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. INTRODUCTION ! .
) ' ] . ‘. - b
BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY . 5 . )

Reported in this volume are the results of an extensive comparative
analysis of dysfunctional ,sentences found in the writing of pre-freshmen
at Bowling Green-State University, the purpose of which was to examine
and to describe possibile differences in dysfunctional sentepces produced
by remedial and nonremedial writers. Thé writing ‘samples used for the
study ‘vere randomly selected from freshman placement examinations
administered by the Freshman #riting Program“at Bowling Green State

University during the Summer of '1980. ,

A

“‘Fbr the past.several years, both the public at large and professional
educators have beceme increasingly concerned about an apparent décline in
writing skills. Widely read newspapers such as the Chicago Tribune and
national newsmagazines such as Newsweek have featured.articles on the
severity of this decline. Even local newspapers print stories on "back
to basics" as'a»means'oﬁ alleviating the writing problem. An article in
the Chronicle of Higher Education reports that ". . .on a national level
we have failed--have continued to fail~-to meet the ¢hallenge of
illiteracy among college-level,students" (Scully, 1974). Accompanying
all of these publications are figures furnished by the College Entrance.
Examination Board which show' that between 1963 and 1977, the a%erage

' scores on the verbal sgection of the test dropped 49 points, from 478

(1962-63) to 429 (1976-77), and the National Assessment of Educational
Progress found. that the writing skill level of the average and above-
average students has declined. )

é

The gréwing need for remediation of wfifi‘g skills among college
freshmen has become a primary concern of educators and administrators
in institutions of higher, learning throughout the country. Departments
of English everywhere are becoming increasingly involved with/fEeshman
composition courses because of students' inability to write (Coughlin,
1977). Albert H. Bowker, Chancelor of the Unfiversity of California at
Berkley, states that colleges and Universities are reporting increased
costs for remediation. This nat;ydgl pattern of increasing need for
remediation is reflected in fresWman writing at Bowling Green_State
Univeréigy: The percentage of students requiring remediation has

- grown steadily. 1In 1975, 4.7% of the freshmen pretested by means of

a writing sample required extensive remediation. By l976,ﬂ;he per-
centage had more than tripled: 17.7% of all freshmen pret&ted were
producing writing with severe dysfunctions. This percentage has
remained stable during the period 1976-1981.

s -
.

4

Withip the field of composition itself, scholars have begun to
document and describe college-level ‘rehedial writing populations
(Shaughnessy, 1976; Shaughnessy, 1977; Lunsford, 19787 CTayer and Sacks,
1979). Shaughnessy (1976) defines "basic' or "remedial" students in
freshfmn composition courses as those who produce "gmall numbers of words
with large numbers of errors (roughly 15 to 35 errors%ger 300 words)"1
and who "'seem to be restricted as writers. . .to a very narrow range of

.




syntactdic, semantic, and rhetoriical options, which forces them into .
either a rudimentary style of discourse that belies their real maturity *
or a dense éﬁa tangled prose with which neither they nor their. readers
can cope." Subsequent studies (Luhsford, 1978; "Gebhard, 1978) have
supported Shaughnessy's description. Further, contrary to pgpular
assumptions, basic writers at the college level come from the entire
spectrum of’socig—economic and ethnic backgrounds (Sternglass, 1973;
Kirschner and Poteet, 1973; Lunsford, 1978); college remedial writing
classes are not providing remediation’ primarily for the economically
disadvantaged and/or ethnic minorities. ! Nénstandard linguistic patterns
seem to appeaf‘with approximately the same frequency in the writing of
Black, White,, and Hispanic remedial English students‘(Sternglass, 1973;
Kirschner and Poteet, 1973). ' :

Of the necessity for careful studies of the features of basic
writing, Shaughnessy says,‘". . .the territory I am calling basic
writing (and that others might call,remedial or‘devglopﬁentél writing) ¥
is still very much of a frontier, unmapped except for a scattering of .
impresgionistic articles and a few blazed ttails that individual.teachers
propose through their texts. . . .'\ Further argument in support of the
'need for research studies on the features of remedial writing has been
provided :by Dona}d C. Freeman, Professor of English at Temple Univérsity.
He agrees with E. D. Hirsch, author of The ggilosophy of Compos#ti
(University of Chicago Press, 1978), in ca ng .for a "massive program
of mission-oriented, composition resé&rch" (Freeman, p. 18). Freeman ¢
states that in order "to treat the problems of compositionsin a system

atic way, we must assemble a large body of systematic knbwledge of what

those problems are." And the approach he has in mind requires "error
analysis and classification. . .induced from a mass of evidence from
real student papers" (Freemary p. 18). -

PURPOSE OF THE INVESTIGATION ; * . %

Currently thére is a prolifleration of methodology and materials
related to remedial writing, but these are based upon little concrete
data ‘aBout the nature of the writing dysé!nctiqns produced by the
basic writer. Clearly, new teaching materials, new pedagogical methods,
and new teacher training programs must be developed to meet the needs
of the basic writer. But_before educators can develop successful
strategies for helping studerits, learn to write, research must be done
to. identify precisely what the problems of basic writers are. The
primary purpose of this study, therefore, has Been to gather information
abgut the nature ofAQVSfunctional sentgnces produced by the develop-
mental or’basic writer. To this end, every dysfunctional sentence from
three-hundred writing samples, produced by~ both remedial and nonremedial
writers, was analyzed. Specifically, the objectives of"the project .

’
were ag follows:
. "~

L1

1. to dgteimine whether any freQuently occurring syntactiq errors
are unique to the develgpmental writer by comparing the
gxnﬁactic errors foupd in the writing of beginning freshmen
enrolled in ingpoductyry writing courses with those errors

CE found ifi the writing of freshmen enrovlled in developmental
. " i

p
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writing courses,

s, 2. to discoyer whether certain types of conmbn structural errors
(for exdmple, different kinds of sentence fragments) occur with
greater frequency in remedial writing.

3. to provide detailed linguistic information about the nature of
the syntactic dysfunctio found in basic writing. )

N 1 4

In'addition, since a comparative empirical study of syntax can also
provide information about the synkactic strategies used by and the errors
- produced by "average" and "superior" writers, the findings of this study
also will provide valuable raw data upbn which résearchers in language
and cognition will be able ‘to draw. ,

RELATED, WORK ,

o »
A survey of the professional literature reyveals a dearth of research
devoted specifically to the examination of thé X%inds of syntactic ‘errors
characteristi¢ of basic writing. There are abundant studies, both
impressionistic and empirical (Griffin, 1967; Thornton, 1972; Weiner,
! 1972 and 1974; Chaika, 1974; Farrell, 1974; Hess, 1975; Laurence, 1975;
Budz and Graber, 1976; Desy, 1976; Meyérs, 1978; Lattin, 1978; Taylor,
1978; Butler, 1980; Vik, 1981), on various methods for remediating
the many problems of basie writers. 1In nearly evef;hissue of profegsion-
al journals pne can find discusaions of classroom practices, discussions
of writing assignments, evaluationg pf grading procedures, and com
parisons of various modes of instruction:® Especially noteworthy are a
number of studies which have been done on thé effectiveness of sentence
combining as a tool for improving syntagtic structure (MeXlon, 1966; -
O'Hare, 1971; Stotsky, 1975; Daiker, Kerek and Mohrenberg, 1977; .
Maimon gnd Nodine, 1978; Stewart, 1978;. Swan 1979; Tomlinsor¥ 1980;
Sternglass, 1980; Berlin, 1980). In addition, the development of
. syntactic fluency in the writing of grade school and high school students
' has received serious attention (Hunt, 1965; Bateman and Zidonis, 1966;
Griffin, 1967; O'Ponnell, Griffin and Norris; 1967; Miller and Ney,
1968; Mellon, ; O'Hare, 1973; Loban, 1976), and in recent studies
Murray F. Stewart has compared the syntactic maturity of high school
. and university students (1978) and has examined the relationship
between symtactic matwrity and skill in the mechanics of writing
- (Stewart afid Grobe, 1979). ) ' \

.

. More closely related to the proposed project are the systematic
comparisons which have been conducted to determine what diffemences in
syntax and usage, if any, characterize the¢ writing of nonstandard dialect °*
‘speakers (Collins, 1'971; Kirschner and Poteet, 1973; Sternglass, 1974; »
Gray, 1975; Lay, 1975; Rizzo and Villafare), 1975; Garcia, 1975% .
However, as several of these studies have shown, dialect interfefgnce
is not the primary factor in syntactic problems in the writing of college
freshmen. [n fact, the same patterns of syntactic errors as those found .
in ‘the writing ¢ f nonstandard dialect speakers seem to be prevalent

- in the writing of students from standard English speaking backgrounds -
' (Kirschner and Pdteet, 1973; Sternglass,”}973; Lunsford, 1978).




Despite these excellent studies, there remains the central task
of objectively identifying and -cataloging the syntactic fegtures of
basic writing. A few impressionistic studies (Higgens, 1973; Chaika,
1974; Krishna, 1975; Carkeet, 1977; House and House, 1980) have
- reported on syntactic oddities which seem to becur fredquently in the
writing of remedial students, but none of these studies indicates
whether any of these syntactic errors is ynique to basic writing. In
: . a study of the effectiveness of sentente-combining exercises for
"‘college composition students, Maimon and Nodine (1978) related the
freguency of embedding errors to previous data on’ length of T-unit,
but their focus was on the developmert of syntactic maturity ‘as measured
by T-unit length, and they did not analyze student essays for various
types of errors which might have occurred vnly in basic writing.
Gebhard (1978) compared the'writihg of two quality-rated freshman
groups with each other and with that of professional writers, but
the emphasis was on examining syntactic structures rather than on |
isolating specific syntactic errors of basic writers. Cayer and Sacks
(1979) investigated some of the "communication strategies' uded by
-basic writers; however, since the purpose of the study was to describe
similarities and differences between oral and written discoufse, only
limited syntactic analyses were employed (T-unit counts; frequency
counts of adjective and adverb phrases; single—wé;d modifiers; subject
or predicate location of "complex structures"). Kagan (1980) looked
for patterns in the surface structure of sentence fragments and run-
on sgntences in student ‘writing that might have been mistaken for
bou{aries of complete written sentences and attempted to infer--on
the basis of her findings--general %ﬁles that the students might have
used in determining what a complete sentence was. Her subjects,
however, were community| college students enrolled in remedial sections
of freshmen English. Hence, both the type of sentence dysfunctions
examined and the studefit population were limited. )
Kﬁ/ﬂ\\ Only one researcher, Mina Shaughnegsy, has really begun to d
classify and describe all of the features which characterize basic
writing (Shaughnessy, 1976; Shaughnessy, 1977). However, her
descriptions of grammatical/syntactic features are not precise. All
syutactic errors are organized under the following "very general head-
ings': -Accidental Errors, Blurred Patterns, ‘Consolidation Errors
(Coordinate Consolidations, Subordinate Consolidations, and Juxta-
position Consolidations), Inversions (Shaughnessy, 1977, p. 47). "
Furthermoxe, these syntactic dysfunctions were derived from examining
the placement essays of Basic Writers, and no systematic attempt was
made to compare these features with those found in ghe writing of
other beginhing college freshmen.
* Thus, while this study is related to the work of other research -
studiesy—it is unique in attempting ohjectively and systematically to
analyze and describe the types of syntactic errors and the frequency
of those errors in basic writing as opposed to the’ types and frequency
of syntactic errors found in all levels of beginning freshman writing.

¢ 8
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» METHOD: SAMPLE COLLECTION AND PREPARATION

o~ "y

THE SUBJECTS Py

Prdpr tor the beginning of the analysis of dysfunctional sentences,
it was recessary to determine if the freshman writing population at
Bowling Green’State University was typical of other freshman populations,
so that results ceuld be generalized to other, "similar," groups of .
students., The institution itself seemed representative it is one of
twelve regional universifies in ‘the’ state—supported system of higher
education in Ohio, located 20 miles south of Toledo, Ohio. Fully , -
accredited, Bowling Green offers four-year undefgraduate programs- in a
variety-of areas and a number of graduate programs, several of which
lead to the doctoral degree. The undergraduate population is drawn

from both urban and rural areas, in—state and nationwide. Undergraduate -
enrollment has been stable, with an approximate total of 14,000 students,
3,400 of whom are freshmed. '

!
. In order tp determine if the skill-level of .enterjing freshmen at
,Bowling Green was similar to that of other entering freshmen, nationwide,
composite and verbal ACT scores were compared. It can be seen that
composite and verbal scores for entering freshmen at Bowling Green are
very close to national averages, as shown by the following figures:

Y

ACT Composite o oo M ACT English

B National BGSU National BGSU
1975-76 ' ©18.7 20.6 17.6 19.4
1976-77 18.5 20.4 17.6 19.4
1977-78 , . 18.7 "20.2 - 17.7 19.2
1978-79 % 18.7 20.1 .18.0 19.4
1979-80 18.9 20.3 18.2 19.4
“HE PLACEMENT EXAM - ‘ 3

Once it was established that entering Bowling Green -freshmen were
a representative body, it was determined that essays, written in response to
the BGSU English Placement exam (pre-test), could be used as a data base.

Entering freshmen are pre—tested by means of a standardized, hour-
long essay exam (the BGSU English Placement Test) for placement in one of
three freshman-level composition courses, English 110 (Developmental
Writing), English 111 (Introductory Writing), or English 112 (Varieties
of Writing). English 112 is the writing course required by the University
for graduation, and students whose writing is pot proficient enough to
place them into English 112 must’'first take English 11l or both English 110
and English 111 before taking English 112. The majority of students
(60-62%) are placed in English 111; 17- 18/ JAn English 110; 21-25% in
English 112. ;

The BGSU English Placement Test, which is administered to incoming
students in groups of 30 or more during Summer Pre-Orientation (July 15~

-
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August 15) or dﬁring Fall Freshman Orientatidén Week (mid-September),
assesses student writing skills as demonstrated in an expository essay.
An essay test (writing sample) is used for placement because research
has shown it to be a far more valid measure of writing ability than
computerized aptitude tests stich as the Ameérican College Test (ACT) or
the Scholastic Aptitude Test [SAT), if administered and evaluated properly
(Godshalk, Swineford and Coffman, 1966 Diederich, 1974; Cooper and
Odell, 1977): "Although widely used, standardized tests measure &nly
editorial skillg--choosing the best sentence, recognizing correct usage,
punctuation and capitalization. At least for this reason. . .[these
. tests] are not valid measures of writing performance. . .even their
use for placement is not as valid as a single writing sample quickly
- scored.by trained raters. . ." (Cooper and Odell, 1977, p. viii). <

~

. \> The test itself consists of & set of written instructions And two
topics, from whic% students must ¢hoose ome. Both topics are within a
student's experience and require no previous preparation (see Appendi A
for sample test). Students are given bkuebooks in which to write thei
essays and are allotted one full hour tb complete the exam. The format\

. df the test andithe administration of,the test follow guidelines

¢ ) established by Cooper and 0Odell (1977), Diederich (1974), Cohen (1973)

. - and Braddock (1963): more than one topic to choose from, spetific
written instructions which are read aloud, specifled time limit, uniform
.writing context.

A proup of eight specially trained graduate students in thg’
Department of English evaluate the tests according to .,pecified criteria®
which determine the placement of the incoming students into, English 110,
English 111, or .English 112. These eight raters are selected on a T
competitive basis from among a group of applicants who have taught in
the freshman writing program for at least one year. Applicants for the
eight temporary positions are asked to evaluate independently five
sample pre-tests. The applicants are then ranked according to their

. accuracy of evaluation ardd placement, with’ the positions being awarded
to those ranked highest. .

LI " -
L]

After the raters are seletted, they attend two two-hour long train-
ing sessions on evalqatlon and placement of pre-tests so that their
- judgments will be consistént and reliable, Studies of Yater reliabillty
*  have shown’ conclusively that '"reliability can be improved. . .when
rgters from similar backgrounds are carefully trained " (Cooper and
Odé;f 1977, p. 18). This was first demonstrated by Stalnaker in 1934 -
and has been verified by a number of subsequent, studies (Follman and
Anderson, 1967; Coffman, 1971). -

4 The” evaluation instrument used by the trained raters is a dichoto-
mous instrument call the "rubri%'" which measures writing proficiency
according to five basic categories: 1, Awareness of Audience; II. Organ-
ization and Development; III. Mechani¢s (spelling, punctuation,
capitalization) and Standard English Usage; IV. Sentence Structure; and
V. Word Choice (see Appendix B).’ Thig particular type of instrument

, is used for evaluating essays %ﬁcausé research (Cohen, 1973) has shown -
it to'be an efficient and accu ite evaluative tool for making "distinc~-

4
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tions between the quality 5% batcles of essay. . ." (Cooper and Odell,
1977, p. 9). The rubrjc is used in the evaluation process by the '
raters, who assign students to either English.110, 111, or 112 on the
basis of their performance on the pre-test. 'The writing of .students-who
arg_placed in English 110 is. generally chiracterized by major difficulties ”,
in" mechanics and usage (more thar 15 errors per 300-406 words) and/or DA
major difficulties in syntax. This is' to be expected since mechanics/
usage and syntax are key areas in differentiating remedial writers
from average and superior writers (Chaika, 1974; Shaughnessy, 1976

. Shaughnessy, 1977; cCarkeet, 1977; Lunsford, 1978; Gebhard, 1978). )
SAMPLE PREPARATION

Following the completion of the Summer 1980 pre-testing of

Bowling Green freshman, three hundred and seventy-five randomly
selected $amples were drawn from the pre-tests: 123 each from the three,. -
placement groups (110, 111, 112). All 375 samples were pcrepared so ‘ .
that it was impossible to determine how they had been placed. .The samples
were then re-évaluated as to whether they were 110, 111,vor 112 samples.
The majority were reverified. Any samples not reyerified in this manner
were rejécted. A total of 300 reverified samples (100 from 110, 100
from 111, and'100-from 112) were randomly selectéd for analysis. Each
sample was assigned a .number for identification purposes.,
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. ,
- METHOD: iSHIPLE ANALYSIS g
% ( | ', . . ,
’ Each of/ the 3680 reverified samples was analyzed twice by both the

principal investigator and the graduate research associate. One amalysis
consisted of a frequency count of selected dysfungtions. The @ther
analysis involved a transformational description of all dysfunctional
sentences, including both ‘those sentences recorded in n the frequency

_count and those dysfunctional sentences not recorded in the frequency
counE; N

.

4 ! &

— H/// N
The first wajor analysis of the 300 writing sampleé involved a
frequency -count. ‘

b ‘ . *
THE FREQUENCY COUNT ANALYSIS ) - .-

P [

Frequency counts have long been an important type of evalnation . *
instrument. They are especially useful for researchers because they
seem to objectify the evaluation of writing. Since one of the problems .
with the frequency count is classifying the "errofs," an experimenter ;
. - must clearly specify the features that are counted Most experlmenters .
' choose to employ some sort of grid or checklist on.whitch specified ’
items such as "subject-verb agreement" or "plural-s deletion" are T
recor&ed Each. time an evaluator finds a particular item, it is marked
,on thé grid.. This%sort of procedure provides information about the ’
"number and, the type.of features or errors found in the writing samples. .
" Data gathe:ﬂd in-a frequengy count is usually expressed, for purposes
of etandardization, as total number of items of g particulax type
per hundred or thousard words (Braddock, et al., 1963, p. 20) although
this is not the only means of expressing the data. Other-researchers
. have employed other means such as the total number of errors involving
- [« a particular item divided by the total number of sentences in a writing .
sample. Thus, a score of 100% for a given item means an error involving. .
that'item appeardd in every sentence (Kirschnef and Poteet, 1973).- ! . -
< The frequency counts used in this study were standardized according to i
the number of, T-unitsl in each essay - * ’

-—

Ay

) To develop a frequency count tally sheet for this study, thlrty
randomly selected samples were taken from the original group of

~— . English 110 pretests. These thirty pretests were analyzed for syntactic
errors by the graduate research associate, who described and recorded
every dysfunctional sentence. Then the samples were reintegrated with
.the rest of the pretests so that the randomly selected 375 samples could
‘be drawn from all of the pre~testdi~On tile basis of this preliminary
o analysis, a numbef of easily-identifiable, high-frequency. syntactic e
\ errors was tsolafed. These items were used to design a preliminary : .
\ frequency-count grid. On the grid each itfem was used in a sentence Or f

\ »

\ 1 The T-Unit is defined as a main clause and any structure, clausal

\ or nonclausal, that is attached to or.embedded within it (Hunt, 1965) !
' This method of standardization is similar to dividing frequency\count

\ items by a particular number’ (100, for example) of words.

- -
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example sq that possible confusién abedt) whether to cpunt a*particular
.« itex could be avoided. Thus, under "fragmenr,’noun--appositive" a-
Tt rater could find: "I Wought a new gress. A dress thatiI could wear to
o the prom." This preliminary grid was used by the principal researcher /
and the research, associaty to analyze apotfer thirty randomly-selegted
. gsamples. Following this /'trial" use of the preliminary’ grid, it was ,
“modified and the result g grid (see Appendix C) was used to analyze all- y
- 300 reverified samplds. Every occurrence of each item specified on the
grid was recorded on the grid; numbers of ocgcurrences were tallied for
each item, and the tallies were double checked. Every essay.was analyzed
.twice in this manner by twp differgnt ‘readers. ' C

: Upon' complefion of this analysis it was necessary to slightly
mo:jfy the frequency count grid in order to accurately record sentence
~ structure dysfunctions encountered during the frequency count analyses.
. The first modification was made in regard ‘to category V--Parallel .
* . - Structure. It was found.that the distindtion between VA (Non-Parallel
" Sentence Parts) and VB (Non-Parallgl Items in a Series) was barely
discernible. -~ In nearly each example it was possible to record the
sentence in either category and tq justify either placement. Ia order
to alleviate the difficulty, the two éategories were combined under a
single heading~~Parallel Structure Difficultiesd. Furthermore, parallel
structure difficulties were disregarded when they resulted from the
delétion of one-word-functors as in the example "She never bothered wi
asking any questions of the boy or @ his parents.” These structgﬁzs, ’
~ were easy to overlook and caused frequent disagreement as to whe her .
. _, the sentences were or were mot dysfunctional.

v

»

R A problem also arose concerning category IVD--Inappropriate Use
¥#  of Relative Clause. In several cases (in each instance involving the
i ralatdve pronoun "which") it was d;fficpl(.to determine if the use of
"particular structures re§embling relative clauses was actually U
" inappropriate, as.in the exampler "It's right off the highway and is
Iocated betyeen two major cities: [which is good to know if you don't
> know wher; you're going.]" In ambiguous cases such as_this one, the
- following .test was applied. If the phrase the faCt'th;%'plus the
“clause(s) preceeding thé relative pronoun could be logically sub-
* sgitited for the word "which" in the $ample sertence; then the sentence ‘
s not Included on the friequency grid¢ (In the case of the example
g, sentence such a substitution is possible: '"The fact that it's right
, off the highway and is located between two major cities is good to
" know. . ."). "If the substitution of the, test phrase resulted in fn ‘
o 1llogical construction the sample sentence was included on the grid. .

. .

-

It was also decided that comma-splile "errors" when they appeared
in a series (I 1likéd to eat ice cream, I like to eat cake, and I love
to eat cream'puffg) should be deleted ‘from the frequency count.

! Ocﬁhfrences of the following dysfunétions, not 6riginally specified
on the grid, were also recbnded~since their frequepcy of occurrence —
terited this: -

t
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) .'Adverb Modifier (Fragment)
. M . ’ ~ *
. (It is located in the center of 3 major-cities. ﬁear Toledo, N\

with Cincinnati to the south and:Columbus to the west.)

Adjective Modifier (Fragmenl) :

(1 like.the town of North Baltimore. With a population of 46
people give or take a few.)
N

Awkwardness as Result of Relative Pronoun’

(Ali'is the person in which I look up to most.)

- Awkwardness'as a Result of "Passive’ , \ ? E

(Well, it was: finally narrowed down to a woman who has beeﬁ
greatly admired by me for the-past 5.year.) .

Data resulting from the frequency count tallies was expYessed--standard-

ized--on a per T—unit X 10 basis, since essay length vanied:

14

»

# 'dysfunctions .
# T-units x 10 '

+

Foliowing standardization, the data was examined to determine if
the standardized frequencies for each dysfunction were similar across,
the three groups (110, 111, 112). In addition, these standardized
frequencies were examined in order to determine if correlations -
between particular dysfunctional items existed--if particular errors
occurted in patterns with other errors. These correlations were
examined for all three hundred writing samples as one unit{ and for
each group (110, 111, 112) as three separate units.

THE TRANSFORMATIONAL ANALYSIS . ’
[

The seond major analysis of the 300 writing samples involved
the wse of a linguistic analysis worksheet. This method of analysis
was appropriate because frequency counts measure only selected itéms,
generally items which oceur frequently and which are easy to describe
and exemplify. It was, of course, imperative to systematically,
describe, categorize, and quantify dysfunctional structures which .
would not necessarily be recorded with the frequency count analysis.
The nature of some of the sentences found in remedial writing (e.g.
"He was raised from a Very modest badkground, in his home state of,
Ohio, to now where he lives as a very well kpown personality," and
"If I summed up why I like my town I guess it would be the country
I love it, the open space between houses unlike' the cities, the
closeness of every one knowing everyone else ") makes them extraordinarily
difficult to describe, however. Merely labeling such sentences as
awkward is clearly unsatisfactory, and Shaughnessy's (1977) labels-
Accidental Errors, ‘Blurred Patterns, Consolidation Errors (Coordinate
Consolidations, .Subordinate Consolidations, and Juxtaposition Congolida-
tions), Inversions--are-also too vague since they do litte to describe:

.
. . . 4
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.the syntactic rules that arq,bging used or mlsused. .
K : » ) . .
In a recent study Ahn O. Gebhard (1978) adapted an analysis
sheet originally devised by O'Donnell, Griffin, and Norris (1967) for _
a transformational analysis of the syntax of kindergarten and elementary
school chlldren. O'Donnell et al's analysis sheet, devised to
identify specific kinds of transformations--especially those }hqglving
conjoining within T-units and embedding-~was jbased upon the early
. ,tranformational model expressed in Lees' (1968) The Grammar of English
o Nominalizations apd by Jacobs and Rosenbiym's (1968) An English
Transformational Grammar. Gebhard‘'s modification, indicated by the
research of Christensen .(1967), included provisions for a tabulation
of initial sentence con3tructions and for analysis of -final freé +
quif@cation,z and the Tesultant detailed instrument wds used in a -
comparative analysis of writing samples representative of two quality-
rated freshmah groups. The instrument cadlls for a sepagrate analysis
of each T-unit--which is defined as a main clause and 4ny structure,-
clausal o¥ nonclausal, that is attached to or embedded. within it
(Hunt, 1965)--in terms of T-unit pattern, and types of specific sentence
combining transforgations employed. In addition, the type. of sSentence
opener employed and the position of loose modifMcation can be recorded
using this method of analysis. Since every aysﬁunctional sentence in
each of the 300 writing samples was to be analyzed with the O'Donnell -
Gebhard worksheet, dysfuncfional sentences in all %00 samples had to
be identified. Therefore, each sample was examined separately and
independently by two different evaluators, each of whom tecorded. 1
every sentence considered to be.dysfunctiomal. 1In the event that the
two opinions differed, a third person determined whether or not the
sentence would be regarded as dysfunctional and therefore included in
the sample. Each sentence identified #n this mannér was recorded on
a separate sheet for analysis, and although sentences were identified
as to writing sample number, no information was provided as to whether
a particular sentence had come from an English 110, 111, or 112 essay.
7
Before the full analysis of these sentences commenced, the 0O'Donnell/ -
Gebhard Linguistic Analysis Worksheet was testéd with some randomly-
selected samples and modified slightly. This modification was necessary
because some categories on the, analysis sheet did not adequately
reflect the dysfunctional structures found in the samples. The section
Coordinate Structure was adapted for this reason; other minor adaptations
to the Worksheet included the addition of a Passive T-unit ‘pattern in /#‘—
Section I and the addition of a separate category to accdmmodate
sentence modifiers which resemble relative clauses, as in "I,teach others,
which makes me feel good." The category "contrast" was also added to the

) 4
v L d

-— - -

2 A freemodifier is a construction which may appear in initial, medial
or final sentence position, ‘consisting of a movable adverbial, an
absolute, or a nonrsstrictive adjectivalization--either in full
relative clause form or reduced to an appositive, participle, etc.
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Adverbial Clauses category. Once these adaptations wére c0mp1eted, the
projeet director and the graduate research associate used the revised
worksheet (see Appendix D) to analyze forty randomly selected samples,
which were then integrated with the other remaining 260 samples.
Independent evaluations were consistent with one exception: a few
structures witkin the dysfunctional sentences could be recorded in
more than one ay; ;herefore, decisions as to categorization were
discussed and, Mlf nece'ssary, particular structures .were researched so
that analyses cpuld be performed as consistently and as accurately as
possible. Following these preparations, another forty randomly-selected
samples were examigeg separately by both researchers; the analyses were
consistent and the examination of every dysfunctional sentence in all
300 samples was complexed

K,

All data resultlng from the analysis was standardized by div1d1ng
by the number of dysfhngtlonal T-units per essay. This stendardlzed
data was examined in order to determine if the dysfunctional sentences
in the three groups differed with regard to specific T-unit patterns and
transformations. Also,*iﬁe»data was examined to determine if various’
dtructures found in dysfuncgional sentences were highly correlated
with-~occurred in patterns with--other.structures found within these
sentences, both [for the entire sample (all 300 essays) and by group
(110 essays, lll essays, 112 essays). .
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* RESULTS

0 * ¢ ~

(/1 ODUCTION ) ' ’
The major purpose of the study'was to determine whether any ¢
frequently occurring syntactic dysfunctions are unique to the develop~
‘mental writer and to discover whether certain types of common structural .
- errors occur with greater frequency in remedial writing. To this end,

dysfunctional sentences within the 300 writing samples were examined

. by two different methods: a frequency count and a linguistic analysis.

. The frequency count data is with reference to selected dysfunctions;
data resulting from the .linguistic anglysis is, however, generally
descriptive of every dysfunctional sentence in all 300 writing samples.

THE EREQUENEY COUNT

’

*
-

Data resulting from the frequency count tallies was standardized
and the standardized frequencies for each dysfunction were examined o
to determine if the exror frequencies were similar in the writing . :
samples for each of the three groups: English 110, English 111, and
-~ English 112. These standardized frequencies were also examined ‘to
determine if correlations between particular dysfunctions existed, both
for all -300 samples and by group (110, 111, 112). Certain items on L
. the origEgal frequengy count grid (Appendix C) were deleted from the

e

-

., " analysi cause of extremely low frequency of occurremce: item IB
P~ 4 ’ (Sliding Run-On) and item IVF (Substitution of Infinitive for Bronoun
and Verb); in addition, all océurrences of item 1IF (different forms of
For Example/For Instance Fragmepts) were counted as one kind of
fragment. For ease of" reference, a new revised frequency grid (see
Appendix E) was constructed to represent these changes as well as the
added dysfunctions discussed on page 10: Adverb Modifier Fragment 4 -
(11J), Adjective Modifier Fragment (IIK), Avkwardness as a Result of ‘
Misused Relative Pronoun (IVF), and Awkwardness as a” Result of Passive '
. (IX). .

Group Comparisons

M ”~< - ) .
,

-An analysis of varjance test (ANOVA) was performed on each of '
the standardized frequency count tallies in order to determine if %&
there was a significant difference between 110, 111, and 112 with ;
regard to the average value of each variable (a vaplable = the standard= %
ized number of qccurrenceeAEdr each dysfunction 1listed on the frequency — ;

‘count grid). For exgmple,Miith regard to .the variable, Adverb Clause . @
- Fragmept (IIA), was there a significant difference in average . 3
standardized rate of occurremce for this variable among the three groups 5 g
of'writing samples (110, 111,-112)?. Then, for any variable where there

was a si ificant difference among groups, Duncan's Multiple Range

Test was used in order to examine the standardized means so that it

could be determined which individual group or groups, 110"or 111 or

112, was significantly different from tle others with regard to that

particular variable. Of the thirty-twoigpandardized means which were
compared--the thirty-one dysfunctional items on the revised frequency

. .

<
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grid (Appendix E) and the number ofT-units in each essay, thirteen .
were found to be,significantly different among the three froups: ten
were significantly different at the 0.0l level of significance, and
three were significantly different at the 0.05 level. (See Tables 1-32

*  1in Appendix F). . - ‘ y

* ¢
.

Thf three variables for which the means were found to- be significant
at the 0.05 level were T-unit length, -ING group fragmerts, and -
Infinitive group'fragments. With regard to -ING group and Infinitive

-~
*

T group fragments, the Duncan tests (see Tables 6 and 7 in Apﬁendik F). .
. revealed that although there was not a significant difference between
* standardized means for 110 and 111 or §or 111 and 112, there was a -
significant difference between standardized means for 110 and 112: the ., &
,numbgr of occurrences of both infinitive group fragments and IVG group ' \
fragments was not significantly different in English 110 and 111 ‘essays; v

. nor was it significdntly different in English 111 and 112 essays.
However, the number of occurrences for these dysfunctions was significant-
ly different in English 10 and 112 essays. The data reveal-an

]
' ’ incremental increase with regard to these types of sentence fragments,
‘ the least occurrence in the 112 essays; and the most occurrence in :he
. 110 essays. W -

T-units per essay were interesting. There was no signific 1t difference
. between standardized means for English 110 and 112 essays4 nor for
English 110 and 111 essays; mean number of T-units was significantly
! different between English 111 and 112 essays, however (see Table 32 in
Appendix F).

Overall differences between groups with regard to m:jglnumber of

-

‘The ten variables for which the means re found to be significant
. at the 0.0l level are: Run-On Sentences (IA), Relative Clause Fragments
(IIB), For Example/For Instance Fragments (IIF), Predicates with ’ e
Subject Fragments (IIH), Adverb Modifier Fragments (ILJ),
ve Modif¥er Fragments (IIK), -ING Word Misplaced Modifiers (IVAl),
Awkardness as a Result. of a Misused Relative Pronoun (IVF), Parallel v
Structure Difficdylty (V), and Comma Splices as a Result of 2 Main
Clauses Joined b} a Comma (VIA). Duncan tests revealed that for all
of these variablds, the average of the standardized number of occurrences
was not significantly different between English 111 and 112 but was
significantly different between English 110 'and both English 111 and 112.
Thu$, the ‘'data reveal 2 sharper stratification between remedial (110) ;
and nonremedial (111 and 112) writers with regard to these dysfunctioné.
To summarize, a compari®es of data resulting from the standardized
frequency count tallies suggests that there are differences between
remedial’ and nonfemedial writers; remedial and nonremedial writers
// do not exhibit similar error frequencies with regard to particular
4

errors. Remedial writers produce significantly more sentences fragments
of particular varieties than nonremedial writers: relative clause
fragments, fom example/for instance fragments, nonspecific adverb a &' .
adjective .modifier fragments, and fragments caused by the deletlon 3
] a,subject are especially eyident inr developmental writing. Also evident
.

t

.
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in remedial writing, but not sharply gradiedt, are fragments caused
by the misapprehension of an infénitive word group or an -ing werd

v

.gtoup as a sentente: these fragments appeared with the most frequency

in the 110 samples and with the least frequency in the 112 samples,
causing a significant difference in the averages of the standardized
number of occurrences between those two groups, but not between 110 and
111/112 writers. Regarding the comparisons of the average number of
T-ynits per essay among the groups, a different pattern emenged '
English 112 essays had the most T-units per essay, dn the avprage,
English 111 essays had the least. Since word counts for eagh ‘essay

were not tallie ssible to dete e to what extént the

number of T-units ig~Corre}ated with essay lgngth or with mean T-unit
length. . ’

elations Between Errors

To determine if dorrelations existed between particular error types
specified in the Frequency Count Grid, correlation coefficients were
generated. Thede analyses were Performed to determine errotr correlations
within the entire group of three hundred essays and for each subgroup:
110 essays, 11l essays and 112 essays. >

In general, \\\B\greatest number of correlations gpetween error types
for the entire group were accounted for' by correlations between error
types within 110 ‘essays. The least number of correlations between error
types for the entire group were accounted for by correlations between
error, types within 112 essays. Furthermore, although some overlap of
error correlation between groups was evidenced by the data, by and
large, each group (110, 111, 112) exhibited it own pattern of érror
correlations. (See Appendix G, Tables 1-4 for the correlation co-
efficients.) The following table summarizes ,these findings:

’

TABLE 1-Correlaticns Belween Ravised Frequency Count Grid (Appendix E) Variablas

- ’

Variable overall (¥300) | 110 (W=106) | 111 (¥e100) 112 (¥=100)
1a 8% i 2Kmn 2w 284%
U . GALM o4 EWR )
2B . GF% £
(2R Tx
\ A S Let]
N [‘Al"..o ] v
Y Sax -
L loi]
. T 3ang
;.3 ’ '
13 1an 2A%%
2440 20 '
b1 I : ]
: <
* significant at .05 level . ’ ~

** Sigopificant at .0l level

In the Overall Columm 0,l,2 =eans also significanc for 110(0), 11l(l), or
112(2)
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Some remarks can be made about error patterns for the entire group.

Thode students who tended to write run-on semtences (especially run-on
sentences without conjunctive adverbs), also tended to write sentence
fragments. Those students who wrote comma splices, however, did not
necessarily write fragments; comma splice faults correlated with a
variety of dysfunctioms: run-on sentegges, fragments, and awkward
constructions. Among those fragments 3§£¥ seemed to occur most often

in the presence of other fragments, ieigtive‘clause fragments, fragments

resulting from the separation of part of a compound predicate from the

rest of the sentence, and infinitive group fragments ranked the highest.

The sentence fyagments ,most often occurring with different kinds of
awkward senfences were relative clause fragments and fragments caused
as a result of a deleted predicate, although these overall correlations
may be due latgely to the effect of 110 students. Among the awkward

sentences examined, awkward sentencés as a result of a misplaced modifier

(with the exception of misplaced relative clauses) seemed to be
correlated most highly with various‘types of sentence fragments.

_ Regarding error patterns for 110 (remedial) students, the group
,of dysfunctions most highly correlated with all other dysfunctions was

N ,
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the group of sentence frdgments, especially relative clause fragm;%us."
The type of awkward sentence that occurfed most often with sentenca

- fragments was the dysfunction that is caused when a subject is turned
into a modifier: "By handling his .money problems ‘was difficult for
.George." Awkward sentence types frequently correlated with the general
group of dysfunctional sentences were sentences with -ing word dangling
modifiers and sentences in which two adjectivals meant to modify the
same noun were poorly placed. - .

Kl
*

\ Although much less frequent, error correlations for 11l students
were similar to those of 110 students, with some exceptions. Sentence _
" fragments occurred most frequently in the presence of other sentence
>~ fragments and did not often appear to be correlated with awkwardly
constructed dysfunctional septences. No one awkward sentence appeared
to be highly correlated with many others, but--in general--sentences
involving "modification problems" (items IVA-G, Appendix E) seemed to
occur most often with dysfunctional sentences; other than fragments or
run-on sentences. N '
¢ ,

The occurrence of errors in the 112 samples was infrequent; hence,
the fewest number of'significant correlations was generated regarding
this group. In addition, no particular structure appeared to be most
often correlated with other dysfunctions found:in the writing of this
group. However, misused passive and "modification problems" (items
IVA-G, Appendix E) seemed to be correlated with other errors slightly
more often than were the rest of the thirty+one frequency count

.

dysfunctions.

THE LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS ' : _ .

Data generated from the linguistic analysis was standardized by
dividing it by the number of dysfunctional T-units. 1In addition, before
any analyses were performed on the data, histograms and twoa-way

} frequency tables were generated for each of the variables (a variable =\
the standardized number of occurrences for each of the categories-
v listed on the 0'Donnell-Gebhard Linguistic Analysis Worksheet; see

Appendix D) in order to determine if the distribution of éach standard-
ized variable was similar across groups (110, 111, 112). Since there
were no major differences, no additional means of standardization were
necessary, and the two major analyses of the data--an analysis of
A variance to determine if the dysfunctional sentences in the.three groups
differed with regard to specific T-unit patterns and transformations and
a Pearson's Correlation coefficients test to determine if selected s
transformations grouped together (correlated with one another)--were,
performed. Data genefated regarding any category labeled "other" was
not. included in the report since "other" was a catch-all category and
" the structurés represented could not be specified.

Group éomparisons -
?
F tests comparing frequency of occurrence of standardized meéans for
+= selected variables from the 0'Donnell-Gebhard linguistic analysis work-

~
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~ shéet were performed. Two sets of variables were compated in this
manner: frequencies regarding all Sentence Combining Transforhations
except those involving coordinaté structures (Part II, variables 1-41)
as well as methdds of Loose Modifdication (Part IV, variables 44-51).
T-ur®t patterns were examined with a chi-square analysis since only
one pattern was recorded per worksheet. (See' Appendix D).

L)

.

The analysis of varfance (F tests) revealed that there was no
significant difference between the three groups (110, 111, 112) with
regard to the sentence combining transformations or met 8 of loose
modification found in the dysfunctional sentences from’the 300 writing
samples: no significant differences if standardized means fér any of
. the variables were found (see Tables 1-43 in Appendix H). There was
.one exception: regarding the use of sentence combining transformations

in the embedding of dirdct objects (Table 18), a differenmce in |

groups was detected at,the .05 level of ,significance. _A Duncan test
revealed that English 110 senteaces did not differ from those of }}l

or 112 with regard to the use of these transformations; however, -
English 111 sentences did differ from those of 112.

+

The chi-square test, used to examine T-unit pattern frequencies,
revealed that there wa® significant difference between the three groups
regarding T-unit patterns within the dysfunctional.sentences from the
300 writing samples. This test did, however, produce a warning
regarding the level of significance; therefore, it was rerun and

¢ T-unit patterns which had cells with small expected values were omitted
from the analysis. Again, the results of the test revealed significant
difference between.the three groups. Although a few cells with small .
expected values still remained, the analysis was not done a third time
since elimination of these cells would not change significance~-their
contribution to the chi-square gtatistic was .small. ,The overall
significance value generated by theffirst chi~-square test was 50.797
with 78 degrees of freedom. The pfobability that there was a significant
relationship between group and T-unit pattern use was 0.0053, which is -
significant at the 0.0l level. The overall gignificance value generated
by the second chi-square test was 30.557 with 14 degrees of freedom.
The probability guggested by this fidure (that there was a significant | \
relationship between group and T-unit pattern use) was 0.0064, which is

» 8ignificant at the 0.0l level. v

Regarding differing use of each of the patterns by each of the

groups (110, 111, 112), an examination of frequencies and colum

. ,percentages (see Appendix I) generated by the chi-square analysis
suggests divergence between groups in the ‘case of some of the T-unit
patterns: SVO (Subject/Transitive Verb/Direct Object), SVC, (Subject/
Linking Verb/Adjective Complement), There VS (There/Verb/Subject), It VS
(It/Verb/Subject), Requests/Commands, and Partial or Incomplete .
sentenc&€s. The only instance in which the use of a T-unit pattern associated
with dysfunctional sentences seemed far greater for 112 sentences than
for either 1I0 or 111 sentences was regarding the pattern SVO; of
those who were in 112, 37.31% used this pattern in dysfunctional
sentences as opposed to 23.63% for 110 a?d 28.69% for-111. Several




=3 -
‘. . .
1 patterns evidenced little use bx\llzastudents compared to use 'of these
. pattern$ by 110 and 111 students: T-unit pattern SVC; and those

T-units that were incomplete (partial) were used more often by 110 and
111 students in their g&sfhnctional sentences. As a group, those
T-unit patqé}ns involving inversions 'of normal patterns sdemed to be
more associated with dysfunctional sentences from-110 and/or 111
. samples than from 112 samples. In particular, imperative T-unit
patterns (Request, Command) were found in virtually none of the
dysfunctional sentences for 111 and 112 studentd; the T-unit pattern
involving the insertion of It and the inversion of subject and verb
(1tV8) was not used much by 111 and 112 students in their dysfunctional
sentences (use of this pattern increased: 112 writers used it the
- least, 110 writers .used it the most); the T-unit pattern involving
the insertion of There and the inversion of subject and verb (ThereVs)
was, used the least by 112 writers and the most by 111 writers.
In general, T-unit patterns in dysfunctional sentehces seemed more
. similar between developmental (110) gnd introductory college level
writers (111), than between introductory college writers and advanced
writers (112)-~if, indeed, any such generalization can be drawn.

A}

1

e Correlations Between Errors

. A

Pearson Correlation Coefficients were used in order to dde;mine
if there were significant correlations between selected variables from

\ the 0'Donnell-Gebhard Linguistic Analysis Worksheet (see -Tables 1-4
in Appendix J). Transformations used in the production of headed and
on-headed nominal structures iere examined in conjunction with )
transformations related to the function of these structures, to test for,
correlations. As designated on the worksheet, headed nominals in
sentences consist of a "head" noun + a noun-modifier:

¥

NP. ) NP, - NP
~ .

N~ s : N Ss e~ s
f i A }
the the man was nice the the woman was the the child
man ' woman in the park child ‘'yawnped -
the nice man L, the woman in the park the child who yawned
I . N v '

NP L NP ‘ NP

Non-headed nominal structures in se@feqces gonsist of a group of words
-
that functions as a noun: !

&

o ' ,
NP . . . ?P ?P ’
|
S - 'S S >
m r
someone sings She did what John argues
+Singing is fun What she did is nice For John to argue is
: . ' ¢ . Y futile
-NP ’ " NP . NP )
— \
; : 21
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iﬁHeaded and ngn—headed"iominals éan.functioq in a variety of ways: as
isubjects,\objects; indirect objects, sybject complements, object. com-
\plements, appositions within sentences, etc.; relationships between
nominal structure and function were examined to determine if correla-

kions existed.

In addition, placement of loose modificational
structures (see page 11°) was examined in conjunction with some of the

combining transformations which produce these structures——adverbial

structures such as adverbial clauses and sentence adverbials and selected

@ovable headed pominal structures (N"+ N apposition, N + telative

¢lauses, N + relative clauses with promoun deleted, and N + participal

Pogsible correlations between these
Qariables were sought in order to determine if the.variables occur®ed in

patterns in dysfunctional sentences and to determine if these patterns

phrase)—to test for correlations.

were the same or different between the groups (110, 111, 112).

\ v

e SN -
‘ The test for correlation revealed little patterning among the

. In general, more positiveTcorrelations between
combining transformations used in the production of nominal structures

- 8elected variables.

*

and coEbining-transformétions related to the-function of these
structures occurred when headed noun phrases were used as subjects,
objects, and subject complements within sentences; this was tfrue for

all three groups.

» Although no generalizations about the data can be
formulated, individual positive correlations are of interest:

¢xample, variable 22 (nominal structure which functions as subject
complement) correlates highly with vazéib

for’

ble 5 (N + relative clause)
in both 110 and 112 dysfunctional gen nces, but not in 111 dysfunction-

al sentences? - that is, in the dysfunet
nominals modified by relative clauses whith
complements in sentences appeared in dysf
and 112.writers, but this combination Was nde

nal sentences examined,

tiffere then used as subject
onal gentences of 110

significant in the dysfunc-

tional sentences of 111 writers. -The following tag}es summarize these

findings:

TABLE 1-Correlaticns Between OjDounell-Gabhard Variables 19-26 and 1-18

/\a . (Appendix D)
Variable Overall (N=208) 110 (W=90) 111 (N=69) 112 (Nm49)
119 TI%*-2 N 3% T3~ T1n
TI¥*-0,1,2 Te** T7%% . T3*
T4w*-Q,2 TBA* T4
T7%%a1,2 2 7%, '
To** -
T12%
120 A oge e T7% T14%% .
: T8* T10%* T16%
I o T T124
TL2%-0 .
R
A v3

* Significaat it .05 level
#* gignificant at-.0l lavel

In the Overall Column 0,1,2 means also significant

112(2).

§
. o

22

26

from 110(0), 111(1), or

~
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~" TABLE 1i-Correlations Batween 0'Donnell-Gebhard Variables 19-26 and .1-18
» (Appendix D) ,
. ‘ Variable Oveuh\(x-goa) | 110 (R90) | 113 (5469) | 112 (¥=49)
1‘); ‘. . -
22 ‘TLMha] 5wk T1%% TS**
. TInra] T12%# N T3nn
¢ . TS**=0,2 TL6%* TT**
TT*ka] . VAR T
T9*r=] 5
. ) ' Y :
4 . 123 i T14*=0 Tive |
. 8% =0 TErx
. hd © Ti2%ag T12%*
- TL6# '
[ e
- ; :
. . T24 T2**=1,2 T2%% T2%%
. TLT*eg, TL4*
‘ Tl6*
. TL7%* '
. T25 - TS#*=-0 TS**
‘ T26 T12%*
. ~ A
. . * ¥
TABLE 2-Corulncions Between Q' Don-nnll-cqblurd Variables 44-51 and 28-41
. (Appendix DA .
' Variable Overall (N=208) . 110 (X=90) 111 (R=69) 112 (N=49)
’ T44 . T28%%=0 4o T28% i
¢ T32%%=]1 T35%
. / .
' . T .
. H \'5)45 T39%%*el, 2 J9%% . Tlax
- % L TIgnn
& ) . . .
LAY - . . - »
L . 3 -
. ,:1 . T46 T34%% =2 T340k
5 ~ Lt . :
. 47 T30%*-0 T30%*
’\A— &
’ - - & l
.- 48 . . N
."_ ™~ \ -
T49 . . :
. // » . i
) ~ D1 . q
. . . v
. L2 M
- . * Significant at .05 level ‘
Rk, Significan: ac .01 level
: . In the Onull Column 0“1 Z,uu.n@so significanc frém 110(0), lll(l), or -
. 112(2). .
3 hd L
: oA ‘
. il 1 i . » .
o - <y .23
YU o ) - ’ - : - *
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TABLE 3-Corr|lationa Bttween o' Donncll-G’ebhazd Variablu 46-51 and wich 2 15,6,9

(Xppendix D)
Variable Overall (N=208) 110 (N=90) 111 (N=69) 112 (N=49)
T44 \ £ A
. i
45 i T24%
r -~
T46 Toan . Torr
T47 T2%*=2 > T2#%
T48 b 1
. KN
N s
T49 Tﬁf ,
1 d L]

TSI . ’-'?‘rv—/ .

\ f ’ -

* Significant at .05 level
i Significant at .0l level

In the Overall Columm 0,1,2 means a.l.:o significant from 110(0), 111(1l), or

12(2).

.
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CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

MAJOR FINDINGS o

4

1. Comparisons of the average standardized rate of occurrence
for the standardized frequency count variables (dysfunctions) revealed
that there were significant differences among the three groups--110,
111, 112--with regard to particular variables.

An analysis of variance test showed that there were significant
differences among the three groups for thirteen of the thirty-two .
standardized frequency count variables examined. In addition, regard-
ing ten of the thirteen variables found to be significant among the <
three groups, Duncan's Multiple Range test revealed .that the average
of the standardized number of occurrences for each variable was not
significantly different between 111 and 112", but was significantly .
different between 110 and both' 111 and 112. Therefore, certain -types
of common structural errors do occur with greater frequency in remedial
writing. ‘

2. Correlation coefficients, which were generated in order to
determine if correlations existed between particular error types.
specified on the frequency count grid, indicated a number of positive

1 correlations: in gene » the greatest number of correlations found
- . for the entire group (all three hundred writing samples from 110, 111,
and 112) were pccounted fbr by correlations between error types within
110 essays; thgkf%ast number of correlations between error- types for
the entire group were accgunted for by correlations between error types
within 112 essays. Althofigh some overlap of error correlation between
groups (110, 111, 112) evidenced by the data, by and large, each group
exhibited its own pattern of error correlations. That i8, error
. correlations in 110 essays were different than error correlations in
———~-"111 essays, and error correlations in 112 essays were different than
" error correlations in 110 and 111 essays. Regarding error patterns
« for remedial writers (110), the group of dysfunctions most highly
. correlated with all other dysfunctions was the group of sentence
fragments, especially relative clause fragments (It is the book. Which
we read,). . e “

-

3. A comparison of average standardized rates of occurrence ‘for
selected variables from the O'Donnell-GEbhgrd Linguistic Analysis
Worksheet revealed no significant differencd between the three groups
(110, 111, 112) with regard to the occurrence of these variables.

F tests comparing frequency of occurrence.of standardized means for
these variables showed no differences in means, with one exception..

* Therefore, dysfunctional sentences from the essays of the three groups
(110, 111, 112) did not differ from one another with regard to these
combining transformations. <

The chi-square test used to exafine T-unit pattern frequencies
revealed that-there was significant difference between the three groups.

Hence, dysfunctional sentences in the essays the three groups of
writers did differ from one another with regard to;;ﬁunit pattern use.
'/-
»
25
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- 4. Correlation coe ficients which were generated in order to
determine if- there were gignificant correlations between variables
from the-0'Dd ard worksheet revealed little patterning among
the variables. Howeyer, more positive corrglations between combining
transformations occutrred when headed noun phrases were used .as subjects,
objects, or subjedt complements within sentences.

LA

DISCUSSION® ] . . "
. ” .

A cogparison of the occurrence of selected dysfunct
writing of pre-freshmen clearly indicates that developmenta iters
differ frbm nondevelopligntal writers with regard to standardiZgd error
frequency3! this was to be expected. Of interest, however, is
that when, selected error occurrence in the writing of developmental
writers was.compared with selected error occurrence in the writing of
nondevelopmental writers with regard to thirty-one ./'commonly occurring”
errors,.deyelopmenﬁél writers differed sharply from nondevelopmental
writers with regard to merely ten of these ermprs; in the case of two
additional errors, a gradual or gradiant stratification could be
observed: developmental pre-freshman writers did not significantly
differ from average (111) pre-freshman writers with regard to the

,comnission-of these particular dysfunctions; they did, however, differ

from advanced®{112) pre-freshman writers. There was no significant
difference beWeer groups, then, regarding the frequency of occurrence
of” the other nineteen dysfunctions. For example, dev%lopmental
writers g§§ produce significantly more fragments involving the separ-
ation-of a relative clause modifier from the rest of the sentence than
did nondevelopmental writers, but they did not produce significantly
sore fragments iavolving the separation of a modified appositive from
the rest ,of the sentence than did nondevelopmental writers This
pattern of difference can also be observed regarding variods types of
awkward gentences: developmental writers wrote significantly greater
numbers. of “some awkward sentencesdfut not others.

Sincé the  sample of three hundred essays was not examined with
regard ta nondysfunctional sentences as well as dysfunctiodal ones,
it is impossible to say whether, or to what extent, these developmental
writers -guccessfully produced sentences containing various structures
that were .dysfunctionally used in sentences analyzed in- this study.
However,” some speculation as to why the developmental writers differed
from nogdevelopmental writers with regard to only particular error
frequencies can be made: Kellogg Hunt (1977) describes what he
designates as "early" and "late" blooming syntactic structures.
Coordifis€ed T-units and coordinated predicates are, for example,
considered early.blooming structures (Cooper and Odell, p. 97). The
embedding of a predicate adjective as a prenominal adjective (Aluminum -
is metal. It is abundant. Aluminum is an abundant metal.) produces

. ! . ) i
The st;tisticalnanglyses were performed on standardized error
" frequengfes; all succeeding discussions using frequency of occurrence
should be interpreted accordingly,

-
v ‘ -
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a structure which "blooms more and more profusely with age" (Cooper
and Odell, p. 99). It is possible that many of the errors which
appeared with significantly greater frequency in the essays produced
by the developmental writers involved "later blooming" structures.

Two of the dysfunctional structures which occurred with high frequency
in the developmental writing involved the use of the relative clause:
relative. clause fragments and awkwardness as a result of a misused
relative prongun. Loban (1976), in his study of language development,
kindergarten through grade 12, found that the ‘group of students
designated as "Low" used a higher percentage of adjectival clauses
than either the "High" or the "Random" group in grades eleven'and
twelve, altheugh all groups tended to use such constructions in an
increasing proportion. Loban goes on to interpret these findings:

", .At that point the Low group begins to manifest what the High
group' has exemplified throughout the éarly rades, and the High group,
if ogne inspects itswritten compositions, transfers its emphases to
adjéctival participial phrases and other more sophisticated solutions.
(p. %8)." Mr ig possible, therefore, that a sizable prpportion of

the remedial pre<freshmen had not yet mastered ¢ontrol of this--for )
them-late blooming structure, the relative clause. Another structuré
which has been identified as late blooming is the free modifier.

Murial Harris convincingly argues (1981) that sentences involving free
modifying plirases can give college students trouble; such constructions
improperly isclated from the rest of the sentence, become sentence
fragments. Mdny of the sentence fragments which appeared with sign-
ificantly greater frequency in the essays ogvthe developmental writers
may have indeed resulted from the separation of a free modifier from

the rest of the sentence: "Toledo is a wonderful city, with a population
of one million." becomes "Toledo is a wonderful city.. With a population,

of one million." It is likely that pre-freshmen who are developmental
writers would have just begun to experiment with some of these 1atg "
blooming structures and that these late blooming structures might
give them congiderable difficulty.

The most-significant finding with regard to the data resulting
from the frequency count error correlations was that each group largely
exhibited its own pattern of errors. And for the group of developmental
writers, unlike either group of nondevelopmental writers, sentence
fragments--as a group--were most highly correlated with all other
dysfunctions, both fragments dnd nonfragments. This may support the
notion that developmental writers, experiencing difficulty with
various late-~blooming structures, produce a variety of errors--
sentente fragments, awkward'sentencesr—having to do with the use of
such structures, all of which are highly correlated with one another.
More skillful writers, on the other hand,* do not consistently produce
fragmented sentences when using these structures; therefore fragments,
as a group, are not highly correlated with other dysfunctions.

P . . :

Another implication of the error correlitions findings 4is that it
may be possible to use a particular structure or set of structures
highly: correlated with errors found in the writing of a particular
group as an "objective' indicator of that group, for placement purposes.

a
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That 4s, if it cap be shown that relative clause fragments are always
biéhly gorrelated with particular dysfunctions found in jﬁvelopmental
writing, it may bg~possible to use the presence of such fragments ag

an objective %ndicator of developmental-level writing. HoweveF, more
examinations of and comparisons between errors found in the writing of |
developmental and nondevelopmental writing will have to be performed
to determine the feasibility of this idea.

- -
.

With the exceptiom of the data having to do with T-unit pattern
frequencies, data generated from the linguistic (0'Donnell/Gebhard
worksheet) analysis of all of the dysfunctional sentences from each
of the three hundred writing samples. is inconclusive: no clear
tendencies or trends can be established; nbr does the data establish
any signif%cant difference between groups (110, 111, 112).

' ’ N

rXs
T-unit pattern use, however, was- significantly different between

, groups: wtiters within the threeygroups differed from one another

~

* normal word order wa

‘with respect to~ue of one or more of the T-unit patterns. Whether

this implies that certain T-unit patterns figure more prominently in
the dysfunctional sentences of a particular group of writers than in
the dysfunctional sentences of ahother group of writers, for example
more ™n the dysfunctional sentences of developmental writers than in
those of nondevelopmental writers, can not be determined on the basis
of this data. A comparison of T-unit frequencies for each group
(110,;111, 112) from nendysfunctional sentences, from the same 300
essays was not performed; eonsequently, it is uncertain whether there
would be significant difference between the groups regatding T-unit
pattern use in nondysfunctional sentences, or--if there were significant
difference-~if the same pattern bf differences would be evident within
an equal number of nondysfunctional sentences from the sample. Never-
theless, for 110 and 111 writers, those T-unit patterns involving
inversions of normal sentence order seemed to occur with greater
frequency in their dysfunctional sentences. From this, it may be .
surpised that writing sentences with T-units having an inversion of
q/z more difficult task for all but the most
advanced of ‘the pré-freshmen (112).
{ .
'Although the test for correlation between data from the linguistic
analysis revealed little patterning among. the variables, individual
positive correlations are of interest, especially since some of these
correlations Seem to support the interpretation of some dysfungtions
in terms of early and late-blooming structures. One of the groups of
orrelations examined was the relationship between selected co ning o

’

‘transformations which can produce adjectival and adverbial free

modifiers ‘(variables T2,°T5, T6, and T9 and varigbles T28-T41l) and
the positions in which these free modifiers can occur (variables T&44,
. v

T45, and T46). o ] ~ ,

Interestingly, regarding loose modificational structures in either
medial or final position, the vast majority of positive correlations with
various combining transformations were for 111 and 112 writers. These
positive -correlations, appearing in the dysfunctional sentences,

t
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were between tranformations that produce particular free modifi<

, cational structureo and the occurrence of these structures in & ’;(m
medial and final sentence “position. The fact that these positive
correlations were observed largely, for 111 and 112 writers and not |
for developmental writers (110) suggests at least two possible con-
clusions: 110 writers are using these free modifiers, in initial,
medial, and final sentence position, and they are .using them success=~
fully--because, no positife correlations are evident; or 110 writers agze
not using free mpdifiers Yery much in ?ﬁdial and final sentences po tion
so that positive correlatiops between transformations which produc A
these modifying structures and these structures being used in media¥ or
final sentence position are not evident within the T-units in their
dysfunctional- sentences. The first explanation/conclusion. does not
seem to be justifiable since it is established on the basis of the’
frequency count data that 110 writers are, very likely, experiencing
difficulty in the use of free modifiers--at.least in sentence final
position--since such.usé may be the cause of particular sentence
fragments found in their writing. Additionally, the latter interpret-
ation merits consideratiohr for a reason other tham that it remains by d
default: In a retent article (1981), Murial Harris summarizes and
supplements rather strong evidence wh$ch supports the notion that
‘final free modifiers are later blooming strudtures than initial free
modifiers. Regarding positive correlations between final position and
various tranformations producing free modificational structures in
all of/the»dysfuntional sentences from all three hundred samples, the
greatdst number of positive correlations were in sentences from 112
essays, and 112 writers are.:fj/Zist "advanced" group of writers.

Other interesting speculations also eme,ge,ialong similar lines.
In the case of medial free modifiers, it may be that interjected
adverbials® are later blooming/structures. The data secms to suggest
this:. a positive correlation between variable T39, the combining
transformation(s) associated with interjected adverbials, and
variable ‘T45, medial loose modification, appears in dysfungtional
sentences of 111 and 112 writers, but not %n the dysfunctional sentences
of 110 writets, who ﬁay not be using such a combination sufficiently
for a positive correlation to appear +in ‘their dysfunctional sentences.,
It 1s possible that this data, although it is sparse and by no means
conclusive, may be able to provide more specific igformation about the
nature of early and late blooming syntactic strueﬁgigs.

’ ‘w-’i'

A +

IMPLICATIONS ‘FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The results of this stu@y'indicate that, as expected, developmental
writeys differ from nondevelopmental writers in that they produce '
signigicantly more syntactic errors than do nondevelgpmental writers.
It'ié also evident that this is not true for, all syntactic dysfunctioms,
but for selected ones. What is still not clear from this study is
whether developmental writers as a group produce dysfunctiqnal sentences
that are unique, that are different than dysfunctional sentences produced
by nondevelopmental writers. The data seems to suggest that--at least

! in terms of sentence combining transformations used in the production

Y
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of T-units which form the dysfunctional sentencgs——develobmengal

. writers do not differ from other writers in this respect. ' However,
the fact that, in this study, developmdgntal writers did not differ
from nondevelopmental writers with resdect to com ning transformations
used in ‘T-udits within their dysfunctignal sentence .may mean that
their sentences differed in some other respect not measured by this
method. Or it may mean that the instrument used to examine the
combining transformations did not adequately reflect which transfor-
mations were used, or which transformat}ons werg uSed in combination
with other transformations and in what order. It would be of interest
to develo§ an instrument which could be used to give limited,
specific information about the structure of dysfunctional sentences--
if the development of such an instrument is feasible.
g .

: \ There 'is a growing body of literature devoted to the examination
of error production. Sometimes called error analysis, this approach
to error examination shifts the focus of ‘attention, from the error to
the process, that produced the error. Clearly, although some gpeculation
about the processes that produced sentence dysfunctions can be made
after am examination of data generated from a study of this sort,
such ruminations must remain in the real# of speculation. Therefore,
large-scale studies of error production--which not only examine error
products, but which also are designed to effectuate more accurate
theorizing about the causes of such errors--should be the goal of
future researchers. David Bartholomae (1980) offers some useful ‘
suggestions to this end.

Related to the problem of error production is another matter
concerning cognition--the perception of error. Joseph Williams (1981)
in his provocative essay, "The Phenomenology of Error," raises an
interesting issue: ''When we read for typos, letters constitute the
field of attention; content becomes virtually inaccessible. When we
read for content, semantic structures constitute the field of attention;
letters--for the most part--recede from our consciousness' (p. 154).
The implication is clear: if error is sought, it will be found,
regardless of whether or not it might be perceived in a "real-life"
¢ontext, It is Ympossible to determine to what extent the dysfunctions
looked*for and tallied during the frequency count analysis might or
might not have been perceived in "real-life" contexts. One may
hazard the guess that in a "real" context the errors found in the
writing samples produced by the developmental pre-freghmen would,
appear even more prevalent because fewef errors might "have been
perceived in the 111 and 112 essays--they are certainly more fluent
pileces of writing. (A reader probably notices fewer mistakds if
4 he/she is actively éhgaged in reading a{%%;ent piece of writing.) And,
regarding the notion of context, it is a entirely reasonable to

peculate that all three groups of writers (110, 111, 112) might
not have performed similarly under different circumstances: all of
the writing samples were college placement exams; many of ,the students
g dve been exercising cheif‘"besc" writing behavior. On the
other hand, many of the students might have done more poorly than usual
because of stress or because of the artificiality of the circumstances.
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Cert ly, any future research studies concerning error, which-attempt
) to address the problem of context--whether on the part of the reader -

or on the part of the writer--could provide valuable insights about
R many aspects of the writing process.
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APPENDIX A j(

The Er@}?h\Ha\cement Test that you will be taking today isn't the normal kind
ot test; that Is, yad can't pass or fall It. Instdad, the purpose of this tasHhis
to discover your strengths and ‘weaknesses in writirg so that you can be placed in
the English compos ; fon course which will be most.eféective in developing your pro-
ficiancy in exp?a#fory writing. P

- :

f

~

NAffer, you have completed your essay, a trained staft wiil evaluate it in the
following areas: awareness of audlence, organization, davelopment of ideas, mech~
anics (spe’l IFng; punctuation, capitalization), standard English usage,. sentence -
structure, and word choice. Yol will then be placed in English 110, 111, or 112,
depending on the #4ype and Intensity of instruction that you need to succeed in
writing tasks which you mey encounter throughout your cpllege education .and beyond.
A few of you-whose writing .skills are extremely strong may be recommended for exemp-
tion frem akl freshman.writing.courses; you wiil be .required to satisty the research

paper requivement béefore.your exemption.ls conplefq. Cn
. ~ DIRECTIONS FgR PRETEST ' ~
. t, 7 .

t. Print your name ‘(1ast nameifirst), your social security number, your home
address, your college (Arts & Scisnces, Business Administration, Education,
Health and Community Services, Music), and the date on the frfmf of your
bluebeok. e .

-

2. indicate the foi‘m of your Erefesf (A,S,C,D) in the upper right hand corner
’ of your blusbook. R .

3. Indicate’which topic you havé chosan by writing th
the first page of your bluebcok.®

number of the toplic on

4. Wrifs a coherent” and organizad composition on chot the assigned topics
" that you find at the bottom of this sheet. ¥

3. Write on every other |ine; You may write on both sides of each page.

6. Soma helpful hints In planning and organizing your composition. .
© 8. You should take a few minutes to think about your topic carefully.
b/ Your introductory paragraph shoulld Include your central (main) idea
or thésis, ‘L
C, You should Inciude at ieast thiee points aboyr your topic in following
paragraphs and develop each point with specific detalls and/or examples.
d. You'should conclude your composition by restdting or summarizing your
central idea in terms of the information youihave d_eye!dped.\
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APPENDIX A (Continued) ' : T
" PRETEST TOPICS

1. Ckoose one of the fallowing elements -- race, religion, family backzround,

home environment, cawmnity environment -- ang explain in a well-dsveioped com-
prehensive composition how this element .has influenced ycur way of thinkding,
feeling, understanding or misunderstanding. How has this element hel¥ed shapad
your identity? - Be sure to give specific, detailed examples from your experience as
you discuss the aspect thnat.you have, chosen as important in shaping your identity.
Yrite in a semiformal to formal style, directing your essay to a group of educated
adilts (e.8., a group of your peers), :

2. Yost of\vus have a favorite television-character. This ckaracter may be-

, 2poearing currently®(Rhoda, Baretta; one of Charlie's Angels, Archie Bunker, Stave
Austin, Olivia Walton), or-he/she may be: from 2 program that is-no longer on the’
air (Ted Baxter, Marcus Welby, Joe Garmon, Ralph Cramden, Felix Unger)... Describe
this <character threugh incidents from actual episodes and explain why he/she
is your favorite. Or, camare/contrast two characters. » try to defire a par-’

'-ticular type of character, Supporting your-definition with’appropriate charecters.
Writs your essay to an audience of educated adults (e.g., your peers).in a semi-
formal to:formal style. i . .

% -

FRETEST RESULTS

Wnen you see your adviser, he/she wdll tell you your English placement.
Please read-through.the descripticps of each placemant level so that you will
urderstand your placement and the options available to you.

. / . v

110 - meansjymur writing shows that Jou need intensive instruction
in mechanics (spelling, punctuation, capitalization), standard
English usage, and semtence structure. ,

111 - mpans that your writing shows that you need instruction in
orgardizing and developing your ide~s and scme contirmed
practice in mechanmics, standard English usage, and sentence

. structure as you write for an audience of Jour peers.

e g 12 -}aans that your writing shows that you have basié control

of your organization and deve lopment, your mechanics,

Standard Engligh usage, and sentence structure and thas you
need to work in furthering your skills particularly in ex-
pression, organization and development, sentence structure and

. word choice as you write for &3. vartety of audiences.

EXEMPT. In order to be exempted frem English 112, 5 composition require-
ment, youy must write a proficient protest (sophisticated inm all respects) and
satis{y the research paper requirement. If you sat:%sfy the first requirement
(a proficient pretest), you mist see Kathy Hart to £ind out how to completa the
research paper raquirement in order to be exempted from English 112, After being
exerpted, you are eligible to take credtt-by-examination for English 112.

[ -

. If you have any questions, please conta& Kathy’Ha.rt » 310 Meseley Hall,
372-C019 or 372~0133. . '

-
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g APPENDIX B

lastructional ‘Rybric Grid "y

L. Awareness of Audieace .
A. Your toae is appropriate for the audieace that you
are addressiang, YES NO
B. Xour toae® is consistent throuzhdut che essay and
belps to emphasize and support the developceat of

your thesis. (27c.d) — YES NO
. C. You have kept the point of view coansistent-—shifting
¢ progouns and/or verd teases oanly where such 2 shift
' 13 logical and necessary. (27i,b.e: 7d) SCORE YES NO
7
I[T. Orgaaization and Developmeat
A. Orgasizatioa ?

1. Your essay bas a clear thesis (coatrolllag
© . idea or ceatralized purpose) which i3 either

. stated or implied. (32a) YES XO
- 2. Your thesis is appropriately limited withk
- respect to the topic. (32a) YES XoO
- 3. Your zmethod of orgaaizazion is appropriate to the -
“ © purpose of your paper. (32b-e.z) + YES YO
4. There are adequate tranaitions betzsen tae
: *  paragraphs. (31b) . YES. YO
) 3. The main idea within each paragraph progresses ia
i a2 cohereat fashigu. (31b) L * Y23 No
; 6. Ideas preseated ia the essay Jrogcess i{n a cohersat .
faghion. (32d.e) e ’ YE3 XO
7. Your thesis iz adequately. introduced. {32g) . YES X0
8. Your essay is coacluded adequately. (32z) . YES No.

‘ 8. Developzsat .
! 1. ' The ideas in support of the thesis ace sdequately -
explaiged. (31c,d) . : YES NO
2. Tke tdeas in support of the thesis are adeg ely
illustrated and/or argued through the use of specilic

examples. (3le,d) YES XNO
3. J4rguceats+~in support of the thesls ars logically
pressated. (31lc,d; 23a-d) . SCORE YES NO
. I, dechasics, Staodard English Ufage, Yacuserip€ Fors ‘
i. Yechanics

1. The{o Ar® errors iz punciuation (coemas, pertods,

- 3emicolona, colons, apastrophes, quotation coaveations,
-~ hyphens,dashes, capimlza:ma.)(9.12.13.14.151:,16.17.18!)?’!8 Ko
2. There are spelling errors (heconyns, others). (18) YES NO

~ B. Standard Esglish Usage B

1. Thers are errors in verd aand auxiliary forms. (7a~c; 1a) YES NO
2. There are errors in noua agd/or prozoun forza. (1b.¢; 8) YES X0
3. There are errors in'adjective and adverb forms. (le; 4) YE3- NoO
4. There are errors in subject-verd agreenent. (6a) . YES XO
8. Thers are errors ia Drocoua-antecedent agreement

and/or unclear referents. (6b; 28) YES Mo

C. MXanuscript form
1. Ther® are errors in maquscript form. (3) = YES X0
2. Thete are errors in footaote form. (33e) . YES NO

3. There are errors ia bibliograpby form. (335) SCORE YES SO
IV. ‘Seatonce ‘Structure

) * As  Yajor sentence errors ‘
! 1. Your easay contains senteaces that do not confora

to conventional Eaglisk geructures. ' YES XO

2. Your essay countalas inappropriace, ineffecpive
ﬂ - sentence fragments. (2) . YES XO
- - 3. TYour essay containa run-on senteaces. (2) YES XNO

B. Serious seateace errors
,1. Your easay contaics cocma splices, (3) YES XNO
. > 2. Your essay contains vague, unclear, and/or awkward

+ Sentences. (1; 22a-c; Z3b.c: 25a.b; 26a-d) YES 0

3. Your eszsay contains senteacss in which compound aad: .
. cozplex structures are not adequately aad logically
controlled. (23a,b ; 24a~c) . YES XNO

C. Style .
1. Your seatences are adsquately varfed. (24a.b; 30a-¢) YES NO

2. TYour sentence structurs helps to emphasize and
sujport the developmeat of your thesis. (£9a-h)ECORE YES XNO
, * Y. Yord Chatce * .
4. Your word choice la gemerally appropbiate for the

audieace that you are addressisg. (19b-8) | TE3 NO v

B, Your word choice is gemerally precise.

, 1. Vagueness i{s avoided. (20a) YES NO
- 2. Overused expressioas are avoided. (20¢) YES NO
~ T 3. Wordiness agd/ox repetitious word choice is
. ) avoided, 12-¢) . . " YES KO
LR - Youltave used words appropriately »ith respect to
deaotation aad coanotation (80 more than three words are .
. used focorrectly).(19a,4; 20a,b) : YES XNO

D. Your word choice agd idagery are clear and effective and '
: EMC L concribute to the develofiment of your thestis, (29;)5;033 2S N0
.- o 7, \ ) . ‘ 3‘} 38 \
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. APPENDIX B (Continued) .

« Instructional Rubric
Guidelines for Instructors

Please read these guidelines before you try to explain the rubric
to your students. The guidelines have been designed as a kind of hand-_J
book for the rubric and, wherever possible, examples have been provided®
to clarify points that could be‘confusing to your students. .

YYou will nqtice that Category I is now.called "Awareness TR o
oot "Expression.” It was the feeling of the GSW committee that expression
* or originality should not be a separate category but that, instead, it
should be accounted for in each of the five catbgories, that expression
of originality depended upon the effectiveness of tone, the effective-
ness of the mechanics, usage, the effectiveness of sentence structure,
and the effectiveness of word choice. In this rubric you will be able
to assure students of the overall effectiveness of each area while
still being able to point out weaknesses and areas that need improvement.
You will alsg notice that the grid is keyed to the Harbrace Handbook
. which should save you time in marking the papers and referring students
to the handbook. Such a saving should allow.you more time+for helpful
commepnts throughout and at the end of each essay.

I. Awareness of Audienle -

Once a student has learned to analyze and, most importantly, to care
about the audience that he/she is writing to and ‘the subject that he/she
is writing about, problems in consistency of tone (humorous, serious,
ironic, etc.) and point of view (pronoun and tense consistency) should
disappear. Nevertheless, students should be made aware of what tone > (NR
and point of view are. T, . :

As you evaluate in this area, note that snifting.point of view is
a problem only when such a shift is illogical, unnecessary, or where
it indicates a confusion in the student's mind over who he/she is talking
to or about. ' ' ' N i

-

A

AN
’
- v, -

PRONOUN SHIFTS . < 7
ACCEPTABLE: In a personal experience essay, when a student is relating

' an incident. that he/she has experienced, it is’ appropriate
to use the "I" poidt of view. However, when the student
wishes to generalize from-that experience, it is appro- -
priate to switch to third.person. For example, the
student might write "I learned from this experience that
a person. . . ." - L’
ACCEPTABLE: Ig a process essay, for example, a student may be trying
’ to expldin to someone else how to do something. Here the
"you" is appropriate. In this same essay, the student
may wish to refer to an experience that he/she, himself/
herself has had with a particular step in_ the'process;
., a shift to "I" in such an instance is appropriate. T

-

*
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.A. Organization

5

K

UNACCEPTABLE: When 4 student is relating an incident that he/she has

. experienced, he/she should use the "I" point of view but
should not switch to "you'" when he/she kaféusly still
means "I". -

TENSE SHIFTS ’

~

Tense shifts usually occur when a student loses track of what he/s:iab
means to say. These shifts show-confusion and lack of control on the part
of the student. The logic of the shift is the most important thing to
loak for; if switching tenses makes no sense, then the student has a
problem, here. . v

I11.” Organization and Developmeht”

. - \

Students in 110 and lIl are generally expected to formulate a thesis
which contains the plan (main points to be discussed) for the essay. This
thesis can probably be as crude as the followihg and still be acceptable:

\ I
"The purpose of my paper 1s to show that Magdalina von Octopus is
despicable for thrqe main reasons: she is a cheat, a liar, and
a thief."

A student in 110 or 111 should also learn to put his/her thesis in some
sort of context whlch engages the reader and gives him/her a reason for
reading on. ,?

In 112, *gaudents should learn more sophisticated methods of presenting
the thesis. They should learn a variety of types of introductory para—

- graphs. Students in 112 should avoid such blatant thesi markers as

"The purpose of my paper is," "In this paper I am going to show that. . LY
etc. and they may learn to leave the plan out of the first paragraph so
that they can®introduce each main point as it comes in the body of the
paper. Students in 112 shquld glso learn to use a variety®of appropriate
transitional devices, while students in 110 and 111 may rely om the more
simple ones such as "first, second, and third." Students in 110 and 111
can conclude their essay, by restating the thesis and plan, but students
in 112 should learn more séphisticated and lkss mechanical methods of
concluding. Development of main points in 112 should be comsiderably
more extensive, sgpecific, and mature than what is expected in 110 and 111,
althdugh “students in 110 and 111 are to develop fully.

Although students often write "five-paragraph themes," they are
not expected’to do so. They are expected to formulate a thesis (controlling
idea or centralized purpose) which they must introduce and develop, and
they must be able to conclude in a way that suits the thesis b6f the paper.
The number of paragraphs depends entirely on full development of the
thesis. 7

-

Point 1: The thesis must be clear. The reader must understand what
the main-idea of the essay is. The thesis does not have to be one sentence;
instead, it may be a series of sentences or an implication, either of
which must leave the reader with a clear idea of the purpose of the essay.
The thesis does not have to contain the plan or outline of what is to
come, although beginning writers often find it helpful c”include the plan

L3
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so, that they can réfer to it as they are writing the essay.
Pbint 2: The thesis ‘must be limited enough to scope to be handled

" in an &gsay of about @O0 words. ' ~ A

UNACCEPTABLE: If our civilization is to survive,'we~must solve the
) interrelated problems of overpopulation, polution,

» and war,
UNACCEPTABLE There dre serious objections to college systems of
" gyading.

, Point 3: Students are often undware that there is a variezy of wiys

to organize and present their material and that the particular methods. -
that they choose can‘have an effect on the averall impact, of their papers. -
If a student chooses to include a plan’ withhis/herthesis, he/she ghould

be aware that he/she has indicated an order to the reader and that the .
reader will expect him/her to“follow -each aspect,of the plan in°‘tfle

order in which the aspects were presented.” If £ student chooses not to

“include a plan, he/she ghould still be constious of and have reasons for

the way in which he/she has ordered the main points and/or tRe detatls of
the essay.

Point 4: Many students haye problems -with transitiens especially
if they have given no thought To the order in which they are~presenting
the main’ points in the essgy, so it is likely that if you answer no to
point 3, you will also have to answer no to point 4. S

Point 5: If a student is clear about what he/she wants to say i
each indivedual paragraph, he/she will probably not “have-trouble “with :
Loherence. If, on the other hand .the $tudent does not ghink of each
paragraph as a unified apd ‘logically ordered whole” in which one sentence
floug into the next, he/she will have trouble with cobdgence within
paragraphs. McCrimmon in Writing with a Purpose ha: explanation
of. this concept.

Point 6: Coherence among paragraphs depends upon the student's
abil;ty to produce a unified compbsition. Such devices as repetition
o y word$, use of pronouns, transitional connectives, ref encesé;p

.

even and/or ideas in preceding paragraphs all help to produce coherence
among paragraphs\ It is pro¥ably safe to say that if a student réceives

»,.@ no in point 6, he/she will most 1ikely alau*recef%e a no in’ point 5.

waeVer, if he/she receives a no in point 5, he/she may not necessarily
receive a no in point 6 because, while an individuail paragraph or .
paragraphs might 1ack coherence, the composition as a whole may seem®
coherknt.

int 7 and 8: See the introduction tp this section cg,?rganization
and Development. N ' : ’

E . \J \

B. Development : . & ¢

Point’ 1: Whether-gddeas in support of the thesis are adequately
explained depends on hoW mich explanati he reader needs to.bhe able
to understand the ideas or concepté"thazn:§2\hging presented. Depending
on the audience, some ideas need extehsive explanation, while others need
little. » , -

Paint-2: Whenever possible,® students should be encouraged to use
SPeCifiC exam leg from their -own experience, the experience of others,
ard/or their readdng to support their main ideas. .The more coﬁplete
thése illustratjons and/dr exagpples are, the moreiiﬁteresting and complete _
the paper usually becomes. $tddents should be encouraged to present ’
"their examples/Th as vivid\and detailed a way as they can.- °- -

£ N -~
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. Point 3: The ideas and the arguments in support of these ideas \
must make sense-logically. .
’ UNACCEPTABLE—Prémarital sex is wrong because a person can get*
. ' pregnait and her boyfriend will not wapt anything
. td do with her or her baby when he #nds out.
ACCEPTABLE: Engaging in premarital sex can present the sex partners
R ‘ with several :possible Eroblemq. , - .

‘ \} I1I. Mechanics, Standard Eﬁglish Usage, ﬁ;ﬁqscript'Form ‘

N To be effective ipn writing, students need to pay attention o
mechanics,, standard English usage, and manuscript form. The handbook
« should be?&elpful to them in checking italizatign, punctuation, and
¢ manuscript form, while a good dictiona should tale care of spelling
.dnd vemh forms. Students should be encouraged to refer to the handbook
and dictionary whenever they have any doubts about the appropriateness of

" their mechanics. ——— . ’ )
’ Usage is the study of the way a language is used,~ This study is
" based on attitudes that most people have toward aspects 9f language, %

for gxample, certain pronunciations, words, or grammatical forms that
most people have learned. Again, the principle here is to get your
" students to choose the forms that are most appropriate to their aud}ence
and purpose. If they are writing to an audience that expects conformity
to standard English conventions, they should be aware that if they do
not use "Standard" forms, there will probably be negative reaQ;}Qns from
n

" - their readers. Aghin the handbook and dictionary‘éhddld 3@Ip this"
- ! area. .
' A. Mechanics .
- Point 1: Punctuation--The Harbrace should be helpful to you and your
A students with most punctuation problems; howeyer, here are a few points
that need to’be emphasized. ‘
a# Commas -4 )

<

1. K comma nearly ;lways precedes coordinating conjunctions
(and, but, or, nor, fot, so, yet).when they link, main
clauses.’ ! .
EXAMPLE? Reginald McVee wrote his mother a letter, but

he forgot to mail it. . ‘\\\\\
2, A cOmmaIis almost never used to separate compound subjects
or predicates. ' .
- EXAMPLE: Hildegarde Revulsion has, accepted our token of
egteem

~-no comma-~-a compound predicafe

and will continue to distinguish herself in the field of.

analytic geometry.

A professor from the Economics Department and ‘a professor

from the *~

--no comma--a compound subject :

English Department will duel at sunrise on Thursday.

3. Commas us#ally follow introductory words, introductory
phrases, and {ependent (subordinate) clauses. Count the
comma omiseion as an error only when the meaning of the
sentence is confused if the comma is not present. .
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EXAMPLES : ,
’ ) In the spring, time is precious. (Commd is needed.)
In the spring Atilla will buy a new car. (Comma is
unnecessary.) . - -
After we ate supper, we went td Yhe movies. (Comma is
optional.).
After ,we had eaten, pork- chops sounded disgusting. (Comma
ot is necessary.) -

B Apustrophes--Apostrophes are a matter of punctuation only when

they ar® used in contractions to indicate missing letters.

‘ EXAMPLES: -
do not don't
does not doesn't
“it is it!s (not its)
.« there is there's
- ~must have- must've (not must of)
could have * could’ve (not could of)
’ ould have would've'(not would of)

Contrations are appropriate in a semiformal style.
Pofnf 2: Spelling ‘
a. Homonyms——Homonyms seem to be a problem for many students.
+ Section 191 in Harbrace is helpful on many common homoqgg
: problems.. '

b. Other spelling problems can be solved far most students by
acquainting them with the spelling section of Harbrace and
the dictionary. Students who have -severe spellZﬁg’problems
should be advised to go to the Writing Lab and/or to purchase
such supplementary spelling texts as AEIOU or Better Spelling.

B. Standard English Usage

Point 1: Verb and auxiliary forms

If a student uses the wrong from of a verb or auxiliary, the error *is
in this area.

EXAMPLES: .

I have went to church every Sunday for years.

They use to eat spinach on Fridays.

Jerry hitted the ball a hundred yards.

/ Mgrk seen a pornog JBth\QgZ;iﬁen . )
He ask me to go the circuz™ .
The fish be swimming in the pond.
Point 2: Noun apd pronoun forms
If a student writes an incorrect plural or possessive form of a -
noun or pronoun, the erpor is in this area. *
EXAMPLES: . .
The step's are steep. >
. Grays' goat ate tin capes.
There are fou# partys 3538 weekend.
Our dog is cuter than ydur's.
The Junior Womens' Club is planning several events this year.
In a years time I'll go crazy.
Point 3: Adjective and adverb forms / .
If a student usas the incorrect form of an adjective or adverb, the

error is in tgis area. Problems with function words (prepositions,
r e

a

'n

-
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“\\\\ conjunctiens, etc.) can be dncluded under this point-.
. . A+ EXAMPLES: S
Audrey is more Qrettier than Hermione. *
Ethel was the fattest of the two.
Bartholomew wds the shorter of the three.
This is the worse day of my life. 7
* Thor hits the ball good, T T
. . Carl broke the window but Mr, Davis spanked him. )
Mary went at the movies. '
. ., Point 4: Subject-verb Jagreement
If a student does not*make his/her subjects and verbs agree, the
error is in this area. - -
EXAMPLES: C o '
- There,is several 1ncorrect answers on your test.
One of the teachers in our city schools have been locked up for
strangling his wife. -
- Arthur, as well as t yther men, need a hatrcut. .
Y My pencil and book ig missing ?
Either Herbert or Zelda are missing from the list.
Neither my mother ndr my sisters has new wardrobes.
Measles are a: common childhood ‘disease. , £
Point 5: Pronoun-antecedent agreement and/or unclear references
If a student does snot make his/her pronouns agree with their
"antecedents or if the ;diént uses pronouns whose antecedents are unclear,

the error is in.this area. - . -
‘EXAMPLES; . N
{agreement:_ ] Everzone needs their mother at some time.
' : , Each of the Heartburns wants their turn.

unclear reférentsﬁ Mark broke Jim's glasses when he was at the
softballegame last week.
See Har®Brace 28 for further examples.

c. Manuscript Form (1 . *

. Point 16, Mad%sc pt form in the general semse, reférs to the
appearance,&f the-paper, for example, title, margins, paragraph con-
ventions, etc. ' .

: Points 2 and.3: Footnote and bibliography form applies primarily
to papers written'by 112 students. See Lester, Writing Research Papers.

- - Y A

As,you assign scores in Category III, do not count the.same error more:

' than once unless it becomes so repetitive that it constantly detracts
from the essay.

a EXAMPLES: »
s 1. If a student misspells the same word several times, count only
the first misspellings ) .
- 2. 1fla student separates gompound elemsts of a sentence several

" times, ¢ount only the first error (e.g., She sang and danced.).
_ 3. 1If a student deletes several g's from the 3rd ‘person singular
", verb form (he walk), count only the first deletion. N
\ 4." If a student deletes several ed's from the past form of regular
- varbs (he walked), count only the first deletion. -

7 IV. Sentence Structure . .
- Another very important’ aspect of writing is sentence structure. -If
students write gentences 'that are snarled, tangled, and twisted, they

RIC ST
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/ *will fail to get their niessages across. Inappropriate, unintentiomal
Y + sentence fragments dnd run-on sentences also detract ‘from the writing.
‘ Students should work to achieve.sentence variety. They should be
encouraged to experiment with their sentences, joining them together,
- s varying their Jlength .

' A. Major sentence eg'ors - ’ :
Point 1: Sentences that do not conform to conventional English
structures are rare, but they do occasionally occur, especially in 110. ~
"Such sentences indicate severe problems with constructing sentences.
EXAMPLES: I alot to store my school.
"* Would to~buy later cars the boys.
Point 2: Inappropriate sentence fragments
The key gord here 13 inappropriate. If a student writes a fragment
that 1s effective within the context of the essdy, do not consider it an
error.
EXAMPLES OF COMMON FRAGMENTS:
* -ing word fragments: Going over to Archibold Rake's house last
week. o . °

Infinitive phrase fragments: To produce a high yield of carrots,
. lettuce, and peas.
‘ Subordinate clause fragments: Since I never do the dishes immediately
after I eat. Which leads me to think that raccoons should be protected
from trappers.

. . Appositive fragment: The award- went to Mr. Water. -A fine friend
and parent. S

Example fragment. For instance, a butcher, a baker, and a candle-
stick maker.
) Point 3: Run-on sentences--two Or more independent clauses joined .
without any | any punctuation--are also major sentence errors.
EXAMPLE: Several ideas occurred to me at that moment they all
frightened me.

*

-~

s

T B. Serious sentence errors
Point 1: Comma splices--a kind of run-on sentence in which two
independent clauses are joined by a cotma. ) &
v - EXAMPLES OF COMMA SPLICES:
William Wagon wroge several essays this quarter, he never’eassed one.
The bell rang, howevet, no one was at the door.
+ THE FOLLOWING ARE NOT COMMA SPLICES:
. Rachel Restaurant gave money to charity, and she was also kind to
<+ her neighbors and friends.
The old man sang, and danced (Here the comma before and is incorrect,

' but it is a punctuation error, not a comma splice.) .

. Point 2: Vague, unclear and/or awkward sentences
EXAMPLES )
‘ Faulty parallelism: Mary is an excellent teacher, a fine person,”

and wants to become an actress.

Dangling modifier: Walking over to the library, the book was
. finally found.

Tangled and/or unclear sentences: At my job, I know there would be
different procesges to decorate a roem. This, to me, is a true, living
example that only with a positive attitude will a positive action ever

arrive. .
- Point 3: Faulty coordination and/®r subordination
EXAMPLES: COORDINATION--Sam went to the ball gume but went home
- ) . g :
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and washed his clothes so went to bed and yet he still didh't think he'd
accomplished anything. ;

SUBORDINATION--I have never known anybody like Sheryl my room- .
mate who never washes her clothes in which she leaves lying around the
room who always refuses to'clean. My brother fixed the pipe who is a
plumber. . . A

L. 'Style

Point 1: Sentence variety .

Notice that even if a student has no sentence errors, he/she must have
adequate sentence variety to receive a 5 in sefitence structure. )

Point 2: Perhaps this is the summary aspect of the sentence structure
category. If a student's sentences are working for him/her to present his/ °
her ideas, he/she will probably score high in this category and others as
well. On ‘the other hand, if students lmve sgsentence errors or if they
write sentences that "don't say anything," they will probably score low in
this. category and others as well.

V. Word Choice
A. Apprdpriateness to the audience--In a semiformal style students
should avoid slang and/or colloquialism. They should choose words that
they are fairly certain-that the audience will understand. If they wish
to use slang, colloquialism, and/or a word that may be unfamiliar 'to
the audience, they should put that word or phrase in quotes and explain
ict. . .
B. Your word choice is generally precise. )
Point 1: Vagueness--word choice is vague when it does not convey
a precise meaning. 3
EXAMPLES: That kind of publicity is always bad business for an
organization, and the men in our house felt prety bad about it.'
The awful thing about it was that Bill was sort of
ruined by the situation. . .
Point 2: Overused expressions--an expression becomes overused (trite,
" cliched) when it has lost its freshness gr forcefulness.
EXAMPLES: Bill and Harvey have become thick as thieves.
‘* Ms. Hobbenock who is actualdy blind as a bat is always
making mountains out of molehills.
Point 3: Wordiness and/or repetitious word choice
EXAMPLES: It is interesting to observe that students are generally
better prepared for college than they were twenty years ago. «
The people who stand around outside in the street had a
better view than those who stayed idside. ‘ .
She looked as though she was not feeling well. (Sick)
G. Denotation and connotation
EXAMPLES: I am contraceptive to the fact that you understand%%he rules.
She makes all of her own clothes; shé is quite adapt
at tailoring. ‘ )
b - People in Cuba spend a lot of time procrastinating their &
- .o

work.
D. Again, this is the summary aspect of the word choice category.



APPENDIX C
FREQUENCY GRID

. Seudine . Total # Errors

Section

1. ROW-0HS 2
a. 2 MAIN CLAJSES JQINED (This was the happiast
o day of my life I was getting cut of New York.)

B. SLIDING RUN-OR (I lost all salf contrvl and
started t3 cry as 1 lifted mysqlf out of the-pool

1 was surroundsd b o) -
C. CONJ ADV RO (I swan well howsvar I lost the race.)

II. FRAGMENTS
A. ADVERR C%USB (lthough I was the best cu the

23, )
B. CLADSE (It is the boat, That we

, ?m:“o)

6. RO/

i. Appositive~(le was a friecd. A van who

. \ “recedved =y respect.)
ii. Non-appositive-(She said yestazday, That
she was frignd.)

D.EGGB.OUPFBM(MLMI&.) /

A

E. IHFTNITIVE GROUP FRAG (To win the 100 catar

freestylas.)
- ¥. FOR EXAMPLE/FOR IHSTANCE (For G/=also ing
exarpls tirme I lost oy caz.) R/valso inf

J=other

a—ee

+ 6. COORD STRUCTURE (Acd give us soca ideas oo

dapresaion.) .
W/ SUR DEL (Makes you feel & little

DEL, (Wanda, the woman with tuza

L J. APPROVRYATE FRAG

III. OVER CCOZD Shed is oy neighbor and I tell her
,Wmmummummps

A. MISPLACED'HODIFIERS

1. I (1 found & contyet lense wvalking in the
md’.) ’

. Z.Bﬂ.m(mdogmmdhu:mm
nzce i3 Bex.)

3. OTHER (The woman bozbed ths building fn the

forest,)

3. DANGLING HODIFIER (Calling off school the day
ofmfmmlbbtrammmlwuzc:wdcbul
to pey their raspect.) b

C. SUB § DANGLER modigying struct. morrally takas
subject vhich is deleted. (Since the age of six my
arents have given = que £.)

D. REL CLAUSE USED INAPPROPRIATELY (The curtaims
hung from the wall close to 10 fr which mads b

thinktbxnmaboogmthsn.z :

z.\mazmaxmncurc-omsmzszm. CAN'T

EARDLB) (anvhontireduvingmtdocrmt
rize.

r.suammvmm(aohnmmm-otmr.-
sm;u:ym:rucu.au:wmmdmkuzctm

varn and Talaxed.) . .

c.mmmmom‘(mnymmyrofm

I loved 2 back had turned arcund corplately.)
V. PARALLEL, CTURE X
A. EOH-p SENTENCE PARTS/exclusive of ona-

word functors such ag CODnectors, prep,, sux.

t
[ .B.WPWIMIHASERIES(W&&.:“&A

{__Zreatest becausa she ia Pratty, svears, and drinks.)

' VI, COMMA SPLICZ

A, MC, ¥C (I love tha ballet, I go all the tice.)’
B. CONJ ADVERB (Ha's the,

oicest guy I've met,
\ howavar he fa 5 f¢ rall,)

. , "C. THEN (] g "

)

VII. CONJ DEL W/ Q@D VB

: (1 drank too much started setting into troubla.)
- EIII. S~LV~OPL, V; ILLOG HCQMPL

i (Chrisreas i & place for reloicing.)

ERIC o Y
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APPENDIX D

"Linguistic Analysis Worksheat (Ravised)

{0'Donnell et al (1967) and Gebhard (1978)]

T-Unit Patterns:

sive

Seaténce Combining Transformations
Hominal scructuras: headed
¥+ (adjudce)
¥+ (apposition)
N+adj. *
M¥poss.
Hirelative
¥4 relative clause
H4prep. Fhrasa
N+inf. phrase
Fipartic. Fhrase -
Rtadverbial
Other

-
powmwmmauno—-

Nominal structures:
12 noun clause
13 prep. -phrase
14 inf. phrase
15 __ _inf. with subject
16 gerund phrase

17 partial

18 Other

non~headed I11.

Hominal structures: function

19 subject

20 object

21 indirect object Iv.
22 subject complement

23 object ¢omplement

24 apposition

25 ___adverbial noun i’

26 ___ parcial |

27 . Other

Adverbial Structuresf Adverbial
Clause

28 tine

29 ___ _place

3o ZRONAT

- 31 cause

32 econdition -

33 comparison

34 reduced comparison v.
35 adjective complement

36 Other

37 contrast

Sentence Adverbial

© 38 absolute

39 interjected

40 Other .

41 ____adverbial infinitive
rd

Coordinate Structures:

Location
HP (subject) 3
VP (yre;i.ca:c)
Hominal .
subject
object .

—indirece objece
subj. complement
object of prep. >

Y. appositive

Other nominal

Verbd
verb (or aux or aux & verb)
prediaace (any compded v + v
constituent)

Modifier ' ,
2dj. or adjectival
—_adv. or adverbial .

Funcedon word "
prep. “

Sentence Openars
subject noun
subject proooun ,
adv. dep. clause
prep. phrase - =
-adverd
coord. conj.
verb
verbals
conj. adv.

__.sentence modifier

—.partial

Loose Modificaticn

none
44 inicial

45 wedial *
46 final

|

inicial and medial
medial and final
inicial and fingl
all . .
47 ___ pon-standard structure
48 non-standard and loose

|

. modificacion
49 partial
50 Other -

51, us',quu:i;n
__ Sentence Modifier

iy

Q
ERIC , ' ,
, : .
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A.PPEHD'IX E: Revised Grid

Student #__¢ Total # Errors Section
_1. w-ous ' :

A. 2 MAIH CLAUSES JOINED (This was the happiest
day of 1ife I vas getting out of New York.)

.coa:mm(lmnuhmmllou:hnrue.)
11, FRAGMENTS

A. ADVERB CLAUSE (Although I was the best on the
tetm.

B. EELATIVE CLAUSE (It is the boat. TIhat we
painted,) .

‘Com z

i. Appositive=(le was & friend. A man vho
feceivod my respect.)

D. ING GROUP VRAG (Being the jerk I am.) _

E. mmvzmw(mmmloomm
freestyls. ’

¥. FOR EXAMPLE IISTANCE (For G/=also ing
m:ph:botiplloctlycu.) -

c.comsmcrmumunuu-muoa

_m%jml ) :
R memlhsmtulsutm
. Eore izpertant,) ‘ '

I.SUBV/P&HJDH.(M ths womsn with tuna
. talad oo her nose.)

J. AD¥ MOD (It*is located in the center of 3 major
cicies. HNear Toledo, with Cincinnael to the scuth and
to the west.

K. ADJ MOD (With a population of 46 people gpive or
take a few.)-

A. MISPLACED MODIFIERS

) ;..m(ltoundacoagu)manlunsmm
Z.M.Q.ADsz(m«gugodhuuum ”
naze is Bex,) :

3.am(numbo=s.dmwmg'mm L}
forest, -

B. DANGLING M(myngottlchoolmdly

R .'Lst RESULT OF REL PRONOUN (ALL 1s the perscs In

which I look up to.)

G. mmmm(hﬂywudytof the gosme
[ loved 2 yrs back had turned around completely.)

V. PAPALLEL STRUCTURE DIFFICULTIES

VI. COMMA SPLICE

A: MC, ¥C (1 love the ballet, I go all the time.)
B. CORJ ADVERE (Ha's nicest guy I've mat, '

howaver he 1s § fr e411,)

C. THEM
VII. CORJ DEL vB
I drank too much started gattin {nto le.)

for redolcing.y

IX. AWK AS A RESULT OF PASSIVE (It vas finally narcoved
down to a voman who has been greatly ad=ired by me for
the pase 5 years.) . ’

~ L e K

45
’ 49

=2
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE--RUNEON

Two Main Clauses Joined - .

ANOVA TABLE 1 | Q 7

Pd
Source DF -Sum of Squares Mean -Square F Value . PR D>F
Group 2 4,33102355 2,16551178 32.75 0.0001**
\ - N °
Error 297 ° 19.63891981 0.06612431 . -
Corrected Total 299  23.96994337 ‘ -

o DUNCAN TABLE 1°
) ‘ '
Groupin;// Mean N Group
7 - '
~ A 0.269054 100 . 0
B y 0.022968 100 1
B ' .
B 0.006202 100 . 2 ) « ’

*

Means with the same letter &re not :ignificantly different,

* Significant at .05 level ‘ y
hk Significg.nt: at .0l level '

. ‘ ~ © 46




* - 2 *
.

' :/ . o"
- DEPENDENT VARIABLE--RUN-ON )
Conjunctive Adverb Used Without Punctuation v/_J)A\S$
) " ~ b N .
- v
ANOVA TABLE 2
Source ) : DF Sum of Squares Mean Square " F Value PR D>F |,
Group 2 0.00975845 = 0.00487922 2.00  0.1366
Error " 297.  0.72317524  0.00243493 ‘ .
Corregted Total 299 0.73293369
- /
/ -
. ' DUNCAN TABLE 2
& *
Grouping - . Mean N Grouﬁ -
v— R . .
A 0.012099 100 0
i . e
| A 07000000 100 ‘ 1
1 1 A
A 0.000000 100 2 -

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

£ | .

.
.
- .
¢ .
1 ‘ .
-
-

& Significant at .05 level ' ‘ < ' -
#% Significant at .0l level

o

47

- E ‘ j ' ' 92
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\ ) .
. . DEPENDENT VARIABLE--ADVERB CLAUSE FRAGMENT
s .
“.»
ANOVA TABLE 3
Source ) DF Sum of Squares Mean Square ~F Value, PR DF
Group 2 0.00404040 0.00202020 1.00 0.3691
Error 297 0.60000000 0.00202020 . i ‘
L
Corrected Total 299 0.60404040
. i o |
4
DUNGCAN TABLE 3 4 '
.
Grouping ’ Mean N Group
A 0.007785 "~ 100 0
A .
A , "0.000000 100 1
’ A ' - -
A 0.000000 100 A %

Means with the same letter are not sigﬁificantly different.

-

4

,
, A
.
w rd
.

®, .

ok Significant at .05 level
%% Significant at .0l level - r

48
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i R . ,
I } . Ad +
. ° w:“ LI
- - DEPENDENT' VARIABLE+~-RELATIVE CLAUSE FRAGMENT
, o ~
. S ; -
R i -
~
’ ' ANOVA TABLE 4 '
> ) ’ \ e N ‘ [—\
-Source DF  “Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR > F=~
pd
Group 2 - 0.29510457 ) 0.14755228 =~ 5.88 0.003;1** o
Error S 297 7.45642753 0.02510582 ’
. ~ ‘ ‘ 4 4 ) %,
Corrected Total 299 7.75153210 |
x ‘ .
N A
: DUNCAN TABLE 4 ‘
-~ / ’-t ' N
Grouping < Mean \\ N Group
. ) ~ \r ’
A , 0.082532 100° 0
. w . . . *
. ., B ) 0.016265 100 * 1l
B t
' B 0.01573% . 100 2

[
N - . \ —_

<

Means with te\ﬁame letter are not significan{y different. -

.

1

* Signifjcant at .05 level. . .
** Significant -at ,.01 level .
' L . ' 49

IToxt Provided by ERI




- : - DEPENDENT

'Y »

ARIABLE--APPOSITIVE FRAGMENT

ANOVA TABLE 5

. \/ “
/ —— —
Source ’ DF Sum of Squares. Mean Square , F Value PR.> F
' \ % Y- <
Group . . 2 0.01070517 0.00535259 1.63 0.1977
Error ™~ 297 © . 0.97522556 . 0.00328359 \ ' |
“Corrected Total  .299  0.98593074
% ! -
e ~— B ) ¥
\;é 4 ) sl .
f", ~ /_/
” gb - v - ‘,
DUNCAN TABLE 5, . R
) 7 l' ( 3
. Grouping .t Mean N L " Gdoup
" £
<A 0.014481 e .100 p 0
- A . . °
"A " 0.005423 X 100 ~/ 1
A ‘ A
A 0.000000 100 , 2
) b
o J . | ,
Means with the same letter are not significantly different. -
, , s
* v
* > /
\‘\ “; H ! -‘\ . ’
't ‘o )
-y ﬁgnii’m;a: .05 level ’ - -
k% *nificant at .01 level
- ) . % ¥
” 50 : -
5» ""‘{ 7~
: . J

ERIC
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-« ﬂ
3 N { ‘ l\\
\___.:_\ - ANOVA TABLE 6 - . -
. ¥
3 4 k] A =
Source . DF  Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR>F
Group 2 0.21562179 0.10781089 3.83 0.0227%
* Error 297 8.34957282 0.02811304 R
. . - e ]
Corrected Total 299 8.56519461 R~
v 4 »
- I - * L. '
, l 4
. / '
AN Y
DUNCAN TABLE b
o " - *
Grouping -t 7Me;n N — Group
. A 0.076180 100 Y0
. A . v
B % A 0.048508 , 100 , ~ 1
B ‘s
B ) ) ,0.010768 100 2

r
'

"Means with the same’letter are not significantly.different.

¥
A
a4 ’ ’
P >
* Significant at .05 level
**% Significant at .01 level - -
o ‘ © 51
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~ AN
\\' DEPENDENT VARIABLE--INFINITIVE GROUP FRAGMENT
. . | { -
ANOVA TABLE 7
™~ . ’

Source DF Sum of Squares| Mean Square F Value PRD>F
Group ’ 2 0.15344807 0.07672404 3.35 0.0366%
Error 297 6.81193756 0.02293582
Cofrected Total 299 6.96538563 ,

\" )

DUNCAN ‘TABLE 7 ’

Grouping . Mean N ﬁGroB?
A < 0.060611 100 . 0
A . « ;
B A 0.036290 100 // 1,
B | -,
B 0.005345 100 | o2
‘\-\,/

59 F : ‘
- Means with the same 'letter are not significantly different.

* Significant at .05 level
** Significant at .0l level

52 .
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE--FOR INSTANCE/FOR EXAMPLE FRAGMENT

- ¥

~ -t L !
ANOVA TABLE 8 . : o
Source o DF  Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value- PR>F
Group - 2 0.12288980 0.06144490 4.96 0.0076%* °
Ecror 297 3.68149767 0.01239562 ‘
Corrected Total 299 3.80438747 E

rd

19
, . . ) /
.

DUNCAN TABLE 8

Grouping . Mean’ _ N Qréup
a8 * - .
A . . 0.042934 ‘ 1ot =0
« ry . v . .
, B, 0.000000 ' 100 1
B * ’ ¢ ey s .
B , ’ 0.000000 ~ 100 ©2

~

Means with the same letter are not_significantly different.

L
'

* Significant at .05 level - - .
*% Significant at .01 1ldvel .

53
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, Co '
. ' DEPENDENT VARIABLE--COORDINATE STRUCTUKE FRAGMENT
/
- ¢
ANOVA TABLE 9
Source DF  ~ Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PRD>F
Group Yoo 0.00939581 0.00469791 0.98 0.3748
Error . 297 1.41703649 0.00477117
Corrected Total 299 1.42643230 -
. . 4
| !
.
f DUNCAN TABLE 9
) /
Grouping \‘ Mean "N Group
' }
N N
CA . 0.012168 100 . 0
A ; )
‘4 A . 0.011552 100 !
A" . : -
A 0.000000 100 2’

Means with the same 1ette§'are not gignificantly different.

’
v TP U . A

* Significant at .05 level
** Significant at .01 level

' 54
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’ {
" -
DEPENDENT VARIABLE--PREDICATE WITH SUBJECT DELETED FRAGMENT
1
ANOVA TABLE 10
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR >F
- } .
Group 2 . 0.09652942 0.04826471 4.88 0.0082%*
Error 297 2.93957588 0.00989756
Corrected Total 299  3.03610529 :
DUNCAN TABLE 10
Group Mean N Group,
2
A7 0.038052 100 0
B 0.000000 100 L1
B °
B 0.000000 100 2

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
Sy

Ed

»

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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* Significant 4t .05 level
k% Significant at .01 level



o~
3

DEPENDENT VARIABLE--SUBJECT WITH PREDICATE DELETED FRAGMENT

ANOVA TABLE-11 R

Source . A DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR >F
v
Group ' 2 0.04475258 ' 0.02237629. 2.50 0.0834
Error 297 2.65327643  0.00893359
Corrected Total 299 2.69802902
‘ ’
S DUNCAN TABLE 11 .
§ Grouping Mean . N Group
A 0.029844 - 100 0
A ‘ .
B A 0.016739 100 2
B - ‘ DR
B 0.000000 100 . 1

Means with the same letter are not significantly differen;.

* Significant at .05 level
** Significant at .01 level ) : .

, . 56

ERIC oL

IToxt Provided by ERI



* . -
. . e /
DEPENDENT VARIABLE~--ADVERB MODIFIER FRAGMENT

2

/ ¢

. . =

- ——

¢

ANOVA TABLE 12 //7

-

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Squire F Value PR DF
Group _ 2 0.29292917 - 0.14646458 7.04 0.0010%**
, R ® '
Error 297 +6.17948502 0.02080635
Corrected Total 299 6.47241419 )
DUNCAN TABLE 12
o i N
. . !
Grouping Mean N Group
] A ' 0.072307 . 100 .0
B~ T .0.014412 100 . ) 1,
' B - . -
B 0.000000 . 100 2

-

‘ Means with the same letfer Na‘re not significantly different.

.

n
» - -

* Significant at .05 level " >
** Significant at .0l level .
' . 57
O ‘ ' . .
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ANOVA TABLE 13

 DEPENDENT VARIABLE--ADJECTIVE MODIFIER FRAGMENT

Al

= 7

t

Meang with the same letter are not significantly different.

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR > F
Group 2 0.30719142 0.15359571 7.61 *0.0006%%
Error 297 © 5.99692240 0.02019166 .
Corrected Total 299 6.30411383 :
[y % -
4
~ DUNCAN TABLE 13
Grouping Mean N Group
A 0.072855 100 0
13
B Y 0.011388 100 1
B i
B 0.000000 100 2

* Significant at .05 level
** Significant at .01 level

» [}

IToxt Provided by ERI
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@ ) o . y 4
DEPENDENT VARIABLE--APPROPRIATE FRAGMENT
! L
4. . .o d v
Y A
o ANOVA TABLE 14 ‘
' '/
Source DF  Sum of Squares ~Mean~Sq’uare F Value PR>F
e

Group ‘2 0.04968420 0.02484210 © 2,45 0-.0884
Error 297 3.01624224 0.01015570 P
Corrected Total 299 * 3.06592645

/J s
\ -
i
L™
DUNCAN TABLE 14
Grouping ' Mea;r N Group
A 0.031503 100 0
A
B A 0.014776 100 5 1
B B : LY L ‘
T B ' 0.000000 100 2
Means with the same Jetter are not significantly different.
*Significant at .05 lavel '
**Significant at .01 level . _
¢ 59 ) .
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t

~

—

i
o

ANOVA TABLE 15

DEPENDENT VARIABLE--EXCESSIVE COORDINATION

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR > F
(/;,L'QLP 2 0.00959376 0.00479688 0.31 0.7321
Error 297 4.56343608 0.01536510 ‘
Corrected Total 299 4.57302984 '
’ ¥
DUNCAN TABLE 15 e
., . Lt
- — r'
Grouping . Mean N Group
.t
S A 0.026483 100 0
i A, I
) A 0.022557 100 2
A.
A 0.013016 100 1

Means with the same letter are not significantly dif‘fererit:.

. * Significant at .03 level
*% Significant at .0l level

¢ v

IToxt Provided by ERI -
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*  DEPENDENT VARIABLE--ING-WORD MISPLACED ﬁODIFIER

. f N

ANOVA TABLE 16 P
Source . DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value ®SPR>F
Group ’ 2 0.17955227 0.08977614 5.67 0.0038%x%
Error - 297 4.69978391: 0.01582419
Corrected Total 299 4.87933618 ¢

DUNCAN TABLE 16

. Grouping : Mean N Group
A 0.059857 100 0
B - - 0.009609 100 © 2
B .
B - 0.006455 . 100 -1

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

TN

4

* Significant at .05 level
%% Significant at .0l level

.~ ‘66 S
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DEPENDE{IT VARIABLE--RELATIVE CLAUSE MISPLACED MODIFIER

\

ANOVA TABLE 17 ) :

<
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PRQF
Group 2 0.04940231 0.02470116 1.61 0.2015
Error 297 4.55514903 0.01533720 )
Corrected Total 299 4.60455134
»
-
DUNCAN TABLE 17
Grouping Mean . N Group
4 V] :
A 0.037669 100 0
A v
A - 0.019949 : 100 2
A. ~ - ' S
A 0.006325 100 . 1

-

Meaps with the same letter are not significantly different.

) L
. .

- 4

*Significant at .05 level ' ~S5
**8ignificant at .01 level

\ . 62
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; r ‘ ) % k
A
DEPENDENT VARIABLE—fOTHER (MISCELLAI!EOUS) MISPLACED MODIFIER ,
= l .'
N
—
. ANOVA TABLE 18
] A
Source DF . Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR>F
_ Group -2 0.00952925 .* 0.00476462 0.86 . - 0.4245
4
Error 297 1.64676415 Q.00554466
Gorrected Total 299 1.65629339 )
e i
DUNCAN TABLE 18 * o
/ .
~ Grouping Mean N . Group ¥
-]
A 0.013679 100 0
A
A 0.008452 100 1
A ~
A 0.080000 - 100 . 2
3
Means with the same-letter are-not significantly different.
) 4 |
' ) * n
’ »
* Significant at .05 level
* A% Significant at .01 level -

ERIC
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I?EPENDENT VARTABLE--DANGLING ING WORD MODIFIER ' . '
w . . - -
. i ) . '. -

ANQVA TABLE 19 ’ .

a ‘ .
* Y' 5 ;!
) _Segurce - DP Sﬁn; of Squares Mean Square F Value 'PR> F
Group 2 0.03572865  0.01786433 - 1.78  0.1710 )
Error\ - . 297 2.98599737 0,016\0\5386, -t SR
g Correcked Total 299 _ 3.02172602 \/ ‘ ) )
. N Y] . ¢
A - - —= . - °
. 2 . L f
g . , 5\ 1] ' . -'/‘
. ~ N -
F
. . L = ¢
. - , DUNCAN TABLE 19
Grouping’ . ‘ Mean , N 5Group L
A 0.032505  ° 100 * - 0 )
A .
A _0.016394 - 100 * 1 2
A ’ . B
A 3 0.005976 100 _ 2 ' '
‘ T : \ -~
) ’ ) . - < -~
* Means with the same letter are not significantly different. .
’ ‘ w * o
. . \
e . ) - ’
o : ’ < .
-~ N N 4 . _

* éigniffcah’t at .05 level
** Significadt at .01 level

LY
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4

» ) . )
~ : ; \
/ ! i %
& . - .
.t SN “~/ ANOVA TABLE 20 |
N - %\,“ . .
Source © DF  ,Sum of Squares Mean Squate' F Value PR > F
. - w 5 .
. P : ﬁ
Group, .. . .- 2 Q.01097453  0.00548726 ~ 0.54  0.5816
/‘T 'Error - 297 3.00197808 0.01010767 .,
Corrected Total . 299 3.01295261 g ™~
- - v .
~ _ a
A - ‘ : a
\ 4 - ‘
- : .
s T DENCAN TABLE 20, s '
Grouping . . . ' Mean N Group
. ! hd
v — — .
A 0.025683 100 0
A i e’ ’ ) * .
K A ~ 0.018759 N - 100 . 1
g d e
; ’ A ” i 0.010878 . 100 2
ts"i'ieans’. with the same letter are not.;nificqntly different.
) — - < : .
o '&' s - ’ o ) .
. \\3(_ ]
¥\ . ‘ . M P ,

Lo - ‘
* Significant at .05 level .
"%k Significant at .01 level - ° v .
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-

"
-~
- ANOVA TABLE 21 '
Source DF - Sum of Squares‘ Mean Square F Value PRD>F
Group : 2 0.04791164 0.02395582 2.41 0.0918
Error 297 2..95540135 0.00995085
Corrected * 299 3.00331299. .
2N v -
P
DUNCAN TABLE 21 - v
Py .
Grouping Mean - N o Group *
' — X
A 0.031691 100 0
A
A 0.005000’ 100 2
A »
A ‘ 0.004767 ‘ 100 1
* o ' * ) ~
Means with the same letter are not significantly different. !
1 @ . D
“ . L g . [ .
, | ‘ “ {
L
&
* Sigﬁificant at .05 level ’
*% Significant at -.01 level . , ~ ' , !
o 66
+ ' € N ) ? -

ERIC 4 .
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A

ANOVA TABLE 22

Source —DF ) Sum

of Squatres Mean Square F Value PR>F

Ll
Group \ 2 0.

05511768 0.02755884 - 2.60* . 0.0760

Error 297 - 3.14946629 0.01060426
Corrected Total 299 3.20458397
\'n
LY
‘A
. - 2
: DUNCAN TABLE 22
L]
Grouping Mean N Group
. T
A 0.037243 100 0
A
B ~» A 0.014263 100 1
B ' -
B r 0,005000 ¥ 100 2

Means with the same letter are

not significantly different.

¢
2

* Significant: at /05 level .
** Significant at .0l level

'




DEPENDENT VARIABLE--AWKWARD AS A RESULT OF INCORRECT RELATIVE PRONﬂUﬁ USE

* ANOVA TABLE 23

Source DF Sum of Squares ‘Mean Square = F Value " PR >F
Group ¢ 2 0.15507550 0.07753775 5.76 0.0035%%
Error $ 207'  3.99505552  0.01345137
Corrected Total 299 4.15013101

—

/

¢ ’
DUNCAN TABLE 23 -
Grouping o Mean . N L Group
A 0.053472 100 0
\ B N\ © o 0.005423 . 100 2
B' .
B 0.005064  \ 100 ol

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

- » . ' AN &/’\\

* Significant at ,05 level
*% Significant at .01 level




DEPENDENT VARIABLE--AWKWARD: SUBJECT .

TURNED INTO MODIFIER

¢ <
¢
ANOVA TABLE 24
Source/ ' DF Sum of Squares Mean Square  F Value PRD>»F
Group 2 0.00289855 0.00144928 1.00 0.3691 ’
) ;
Error 297 0.43043478 0.00144928
Corrected Total 299 ' 0:43333333
o -
. DUNCAN TABLE 24 )
L3 . N
. e
Groupiné% Mean . N .. /Eroup
A . 0.006594 . 100 0
A ! .
A ~ N  0.000000 100 Tl
' A . '
A 0.000000 100 2 '
Meahs with the same letter are not significantly different.
) i
s 4
b} \ \ -
@ AY
‘ B
- ‘ ’b-—ﬂ

* Significant at .05 level,
** Significant at .01 level




[4 . & " .
e B . ’ .
ﬁ\ DEPENDENT VARIABLE--PARALLEL STRUCTURE DIFFICULTY
‘& ‘
4 -

"ANOVA TABLE 25

Source : DF-. Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PRD>F
Group 2 0.89909789 0.44954895 7.06 0.0010%%

Error , 297 18.90647718 0.06365817
Corrected Total 299 19.8055750‘6\
/

. \

Y r3

~

\_\ o

Y
*

oL o .

- ' DUNCAN TABLE 25 4
Grouping . Mean N Group )
A ' 0.1843 100 0
B 0.098711 100 . 1 ( '
B 4 N
B 0.052162 100 ' 2
%

Meang with the same letter are not significantly different.

14

* Significant at .05 level ] ‘
** Significant at .0l level




DEPENDENT VARIABLE--COMMA SPLICE: , TWO

" MAIN CLAUSES jOINED WITH COMMA

.

A ANOVA TABLE 26 , ’
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR > F
. 1 R ]
Group 2 4.94205552 2.47102776  19.99 0.0001%*
Error 297 36.71982533  0.12363578 C

Corrected Total 299 41.66188085

-~

. ‘g
DUNCAN TABLE 26 " T
Grouping Mean ) < N "~ Group '
A 0.393309 100 JJo
B 0.174804 100 1
B : . _
B 0.088295 100 2

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

/ox Significant at .05 level
**% Significant at .0l level




-

> DEPENDENT VARIABLE-—COMMA~SPLICE

CONJUNCTIVE ADVERB PLUS COMMA

. - ANOVA TABLE 27
- o +
Source - DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR S F
Group 2 0.06611180 0.03305590 2,01 0.1357
Error ¢ 297 4.88190714 0.01643740
Corrected Total 299 4.94801893 . v
DUNCAN TABLE 27
Grouping ‘' Mean ,BN . Group
. D ¢ -
- A . 0.043209 . 100, 1
A -
©ooa 04026770 100 -2
Y A hd
A 0.006901 - 100 - ’ 0

Means with the same letter are not significantly different. * . -

* Significant at .05 level. _
** Significant at .0l level jﬁ -

/. - 72

ERIC 77

IToxt Provided by ERI - .



DEPENDENT VA‘I‘{IABLE-'-CQI'MA SPLICE

WITH THEN PLUS COMMA

¢ “ ANOVA TABLE 28
Source . DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value’' PR'DF
Group 2 0.00190009 I 0.00095005 ©0.27 0.7603
Error . 297 1.02890179 0.00346432
Corrected Total 299 1.03080188_
, 2 - ¥
* 5 ’
DUNCAN TABLE 28 ' ’
G;ouping ' ' - "Mean . N Group'
A 0.010277 - 100 0
A d
A 0.005000 100 . 2
A-
A 10.004880 . 100 K 1

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

LN

£ % gignificant at .05 level 7 .
**% Significant-at .01 .level o
’ = ’ 73




o
» . \\_‘
N _
ANOVA TABLE 29
Source ‘ DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR>»F
Group 2 0.02012333 0.01006167 2.98 0.0522
Error 297 1.00202789 0.00337383
Corrected Total 299 1.02215122
. ,
DUNCAN TABLE 29
<& . ‘
Grouping . Mean N Group
L 4
A 0.017374 100 0
b »
B v 0.000000 **100 1
B
B 0.000000 100 2

4

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

t

IToxt Provided by ERI

s

* Significant at .05 level
*% Significant at .0l level

74

79.,
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¢

.‘ ’
’ 4
. ANOVA TABLE 30 v Qf
Source DF Sum of équarea Mean Square F Value PR>F
Group » 2 b.10]53798 0.05376899 2.30 0.1016
Efror 297 6.92859240  0.02332859 '
Corrected Total 299 7.03613038
DUNCAN TABLE 30 \
Grouping Mean N Group
4 03057234 100 0
A ' ’ :
B A 0.035065 ) 100 1
B
B s 0.010872 100 2

*

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

*

at . / .
* .~ * Sfgnificant at .05 level - ..
,+ ** Significant at .0l level,

ERIC S \
, 80




DEPENDF\:NT VARTABLE--AWKWARD :

i

BECAUSE OF PASSIVE

b 1
v M ¥ 4
B ] ANOVA TABLE 31 - . -
<
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Sciuaré F Value PR>»F
—r
7
Group 2 0.00126168 0.00063084 0.08 0.9222
Error 297 2.31185887 0:00778404
- ;
Corrected Total -299 2.31312055
tl ‘
’ DUNCAN TABLE 31 i
Grouping ) . ﬁead N Group
, { . - :
" A 0.016384 100 , J%
A ’ -
A 0.012135 100 - 2
A -
A 0.011939 == 100 N 1

-

Means with the same’letter are

N

not significéntly different..

A%
‘% Significant at .05 level
** Significant at .0l level

)

IToxt Provided by ERI

ERIC-

81



-
« ™ DEPENDENT VARIABLE--TUNIT
~
B .
“« ;
. .
‘ : ANOVA TABLE 32
Source DF  Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR>F
Group 2 865.44666667  432.72333333 . _ 4.23 0.0154%/
. 3 . -
Error i " 297 30366.22000000 102.24316498 .

Corrected Total 299 3123%.66666661

\
DUNCAN TABLE 32 ¢

Grouping Mean N . Croup
A - 31.030000 T 100 Tt
A . . " .

B A 29.000000 * 100 0

B . .

B 26.870000 100 </ 1

/, )

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

i »

& Q&—:::) ' ' '

* Significant at .05 level . ,ﬁ
** Significant at .0l level-

IToxt Provided by ERI 'Y

ERIC- 3 82
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" 1B

8/

2A

2B

2C

2D

-

2F

%

24

3

2L

"2

]
RUN-ONS
2 Main Clauses Joined

RUR-OXS
Conjunctive Adverb

FRAGHENTS
Adverb Clause

FRAGMENTS -
Relative Clause

FRAGMENTS
Noun )

FRAGMENTS
Ing Group

FRAGMENTS
Infinitive Group

FRAGMENTS

For Example/For Instance

FRAGMENTS
Coordinate Structure

FRAGMENTS

‘Predicate with Subject

Deleted -

FRACHENTS
Subject with Predicate
Deleted

PRACMENTS
Adverb Modifier

* Significant at .05 levbl
** Significant at .01 level

84

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

P

*

0.12065
18 03674
0.12065
145 03674

0.13133
¥Ao . 02294
®

2c0- 19975

0.0005%*

0.19975 -

2B)) 50052+
0.14988

284 00034

R
e
2012567

147 i

0.21625

14 00022+

0.21021

2Ky 0002##

&

0.13133
0.0229%

24056994 4

2

L)

2

0.0001 #*

0.56994
0.0001%*

0.14988
0.0093%*

0.11657
0.0436*

0.16227
0.0048%*

0.37663
0.0001%*

»>
(0-11657
0.0436%
.19931
.0005%*

[=~]

.28432

X0.0001#*

L

2

L0.34081'
0.680014*
[ 4

{
TABLE 1
OVERALL CORRELATION COEPFICIENTS
T 0
" 0.26164 0.21625 0.48314
M0.00012+  2To.0002%¢ Ko 00014+ -
§0.21809 )
0.0001%%
0.17739 0.23574
4Alg 0020%%  ®p.00Qirs
© 2012567 ,.0.19931 40.16414
0.0295% 0.0005%* 0:0044#»
0.13259 .
480 0216%
0.15694
4A3) 00654+
0.24124 0.22984 0.11612
2y o001+ *Adg goarss  To.0445
. AN
~
0.3663 0.16104
28y qoo1x*  2Kg.og5ams * o
0746045 0.56445
2Ky 00012+ 4Gg.0001%+
41027965 0.38410 40.16701
0.0001 0.000)2+ 0.00374%
1 :
o

0.37026

4Alg50012% «

.

0.12055
489, 0369+

5

46

0.23195
0.0001%*

0.18733
0,0011%*

6

0.19623
0.0006%*

7

0.41203
0.0001%%

L )



8 ) TABLE 1 . .
. . A OVERALL ‘CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS (cont'd)
. ’ ! 2 . ‘
2K FRAGHMENTS 140-48314 2c0-16104 20+ 46045 o70-28432 250-21021 21.0+15625 ;0.33678
Adjective Hodiffer 0.0001%* 0.0052%* 0.0001%* 0.0001%+* 0.0002%+ 0.0067%% 0.0001#*
2L PRAGHENTS . 2g0-24126 2,0+ 34081 240+ 15625 4A30¥399o7 .
Appropriate 0.0001%* *0.0001%* 0.00674% 0.0001%* : -
. PP - ¢
3 EXCESSIVE COORDIHATION 250-16414 2p0-16227 -
: 20,0044 % 0.00484%* "\ .
4A1  MODIFYING PROBLEMS 14037026 240:17739 210-27965 240+ 24236 g0-22701 g 70.47346 :
Ing-word Misplaced 0.0001#* 0.0020%* 0.0001%* 0.0001** 0.0001%* 0.0001#*
Modifiers , ,
» . . .
4A2 MHODIFYING PROBLEMS 4p0-26261 g0-18300 - ’ N ' .
Relative Clause Misplaced 0.0001%* 0.0015%%
’ Modifiera % .
. 4A3 HODIPYING PROBLEMS p0-15694 25022984 21039907 4p0-14669 v
Other Misplaced Modiffers - 0.0065%% <0 0001** * “Lo.0001%* 0.0110*
3 b MODIFYING PROBLEMS 4c0-18316 \ ' ’ , ’
Dangding Modifier 2000144 - / !
v . /
4C  HODIPYING PROBLEMS 450-18316 40-18113 ’ ~\,[
Dangling Subordinate 0.0014 0.0016%% . N
/ Clause MHodifier .
) 4D MODIFYING PROBLEMS 4a20-26261 . .0.14669
Relative Clause Used 0.0001%* 0.0110* -
Inappropriately ¥
q = ’
42 MODIFYING PROBLEMS 250+12055 ., 0.13259 ¢a0- 20326 g0+ 14645 .
o VO Hodifiers Same Slot 0.0369% 0.0216* 0.0004%#% 0.0111% “ a
) .
! 4F MODIFYING PROBLEMS | )
Avkward as a Result of - .
Incorrect Relative Pro- W, , B
noun Use g '
rd
. * Signiffcant at .05 level A ' . : . ,
** Significant at .01 level ' . : K
86 ‘ N '
[ 3
. . . Y
\) Q - LY ) )

- : . ~ @ /

»




46 MODIFYING PROBLEMS
Subject Turned into
Hodifier

5 PARALLEL STRUCTURE
DIFFICULTY

6A COMMA SPLICE
-2 Hain Clauses Joined
with Comma [

68 COMA SPLICE
Conjunctive Adverb Plus
Comza

O 6C COMMA SPLICE
o

.

Thed Plus Comma

1 COHJUNCTION DELETED WITH

COMPOUND VERB

-

o~

8 ILLOGICAL SUBJECTIVE
COMPLEMENT

9  AWKWARD AS A RESULT oF
PASSIVE -~

% Stignificant at .05 level
** Signf{ficant at .01 level

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i

0418733
0 0011%*

140-23195
40.00012»
.19623

1‘0 00064*

0.20326

4By 000442

0.41203 .

145 000144

0.14645
4E) o111
0.16701

21y 00378

24

1B

4A1

2E

4A2

~

0.56445
0.0001**

20 21899
0.0001 %+

0.22701
0.0001 %%

-

0.11612
0.0445*

0.18300,
0.0015%%

OVERALL CORRELATION COEFPICIENTS (cont'd)

"2A

]
21

4C

. TABLE 1

0.23574
0.0001 %+

0.38410

0.0001%x 2K

0.18113 .
0.0016%* )

0. 33378*

0.00Q1%*

§

‘\47846

0 0001+



TABLE 2
' 110 CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

1A RUN-ONS T ,40-26006 . 0.31894 g0:27916 _0.32707
2 Main Clauses Joined Ko.0089%x 0.00124% 07004944 0.0009%*
T ium-ouz‘[ 2,0-63629 250-26526 ' o
Conjunétive Adverb 0.0001%#% 0.0076%% .
» . ?
2A  PRAGMENTS 130-63629 , 10.25199 ;0-23672 . -
Adverb Clause « P0,00014% 0.0114* 0.01774 -
28 FRAGMEWTS 2c0-19791 2p0- 26429 260+ 19687 ou0-29312 40-20666 4021543 40+ 25146
Relative Clause 0.0484% 0.0079%* 0.0496%  .“7'0.0031%* 0.0391% 0.0314*% 0.0116*
' 4
2C  PRACMENTS 250-19791 26028321 4031318 *
Noua 0. 0484% 0.0043%4 0.0015%* *
2D  FRAGHENTS 25026429 40.23162 , .0.25532
Ing Group 0.0079%% 0.0204* » 0.0104* ‘
22 PRAGMENTS 2¢0- 24380 260-41025
o] Infinitive Group 0.0145% 0.0001%%
P ~ * ‘. .
27 * FRAGMENTS * 2g0-24380 .
“For Example/Por Instance 0.0145% ' .
Y ‘. -
26 FRAGHENTS 25019682, 2c0- 28321 2g0+41025 2¢0+23102
Coord {nate Structure 0.0496% 0.0043%% 0.0801%* 0.02(/)/7_*
2H  FRAGHENTS B 250:29312  ,,0.25510 ", 0.52432 o R
T PrédTcate with Subject 0./0031%* 0.0104* 0.00014%
Deleted
21 PRAGMENTS . 031232 10.20633 ’ ,0.34203 ' . .
Subject with Predicate 0.0016%* 0.394% 0.0005%#
Deleted . : . .
. y f ..
2J  PRAGMENTS 210-25114 ¢a0- 27339 . .
Mverb‘Hodifler . . 0.0117* 0.0059%% 5
* Siynificant at .05 level v . )
** Significant at .01 level % 3

O ‘ K . il‘.
EMC ¢ . . .
' .

v , 3 “ . - / .
» "



2K FRAGIENTS , u0.26016

Adjective Modif{ar - 0.0089%#

‘ZL FRAGMENTS : 2.}0.25].].4

Appropriate 0.0117*

3 EXCESSIVE.COORDINATIOH ZB0.20666

. 0.0391%

4A1 MODIPYING PROBLEMS u0.31894

b Ing-vord Misplaced 0.0012#4%

Hodifiers,

4A2 MHODIPYING PROBLEMS 400.37617

Relative Clause Misp aged 0.0001 %,
Modifiers .

D

4A3 MHODIFYING PROBLEMS ZD0.25532

- Other Misplaced Modifiers 0.0104%*

0 4B HODIFYING PROBLEMS 40+ 35593

L Dangling Modifier 0.00034*

4C HMODIFYING PROBLEMS 680°35593

Dangling Subordinate ~0.0003%%
Clause Hodifier

\d

N

4D HODIFYING PROBLEMS 420+ 37617
Rglative Clause Used 0.0001**
= Inuppropriately - - - e
4E MODIFYING PROBLEMS ZB0.2].5103
Two Hodifiers Same Slot 0.0314*
47 MODIFYING PROBLEMS
s Avwkward as a Result of
Incorrect Relative Pro- ~
noun Use
* Significant at ,05 level
* Significant at .01 lavel .
-
¢

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

0.23102

200.0207*

0.23162
ZI)0.02010*
0.25199

ZAp 0114%

0.31685

90.0013“

0.28025-

4Dy 00474

0.28025

4A35 00744

0.31318

z(:0.0()15““

4

TABLE 2

-

110 CORRELATION COEFPICIENTS (cont'd)
*

0.25510

205 0104%

210.20633
o 0.0394%

%

30

%
0.31232

215 001644

70.30790

0.0018#*

70.25065
0.0119*



1
- 4 3
f . =, .
. ‘ °
F] i;; -
‘ ‘ TABLE 2
. 110 CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS (cont'd)
h
4G MODIFYING PROBLEMS 25025146 0+ 52632
Subject Turned f{nto 0.0116* 0.0001%%
Modifier )
5 PARALLEL STRUCTURE 150+ 26526 95023672 .
DIFFICULTY 0.0076%% 0.0177*
* 4
6A COMMA SPLICE - lA0.27916
2 Main Clausgses Joined 0.0049%%
with Comaa .
68 *COMMA SPLICE ~ 2,0-27339 4g0-47608
Conjunctive Adverb Plus 0.0059% 0.0001 **
Copma ' .
o 6C COMMA SPLICE i .
w Then Plus Coszaa / .
7 COMJUNCTION DELETED WITH 140-32707 ;10.34203 20+ 25065 4a10-30790 N
. COMPOUND VERB 0.0009%% 0.0005%% X0.0119% 0.00184%
8 ILLOGICAL SUBJECTIVE ’
COMPLEMENT .
S AWKMARD AS A-RESULT OR - -ar 5631685~
PASSIVE 0.0013 %% ~
. = {
\ .
. \\*
\ 4 :
pa .
»
- » ”
* Significant at .05 level : .

%% Significant at .01 level ) .

ERIC .~ . . 1 -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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18

2B
2C
2p

2E

2J

“ s .

0.35459

RUH-ONS 0.34760
¢ 885 5003

2 Main Clauses Joined 0.0004*%

RUN-ONS o
Conljunctlve Adverb- .

FRAGHENTS
Adverb Claugs

FRAGMENTS ZD0.3071? 50+ 50935
Relative Clause 0.0019%% 0.0001%2

~

—
FRAGHENTS
Noun

*

FRAGHENTS v 250-30717
Ing Group - 0.0019*%

0.23470
2o 51884
FRAGHENTS

2L0.39337
Infinitive Group \

0.00014

0.50591
0.0001%%

@

4A3

FPRAGHENTS .
For Example/For Instance . -

PRAGMENTS . 0.34760

0.20732
Coordinate Strudture n 6B

0.0004%% 0.0385*

FRAGMERTS . .
Predicate with Subject
Deleted .

PRAGHENTS /‘% .
Subject with Predica
Deleted

PRAGMENTS .
Adverb Modifier s

* Signiftcant at .05 level’
%% Stgnificant at .01 lavel >

ERIC

»
A ruText provided by Eric

2L

) TABLE 3
111 CORRELATION COEPFPICIENTS

0.38526
0.0001*+ |



2%

2L

4A1

=f 4A2

4A3

S8-

48

4D

4E

4F

~

FRAGMENTS

280.5Q935
Adjective Modifier 0.00014*
FRAGHENTS 280'38526
Appropriate 0.0001;*
EXCESSIVE COORDINATION
HODIFYING PROBLEMS 50-23691
Ing-word Misplaced 0.0176*
Hodif iers
HODIFYING PROBLEMS
Relative Clause Misplaced
.Modifiers
MODIFYING PROBLEMS 0.50591

Other Misplaced Modifiers- 2EO.OOOI*"

.
HODIFYING PROBLEMS
Dangling Modifiler -

MODIFYING PROBLEMS " g0.4579%
Dangling Subordinate * “0.00014*
Clause Modifier

MODIFYING PROBLEMS
Relative Clause Used

Iqa%:ropuately

HODIFYING PROBLEMS 1A0.35459’
Two Modiffers Same Slot’ "0.0003%*
MODIFYING PROBLEMS 0,30519
Awkward as a Result of 0:0020%%
Incorrect Relative Pto-

noun Usge ’

* Significant at .05 level
% Significant ar .01 -level

'ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-
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TABLE 3
111 CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS (cont'd)

@

0.23470 0.45702 0.62018
D9 0188« 2Lg.goo1sx  “Folo0p1as

0.39337 0.45702 0.79847 .
28y goo1** 2K, 0001 “‘30 0001+

‘ '
{

.y 0.79847 ’
2Lo 0001%%
¢p0-22916 80.34‘631 .

0.0218% 0.000%%*
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: . TABLE 3
. 111 CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS (cont'd)

4G MODIFYING PROBLEMS
Subject Turned into

¥ Modiffer ‘ ) . . )
.5 PARALLEL STRUCTURE 4a0-23691 o,
DIFFICULTY g 0.0176%
6A COMMA SPLICE .
2 Main Clauses Joined .
N vith Coema .
6B COMMA 3PLICE 400:20732 4g0-22916 gc0- 27486
Conjunctive Adverb Plus . 0.0385% 0.0218% 0.0056%%
Comma - -
‘1 6C COMMA SRLICE ¢p0-27486 -
Then Plus Comma 0.0056%* . .
o 7 CONJUMCTION DELETED WITH ) -
AN COMPOUND VERB
8 ILLOCICAL SUBJECTIVE . 4g0-34631 4030519
COMPLEMENT 0.0004 % 0.0020%*
9 AWKWARD AS A RESULT OF 4c0-4579% .
PASSIVE R 0.0001%* . *
‘ - - Iad
& .
. ; i ' :
. - v
| ' )
-
d N . .
, . . n .

. .

Y gignificant’at .05 level
** Significant at .01 level
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2A

2B

2C

2D

L8

2E

2F

26

24 -

21

2J

* Signtficant at .05 level
*% Significant at .01 leve{

O
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RUN-ONS
2 Main Clauses Joined

RUH-ONS
Conjunctive Adverb

FRAGHENTS
Adverb Clause

PRAGHMENTS
Relative Clause

FPRAGMENTS
Noun

FRAGHENTS
Ing Group

FRAGHMENTS
Infinitive Group

FRAGHENTS

For Example/Por Instance

FRAGMENTS
Coordinate Structure

FPRAGMENTS
Predicate with Subject
Deleted *

FRAGMENTS
Subject with Predicate
Deleted .

PRAGHENTS
Adverb Modifier

n
i
H

2B

1A

4A1

0.53924
0.00014%

0.53938
0.000)**

0.77928
0.00Q1%*

90.48030

0.0001**

o

0. 54400
0.0001**

TABLE &
112 CORRELATION COEPFICIENTS



. TABLE 4
.- 112 CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS (cont'd)

e \

2K  PRAGMENTS . - :
Adjective Modifier

. 2L  PRAGMENTS ‘
. Appropriate

1

3 EXCESSIVE COORDINATION 0.46067

“F 0. 0001 44 L

4A1 MODIFYING PROBLEMS 2p0-77928 ¢a0- 51431 -
Ing-word Mlaplaced 0.0001**. 0.0001** >
Modifiers v 4

4A2 MODIFYING PROBLEMS .
Relative Clause Miasplaced '
Hodifiers - - M .

4A3 MODIFYING P‘ROBLW‘S . - B
’ Other Misplaced Modf{fiers B

8'5 * 4B MODIFYING PROBLEMS .
Dangling Modifier .

* T4C MODIFYING PROBLEMS )

\ Dangling Subordinate ~
Clause Hod fier .

1.00000 ' ¢

) .

4D MODIFYING PROBLEMS © e
Relative Clause Uged 0.0001**
Inappropriately

4E_ MODIFYING PROBLEMS . g0.64382
Two Hodifiers Saneﬁt 0.0001#4

~ .

4F “HODIFYING PROBLEMS 40.46067 i N
Awkward as a Result of 0.0001 ** R
Incorrect Relative Pro- P
noun Use ’ .

.
[ 7

* Significant at'.05 level
** Signtficant at .01 level -~ -
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4G \?FYING PROBLEMS
Subjegt Tutned {nto-

* Modiffer’

5 PARALLEL STRUCTURE
. DIFFICULTY

6A COMMA SPLICE
2 Main Clauses Joined
with Comma

6B COMMA SPLICE
Conjunctive Adverb Plus
Cqma

6C COMMA SPLICE \
Then Plus Comza

7 CONJUNCTION DELETED WITH
COMPOUND VERB

8 1LLOGICAL SUBJECTIVE
COMPLEMENT

9 AWKWARD AS A RESULT OF
PASSIVE <.

LY

* Significant at .05 level -

*%* Significant at .01 level

30 .27282
0.0060%*

.. 0.54400
2B) 000144

1.00000
4Dy 0001+

0.64382
4B 00014+
21048030

0.00014*

4A1

5

0.51431
0.0001%*

0.27282
0.0060**

TABLE 4
112 CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS (cont'd)
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Anova and Duncan Tables 1-43

for 0'Donnell-Gébhard Data
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE-~HEADED NOMINAL STRUCTURES -

NN (Adjunct)

-

 Means with the same letter are not sign

*

ificantly different.
/

* Significant ,.at .05 1evel
** Significant at .0l level

‘
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. . . A 6
- ANOVA TABLE 1
) .
Source DF  Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value. PR >F -
b Y ] > . ¢
Group 2 0.00934265 0.00467132 0.03 0.9728
: ‘ N . /(‘
Error., 205 34.73079142 0.16941849 by
Corrected Total 207 34.74013407 v
& .
4 . ; , -_
; , , DUNCAN TABLE 1
'S t ’
‘Grouping Mean ’ N Group
) A 0.202721 49 2
A . N -
A 4 0188917 ! 69 1
A
A 1 0.185929 90 0
L, i

B




1 . M .

M . ’ - . . v, , - - }
‘/_ " Y. _ DEPENDENT VARIABLE-~HEADED NOMINAL STRUCTURES
i ‘ / - . ) * y
, | NN (appositionm) ' - ' ~
~- :\ h ’ R
-
r : ‘ \ A
] ANOVA TABLE 2 +°
Y ‘ . 1 '
7 ) b i ) v ’ ) .. *
Source DF Sum of Squares  Mean' Square JF Value PRDF
. . )
Gro'pp 2 0.07605132 0.03802566 0.63 . 0,5349
Error . 205 12.42033456 .-0.0605870 .
. N . ‘I-
Corrected Total . 207 12.49638588
o ! ) .‘ Z ! - 4 !
- ’ . i l = .
\ 1
e
pUNCAN TABLE 2
)
., Grouping ' Mean " "° N Group
e
S A 0.088822 - 90 0
A . -~ ~ "y -
A ; v 0.061732 - 69 . 1
A M ) ’ y . '
A 0.041497 ' \ 49 - - T2
» -
- ’ %* .
Meang with the same letter are not significantly d.iffer')ent. o ,
) F Y /' - v
- i ’ “ *
’ - \ ,,, . - L
* Significant at ,05 level ‘ - . g
**% Significant at .0l level
91 .
K 100 ,
ERIC. o
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DEP NT VARIABLE--HMADED NOMINAL STRUCTURES -
N\ . . . I j A , ﬁ-
, y ' e N+adjective
) .
c oo \:ANOVA TABIE 3,
~ .
e ‘ . .
A <
L2 —TF ~ L4 v , . v
. Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Squpre F Value , PR > F
! 7 \, . . — ]
Group. . ' 2 2.08381158 1.04196579 .2.89 0.0581
~ . . y . . )
Error ©,205 " 74.01984993 0.36107244

Corrected Total .. 207 ’76.10366131

(220N i
.2 A '

i B

- 7 s -
/- / DUNCAN TABLE 3 =~ -
\ X N
Grouping . . Mean XN Group
+
. A +0.670408 : .49 2
H "A . -
B A 0.520173 69 ' 1’
. Br * , 1
B - . ) . 0.414789 o 90 ~ "0

-

* Significant at .05 level :
** Significant at .0l level

e " k01
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" DEPENDENT VARIABLE--HEADED NOMINAL STRUCTURES v
. . >
) i : N-*—possgssive -
. ¢ - !
- a .
¢ L) ]
» i N . —_
. / 2 1
- ’ s ANOVA TABLE 4 ,
]
' Source DF . Sum 6f Squa'res Mean Square F Value PR>F
~ N ‘. . . »
Group’ 2 0.2408002) 0.12040460 0.51 0.6015"
. Error ' ' 205 48.43475681 .0.23626711 8
Corrected Toal ' 207  48.67556202 ] Py
- & )
‘?. . ’ ~ » -
i\ M “-
. . .
. DUNCAX TABLE 4 N
; ! A ———
"Gro up in% Mean w N Group
. A 0.478375 69 1 .
. A . .
A 0.422109 49 2"
) A :
.. T A ‘ 0.400790. ) 90 0 ,
- X . R 4 , ‘ ]
Means with the same let:ser ate not significantly different,
~ . ’ . - ' /
Y > s
L4 = 3
~ ¢ & -ty
-~ '{;‘ . q\.*
” ’ ” ' \
* Significant,at .05 level ’
*% Significant at .0l level 3102 N
' N 9 .
‘ . - \

43
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE~~HEADED' NOMINAL STRUC(JTURES

" N+relative clause~

‘I Y .
§ .
) : : ‘ N '
. C ANOVA ABLE 5
Source - ° DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR DF
Group 2 0.28387654 0.14193827 1.03 0.3587°
Error " . 205 28.24232343 0.13776743
&
Corrected Total 207 28.52619998 ) © . N
’ A
) yoo .
4 7
! DUNCAN TABLE 5
N .
Grouping ’ Mean N ‘ Group
A 0.229980 69 - 1
- A ! N P . ° .
A 0.181323 Lo 90 - , 0o *.
F )
A & ' .
A 0.130952 ! . 49 ) 2.
. ot - ]
Means with the same letter are not,significantly different.
i ./ ;
v : » -
. s ) e
. . ‘o s
* Significant at .05 level o '
. %% Significant ‘at .0l level K ' .
, g ; A 94103 ( ) ,
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"DEPENDENT VARIABLE-~HEADED NOMINAL STRUCTURES

-
Iy
Ay

N+§ Relative Clause

. \
Y ' Ld ' 4 )
: ) ANOVA TABLE 6 ‘ C
. ) )
N ‘L . ’ P
Source . . DF Sum of Squares Mean Square A F Value PR > F
Group S, 2 0.29200846 0.14600423 2.67 0.0716
Error . 205 11.20907221 0.05467840

Cortected Total 207 11.50108067

A -

X
P 9
BUNCAN TABLE 6
AY ’
. 8
. Grouping - " Mean - N Group
. A 0.139744 ~ ° . " 90 0
. A - -
B A ‘ ©0.102721 49 .2 ,
8
B ./ 0.053278 69 1

Means with the"same letter are not significantly different.

* <

?

: * Significant at .05 level -~

*% Significant at .0l level ) 9—%04 : ,

| \‘1 . i t
ERIC , | _ .
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE--HEADED NOMINAL STRU&TURESv
N+prepositional Phrase o
& .
Ea r 1
0y f .
. - / ' o
' ~ - ANOVA TABLE 7 / . N
» : {,‘ 'l- =
o T . . X
*.  Source DF Sulm of Squares Mean Square F Value PR DF -
3 ,
ibup - 2 1.56986021 0.78493010 . °2.20 0.1138
2 [ ,
3y )
" Error . 205 73.26728465 © 0.35740139 )
Corrected Total 207 . 74.83714486 . B : C
4
L] b B /'
A} A kS
: . N
%
L4 9 5
J _ DUNCAN TABLE 7 .
" Y
Grouping _ . Mean N *  Group
A ' 0.611905 49° 2
A .
A *0.5791.00 Ny 99 1
A . . '
A , - 0.419105 90 ; 0 -
Means with the same letter are not significantly different. ?
P
y S ¢ W
! -
' ' . i
- * Significant at .05 level * 10
*% Significant at .01 level ' . 96 5 .
Q . ) 4 ‘
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE--HEADED NOMINAL STRUCTURES

o

- N+infinitive Phrase

T * E‘ . i‘
Means with the.same letter are not significantly different.

L

s

.

IToxt Provided by ERI

>
. ] /
* Significant at .05 level o
**% Significant at .01 level
Q
ERIC

}/
%
, 3
" ANOVA TABLE 8
Source - DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PRSF
Group - 2 *© 0.08676670 0.04338335 4 0.22 0.8037 .
- . ’ u . )
Error . 205 40.64847756 - 0:19828526 °
“ N t x A - ’
Corrected Total 207 4073524426
- . A
' A
: - - LY .
‘ &
DUNCAN TABLE 8 _
1
‘Grouping h ) Mean N Group
4 - 0.168627 69 1
A < ~ :
A ‘  0.133333 , 49 2
A N - 'Y
A 0.122343 90 0.

g




3 - -¢ .
;! - ‘ <
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' : R s )
" enmew - 'DEPENDENT VARTABLE--HEADED NOMINAL STRUCTURES , -
r ’ . ) " ’ v
N K— K ) N+p.a1rticipial Phrase . \
' / * I3 . 4 ’ .
- * * r
N ANOVA TABLE 9 ’ r ‘
¢ ‘ . ’ . . . ) a
Source DF. Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR> F - ',
* Group 2 0.62365158 0.31182579 2.23 0.1099 ‘
' ' - . : . -
Error 205 28.6348596'8 0.13968224 !
Corrected Total . 207  29.25851126 ) '
. ! & .
L3 » , ) ,
-4 . .
.x ' - N ¥
. DUNCAN TABLE 9. : J
_— \ |
Grouping . Mean N " Growp
/r A ~ 0.271674 " §9- o 1
A : , ‘
. A& 7 ' 0.261905 49 2
. A o ’ N .\
A° 0.157340 90 o .
Means with the game letter are not Qa.gnificantly’ different.
. o . .
. ¢ d
{ ; )
* Significaat at .05 level - 2 1 / N
*% Significant at .01 level 98 Q#7 .
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE--HEADED ‘NOMINAL STRUC)TURES ’
. - _ N+adverbial / .
: L '.H ’l .1 v ‘
H 7
) '
Ll - ) . - ,g .
F] o
N ANQVA TABLE 10 \
2 y - D2
Source ) DF ° 'Sumof Squares Mean Square F Value PRS F .
!', 2y
qg . . . s . A
Group 2 . 0.00361471 . « 0.,00180735 1.74 0.1785
Error 205+ 0.21322453 0.00104012 L
: Corrected Total , 207 ~  0.21683924 \
» - ¢ - < -
* - s ¢ “9\' ' '
» ‘ _ . - . _ Cal t
s . [N ! . . A . A * -
$ . . 7 J
. . DUNCAN TABLE 10
\ . b ! -
| T '
N Grog'p;:ng ' Mean 3 N Group ; v
- A " .0.009630 90 . 0
. A . . - .- .
. A > 0.002415 69 v 1 -
\/ * A , “ P . N . §
A 0.000000. 49 B 2
Q -
Means with the same 1e;cer are not significantly different. ]
.. \ »
. p
¥ . \‘ux .
\ i .
‘ k Significant at .Q5 level ) -
' %% Significant at .0l level ) 99 o . -
o o 108 ) .
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i ‘:_?’ A " e s ’
N
- "“
y - r
L. , 7 * .
L , ) [ o . ’ X
@ n N » ! . - ! ¢ 4
e * -DEPENDENT VAR{MBLE--NON-HEADED NOMINAL STRUCTURES, ..
~ . - : 7 . -« - /
. o . ' Noun Clause , N -
. 2 T '
r ‘. -
\ ‘ . . “ .
ANOVA TABLE ‘11
. . \ - ’ . l
- : . .
, .Source ’ DF Stm of Squares Mean Square -~ F Value - PR >F
. Group 2 0.17395330 . 0.08697665 _ 1.20 " - 0.3033
. - - r
Error . 205 14.85782982  0.07247722 -
Correct{e'd Total  .207 *  15.03178312 ’ "
) (‘ ’
~ . -
) Fﬁﬂ " l T ’ . . - -
S ' : ,
e - DUNCAN ‘TABLE 11 7 ' ;
> _ . . -
N
- Grouping | ) , Mean *© - NN * Group
. ‘ " S ‘ '
. . & .- 0.174084 - . 90 - 0 ‘
- a4 - : . - - . .
5. A * 0.161905 49 V2 '
: A S ) . , - R
A T 0.109207 © 69 p o1
Means with the same letter are not significantly dffferen;, .
‘ < ] .
v ., 5 7 ] , 'l N - 5
¢ ‘ - - k.-‘ X >
' 4
- s \-
n
vL ' ¢ ‘
b * Significant at .05 level ' ‘ . . g
S0 *5-Sigrniificant at .0l 'level : 3
DS . 100 109 . -,




1\\

/

/
* Significant at .05 level
** Signifitant at .01 level

,

i Q
k

l

. ' \‘ - ' i * |
v - r’/
DEPENDENT VARIABLE--NON~HEADED, NGMINAL ‘STRUCTURES
~ Preposftiqilal Phrage °
' - - -
o \ 4
ANOVA TABLE 12
Source , DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR »F
" Group 2 0.00007782 0.00003891  0.65 8.5214
Error ' 205 0.01220850 0.00005955
. Corrected Total 207 0.01228632 v
\
o~ . —
| DUNCAN TABLE 12
4
[
Grouping Mean N Group
A 0.001235 90 0
: A ~
A 0.000000 " 69 1
A .
A 0.000000 * 49 2
Means with. the same lettér are not significantly different.
/
4 o N A
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE-NON-HﬁADED NOMf%AL STRUCTURES

” Infinitive Phrage

. — '\ \“\,

Sl _ ANOVA TABLE 13* -

. Source | OF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PROF " p
Group o - 2 0.04765541 -  0.0238277L  0.90 0.4064
Error 205 5.40048785 0.0263438% . .
Corrected Total 207 *  5.44814326 K : ;
, . ) ‘ \
2 . »
»
DUNCAN TABLE 13
- & / ! LY
Grouping Mean . N Group
' A 0.077026 90 © 0
A .
A 0.069048 . 49 N
A
' A 0.042754 a 69
/ ‘ : : .
Means with the same letter are mot éignifi&;ntly different. '

* Significant at .05 level
b ** Significant at .0l level
102
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DEPENDENT VARTABLE--NON~-HEADED NOMINAL STRUCTURES

. o )
. - Infinitive with Subject )
» @ " . :. . ?
. ¢: v ./ . .
b4 IR ‘ "A,z ‘,
' L ANOVA(TABLE 14 )
e
’ .f;
' Source N DF .. Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR>F
. Group S 2+ © 0.00413544 0.00206772  0.12°  0.8849 .
2 ‘4, ° ) v 3
. Error . § 205 - %3.46378450 0.01689651

Corrected Total VZOZ; o 3.46791994 "

Pod x s L

f{l & N v . -

DUNCAN TABLE 14 - ‘ - -
3 4:;, 3 ,
.".  Grouping ; Mean N Group
g
" A ~  -0.038776 49 P 2
A "- - o - . .
- A 0.028831 90 ' 0
A X R . .
A v o 0.027685 : 69 .1

”

Means with the same Idtter are not significantly different.

< = 1)
. » e
AN . i -

* Significant at .05 level
** Significant at -:01 level

o s . e v 112
EM : RS .
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£ DEPENDENT VARIABLE--NON~HEADED NOMINAL STRUCTURES
) . Ge:rund Phrase .
\ . ; ’
s ” :
ANOVA TABLE 15
Sourf:e ) DF Sum oﬁ Squares Mean Square F Value PR >‘,,,F
7 4 1 ! K '
Group ' ~ 2 \ 0.02312Q72 : 0.01156036 0.12 0.8906
» P s
\E’rror - 205 20.44055134 0.09971001 '
! ’ ’
, Corrected Total 207 ° 20.46367206 -’
!
vy % - » S, -
TABLE 15 /.
v
>,
Grouping . Mea\x N Group -~
‘ \ K 7k . ]
’ , A . ~ 0.178487 - : 69 1. }
A . .
A 0.169048 49 .2
A * * - _/hﬁ -~ N -
A 0.154497 ° . 90 0
. p B —
\ ¢ . ~ e .
*  _Means witfl thé same letter are oot s:i:gnificalﬁly different.
. ’ - - »
- l 4
) n ~
T«
Vs -
* Significant at’ .05 level. ’ '
** Significant at .0l level . . \
; 13 e
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DEPENDENT VARTABLE--NON-HEADED-NOMINAL STRUCTURES

~ . Partial ,
) , . - ¢ .
¥ ‘Q *
! . ANOVA TABLE ,16
s
:; M * _’« .
Source DF , Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR>F
Gf,oup,‘ 2 0.00695272 0.00347€36  0.92 . 0.3990
. Error = ¢ 205 0.77207891 0.00376624
‘. < ) '
Corrected Total 7207 0.77903163 ,
E4
\;\ ,
: : '\
.‘ 3 '
v : . DUNCAN TABLE 16 I
) g d -
Grouping \ « ¢ Mean N Group
. "1 : 0.020408 49 2
A ) ) .
-4 0.011356 ' 90 0
A . ~ ‘ .
A ' 0:004831 ) 69 1
©  Means with the same letter are nbs significantly different.
! , Py
' LS :\ ' ¢
* Significant at .05 level ! .
** Significant at'.Ql level" 11
o . ' 105 ‘4\ ‘ )
. ERIC | SN \ . R
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) DEPENDENT VARIABLE--FUNCTION-NOMINAL STRUCTURES
- 1 « subject
)‘
Y . ' (
. v /**\\,//’“\infi\:ABLE 17 qgf
- Source Sum of Squ&‘te‘q Mean Squares F Value PRMF
Group . 2 0.1?488:}81 0.06744191 = 0.89 0.4119
s - .
. Error . 205 }5.51789518 . 0:07569705
Corrected Total 207  +15.65277899" ‘
. < ‘ S
N
. - )
AN
\, \
_ DUNCAN TABLE 17 . %P
v . ’
Grouping . Mean ‘ _ N . . Group
Al 0.225440 : 69 1
. A ; , . )
- A . 0.188641 90 9
A .
Cooa . -\ 0.157823 49 : 2
> 4 N \ - H -

-

g , '
Means with the same letter are not-S§ignifigantly‘different. ‘
b » h

V4
v .
’ '
5. * ¢ * ‘
. .

( 'i bl . e dl .
* Significant at .05 level , r
Y. *k '
‘ Significant at .01 level 106 115
A ' Y
]:KC \ ' A_. »
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE-~FUNCTION-NOMINAL STRUCTURES % .

5
4 b r

S . Object X
- { .
i * ! .\
. v / -. \\‘ ‘
. ° ANOVA TABLE 13 x
4
i Lad - N
\ Soufce -oF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR>F .
i . X R
- 1 . N .
. Group 2" 0.56583145 0.28291572  ° 3.41 0.0350%
"Error 205" 17.02241026 0.08303615
. 5 )
Corrected Total 207 17.58824171 .
\ : N ’
: - %
v .
A ) '
< -
] . /
o _ ( ‘ DUNCAN TABLE 18
. { ( '
.~ ¥ & )\ ) ¢
brouping . Mean . N Gi'oup
A 0.303401 | 49 2 ~.
-~ A . . . N /“[ . , .
B A ~ . 0256898 90 : 0
B L . ) .
B . ’ 0.164278 69 1
" ) ' / - . ¥ X F
- - . . $ -
. . : . : - 1
Means \.r:[t:h{ the same lettef are %ot significantly different. ) LI
¢ \ . ) T Y
l! .
) 3 . . —— . N , ?
14 P .
‘ -~
« \
¥
* Signific at .05 level . . .
** Signiffcdnt at .0l level . !
‘ | 107 1 \
. 16
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- - DEPENDENT VARI@bLB—-FUNCTIONJNOMINAL STRUCTURES
[ - - /
- ' ' Indirect Qbject
' . -
S5
ANOVA TABLE 19 | .
L )
Source ! _ DF  Sum of Squares . Mean Square  F Value PR F
N | | e
Gequp . 2 0.00140415 0.00070208 1.12 0.3297
< : s
Error 205", - 0.12902494 " 00.00062939
0] -
) hd - ) P
. Corrected Total 207 0.13042909
~ P \
»
. @ . : .
DUNCAN TABLE 19 T C
Grouping, “Mean ‘ ’ N ) Group
. A " 0.006803, - 49 : 2
S | -
A 0.001587 . 90 0
t , A Y ‘
A . 0.000000 69 1
- ' , - - e

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

? ]
. = .
)
. o ;
* Significant at .05 level - -
** Significant at .0l level v
O ‘ ‘, 108 117
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DEPENDENT VARIARLE—FUNCTION-NOMINAL STRUCTURES
. Y [

Subject Complement

of

/ - -
{ \
" a
uo, ANOVA_TABLE 20 .
Source = ¢ DF Sum of ‘Squares Mean Square F Value PR>F
Group \ © 2 %' 0.12877061 .  0.06438530 0.75 . 0.4727
Error 205 17.54898070 °  0.08560478
Corrected Total 207 . 17.67775131
. A
I . . ) / ‘
4 .
» ) ‘ DUNCAN TABLE_20
Grouping\\ ", « Mean, . . t N ‘ Group
| A N 0.242995 . 69 1l
- A 7 ' . .
A 0.194632 90 .0
A N A ¥
A 0.184014 . 49 2

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

[ ] ’ . ’
\ 1

* Significant at .05 level ST .

** Significant at .0l level ‘ . )
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE——@UNCTION-NO&INAL STRUCTURES . »
. : . . ' \ o
. ) Object Complemeng R . o
» .
1
. T /
) - ANOVA TABLE 21
*~ ’ ' ' N . N
Source DF Sum of §quares ‘Mean Square F Value PR D F
_ Group 2 0.00294891 0.00147446  0.54 0.5837 -
N g s T
Exror . 205 0.55997799 0.00273160
Corrected Total 207 *' 0.56292690 . /
C . ’ - N
. ) *
y DUNCAN TABLE 21 ‘
» 4 .
Grouping Mean N Group
. . -
, A 0.010519 90 0
< A 4
) A 0.010204 49 . 2
A ) . ‘ -
A 0.002415 69 - 1

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

* Significant at .05 lewel
- **% Significant at .01 level’

110




DEPEN QENT VARIABLE--I;'UN-CTION-'NOMINAL STRUCTURES

Apposition
. | ANOVA TABLE 22 ’
£
Source . DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR®» F
> £ - 1 N 7 o, -
Group 2, 0.1235476 - 0.00617738 0.89 0.4141
Error g 205. 1914558 0.50697632 N
{
Corrected Total 207 1.44250035
f
DUNCAN TABLE 22 ;
Grouping Mean <N Group
. ) )
A *  0.023085 69 C1
— A . . o~
> A 0.014386 T 49 2
- A .
A 0.005341 90 © 0

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

e
3

N \

* Significant at .05 level
_** Significant at ,0l level

e . i

v 111 1204
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE--FUNCTION-NOMINAL.STRUCTURES

% ’

;Adve rbial Noun

- ’ {
’ . ( 7 .
. - 3 .
’1 "
’ ¢ » 11
» ANOVA TABLE 23
' . hA , .
i . . t
=k P ' v
Source -, ) DF. Sum of Squares  Mean -Square F. Value PR> F.
Group g 2. 0.00083649 - 0.00041824 1.27 0.2842
R i . ’
Error 205 0.06773753 0.00033043
Corrected Total 207 0.06857402"
AN \
‘ -
'\é ’ -
DUNCAN TABLE 23 .
Grouping "Mean . N Group
A 0.004048 90 0
A. . . *Q '
A . 0.000000 69 a 1
A .
A ) \‘ '
0 000000),\ P 49 2
1 . ’ : L 4
Means with the same letter are not sigdificantly différent.

LI Sign«ificant’: at .05 level -
*% Significant at .0l level
1 . L112 12 ,
\‘ - 4
FRIC . | | 1 |

r
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DEPENDENT_VARIAﬁLE—-FUNCTIONfNOMINAL'STRUCTURES

Partial
- .
w . '} \‘
. ' {
v ‘ ) . -ANOVA TABLE 24
Source Qﬁ Sum* of éﬁuares Mean Square F Value PR »F .
Growp . 2 '$.02751169 0.01375584  0.15 - 0.8642 : .
,  Error ¢ 205 19.30910882 0.09419077

N »> t I3

Corrected Total 207 19.33662050
P
\ .
R DUNCAN TABLE 24
. - &M A g
. P
. Grouping -~ ' Meah N \ Group

AC B 0.196273 69 . 1 -

A +

A 0.191747 90 . 0

A ‘ .

A 0.167007 \ 49 2

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

v
. a - - .
. -
R
.

-
\v‘

* Significant at .05 level : ' P .
%% Significant at .0l level :

113
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4
’ LE—'—AD.VERBL@;\L STRUCTURES
'y . - . Adverbial Clause: Time
7
, o . Y
'y ) :
ANOVA TABLE 25 : -
’ ’ -
. Source ) « .- DF* . Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value * PR D F.
Group -. * 2 0.Q3371Q95 0,.01685548 0.70 0.4955,
Error 205 4.90406761 0.02392228
Corrected Total 207 4.93777857
B . s
= S
S \ o
“ & '
- /
"
& s .
. ' DUNCAN TABLE 25 .
- . % . - é b
P - e *
< — — '
- &‘3 Grouping - . Medn N - < Group
9 <
) A ™0.070298 e 90 - ; f 0
‘A - “ Y
T A ‘ ¢ 0.069082 YUo6g A 1
Y T ) ’
A- ) 0.039796 “49 2
‘ K , . LS . N .
- LY M . .
Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
- ,)
" LI Y r
¥ . % Significant’at .05 level ;
T "+ %% Signiffcant at .01 level < . ‘
. . L ) ¢ , ~ 114 1 ‘ ¢
N . 23 . s \ .
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE-~ADVERBIAL STRUCTURES . ° . ’
o, v P R
Adverbial Clause: Place ; l o
rd "—/
r ~ -~
g ANOVA TABIE 26
5 )
- : . ) . (
Source DF Sum of,Squé;es Mean Square F Value\ BPRYS F .
Group . 2r 0.00042226 0.00021113 1.015 . 0.3648
\ * ) . -
Error 205 0.04271588 0.00020837 . v
3y
3' »
Cofrected Total 207 © 0.04313814 ) ' '
/ L~
.
;\
- DUNCAN TABLE 26
Grouping Meén « ’
- ; M
A . 0.002876 90 0
b A . : t
A - ' 0.000000 69
- A/“ f -

, e A

0.000000 49 2

- 4 | / | : - 3 &
Means with the same letter are not significant® differené? 4 )
., . ’ I "

* Significant at .05 level ’ ‘
**% Significant at .01 level '

. , " 115
Q ’
-ERIC
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE-~-ADVERBIAL STRUCTURES ¢
. o Advg;bial Clause: Manner )
v, ’ ’ '
- ANOVA TABLE 27
<
L4
Source DF  .Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value ° PR DF
- Group 2 0.00098397 - 0.00049198 0.55 0.5806
Error 205 0.18500377 10.00090246 .
+  Corrected Total 207 0.18598774
o &2 - Y .
DUFCAN TABLE 27 .
_»—'//‘ *
' Gfbuping *  Mean N Group
A 0.008402 %0 0
A - . :
A 0.004762 49 2
A -
* _ A 0.003623 . 69 1’

° Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

-

»

A ruiToxt provided by ER

-~
* Significant at .05 level, )
** Significant at .0l level 16
: 1
- \‘1 ‘ » 1
ERIC: 25




IToxt Provided by ERI

- N , ' ' <
v ) . .
1 N 7’:_%'1’
N : .
-~ 5 - & ' J ~ ' a
v - ¢ *
~DEPENDENT LE-T-ADVERBIAL STRUCTURES '
- . ‘Adverbial Clause: Cause ,
ks ’ &
,\ - ’
)
- — .
t ( ANOVA TABLE 28
i /‘ ’ . o %‘ » , .
. . Source i «* .DF Sum of .Squares Mean Square F Value PROF
- . -\ . , . ’
Group ) 2 '0.01053384 0.00526692 0.45% 0.6400 2
Error Co 205 2.41367278 0.01177401
Corrected Total. 207 - 2.42420663 .
2 - - ’ - g > ' & .
P - A »
/,
* ,_. . . ‘- PO (\’
. L ﬁ 1
e DUNCAN TABLE 28 {
S e o
Grouping w - Mean . N o Group
, A 0.034997 90 ) 0
A S . i
A~ 0.031056 69 ‘1
A . ~ ) , .
A 0.017007 49 » 2
—~t ) . 4 )
Means 4ith the same letter are not significantly different.
' q .
. i
\ M R . "’t’:
. * Sipgnificant at .05 level o { -
TRk Significant at .0l level : ‘ '
A 117 ’ ‘
) O . 126 )
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE--ADVERBIAL STRUCTURES . :

Adverbial Clause: Condition

.. . ANOVA TABLE 29 ‘
Source ~ DF Sum of Squares Mean Square . F Value Pfﬁ> F oy
Group . ‘ ’ 2 - 0,02505445 0.01252722 1.04 0. 3556
_Error 205 — 2.47109524 0.01205412 ) '
L\ , .,
Corrected Total 207 249614969 * _ ‘ . A
! /
L . . . f
DUNCAN TABLE 29 .. S oa
- - ’ . ‘ h‘
~ , -
Grouping ' Mean N Group
. A 0.041553 %0 0
A = : .
A 0.837578 69 1
A . ’ .
A 0.014286 . 49 2
. . H -
Means with the same letter are not siénificantly different. * '
' -
. ' s i . -
I , ' . ‘ N “‘.
Aq i ) 3 Q'
* Significant at .05 level ) ¢ ) )
** Significant at .0f lever—" ”
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: ¥ ‘ ' -
B s S\
S |
LA - ' DEPENDENT VARIABLE--ADVERBIAL STRUCTURES , ‘

@

“« { Advgrbiai Clause: Comparison
) ) .

-» -

. v

. ‘ ' ‘ ANOVA TABLE 30

. . ’ \
v | e
Sourge ) ¢ DF . Sem of Squares Mean Squlaﬁg_a, F Value PR D>F \)
Group,. 2~ 0.00268960 0.00134480  0.73 0.4811
* + Error 205. 0.37539011 0.00183117
Corrected Jotal 207 0.37807971
-
e ) 4
‘ DUNCAN TABLE 30
~‘ '
- (’ V' al
Grouping . / Mean N : Group
{ ' = T : ,
A ‘ 0.013591 LA 90 0
A
/ﬁ A - © o 0.006803 ‘ 49 : ‘2
. A b4
A 0.006039 69 < .1
- ) M ’ . a
Means with the game letter ate not significantly diff§rent.
| - —
- ¥
i
[4 ° ’
s\ .
3 ’j . E
* Significant at ‘.05 level )
** §ignificant at .01 level s
T 119
L0 SN | 12
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. R ~, . . &
, "+ . DEPENDENT VARIABLE--ADVERBIAL STRUCTURES .
) Adverbial Clause: Reduced Cémpar._'ison
- . .
v . ¢ ’ i b ’ ’) ] P
. P S o
ANOVA TABLE 31 f
. L . . )
' ' ,
Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Value ' PR > F
Group . 2 - 0.19617230 0.09808615 1.49 0.2273
Error , 205 13.47385577 0.06572613
Corrected Total 207 13.67002808 .
Id ’ .
) S .
(\
r s PUNCAN TABLE 31 .
Grouping 4 Mean ) ’ % N. Group
‘ Y 0.163466 69 1
' A
A : 0.122077 90 0,
A ¢
A .  0.081293 49 2
Means with the same letter are nc;t significantly different‘. .

R t ! a

-0 L%
¥ Significant at .05 level v ig'
k% Gi icant at .01 level

- ERIC A 129
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE--ADVERBIAL STRUCTURES

- Adverbial Clause: Adjective bomp]thhgnt \

’

//\
. i )
. | ANOVA TABLE 32 °
Source\ ' DF " Sum of Squares Mean Square' F Valuee " PRMF
Group , 2 0.00811087 0.00405544 ° 0.07 0.9363
Error . 205 12.63460174 0.06163220 4
Corrected Total 207 12.64271261 .

¥

&
v

DUNCAN TABLE 32

- “ |

Grouping Mean ‘' N Group
- A 0.167991 - 69 1
A .
A 0.164379 , 90 0
A
A

0.15701 , 49 ¢ 2

Mpans with the same legter are not significantly different.

v
-

« * Significant at .05 level

**% Signiticant at .01 level 121

130
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE-~ADVERBIAL STRUCTURES '
]
: Adverbial C%ause: Contrast
¥ \‘
. \ '
> B
., ANbVi TABLE 33
‘ >
Source DF - Sup of Squares Méan Square F Valt.‘te " PR >F
Gzoup 2 0.00017351 0}00008675 0.08 0.9212
. : A
‘Error 205 0.21665441 0.00105685 .
hd ' g 4 3
Corrected Total 207 0.21682792 . .
} .\
) DUNCAN TABLE 33 - '
Grouping Mean * 9] N Group
A 0.008163 49 ~ 2
A L3
A 0.006273 90 0
. A
' A 0.005797 1
H
© oo

Means with the same letter are not signifiéantly different.

* éignificant at .05 level
*% Significant at .0l level

.
k)

v

rooo

. . 122
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' ~“DEPENDENT VARIABLE--ADVERBIAL STRUCTURES

. g
)entence Adyerbia]).: Absolute 3
Loy . t

A

“

<
©

!

-

S ANOVA TABLE 34

- » {
Source DF ' 7Sum of Squares Mean Square : F Value PR > F
Group . 2 . 0.00052383 . 0.00026191 1.23 0.2938
Error 205 0.04357874 ° 0.00021258
Corrected Total 207 0.04410256

L /
s . ; /
. ) a
' Y, DUNCAN TABLE 34

Grouping Mean N Group

A 0.004082 . 49 2
L 2 A - )

' LA 0.000741 90 ° 0

A ¥»

A ‘ 0.00,QOOO_ 69 . 1
Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

/ . :~ ) h
» - J
i .41 * 13
’ \

g
v R

= X Sié:xificant at .05 level . ‘£
. ** Significgnt at .0l.level,

S , ,
<. ,
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\
) *DEPENDENT VARTABLE--ADVERBIAL STRUCTURES
! Sentence Adverbial: . Interjected
ANOVA TABLE 35
Sodrce ' DF Sum of Squares Mean Square P Value PR>F
Group ° ’ 2 0.00252296 0.00126148 0.71 0.4905
N ¥
Error 205 0.36176402 0.00176470 ’
Corrected Total 207 0;428699 x -
DUNCAN TABLE 35
-
Grouping Mean N Group
3
sk
= WA A 0.010204 49 - 2
A .
A + 0.004831 ’ 69 1
A ’ ’
- A

.

0.001299 90

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.‘,

»

?’Significant at .05 ievé1'
*% Significant at .0l level

IToxt Provided by ERI
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+ DEPENDENT VARIABLE--ADVERBIAL STRUCTURES -

Sentence Adverbial: Adverbial Infinitivg

- - ANOVA TABLE 36

£

Source DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Va.lue_. PR >F
Group < 2 0.23937838° - 0.11968919 2.80 . 0.0633
’ 'Error . 205 8.77086513 0.04278471
Corrected Total 207 9.01024351 A G
- R . L \ .
A
t
Y
\DUNCAN TABLE 36
Grouping (’./ﬁ Mean , .N = Group
. A . 0.115017 90 N 0
’ B 10.046998 - 69 1
ﬁ B . - v
Lo - B* 0.045918 49 2
Mean‘s with the same letter are not éignificantly diffe/rent;. ~
. hY
B ’
7/ - * v [

* Significant Gt .05 level 13 4
*% Significant at .0l level

IToxt Provided by ERI P
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y
: DEPENDENT VARIABLE--LOOSE MODIFICATION
ST _Initial ’
“ .
ANOVA TABLE' 37
/ ‘s} N
: Source DF Sum of Squares Mean §quare F Value PR DF
Group 2 0,12741.239 0.06370820 0.89 0.4125
\
‘ Error 205 14.68437553 0.07163110
Corrected Total 207 14.81179193
r v
“ "
o N3
. T . DUNCAN TABLE 37 .
Grouping Mean Ne Group
A ‘ 0.221429 . " 49 N 2 -
.. A - . :
A . 0.190653 69 1
N . . . ;
A 0.159115 90 0
- Means with the same len/t;er are not significantly different:.,{‘ -
b} _ /
*¥Significant at .05 level © 135 o
** Significant at .0l level ’ . )
. . U . 126
. Q ’ o
| ERIC - : -
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- DEPENDENT V.

ABLE~-~LOOSE MODIFICATION

\) o |

IToxt Provided by ERI

11

*% Significant at .0l level

11 36

¥ »

1 ey,
Final - {:
4
‘ ANOVA TABLE 39 ~
X -~
Source DF \Sum of 'Squar;es Mean Square F Value PR F
A
Group / 2 0.20892557 0.10446279 1.05 0.3506
Error \ 205 20.32575497 0.09915002
. ™,
Corrected Total 207 20% 53468055 X
» "‘;?:
;,}-;:f
DUNCAN TABLE 39 ~
3 ) :
2 . )
" GPouping Mean N Group
/ {
A 0.261224 49 2
A \
A 0.247319 90 0
I ’
A 0.185904 . 69 1
Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
H
~ -
‘ -
*i 8ignificant at .05 level




A oo ) e -
B . - N o & % i
‘;\ l. 'V§&: L3 )
f' : . T4 ] ¢ .
v b P ‘ " +
© ~ it .
- - DEP - MOD I0N .
§ : Ve E ENPF‘T VARTABLE--LOOSE ‘ IFICAT .
', Non-standard Structure 0 h
Lo o, Yo - . =
. ANOVA TABLE 40 |
—:' R .
- .- ° 4
~Bource, DF Sum of S_quares/ Mean ;quare F Value PR F
- - " = -
. . o W
Group - 2 0.00484948 0.00242474 1.14 0.3233
. Error 205 0.43%2531 0.00213573 '
Cotrected Total 207  0.44267479 - i .
w3 - . ‘ : - -
k\.‘ . v . {
- ~ ) s
\ ) - .
' ' ' 4 .
DUNCAN TABLE 40 . .
‘ /7 _ — -—— ‘ ‘1 .
Grouping = Mean ‘s« N - Group
- . — — ; -3
g ~ . 0.012925 T I 2
0.006476 0
0.000000. , 6 1
. . @ .
Medns with the same 1étter‘§re°not signific y different. N
. = P 4 -
wr b4 r]:_.‘\ - -
. :ﬁl - ”
- ‘, p % i C e .
P ‘

? % Significant at .05 level
®% Si?gnificaﬁt: at .01 leVel

]

/

S
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v ’ A ‘ ’
. °/ . . . \
" DEPENDEN? VARIABLE--LOOSE MODIFICATION | .
Non-standard and Loose Modification N
. - ' , * = “
. . - T s - | .
R ‘, / , . PR , ‘ L%
v \ ' _ ANOVA TABLE 41 o
- ) }j \9 @'— }
Source Mg DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value ~ PRD>F )
" Group I A 0 0 99999.99 0.0000%%*
. ) . . co k)
Error ©205 - 0 ° 0 !
. Corrécted Total 207 . : 0 : . d
\ ! ) *
° ’ \J\ .

DUNCAN TABLE 41

14

I ‘ -
— ’
Grouping ) Meanp . N ’ . Group
®, . » .
A : 0.000000 90 - 0 \
B 0.000000 ° 69 - 1 -
c ‘ ' 0.000000 T 49 2

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

~
s

* Significant at .05 level °*

‘ #% Significafit at .0k level ' ‘ N
Steniglaat st 0% Leve 0 138 |
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE--LOOSE MODIFICATION

w - . —.Partial ‘///// . v/)/,.;;h—-\\\
v , . . ’

) * ANOVA TABLE 42
' "
Soqgce L DF Sum of Squares Mean Square F Value PR> F '
Group ~ 2 0.01454222 ' 0.00727111 0.08 0.9247
Error Z{Zz 205 19.02988862 -  0.09282872 R
.. ' . i
Corrected Total 207 19.04443084 .
. B ¢
.
Fs I/ .
DUNCAN TABLE 42

Grouping Mean : N 1 Group

A 0.189521 69 .1 ..

N . ) .

A //,f—1f1§3351-,$ 90 0 .

A s . . “

A 0.167007 ., 49 ' 2 )

¥ . - \ o “ ) -
v - ’ 5

Means with the same 1e55g;/§?é not significantly different. C

L]

¢ \ .. . '. | .

* Significant at ,05 level , , °
** Significant at .0l level

L]

IToxt Provided by ERI
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e ‘ - ) " "
. PR "' DEPENDENT VARTABLE--LOOSE MODIFICATION '
o ) - : oo 'I'ég Ques¢ion
‘ . N £ ) i » .
e ¢ ' oo )
. - L : - ‘ ' )
. ANOVA SASTE
: o .’ J ' y .
. Source, - '+ DF Sum of Squares  Mean Square F Value PRD> F .
Grodp . - 2" 6‘901945 " 0.00000973 - 0,65 0.5214
Error = ", 205 0.00305213 0.00001489 o
. v
Corrected Total 207 0.00307158 *
I - * %V-; ’
7 L T
" . DUNCAMTABLE 43 v
- b
L ] ' -
. ig &
P S B - . .
Grouping w0 \ . Mean ) . N . Group r
A ' “’é 0.000617 - : 90 0
A ' - .
- A 0.000000 (1 1
¢ A ) ‘ . T
A ~ 0.000000 - 49 2
Means with the same létter.; are not significantly different. Tk .
. - » . ' -
L A . i
f ;E = "
g M \\._u/» - ) » ’
»
. * Significant at .05 level . * : —
** Significant. at .01 level - . m\ '
RN oW 10
-0 Fl * . + ?




P

T-Unit ’ i
Patterns . N

-~

sV
Subject Verb

svo ‘
Subject Verb,Objecé ’

SVCn

2 -Subject Verb Complement -

. Noun
SvC -
a ’, ~.
Subject Verb Complement-
Adjective -

svVIo
Subject Verb Indirect Object

SVOC_ ) -

Subject Verb Object CompIement-
Noun

svoC
a

Subject ‘Verb Object Complement-
Adjective

Adv VS
Adverb Verb Subject

There VS .
There Verb Subject °

It VS
It Verb Subject »
Question . ,
Request, Command
Partial ’

? [y

Passive ¥

LA »

Column percentages indicate,

¢

mo.. ot 112
ggreguency Frequency Frequency
115 .26 22

. A -

177 , 68 50
85 - 3 . 18
82 35 9
15 2 2

3 1, 0

v
2 2 1
\
.

1 1 - 0
21 9 2
2 .

2 1 2¢f

Y 1 '

116 ° 36 1

11 5 \ 3

110
Column %

;5!35’
23.63

11.35
10.95

2.00

0.40
0.27

0.13
.2.80
3.20

0.27
. 2.27
15.49
1.47

111

Column %

10.97

28.69

_15.35

1

14.77

', 0.84

0.42
0.84

0.42
3.80

1.27

*

0.42
0.42
15.19
2.11

of those who are in 110, 111, 112, the % who used this pattern.

112/
Column %

'

16.42
37.31

13.43

0.00

1.49

0.00 -

8.2
©2.24 )

142
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R - APPENDIX J

Correlgtion Coefficient Tables 1-4

‘o for 0'Donnell-Gebhard Data




TABLE 1 - N
OVERALL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
(Appendix D)
19-27 with 1-18

-
0.21658 ~.0.25100 . 0.22961 0.22992 0.14861 0.16413
T19 To.0017%+  To.oo03rx  T4glooos*x - 7o gooakt 90 032784 T12) 0178%
0.16351 0.17206 0.14333 0.14362 0.26305 0.16752  ..0.17737
T20 Bo.o187*  ™o.0130x  ™%.0389%* Tl 03ass 220 oonsas TG 0156x  T185 01044
i
21 , )
- . n
. 0.21089 0.23818 0.34229 0.27640 0.22987 0.14407
T22 To.0022¢x  Tolo005#+ . T0lo001%x  Tol0001x 90,0008 44 19,0379+
0.34233 0.17673 0.25636
123 T1y. 00014* p T8y.0107%  T125 gog2%* : ,
' -
0.39177 /% 0.20621 ’ >
T24 %0.0001x+  T179 00284 p.
J ’ T .
0.18151 )
T25 TS 50574% . : ‘V///f’/
. , | L |
T26 ‘ / '
{ ’ X N
0.30778 0.17525 0.22389 . <
Tf7 ~ To.0001x*  T9.0113%  T15) go1oks )
. : , 44=51 with 28-41
0.23982 0.20017
T44 T28, 0005+ 7323 0037#%
0.35433
45 T390 ok : A o .

* Significant at .05 level

** Significant at .01 level .

ERIC | 144
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TABLE 1 (cont'd) . -

. ~ OVERALL CORRELATION COEFFICTENTS
’ . : ‘ " 44-51 with 28-41 - . . ' .
‘ 0.18149
T46 .,T340.Q087**
2 0.28453 ' , i
47 T30 0001%* ‘ ; ‘ ,
{ : -
T48
B ,
©T49 ¢ . | oo g
. . ’ 7 .
T50 ' 3
T51 . . )
p - 44-51 with 2,5,6,9
T44 -
. &
T45 .
T46 f’ ,
Fd
. 0.19646 L :
T47 T29. 00454+ ’ ’ v . '
T48 s
) . A
* Significant at .05 level
*% Significant at .01 level ) i

»« « - 145
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- fA:TABLE 1 (cont'd) .
OVERALL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

# " 44-51 with 2,5,6,9

, 0.14293 ' . ,

T49 ’ T60'0394*
T50 .0

f ¢
T51 '

S
-
/‘-o.
J .
. \
o
[} ’ k

¥ £ “f

"% Significant at .05 level
*% Significant at .0l level

—
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N TABLE 2
110 CORRELATION. COEFFICIENTS
(Appendix D)
19-27 with 1-18

4

! £l
¢ , .a

0.37099

. a0.23264 0.28950
T19 Do.0273»  T0.0003%% * ™8p.00s6xx .
0.23433 0229973 0134255 0.32415
T20 T70.0262% . ™00.0041%% ™20 g0074% 18y porgwx
T2l . _—
0.47136 0.41951 0.31144
T22 T0.00004+ T20.0001%%  T16g gzgs <Z?
0.74604 0.46480 0.39099 - 0.22pB2
T23 To.00014+  T0.00014% ™20 0001#» , ™40, 0404
T24, -
» ¢ 5 LY
0.31980 S ' g
T2, 500021 - ——
.
T26
o 0.30975 0.32386 .0.27006
127 Tl oozoms T8 golgas  TL50 100
7 44-51 with 28-41
- e
0.38818 0.21224 -
T4k T28g gooaxx  T330. 0446t
T45
, * Significant at .05 level
** Significant at ..01 level
! O ‘ 7 ' ]-4'7
ERIC ; o

Toxt Provided by ERI ‘/ B N
5




T46

. 0.58555
T47 T300.0001**
T48 nor
T49
0.31287
T50 T33;" ho2 74
T51 °
.
)
T44 /
T45
[
. s
0.22741
T46 T2q‘0311*
’T4'7 A
.
™ws . 7 -
\eni r

* Significant at .05 level

k% Significant at .0l level

IToxt Provided by ERI

/
TABLE 2 (cont'd) .~ =~
110 CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

44-51 with 28-41

44-51 with 2,5,6,9

- ""“_'\'




~ TABLE 2 (cont'd)
110 CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

_ . 44-51 with 2,5,6,9
- .
49 . . ’
- ! . *
) a
T50
V'
. ? d
T51 .
4
-
A 3

‘ )

A}

* §ignificant at .05 level
**% Significant at .0l level : . -

2




TABLE 3

111 CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS .
' .- ' . (Appendix D)

- : . 19-27 with 1-18

4

0.24651 0.35027
119 To.0a12+" 7000324+ .
' 0.33762  ..,0.51963 0.23739 .o
120 Tllggosess  T40.0001xx 600495
T21
0.42234  :,0.37659  _.0.53115 140.44657
T22 5,000  30.0014%*  T70.0001%*  T20.0001%#
0.39511
.23 T185 0008** N . '
0.46018  °
T24 T2, 0001+
~
T25 . . 2
- 0.31682
T26 . TI2) oro0Y
_ 0.51062 °
127 40, 0001 %+
N L
i
. : 44-51 with 28-41
: ) 0.36916 ~ ' )
\ ~ Th4 T32 " ho1 8%+ ‘ X
. " ,
0.59394 .+ _ .0.59191 .
T45 T39).0001%+  T41g.odo1x
* Significant at .05 level .
. - -
*kx Significant at .0l level 1:)()
Q
. ERIC - .
AraiiTox provided by ERiC v 4 . v -




~ o . : . TABLE 3 (coni:'d)
o 111 CORRELATION GOEFFICIENTS '/) :

- . - L % 44-51 with 28-41 s ™ e

& -

T50 - T .
' % . . -
L .
T51 \‘ X _ ‘ ' ‘
- Lo . ~ o :
3 ) “& %\ : . . " 44-51 with 2,5,6,9 ,
. b - . ' ‘ - , )
1 4 - — . :
T45 : .7 4
6 . - ' -
3 - ¢ .
.- A v
' T47 - ‘ * ¢ - ::.
\. + . { ! e >
‘ ) . i 1' 14
. T48 . o @ i
" ' . ‘ ]_51 . \/ / )
*. Significant at .05 level ) c T e ‘ .
. ¢ Significant at .01 level’ -~ > 7 .
< - s ' .




N\ P
™
T49 L :
~f50 ' ("y
151 ‘

* Significant at ,05 level |

*% Significant at .0l level

-

K

o, o
:’_
]
e -
. ? Y.
. e, '
' .
v
2
'i
0-;"\
? I'd
152 '
L 3
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TABLE,3 (cont'd)

111 GORRELATION COEFFICIENES

44-51 with' 2,5,6,9

-

-



0.44687 0
0.0013%% 0
0.55685
0.0001 **
0.84150 0
0.0001%* 14
0.30476 .0
0.0332% 9,

0.41930 .0
0.0027%% 139

T19 Tl
T20 i
T21
122 5
123 )
24 | T2
T25
urzt';\L
- 127 T4
T Tas
‘TAS 131

. * Significa
k% Significa

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

nt at .05 level
nt at ,0l1 level

.31207
.0290%

.36165
.0107*

.35187
.0132%

.31362
.0282%

112 CORRELATION CORFFICIENTS

T4

~T16

T15

EY

A -

TABLE 4

(Appendix D)
19-27 with 1-18

0.42408 - T70.30934
0.0024%%> ) 0.0208*
o/

0.35983 Tl70.64324
0.0111% 0.0001**
e
0.47562
0.0006%*

44-51 with 28-41
53

1




T46
T47
T48
T49
T50 .

51

T46

<
W

T47

a.T48 B *

0.43826 -
0,0016%* -
~

T34

¢

0245539 ..
T24. 0009%*
0.48131
T99.0005%#
0.81026

T2 . 0001+

-

¢* .

* Significant at .0571level
o** Significant at .01 level

IToxt Provided by ERI

- ERIC

3
s

TABLE 4 (cont'd)

112 CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS -

44-51 with 28-41

A}

-~

e
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X ¢ ‘ ‘TABLE 4 (cont'd)
' 112 CORRELATION COgFFICIENTS

44-51 with 2,5,6,9 .
T49 . ’
“T50 A ) ' ’
‘ n %
T51 - | .
. .
N
- ’ . s
i A
- - ’
. ‘ ] o > - z
V4
1Y 1 ’ ).
kY ! %
f
h - ] §

%

* Significang at .05 level
*% Significant at .01 level .
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