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The purpose of this pilot study was to collect ,
infornation on the feasibility of designing a controlled experimental
E project to test the effectiveness of a new gramsar called "sector
', analysis" on improving student vriting. The fourth, seventh, and
ninth grade materials used in this study were based on this new.
approach to teaching writing. Both classes with disadvantaged and
classes vith non-disadvantaged students at these three grade levels
vere 1nc1uded in the project. Conclusions were that teachers who had
scme training with the materials tended to be more comfortable and
imaginative in their teaching;,an examination of student work-texts
shoved that the content could be understood by most classes; the )
materials.vere difficult to comprehend for students with severe . .
language problems; and the most frequent comments by participating
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' Materials Being,Used

g
A

This report detalls a project furded hy the Center for Urbsh . .
| . B 4N .
\ Education. The project was under the Airection of Professor Robe o

Allen, Teachers College' Doris Stotts and Edward M. Ouchi Associates, o .

Teauhers College. : : ‘>_ '

-

’ : ] -~

. Period of Project: [’\L

School year 1966-67. . . e

-
¢

Number and Location of Participating Schools' f

[

7 Manhattan - 33 Bronx ~ 23 Brooklyn - b Queens - 2, g

“*thond -1, ( See Appendix A.) . v

’

‘Number and Grade Levels of Participating Teachers:

’ / . Grade 4 < 7; Grade 7 -.7; Grade 9'- 7. (See*APpendix B.)
e . . ® ) i . . r . " ) .
1 E ~ ' - ' . :‘ '

r . [

i'fDiscovezx (Grade 4); Sxploration 1 (Grades 7 and 9) ' 4\\

o — . . .
7,

Number of, Observations#*y Project Directors->

90 (See Appendix C for sample-of the Classroom Observation Form.)

T el
L0

! : ; , .
Ip-service Training Sessions: ' .

0 » Q . . N

Elementary teachers - 30; secondary teachers - 30.
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1% THE m’omsu - .
I A .,
One of the most important forms of cdmmunication in ovr modern

e world 1is ‘the kind of‘communicetion that goes Q betweeQ 8 writer nnd'¥

LAV

- \\\ ’
his readera._ It 18 only through- various sys¥ems of writte* language . \ -

L ‘A‘

" that mritera of‘ the. past continue to codmunicate with W3 today a.n<\we,

¢
through our ability to understand thoSe systcms of written language.

with

.
Tl

them. And, as Ralph B. Iong says,

-

' Recorders anid *elevision notwithstanding, it scems sef to

predict that ir the foreseeable future complex thoug ‘g, will
still be iommunicated most satisf ctori by the wri te
language.™ , ST .

3

0y

., For this reason the ability to read and writs is the key to becoming T

O

a truly educated person,‘nnd effective'inst}uctioﬂ in reading and

writfng is basit to a program of quality educatibn in owr schools._

/ J

Yet the number ,of remeiial re~ding c]asses and the: complaints of" col-

leges and industry about the writing deficiencies of high school grad-ﬁ

. uates indicate that our schools are not doing a verylsatisfactory Job

of teaching these basic skills.

L

Ih receng years linguistac‘science has made sign*?icant advances

,in the gtudy of the English language, and many linguists have begun to

" address themselves t0. the problem of lumproving instruction in the basic’

language skills in our schools. One of the most promising develbpments

. 1s a

new grammar of English deve.oped bv Professor Robert L. Allen of

Teachers College, Columbia University. He calls it "sector analysis "

oector analysis, unlike otlier- 1inguistic gramars lha focus on spoken ‘

English or on words or on complicateo‘sequences of rules, is a grammar -

1} ‘ ’ \ ‘g

1 Ralpﬂ B. Iong, The Sentence and]Ibs Parts: A Grammar of

Contemporary English (Chicago: The ""TVersity of Chicago Press, 1961),

p. 0.

1
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in 8, sentence will, ‘morée than anything elsé, help 8 Ohild to. recognize the o

4
A : . . . ‘
4 . “ L4 N

. i . . 5 T LY »
1’ . . I | h ‘ - *

,\‘

of vritten English and: emphdsizes“hoth "the’ uord order of vrittennsentences: -
; s :

and the.hinds of constiuctipns (not individual uords) ‘that may occupy the

B
«

different positions, callea "sectors," in s senfenoe‘ '*, . | S

’ [

- -

\ There is evidonce‘to SusgeSt that the ability to identify the sectors\\gy

structure of a sentence and thus to read the sentence igtelligently. There '

is also~reason to believe that students can learn }o write, and especially

. o
to edit their own writing, more effectively when they are dee aware of the o
*

2 .
different kjnds of, constructions (of which tgere ‘are only ten) and of the

different sectors they may occbpy, and when this knowledge is reinforced by

.

them around. . Lo : , o . .
R B 3 . N . ‘ X . «

Reports from teachens using sector analysis in, other parts of the coun-

X e

f try have d{early indicated that. the essentials of this approach to sentence -

astructure can be taught in the elementary grades, where it,can- provide stu- .,

'instrument that they can use when, in the upper grades, they examine good

¢

1 4
A

.dents with a guide for the extension of their own writing and with an’

3

witing. - , )

II. OBJECTIVES’

-

' ~'Ihis pilot project was intended to achieve these oh\cctives-

l. To collect information that, would be useful in evaluating

, [
the project materials and to investigate the feasibility of

C :jdesisnins a ggntrolled uxperimental project to- teét the: ef-

fectiveness of these linguistically -oriented. meterials in

improving student writing.» For example' '

a. How much preparation in- linguistics and in the use of.

N LI
-
2 ;“..\

'practice in making up* such constructions, in manipulating them, in shifting <
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' . these materiais do teachers need in grades four,
. L o, : N *
\ seven, and nine? ' , .
h ) P 3 )
N ' : J . X

S o b. ‘How effectivé are the materials as asseSsed by the ..

‘ ' subjective .judgments of the participating teachers
o R ' . " and the project directors° ;'. o ‘.
€ ’ ,
R, ”What revisions or adaptations of the materials, if

L)

. S any, arc needed for, effective use with disadvantaged

ALY

s#udents?

M :

CTo sge whother, after a year's: work with sector Analysis,
r
intermediate school students can use ‘the: tools provided by

.

| this xind of analysis to their own reading and writing and .
. B N 3 f ‘

SN - "#o the analysis-of the styles of different writers; -

»
) \
. \

: A . < (
III.} DESIGN AND PROCEDURES e K ' ' A
e The materials used in this pilot study vere baled on Robert L.
" v
Allen's approach to -“he teachins “of graymar, “novm as sector'analysis.

‘

Theiseventh- and ninth-grade materials (Explgration series) were written

4 “
t

)/ o by B team of . writere from Teachers College headed by Dr. Allen, as were "
the clementary materials (Discoverx series) :
¥ . "In order to determine ‘the effectiveness of these materials in

classes with disadvantaged students as well.as in classes with non-

disadvanta&ed students, this project included both kinds of classes on
A Uy

v v
the three grade levels. . To determine how much training the tcachers in

the laﬁger experimental;study would neéd to use the materials most ef-

fectiv'ly,,thc project included_four grouﬁs of 3éachers'with each group

.

B jrepresentiné a different level of training. The levels of training and

3 2 i )
.procedures for training and supervision may be described as follows:




" GROUP Ig
. ¢
" GROUP.XI:
\
.. GROUP III:
GROUP IV:
.‘l
)

wqek as well as discussion of prob]ems encountered by the teachers in the

nreceding week.,’

sever, |

\

“l‘ . T
These teachers had two semesters or more of .
preparation in sector analysis (but not necas- -
sarily including the actual teathing of sector
analysis.to .their students). There were nd
training classes for this group, but weekly con-

ferences were held for consideration of proplems .

which occurred.with their use'of’the materials
and/oxr their methods of presentation. - ,
These teacherz had a ohe-semester course in -

. sector ahalysis. -They 'received thirty (30)
training and consultdtion sessions with Group
111.1° During this training period, they used
_the materials with their students.

-

These’ teachers had no previous courses in sector

*dnalysis: They were required to attend the thirty

¢

-<in=service traihing. sessions dwring uhich time
they also used the sector analysis mstepials in,
their classrooms.

P

These;teachers hed no previous courses and did

not attend the training classes. They did, how-
git with a consultant once each week during
the inittal stages of the project to discuss PY b=

lems which-occurred in their use of the’ mater%als

and/or- their methods of presentation. (Whenever

‘possible, pairs of teachers wWere selected from
:schoois ip Which & principal or supervisor had

already b en trained in sector analysis ) L.

L3N
-

[

The in-service training classes for Groups ;I”and 11t included instruction E

“in sector anaiysis and ih the use of the matcrials"to be used the following

The conferences with Groups I end IV dealt vith the materi—

als used the previous week, and with those to be Lsed in the succeeding weeks.

The teachers in Groups ‘T and II were selected from class lists of

courses at Teachers College or institutes,in which sector anaLysis hés been

#

taught . Teachers 1n Groups III and IV were selected from - teachers who evi-

denced an interesbuin the‘haterials even though they had. never had actual

'y . [y
B .

¢

T

1 The'elementary and secondary teachers met in separate sessions '

grade levels.

[}

-

because of.the varying degrees of complexity of the materials on the two

.
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trainfhg in sector analysis. Wherever oossible, these teachers were

e

~ gelected frOm a list of recommendations submitted by principals and

~

,supervisors who' had expressed an ‘interest in this pilot proJedt.

The distribution of teachers and clesses are summarized in Table I:

B »
1

I,- B I T | TABLE I N » K
‘ DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS AND CLASSES BY TYPES | |
i, N ' ‘ ' . - .
FOURTH GRADE | SEVENTH GRADE | NINTH GRADE ~ [0
Teachers:{ L S TOTALS] =~ TOTALS ITOTALS
| Type G INT IV fIII frralaw II[TIT|IV]
No. 2L T2 o7 M2 t2 ]2 7 1121218 | 22
| . i ) 1~ i
Classes: [Disadv. -J1p |1 ]2t 5 dfe |3 pht 2 10
Non-disadvd 1} .| 1 2 1l ]1 2 . L
oy Mixed ) 1 12 2 ]2 6 8
~ R . Y : ) T r B
IV. .- DESCRIPTION OF "THE PROJ'ECT -
»

(The Linguistics Project began with a gencral'meeting of all participat-

ing teachers at Teachers CoLlege, Columbia University, on september 21, 1966.

The group was addressed by Professoz Robert L. Allen, project director who

yave the background of 1inguistics in generai as well as a specific orienta-

-

tion‘to sector analys1s.

ing the first three weeks in October, teachers received weekly con-

sultation or 1n-servicc training sessions with the associate directors prior
v ’ ’

to their using ‘the linguistic materials in their classrooms.r Actual class-

‘room'use of the‘materials began the last week of October. Samples of student

@
L 4

writing were collected before initial presentation of the'linguistic'matérials;

1

in their classrooms on'a regwlarly schedulcd ‘basis. Their presentabions were:

for the most part, consistent with the content and procedures ovtlined in the
. ’ . . - \ .

.

Beginnlng 1n November, the teachers were observed teaching the mate<ialé

’
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’ materials. Generally, the teachers were ‘found to be both cooperative and

« 4 ]

. ]

enthusiastic. x . Co - ' .57 )
\ \ [} . N A
, The teachers reported, and ‘the directors observed, that S degree NE

i of students' enthusiasm toward the materials was extremely hioh in almost
.8ll classes._ In many instances, for example, the utudgnts requested addi-
' tional grammar time. "True insight as to the nature of language relation—

v shins was evidenbed in many of the classes observed at all three grade R

.
I_? . c

lcvels.
At the end of the first semester, a mid-year evaluation questionnairc
was distributed.to each participating teacher., (See Appendix E for a sample

¢ questionnaire,) The' responses.of the teachers are‘summarized in Table.IT or .

‘- page 10, . o .
’ N v . -a -

During the secOnd semester, most of the teachers began to work more

freely with the materials, Severdl teachers were observed teaching lessons

s
.

whichlwere‘creative,and extremely stimulgting. The‘responses of the students
in theseaclasses,'both‘elementary and‘secondary, indicated,an increasing
S coMmand of ‘the grammar as well as a willingness to utilize their newly-
learned concepts in oral and written' communication. |

: At the end of the proJect each participating teacher*completed an
- /
svaluation questionnairé. (See Appendix F for sadple ) The responses of
» .- ?
‘f the teachers are summari7ed in Table I1I1 on pages 11 and 12,

3

Student wdrk-texts were-collected in June even though some classes

L)

had not completed their books. Pages were ‘selected {or examination in
order to .determine how successful students were in completing exercises .
. at different stages in the project. . v ‘ T e

Samples of student writing were also collected at thatutine for -




comparison ﬁith.the

" the proJect?

3 )
L]

I
i
I

3

V. EVALUATION

.

Al

4

samples which . had been,collected &t the

The following eyaLyative procedures were used:

e |

1, A suitable form to collect pertinent biographical and’f

beginning ‘of

i ¢

-

professional data on thé participatihg teachers. (See

Appandix‘D.)

3

“2, A mid-&ear.evaluative Ouestionnaire’ for teacﬁers. (See

teacher. (Sce Appeﬁéix F.)

* Appendix

L

¢ .

o
Y

3. A‘yea“-ehd evaluatioﬁ of the project By each participating:
o |

. ¢ [
. Analysis of selected/CPmpleted‘pages from the work-texts,

B

.used in the project.

student writing for compargtive purvoses,
‘ ; R

D Thé collection of nre- and posttprdject_Samplq§ of

An examination of Phe information gloane& from the'biographicél

and nrofessional data form, in the light of the performance of Eeachefh
as observed by the directors and of subsequent sgudent success in the

worz-texts, indicated that age and years, of nroericnce seemed to be less

- comnitment to

‘\

toichers with little previous experience in the classroom and no previous

i)

,fnlevanb tq the su

3

g§g§s of any particular teacher than that_ teacher's !

the goais of the project.and to teaching in general. Sven

training in linguistics were able to produce exceptionally fine results

throﬁgh imaginative-teaching and Extra effort,‘ Studehts whose teachers

Ny

)

A

\

\-

. explicitly (rather than implicitly) directed apnlication of skills écquirqd

throuzh use of the materials to the students' own writing ceemed considerably

}

\



more capable of utilizing that knowledge in their writing--and specifically

s

in editing their ovn wOrk. . ' — e

H

-

Table II.;on page 10, summarizes the responses of the participating

teachers to the mid-year evaluation guestionnaire, Table III, on pages ll

and 12, summeriges the responses to the Year=-end questionnairer The general

‘ encountered by the teachers. Actually, some of ‘this information was already~'

I3

* “intent of both questionnaires‘was to obtain the teachers' subjective evalua-

tion,of'the materials and of thefr'students',responsexto them. The fdd

' l

year questionnaire was,y of course, oriented moye towards identifying any

points “of difficulty inthe materials and the types of tdaching problems

- known to the associato directors who had- maintained continuous contact with

‘v

Feneral areas: the appropriateness of the materials for. their type of class,

the teacners and -their students through regular classroom opservations. . The

year-end questionndire, on the other hand, concentrated on obtaining the -

teachers' evaluation of'their year's expérienee with theimaterials in these -

* .

\
the response of the students to the materials, and the effects, if any, on

2y

-their students‘ other language arts skills.

- . \ N 2

]

L]

, . ~

s

\_\."'
-
.

1]



(TABLE II

7,

SUMMARQQbF TRACHER RESPONSES TO MID-YEAR QUESTIONNAIRES
i (See Appendix E for the Questionnaire 1tse1f)

N “) ’
Item i

\ Response SR g;ade L

104

&

=

yes

Grades,7-& 9 Total

+

no e v )

i

Qualified y%s J

qualified no . "

\

. -

-

~exergises boring —

no problems - .

.

lessons take too clﬁss’peflods

format unsuitable -for slow students .

heterogeneous classes

oy = ol ofofld

nqt enough drill

-

Aad,

Yes (some carry-over)

~

P

no (toa early to tell

%

B

LS A

-

yes {some difficulty in teaching)

Pl

no i(no difficulty in teaching)
qualified yes . -

ogwac§mﬂﬂzmmda

44}@§_{;urficiént help recei\ed)

b
T

‘no , . ',

[
=

= q

ﬂodmdeQHQQNQN§¢Ow
; .

none (no unmet needs)-

~

- 2=-3 (Grade b<period
' 3_1}

1-2 periods a week

AT

30;minutes)

-l

l‘ 5 I ‘, 'v. v

more (than previouslyj_ I

less

(-

same

O+

. less )
" . sanfe . M v

T hout or Loss (prqparationﬁtimé)

2 hours'or less ..

P e

more (than previousiy) . f

o] = ro ol ol ol o

a

L O*

teacher self-improvement

students are learning

1

appealing approach (to students)

students motivated by success

gome 'C" exercises {Exploration):-

I’

. J-l*

none (no, least satisfactogxﬁaspects)

difficulty of some lessons

not enough drill

lack of creative writing exeréI‘es

| o] o+ o i i~ o ] ro} o ~af <2\l o of i A~ =

HM@ﬂwngw4@55ﬁ4d§§m0ﬂ8mgngw

dlfficulty of reconciling 6ld and new
’ approaches

o |ofrlulwluwl o] ol

§

N

e

g
;m‘

* The 1tems marked w1th an asterisk are trose/with variable responses; chat
is, the grade U responses will not total 7, ;and the responses for grades 7
' 1nd 9 will not total 14, , .

+ Two grade 9 teachers are b
prepargtion time for these
-for grades 7 and,9, thorefore, total only 12,

.

‘ N [ 3

inning teachers; they could notucompare their

‘terials with previous years. The total-responses

o
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IR T smmr OF TEACHER RESPONGES 'ro YEAR-¥D QUESTIONNATRES
EESEN (See -Appendix F. f‘or the Questionnaire 1tse1f‘)
s, - : - ' |
* AT S Response .- __Grade b  Grade 7 Grade 9  Total"
+ 1. | Reading lewel: : : . .
|+ .| .. Above grade ' .2 1 3|
‘ . Qrade level T , 1 1]
~ - - Below grade * . , 2 B2 2 "
| Mxed T TS I 3 B
., Scholastic ability: - . A
Foc .Very good - . T S 2
/AT o Average - T j 1 1 1 —I1
RN . Limited _ . - 3 v 2 T L 6]
P - Mixed T ' 1 Tk 51
Ethnic ‘composition: .
VoL, v Mainly white . 2. 1 A, 71
|+ 1 Mainly non-white 3 2 2 vi
e 1 Mixed C 2 IR
Voo oon|? | Appropriate | ‘ 3 R 2 0
el 1 Qualified appropriate RO 5 I 10
AR Inappropriate ~  » i 0 0 o 0
P 1 ‘Work-text Sformat emy 3 1 2 [
PR Sub‘ect-pred cate“mrhing system 3 ' 3
. WOrd—-ga.mes ‘ 3 : , 3
' Meaningful terminology & concepts 2 1 2. - 5
¢ X words . « A 2 2 1
; Multi-level. a.najg'sis 2 s 2
‘ 1 Sequentlial approach ' ‘ e D R [
Co ! Gives students f‘a}el.ing of " N . T
. A4 . achievement : 1 ot 1 21
R j Different kinds of English 0 1 1 0
“b | Difficult vocalulary and - e 1l 5
b y ' directions. Ry - Se T ' '
| Difficult refinements - \ 1l - ‘ N 1]
More exercises needed B 1 ] o 1
. Boinguage patterns < . R 1
Uninteresting sentences _ 1. e 3
Exercise C i s , 2 2
} Difficulty vith- sdvanced conCepts- N 1, 1
y "] None N 2 1 . 5
N 3 Work too difficult . ’ B 1 < 1 2
) | Need for recadiness prepa.ration 1 1 2
- Need for lesson plans R . i 1
Lessons reguired too much time 2 .. 2 U
Loss of interestf L 2 2
, None 4 _ 3 =1 i 1Y
A Yes © Y 4 3 2 "9
o . Qualified yes . S 1 2 3
o Fo v e " 1. ) 1 2
qualified no - s . N 1 1
Don't know ., . i 1 1
. R . ’ R P [ N
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. TABLE III

¥

“@

Ttem " Response ' . Grade 4  QGrade 7- Grade 9  Total

oa [ Botter, ) N
{orse
Same

-
no

™)

f
NI 1O

5b .{ Better
Worse
Same
5¢ | Better
© TWorse
‘Same

5d- [ Better
Worse
Same

—

nd

B - .

@oprWQOm - &

-

o- Lo ,\WCﬁF:<§

5e Exceptional enﬁhusiasm i
.Individual training
Ability to work alone
More oral participation -
Wrote more

\irote more imgginatively

Hw&%moﬁaooHHd

Hwﬁwdwﬂdrooﬁw

<

7_ "Yeu'
No o

o Prior acqﬁaintanCe of materials
One semester
Consultatien services .

9 | Yes i
Qualificd yes

O} Oy
= .
ol ] oy o oy ] -

of v ol i~| ofwn
o}ro] =+l
j-

f .

4 No

’/ »

.Héd'w omHHF

. . K < N *
. . . . o N . “

At the mid~year point in the project the teachers who reported difficﬂlty

. /

in u31ng the llngulst1c materials Jwere most oftgn teaching in disadvantaged

)
areas of the ‘city or in heterogeneously grouped clasqes in Which the differences

.

in students ‘?bilities posed problems.. Many of the difficulties encountered '

Alwere in those itpms that relled heavily on a natiﬁe ébeaker s feeling for the ’

nngl1sh'language—-which many language-disadvantaged children lack. This dif-

[l

ficulty may be overcome by rev1S1ng‘the materials to”take into account the
differenCes in the llnguistic bacggrounds of such students.

The reports of carry-over to other lanruage activities ranged from evidence
!

of .kéener avareness of the stiucture of Engllsh to claims of actual impriovement
o . * 7 T ’ R
in writing and reading skfills. Some -teachers reported more consistent use of

complete standaid Engliéh sentences in classes in which frdgmentary sentences .

L}
’

~



’ | | | ‘ e 13.°
" had previously been the usual sentence type found orally and»on papers. .
Since direct earry-over was not anticipated before the cdmpletion of at |
' least the first book in each series these reports were somewhat surprising.
- The most satisfactory element in the project at mid-year seemed to be
| the enthusiastic response of the stﬁdents to the materials ag well as the
very real’learniné evidenced both by-students and teachers. The exchanse
of” experiences in the in-service sessions proved to he very stimulating to
many of the project teachers. The least satisfactbry part of the project
| seemed to 1ie in the frustrations of teachers of the disadvantaged students.
Disadvantaged students tend to find most language activities difficult.
* Certain revisions in the format and presentation of the materials may be
" able to counter some of these problems. . . |
The responses on the year-end questionnaire.repeated,‘for the most,
part, both the favorable and unfavorable commentskmade On‘the mid-year . '.
'evaluations. Teachers of disadvantaged classes reported that the major
difficulties encountered by their‘students were in connection with lessons
‘deaiinglwith concepts whichZSeemed“to require'a native speaker's feeiing for
the 1anguage: e.é., firling out elliptical sentences, understanding and re-'
producing embedded constructions. ‘Some of these ‘teachers stated, however,
that if they had had more time to spend on teaching these concepts, instead
.uof the other areas of the total curriculum required by their courses of

__— study, their students would have achieved as much as the other students.

r

_Even the teachers of the most noticeably language-disadvantaged classes:

. . i —at

Q . ) - . ]
reported progress in all language-arts areas (item 5 on the year-end Y
questionnaire). - o . / Ay

The following represent the range of comments made in resnonse to o




1h,

-

. item 102 :
I think that the project needed more time. In the higk \
school we were hampéred by required reading, mid-terms, &he. .

Perhaps if the prodect lasted for two years 1 could have seen
more progress.

's

Ay

The material is excellent for bright\children who welcome

“ ' an intellectual challerge. It is often too abstract for slow:
‘ , children,

. ) : My students became, excited about language., They began to
. ; consider the many ways they used and wmisused words. They be-.
gon to develop. ways to sharpen their speech, to listen tiore
eritically, to edit ‘their writing." They began, finally, to
learn the distinction between spoken and written English, be-
tween formal and jinformal language, between standard English and’
the many dialects spoken in America. They began, in short, to
~develop a healthy curiosity about their own language.

R . <. . R . " . -t ' ’
In thbulating the answers of students on selected erorcises in the
«ﬂ;‘ wor\~tc ts, the classes were coded in terms of grade lnvel, the prior
1inpuistic training of the teacher, the languacge competence of the class

in vonelal, and the range of abillty in the olass. Table_;V explainsﬁ

the coded designations for each class in the progect:

H




CLASSIFICATION OF CLASSES BY GRADESl

’

TABLE IV

¥4

a

-
S

>

rade’ .Teacher Class Giass) é@neral
Lode © Code Code Type ‘ Ability
4 I 1 mixed ~average to bright
b I 2 disaivanthged slov to average
LR 11 1 disadvantaged slov to avéragé
Iy I 1 non-disadvgntaged ex;rgﬁély‘igight“:
L iII 2 disadvantaged slow
L 1v ' 1 disadvantaged slow
b IV 2 disadvantaged slow to average
. I 1 | mixea slow tb'ébcée'QVerggéu
7 I '1{ hon-disadvgntégcd bright 
7 1I | 2 mixed - , slow to above average
aa 111 i\‘ non?disadéqntaged" bright : |
T v w1 | disaﬁvantaged slow
i1 Iv° b 2 disadvanﬁaggﬁ | slow : ~
8 - ~ T
1 . . .
9 ‘ g 1 disadvantaged average
19 I » mixed slow toﬂaveragel
9 I, 3 mixed slow to average
9 II 1 disadvantaged slow to average
9 IIX | 1 hixed average
g 11X e mixed avéragé ' ;
“lo . v 1 mixed slow to brignt
9 v g mixed : slov to bright

The Roman numeral desfgna:ion assigneq, to cach class corresponds
to the classification by teacher types in Table I. ’
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Iables v, VI} and VII, below, sumarize the results of checking
each partic}pating student's wo}kztext. (Sec Apnondices\G and H for
~ samples of Yhe check lists used.) ~'I‘he purpose of the examination of ,
‘these texts was to ascertain for each individual, and then foﬂ each'class,‘
the number of correcgyresponses for each sclected exercise in relation to,
.the number of‘items.tried‘in<thet exercise, Because the work-text was‘ .‘
carefully structured to‘progress.?rom fairly easy ékercises to more eomplig
'cstod ones, exercises were chosen ,by the evaluators which seemed to best
reﬁ%ect ‘the progress which students weré making at various significant
stages of this sequential oresentation. Almost Lvery exercise examined
was one in which the student was asked to write sentences or constructioﬂs-

i

accoh?ing to the instruction which he had previously received. Some of
—

these writing assignments were closely structured, while others allowed For
free writing on the part of the studehts. A student who, for one reason‘or
nother did not complete more .than half of his work-text was eliminated ‘
from the sample. This nrocedure was necessgry due to the fact that it was
not possible to determine'whether hie failure‘to complete the t!;t was‘due;
to aosence, withdrewal'from school, or inability to’do the worki In some

instances, the whole class failed to complete the text., In these cases,

" the jcems are reported as Q in the tables.



/

TABLE V

170-‘

- »70

.2 Number correct may'. be'%aréer than number tried.

SUMMARY OF GRADE 4 RESULTS FOR DISCOVERY I

Page i}‘w I, Iy | In || 1y | v,

b0-21 | No. Right 339|227 |23 |uoo” |25 | B3 . | sy

No. Tried 360 |260 [256. JLo5 [329 | 309 | 283

. | R B s .

p2-23 | ‘No. Rigit 18 | 63 | 79 |17, | 8 | 1 | 76]

“ | No. Tfigd\ ) 125 76 81 1135 89 "?2~ 93

39-40 | No. Right | 139 | 86 |73 |23 |.0 | m2 |aisg

No. Tried 240 {11k "] 90 | 259 o | 131 [|178

L,‘ - * - b V : ‘ . . B } ' ' . ‘ .

50 No. Right _ 185-1 [ 71 | 96 {205 o | ‘o |13

o, Tried 199 | 8 112 216 0 0. 132

b7 Ho. Kight lwe  [u7 - [13 263 (172 | 167 |\6s

| Wo. fried o PS7T 157 173|270 [{1% | 196 |20
No. Right ¥a). |42 |43 | 38 |-e.| w6 | 28 | s8]

t Mo, Tried % 5k by 1108 - | 77 38 68

- ! No. Right (b) L2 39 .34 6l 37 25 56
.| No. Tried . 96 51 42 108 71 37 - | 67

No. Right (e). - [ I . [ 1I. 0 3 1 2 5

No. Tried , 16 S1e o |13 5 6 - 8

H3-Th 1 No, Right (a) |59 (31 { 55- 1189, | o | 32.] o

No. Tried- 65 100 9 | 223 160 | 174 0

No. Right (v)l 17 12 32 11 [} 35 0

No. Tried . 65 | 100 9% |ge3 |160 | a7W 0

. o ' 3

93 No. Right (a) 63 9 o {33 | of-6 | o

| No. Tried: - 20 14 0 {135 o 1.3 0

No. Right (b)° 55 5 0 -7 0 9 0

No. Tried 120 U \o 135 0 31 )

. N . \ ’ v

o No. Right (a)? 85‘; -6 ‘g 139, | o |03 | o

. No., Tried 110 6 - N BUTY 0 | 120 . 0
No. Right (©)? 50- L 0. (113 0 69 o

No. Tried: 110 6 0 _|ik6 | o | 120 0

No. Right (¢)e- 1 7 |- 0 |192 ~0 | 127 0

No. Tried 110 - 6 ,1 0 (146 o {120 { o0

1 A small number is preferred)in'thié item, O
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.SUMWARY' OF GRADE 7 RESULTS FOR EXPLORATION I

. .

TABLE VI

>

18,

Page

s- Il

Iy

Iy |11, . vy | v,
i - i g /
No. Right . e | 155 104 130 65 12k
1| No. Tried {115 155 120 &30 65 125 °
13 |No. Rignt () 61 6° | o9 10 33. | 33
| .No: Tried 209 00 [ 228 | 2 105 | 250 |
~ [Mo. Right (b) 52 ‘*§"§ S & 6 0
Ne, Tried - = pO9 | 300 | 228 | 260 105 250
No. Right (c) 15 1 o1 1 T 0O T 0
No. Tried Pog | 300 | 228 | 260 | 105 . | 250 .
) N : N
15 No, Right gh2 L4é 315 389‘& 185 | 37
No. Tried . b2 hhg 345 390 | 195 3
25 . |No. Right" pog | 246 | 132 212 120 120
| No..Tried . p25 | 206 | 212 288 130. | 202
8 |o. might (a) 79 | 169 | 8 | 135 o 82
No. Tried gg_ A72 117 146 78 88 |
No, Right (b) 7 'ff%? ‘ 132 5 32
No. Tried % 172 | 117 | 16 78 88
3 . §fo. Right e | 95 25 | 87 | 32 0’
"} No&- Tried 8+ 1 95 68 .88 | 34, 0.
B7 | vo. Rignt a2 | 185 | 16 | 155 0 o
| No. Tried. 32 185 136 | 156" o 0
b9 | No. Right 176 | 2h0 | Ta | 232 0 0
| No. Tried polk | 300 197 252 0 0
2 {No..mignt - 72 | 195 8 | 172 0 0:
% No. Tried 78 196§ 126 | 17h 0 0
55 . | No. Rignt o |19 | 75 | 18, 0 0
| No. Tried 0 |-192 W5 | 182 0 0
59‘ No. Right 0 ,”' 103 25 56 0 0o
No., Tried 0 109 |- k3 57 0 0

B
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‘s |  TABLE VII B L 19
| SUMMARY OF GRADE 9 RESULTS FOR EXPLORATION I
Page ‘ : v Il ' 12 13 | vIIl "III]_ .II,ITQ ’ Ivl IVg ’
1 ¢ . i 1
* L { ] ) ) : .
7 [vo.Right | 90 |50 [129 | 80 | 78 | 88  |a19 | of -
. |No.-Tried. 90 [150 f129 ,j 88 78 %0 1119 | 93
13 ° |[No. Right (&) 4 i s1 | 7. | 49 | w6 .| 60 37
No. Tried 180 +1310- 1126 ]193 166 | 174 238 | 184
No. Right ,(b) 2 120 [ 13 3.1 18 1L | 8 18
© [No. Tried- . 1180 310 126 193 166 1174|238 | 187
: -~ |No. Rigit (¢) I Y | &6 [ o©. 71T 0 |3 1-0 9
’ .JNo. Tried 180 1310 -]126 193~ [166 |i7h {238 |182
|5 {io. Rignt Cdesr {uro . |365 7 lawr leso lees |sur | 279
No. Tried 283 |80 381 266 -]255 263 |356 ! 28y
Py frolRignt v ek g0 f o7 [ 60 [162 [0 [133
No. Tried’ CJ1507 JekB8T 99 {152 o " | 189 [183 | 158
" ) ’ : ' _' ! 'Y :
25 - [Wo. Right (a) | 85 bo | 23 O 8l o1 | 9% 71
Mo. Tried - 86 bo {26 102 95 103 104 i
No. Right (b) 6L 1 3% | 22 75 71 62 .| .85 | &
No. Tried - - - 86 Lo 26, | 102 95 103 104 76
34 [No. éight 8 78 | o 15 | 48 | 83 ,87 » 5T
- © INo. Tried 10 .| 85 103 | 28 W58 1 9. 93 62
. g - ‘7 . ‘
37 |No. Right “l7r li67 j129 | 85 95" 106 {132 |101
v | . Mo, Tried 71 ]168 131 9% | 95 109 | 135 {104
49 |No. Right {98 | 33 |8 {108 .|100 [137 |186 |1k
No. Tried 125 | 4o 1192 |159 [130 169 |215% 17q
‘7 . >
52‘~ No. Right . 69 53 6 {115 | 356 91 |127 112
No. Triea * - | 70 5l 66 117 56 {109 (130 1179
' - — T 1 —
55 |No. Right 70 o ] o |7t tI |6 |ios 9,
’ No. Tried om0 | oo o |10 12 67" |11k 99
N ,
5 No. Right 1 8 0 o 57 ‘1 © 17 59 | 33
‘9 Ho« ‘Pried’ 8" f o] o | 69 8 23 61 [ 34
’ | . : . - B ’ .

.
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‘teachers or the ability of their children which was the controlling factor

f‘ c 20!
The results for Gtade 4 show that two classes, I and IIIl; did
noticeably better than all the others. While one of the-two teachers

ad prior linguistic training, the other had in<service training concur«

L]
&

rent with the project, Both of these teachers had classes with superior
children, Unfortunately, the proJect did not include a_teacher without /
prior linguistic training who had a auperior cldass. TFor this reaBOn,’it

is~net_possib1e to state definitely whether it was the training'ef the two

v

in their superior performance, - Both teachers were alsoﬂstrongly committed

to the goals of the project and were considergd excellent teacherc by the

¢

invostigators. Without'a controlled study, however, it is not possible to

- f|determine Just how relevant these factors of commi%ment teaching ability,

“and student ability are since some, but not all, disadvantaged classes also

performed well, ¢l
The results for Grade 7 show that the two bright classes, Iy and

111y, performed appreciably better than the others. One of the two teachers

had had some prior linguistic training, but not a course in sector analysis,
, i > D !

“and botn received in-service training concurrsnt with the project. Again,

the controlling factor seemed to be the ability of the students, but this

inference is open to question due to the fact that the students in I,, a

" group of slow to above average students, alsq'perfdrmed very ﬁell on the parts

o

they completed. It is worth noting that the scores for, Lesson 4, Exercise B

. (page 13 on Table VI), show that class I, did better than”either of the two

bright classes, II} and IIIy. The bvetter performancé of I, is directly at-

tributable to the teacher! s efforts. This exercise asks the student to write

.

his owm subject nominals for the predicates given in the exercise. He isfiree

to use single wqrds or constructions,but the teacher of class I urged her



' . ] } ’ " ‘ ' ‘. l_
' ’ . ‘ 13 21¢ ’

0 3,
.

‘ - . . 4 i‘ \
students to vrite subject nominals of more than threec words. The score
of ég on (b) shows that this engourtgement resulted in her hlass uging

' more post-nuclear adjectival phrases than all the other seventh-grade

i s
3

classes put together. ' ‘ ‘ . . ' '

£

The two classes that dia not perform as well as the othgrs were
_ IVl and vy, It should be noted that these two classes were composed of

students with severe language handicaps. In both ‘classes the students

. . o ’ A | . | ! o,
came: from homes in vhich "standard" English was not spoken, and in the .0
. . A , ,

]

casc of IV,, many eame‘from‘noneEnglish speaking hones.l ‘ o
. . ) N ) A

- The results for Grade 9 arc even more difficult to evaluate inasmuep

As all the classes were heterogeneously groupéd. The two classes that per

formedkvery well;‘IVl andvIVQ, were’taught.by the sEme creetlvekteacner..~ e

It should also be noted that his students ranged in ebilily.from slow to !

bright whereas those in the other classes ranged from slow to average. v
- Once again, the ability ‘of the students secmed to be the controllino factor, ‘v -

\
but further evidence of a statistical nature would be needed to substantiate _
. ' ’ * 2

this conclusion, since some of the scores for the other classbs are comnarable

. 4 ", to, or better than, those of qu. Classes 12 and” 13, for example \beroormed

apnrec1ably bettor on item 13 (a) than either Iv, or IV,. As with the seventh~;

1 2!
yrade 1esults, hovever, this superior performance by a group with,less ability

is attributable to the direct eneoxragement civen by the teaoner on this

exereise. It appears, therefore, that the teacher plays a vital role in -+

the transfer staéo of instriction. Anotner teacher,ifor instance, reported --

tMat on one occasion vhen she had received a set;of'eompositions'full of

¢

fragments and run:on sentences, she returned the papers_to therstudents with
' : . N ' . ) :
the explicit directions to edit them by applying the concepts of full sen-

,tences, X words, and- sentence signels. When she collected the papers again,
. A | . .

LY
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to hcr surprise and pleasure nearly ali the fragments. and run-ons had

been corrected. ' ' toe

'In general, then, the results for all three grades do not cleurly
. ‘ &

isolatc ny one single factor as crucial in determining the appropriateness

J'

of the tested matorials inasmuch as all classes were able to perform well

in terms, of their abilitiés. | v .
It was not possible to do any kind of systematic objective evalua-
tion of the pre- and oostoproject writing samplcs of the stueents due to

(1) the hi?h rate of attrition and absenteeism, particularly on the: fourth-

'gradeilevel, and (2) the extreme variations in numbers of lessons completed

. Iwequently in conferencc periods that they vere findinr fewer sentence

«

‘ ; . . ‘
at all grade levels. Consecquently, this section of the report can only give

tepresentative samples of improfedﬂwritinv on all’ three grade levels: ‘It

secms worth repeatinr here that all but four of the project teachers felt

vhst their students had improved the1r general writing ability. (éee item

5 in Teble I1I.) ‘he seventh- and ninth-grade teachers also commented
e,

\\«
frapgments and fewer run-on' sentences 1n the students' written assignments.

~

The fourth-grade tcachcrs reported.consideiably more sentences begyn with

‘ capital letters and puncﬁuatcd properly.

Three kinds of writin samples were chosen from the fourth—gradc
population. The, first sample shgﬁs;the pre- and post-proaect composition

of bnc‘stndent~in a disadvantagedfclass. There vas t time'lapse of exactly

\ :
cight months between compositions.

%

my Favarte TV Prgoram October 6, IOQ?

3

I watch televisxon on a carootn i super man i hree stoges
supee rhierolik : \

r..
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, .o . ‘ . ' . oo N
. n . Mg, Terrific is on Monday - June 6, 1967
« ] ., Ilike Mr. Terrific because he Is a good guy) He fights
‘ . . spies and he takes his on¢ piil and he is ver ;Puﬂny. He

Fights bad guys.  His friend is Stanley. , # T

o
DR . . X \.' o '
¥

/ 1t is extremely difficult to account for the dramatic growth in the
. writing of’ this child. Certainly, it Mould be impobsible to claim that
. all of" his progress was the result 8t having used the Discovery materials.

N _ What can be said is th?c he did usk vhe materials, and he ,‘iid‘ grow}.. Further'
. .o [ . . . . ot

eonclusions wéuld-be speculative. . _ ‘ - : .

.

Wy ”he other two samples of fourth-grade writing consist of ote example .

/ :

; a stucent's ability to edit her qwn writing and another complete poste
project composition. (See Appendix I for replicas of these compositions )
.- " Both of these samplos show the actual use of concﬂpts taught in the Discovcnz

matcrials. Both the positions and the kinds of constructions studied in’}

-Discoverx 1 are found in these two samples. t‘should also ‘be noted”that
students seem to usc constructions that are not dircctly taught in thel
Discoverx materials.) This may be attnibutable to a natural maturing ofithe
_child; but it may also be due to.the child'sﬂincreased awareness of struc-
! tures possible in ‘his 1angﬁa?e, as reported by some teachers on thg qdes-
tionnaires. Only controlled résearch can delinmit the exact reasons.
The writing samnles from tho secondary students did not show the ‘kind
. of dramatic growth‘reflecth in the Eourth-gradc sample above, They did
however, 1ndicate growthnln the use of more comple¥. structures, including
embedded constructions. Compare, £or instance, these pre- and post-nrodect

™ compositions written by a seventh-grade student in one of the disadvantaged

s classes expressing his reactions>to two different abstract pictures:

-

‘;'&



ooy,
. L \ ; . o November ?, 1966
. ’ ] KE -
iy “1n the picturc it looks like the statue of . Liberty. _ ;

Another tRifig that it reminds me of is like big rocks and
the city in fyont of it., It looks like its leaning on a
building and her head is leening back and she's holding '
up the torch in the sky. It looks like she's lighting up :
«  the whole city or if thats.the sun then maybe its just -
1igbting the certain parts. And ahother thing I just '
“fpund out is that it’ looks like she's in. the rocks or ,
comping out of the rocks., '

N\

' L

' June 30, 1907

The pi ure that I'm looking at is similar to a' ' .
castle and/the man in the picture looks like, when he
nushes the ¢urtains he's going to probably bow in' front

: cof a king, cause he took his hat off and that is done v
, ‘ with kings. ¢ ‘
- Another thlng it looks 1like is an explorer comming
‘ " from his voyage and telling his discoveries to the king as
4 he goes past the curtain, And he also looks like a spy
o ‘ trylng to listen on to some inforMation ' ' _

.

. 'Superfici 11y, both comoositions appear to be oulte similar. Both,

Vo '
for nnstance, have subject clusters with 'clauses as post-nuclear adjcctlvals

and both favor the "looks llke" pattern'> But a closer examination of the
, oo : ’

"looks like" patterns=reveals‘thls striking Hiﬁference between those inffhc“

pre-project compositions and {hose in the ﬁost-project ones, In the orc-
v . o . R }

projcct sample, like is tollowad either by a cluster or by a trunk (i.e:ﬂ

a subject plus a predicate), which, when ecxpanded, is done so by peané’of

compoundiné: ' o IR L Py

O

In the post-project com0051tion, on the other hand, there is greater

variety and comple,lty in the types of constructions used aftér like: the
first llke is followed, not<byra sgmple trunk, but-by a sentence-unit (i.e.,

' . \ - T
‘a trunk that has been expanded by adding front and end sentence adverbia;s
C L. . ‘ » 3
to it); the second like is embedded in the predicatc of the post:nuclcar

adjectival clause which is, in turn, embeided‘in'the subject cluster so that .

A




" clausid can be nestnd in 8, larger construction, the concnpt of a clausid

/ R
. | ﬂ’ - ‘/ ) 4‘ ) ’\5. -
8 o ‘}0~ / ’ e ‘1"
the like is followed not“by a,. c0nstruction that is directly ralated to tbe

lixc itself but by thc predicate of the sentence, the third like is followed

by,a clausid (i By, A clause with the X word, or time-orientation, dcleted),

- -
. . .

1which is a very sophiaticated construction.

3

Although clausids, as LS conxﬁruction-tyge, are not’ taught in B plor -

tion,l, X w0rds, frOné and end s ifters (i.e., sentence adverbials), and

~the,concept of Ieve)s (i e., of constructions "nested,"vor embeddedg in- ‘

other constructions) are not only: taught but also emphaéized. And since

B

a clausid is formed bv deletiﬁnathe X word in, it which carrﬂ;s/tho time-

: orlnntation of thé whole clauSe, a necessary deletionibefore the resultant

is- imolicit in- some of* the concepts taught in Eglorstio Lo Consequently, e

[4

although 1t cannot hg categoricelly stated that these,concepts vore directiy
. . ‘ A ¢ RN . D

responsible fox the differences in the stu}s;nt's handlinp of the "1ooks like"

4

. R o
. patterns in thm two compositions, it would annprar that the emphasis the ﬂ}-

perimental materialq place on: constructions and on constructions nestrd {Astde .

r
ot r constructions helns stuuents to th iﬁﬁ Jn tcxms of manipulating largcr

>

synta'tic units. As one nlnth-grade teacher commentcd in a conforoncc with

an 1nvestigator, Lesson u, Exercise B (item 13, Table VII), which asks thc

student to write original subjoct nominals for the predicates given in ‘the

9

cxcrcise, gave my students a new freedom-—many of them had not realized

y i
4 \

that the subject of a sentence could be made up df many words."1
¢ .
\ ‘ ‘ .

3

o - '
1 The teacher who made t is comment also pointed out that his students

 had had traditional grammar training, vhich was borne out by their subsequent”

objection to ¢alling words like he, she, it, and they pro-nominals instead of .
pronouns, even though they recognized Jhe " fact that all pronouns do not take

© the place of nouns. gor this reason, it would- seem thal the way traditional

grammars regularly use’the label "subject” to refer to the “simple subJect” e
does encourage students.to think in terms of words instead of larger con-
structions..

o

'
s ‘ A . A\t,
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© The post-project n%itrng 6? other students from a different ¢lass in

[s o D .
5. the seme school from which the bxemples above werce taken also showed the

’

use of longer and more complex COnstructions and sentences. For cxample,
a student who apparentlw is not a nativeespea?er of ”standard“ English usod
6 sentence wnit after 1like with a because of phrasc asta sentence adverbial

in*which an adjectival claqse 1s embedded in the post-nuclear position of

-~

~the cluster functioning as the object of the prepositiona "The 'people loo&s

1ike thoy had to hold up traffic because of the. tree that Tell in the front

N \

ot the dxlvewayf” (Sec Appnndix J for more cvamples of the use of longcr

.

and more complek constructions‘and,sgntences.)‘

‘
Y

" Another kind of improvement shown -in the post-project-samples WO AN e

the kind of editing done by the-students. In/ the pre-project compositions, .
the xind of editing.done by students’ was, by and large, limited to mechanical
cbrréctions suchias'spellin; and to <hoice of words, These corrections still -

accowitad for most of the editing on the post-project samples, but a number

RS g ‘ ] .

of sambles shiowed evidence of editing involving restructuring of scntences
[ ) i . b

. LY B 1 B . .

and constructions., ¥or example:

(1) ﬁitnough } greaily enjoy all-the T.V.~programs 1 waychgffbt ‘
Q? . ‘ . 'm& févoriée one is “Occasional wife." 1
’ & (?)" tthe anthor gives you a dafin&be a question or a statement
' ﬁé&gﬁiiuiﬁﬂﬁféﬁkké% watcn the whole program before you
xnow "vhats; \-J‘ne;t"'. C * L a |

: &
(3) My favorite T.V. program is "The Avengers,.y In this program |
‘ =

Dianna Rigpas and Patrick Macknee.are(fne stars of thﬂ% sho@.




(4) Itve Knowen h?; ever since I was five years 0ld and

. . Lo
. . we stick together through thick and thin. en she

first came to my house.udgl can rember r it/es if it -
’T;]?:;}QE s ZA {devn
were ypsterdagY'Lﬁ-saw.a small girl withkgolden hair ¢

‘A(é“_
vy
-and~p&~w&eh. . : .
| 7 .
[ ) e TS Y Ml yie
. (5) Donna lives two blocks eway from me, We do /‘

of %hings togéther.
b1
(Appendix K shows a pre- and a post-project composition and the kind of
editing that th» writer did on them.) .

9 ; Although the majority of'the-changes mede in the editing of the post-

Sr L projant compositions~werousimi;ar {0 those made in‘the~pre-project~samplés,~f-ww~

the examples above show that the students have made éome progress. It

should be stated hero that those teachers who madc & conscious and continuous

JJ‘

[y

affort to get their students to édft their vriting achieved the best'Yesults
. . in this réspect. The examples above ﬁeré,tgken %rom the classes of such
teqchers. It would appear,—theréfore, that training in editiﬁg is a task
., that must rely oaythe teachar more than on p;inted instruntioﬁs.
In gcnérgl, then, the writipg ot the secondary students did show im-
provement'botﬁ in the complexity’of sentehces and constructigns used and |
in the kinds of changes made in editing. A longitudinal studf involving
fthe use and coﬁpletion’of both Exploration 1 and é and the use of controlled
g rroups would be feeded to détermine,the nature of the relationship between -
; the maﬁgrials used in.'this study and the kinds of.ihprovement shown iﬁ the

: - . ~
‘ i - o

students' writing.

.
"
l; N . =
. ]
. i
) ~ N .

4 !

f -~
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VI.  SUMMWRY AND coucmsmus'
This pilot project sought to gather data in four areas relative to
the linguistically-oriented‘matefials'used in this study.. The first area
exploreéd was that of the;amount 6r preparation in 1inguistics teachers
would neced in order to use the materials most effectively. The contlusion
is that teachers who have had some training, either concurrent with or prioz
. to use of the materials, feel most comfortable with the materials and tend,
' according to thb investigators observations, to be more imaginative in '
theip teaching of language. In instances in which this training is not pos-
sible, it‘is deemed hipghly advisable for the'teacher to‘receive consultation
~ service or to have & resource person in his schooi., r

The second area  investiz ated was the effectiveness of the materials

as subjectively,evaluated by thegparticipating teachers and ‘the project -

, o ; ) .
dircctors. Examination of student work-texts showed that the content could

be understood by,nosthclassés; The greatest success, needless to say, was

achicved by hright stnaéhts with éood'teachers. Slow to average‘studentsw
were,ihowever, able to‘achiQVe well in relation to their abiiities;:that
is, they did not progress as farfas the bettor students% but what they did,
they did well, | A : | i
The third ouestion‘cxploreo‘was the ;nn;opriateness of the matetials
for disadvantaged as well as non{disadvantaged students, It is generally
“concluded that students with severe language problems wili probably have: J
difficulty with these materials, particularlv with Egploratio 1. HoweVer;'

iu some slow classes, teaehers used the methods and materials from Discoverx

4

before introducing the B xEloration lessons on the same topic. This procedure.

'seemed to bve quite effective. This would tend to indicate that'%he concepts

s
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tor the hore”difficult‘léssons.

29:

in scctor analysis are not, in themselves, too difficult for mastery even
by language-disadvantaged students. It seems to be a matter of down-grading
vocabulery and the use of simple illustrative sentences and syntactic pat-

terns. In the case of' the fourth-grade lanmuage-disadvantaged students, it

" .

s2crs that specialiy designed materials micht be helpful, 4.g.,more languare

[oICS ana even more simblified‘vocabulary, particularly in the instructions

.
.

"he- last question addressed itself to the provlem of téénsfor of
i . X - ‘

srammatical knowledge to the students! own rzaading and writing., It shou&d '

-
.

ke noted that transfer was not expected shert of the qémplction of both

troits in each series. 1t is also held to be urlikely that any réal,transrof“"‘”’”“

zan take place as a resulb of a single year's cxposure to a new grammatical

systen.  However, in the final subjective evoluation of the narticipating

o

Leochars, ‘all cut four teachers indicated varyin:: deprees' ol carry-over Lo

- : N
other lancuace arts worlk., The most frocuent corments made by the teachprs
wore that their students were much more awarc of structure composing their

oim sentences and that the students seemed mwore willing to experiment with

i
ney pattarns.

An examination of the actual writing samples of the students indicated
‘hat there was (rowth at all three gradé.levels, but that the mgst‘dramatic

crovth occurred on the fgurth-grade level. Jut without,aﬁlongitudihél con-
. M \

" trolled stugy, it is~not’possible to state that this growth is a direct

result of the use of thesc materials. It is recomnénded, therefore, that

such a dtudy be undertaien. .

L] ? Ed

~-r
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H “ ARPENDIX A

"

NEW YORK CITY SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN LINGUISTICS PROJECT.

EUEMENTARY SCHOOLS . . v

. Manhattan  Brook E
P.S. 9 v P.S. 54
P.S. 83 o ,
© | _5.’;92".: : | S T . © < .Richmond
P.s..105" , SRS . P.5. 31
o ) S o . None | .

/ : - . JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS I -
.\ ephattan . : * ' Brooklyn _
T N T earteo Fermt JunS. (111K)
| Brome ' |  Richmond |
; ' None | o  None _

gueens(

: JH.S, 158 |
v a B { ‘
| SENIOR HIGH SCHOOLS -~

‘Manhattan - ) | . - Brooklyn

_— . None ’ ' . o o Abraham Lincoln H.S..
: N ’ ‘ ‘ : * Eli Whitney H.8+ -

. " Bronx L . < e Richmond =
Grace,D.od'ge Vocational }{.S.: AR ~~ None '

€ e, ’ L ! g""?-b-. S : L T
" . 2  B ,NethHnjH.S;~,';‘ |
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APPENDIX B

. TEACHERS®IN NEW YORK CITY SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING I'N LINGUISTICS PROJECT .
. | | - r | -t
. o N GRADE 4 | |
. (:' B \ .?hyllis'ﬁérsel P.S; s - - - Judy:Robinsoq P.S. 83
Dorothy Dunbar P.S, 1:65 |  Marcis ‘sggai'"%.s. 9
.Selma Grossman P.S. 9 ‘ - ‘ Eileen‘Simoh:P.s. Sh‘
. Geraldine 0sti? P.S. 31 L \ - 2
. (:[' i Y T
C Ida Camales JiS 111K . - Avlyne Samuels JHS 158,
. - Victor Kagan JHS 111K , , Robert Thatcher JHS bh .
° ' Betsy Kaufndn s -  Herbert Wileovd i bl
" Baith Novod JHS Wb ‘_;- con " | | |
o, ‘ " . ‘A_'.:~GRADE‘9A

[0

. Edvard Blaine  Abraham Lincoln  Herbe)t May  Dodge Vocational

/\ | -Thamas Dolan -  Eld whitney»l Helen Morrissey | Newtown
A Neomi Housman'  Abrahem Lincoln Judith Schvartz ‘New’gown -
: Leél}e KingonP ' Newtown
. 1 Did not finish year becauSe of maternity leaVe; g
¢ e Did not finish year because of school change- ‘ff
o e

| Toremed gmprotest. .
v \ \i § i =

g >‘h Left after first semester for maternity leave. Mr Blaine ;f{ ‘f~‘
";aqsumed hg{ class.i¥j1(‘ ~ « ; ’ o | Sl



APPENDIX C 32,
~ "CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION
'EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES DIVISION

/ CLASSROOM OBSERVATION EVALUATION FORM - LINGUISTICS

School , , e Grade Date
i " Name of Teacherl , £ ' f Topic . ' .
| To' What Extent: ; . ' Low High |
‘ 1.<‘Did the lesson follow the procedures suggested in 1 .2 3 4 5 ¢

the materials? (If the program was modified. in any
way, describe on back of this page).

. 18, Did the modifications further the objectives of - 102 3 4.5
the lesson? | ‘
2, Vere facts or explanations introduced consiStent 1 2 3 45
: with the program° - ‘ u ‘
3. ,was the vocabulary used by the teacher appropriate ‘l ;2 3 4 5
for this class? 4 i 0 ,)
A \
L, Did an atmosphere of spontaneous participation and 1 2 3 4 5

/ f'free inquiry exist in the ¢lassroom?

. 5. Did the. teacher evidence enthusiasm in her presenta- 1 2 3 4 5.

, tion? s _
6. Did t the teacher manlfest acceptance of the program - 1 2 3 4 5
» as a whole? , : ,
‘ )\
7. Were the blackboard and other AV materials useJ? 1 2 3 4 5 :
.(Note riature of these materials and their quality : I
~on back of this page.) A o :
- 8, \lere follow-up activities assigned or discussed’ Y 2 3 k5
9. .Was the pace of the lesson appropriate for this 1273 4 5
A " c¢lass? ) . R ot )
: '10. 1as the content of the lesson appropriate ror this 1 2-3 4 5
‘class” ' ‘ L :
; o b | : B AN AR
11, Did the students manifest maatery and applioation 1 2 3 4 5°
. of concepts from previous lessona? b ; R Nt iy
S it 'fcpoor; 7 Excellent

i ;) Overall Evaluation of Lesson ey g R

. Observer
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. APPENDIX ‘D | K :
NEW YORK CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION
. " LINGUISTICS PROJECT 1966-67
9 . ' h
. . As» “‘
. NAME AGE
11 K} Al
K HOME’ ADDRESS : . - N
' ' \
et s+ e e a s "“’~4’1H40*m"‘;i-'~EI‘JEP‘i{ﬂo‘NE' . '.,» <;4 - PR . ). e e e 'n __,.;..;_,,, . PR e ..l ¢ . e
) . SCHOOL = | )
. ) 4 v‘]ﬁ‘
. . . t ] N - N . N -
. YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE . T :
] —— ) S . /v . - 1% Y
N .




JAPPENDIX K

MID-YEAR EVALUATION OF LINGUISTICS PROJECT

. ¥ _ Name of Teacher s .
3chool . - 3 *
) crazTc taught io pronject ’
Title of text used ‘
Last lesson ;omﬁleted C ° . >
s ; Are you in one of the in- -seryice training classea? " Yes- No . v ' ‘ ‘ .
¢ ' l. Is the material provided for the project suitable t‘or your class? '
£ , Yes No Qualified '
- " . yes or no ‘ o _ y ‘
! ¢. Wnat general problens, ig‘ any,‘hvav‘e:you‘encquntered? Lo 4 ‘
v
» 4, 14 tﬁere_a;\y evidencg of carry-ove;' {o the students oih?:r languagé arts
‘ work? Yes No Explain ' | ‘ )
e ey ey you- encountered any difticulty “in teaching the mteria Y¢s, No >

.

- 5, Has the help (in courses or consultanon) gtven by the proJect directors '

heen sutficlenb? Yes No - B i Y
i . .
- ] 4 -
, 6. what needs have not. been met, if any? N
3 v h - . 3
? .+ ’ T N . - M “" ’ 3
. 7. How much time each week do'you spend usifg these ' materials in_clhlss?
' * ' .‘ . " “ . ) R > -,
K 8. How "d,oes\yhxs timé»cc;nrpar_e with time spent dn grasmar in other year:? !
. ' ' ‘ . - ) 5 .

More "Less Same : » > .

o

)
9. How’ much preoaration time do you Spend each We’ek yourself for teaching

t
these materials? __'Is thie more or less” than spen} in

N .
. . - .. .

L : previous ‘yearst” B k B
o | 10. Which aspects of the progr&m have been moé't satisfactol’y?‘ : - R
. ' . O ' |
. » . 11§ Which aspects have been least satisfactory? N " | ‘ . .
. o -,"- = \ ‘ , ’ - ——a, L .- s .
Ca » e, What suggest.iona do you have for betterins the 9r°Je°t ““d/m the ' &
b + e ! 2 . ‘

o mat.ex tals?

A FullText Provided by ERIC X4
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) , . APPENDIX F . ‘ ‘ e
' . . CENT™™ FOR URBAN EDUCATION -
v .33 West 42 Street
: ‘New York, 10036 ,
B ‘ A
. N P ’ - .
“ FINAL EVALUATION' FOR LINGUISTICS PROJECT
« J ‘
\ Ay ) . .
Name of teacher » ; , . :
T T : i
. - 8.
School ‘
. Grade taﬁght in project
Title of text or texts used,
. . . . 1) e ¢
Last lesson completed - o [ 4 . ‘ .
1. 1In general herms, describe the type of class with which you used the linguistic ) 4
', . materials (e.g.; ‘reading level, ethnic composition, verbal, ability, general .
. scholastic ability, ete.) - : : \
. . . ; ,
. 2. Assess the appropriateness gnd vﬁlue of the materials for the class descrived above.
. . , ) ( ~ R
s ‘ ‘ ‘ ’ ‘ . ‘ b ) $ , . p
5 2a. Which features of the apprbach éeemed most valuable for your class?
- R . . . B .- 'Y )
‘ . . B
. Z’b Which were leasﬁ effective? ‘
<
E ‘3. What problems, general and specific, have you encountered since the mid-year - .
-evaluation? . . o .
) ) - - i ‘ . -7 T e
- , . N | | '
. et 4.  Has there been any evidence of carry- -over to the students other language arts
activities? Yes No Explain , .
. . » - . . ¢ 3
. - i . ~ o . " “
- 2 -
5, How,would you compare\the projeét students’ progress with students using tradi- 4 .
Y7 tional material; Jn regard-to the following : , ‘ .
L e ‘Sa;‘ attitude toward language study : 'Better‘ ~ :'WOrse‘; ’ SQmé,, < f;{‘u o
' -~ 5b. awareness of structure‘” ‘]-f «,,‘ Better Worse Same -
se‘.j'geneql writing gbili@y R  Petter . - Worse . . Same' .

*Better . Worse ,;_f; “




\ 36,
-2 '
7. ,
6. wWnat suggestions do you have for improving the materials for your type of class?
. l - . . : . '
. a/ ‘ R .
. 1. MWas the help given by the pxoject directors sufficient to prepare you to use the. .
‘ materials? ‘ Yes No ; ’ .
-’ . Ta. ‘;f not, what needs{were not met? ’
’ ' ‘)I 4 . . B “ ' l
» 4’ ) N -
8.  How much tralning in sector analysis do yuu feel & toacher must have in order to
_ use the mater*als most erfectively? o i .
N l‘r - . 7 . 1
S : : AV
. - 9. If you were ailow§d'to select your own Epﬁfj)for a future. time, would you elect
: to use these materiaks in your classes? . Yesy No : :
. - _ ‘
Please explain:
> . 1:
10. Additioﬁal comments about materials,,training, and projecthin gegeral:/ )
£y i .‘ .
‘ . p ; s | .
- : . \\ .
?“ : l’ : | ‘ . ]
, : v
. 3 ! ° P -
\ 7 - . , L .
, ;\;‘,f ;'f‘ E A ey ‘

$io _Professor Rebert ﬁllenf:”Vi;]Qifﬁ o cn
- Box 66, Teachers Cel],ege Ty "
. . Columbia University AL T A
”‘»HNew York, New York 10027 e
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APPENDIX G . 37,
.School & Bor, _ - © . Grade
. . -1 . “ v N
"Teacher . - o Student
'CHECK LIST FOR DISCOVERY )
\ ) Page' Vo ‘ ' | '
20-21 ' Number of propérly marked sentences .
22-23  Number of properly completed items R
. : : . s
39-40  Nunber of trunks brought down correctly (but not
o necessarily marked vorrectly on the T Yevel)
50 Number of blanks filled in as instructed
57 ﬂ«Number of well-formed clusters -~ - -
: B " : .
‘”\& 70 ~ (a) Number of well-formed clusters
j" ‘ (b) Number of well-formeb sentences ‘ ,;>
S ‘ L . E
(e) Numbé;éo¥ well«formeﬁ sentences for item 5
. | S
73-7h Number ofhwell-formed sentences M
'(a)'vwithkpropef sentence signals
(b) ,without proper sentence signals
¢ 93 - (a) Number of well-formed séhtences
o / L , .
F(/ . . .. (b) Number of well-formed sentences as instrudsed
. 94 - "(a)‘(Ndmber,of well-formed gentences
e . .
. ..(b): Number of phrases in items Land2 ' - . =
o (e) "Nmn‘ﬁféif’e{fori clusters, in items 1 and 2




BEST COPY AVAILABLE
‘ - APPENDIX H 8.
o Schoal & Bop. ’ ’ ; Grads _ ‘
Teacher - . Stder _ - ' "
CHECK LIST FOR EXPLOMTION | -
Paga ‘ | | . o M. Tried
7 Seotences empanded to uh-ﬁ_omd full msntences - . )

13 (a) Subjects with tw or more pre-nuclear wditfers ., - () -

v
3 . L N

(5) subfects with postenolest woditiers —
(c) Subjects vith buth pre- and possenuolear codifiera —

15 gontences marked odrrectly @ | P ()

J

28 (a) ?Wll-iomod”"senmeu on tha U level h | oy
~ 4 o . - :
\‘ (b) Trunka bmuahc down comctly (dut not nseomrily x
m:m eomotly on the T lml) - . —

o4t 34 Wolleforeed osntances SR i P S

' 1 ‘Huu-tomd "Cf‘ ‘soatonces mmétly conbling A and B - Ly

‘$ Blenka £31104 by constructsens (1.e. s ot single wrds) _ ("
‘i? ‘ &nter.ces jdlmd wlthaappmpriate joincrs o o : ;,' -

55 . ‘éeu-fomd nmtencm vith ap;rmpﬂaca includod c!suma R R

9 swtma mlmd coméuy on eba nr U. nnd r levols w | ( )
‘ i
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APPEND;X I
oo - . b3 ‘ a P
SAMPLES OF FOURTH-GRADZ WRITING ‘ )
. P
L . T . May 25, 1967
| The Chéir N
S\ Cnc. e
- .poa-&-t-ime,\there was: a *bbie girl named Mary who lived on
a farm with her father and mother. Mary had a rocl’ing chair which was '\"""w'
‘ St -0 : -.
about a hundred years old. beeaue-m-o—ha&- . ‘
. ’ tede s PREPRE Y ttt'.“ !
'/ e , her-mthera 1tost cvery ;feneration in Mary's: family had itA Even though

™~ it was so. old it }.Ooknd ‘new because it was pamted very bright red and had
A

P} pretty red pillow on it. - One/day Mary went to her aunt and uncle s houseJ

-
e

m“{bo wanted to take the cha’gr with her but her mother and father said no.

[ N .
»‘l‘hat day Mr. Big ca.me to collect the vjunk " He said "Lo you have any junk
. P R ‘ . o ‘
- fof me today." "‘{cn said Mmj s, mother "Come right on the porch and take
oo 00 M Sl s

A
“it all." Maxy! s mother didn't know that the rocker was in the pileM du-wy

didn't-see-Mev Big-bakp-it-away-oither. VWhch Mary came home from her aunt

J
~

A ~and unclye's house she looked for the rocker but could not find it so she
‘ : - - M » ) . ) ) .
T asged her mother g\ her mother theusght—fer-a—while-end said "Oh dear, when” ;..
- . . . S
Mr. Big came he must have toox the chair." r-hry was so sad she ran upXtairs
© and:.slammed the door(,,ﬂ’ihe was crying for about five minutes when her nother
came to }i’é‘x"";oom and said “Lets go to Mr. Big's house and see if he still
has-the chair." they dsked him and he said no so they went home. This »
.‘ R " ‘ ‘,' ’ ) 1% ° A ' [§ R o
time Mary didn't cry she was unhappy for a few days because she still-loved
, /

the ¢hair and then she forgot all:about it.

A3 b . o . R
L TN . . :
' o
o L4 \ '
¢ o N
A -
£ - - \ ;
> s 4 .
o - € \ - F
R - ] F
: € 0 » ’ 3
E : - -
- ‘ . 2 L .
: i Ly - .
T e eI S e
# e e S SAEM TR O -
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APPENDIX I - CONTINUED : SR *

M,&y 25, 1967

The Haunted Rocking . s
Chair. o
In the creepy house of mystery down the road, peeriné\through the

. \
.- window I saw a long, dark, hall which.led to an open, bare, voom. In

’
~the middle of this myi}erious room there was.oné'sol&icery hing. ‘This
bfbwn wooden object was a rocking chair, - ’ | ~‘
Walking about this room, I crept silentiy<info the chair. But
suddenl&, breaking the peace, as I»rocked in it, it squeeked ard squeeled,
I, as my own opinion, thought it must Qusf be one of those old rocking
chairs. | |
I oiplored this house every day and after I explored I'd flop down
into the rocking chair to rest.
Now I (somgtimes with hy brothef) had been doiné #his fér qﬁite a
. \ ) whilo,.and I(got tifcd of' the squeek}. So I ran home and came Lack with
an‘oil can, )
I, all alone, started oiling in all ihe places i could find. But
“that smelly gooeyloil was to much for the--why it's a mouse!
| A mouse had been gelbing many babies. And the cute little thing

had built her home on a shelf of the chair! And she had saueeked every R

time I rocked! o
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| APPENDIX J |
EXAMPLES OF LONGER AND MORE COMPLEX SENTENCES AND CONSTRUCTIONS
IN' THE STUDENTS' POST-PROJECT COMPOSITIONS

Segenth Grade

(1)  His boss, President of Brahms Baby Food .Co., believes in "married -
' executives"; and Peter can't get a promotion without a marriage, s
(2) That is what gave me the idea of him being a crook., It can also be

'

that he is admitting the King and Queen and maybe he is planning to

poison them to finish his plans. | .
(3) ' ‘She is always arguing with her‘mpthei‘about wearing‘dresses at
‘ places but some how her mother keeps on winning. _
. (b) I find that I enjoy the stories that are written as if the events
that arc related were happening today. - A N
(5) It somewhat embellishesethe "glaﬁbrous” 1ife -of a spy, and leaves
- you wondering if the plot is wiitten for the sole purpose of filling
in space between dormercials, )
Ninth Grade . ) |
(6) Each series Richari Kimbel who is the fugitive is hounded by police
and‘one lieutenant who is (a¢ the proioge of the program says) obsessed

' with his cagtfi

(7) Then as I heard more ‘and more I became interested, thus forgetting

.
[}

about the “Late Show Special," I had intendéd to watch.

(8) o pick my favorite television program this season is going to b?#f ' )
quite hard for it scems as the summer months come near the good shows ‘
. I d . N

¥

. lpose their flair.
(9) What I find most interestinéﬁis how they combine fiction with non-
 fiction'to makefa truely Wonderful‘stqry about, things that might

some day come true to our eVeryday life.

N . . [N v o USRS
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APPENDIX J - CONTINUED g =/

(lo) Now he is on the run, Booking for a one-armed man and hiding,

hiding in feaz of beink caught,
v

)

hé.



APPENDIX K 43.
* Pre-rroject Sample Written by Seventh Grader with Editing Shown
by Handwritten Partsi

~

My Favorite Person : ) ‘ ';_
| ' oratt Phin tpais maainse oo K= €
My favorite person 1s€£g§;e.‘ He is one of my best friends., When N
s ever someoneﬁ feeling sad he knows how to cheer them up. Everyoﬂéxlike 's ;'
CChasniyr g .

Eggier Eou would tooif you knew him., Eggle isn't a party peo-per he krniows = .
s ) . Al !Zl:u& 72‘&«»\.
‘ how to-&&ve—*gz;p. To—é&eertvevEggie you hould have to say he's dzzzﬁvn

I guess that's why I like him so much . 8

. . : \ : ’
‘Post-Project Sample Written by the same éesﬁhﬁh Grader:
. . . . ‘\ ¢ .

My Favorite Person

v

My favorite person is-lwhsir&Sriené K F » I like her mostly

because she likes to have f She Just made sixteen; now she- could get a' )
WA ey dwtre K. 1m41J%p J ’ i €

Job.A'ghe likes to dnosdzin mini dresses with pettie panties underneath.

On July L, she is taking me on a boat ride. for iny birthday. We are

4 RS T 0~
planning on having fun. If WG don t go she is taking me to Rye Beach July

i

12, with the P.A.L,.
on Sundays=when there's nothing to do we sit around and eat cookies

1l
while liuenting to records. We listen to them

i~i&ke~peop&e—£e9—%he—way—they—eo&—toward*&tfe In-mu—book—ﬁuren
:passes—uithfﬁlviﬂsahlg.“
until .something exciting happens.

3

»I-l4kevmeet-people. pKaren*&s*the-beeb—one~i—ﬁnﬁr1nr4¥na

v

a

I, 1ike people who acts like- themselves, not like other people. Karen
is one person who acts like what she is . | '

 (Notes Although no editing marks appeared at the following pointa,
" the neatly recopied final form shoyed these additional changes: (1) a
. single period after P(A L.y i(2) & comma after do in the first sente?§§ of
the third paragraph, 3) lisenting spelled correctly s 1istening, acts S
: changed to act in the 1ast two sentences, and (5) a peri at the end o? E he' = =
1ast sentence.) i . e




