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. ABSTRACT

With particular focus on the need t¢ trevide a

fa prgciiqal, systematic introduction to the concept of gentence

coabining and to the signals used to control the varicus cosbining -
operations, 4his-paper provides detailed specifications for including
gsentence coabining as pa¥t of a comprehensive plan fcxr teaching:-the
composing process. The ‘specifications are discussed in relatica to

studies

of written langmage develbpsent and in.compariscn with

egistihg'septencé combining curricula, both experimental programs. and
. connerc;ariy,publishe texts. Probléms in sequencing Zentence , s
~ cowbining instruction’are described, and several suggestions- are .

offered

4

for designing a sentence ccebining program. An aprendix list&f~é .

the content and.sequence for ‘instruction and contains sample items.:.
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. . ' ABSTRACT 2 ‘
The coﬁtent\?or sentence-combihing'instruction }s specified.

=

The specnflcatlons\are dlSCUSSGd in relatlon to studies of written

- . )
) Ianguage development and in companlson to existing sentence- comblning

" . ¢

cufrieula. Problems in sequen&ing se;}Tnce-combinjng'Lnstruction are

a
o

also‘described. ~In addition, several suggestions fOr'the design of a

sentence-combining program are presented. An appendix lisés"thetécope .y

. .
. - .

- and sequence of instrbiction, as well as sample items.
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Joseph Lawlpr :

. msr'g'ucnonm-éx\ecmcmo‘us "FOR SENTENCE COMBINING -

- . .
~ ~

v e ° Q
- A . . .-
A current projeet in composition’instruction (Humes, 1980) : ’
. M. ) fj . \
includes sehtence combining as part of a comprehensive plan for

.

“ = 5 . . 7
teaching .the composing process. This paper provides” detailed -
‘ ‘ speoifications for -the tontent of such sentence-combining /,// . '
A . - . . ~ 4
_« - instruction. The sﬁeclflcatnons are discussed in relation to . \

studies of wrltten language development and in comparlson to ) N

existing sentenée-dombininq curricula, both experimentdl programs

and commercially published texts. Problems in sequencing . A
t
3 sentence-tombinﬁng nﬂtructlon are also described. ° Next, the paocer
/ Y . . il ‘ T
. presents several suggestions for designing a sentence-combining. « S

brogram. An appendix to this paper lists’the content and sequence . R

N . . <y . . ) .. »
- :for instructi'on® as well as sample.items. . N
- . < . « . = ' . AN -

. B ®

INTRODUCTION TO $ENTENCE\COMBINlNG

Vet . Sentence combining has ‘been wldely recommended .as an effective .
A , ~ .o : . \
. g technique for improving students' written syntactic fluency (e.g.,.

W oa Cooper, 1971 and 1973) .- Research has conslstently ‘shown that ' .

z- ] students who practide sentence combining tend to write«longer, more

- N -

_ \' ."\
& < o r|chly elaborated sentences than do, students who have no I4

vy ‘ . o

/ sentence comblntnq experlénce (e.qg., Mellon, 1969, Combs, 1976) In

RS
C‘O >

-~ -

? -
.
.

i,

1

additron, there are nndncatlons that seritence ,combining can lead to

an 4mprovement |n the overall qualtty of students‘ wrlting {e.qg., . - L

{ . - ° .
w . . s . » *

PR 4 0'Hare, 1973; Da:ker, Kerek and Morenberq, 1978) x , -

q

. ‘ , , |

.- *See Lawlor (1980) for a review of the sentence- comblnlnq
llterature. . '
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< ' prodUced by writers of vanlous agesy In comparing the syntax used
. by these wrlters, Hunt found that older Wrnters tended t

‘ *\\\~ . longer T-units*, longer clauses, and more tlauses per T-dnit than : .
. e >

‘v« did theFL younger, counterparts. These.dlfferences were |

more information into each of their sentences. Young writew$, on

-
a

the other hand, missed many opportunities to consolidate

3 ' information; they tended to express related ideas in separate

¢

sentences. For example, a younq writeg. mlght compose the/foll

Moby Dick was a very big whale. He lived in the sea.
’ , (Huht, 1966, p. 733) - ! . . .
! \ . s . - N
An older writer, though, would be more likely to combine these t
. ) .

o

-

propositions into a sfngle sentence: . ..
¢ 1:3 ?ghy7g;§k was a very blq whale who llyed in the sea.:
z""i'f ) o . ) * '3 . ‘
ié. ’ Hunt s f"lndlngs,1 which were generally substantlated by
. O'DOnnell, Griffin, and Norrls (1967), also suggested that the_
§:~;T‘ o development of wrj syntactic maturlty‘proceeded at an extremely
i’ . slow rate, taki ce over many 'years. Sentence_cOMbintng, then. )
iJ %ﬁ% ‘ was‘designed tq’ peed up" ‘this slow process. ~ . : .

i,

#Hunt (l965) devi sed thp T-unit (minlmal termlnable unit) as”

\ the basis for his ann;atlve analysis of syntax. A 'T-unit conslsfs

‘. . of one main clause plus any subordlnate.clauses that are attached to’
or embedded wlthln ite . . , v - .t -

wi»« % :g,' L, el

B 5L
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. . ' Sentence-combining exercises require studehté to combine a ‘

2 » * X - * . B € -
series-of short sentences into one longer sentence. Students' :
responses can he constrained by a set of senténce-combining

, \ . "‘signals' (see Figure 1), or the sentences can be.ungignaled, *
allowing the student to experiment freely with various éombinfng
, . N s R
‘ options (;ee F{gdke ?).. In both cases, students are encouraged to S
~ R y o . " j
say their respongés out loud before writing them down. Sentence
. R combining is based on the premisé that students possess a vast . . )
. . .
. repertoire of syntactic skills--a repertoire thag“js developed
. : ‘ "
. through years of oral 1anguag§ acquisition. Thus sentence-combining’
does not teach anything ''new'* about language; it merely asks |
students to apply their linguistic resources in focused practice so
that they may be more aware of syntactic options when .they compose
A origipal text. :
:..} : ey — . - .
A‘ * .
L \ Figure 1] /.
i e R "
' - J ~  Signaled Sentence-Combining Exercise :
T - .- I'SOMETHING is impossible. X " e .
1 . A chef .cooks meals. (lT-FOR-TO) - » , e
- The chef 'is working in this»small kitchen. S ’ R
. T The meals will satisfy all customers. ; . e - .
. . : (wHICH/THAT) ‘ . vl Ve < ‘
l . - . fJ‘} ae . h - ‘ - . .
- N Solutton: It ts/impossible for a chef working . 2 '
] Lo ' , in this small kitchen to cook meals o Lo .
N o Lo i that (whichy will ‘satisfy all . ., . . R
e T . . i customers.: (O'Hare, 1973, p. 89) . .t T
2 . . : . . e s
st N : . .. by
L. . .; . . N . , . 8 " . . .
. L
A . ’ ' * et '
i . o ' . . ! .
E,“ . ’~ . . Az s -~ . ..
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Unsignaled Sentencé-Combininq‘Exercise

'Children‘aée remarkable for something.

These children are young. J . , Y
- The something is an ability. )
) F The abiTity is to remain "in touch." L

e : T They are in touch with their feélings.
Possible Soliution: Young children are . -
) remarkable for their
ability to remain "in . .
touch! with theif feellnos.
(Strona, 1973, p. 17)

- s o * - .
. s . i

- . -

CONTENT FOR SE“TENCE-&OMBINING INSTRUCT | ON ) .

\

+ o

. The content for sentence-éombining,insttuction consists of T
- o thosé syntactic operations that writers gmploy to achievesmaximum

communication with a minimum number of words. The Engllsh language

2

» provjdgs a vari;;y of ways by wmich writers may consolidate ’ { .iv
T . * information.? First, théy‘m;; simply combine sentences (or parts of .
4 ) ¢ - ' . .
AN sentences) with a 9oord}nating conjunction;_e.g.: SN - )
" o T We mgnt to a.moviei - We Qent to acmOVie.agd‘(we) . .
v , o Ve had a good tlme. : hed a good time. - ‘ : :

Segzond, wrlters may _join sentences by using adverbial subordtnat:nq

\ -

) . - conjunctions; e.g.: v 3
. . . "We‘stopped for lunch. We stopped -for lunch '
. ) We were hungry.' ' because we were hungry. :
- . ) . * R » - . e~
L R Third, writers may gombine sentences by using adjectival embedding” °

. . o ‘o 0 : ’ ' ‘
s, -operations; "e.g.: . oo . )

(I“' ) . e

‘ Y. ®

KR S
€
. x"

(A
o~
-~

c“ A ; aent r.m.mauc v




The team will be the, The team that wins this

. , state champion. T qame will be the state ,

The team wins this qame. champinn.
T Finally, writers may consolidate sentences by using nomjnal ' o
: - , . Sy , ,

embedding operations; e.a.: 1 . . !
. . . , »
., Something worried Paula. The fact that Jack was ¢
Jack was late. : “late worried Paula. K

- - ! . - . B j

However, research has shown that these four types of combining ‘

. processes are not equally effective in achieving TﬁE/;Lccfntness of
- expression that is characteristic of mature writing. The excessive .

&

use of coordinating conjunctions, for example, is a ‘characteristic i AY

S of immature writing (Hunt, 1965, 1970; 0'Donnel | et al., 1967). ¢ ' i .

A . -~

( Hunt (1977) descrlbes the role that coordindtion plays in the

A .

. development of syntactic maturity: ' ) .
At the outset we noticed that our fourth-grader
joined two.pairs of T-units with and's. He did so
with grammatical correctness. He put his and's in
. the-right place, at the boundaries between the . o
" T-upits. He knows where those boundaries come. But
: h;reafter he will learn to do this less often. Young
children do it correctly but profusely. Oldér
writers do it correctly but parsumonnously (p. 97)

. ' t e *
Adverbial cgnjoining, too, was shown "to be ag unreliable index of

- -

maturity: L. . ‘ . . .

. “e
e T e

* Movable adverb clauges do seém,to increase with ¢ = . |
maturity, but the-ceiling is reached early, and after to.
the middle grades the frequency of .them"tells more ' )

- about mode of discourse and subject- matter than about ' :

maturlty..(Hunt, 1966 Pp. 734) . . C - '
. Y 4 ¥ A
- ' However, adJectnval and nomrnal embeddlngs were found to be : R

stnong‘indfcatgrs of syntactic maturity. _Hunt;$l965) noted that'.t

these two types of. sentence-combining operations increased . -

-




- »

dramatical.ly in the writing of-older students. Cooper -(1973) .
: * . . @ : '
summarizes*Hunt's findings:: ,
3 . N
) Hunt!s stpdy of grammatical stractures . . . leaves
no doubt that critical factors in written lanquaqe
development are longer and more varied nominal’s
(using noun phrases and ¢lauses in place of .
‘ simple-word nouns) and amount and depth of adjectlve '

> modification of nouns: (p. 97)

Christensen (1966), however, challenged this view of maturity
ig writing, claiming that the use of elaborate’nominals and lenqthy

clauses resulted in ''a contorted academic prose" (p. 573). ' s

.Moréover, Christensen noted that long clauses and complex nominals .
) ) . .
were difficult to read: - .

£ mature style must ‘say much in little, agreed, but a .
mature style must be easy to decode . . .. The real,.
problem in writing is to\;:congile these two séeming
opposites--to pack much ihNo little, but to pack it

' so that it can be readily unpacked. (p. 576)

~

- . .
3 . « A

Christgnsen claimed that the use of free modifiers' was a more .
Y S ' T
valid ihdex of maturity in writing. These modifiérs i ude »

. noqreStrictive relative clauses, prepositional and participial

. o )
phrases. apposifives, and absolutes. Qccording to Christensen. .
-- ’ ‘- ’

contemporary prose writers typically use these modifiers in

[N

'sentence-final position--in effect, adding the modifiers to the en&

of their ba;:\claqSES rather .than emﬂeddinq them within the clayses. ‘l n N

-

.. +.- Christensen called these\ﬁonséructions "cumulative' sentences and.

. -~ , i
claimed that they were the hallmark of mature prose.* The following - .

4 { d

RN

’sentence, wrjtten by Ernest Hemingway, exemplifies the cumulative

e 2
.

seqéence;-a short base clause followed by a series of loosdly -

<

-

" connected free modifters: . - -




.“

5
t
!

: 'free/modification. Nevertheless, experimental sentence~-combining. -

"The gypsy was walking out toward the bull agaig,
walking heel-and-toe, insultingly, like a baIISPbom .
dancer, the red shafts of the banderillos twitching 1
with his wylk. "(Christensen, 1967, p. 35)

>

Other authorities, though, suggested that Christensen's.

"

definition of a "mature style' was far too restrictive (Mellon, -

1969: Johnsore, 1969). Cooper (1973) .points out that Christensen's -
theory doés not necessarily conflict with-Hunt's (1965) fjndinés:

The cumulative sentence with its final free modifiers ' |
is very tompon in modern prose, but, it has not '

. xréplaced thé embedded sentence, an impression one can
¢ + g€t on reading Christensen. Embeddings and
. accumulations can occur ‘in~the same sentences, of
- course. The fact'rehains that mature syntax is .
," ' characterized in large part by amount and depth of ..

‘émbedding, and this is a developmental task the child -
. must master (p.- 98, ‘emphasis “in original text). .

. Winterowd .(1975) also stresses the importance of embedding
. N '\ ’ . . -

operatiqQns:

- o . -
*

- -
- e -

Nor ‘is the creation of meaning through embedding .
operations a trivial quality, but rather one of the
great creative-powers that the Ianggagefconfers upon
its users; the power to express rel'ationships through
a finite series of recursive devices (p. 29).

® e
RN

It would seem logica¥,, then, that sentencé-combining
o rd " .

1 [}

- . N M - ‘. X
instruction should emphasize the use of those operations tﬁat‘are' '

. . - . .« . o
most indicative of mature syntax'(gs'defined by both Hunt and

’
-

Christensen),'i.e., adjebtival'ﬁmbedding, nominal..embedding, and

. h

.

;;y?icula and'publi§hed sentepce-combiping"textbooks‘have typically
W - R .
"{ncluded all types of combining operations, including those that are

A
b N

/

nqt’éenerSlly asgg:iatég with syntactic maturity (e.g.y co&rdinéie

B M h . [}
- .

3. ’ * . . : .
. s . A . LN .




. 3 .
M >
.

conjoining). (A,ratlonale for |ﬂcludrnq such “immature" perationb

. O /,fy—/'/ «

is provfded below in the discussion of the segu nce for~

l\ . . . RN
instruction.) Sentenceecombining'proqrams have traditionally

~ N : <

included the following content?:

. Goordinate conjoining
1l. Adverbial conjoining
* A. Adverbial clausgs
B. Adverbial phrases,
111. Restrictive adJectlval embeddlnq
A. Adjective clauses °
'B. Adjective bhrases
C. Single-wbrd, adjectives
Nominal -embedding,
A. - Noun clauses, .
1. Factive clauses
2. Interrogative clauses
B._  Noun phrases
1. . Gerunds
2. Infinittves
3. Derived nouns
Free modifiers .
A, Nonrestrictive adJectlve clauses |
B. Modifying phrases )

-

s
.

SEOUENCE-FOR‘SENTENCEFCOMBINING INSTRUCT 10N ;

§
Sentence combining is based on the assumptlon ‘that by the

students enter school,,they are capable of performnng in their

R
K

speech most of the, syntactlc manlpulataons’requlred by their

o

lanouaae. Moreover, the studies by. Hunt (1965) and 0'Donnell et al.

(1967) showed that "even very young writers were able to produce

N “

complex syntactjc structures in their writing. Thus what

° .. i
differentiata§ older wrjters from younger writers is not the kind of’

- . . F] \

- ~ N [

*Detailed specaflcatlons for this ‘content can be found in the
appendix to th|s paper.
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structures they use, hut the freaufncv with which theY.use certain

. v P
- .

» .

-~

—

S * ... = structures. - .. ' - : . . .

This undeilyina ‘assumption ahout -stydents’ Tinquistic™ C .

. N "L
. . - - P , R

. . cohpetence'mav %elp to explain whx"gbere-iS'IFttl sqreement among’

[ 4.-- ' - ‘. 4)
Co . authorlt»es on the appropriate seauence for sentence—comhlnlpo Tn

.

@ .

L4
- &

. - ° instruction, If studente.%lreadv know how to orallv perform the ~ *- - . .

. . L . N - . N
. - . . i

. e e o . 4 .‘. . . ’ S
- .+ various conjoining and emheadrnq operations, then it would not seem .
. ' .. . .too imporgant how these operations were presented in ‘instruction. .
s . . . M - - ¢
. That is, students are not likely to find, one sentence-combining . .

-
- - -
- \ Y - . s

. , operation more "difficult' than~anothér, at Teast frém a Tinauistic .

. . . - N . " . .
- < - . . .
™ - o ! - %
o T .

. - point of view. , . - RN ~ .

'7 é? ¢ . 3 ‘. . R - 1] . ° , ’
2 Obviously, thouah, sentenEE-cpmbininn lessons must be presented, :

v
’
. o ’ —. ‘ . ® . Y

¢ e ~ o ir some kind of seadence, -However, the literature provides little

vu . .

. . . ! - ] . —N ..
support for -usina any particular sequence. For exawple, in ﬁwo .
L § ERR A . i : . ! )
- . N\

Y ) four th-grade sentence-combiniim p(narams (Hunt and 0'Donne) 1, 1970}

.
e . ’ . ] . .

LY

Y

.Perron, 1974}, instriction heains with relatjve-elauée embeddinas “a . .
~ - . ° - \ . ' y T ‘.
ot . and moves on to reduced-clause relative stru;tures. ‘At,thfs‘point,
. . - r\ 7 e
o . Hunt and O'Donnell cont i nue with coordnnate sentence’ elements,
N ’,

15

. : factive 'f noun clauses (with the exole vé it anveFS1on) and auestion

transformations. Perron, howeVec,\fncludeé (in drder) factive noun ) o
- & .

clauses, coordlnate predncate nhrases, and :nterroaatuve noun  ° ) :

¢ AN LI
.

- ‘ - clauses. 80th prourams conclude W|th several lessons on movable . i

Py
- - - . . . . .
adverbial clauses. PR, .t S .
. e . . ' . M

In a,'seventh-qrade sentence-combining study, Mellon (1969)

L] ’ - .
L 3 . . ¢ . . . ¥ .o

- .’ presents a-sequence that is very ‘different from the two fourth-agrade

o - - . . * . e ;
. > . - . ’ M . .
¥ X S . . . - 4 4 |

s gate

. .
22 : .
SERIC -« - :
IR% . ) - -
o N . . - ’ e ' "
s VIR g . . . . it .
- . - . - . LR
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v

v ) programs. Mellon's instruction begins with question transformations
. N,

14
and other s|nole-sentence operations (e a.,, passnve transforma-

Y
IS

tjnns). Next, he intrnduces nominal embheddinas, |nclud|n0‘fact|ve.

Y

~

. ) *and interrogative noun clauses, it rsuon, infinTtives, aerunds, .

2

and derived nouns. The proaram then continues with relative-clause

‘embeddings, participial-phrases, infinitives (es ad jectival
. - L3 - 2
T modifiers), appositives, and, finally, pre-nominal adjectives and

. _participles.® '~

In another seventh-qrade study, 0'Hare (1973) aenerally follows | ~\<
\ .

.

o _ . Mellon's seauence for instruction, However, in his sentence?
. . . !_' 4 A R w o l‘_

'_ _ tomh |no textbook Sentencecraft,‘%'Hareﬁ%1975) makes two chanaes
g < - 7 * * . R
i -in the content and seauence of his piooramz_ First, he includes a -

? L)
. Y

byjef introductory lesson on coordinate predicate phrases and

coordinate f?ee'modifiers: The purpose of ‘this lesson seems to be -

: . to acquaint gtudents with the concept of sentence comhining and to
T

.provide some preliminary practice with the signaJina system,

+ Second, 0'Hare includes adverbjé] clauses and phrasa] ‘adverbial .

~ . .
o - -

2 \ -
modufuers in the final chapters of his text. Most of these ' .. ) :
- A ~N - '

- adverblals are free modlfners, and the exerclses |nclude/many |
e . f M J ] b . b . |
cumulatnve sentences. . ) . . ‘ :

a4 . / . . ‘

|

:

\

\

|

1

. . .~

o " ) Cooper (1973) recommends still another seouence for sentence- . .

- ! . combvnnno 1nstruct|on. He beolns w'th pre-nomunal adcectcves,

sy, —~t R - B -

. partlcsples, and compoind adlectuves. Next'he introduces . , .
- ’ . ¥ \\ X - x ) . . . -

i - -
. -
Y >

= “—nelTon (1o5q, . 1) points out -that he had lntended to

;. ‘include free modifiers in the projected second year of his.
. e j sentence-combln:no program., However, this phase of the study was . , ’

~..never completed. . L A ) y o




. . { .. :
post-nominal prepositionaliphcases, appositiges,,participial

' . | \
phrases, and 1nfinitives., Unlukehother authorntoes, Cooper
N (9 e A A dree

introduces full relative-ciauses after the reduced-clausg'adjectival

¢

©

modifiers. His outline for instruction then moves on to factive and

interroqative noun clauses, gerunds, and_infinitives. = .
. B . oo . }

Despite this wgee disparity of opinion among sentence-combining

4
.

.
¢

authorities, some suggestions for sequencing instruction can be

drawn from the literature. Perhaps the most {Jiortant'of these

suggestions is that the sequence for sentence-combining instruction

« . PN <

may be constrained more by practical considerations (e.g., teaching

,

the system of seqténce-combining signals) than by linguistic

content * - o ?

Thus the unstruct}onal sequenCe-outlnned in the appendtx to
this paper .is based laréely on the need toprovide a practical,
§ystematnc introductnon to- the concept of sentence combining and to
the signals used to control the various combining operations. The
‘introductory lessons focus on the relatively yimple operations of

coordinate conjoining and adverbial-clause conjoining--operations

' that require minimal changes in word order and that should be

.
t

_ familiar to most students. Since.the content of these lessons is

*However, a recent study by Kleen (1981) indicates that the
field of developmental psycholinguistics can provcde insights into
the appropriate sequence for sentence-combining instruction. Kleen
also sugagests that such insights have been largely ignored in
published sentence-combining textbooks. (However,, the complete text
of Kleen's study was not available at the time this paper was ’
pgepared.) Consequently, the scope and sequence presented here may
.be modified as additional research becomes available and
instructional materials are developed.’

o !

!
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fairly "simple," instruction can focus on the use: of the sentence-
. - e 2 ;

) -
.

combining signals themselves:.-
Students are next introduted to adjectival embeddings. The

_order’ of presentation is as follows: restrictive relative clauses,

14

phrasal adjectuvals, and sing!e-word adjecttvals.; Most sentence—1’

tombin[nq.programs hgve fol lowed this sequence, untroducnng oo
. ¢ ‘ \ {

o <~

ful 1-clause embeddings first, followeg by the reduced-clause ‘struc-

<
.

tures that are derived from full clauses. . Although such a sequence

seems logital,*there is little empirical evidence supporting this
s order of preéentation. (Sentence-combining studies have tradition-
. < e . )
. ‘ L 2
" ally examined the effects of sentence-combining instruction vehsus

-

. .  no sentence-gombining instruction. Few studies have investigated

.

the differences between or among various types of‘sentence-combining

-

treatments.)’ Consequently,'this instructional sequence (i.e.,
.clause ~ phrase +‘word) should be f'egarded as—tentative. Additional

research and cladsroom experience may suggest a more appropriate
» . . 4
order of presentataon.

. ¢

Nominal embeddings.are introduced next in the instructional
. \

Y

sequence; Aqain, full clauses are listed first; fol lowed by phrases

b .
" and single words. Although the signals for full=clause nominal
y embeddings are relatively straightforward, the signals for reduced-
. clause nominals are more complex because they require changes in
. word forms as well as’in word order; e.qg.:
s e . * SOMETHING is of f-key. Jim's singing is off-key.
t Jim sings. ('S +.ING) .

‘;f?v ' 1"(’. -
%’:,;’ } O -
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. \ L .
SOMETHING alarmed the The disappearance of the .
coffmuni ty. mayor alarmed the . .
*  The ‘mayor disappeared community. ' .
< 9 * S, N
(D1SAPPEARANCE + of) ' :
Consequently, there is some justification for including '
reduced-clause nominal embeddinas later in the instructional : C.
- © - - t [ .
"_ XY . ! v .
sequence. ‘ a7 .
- . . : , N
The final section of the instructional.specifications covers
. . 4 ° ' ¢ . -4
free modifiers and cumulative sentences. -These structures include o
appositives, participial phrases, absolutes, nonrestrictive . ;
< .in ' . . ) '
adjective ctauses, and adjective clusters.- /ﬂ

» . . .

DES{GN OF SENTENCE-COMBINING INSTRUCTION-

&

The specjfications'1isted in the appendix to this Ppaper provide

a broad overview of the scope and sqqubnce‘for sentence-combining

. - H

instruction. However, séveral additional factors must be considered

- -

in the actual design of instruction. =

Grade Levels . ’ ) . .
Which sentence-combining operations are appropriate for

particular grade levels? Research;ras shown that fourth-grade

. . ] -
students are able to hahdle coordinate aqd -adverbial conjoining,

. -

adjectival'emqudinq, a%d some nominal embedding (e.g., Perron,
4 ¢ 5

-

19743 Miller and Ney, 1968). However, the complexity of some of the )

nbminal-embeddinq signals may limit their usefulness with elementary-
f ‘ kS
students. : . Y - ~

* Young students are also likely to have difficulty using free\ : ;

- f

modifiers, not becausé the combining signals are complex, but

A

K

.
Y. 7 E) V4 e /"/}.~




I because of certain coanitive constraints. Mellon (1979) has pointed .
' * ) "
out_thatyfree modifiers are‘essengially nweurface-structure maneuvers’

unique to particular lanquages, that occur mostly in writing and

°

clearty are learned only through experiénce with the written - Lo
/ tanguage' (p. 20). In order to use such structures, Mellon claims,-

studénts must be mature endugh to view their writing as a “craftable

<

artifact" (p. 21). Young writers, though, have had limited :
< -é_, < - *

exgprience with the written language, and they generally have not . et
- réached the stage -of cognltive development where they are able to >

'VIew their wrltlnq ‘as an entlty separate from themselves, t.e., an : . -

b
[] ‘o -

entity that can be' consciously manlpulated Accordnnq to Mellony it
is not until the junior high years that students$ are likely “to have
the experiénce and coanitive skills qecessary to make use. of free
*gE modif;ers Tn:their writing. Consequently, the teaching of such
structures is probany not suited to the elementary grades.
) . - Tﬁys sentgnéercombini;g bnstrurtionﬁat the elementary level
fhould grdbabiy be limited to coordinate conjoining, édvgrbial
clause conjoininq,‘adjectiyaL embedding, and noun-clause embedding.
Junior high and secondary’prohrams can, include all of the above plus
r;dhced-cléuse nomina) emSedding and free modification. Hpwever,

1
»

- sentence- éomblnlng instruction should bé'flexible enough to account

Rd Grammar versus No Grammar

-

J
|
for differences in ‘students' abilities within these, levels.
| <
|

Althouqh Mellon's piOneer:nq research (1969) included sentence
- |

: combining within the framework of a transformational arafmar class,




3 :@i

4.

g

15

12 . ‘ -
A .

subsequent research has -shown that -sentence combining is .in no way
. .

dependent 5;;n»forﬁal grammar study. O0'Hare (1973) developed a

system of sentence-cdnbining signals that coqpletely el iminated the

LI B

need for grammatifal terminoloqy. jln issussino the ‘advantages of

his sigraling system, 0'Hare (1973) notes that :

»

The attractiveness of the sentence-combining
signals . « . lies in their simplicity, their
consistency,. thejr flexibility, and their
practicality . . .« The elimination of the study of
trarisformational qrammar and of transformational
(nomenclature makes all of this possible. With the
threat. of grammatical failure removed, the developina
writer can get on with solving sentence-structure
problems and confidegtly face the real -issue--that of
- blending form and idea in any given rhetor tcal :
situation. (p. 76) ‘<

e

Resqaféh has consistently shown that formal grammar study does

b4

not improve written composition skills (e.q., Harris, 1962; Eliey,

~ v

Barham, Lamb, and Wyllie, 1976). Despite ‘these findings, some

instructional designérs insist on including grammar study (and/or

grammatical terminology) in sentence-combining instruction (Bivens

ect, 1978;

<

the justification.for including grammar study
. » <

and Edwards, ld7h; Klein, 1976;’Wisconsin Writing Proj

Ney, 1976). However,

in sentence-combining programs seems tenuous, at best. The purpose

of sentence combining is to improve writing skills. The purpose of

formgl grammar study, though, seems to be, quite differenty as even’

‘

the Wisconsin Writing Project (1978) admits:

!
We believe there are merits to the study of formal

grammar: development of critical thinking 'skills,

acquisition of & commnon descriptive tool, awareéness
of the uniqueness’of Kuman expression {p. 6.

.
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Even 'if one were to grant that grammar study does indéed produce the’

~

¢

effects noted above, the fact remains that forTai gramnar.study has “ .

Sy

f

little or no effect on improving students' sentence.structure.

3

Consequently, the instructional specifications listed in this paper -
do not include a qrammar-study component. The grammaticai terms
used in the appendix are not intended ‘to be part of the . Ty ¢

instfuctional program; they are used for identification purposes
R ) ' L .
only. .

Exercise Formats . . } s,

\

Most authorities recommend that both siqnaled ahd unsignaled
sentence-combininq exercises be included in, instruction. Signaled
exercises can provnde focused practice on particular syntactcc‘
operations. Unsignaled exercises dllow students to experiment with
various combining strategies, selecting the one combination that
seems to work best. ‘Comparison .of .a variety of student reéponses to

& ot

unsiqnaied exercises can iead to profltabie discussions of the

J -
rhetorica] effects of different combinations. Heiion (1979) ‘ ’ <j;}
recommends a ratio of one unsignaled exercise for every four ’
signaled exercises. . o ‘ .

Sentencq-combining instruction should aiso provide many

. s >

n' - °w
exercises. Such exercises can include paraqraph-iength blocks

.

similar to those developed by Strong (1973).*

*See Lawlor, Cronnell, Humes, and Gentry;(i98ii for a review of
Strong's sentence-combining textbook.




Readabifitx

« Some authorities have expressed‘concerh ahout the effect ‘of

©

1] .
“sentehce comhining on the‘readability qf students' wrifing (e.a.,

~

. N ¢ / N
_ Kinneavy, 1979). Caution i&:cgrtainly warranted, because lenathv,

-

neavily embedded claises can adversely afféct.thé,reagability of a

~

text. Howbter, the'uFtimate qoal of septénce combining is not to
force students |nto‘wr|t;\u unnecegsafnly elaborate sentences--
sentences that Kinneavy has callVed "stylistic monsters“ (1979, p.

71). Rather, the purpose of sentence—comblnlnq instruction .is to

- .

expand students' repertoire of. syntactic options ‘by showinq them

M

different ways of expressnng sdeas. ‘The ultimate choice for

2

. Seléctinq one particular option must certainly be governed by

Sonsiderations otber'than sentence length. Hunt (1979) describes a

N ~
N

«

sentence-combining program thqt he desiqned:‘

Each exercise! was a problem in how to express some
prescribed thaught in the best way, that is, using

the hest sentence structure. It was.not an exorcise
in yrltcng the longest T-units but the best ones (p. »
155 1 '

~

. ¢

Sentence combining can also ameliorate readability problems by

-

providung practice with Eyntactic operations that improve the

dability of written text (e.q., it inversion, free modification).

Ly

Moreover, by comparing various responses to unsignaled sentence-

ining exercises, students can learn to apply. the principles for

writing readable prose;

P LRt o
B SeE,
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Sentence Combining and Writing Instruction

i

~ Several researchers have suggested that sentence combining can

.

comprise an entire wri}?hq course (e.q., Daiker, Kerekg'and
Morenberqg, 1978; Hunt, 1979). However, most authorities believe

.that sentence combining should only serve as oné part of the total =«

writing curriculum (e.q., Mellon, 1979; 0'Hare, ¥973; Strong, 1979). '

This latter view seems the more reasonable one, since the composing

process invo[xps much more than simply qonstructing sentences.

Composition instruction must deal«wlsh all aspects of writing, such

as defiﬁing’audience and-purpose, and generating content.* Sentence

. ~

combining provides little or no assistance in these areas. O0'Hare
(1973) gcknowleddes_the limits of sentence-combining instruction:

Although this researcher has rather strenuously urged
that more attention be paid to the syntactic
manipulative skill and for a more important place for -
“'style as syntax" in the curriculum, he ds merely .
suqgesting a possible new emphasis in rhetorical ‘.
instruction and is in no sense denying or even
qqpstioninq the importance of the other @embers of

the classical rhetorician's tripod, invention.and
arrangement (b. 76).

Strong (1979) recognizes similar'lihjtations when he rékommends~tha!
i ~ v

sentence combining be used “as a-skill-building adjunct to a writing, ¢
proofam--not as an exclusive approach in and of itsetf" (p. 215). -

Nevertheless, there is some debate amonq authorities on the. -

. 3
. 1

optimum amount of time that should be devoted to sentence-combining.

instruction. ¢ Mellon (1979) reports that 50 minutes of class time
’ . L

.

*Humes (1980) provides detailed specifications ﬁon\ébmposition
instruction. . ¢




per week was adequate in his seventh-grade curriculum (p. 26). He

.~ S ¢
further recommends a geqimén of 'two cued problems daily on average,

and two whoré-gikcour§e exercises per week' '(p.33).. 0'Hare {1973)

’
*

included approiimétely 75 minutes of instruction per wefk in-kig
s ' i A :

seventh-grade. program, supplemented by 30,minutes of homework weekly

(pp. 42-3). Perron (197?) allocaéea two hours per Qﬁfk to senténce °
combining iﬁ_his four;h-grade‘qur}iculum (p. 89).° Hewever, Lomax
(1980) suggests th;t‘as I;ttle as '"five or ten minute; of wg?k-thrpe
- - o ) -
times. a week' (p. 18) is sufficient.  Thus it seem; clear that the
M 3
time spent on sentence éombiﬁiﬁg will'va?y'accérd}ng to the

preferences of individual teacﬁerq, the age and at#lity of the’

' R N : B .
.students, and the demands of individual writing programs. Thirty

. ¢
.~

minutes of instructional timé per week would seem to“be the minimum

amount that should be-devote} to sentence combining, with ip minutes
. v . } .

. . * - ! f .
per week representing the maximun. ° Giv hese parameters, ,
sentence~-combining instruction still repregents a modest inve?fmgnt

likely to gain. - -
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t-q SENTEN%i\?OMBINING: INSTRUCTIONAL SPEC?%ICATIONS >
K ‘ . , x ‘ . b -
Unit 1: Introduction to Sentence Combining ’ y
- » » \ i
Lesson 1¢ Coordination within Sentences*
a. coordinatz\predicate phrases | ~
- Terry® jumped for the ball. « Terry jumped for the ba
Terry missed it;,*( D) .-/ missed it. .
b. coordina&é diréct objects and predicate.nominatives " ',‘ - -:
"1 ate a §aﬁdwicﬁl. . . * | ate a sandwich and a banané:

.

| ate a banana. (AND)

She is a good student and a
talented athlete. '

She "is a good: student.
She is a talented athlete.
(AND) i ’
, N |

v’ - . .
c. coordinate adverbs and predicate adjectives ¢
;-
"Tom spoke clearly.’

Tom gQgt: calmly. (AND)-
‘The weather was cold,

The weather was windy.

.Y AR

Tom spoke clearly’and calmly.”’
C

The, weather was cold and windy.

L 2

NN

. {AND) 1y .’ - )
/ ) . . . . .
" d. review: in€lude ‘all of the above in two-sentence exercises; .

introduce multiple<sentence exercises

.
-

Jack bought ice cream, cake,

. Jack bought ice'ngam.-° o,
and cooklies. ,

Jack bought cake.
Jack bought cookies. (AND)

v »

\/
.

L]
.

H
-

Lesson 2: ‘Movable Adverbial Clauses N . -

. a. time fclauses in final position.

. -

-
~

We watched'te!EVISIon, - We watched television after we
We had finished our homework.. had flnlshed our homework. .. '
(AFTER) P .
s ) ) : S N
- - . .. ! . A . . ' . ¢

v *The qrammatccal terms: appearinq in ‘these specifications shauld not be .
used with students. Sentence 5ombininq ‘is not dependent upon formal” gFammar

Q
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otherﬁadverbiél clauses in final position

. Wé stopped for the night. We stOpped for the nqqht N
We were tired: (BECAUSE). because _we were tired.

. -
. ’

'adverbial clauses in initial pgsition. ) . . R
1 s “ - *
You study hard‘fbr the test. If you study hard for the test.
(1F) N\ you wilt pass it easily. .
‘You witll pass it easily. - . .

¢ - : ..'.' *‘
reviewj include coordinates aﬁd«advérbial‘clauses in .

- multiple-sentence exgrcnses‘ lntroduce Jnannaled “

exercises IR
. . Ce a7 . L. .
. ! .' . v . - - " . '
Mary overslept this morning. Since Mary overslept this
*She missed the bus. . ) morning, she mlssed the bus and
She had to walk to school-. had to walk to sthool.
- . /
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ke , Unit 2: Adjecgiva! Structures . L ’ ’
: “Lesson 1: Restrictive relative clauses’ . o o .
% a. !ﬁg and that clauses modifying objects; subject of the insert ' :
- sentence is relativized* . .
§> , We identified the burglar. We identified the burglar who
2 g - The burglar stole the .* ) stole the jewels’
: - jewels., (WHO) _ ‘ .
. .. Gida caught a fish, ‘ Gina caught a fish that
- The fish weighed five weighéd fivé pounds.
pounds. (THAT) S

b. who and that clauses modifying subjects; subject of insert sentence
is relativized ‘ .

o ‘ The boy was véry happy. ) ::>The boy ‘who won the prize wa C "

The boy won the prize. (WHO) very happy. .

champion. will be the state champion.

The team will be the state The team that wins this game
The team wini(this qame.

; (THAT) i
: . } . - - ’ 7
- _¢. that, whom, and deleted-pronoun clauses modifying sub jects and R
¥ objects; an object of the insert sentence”is relativized :
The movie was funny. The movie that we saw was
We saw thé\movie. (THAT) funny. ' .
. _ . . oy
Jerry met a ‘man. S TN\ Jerry met a mqa:zhom you o
e You admire the man. (WHOM) = /admire. .
. _ s .
The doSr is stuck agajﬁf' - The door you fixed is stuck -
' You fixed the door. (JUST again. > '
JOIN) - -

N .
. P4

- N .
. “ .
L . .

~7%In an oral comprehension study, Legom (1975) reports that.
* kindérgarten, first-, and second-grade students found clauses”
- cdntaining relativized subjects to be.easier than clauses containing
. relativized objects. Thus there isj'some ‘justification for
' ‘sequencing relativized subjects before relativized objects. Such.a
séquerice was succéssfully eployed™ by "Hunt .and 0'Donnel | {1970) in a
'?ourth*qrade sgnténcé-bombining experiment. ' _.///,/ ,

[+ . ‘ . Y. o . . .
: . . . . i
v . * -
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P d. review: include all of the ahove plus coordinates and adverhial
clauses in multiple-sentence exercises, hoth sianaled and
v unsiqnaled:

- . The game was over. (AS SOON

AS)
The fans ran up to the players.
e The fans had wajted near the
. end zone, .(WHO)
: ' The fans congratulated them.
s (AND) : A

~27

Lesson 2: Post-nominal phrasal modifiers

a. present and past participial phrases'-
The airl is my sister.
The qirl is standina on_the

’ porch.
The houses are being repaired.

The houses were damaged .in
the fire.

N\

b. oprepositional phrases and infinitives

’ ' A ‘woman walked through the

. door.
The woman was in a uniform.

N\

g o The food was stolen. ~
The food was to bhe given to poor was stolen,
the poor. ‘ o
c. restrictive appositives o

{ ' My friend won the speech My friend Janice won the
o contest. speech contest. ' )
¢ ! My friend is Janice. ' .
'4 N .
5 ' d. review:d/}nclude all phrasal ifiers and‘relative clauses;
. multiple-sentence exercises, both sianaled and unsianaled

o

3 Lesson 3: Pre-nominél.modiflers

a. simple adjectives

A bird flew in the window.

The ‘sird was yellow. window.

N

3T
%\
-

As soon as the qame was over,
the fans who had waited near
the end zone ran up to the
players and conaratulated them.

The qirl standing on the porch
is my sister.

-~

.

The houses damaged in the fire
are being repaired.

v

A woman in a uniform walked
through "the door.

)

The food to be given to the

-

A yellow bird Flew in the

4 -
-+

4 .
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h. present-participles )
. A road led to the cahin. “\. A windina road led to the '
The road was .winding. cahin. .
‘ > R . °
¢c. past participles - 4t !
: A
The hoat drifted in the water.\ The abandoned boat drifted in .
3 . The hgat had been abandoned. the water. < . -
. ’ ‘ N N N
d. possessives ) c e, . , - .
» ¢ " .
-} ‘ . . ! - .
AN The hike is new. John's hike is new. ¥ . s
Fe John owns the bike. ('S) : h
) e. review: include all pre- and post-nominal relatives, as well as -
] coordinates and adverbial clauses, in sianaled and \ -
. / unsianaled exercises Co- :
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Unit 3: Nominal Structures

Lesson l Factive noun clauses -

a. that clayses as objects

We knew SOMETHING.
We woul¥ win. . (THAT) -

" 4
deleted-that clauses as objects

John said SOMETHING.
He. doesn't feel well.- (JUST
_JOIN) —

the fact that clauses’ as°®sub jects

SOMETHING worries me. .° -
We are almost out of tlme
(THE FACT THAT)

o

review:

We knew that we would win.
<

’

John said he doesn't feel
well,

.

The fact that we are almost
out of time worries me.

|nclude‘all factive noun clauses an& structures that have

been,introduced previously; sngnaled multiple-sentence

g8

~

somewhere. (WHERE}
how + adJectnve/adveTb clauses

We don t know SOMETH\NG,
The crater is so deep~ -
DEEP)

SOMETHING is a mystery. ~ Where the pirate hid the
The pirate hid the treasure treasure is a mystery.

A}

L)

-
Q

We don't know how deep the
crater is.

it inversion with factive and interrogative clagses

'SOMETHING upsét” her.

He was late.

SOMETHING - i'sn't clear.

" We should do something with
the money. (IT . . . WHAT)

PRI

- I't upset her that he was’
(1T . ... THAT), late.

. It isn't clear what we shquld
.do with the money.

réviews emphpsize noun«clause embeddings,ang it ]nversion in®
: siqnaled and unsiqnaled multiple-sentence exercises




AT
L

\

£
3]
L,
3
7

'

Lesson 3: Gerundive near-clause nominals .
a. =-ing phrases -
Maria en}oys SOMETHING. Maria enjoys playing the
Maria plays the piano. (ING) / plano.
b. possessive + -ing
SOMETHING is of f-key David's singing is
David sings. ('S + ING) of f-key.'
c. ~-ing + of
SOMETHING:woke her up. The ringing of the alarm woke -
The alarm rang. (ING + OF) her up. .
) }
SOMETHING frightened the The mournful howling of the
horses. wolves frightened the
The wolves howled mournfully. horses.

(D + ING + OF) *
d. review: include all gerundives ln signaled, multiple-sentence .
exercnses

.
”~

Lesson 4: Infinitival near-clause nominals

; PAruttox providogo e |

R S ,ﬁffw Wi

a. ‘infinitive phrases

idea. good idea.
Someone leaves now. (TO) ‘

»
2

SOMETHING would be a good ::>'To leave now would be a

b. wh-word + infinitive
. , -
SOMETHING was a problem. Where to qet spare parts ,_j
- Someone gets "spare parts was a problem.

somewhere (WHERE TO)

ug ) .
~  SOMETHING would be For the plan. to fail would
°  disastrous. ' be disastrous.
The plan fails. (FOR. .  .TO)

c. for + infinitive

d. it inversion with infinitivals . : .

Ve raise.the money. us to raise the money. .
2 (IT. . .FOR. . .TO) r

-

SOMETHING will be difficult. ;:>lt will be difficult for
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include a¥l infinitivals and-it inversion in sianaled

e. review:
multiple-sentence exerciqqa
Lesson 5: Derived-noun phrases )
a. derived nouns
SOMETHING led to the Mismanagement led to the
company's bankruptcy. company's bankruptcy.
Someoné mismanaged the' R . °
company. (MISMANAGEMEﬁ%)
b. possessive + derived noun - . }
SOMETHING alarmed the town: The mayor's disappearance * ’
The maygr disappeared. alarmed the town.
('s DISAPPEARANCEl\ v . . "
C. derive%'noun + éf . )
QOMETHING was brief. - The discussion of the new
The new tax was discussed. tax was brief.
(DISCUSSION + OF)
) s .
d. possessive + derived noun + of
The jury was impressed”by, The jury was impressed by &%
SOMETHING o the lawyer's presentation P
The lawyer presented the of the case. .
) case. ('S + PRESENTATION +
OF) -
' e. review: include noun clauses, geryndives, infinitivals, derived
nouns, and relative structures in multiple-sentence
exercises, signaled and unsignaled \\\\<°
:;5?_"‘ u - ‘ .
‘e ‘ . - %
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Unit 4: Free Modifiers ,

Lesson 1% Phrasal adverbials

.

t‘ a. with phrases

.
»

He was a tall boy.* He was a tall boy, with
N e had long, thin legs. . long, thin legs. .
. (WITH) : ' ‘ ' : '

~

b. present pérticipial phrases ,

. fed~stéod at the rail. _Ted stood at the rail,
. Ted was staring-at the staring at the water. ~
water, . :
: : A .
c. past participial phrases P . °
) The boxer fell to his knees. The boxer fell to his knees, "
- - The boxer had been stunned stunned by the punch.
by the punch. * .

d. -review: include phrasél modifiers}in multiple-sehtence exercises,
both signaled and unsignaled i -
7 ¢ e . g

Lesson 2: Free modifiers and cumulative sentences
k4 4 o ‘
a.° nominative absolutes
Y,
Paul stood in the doorway.
His hands were fn his

' pockets. .
-

“ b -

T ' b. non-restrictive relative clauses .

Paul stood in the doorway,
his hands in his pockets. .

We spoke to Ms. Jackson, =

We spoke to Ms.  Jackson.
who has just returned from

Ms. Jackson has just

%,

‘
v

o AR SBR S S T B
¥

German Alps. {(WHICH)
nonrestrictive appositives .
The guest spég&?r_was g

Mr. Jones. ‘b
- Mr. Jones is our new

Z principal.
. T ) - -
PR
. * +
ses . .
h’: e ';, S s, ’ _c“"
NS BN s i + e LA

The quest speaker was Mr Jonesy®
our new principal.

33

re
I

Lo -, returned from Europe. Europe.™

; (wHO) o

. Garmisch. Garmisch, which is located
# *  Garmisch is located in the in the German Alps.

She visited the town of = :j:$ She visited the town of

»
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d. adjective clusters '
S
The mule refused to move. °~ The mule refused to move, v
The\mule was stubborn beyond - /stubborn beyond belief. : .
R belief. . . . .
. ’ . . B
e. seyiew: include extensive practice with cumulative sentences’in . .
multiple-sentence exercises; incorporate elative, .
it nominal, and adverbial structures in signaled and %
T unsignaled exe:;i}f», g : ‘ :
b . . "3
Ray drove on. 4
He drove through the darkness. ™, . o
The darkness was freezing. . o | )
: His fingers were clutched tightly around the wheel. (,) .
His eyes were fixed on the road ahead. (,) ’ ‘
He thought of SOMETHING. (AS) ,
¢ He would say something. (WHAT) , ) .
He got home. (WHEN)
-3
Ray drove on fhrouqh the freezing darkness, his fingers clutched )
tightly around the wheel, his eyes fixed on the road ahead as he '
. thought of what he would say when he qot home. - v
. - ) <
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