 1nvestigator to reJect the postu]ated hypothes1s. There is not
enough ev1dence in the present study to state that syntact1c comp1exity ‘
‘and wr1t1ng quality are related “This- f1nd1ng supports the resu]ts of
.the bulk of the research direct]y concerned with the re]at1onship
between syntact1c comp1ex1ty and writing qua]ity. Nold and Freedman |

(1977), Gebhard (1978), and Stewart and Grobe (1979),haue\a1] conducted

stud1es which 11ke the present,study, have found that syntactic
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compiexity ‘does not appear to reiate with writing qua]ity.x
‘The second hypothesis postu]ated at the ievel of syntax sug—

gested that freedom from sentence errors (sentence\fragments, comma

.'spiices, and fused sentences) wouid reiate significantly with writing .

variances, COmpositions piaced in the 1owest grading category by

'teacher-raters contained an aVerage of 1.49 sentence errors per 100 |

words. Compositions graﬁed 2 contained an average of 1.23 sentence
errors pfr 100 words, and those graded 3 an average of 0. 87 sentence

errors per 100 words. Comp051tlons awarded the highest hoiistic score

. averaged 0 49 sentence-errors~per 100 words.-

A one way ana1y51s of-varrance u51ng Sentence Errors per. 100

Words as the criterion variabie and grading category (writing quaiity)

.as factor resuited 1n an F ratio of 7. 582 which was, 51gnificant beyond

the 001 1eve1 (See Tabie 5. ) The correiation coeff1c1ent between

Sentence Errors per 100 Nords and grading category was - 44 1nd1cating

B a‘moderate degree of correiation. (See Appendix G. ) Aiso Sentence

Errors per 100 Nords was the fourth predictor of writing quaiity chosen

*Mean sentence errors per sentence and mean sentence errors per

T-unit also decreased as- holistic score increased. Compositions in
grading category 1 averaged .30 sentence errors per sentence and .24

vquaiity as perceived hy teacher-raters. Tab]e 5 presents the means for |

sentence errors per T-unit. Those in.grading category 2 averaged .23 -
" sentence errors per sentence and .18 sentence errors per T-unit.

Compositions awarded a~holistic score of 3 averaged .15 sentence:
errors per sentence and .13 sentence errors per T-unit, while -
compositions which received the _highest score averaged .10 sentence
errors per sentence and 08 sentence errors per T- unit. , :

\

; a
2

. this variable ‘and Figure 6 g?aphicaliy compares both its means and its o

o
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as a result of - the multiple stepwise regression analysis, itself

accounting for 1.6 per cent of the variance in. quality scores. As a

result of the statistical analyses, the null hypothesis was reJected

and the formulated hypothesis that the freedom M om sentence errors

_ does relate significantly with writing quality as perceived by teacher-v

&

raters was accepted This. finding supports a similar result found by

T
Martin {1968) who discovered that the variable sentence errors" (a

' composite of sentence fragments comma splices, fused sentences. and ‘

ack. of subject-verb agreement) was an important predictor of writing

quality ’ . ‘ .

4

o .

S QUALITY AT THE LEVEL OF RHETORIC

The final hypotheSis proposed during the course of the present

o study was S »v ~‘; 1.; A

On the Level of Rhetoric coherence of ideas as determined by the

“use ,of cohesive devices will relate significantly with writing :

quality as perceived by - teacher-raters. B ,
Table 5 presents means for the variable Cohesive Devices per Sentence* -

and, in addition,‘Figure 7 graphically illustrates both the means and

variances of this variable. Compositions which had'received a holisticxl.

- score of 1 averaged 0.71 cohiesive device5<per sentence. Compositions i

/.

which had received a holistic score of 2 averaged 0 82 cohesive devices

perzsentence,,and those whichrhad received'a‘scoregof 3 averaged 0;927

B '@» - . R - |
- . . : 7 - . v k

*Details of the various counts which made up this variable are givep
~in_Appendix C. . ' ” s

"
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cohesive devices per sentence. Compositions in the highest grading
categOry.averaged,thelhighést number of cohesive'devices per sentence

--.0,93.*

A one. way ana}ysis of variance using Cohesive Devices per
Sentence as the criterion variabie»and grading category as factor pro-
duced an F ratio of 5.017, significant at the .01 level of confidence.
Ay(See Table 5.) The correiation coefficient between grading category
and cOhesive Devices per: Sentence was .35 indicating a low degree of
correfation (Franzbiau, 1958: 81), but significant beyond the .00l
1eve1 (See Appendix G. ) In addition, Cohesive Devices per Senteénce
‘entered the final prediction equation of -the muitiple stepwise
regression anaiysis on step 8 and accounted for one per cent of the
variance in quaiity scores. The sta;isticai anaiyses led to reJection n
‘of the nuii hypothesis and acceptance of the formuiated hypothesis that
’;coherence of ideas, as measured by the number of cohe51ve devices per-
tsentence does reiate 51gnificant1y with writing quaiity as’ perceived by

) Eng]ish teachers L L
e % "/

*The variabie, CohesiVe Devices per T- unit aiso increased steadiiy
as grading category increased. Compositions ‘in the lowest grading
category averaged .59 cohesive devices per T-unit.. Compositions in
the second grading category averaged .64 cohesive devices per T- unit
“and those in the third category, .76 cohesive devices per T-unit. . -
LCompositions which were in the “highest grading category averaged 77

‘ cohesive deVices per T-unit. '



CHAPTER ¥
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
| CONCLUSIONS

\ ) . ;
ey
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: . ’ ' " - L - w.’;‘:“ll v
~As a result of the analyses reportedelz Chaﬁie?f

) c1uded'that significant quaﬁtitative‘differen s do exisgéamong cate- |
_gorfes of compositions judged by Engiish teachers to be of different
‘quality. Significant differences among grading categories existed at
~all levels.of the conceptual schema -Due to the nature of the sampie

» certain genera]izations c0u1d be made regarding Engiish teachers
’perceptions of Grade - 12 writing produced by Aiberta students during a
testing 51tuation o e . S

At the pre- verba1 1eve1 there was. a marked difference in the

‘frequency of"speliing errors exhibited by categories of compOSitions

B judged by~ teachers to be of different quaiity Compositions judged by '
: teachers to be of high qua]ity contained relatively few Speiiing errors
while those judged to be of low quaiity contained re]ativeiy many
spei]ing errors. One: definite conclusion of the present study must be

'that there is a strong reiationship between freedom from spei]ing

' errors and‘English teaghers perceptions of writing quaiity.‘ Aithough
the study s statistical anaiyses,rwhich impiy reiationship, do nOt‘

”prove causaiity in and of themseives the addition of‘iogic and

ﬂ"-intuition wouid suggest that English teachers perceive c°mp°51t1°"5

\ containing few Spelling errors»to be of better quality than those
o _ _ s T - e
/c0ntaining many\speiiing errors.



Speiiing error freedom was, however, only one variable
uncdvered by the present study which couid be related to teachers'
perceptions of writing quality. At the iewei of diction, the use of
~ polysyllabic words (especially, according to.the statisticai analyses,
the use. of different words of four or more syllables), and the freedom
from error in such usage, also signifi&gntiy differed as teachers' per-
ceptions of writing quality differed, Compositions judged by English

B

teachers to be of high quality contained relatively many polysyllabic

words and relatively few errors in the use of polysyiiabic words while
compositions Judged to be of 1ow quality contained reiative]y few
po]ysyiiabic words‘and reiativeiy many errors in the use of such words.
English tedchers seem to perceiwe compositions containing few poiysyi-f
labic wordsé‘and poiysyiiabicfwords incorrect]y used, ‘as heing of Tower
quality.than'compositions containing reiativeiy\many»poiysyiiabic words
1correct1y used. Again causaiity cannot be proven by relationship, but
certainiy it wou]d seem that the presence of compiex diction correctiy
used does affect teachers' perceptions of writing quaiity.

At the level. of syntax other conclusions couid be drawn as a’
‘reSUit of the anaiyses”conducted-during the preseht study A]though it-
cannot be stated that syntactic compiexity pgg_sg_was related to N
Engiish teachers perceptions of writing quaiity, certain syntactic o
‘factors did seem to reiate, to some degree, with teachers perceptions
of writing quaiity Compositions containing reiativeiy Tong clauses:
and relatively few dependent clauses seemed to be perceived by teachers

'?to be of better qua]ity than compositions containing reiativeiy short

clauses and relatively many dependent ciauses. English teachers seem

\

t . -
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to_prefer syntax structured into what has traditionally been called
“simple" sentences -- syntax whi?h‘results in sentences composed of'.
relatively few T-units, T-Enits composed ofdreiatively few clauses, but
clauses composed-of'relatively many words. It may be that good writers
condense and compress clauses and phrases into sing]e word modifiers.
Thus, while these Writers seem to be writing "simple" sentences, these
sentences have much embedding

At the level of syntax, the freedom from traditional sentence
errors also seemed to relate to Engiish‘teachers perceptions of writ-
ing quality. Compositions Jjudged by teachers to be of high quality
contained relatively few traditional sentence errors -- sentence

fragments, comma splices, and fused sentences. Conversely compositions

Jjudged by teachers“to be of low quaiity contained reiativeiy many

sentence errors 0bviousiy, English teachers,prefer compositions con-
taining few sentence errors. ‘ -

At the final compositional level examined during the present
study, that of rhetoric, quantitative differences which releted to

differences in English teachers' perceptions"of quality were also

detected. Compositions judged by Engiish teachers to be of high qual-

ity contained reiative]y many cohesive devices, while compositions

~ judged by teachers to be of low quaiity contained reiative]y few
Cohesive devices.'“Not‘surprisingiy, English teachers prefer composi-

tions whose sentences are qpticeably reiated.:"' ’ _;

Thus it was concluded that quantifiabie variabies other than

syntactic comp]ex1ty}3£e related to”English teachers' perceptions of

"_writing qua]ity‘and that optimaiivariabies (Optima]'in terms of the



94

3

significance and utilitﬂigf the varfables 1nvestigated);gg exist at
the.various levels conceptualized. These variables are;
1. at the pre-verbal level, spelling error freedom
‘2. at the level of diction, the use of djfferent words of four or more
| syllables |
3. at the ievei of syntax, the 1ength'of.ciauses and sentence error

freedom b‘ ' . |
4. at the level of rhetoric, the use of cohesive devices.

A conclusion that.ganngt be HKQWH as a result of the present

investigation, however,.is that any one level within the conceptual
* schema is a "best indicator" of writing quality as pErceived by English
teachers, or that'anyhaspects of writtén composition have the "most
impact” upon its quality. ‘Speliing error freedom may be the most »
obviousanriabie_in that it seems to be the most statistically signifi-
cant variab]e,'making the pre-verbai level the most obvious composi-
tional level affecting teachers' perceptions of writing quality. But
simply being "most obvious" does not make any particular variable, or
Jevel, "best". What can be concluded as a result of this investigation
is that an compositiona] levels are of im;brtance to teachers' percep-
tions of writing quaiity and that. Eng]ish teachers, when Judging compo- .
51tions for quality, are engaged in a complex process indeed Eng]ish
teachers,ﬂnhen Judging compositions for quality, are weighing, either -
conscious]y or unconsciousiy, all of the variables herein quantified as
well as many which were not investigated during the present study
(The multipie_stepwise regression analysis. oniy accounted for 77% of

the variance 1n quality scores. Thus, the present variab]es left 23%;



of this variance unaccounted for. See Apuandix H.)

Also, the result; of the present 1nvestigation suggest that the
unwritten implication which exists in the 1iterature produced by re-
Searchers concerned with :ritten syntax (0O'Hare, Combs. Morenberg et
a],,and‘to some degree Hunt and Lobanh 1inking syntactic complexity
and writing quality, must be viewed with a certain amount of susp1c1on.
The results of the present study do not support the notion that
~ syntactic comp]exity per se 1s related to teachers perceptions of
writing quality, even though the complexity, or at lTeast fluency, of
clauses might be. )

The results of the present study seem to indicate that there is
syntactic complexity and therefis syntactic complexity, The kind of
syntactic cohplexity which results from the overuse of dependent
clauses or the overuse of coordination between independent tlauses'is
related negatively uith writing quality as perceived by teachers of
ﬁng]ish. (See Appendtx G..) The kind of syntactic complexity which

results from the lengthening of clauses, however, is related positively

with teachers' perceptions of writing quality.

* THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS .
) One purpose of the present study was to develop and, to some
extent eva]uate the va11d1ty of a conceptual schema for understanding

written composit1on. A1though such a schema can hard]y be ca]]ed a

-

“theony" 1n any rigorous sense, the concept, of composit1ona1 1evels,

J

which underlies and nges‘dinect1on to the.present study, m1ght be the
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eventual footing upon which a theory of written composition may, some
day, be founded.

In general, composition, any kind of compositjon, 1s a putting
together of parts. The painter, the house builder, the musica) compos-
er, the writer, all who compose must blend constituent parts to forge a
unified and coherentldhole. The more skill involved in blending the
constituent parts, the better will be the pergeived quality of the uni-
fied and coherent whole on the part of the viewer, 1{stener, or reader.

It is obvious enough that compositions consist of parts, but 1t
may not be quite so obvious that these pafts exist on various levels,
A1l those who compose begin with an internalized conception of what the

whole should be 11ke.‘ Langer calls this the “commanding form of the

work" (1953: 122). This is the supér-leve1 of the composition; tﬁe
level at which the process of composition is aimed. Before the actual
process"of composition begins (that is, the physical process) the
internalized conception of the whole only exists mentally. It mqy have
a full-blown mental existence in whfch.case the “composer” can “see"
what the eventual physical manifestation of the whole will be. Or it

may onTy‘be partially conceived, in which case the eventual physical .
manif;station of the whole will appear in blurred 1mage to the "comp-
oser" '

-~ In any case, once the who]e is mentally visualized, in whatever

clarity, the physical process of composition must begin. This is where
the skil1l of the “composer” comes to p1ay The painter often begins

with a wash" and then app11es layers of paint to the canvas. The

house builder begins with the foundation adds the framing and the

e
G
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rooﬂnq/and them finishes, both inside and out. The composer often

b,g!nl with a”*m and then adds ,lwﬂst‘ of varuﬁon and repetition.

Ahd the writef bcgiﬁi with wor@s: moQﬁs on to phrases, clauses, and
sentences; and finally ends with the composition itself -- a physical .
manifestation of the originally mentalized whole. The mere fact that-the
oriéinalAconcept1o; was “blurred” does not mean that the end product of
the‘proc;;s‘of composition wil)vﬁe unclear. Especially 1ﬁ writingz?the K

\\.

depending upon the amount of his talent, the writer can render what was

process of composition can be instructivgmgo the “composer” and,

originally dncTear mentally into a physical representation of crystal
clarity. Unfortunaiely. the converse is also true. The untalented
aq/ writer may take an original conception which was the product of gen1us
and render’ it yn1ntelligib1e. either because he cannot Slend its parts

together in a unified and coherent- manner or because he has mut11ateq

the parts themselves. = .

The concept oi\géLpos1tional Tevels which guided the present
research seems fo be, at least to some degree, validﬁted by the results
of the present'inQestigation. Certétnly teachers' perceptions of
writing quality can be related to all of the compositional levels con-
ceptualized. When evaluating student compositions, teachers seem to be
at least as conc;rned with spelling as they are’with coherence, and at
least as concerned with diction as they are with syntax. The study
suggests that teachers, when reading studenf compositions, are concen-
trating on the super-level of the composition, the “"commanding form" or
in the case of discursive writing, the meaning of the composition. Any

error of usagé, any unconventional diction or syntax which draws

>~

.
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etcention'to itself in a negatiee)mannec* w11i 1nte;fece with the
teacher's berceptfoneof meaning and deflect his atten£1on away from
this supenﬂeveI-td compositional levels which areubest'perceived by the
/dnconscious mind of the reader. Thus teachers prefer correctiy-spe11ee
words because correctjy-spe11ed w§rdsvare not noticed as physical
’enfitiesby'tne"rEader. Itvis the meening,ghet,deciyes from them that
is noticed. TeAChegs prefer complex diction correctly used because it )
'contricules nnre\to the meaning of a passage tnan does mundane diction,
'.They prefer. the kind of syntactic comp1ex1ty which results from
1engthened clauses .(and a preponderance of "s1mp1e sentences) because

\(\.(-

~this kind offsynfaCt1c complexity is more easily "decoded" and
understood than :hefkind;which resu1ts from an overuse of dependent -
clauses or over-coordinetion of 1ndependent clauses. And they prefer
to read sentences which are 0bV10US1y coherent because the meaning
‘produced by such sentences is not as ponderous to:follow as is the :
meaning which must be painfully g1eaned from unre1ated sentences.
"A11 of this 1s not to suggest that teachers want an "easy ride_
whenireading and evaluating.student writing or that readability equates
with writTng quality. What is Be1ng suggested, however, is that -
' Eng]1sh teachers, 1ike all readers, want to be cewarded when'they’must
,but special effort 1nto’the1r reading, And the coin of_the realm is

}neaning.

*"In a negative manner" because ski11ful writers may purposefully.
draw their readers' attention to compositional levels other than the
ultimate level of meaning when the special twist of usage or of
diction or of syntax that has been used contributes to the ultimate
meaning of the piece. : . ‘
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IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
The present study was concerned with ana]yz1ng a number of:
.those. factors of written compos1t1on which could be quant1f1ed
‘:,Although some 1nterest1ng_ﬁ1nd1ngs were the_result of th1s analysis,
and the results of the present study do indicatenthat continued
quantitative analysis of written composition would be fruttful
limiting this study of wr1tten composition to quant1tat1ve factors
greatly reduced 1ts effect1veness. |
| Thus the first, and perhaps the maJor, implication for‘research
suggested by the present study arises out of 1ts methodology rather
than its f1nd1ngs. Studies 1nto wr1tten composition conducted by ;u
future researchers shou]d perhaps, combine both quant1tat1ve methods -
-~ of analysis, which have the benef1t of be1ng're1at1veTy‘obJect1ve and
re11ab1e, with ana]yses that are more qua11tat1ve or subJect1ve in |
nature, but wh1ch may eas11y be much more valid, and certainly much
more interesting. On the level of syntax, for example, it would be
reward1ng for a researcher to exam1ne not only the 1ength and type of
syntact1c un1ts present in student compos1t1ons, ‘but, as well, the
effect that various syntactic un1ts have upon the reader. Those
elements of composition5which cannot be'readi1y quantified,vsuch“as
tone and style, should hot be ignored by researchers simply because
it is difficult to attach neat numbers to them. The. development of
qualitatiye methods for examining written'composition uill have to be
one of the challenges that must be met by future researchers concerned

a

with student writing.
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while‘the . major imp]ication for research mav‘arise out of the
methodoiogy of ‘the present study, a number of research impiications do
.arise as: wel] from its findings. The first of these has to do with
kthe practice of researchers to correct student compositions far spe11-
ing and punctuation, and for handwriting, prior to evaluating them for
: purpoSes of research The present study has found that speliing error
freedom is an: important predictor of Eng]ish teachers perceptions of
writing quality. The prevailing attitude of reseachers that factors
such. as spel]ing are "extraneous" (0'Hare, 1973 51) is thuchalied '
into question by this finding

\Perhaps spelling shou1d~be taken a shade more_seriousiy_by re-
searchers concerned>with Written/compositionf One fo]TOW;up‘study
which wouid further examine the'effeCt of\spe11ing‘uponiteachers per— ?
ceptions of writing quality would be to correct the present sample (or_
a similar sampie) for spe]liﬁg errors and have it re- evaluated by Grade
12 Engiish teachers It would be 1nterest1ng to see. whether or. not

vSignificant differences in grading wouid occur, and if these could be

related to the correction of spe]iing errors. Simiiar kinds of altera-

i»'tion could be carried out at other comp051tiona1 1eveis by reducxng or

1ncrea51ng the number of po]ysyilabic words, a1ter1ng the 1engths and
types of syntactic units, and reducing or 1ncreasing the number of
cohe51ve devices present in the composition Such a1terat10ns cou]d be\-,
made in steps with evaluations conducted by experienced Eng1ish
teachersvat each step. The resu]ts of such a series of studies might

very well prove to be of interest.'



A second 1mp11cation for research wh1ch arises out of the |

'f1nd1ngs of the present study is that a1though sentence-c0mb1n1ng

.

‘pract1sé may increase the. syntactic complexity-of students wr1t1ng

(0'"Hare, Combs Morenberg et a]), 1t 15\somewhat spurious to suggest

or ‘even to imp]y, that 1ncreased Synfactic comp1ex1ty per- se causes

1ncreased perCept1on of wr1t1ng qua11ty on: the part of teacher-raters.
Future researchers might w1sh to examine the standard dev1at1on qf

T unit or of c]ause 1ength as - re]ated to teachers” percept1ons of

writing qnhﬁﬁy, rather than the mean 1engths of such un1ts.A
-~ The present study demonstrated that on]y two of the five
syntact1c measures. stud1ed showéd significant d1fferences wh1ch could

be_re1ated with English ‘teachers" percepttd;y/of.wr)t1ng quallty. If

~ future researchers wish to discover;’more c1earTy, the effects of -

- syntactic complexityqupon teacher—raters Judgments, perhaps the best .

method wou]d s1mp]y be to ask teacher-raters what aspects of syntax"p

they .use as a basis for_eva]uat1on. ,A1thoughvsuch a descr1thve survey

R 4

\'may_hot”providefany‘definitiye answers, it could we]l}posekimportant
'questiOns,thathcould then beianswered by more rigorous types"Of

analysis.

.
-

o , o J o SRR |
Another suggestion for further research arises out of the pres-

'ent_stUdy. A‘random sample from_the‘June,'1980;A1berta~Engiish Written

- Composition Achievement Test has been selected and put into safekeep-

~

ing. . Also,. Alberta Education proposes to draw random samp]es from the.
- 1982 and 1984 exams yet to be wr1tten. Thus, repJ1cat1on of aspects of

the. present study cou]d qu1te ea511y be carr1ed out us1ng very S1m11ar '

samp]es. It wou]d be 1nterest1ng to see if s1mi1ar f1nd1ngs result

i

. B
a
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from similar ana]yses as the years progress, or 1f Engl1sh teachers

perceptions of writing qua]ity change with the years. | .:' : - ﬂ - j

-
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IMPLICATIONS FOR INSTRUCTION o
Many teachers, the present reseancher 1nc1uded have trad1t1on—
a]ly be11eved that spe111ng could not or should -not be taught at the

A !

high schoo] 1eve1 Yet the results of the present study demonstrate

'that freedom from: spe11ing error re]ates qu1te high]y to teachers per- d:_

cept1ons of wr1t1ng qua11ty. To a]lev1ate th1s apparent d1screpancy it

Cmay be necessary to f1nd a pbace in the h1gh school for the teach1ng of

. Vspe111ng. Shaughnessy has stated\that

r

"the ab111ty to spe]] is viewed by many as one of the marks of the

" educated person, and the failure of a co]1ege graduate to meet that

minimal standard of advanced 11teracy is-cause to question the .
quality of his educat1on or even his 1nte1ligence\(1980 161- 162)

The same cou]d eas11y be sa1d of h1gh schoo] graduates. \\\\\ B

Shaughnessy herse]f has suggested methods that cou]d be\used\to
: ass1st o1der students to 1mprove the1r spe111ng (1980 160 186) Such\
,methods need not be overly t1me consum1ng, and. may easily repay, many
"fold, any effort made on the part of teachers by 1ncreas1ng students
. , : e

: competence as commun1catorss-v ,

Another implication for teach1ng wh1ch seems to be suggested by

N P

the present investigation 1s at vocabulary and d1ct1on must continue

R .to be taught at the h1gh school 1eve1 The present study has shown L

that the size of a wr1ter S’ vocabu]ary, as. man1fested dn a compos1t1on_

by his use of po1ysy1]ab1c words, is ref\ted to teachers percept1ons y

, of qua]ity. 0bv1ous]y it shou]d be the duty of English teachers to,

! : . . : S

A
~

.
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assist their students to increase their store of words and to increase

their abi]ity to use complex words correctiy.

At the Ievel of syntax the findings of the present 1nvestiga-

| v tion suggest additionaL interesting implications for teaching. For in-

stance, these findings suggest that the ability to write 1ong T units
or long sentences need not be nurtured as an.end in itself by high
schoo1~English teachers. These findings also suggest that it would be
worthwhile for teachers to nurture the abi]ity to write 1ong c]auses.

e Ail of this is not to suggest that the use of the T-unit does

not have 1mportant 1nstructiona1 connections.' Qu1te the Contrary.

Appendix G demonstrates fhat 1mportant reiationships exist between

¥

three variables -- T-units per Sentence, Cohe51ve Dev1ces per Sentence,»

»and Sentence Errors per IOO.WOrds. The corretation coeffic1ent between..

t
A

T-units per Sentence.andeohesivevDevices per Sentence is,-,38;'the,

tcorreiationicoefficient between: T-units per Sentence .and Seritence

Errorsfper-loO Words is .43 and the‘correiatiOn coefftcient between/

Sentence Errors per 100 words and CoheSive Dev1ces per Sentence 1s

-

"',l,46 Ail of these corre]ation coeffiCients 1nd1cate moderately high

S

re]ationships, a fact which may have 1mpertant 1nstructiona1 impiica-

I tions. The 1ndicat1ons are that those students who wr1te few T-units‘v

’

per sentence who, 1n fact tend to write their sentences as T units, .

tend to make fewer sentence errors. and- make more use of cohe51ve .

dev1ces between sentences than students who write many T-units per

sentence. It seems that students who_are able to see natura1 units’ of
‘meaning in terms of . T-units ("simple" and “compiex" sentences)‘may have

an advantage/in that, 51nce they have a‘"feeling" for such units '

~

N~



"Vsuch units are, 1ndeed, separate from one another, they

A : 104

splices, and fused sentences. A1so, because such studehts can see that

)

an a]so see

the need for providing them with some sort of re]ationsh1 by using

: cohesive devices to join them. Thus the T unit eou]d -be an 1mportant
-1nstruct10na1 tool that could have payoffs in two d1rection§

Re- defin1ng the Eng]ish sentence as. a T- unit may allow students to o
\ avo1d making’sentence erro}s ‘and to 1ncrease their abllity to create
coherence between sentences.- a

- The resu]ts of the present study also cause th1s writer to

A
s

: question the use of senterice- comb1n1ng practice and instruction in sen-
tence comb1n1ng 1f such pract1ce and 1nstruct1on are be1ng used to
~‘1"oster the wr1t1ng of 1onger and ever longer syntact1c un1ts. Students
, should not be g1ven the idea that’ “1onger" syntax 1s necessar11y

~"better" syntax. Certa1n1y sentence comb1n1ng shou]d st111 have a

p]ace in secondary Eng]1sh c]assrooms.. After a]l whatever e]se can

- b

be sa1d about sentence comb1n1ng, 1ts pract1ce does seem to produce '

' better wr1t1ng, perhaps because 1t al]ows students to notice that

\

syntact1c options are ava11ab1e to them and that they can- have some
control. over which opt1on they choose to utilize. A]so,'as a_g]ance'at
~any sentence-comb1n1ng text will demonstrate, students practicing A
sentence combintng are also praCtjcing‘skills which.are associated with

- compositional 1eve1s'other ‘than syntax. As Strong states , ]
jBecause the exerc1ses give the student someth1ng to say, they@pro-‘
v1de a relatively non-threatening context for teaching some ¥¥an-.

scr1b1ng fundamentals -- penmanship, punctuation, cap1ta1iza1on

and accurate spelling -- as well as some larger matters of o
~ #mechanics -- agreement, pronoun refererce, para11e11sm, and so On._

(1976 60) ' .

~
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‘ As well, sentence comb1n1ng practice a11ows the student to use
words 1n contexts where he might otherwise not use them. Take, for
examp]e, the fol]owing set of sentences from an exercise 1n Strong 3

Sentence Combining A Composing Book:

oy

. The night had been britt]e cold.
It had been black.
"It had-been pierced.
Slivers pierced the night.
. The slivers were light. R
. The slivers were from the city. (1973: 66)

e’ @

.

The words "brittie", ﬁs]1Vers“, and “pierceda*WOuld probably not be.

/

used in this context by the average high’ schoo] student. 0bv1ous1y, .

sentence- comb1n1ng practice a]so allows students to pract1ce d1ct1on.
Advocates of sentence comb1n1ng may be se111ng syntax over the counter,
but, as we]l they are certa1n1y do1ng a br1sk trade in vocabu1ary and
d1ct1on under the counter.- : | | .A_ J T

\.In add1t10n, ‘the effects of‘sentence¥combiningIpractice may ex;

tend beyond the Sentence to the paragraph'or'even‘the composition it— '
self. Exerc1ses such as those'from Strong' s book do .not stop at. the

‘ sentence. .Connectjons are be1ng'made\between sentences, and the end '
product of eaCh_exercise,is-a paragraph. Strong even-states‘tn the

preface to Sentence Combining: A Composing Book tHat the exercises are_

designed to help students "develop a feel{foriboth-sentence structure
‘,andfparagraph ordaniiatibn" (1973:}xii). ¥Thus, sentence combining must
:continue,to be used as an instructiona] nethpd, but its rationale shou1d
'neVer be‘to increasevthe 1ength,of‘syntactic units as an end‘injitself.
- A finaltteaching imoTicatton-arisjng from the present studyvis

thattmethods used to achieve coherence between sentences constitute
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worthwhile ftems for instruction. It has been found that éompositions
| whicﬁ achieve more obvious coherence between senténces are judged by
teachef-raters to be of better qua11ty'than compositions which use less
‘coherence between sentences. Perhaps English teachers should fgach
their students the various methods which can be used to achieve coher-
| ence, first by instructiﬁg students how such relatively simp]e'methods
are used, and second by:devising exé;cises that can be used by students

to practice the various methods.

" AN IMPLICATION FOR EVALUATION

An important conclusion which arose as a result of the present

”;tudy was that all of the compositional levels were of importanéé to
v fhe evaluation of §tudent writing. The findfngs of this study suggest
\ that thé'éva1uat30n policy of secondary English departments should
inc1dde‘elements Eelétiﬁg to each of the compdsitiona] Tevels concép-:
tualized herein; If no "best indicator"vof writing quality exists,
English teachefs will have to continue doing what, it seems, they have
Ealways done. When English teachers are evaluating student‘wrfting,
they will have.to continue concerning themselves with spelling,
'dicffon, senteﬁce'sirﬁcture;‘and cohérenée.as well as all of the other
.éépebfs of composition -- tone, style, organization, content, and oh

and on.
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" The Alberta Written Composition
Achievement Test for 1978

The population from which the present sample was drawn
consiéted'of compositions written during a testing situation by the
students enrolled in Gr;de 12 English cour§es (English 30 or 33) in
Alberta in Juné of 1978. 1In all, 12,965 students wrote the Albérta
Written Composition Achievement Test in 1978. The instructions which

appeared on the cover page of the exam booklet were as follows: e

¢  Abena ~

EDUCATION

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL ENGLISH — WRITTEN EXPRESSION

SECTION A |— GENERAL DIRECTIONS

The time allowed for this test Is 2 hours.

Choose ONE of the STATEMENTS on page one as a basis for your composition and cunsnder the -
SUGGESTIONS FOR WRITING oullmed .on page one. .

The booklet provides pages for rough work and for finished work. Pages labelled FOR FINISHED
WORK: should contain your completed dra!t_ Neat revisions on these pages are acceptable.

Provnde a title for your composition.

You may use a dictionary and any other reference books, such as a the;aurus and writer's guide,
which .are used.to assist in the accuracy and effectiveness of expression.

Finished work written in blue or biack ink will be appreciated.

How wf)e you write is more important Lhan how much you write. Your composmon however
should be of a.length which permits you to develop and present your ideas effectively.

(Thia te.st was created by Alerta teachers, and the format has been Jield-tested in Alverta schools.)

Figure 8
1978 Written Expression Test:.
Instructions
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A

The étatéments which were to be used “as a basis for'.';_. composf—
tion" andvthe‘”sqggestions for writing" were as follows:

ASSIGNMENT: Choose ONE of the following STATEMENTS as a basis for your cumposmun
and consider the UGGBS'I'IONS FOR WRI'I'ING outhned below. :

o BER o ' Check the STATEMENT :
STATEMENTS : - you have chosen .
1. The most important freedom is the freedom to pursue‘ : ) .

one's dreams. . ] SN

2. Modern soclety treats young people and old people in R
the same ways. . S
3. Money and material goods are not necessarily the : Ty
measures of success and happiness : S

4. Nature ln Alberta expresses itself in beaut.iful‘ ) N .
extremes . . ——
S. Young people should have a greater say ln ‘government. - : )
- for it i5 their future that is being shaped. § e

6. It is a myth that young people are rebelhous They are,
_in fact, of any group the most docile and lhe ‘most - ~ )
resistant to change. [ ——

SUGGES'I'IO'NS FOR WRITING

. P \
No matter which sm(ement you write: about, make your eentra] ldea or' theme clear Support
it with information and observations: from your reading, viewing, and first-hand experiences. Use

.the. prose writing methods and techniques which permit you 10 express your 1dcas mosl con- = v
fidently. Some possxble ways are as follows:

- == Construct arguments to- persuade someone to accept your point ot view. -

— Descnbe slumlions which will {llustrate and support the statement you have chosen.

-8

— Explain your point ot view by refemng to someone or something you knew or have read abouL
— Compare the situation in the statement with one from your own experience. ‘

— Agree or disagree with the statement. . ) ot

) Figure 9 R
1 1978 Written Expression Test o -
. Topic Statements and Sﬂggestions for Nr1t1ng

The papers were eva]uated_by experienced high school English

teachers teaching in Alberta high schools in June of 1978.* Four

*The present investigator was one of the teécheré se]ecfed to. score

the 1978 test and spent an exhausting weekend in June gradi
in Lethbridge. J e grading papers



115

r
t

marking centers were set up in the province ;-,in Edmonton Caigary,‘,f'
Lethbridge, and Grande Prairie, and a mixture of papers was sent to
each center. In other words, the Lethbridge center d1d not handie only
those papers from Lethbridge or even only those papers from Southern
Aiberta. An effort‘waS'made to have each marking center handie papers
:written by both, urban and rural students and papers written by students
- 1iving in different geographicai regions of the provinCé | i

' A1l of the 165 teachers who participated as evaluators attended,$
”prior workshops where they were 1nstructed in hoiistic marking by
»'Alberta Education personnei, These.workshops inciuded an exp]anationi
of the "philosophy"_behind holistic marking as well as‘practice=jn such
marking InStructions to teachér-raters (reatly descriptions of the
' various grading categories) which aiso constituted-page two of the
examination bookiet are. shown in Figure 10
' After reading a compos1tion for ' generai 1mpre551on , a
teacher-evaiuator piaced it into one of~the grading categorieS' After-
a composition had been read and graded once, 1t was handed to an
. AibertavEducation clerk who recorded the grade and then, after
'-covering the mark passed 1t to a. second marker. This process E
-continued until. three mark agreement was reached No marks other than
““the grade and the marker 3 identification number were made on any of
thercompositions Thus, ai] papers were graded "b]ind", ‘and all

received more'than one evaiuation. Teacher-raters were asked to

-concentrate ~upon, the positive aspects of each composition graded

‘\Frequent consistency checks formed part of the evaiuation procedure

During the consistency checks,~groups ‘of teacher-raters.wouid read,



c T e

. B
i

L ‘ "SCORING OF WRITTEN EXPRESSION

. Ne - . . ; SR \

Wﬂﬁng will be scored on u;e ltréngths shown in the selectlon.' organization, developnuent; and
expression of the ideas and feelings 'yoq present on_the fopi¢ you choose. Each paper will be
scored according to. the category in which. most of the strengths lie. . z .

v

CATEGORIES L .

.

4. Some writing gives the impression that it Is-the product of exceptional thought and ex-
pression. Carefully chosen and closely, related supporting thoughts and details develop .,
- the. central idea or ‘theme. The content is organized so.that the writer's interpretation,
R attitude, and purpose are clear. The expression reveals a matufe use of sentence struc-
ture, .grammar, “spelling, and vocabulary. Such. writing demands respect. At the ‘com-
pletion of High School some students produce writing of this quality. co

N . 3

. Sy,

3. -Some -writing gives the impression that it is the product of proficient thought and ex-
pression. Appropriate stpporting thbughts and-details develop the central idea-or theme.
The content is organized so\th_at the writer's interpretation, attitude, .and purpose are
quite clearly seen. The expression reveals a mastery of sentence structure, grammar,
spelling, and vocabulary. Such writing prompts attention. At the completion of High
‘School many students produce writing of this quality. S

R = .
J ~ - - 7

2. Some writing gives the impression that it is.the product of limited thought and expres-
sion. Conventional thoughts and detatls. develop the central idea or theme. The cohtent
is organized so that the writer’s interpretation, attitude, and purpose are somewhat
vague. The expression reveals a mechanical approach te sentence structure, grammar, -
spelling, and vocabulary. Such writing is usually accepted as adequate. At the comple- ©
tion of High School most students produce writing of this -quality. - T .

i

1. Some writing gives the impression that it is the product of unorganized thought and ex:
pression. A collection of unrelated ideas leaves the central idea or theme. uncertain. The

' - content-Is presented so that the writer's interpretation, attitude, and purpose are some-
- times unclear, The expression reveals\a lack of assurance in sentence strugture, gram-
' .mar, spelling, and vocabulary. At the completion of High School some students may .

< produce writing of this quality. .
5 : . .

Please note that the markers, In general, will concentrate on you\r strengths. ~ R S
T . ; . -

. Figure 10 co
© ' 11978 Written Expression Test:
Scoring of Written Expression ---Categaries

'
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grade,'and discuss a set of compositions. Teacher-raters read and.

‘ graded an average of - approximate]y 20 compositions an hour _ " . i

BN

,Thegmarking'page (the back cover of the.examination booklet)

~

appeared as follows:

. T i |
B Y AR N L
FIRST MARKER | | SECOND MARKER | | THIRD MARKER | | FOURTH MARKER | | FIFTH MARKER

o)l iGilicl|ie

’ Figure 11 :
1978 Written Expre551on Test
Marking Page .

o

; i
-

- i !

/

This particular paper reached three-mark‘agreement after it had passed

'ithrough theﬂhands of»the fourth. marker.  The numbers in the. circles are

‘ _‘the various ho]istic marks received by - this particular paper. The .

‘numbers above the squares are the teacher-raters' identification’.'
numbers. This particuiar paper received a hoiistic mark of 1 which put
1it in the 1owest grading category _ _
If any paper did not eiicit three-mark agreement after five
readings it was’ given to a head marker who made the finai decision as ’
to the grade that the paper. wouid receive by averaging together to thei
p~nearest whole number the five marks 1t had been awarded Because the

eva]uation procedure resulted ina scarcity of 4 - papers an aiteration
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:, oflthe processmof averagino marks'together’was1introduced; PaperS'
whose average score was greater than 3.0 (say 3.2) received a holistic
score of 4, In spite of‘this procedure the vast majority (approgia

lmate1y 70%) of the compositions were awarded a mark of. 2 by the |

'teacher-evaluators.

The present samp]e of 100 compositions was drawn from a Iarger
e \sample of 1, 367 compositions se]ected at. random from the total popuia-'
‘tion of 12 965 by Aiberta Education personnel. For the present pur- }4.
| pose,’ 25 compositions were seTected at random from those compositions B
which'had achieJ:d three- mark agreement in each grad1ng category

>" Those papers which had received averaged scores were not part of the

v .tota1 popu1ation from which the present samp1e ‘was drawn.’VIhis prOce-v‘
dure was,followed_so that the samp]e wou]d more - closeiy represent
teachers':perceptionS'of_writino'quaiitx than'mﬁght otherwise havevﬁeen

1the:casei '

i

B
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s ~ ThePilotStudy -

A brief preliminary p11ot study was conducted on a sma11 ‘sub-
sample of the present study s tota1 sample. Six compositfons were
chosen from each grading category and ana1yzed for the variab1es whose '
means for this sma]ﬂ sub-sample are 6resented in Table 6.. This pilot'
.study was 1ndispensab1e to the present study . because it allowed the

.present 1nvestigator to arrive at workable and obJective methods of
' analytical procedure (See Chapter IIT. ) Also, as can be seen 1n
Tab]e 6 the pre]iminary variab]e me%ns indicated that further study
would ‘be worthwh11e “The on]y variable which was . 1nvest1gated dur1n@ '
the pilot study, but which did not form part of the ma1n analys1s was .

\

| V14 -= Repet1t1ons and Var1at1ons of Thes1s per Sentence
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| Description of Raw Data

Analysis -- First Phase

1. Words Ana]yzed; This factor inciuded all words in a composition
excluding those redected.for‘the reasons outlined below. ‘Compound
words'containing two words either hyphenated or written together
were counted as two words. For exampie "worthwhile", "biackboard“

* and "earth-shattering" were counted as two words. Contractions
such as "can't" “don't" and "couldn' t" were counted as one word.
~ Abbreviations such as "U.S.AL" and "tv were counted as one word.

2. WOrds Rejected words were reJected*for anaiy51s if they fe]i into

~any of three categories Foiiowing.Beianger-(1978), sentence '

'fragments that couid not be attached to a,preceding or succeeding

~

o T- unit were rejected for ana]ysis Also, any quotations\used or

'any words copied verbatim from the examination paper were rejected
SO that the sample anaiyzed would represent as ciose]y as pos—'

' 51b1e the studeht s own words

3. Type 1'Speiiinngrrors:'\"Spei]ing" errorsrinciuded intthis;

‘ category‘werekof.two'varieties ~f»fai1uresto capitalize when
1conyention‘demanded capitaliaation such as theainitiai'letter of a
‘sentence or prooer'noun or capitaiiZing whenfconventio demanded ; |
Tower case ietters such as capitalizing the initiai Tetter of a
Verb or adverb that did not begin a sentence and hyphe ating
between words commoniy written as one word or vice versa Aithough

Type 1 Sgeliing Errors are pot really speiiing errors at all since

all 1etters'are-present; and in their convehtionai order, they were
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enumerated in the present study since most teachers would treat.
them as spelling errors.

Type 2 Spelling Errors: Spelling Errors included in this category

were those errors which resulted from unconventional placement of
letters to form words. Spelling "exactly" as "eggzaktley" would be
an example of a Type 2 Spe111ng Error.

Total Spelling Errors: Tne sum of Type 1 and Type 2 Spelling

Errors produced this factor. During the investigation, when any
doubt arose as to the conventional spelling of a word, Webster's

New World Dictionary (1978) was consulted for correct spelling;

. comma splice.-

Sentence Fragments: Any string of words punctuated as a sentence
but not eontaining a subject (or compound subject) and predicate
(or compound predicate) was enumerafed as a sentence fragment.

A1so, any subordinate c1ause punctuated as a sentence was enumer-

ated as a sentence fragment

Comma Splices: The practice of using 6n1y a comma to link two

simple sentences to form a compound sentence was enumerated as a

Fused Sentences: The practice of using nothing at a]]hor a

coordinating conjunction not preceded by a comma to link two
. \\‘ ’
simple sentences to form a compound sentence was enumerated as a

fused sentence.

" Total Sentence Errors: Thisrfacton was producedlby summing

sentence fragments, comma splices and fused sentences.

Words of Three Syl]éb]es. Th1s 15 simply the total number of

‘words of three syllables present in the composition.
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11. Words of Four or More Syllables: This 1s simply the total number
of words of four or more syllables present in the composition. |

12. Different Words of Four or More Syllables: Ihis figure was

created by 1isting all of the words of four or more syllap1es
'present in a compositfon, and then subtracting any repeated words
or close cognates from the 1ist. For the present purpose close
cognates such as "material" and "materialism” were counted as the
same word.

13. Diction Errors in Words of Three Syllables: This factor consisted

of the total number of diction errors of words of three syllables

dﬁi

present in a composition. The use of a word of three syllables in

" an inappropriate context was enumerated as a diction error, An

example would be the use of the word "successions" in the following:
Even youngsters experience small successes in everyday life.
these minor successions such as tying their own shoelaces or
cutting their own meat . ., .

14, Spelling Errors in Words of Three Syllables: This figure represents
the total number of spelling errors of words of three syllables
present in a composition.

15. Total:Errors in Words of Three Syllables: The sum of diction and

spelling errors of words of three syllables in a compositon
produced this figure. ~

16. Diction Errors, in Words of Four or More‘§yllablés: Procedure was

the same ag for Factor 13 above except that words of four or more

+ syllables rather than words of three sy11§b1es were considered.
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-Spelling Errors in werds of Four or More Sy11a61es: Procedure was

the'samevas for Factor 14 above except that words of fou$>or mdre

g sy]]ab1es rather thannwords'of thnee syllables Were considered.

18.

Total Errors in words of Four or More Syllab1es The sum of

diction and spe111ng errors of words of four or more sy]lab1es 1n a

19.

a

composition produced ‘this figure.

Sentences: Following Hunt a sentence was considered "whatever is

writtenibetneen terminal marks" (1965:8). Whatever was ‘punctuated

as a sentence in a composition, inc]uding sentente'fragments that

'-__' were not. reJected was included 1n this factor, which compr1sed the

20.3

21.

22.

total number. of sentences in a composition,
T-units: This factor comprised the total number of T- units in a

composition. Rules used to segment compositions into T- un1ts were.

“those outlined by Belanger (1978: 396-397).

Clauses: This factor comprised the total number of clauses present

-

in a composition.. Following Hunt

In counting the number of clauses in the present writings, a
clause was taken to.be a structure with a subject and a finite
« verb (a verb with a tense marker). If subjects were coordi-

" nated, they merely lengthened the clause, and if any part of °
the verb phrase was coordinated, that aTso merely lengthened
the clause. The whole thing was counted as one clause.

(1965: 15) .

LA

Inter-Sentence Major Word Repetition: One device that can be used

to achieve coherence is to link successive sentences by repeating,

in the second‘sentence; a word oniphrase which existed in the

first sentence (Kane and Peters, 1969). An example of the use of

- such a device would be the use of the word "device" in the present

sentence.  This factor represents the total number of times word
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24.

25,

26.
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repetition to achieve coherence between sentences was used in a

composition..

Inter-Sentence Pronoun-Antecedent Coheéion: Another method of

achieving coherence between sUccessive-sentehces‘is‘to use a
pronoun in the second séntence‘whose~anteéedent exists in the‘
fi}st_sentence (Martin, 1968). This is demonstfated'by the_use of
the word "this" in the present sentence.’ This“figure represents
the tqta1 number of times pronodns whose ante§edents wére fn pre-

vious sentences were used in a composition.

: & . . o . Sl . ’
Inter-Sentence Transitions: The use of transitional words or
hrases’such as "therefore", “"nevertheless" and "as a result",
p . less™ an .

usually butvnot‘a1ways bccurrfng at the beginning of the second

sentence and -used to connect it to -the previous sentence, was

enumerated.

Inter-seritence Logical Cohesion:- Sometimes sentences are linked

by 1bgic/rather than by'méchanica]’devices as in the fol]owing
example: |

A man's family is his most valued commodity. Children and
~wives are more precious than gold.

“Children" and "wives" dre logical constituents of “family" and
thus serve to connect the 'two sentences. Another example of

Togical cohesion is the rhetorical question whose answer exists in

" the following sentence. Only very obvious instances of logical

N

cohesion were enumerated in the present study.

Inter-Sentence Synonym Cohesion: Two sentences can also be con-

nected if a synonym of a word or phra§e used in the first
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. . v N . Q ’
;'sentence 1s used in the second sentence (Kane and Peters, 1969)

The total number of times .such connection was achieved in a

\

composit1on constituted this factor.

27."‘Lnter;Sentence~Grammatica1 Similarity: Yet”another method of

| achieving coherence between two sentences fs to begin both
sentences with the same grammatiCaT construction‘(Kane and Peters,
1969). The total number of times such a dev1ce was used in a

compos’%ion constituted this factor. T

‘ 28; Use ofXCoord1nat1ng Conjunct1on to Begin‘a Sentence: Fo]]owing,
'Christensen (1965) the number of times a sentence was'initiated -

"~ with a coord1nat1ng conJunct1on (usua]]y "And") was counted for
each compos1t1on. A :

29, 'Total Cohes1ve Devites. The sum of factors 22 23 24 25 26

27, and 28 as enumerated in each compos1t1on produced the total
/

number-of cohesive devices used to~connect succeeding sentences in

-1

each composition. S ’ .
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Description of Selected Variab1es

) Analysis -- Second Phase

i
AR

1. Spelling Errors pér 100 NordS' This retio‘was'calculaied by

: dividing the tota1 spe11ing errors found in a composit1on by the

tota] number -of wprds analyzed and nu1t1p1y1ng this figure by 100
T

2. -Words of Three Syllables per 100 words - This ratio was ca]culated

| by d1v1ding the tota] number of words of three syllables present in
a compos1t1on by the. tota1‘number of words ana]yzed‘and_mu1t1p1y1ng
v th1s f1gure by 100. ) | |
3. words of Four or More Sy]Iab]es per 100 WOrds This retio was

P

‘ calcu1ated by d1v1d1ng the tota1 number of words of four or more

sy]]ab]es present in a compos1t1on by the tota1 number of words
ana]yzed and multiplying by 100.. ‘

4, D1fferent Words of Four or More Sy11ab1es per 100 words "This

‘ rat1o was calculated by d1v1d1ng the total number of d1fferent
words of four or_more sy]]ab]es present in a compos1t10n by the

: tota1 ~number of words’ ana]yzed and multiplying this f1gure by 100.

'\/AS; Errors’ in Use of Words of Four or More Sy]]ab1es;per Total Number

~of WOrds of Four _or More SyT1ab1es Used Th1s ratio was producedn

by d1v1d1ng the tota] errors 1n words of four or more sy]]ab]es by
" the tota1 number of words of f0ur or more . sy11ab1es used 1n a

i

\compos1tion.‘

6. words per- C]ause' This ratio was produced by d1vid1ng the total-
number of words ana1yzed in a compos1t1on by . the total number of

Uc]auses present.,

AN

Voo
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10.

11.

2.

~ tion.

C]auses per T-unit: This ratio was calculated by div1ding the

tota1 number of clauses present in a compositiqf:by the tota]

number of T- units.

AS

words per T- unit This’ ratio was produced by dividing the tota]

number of words analyzed in a composition by the total number of

T-units present.

T-units per Sentence:- This_rqtio.was'calcu]ated by diyiding the
total number of T-units present in'a compositibn by the .total
number of sentences. - | |

Words per Sentence: This ratio was ca1cu1ated by d1v1d1ng the

total number of words ana]yzed in a compos1t10n by the total number

~ of sentences present N . ft o

Sentence Errors“per 100 wdrds;. This'ratie«was ee1cu1ated by'div{dA o
ing'the total number‘df sentenee errors present ina eomposithn by
\the total’ number of words ana]yzed and then mu1t1p1y1ng th1s f1gure
by 100. ' ’

'Cohes1ve Devices per‘Sentence- This rat1o was determ1ned by d1v1d-

N

1ng the tota1 number of cohesive devices used to link success1ve

" sentences by the-total number of sentences present~1n-a comPosi-

131
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12 D1fferent Words of Four or More Sy]]ab1es

133

Raw Data o -

List of Factors;" s - o S '. f

1 Nordéknnelyied" T o o
2. Words Rejected | -

3 Type 1 Spelling Ervors
4 Type 2 Spelling Errors
5 Total Spelling Errors - |
6 gentenee-Fnagments Lo .
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Selected Variables

List of Varjables
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APPENDIX G

Correlations for Variables
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| | APPENDIX . H
o o " Prédictors of Writing Quality ~
'R\esu]ting',frbm_a Mu-'ltipl'e Ste;;wise 'Regiﬂess“ion A
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Y TMRIES
Predictors of Writing Quality - :
,Resu1t1ng fram a Mﬂt1p1e Stepwise Regression Ana1ys1s*

i A ‘ - “Tncrease in
Step - 'Variable R R2 R2 - B F .
1 V2 655 .428 428 <138  8.67
2 Vi o .80 L6400 .21 033 57.20
3 v6 B0 705 - 066 315 876
4 vi .80 a0 016 -137 . 193 .
5 V5 . .85 730 _ .08 -091 2.4
6 - V- 857 LT 005 5T 0.2
7 vi2 - .81 - .42 - .008'. .05 502
8 Sov13 - 867 -LT5L. 010 657 491
9 R/ S.869 .74, 003 -60 . 179 |
10 V10 870 7% . ' .002 =189 1.85 |
‘v f .85 766 . 010 . -1186 319 |
12 T w8767 .768. ' .002 . 1600 - 0,57 "
(Constant) R - _ : © (1.478) .

*A11 variables except WOrds of Three Syﬂab]es per I(X) Nords entered the ‘ : v
final pred1ct1on equatmn s o o ‘ s

s

L'vVamab]es F o o e . .
VI- - Total Words ' R | '
V2 . Spelling Errors per 100 Words o T
V3 Sentence Errors per 100 Words ’ - U
V&  Words of Three Syllables per 100 Words ~ o v R

.V&  .Words of Four or More Syllables .per 100 Words ;
V6 Different Words of Four or More Syllables per L(l) Words

" V7 Errors in Use of Words of Four or More Syllables per

- Total Words of Four or More SyHab]es Used C-

V8  Words per Clause -

V9 (Clauses.per T-unit = =, ' S ‘ ‘ S
VIO Words per Sentence . L B - .
V11 T-units per Sentence o ' ~ A
V12 Words per Sentence o p K

.V13_ Cohesive Devices per Sentence oo -



