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A four-year study by the Bay Area Writing Project was
conducted to determine the writing competency of

inner-city secondary

school students on proficiency tests. To determine whether patterns
among secondary students reflected developmental frends, the study
also examined samples of ‘student writing from grades 4 through 12,
-for the years 1978, 1980 and 1981. .The study concluded that the’
essays at the four levels of writing competency contained four
"underlying speech events: (1) encoding, (2) conversations, (3) .

presentations,

and (4) expositions,

Based on the theory of Underly1ng

speech events, which provides a a9 of understanding the problems of
students who are attempting to mdve from one competency level to
"another, the study ‘suggested fluency, focus, and folm as three
primary problems for students as they move from _low to high
competency levels. (Writing samples are included in the body of the
report, and appendixes include an example.of coded copy of student
writing during a videotape session, rankings of anchar- or prototype
papets by national sample, examnples of coding sheets, samples of the
“anchor- or prototype papers, and a ten-page bibliography.) (HTH)
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. ABSTRACT  ~ : .. .

”Thc.Spocéh Lvents Undcrlyiné Wi tten Compositiont!
( ) By Miles Myers ‘ '

.

* 5

This four ycar study of writing in inntr-city schools, including
three years of data collection and one year of data analysis,
investigated the writing competency of secondary students in,
proficiency examinations. To determine whether pattemy among
secondary students reflected develdpmental trends, the study also
axamined samples of student* writing from grades 4 through 12. *The.
study concluded that the essays at four levels of ‘wriing competency
had four underlying speech events: (1) encoding, (2) conversatians,

(3) ‘presentations, and (4) expositions. The theory of wnderlying -

speech evengs “provides.a way for anderstanding the problems of
students who are atteppting to move from one competency level to
another. Three problems ‘scem primary as students move from low
tgy high competency levels: (1) fluency, (2) focus, and (3) ford.

’

U



*

. v
L]

CHAPTER 1t ‘What. ate Lhe Levels of Competency?

v

The central cencern o#‘the present study will be
to specify the levels of competency in school writing,
and this is part of the larger questijion of what perle
aré ‘doing when they learn to write. To answer this
question, previous writing research has used three cif-
ferent un§ts of mnalysis and three different.defini-
tions of competency-=linguisticy«cognitive, and commun=-
icative. In linguistic competency, the emphasis i< on
the internal struéture of various gramma;icé\ levels
(Chomsky, 1965) or the internal structure of texts
(Christensen, 1967). In schools, this definition often
becomes a question of whether a student can'write this
or that sentence or paragraph. In cognitive com-

.petency, on the other hand, the emphasis is on the men-
tal frames (Minsky, 1975), schemes (Piagety 1971) or
_ operators and executive schemes-(Pascual-Leone, 1978),
which enable the student to solve a prcblem or learn
language. In schools this definktion oftea becomres a
-question of what strategies to use fto learn a task.
'For example,. students are sometimes faught to examine
auestions at the.end of a chapter in order to develop
an apprppriate executive scheme or plan for re§Qing.'
,Finally, .in communicative or sociolinguistic com= )
- petency, the emphasis_is on the rples which speakers
‘and listeners "assume in a given situation (Garfirkle,
1967; Cicourel, 19733 Hymes, 197¢). ‘" In schoolsy this
dafinition of competency often takes the form of learn-
ing to write to difference audiences. ' ‘

.

’

In writing research, each oféfhese"three ways of

sdefining language competency tends to feature different
units of analysis: the written form, the procedures of .
the composing processy and the rhetorical relationships .

_in the writing episode. 'In studies of written forms,
the researcher examines the form of particular sen-
tences, paragraphs, or patterns of organization. U0Une
of the earliest of these studies sampled 10,000 cen>
tences from the writing of children and adults and
found that the number of complex sentences incre&ses
from fourth grade through collgge (Storz and 0’Shea, ™™
1924). In studies of the composing proces$s, onh the
other hand, the.researcher examines the procedures of
‘writers at work. When Graves (1979) reviewed the
number of studies which examined the writing process,
he found that only two studies Pseem to have invclved
the actual observation of the behaviors of writers
while they are in the process of writing” (p. 227). )
Those two were the studies of Emigq (19€¢9) .and Holstein
(19709, In the third areay the study cf rheterical
relationships, the researcher examines, amony otter
things, whetlier writers deomonstrate audience awereness
cr flexibility., 1In one such study, Shatz and GCelrar

..l“.(’ 4 ‘.'
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. (1973) found that youndg children could tune thei{'
' language output to suit different audiences,

\ Each of these definitions of competency describeg .
the, writing task with a different emphasi's, one
, emphasizing sentence and text form, another emphasizina
. processing strateqgies, and another -calling attention to
’ ’  the audience situation. The central hypothesis cf the
‘ present study is that students at different levels of .
competency in school writing may have problems in dif- § - .
ferent are=as of competency and that these Jevg,s'may ' ,
show developmental trends. The Muestion is what are
« . ‘thase different levels? The investigation of sueh o
questiqgn will irequire different kinds of data fron
-several different years. and grades,

This present study’s fiTst hypothesis is that some
students fail to a minimum level of writing competency
becaus'e these students have not automatized basic cog-" :
nitive and motor skilTs, causing fhese students to ' .
hreak their writing flow into units smaller than those
. found in the writing flow at other levels and tc allo-

' cate their limited time, to such matters as hanawr itina,
) - spelling, capitals, and so forth: - These units of
language, called “idea units" (Chafe, 19€0, Kroll, :
1977) or -¥information units® (Halliday, 1967), .are '
. .- * ' indicators of the flow of thought:

' dne of the .worthwhile questions that can be/
asked about language is how it -follows, and ‘
at.the same time infNiences a speaker ’s train

_ of thought, and how=--as jt moves forward,
. itself--it provides clues as to the nature cof
- the thought processes which 1ie hehind it
(Chafe. 1979' Pe 2)0 ¢ .

. Coding the lanquage units,or written product iSy
therefore, one way of studying the cognitive stratecies
of writers. Three other ways are immeciate observa-
tion.’self-report. and video-tepe cceding. Faft reasons
to ba discussed later, this present stucy will wse toth

" product coding and video-tape codinc to describe . '

differences in flow of thought at different levels of -

writing competency. .No other study using product ccd-

ing and video-tapes has examined the writina flow ‘of °

secondary students at different levels of writinc ctcm-

petency. Matsuhashi (1979) studjed four good hich

s school writers, and Piankc (1979) stuydTed two crcup? of

community colleae students, ghe group called remecial
and the other group called traditicnaly Matsuhashi
studied the -actual flow of the writing, tut Piankc did.

- not, . Pianko counted the numbe'r of pauses in a writing .

.- Lpisode, but did not have a"direct record of hew long w )

the pauses were, A .

L
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The second hypothesns guudtng fhis study is that
some ‘students fail to reach the district’s’ minimum
level of writing competency ‘because these students, . '
although they have learned many of the basic ccanitive
skills, have ‘not learned to use appropriaté communica-
tive or sociolinguistic strategies. _These Strategies
+ are interactional and prototypical. “The |nteract|on - e
quality of commuficative competence has been character~ o
ized as understanding the “superordunate‘messagem ‘ -
(Rateson, 1972, originally. published in 1955), the
a script ‘of. an event, _(Schank and Abelson, 1977), or “the
frane" of language interaction (Fillmore, 19 ). ATl !
of these terms refer to a set of structured social :
expectatlons which readers or writers use to organize
their comprehensuon or productlon of ‘1anguage.
Bateson (1972) has ‘arqued that the interactional’
f.,rame ‘or superordunate message determines how a duven
act ofscommunicaticon is .to be |nterpr9ted. In "play"™
for instance, the metamessage is “This is Play,* and,
as a result, a slap wil} not be interpreted as hostile.
His argument suggests that within an interacticnal \ _
frane the participants are communucating on two levels, B
the metamessage "This is play" and the message of the
particular act such as a slap. whic¢ch might mean some=
thing like ¥I gotcha."

Ross (1970). like Bateson. arques that the
superordunate message is a meta-sentence which hangs
over the discourse and whith establlsii
cal,relationships. 0One example is theé sentence "1
. sta{e (to yau)" which is’ the superordinate messace for
most declarative sentences. Ross’s apprcagh has.some -
similarities to the work of Austin (1962) and Sesrle -
(1969) who argue that a sentence or utterance has at -
least two cdimensdions, one its proposutuonal content,
y largely matters of truth and logicy and the other its
_illocutionary .forcey larqely matters of social rela-

tionships between participants An the Spcech acts . .
Lungunstucs has |ncreasungly turned to anthropolo- ' '
gists and sociolinguists for helpful descripticne qf \ )
the: interactional features governing speech events
AFillmore, 1976).  Halliday (1978), for example, #
"divides the speech event into tenor of discourse (rela- A

| . tionships among partilipants), field of discoursc,
’ (sub ject matter), and mode or channel of communication
(telephone, lecture, and so forth). Scciolinguists
yfﬂrown and Fraser identify three primary traits in a
4L speech event--participant relationships, purpose of
discourse, and setting (1979), and Hymes (1964) icenti-.
.’ fies aight, including partigipantses,sertting, channel,
topicy the mocde of speakinag, and thé{gﬂrre or- form of

. the messaqe. . : g
. v Ll '
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. rand (3) the settihg. These featur

For purposes$ of this study three features of °
speech, events wil be empRasized: (1) the relationship
of the partgicipants, (2) the purpogg of the discourse,
s have rather broad
cbnsiderations when they are appliec¢ to actual speech
events, but theijr focus must narrow when they are

Yapplied to nhe imagined speech event underlying a piece

oﬁpuriting. For this reasofd, different terms will teé&
uﬁ&d to describe the three features underlying sgeech
eyent in writing: (1) Ristancing, whether the partici-

nts -have a close or distant relationship; (2) pro-
cgssings whether the purpose of the disccurse is to
define, and organize reality or to approximate it; and
(3) mede}ings whether the text projects jtself as a
permanent and formal setting or medium for discourse or
as a transitory and informal settina or mecium.

‘These interactional features, although important
for describing language interaction, are not ‘the func-
tional form of a writer’s competence. In other wOrds y
language users are quided more by prototypes than by a
dist of features. +This paint has been arqued ty Bruner

-(1960) who says that functional frames must be first a

structured pattern and secomd a general outline,
without many specifjc details and features.
- . . . [ J
Perhaps the most basic thing that can be saig? '
about human memor W, after a century of inten-
sive research, is that unless detaijl is
placed within a structured pattern, it is
, rapidly forgotten (p. 264)....We remember a
formula...a caricature or picture that
preserves an essence--all of them techniques

"_ of condensation and representation (p. 2%).

\

Bruner has also argued that these struetwrec pat-
terns and general formulas are sometimes based on “"typ-
ical instances" from experjence. For instance, Prurer,
et. al.» found that subjects often use typical
instances of given colors to discririnate among colcrs
on a color ~heel (Bruner, et. @2les 19564 p. 64),
Rruner’s notion of"typical instance"\dg very similar to
Fleanar Rosch’s notion of prototypes, osch araues
that. peopléd categorize things in their world arcund
prototypes, not a detailed list of features. She
founds for instance, that the cateqoery birg ‘coheres
around the prototype rohinp and that some merbers cf the
cateqory, such as penguips are near the boundary, and
other members, such as chickep, are closer to the pro-

totype (Rosch, 1977).

" Rosch.’s approach %o cateqories of meaning is very
similar to Wittaenétein’s, Wittgenstein aroues that
words ‘1like galbe or gbain'go not have an absolutely

"
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uniform set of necessary and sufficient conditions or
features for testing whether somethlnq is or i% not a
gamg or -ghair, but that these terms have family resem=~
blahces in which no single feature or condition need
apply to all items which belong in the set (Wittgen-—
stein, 1953, pp. 66-67). In\summary, cognitive theory:
sugaests that writers often categorize things anc
events by using a general outline organized arﬁﬁnd typ-
|cal instances or prototypes and that within a category
a number of -events may. have family resemblances btut not
exactly the same features. These categories, crcanized
around protoypes, may be used as cognitive frames or
schemes to structure relationshaps amonag stimuli (Pal
mer, 1975} and-as 50cuol|ngu|st|c or interactional
frames ("This is the categdory play") .to structure. the
meaning of & speech evegt (Bateson. 1972). |

The next question, then, is what are the proto-
~types which® organize the cteqor ies of the speech events
+ underlying school writing? These protypucal speé€ch
events must cluster distancing» processings, and wodel-
ing in forms which are typical in human experience and
especnally typical of students trying to learn to write
« In schools. Furthermore, these forms mist draw basic

distinctions. The nature of these forms is part of the

taxonomic pro ject undertaken by Richards, ﬂallldayo
Benveniste, Hamburcer, 0O1sdn, and Chafe, amonag others.
lnozﬁgern studies of language taxorwbomies, IvA.
Richard’s identification of two primary language func-
tions has probatly been the most influential formula-
tion: & .

A statement can be used for the sake of the
reference, true or false, whieh it causes.
This is the scientific use of lancuage. EBut
it may also be used for the sake of the
effects in emotion and attitude oroduced ty

- the reference 'it occasionse this is the emc-
tive use of language (R:chards. 1924, p.
267). .

- These two functions are similar to the logical and
social functions |dent|f|ed by Halliday (1970) ang
Olson (1980) and also somewhat similar to the prcposed
categories of textual yform found in Benveniste and Ham=
burger . Benveniste (1966) proposes tw¢ fundamental
forns ¥ text, discourse» which signals a qupker-
addressee ralation in first- and secong- person prc-

_nouns, and histoires which does not signal rhetorical
relationships imn first- and second-person proncunse
Mamburger (1973)\also uses person as a basis for dis-
tunquushlnq betwa*n two - fundamental forms of text, the
third person novel, which is truly ficticnal, anc tte
first person novel, which is not truly fictional and is

’j‘r Y , : -
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grouped'with:the lyric poem. L B

Thezcontrasm between the, logical and thé social

~categories of texts is alsorevident in the distinction

that Olson (1977) makes between utterance and text.
Utterance refers typically to the lanquage found in .
oral”conversations,. and text refers to the essayist .
technique introduced to writing by Locke. - Between the
sixteenth and séventeenth -century even science was

- written.in a t0n§ersational stylé, with Ya complete.

absence of logicdl order® and the focus "more a ques~—
tion of .personal exchange than of taking an ob jective.
position" (Ellul, 1964, p. 41), Byt John, Locke. (1961},
introduced a diffgrent lanqugge of explicit, logicallyf
connected prose in Ap Essay ®oncerning Humap Under-
-standing. . ' b

. This distinction between the cqonversational 'and
the Togical is not a contrast of tHe oral and the writ-
ten. Chafe (1981) has observed that the differences
between typical oral language in conversaticns and typ-
ical written language in texts are very similar to the
difference®s between colloquial oral language and ritual
oral language in Seneca, an Iroquois language spcken in
Western Mew York State. .The distinction that Chafe

- makes between the colloquial and -the ritual is very

important - for understanding.-the problems: of stucdents™®
writing in schools. The speaker-audience relationshif

“in ritualy as Rloch (1974) .has indicated, differs from

that found in oral-languagé. In ritual, the spe cker
lor writer) is presehting the words of elders, not just
personal wviews, is acting as an objective presenter or
spokesperson, not as a subjective individual. This .
shift from the.subjective to the objective and from the
social to the logical is a critical protlem for stu-
dents learping to write in school and represents a
shift in tge speech event underly-inc their written
lTanguage. ’
. V]

- Lonversations, Presentations, and Fxpogitions -

;- , . ‘ ] .
Three protbtypes or speech event c%ﬁegbries will

be used in this study, cansistent with the /distincticns
suggested by Richards, Halliday, Benvenistk4 Hambur cer,

(01son,yl and Chafe: _ , [
¢ /

. ‘ - /

%
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. - Both conversations and presenteticng are typital

instances of langusge use and provicde a well-docunented
contrast of distancings progcessipng, and wocgline
- features, Ffurtherndre, the appropriate use of these.
_"‘_ two instances of .spcech, events appeers to be a critical
. hidher order skill in learning to write in schecoXs.,

The National Assessment, of Education Progress, after

studying the quality of essays written in the &ssess=

ments of 17269 and 1974, reported: N '

Poor writers are getting poorer, theny in

those skills that are specitic tc writtgn -

. © communications but seldom are. called for in
conversation; that are acquired laraety
*throuqgh broad reading and considerable- -
_rewriting: that re seldom tauaht and, when
taughty are most difficult to téeach, cspe~
eially to poof writers and prople who have
. ©,. little use for printed communlcatlon. (Writ-
\. ing Mgcbanlrs- 1969- 1974).,

L d

In other words, one problem for poor writers is
learnung to make the transition or shift from ccpyersa=
tional structurcs to presentational structures. 1This
ts not the same problem as making the transition or
shift from oral to written lanquage. A letter nay use
convers lonal structures,-but it s sgill writing, not
speaking. : The oradc-to=written problem was the fccus . of

. the furst "hypothesid\ some students fail to reach a -
Co minimum level of writing competendy because these stu-
' dents have not automatized the basic coding ?k'l_]]s

~
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- | required §n writThgs” But once the basic ¢oding prob-
. ~ lems seem largely solved, there still remains the prot- .
¢ lem of the appropriate use of speech event structures.
This prohlfm is-the focus of the second hypotheiws-
some “student's fail‘to reach a minimum level of writing .
competency because thase students do not make the tran-
. " sition or shift from the structures of conyersatjgnal
- _speech events to.the structures of presentational
'  speech events. e , RN

)
» .

The third hypothesis qguiding this study is that.

the difference hetween the -very best papers and the

’ papers just above minimum ¢competency is a difference in
linguistic .form, both at the sentence and text level,
JThe students who write the top papers, although ngin-
.taining many of the qualntnes of QLgsgn;aglgnal speech
events, have added a focus on linguistic form and
created a. different kind of underlyvng speech event,
exposition. The argument here is that ﬂ&QQSLILQnivU
like conversations and at:scntangns- are a distinctive
register, but, unlike conversations and preseptations,
QAQQSLLLQDS emphasize rntyal forme. .

S

~ In \nngunstnc theory, there is stnll some ccntro- . ‘.
versy abo#it whether descriptions of higher order
' lanauage skills should adopt Chomsky’s view that the
‘ meaning of a sentence is in the Sentence’s syntactic, e
forn or Chafe’s 'view that the meaning is often in large
part in the ampl1ed or. stated latnonships betwe en
speaker and listener. Ulson has\suagested that “The
differences between oral language\and written fext may
help ex®lain the current controver between the syn-
tactic approach represented by. Chomsky and the semantic
Japproach represented by.GChafe" (0lson, 1977:271).
~ 0lson suggests that Chafe’s approach is appr%prnate for
describing "ordinary conver$ational lancuage® anc that
Chomsky’s approach is a "model for the structure cf
autonomous written prose® (Olson, 1077:272).

[ v .
/ Dlson’s approach runficounter to the approach
taken byeChaim Perelman, whnle for NOlson the relation-
ship between a speaker and a listener disappears in
L’ expository essays,y for Perlean the audience simply
- gets bigger in formal essays. Perelman distincuishes
? between the audience of a single interlocutd® anc . tﬁe )
vuniversal audience" (Perelman, 19%2:20- 22) For
‘Perelman the one pergon audience tyrical in oral speech
and written letters and the universal audience typical
" of philosophical: and scientific discourse a?éxbnxh ima~-
gfnary structures in the rind.of the writer. Thi's is

| . . the view adopted. by a number of students of written
‘ composition (Gibson, 1950, pp. 265-¢69% Footh, 19¢1, p. . » . .
g 1388 Ing, 19755 ‘Chatmany NI75; Hird&eh, 19773 and tccoy ,
'_1979).~ : ' . '
“ -.8 - ] Iy .
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_ . : The hypothesis of . this study is that in expository -
" ~peech eventssy like any other exposition or -higchly con=-
ventionalized exhibit, the writer keeps the .aGdience at
a: far. distance, 1ike the relationship in presentations,
and at the same time draws attention to the ritual - | S
! structure of the medium or text as verbal construct. .
The writer is communicating not only some projection of , .
reality and a-distant relationship with the audijenge : ' ‘QE
ibut also an exhibit of the ordered patterns in the
textl The egxpositoin speech event, then, is much

closer to what Olson calls autonomous written prose *
than are presentations because ritual give the agpear-= _
.ance of .having an existence which is autonomous and -

t separate from the audience. Yet the ritual is a

display for an audiéhce, and 'the producer of the ritual

knows that ritual has a rhetorical relationship with - ’

and an impact onian audience. . Says Wayne Booth, ‘making , .

the same distinction in a different context, the. work. :
- communicates "itself" (Booth, 1977:85). The writer of

exposition is still structuring particular rhetorical

roles for the audience, the narrator, and even the '
~.writ'er. : . . i . _ \ ) : »

: A fourth kind of speech event is suggested ty two
. patterns of epncoding structures--a few markers ("You") ~
] . of interactions wicth a partner, suagesting a primitive
‘ forn of conversation, and frequent encoding problems as
N thg writer learns the lanquage. These patterns are .
similar to the babbling or pre-conversation speech N .
event in oral langauge. In summary,- there are fcur
_ | speech events with different roles and with different
N " forms in oral and written lanquaqg.

. ' ”~ . ' "
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The/1ast question to be investigated by this B
presentfstudy is whether the change frem léarnince cod- _
ing sk11s to usine conversational ond presentaticnsl
structures shows developmental trends. In other worcsy k\-
if coding dominates in.the writing of one group cf stu- 3
dents, as suggested by the first hypothesis, and if’ ' '
conpversational structures dominate -in another «rcupy as PR
suggested by the second hypothesiss then do the tfirce R
groups of studentsi- ceding, conversatienaly and e
presentational=- répresent developmental trends in C A
learning to write in schools. Bcdcause an expositery. .
analysis cannotl use a simple frequency count, .ghis )
structure will not be analyzed in the cevelopmental
data. . . ’ .

’

One issue ip developmental trends is whether trere
[ scems to be a continuing growth of skills even as new
_skills are being added. Applebee hes sucgested that
the child "relies on a skill which the thild has .
already developed (dialogue) to develop a new sklll’

) ' ' ’ . ¥ . ,0'
-_ h' ‘ : .. - !.0 - ) -
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- (narrative)" (1981:8). The child might not try a new
. - structure or learn one, in fact, without help of an old

: . structure - -

— st - | . o o

| The process is a very general.one in languace,
learning; gt provides 8§ scaffold (Bruner,
1978) or support thdt allows the child to
engage in a task that would otherwise be too
difficult while Tearning a general procedure
which makes the support unnecessary (Apple-

bee, 1981:8), )

The question in writing is whether conversational’
structur®s act as scaffolds in the developmept~of
presentational and expesitory structures. 1In otter
words, do ¢pnyersational structures continue er co they
Suddenly disappear? o . ’

N A second issue in developmental trends is whether
' the various combinations of writing skills show
declines, plateaus or sharp increases. A number of
developmental studies of writing have reported scme
plateaus and sharp increases in scores. For instance,
Loban (1976) reports that the plateaus in written
language “tend to occur -at grades 8, 9, 10, and 11, a
_ full yer after the comparable oral loss of velocity"™
. (p. B0)e Loban is reporting what generaltly happens in
. the three groups studied--low, middle, and higha PBRut
“—ghe typical or random group, as Loban observes, “often
moves ahead by-spurts and regressions" (p. 80). Lotan
- was compar ing growth in oral and written expression,
o This present study will examine developmental trends at
three levels of writing competency in grades seven
through twelve. : -

In summary, the fcllowing four hypotheses will be
investigated in this study:

L)

The Information Processing Hypothesis (the Cognitive
Problem): Students at the lowest levels cf writirg com-
petency in secondary schools orqganize their information
processing "time around encoding structures suck as mak-
ing the letters, spellina the words, and capitalizing
where' necessary. Students at.the middle and upper lev~ -
els of writing competency in secondary schools orqanize
their information processing gime around structures
encompassing such larger unitd of text as speech
events. Encoding structures serve some of the same
purposes for the writer as babbling does for a speaker.

. Ihe Speech Eyght Hypothesis (the Sociolinguistic Frct=
. lem): Students at the middle levels of writing con~
‘ petency organize their written texts arcund the struc-=

ture of a speech event which is typical in everycay

...}1.. 14
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‘oral 1anguage .(conyersational). Students at the upper’
levels of writing competency organize their written .
'\\) texts around the structure of a speech event which is

typical in school textbooks (preseptational).

IThe Exposition Hypothesis Tthe Linguistic Rroblem): The
students ‘at the hichest level of school competency in
writing put an emphasis on the internal structure of .
texts and sentences. ‘

’ The Developmental Hypothesis: Students-in different

ﬁ qrade levels in secondary schools show distinct shifts
in their writing scores, and i'n their use of particular
structures--beqginning with gaoding structures, moving to

“conversational structures from everyday oral lancuage,

and finally shifting to presentatiopnal structures from
school textbooks., '

To investigate these hypostheses, this study will
draw upon a number of techniques used in prévious
research. When Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer
(19%3) publishedvtheir review of research in written
composition almost twenty years agoy four of the five
studies they selected for review were experimental or
‘quasirexperimental studies of the instructional materi-.
als and techniques which could improve the students’
skills in composition. These studies assumed that the
primary goal of composition research was to determine ¢
the effectiveness of specific instructional techniques.
But Cooper and QOdell (1978), fifteen years later, chal-
lenged this assumption: "The fallacy of such gn assunp-
tion becomes apparent almgst any time we test the pre-
cepts. that have infermed most of the teaching of. compo-
sition in this century*Y (p. xi)s They suggested that
*a period of vigorous research on written discourse and
the composing process® must precede experiments with
instructional interventions (p. xi).

The first requirement for a descriptive stucy &t
writings such-as is proposed here, is a specification’
of the writing ccntext in which the conpetency scale is
to be anchored., Each of the previous research
approaches reviewed in this chapter--linguistic, cocni-
tive, and sociolinguistic~~has assumed some model of
writing competency and some method of measurino that
competency. In linguistic investigations, competency
is the written form attajined by professional writers or
by older students in school, such as the longer T unit
(Hunt, 1965), the communication unit (Loban, 197¢), the
cumulative sentence (Christensen, 1°67), or a pattern
of coordination and subordination in paragraphs
(Christensen, 1967; Nold and Davis, 19E0).

This view of wrjting competency assumes that tle

e X . Q ) - -
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adequacy of a sentence or paragraph is determined by '
whether the syntactic structuge of the sentence or the
organizatigqnal pattern of the paragraph has one of
several ideal forms, not by whether the form helps the -
writer solvd cognitive problems of memory or sdlve rhe-
torical problems of.writer-reader relati@ships. For
instance, in some Iniduistic approaches the final :
arbiter of what an ideal syntactic structure can ,be is 4
an-assumed and intuitively recognizable ideal speech
_comnunity: ' "o :

Linaguistic theory is concerned primarily with
an ideal 'speaker-listener (™ a completely
- homogeneous speech community, who know$ its \
language perfectiy and i% unaffected by such
grammatically irrelevant conditions as mewory . ‘}
limitations, distractions, shifts of atten-
tion and interest, and errors (random or
characteristic) in applying his knowledge of
the .language in actual performance (Chomsky,
. 1965' p.'3). \ _ L
In many linguistic studies of writing, the ideal writer
is assumed to get better as s/he gets older, thereby
attaining, for instance, what Mellon called mature syn-
tactic fluency (1969:19). For Mello#- the growth of
syntactic fluency Ycan only result from increased Use
of sentence embedding transformations" (1969:1f), and
thusy the assumption that competehcy-eqﬁals senténce
forn becomes in Mellon’s study the equation that “com-
petency equals frequency of sentence embedding
transformations,." '

Studies of the composing process shift the focus
from linguistic form to cognative strategies. In these
studies, conpetency is assumed to be a cognitive stra-
tegy used to solve a problem of memory retrieval or
overloaded processing.capacitiess However in many stu-
dies of the composing process, the final arbiter of
whether or not a cognitive progessing problem exists or
what the problem might be is somebody’s judgement of : '
whether a piece of\writing is dgood @or tad. The written oy
product becComes the Nndicator of cognitive dissonance. M '}A
For instance, Gordon Rohmany uced a schooltest tc ' \
determine Whether students allowed a prewriting stage J
wrote better than ctudents not-allowed to prewrite:

-

‘The evidence of our testing programs clearly.
shows .that writing produced under these cir~
cumstances isy firsty, good in itself. Our
essay% showed a statistiﬁally sigqnificant
superiority to essays produced in control
séctions (Pohman.kl‘?bﬁ’: 1123,

-
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' In another instance. Flowet, arquing for a stage
’ of prewriting in the writing process, what she calls
Writer-Based Prose, finds the ultimate measure of com+
petency to be what she caled Reader-Based Prose, and
the effectiveness of this Reader-Based Prose. is reas*
ured by an ideal instructor’s response to 'two pieces of
‘writing: o ‘v \ |

e

- \

/

| ~ To gauge the -Reader -Based effectiveness Qg

| . this report, skim quickly over Oraft 1 an .

- . imagine the response of the instructor of t@e

. _ caourse, who needed to answer these
‘ questnons....Next. try the same test on Draft
2 {Flower, 1979, 34) . N ,
) \.
‘Oraft 2, as it turns out, is more competent (and",
therefore Rejder-Based) because the imagined |nstructor
. gets the answgrs to the questions more easily frcom
! Draft 2 thandprdm Oraft 1. In Flower and Hayes, com-

/

petency, therfefore, is measured by an ideal reader; in
Rohman, a schooltest measured competency. These two
studies show that cognitive and linauistic approaches
have employed some external source as the measure of
competency.

The studies of Emig (1971) and Perl (1978) are two
other examples of how competency is defined in process-
ing  studies. Emig is d!scribing. among other things,
what processes students use in their school writina
assignments, and she reports that "Able stydent writers
voluntarily do little or no formal written preficuring"
(1971:92). In Emig’s study (1971: 29) the measure of \
what is able or competent is teacher judgments of the
eight subjects. In Perl’s study, the writing com-
.petency of the students is measured by placement eSssays
and the fact that the stucents were programmed into a
basic skills program. Perl s3ays that the students’
placement esssys exhibited the "writing deficiencies"
associated with unskilled writers, and as evidence of
the association, Perl points to Bossone and Weiner’s
(1975) review of the teachers’ report on remedial
teaching at the City University of New York (Perl,
1978:45).

In summary, .studies of writing have typically
turned. to somebody’s judgment as a basis for determin-
ing competency, and the level of competency has ttren

been usad tD> arque that a writing problem does or does
/ not exists The judgment of cowpetency has come from
testing programs (Rohman, 1965; Perl, 1978), imacined
- instructors (Flower, 1979), reports of teachers ({mig,
‘ 1971; Perl, 1978)w and the holistic scorine of papers
' s : by college qgraduate students (Pridwell, 198C). Mcst of
these studies usually appeal to the rhetorical
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situation as the final.arbiter)of levels of competency.

In other words, a well-formed sentence is one which the

listener or reader understands: YAs a starting point .

of our discussion here, we can recall that language

pernits the ‘transfer of information from the’mind of LW

the speaker to the mind of the hearer® (Chafe, 1970:

210). C - ' .

5 v . |

Rhetorical studies, searching for some definition -

of the writing context, have’ turned to sociclinquisticsi

for help. Britton (1975), for, example, torrowed the g e

notion of "communicative competence" from sociolinguist '

Dell Hymes, who arcued for the importance of uncer- :
|

standing speech events: ~ ,

We have then to account for the fact a normzl
child acquires knowledge of sentences, not

only as grahmmatical, but also as '
appropriate. ...He or she acquire; competence

as to when to speaks...with whom, where, when,

in what .manner. In! short a child becomes '
able to accomplish a mepertoire of speech

acts, to take part in speech events, and to i
evaluate their accompl}ishment by others SR
(Hymes, 1979:45%), ' -‘

For Britton, Hymes’ “communicative competence™ becomes
"a writer’s capadcity to adjust to his audience™ and
because the wr it is not face-to-face with the gud:i-
ence, the capaclfy to ad just is dependent on the detree
to which the writer ."can internalize the audience® .
(hritton, 1975:62). Britton’s study began as an effort ‘
to describe, &Smong other things, how students develop .
in their writing competence or, in other words, their _ v
ability to write to different audiences. What Britton
found was that school writing appeared to emphasize one"
audience, the teacher, and not to-encourage writing to g
different audiences. However, Britton did not consider

how the teachers evaluated the writing and whether the

LN
..

‘writing repres$ented the standards school authorities”

desired. The writing samples may have been only the

inappropriiate efforts of the studénts. PRritton, there=-

fore, unanswered the 'question of what good writing .s

or is not. He simply says audience variety shoul

occur in school writina. In each-area of research thus

far examined, the researcher claims to be describing

cood writers, remedial writers, writers who are trying

to do what is expected, or high scoring writers, but

the basis for the claim is not fully elaborated. .
Furthermore, because there is no way of knowing whether

the remedial writers or the good writers are like or

unlike remedial writers or good writers fqund in other

classess schools, or districts, the studies may te

using competency models which are not representative. ,

‘ o | | .
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The levels of competency in any study of writing,
therefore, should be anchored in_a specific social or
institutional task which can be judued valid and
representative by some means, or other and whighjcan
have a reliable scoring system. In the present,study,

"all’ the ways*of describing the writing task-=as cog- -

’

nitive problem, a sociolingquistic problemy, a lincquistic

problem, or. a developmental pattern--are anchored in‘ an
assigned institutional task or=-in the case of. the
videg-tape data--a comparable task. If the task
changes. then all dimensions of the description could
change.. The features of the assigned task and its
validity and reliabality are the subject of the next

chapter., .

CHAPTER II: Ihe Adsigned Iask® Lis Features, Belias
ility and Yalidity P

One reason for .the apparent abséﬁce of a represen-
tative competency model in many studies of written com=
position is the lack, until recently, of a reliatle and
valid method of writing assessment. The most reliable
methods have lacked validity, and every incriease in
validity Has decreased reliability. For insjtance,

“‘traditional tests of mechanics and vocﬂbulady can pro-
duce good reliability, but they do not appear to be

measur ing writing skills (Hdrris, 1962). Almost every-
one aqgrees that valid measures of writing must sample
writing performance,. Fuf\bermore. almost everyore .
agrees that methods now exist for a re]iable scor ing of
writing samples. . .

Although research on the scoring of writing sam=
ples has produced a reliable method of holistic assess-
ment (Diederichy 1974; Cooper, 1977) and a set of prac-
tical procedures which districts can use (Myers, 19P0),
the entire assessme process is still very costly.
However, since 1974 évery state in the country has
adopted or is seriously ccnsidering some form of .
minimum competency testing in writing (Cooper, 19&1)."
As a result districts throughout the country have shown
an increasing willingness to. invest funcds in the holis-
tic scoring of writing samples., '

But scoring papers alone, although & reliable
measure, is not a competency model. There is also the
necessity for validation procedures to decide whether
the writing task is a reflection of the school’s pri-
mary goals in writing and what point on the scoring
scale -constitutes minimum competency, decisions which
must involve school! boardsy parents, and the profes-
sional staff (Myers, 19R1), This process of valicating
both the writina task and the definiticn of minimum
competency in schools §s also cuite costly. Agair,




- . ' )

. L -however, th® mancdates for minimum competency testing
. throughout the country have produced the hecessary
funds for validation. In summary, the research on

) . writing.aspessmpnt and the passage of minimum com-
’ petency laws in California dand el dewhere have made it |
possible, maybe for the first time, to study writing
competency in a context representative of district-wide .
standards.

/// \\\¢ The present study will be based on an examinatibn
of differences among writing samples which the district °
has scored by district standards. This chapter will
examine the features of the assigned writing task, the

o methods dsed to ensure the reliability ot the comr-
, : petency scores, and the steps taken to establish the
validity of the task, the ranking of the anchors, and
the selection of the minimum competency score. .

}

A. Eeatures of the Assigped driting,Task

The present study is based on four assigned writ-
ing tasks aiven in 1977, 1978, .1980, and 1981. The
" 1977 and 1978 tasks were read and scored in one reading
7 in May 1978. The 1980 and 1981 tasks wgre read and
scored in two. separate readings. The five topics for
the three readings were ?s follows:

. f.* ) , . ’
. Y A Pre: Written in November 1977

Write about an object you are especially

attached to, sorething which -had deep per-

sonal meaning fcr you, something which has
\ become a part of your 1life,

B. Post: Written ‘in April or ﬁay 1978

. + - .

_ Write about a person you like, dislike, or
. admire, someone you have strcng feelinas
about. Perhaps you will want to descrire the $
person in detail and explain hkow you ceme to
know==or know ‘about--him or her. You nay
want to consider why you feel as you do
towards the person and how your attituce has
developed or chanqged. )
NOTE: In both the pre and post samples, ele-~
mentary teachers substituted “tell a story
about" for the word “"write." The 197791978
readings collected samples from crades 4
through 8. : - -

. . 19B0:Reading in March
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Av. Writing Sample A (Easay): Written in February

Your school counselor has asked you to-think
about a person who has had the most influence
on your life. Describe this influence, giv-
ing examples of how it may, have changed you.

By Writing Sanple’ B (Letter}//Hrutten ln Febru-
. roary - : .

L4
o I

Employment agencies, cén be very helpful in

finding a job if they know what j®b you want

and agg qualified for. Write a letter to the '
employment agency shown below and explain
what.job you would like what your qualifica-
tions are. , Explain the reasons you think you
should be hired and examples of your )
stfengths,y including references, if &nyy

. | |
THE ABC EMPLOYMENT AGENCY
204 EAST BROADWAY .
DAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94606.
1981 :Reading in March

A. . Writing Sample A (Essay) . ;

T

Your class has the funds and time to go on an

educational field trip. WKWrite an essay
explaining where you think the class stculd
ao and why.

1

Be MWriting Sample (Letter) )
Same as 1980.
Secondary students were given a class perioc

(fifty minutes) to read the topic ard write on it, and
elenentary studentsy who were testecd only in.the 1978

"reading, were given as much time as they needed. Ele-

mentary teachers in 1977-1978 reported that no student
took a full fifty minutes. Less than one percent of
all theé®studentd submitted blank sheets or failea to

submit 'a paper. The teachers generally reported that .,

the writing samples of the students appeared tc Ftave
the same qualitiers as writimg samples in which the stu-
dents were given all the class time they needed to do
writing assignments. ,

The students were told that -the writinc samfle
would be scored by a teacher-reader  and the_ score would
be used to determine whether or not the students had
attained minimum competency in school writing. A1l

\

&
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writing samples were to be returned to schools, and

parent nd students could make appointaents with'counr
seldrs o see the writing samples and the scores. The
writi task in 1980 and -3981 had been preceded ty sub-

stantial/publicity about necessity for students to *
attain minimum competency in school writing in order  to ,
graduate from high school. 1In general,. then, the pyr-
pose of the task was clear, the writing time seemed
adequate, and the topics did not seem té present any
problems of special know]quf..

1

. !

B. Ihe écliahilixx of the Scores

The competency scores used in this study are based
on holistic assessments of student writing in the
spring of 1978, 190, and 1981. Holistic assessrent of
student writing, a procedure for ranking papersy has
been much stwdied and refined over the past ten yearsSy
particularly in the work of the Education Testinc. Ser~-
Wice (ETS), which scores College Board essays, and the
National Assessment of Educational Progress, which sam-
ples student writing throughout the ccuntry. Charles
Cooper has commented on the reliability issue:

N : . < . S
Where there is commitment and time to do the
work required to achieve reliability of judc-
ment, holistic evaluation of writing remains
the most valid and direct means of rank=-e

- order ing students by writing abtility. Spend-
ing no more than two minutes on each paper,
,raters, guided by sqome of the holistic scor-
i ing guides 1 will describe here, can achieve
" a scoring reliability as high &s .90 for -
individual writers (Cooper, 1977:3),

In the readings for this study, a 1 to 6 scale was
used. 0One to 4 is used in many readings, but 1 to ¢
provides a wider range of competency markeérs. The top
score on the scale must always be an even number to
avoid the inclination of \some readers to compromise and
place pdpers in the middle. A 1 to 6 scale requires a
two-step decision process by the readers: (1) Is the
paper upper ‘or lower half, and (2) is the paper at the
bottom, micdle or top of the upper or lower half? The
points on the 1 to 6 scale are marked by example cr
prototype. papers, not d4 1ist of features or traits.

The reason for this prototype approacﬁ is twofold.
Firsty, Rosch’s work (Rosch, 197#% Rcsch and Mervis,
1976) hds shown that people first use frototypes to
hold a category together, not faeatures. Feature

‘analysis comes later. The second reascn for this g"
rapproach is that experienced teachers in a given ¢i

trict have often taught with each other for several
- 'v .
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~as.part of the ‘evaluation of a Title IV-C writine pro-

"1 bei

x | o
: \
) ; ' !
years ‘and have had numerous discussions on what™ ! S a

features in writing should recefive the highest pruquty
in teaching. As a result, a discussion of features
sometimes leads to the adop¥ion of traditional roles in '
a 1ong standing dispute. The paper Is ignored. Asking
readers to S|mpl...core papers first, without any dis-
cusdion, quickly establishes the presence in the group.
of a strong consensus. .Discussion can then follows
. t -
The fiﬁst assessment ‘in 1978 (May) was organized ." /

ject in the Mapletenh Public Schoolss Fourte of the .
twenty-one teachers used in the scoring of pdPers had
received training in holistic’assessment during & 1947 | )

summer program of the Bay Area Writing Project. Of the )

other seven teachers, three had participated prior to _)
P978 in at least .one holistic assessment of writing. '
The head reader for the réading was well trained, and

the overall organnzer of the project had served as head

reader for previous readings in Mapleton and {p-the

Mount Diablo Unified School District and had efved as

a reader for the College Board exams (1971) of the tdu-
cational Testing Service and for assessments in school ' xi
dlStrlCtS. ¥

The assessments of l9ég\apd 19f1 were funded by
the Mapleton_ Public Schools as part of the minimum com=-
petency program required b ate law., For each reaag-
ing, three-fourths of the 35 edueators who participated
in the_five-day'assessment had participated in at leas
one previous reading. The topics selected for each '
reading were topics which had bheen teﬂted in pilct stu-
dies. The essay topic in each reading had, in fact,.
teen earlier used in writing assessments in either the
Mount Diablo Unified School District or the Tamalpais
Unified High' School District or both. * |

Each reading .was preceded by one tc two c&ays ib
which potential anchor papers were selected. FEach of
the experienced anchor-readers was asked to find a sam=
ple rzprPsentatlve of each score on a six point scaley

g the bottom paper and 6 bellnc the top. Tre sam-
phes from each anchor-reader were then copied, and each
anchor -reader was asked to score each paper on tte 1 to
6 scale. Those papers which were given.-the same score
by all the anchor -readers were then selected as fectén=
tial! anchor paper or prototypes for a given sccre '
category. The anchor-readers discussed these parers,
often as many as thirty such papers in each score
category, to determine whether there was agreémert en
how a guven score cateagory might be described., Trait
analysisy in other words, followed prototype selection.
The descriptive traits were almost alvays global=«- '
developedy coherent, unclear, awkward=-and never put in

»
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writing for distribution. Traits were, however,
reiterated when disgussion was requested by a reader.
After discuss{ﬁ@ papers, the ancher-readers then

were given a range of unscored papers and asked to
score them using the anchor papers as the definition of,
a score category.—— The papers in this practice session
were scored three times, and all papers with any i
difference in the three scores were then discussecy
"These papgrs*revealed-that special anchors were needed l
to-def ine boundary cases. In other wdrds, for the-tird f
category a person heeds a pepguin to define the boun=-
dary cases. - These boundary cases are of various types:
" (1) papers in the three and four category, the only | .
area that presents some problems of deciding boundary - " .
casess (2)“papers which are long but are still in a
~ very low score category such as a 1 or 2; (3) papers v Y
- which are short but which are still in high sccre ‘ |
~ categories such as a 5 or 6; (4) paper illustrating ;
- bilingual problems in lower half scores; and (4) papers

in which the handwriting presented someg problems of o
reading but in which the quality was high (4, 5, or 6).
These additional anchors were then found, copies were
made, scor ing was practiced again, and the process con-
tinued until the anchor-readers felt they had a set of
anchors which clearly defined what a score category
WaSe

- »

e

On the first cay of the official reading, the reg=
ular readers, not the anchor-readers, were given copies
of a set of potential anchor papers and asked to score
the papers on a 1 to 6 scale without any discussion.
Then the readers were asked to show by raising their
hands how they scored particular papers. In-all three
readings there was at lest 80 pércent agreement.cn
categories 1, 2y 5 and 6 for.-all anchor papers except . ’ ¥
one, and only moderate agreement on categories 3 anc 4
on any of the anchor papers. The issue that had to be
decided in the 3/4 split was whether fluencycor fccus -
were to have the highest priority. In Mapleton, every
year (1978, 1979, 1980, 1981) the teachers have cecided
that long but unfocused papers are 3’s and focusedqbut
possibly short papersy are 4’s, Once this decisicn was
made, the readers used the appropriate prototypes to
score the middle c¢ategories with 77 percent of tte
teachers in 1981 (28-out cf 37) in agreement bn scores
for anchor papers in the score catecories 3 and 4. In
subsequent reanchoring daring the reading the agreement
was .86 arid higher. -

" After practicing scoring anchor papers and finding
the anchor papers which represented the strongest con-
sensus, the teachers discussed the qualities which dis-

‘tinguished one category from another. The discussion

§ o =21 - 224
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‘ . refined gLe understanding of the cateqgories that had
.~ been estahlished in the selection of the prototyfes.,
. In other:words, the group’s tacit agreements were made
explicits. These discussions were informal and not com-
b mitted to ‘3. check '1ist,,, The reading then began. Each - l
. paper was,)s"‘c.or&i, twiceMthe first score placed on the '
| baci» of the pa@¥r and the. sedond scote on the frent
(see Appendix,for example's of papers).. Each table of -
. readers had a table .Jeader who circulated papers so
. that papers after ‘havying been read at one table were
‘L '\ “then hahded to another table. -Circulation routes were
. assigned by the head reader, Furthermore, each table
. . leader read sample papers to detérmine that the indivi~
. dual readers at ‘the table were scoring. appropr.iately,
If an individual reader had a problem in'a catecory,.
+ then that reader was.given anchors for practice and the.
head reader 'wa!infoﬁhed.‘ : T & .
After;the/second‘reading. the,taﬁkéfleaders
checked to makle certain ‘that the two scores on a paper
did not differ by more than one. If the.,two scores
differed by more than oney then the papet ‘wds read -a
third time“by:a different reader, usually the tatle
leader, whoﬂgetided the second scare. 1In 411 of the
. readingsy, from 1978 to 1981, less .than 5 percent of the
_ R papers were read.a third time. Of the thirty ok more
readers, at /least’six were table leaders, and these six
. - table leaders re-read about 10 percent of the fparers
for a third time. ds part ‘of the chetking process ‘and :
checked a1l of the scores of all papers for discrepan- 3
cies of more than one in scoring. ,f an individual’ v
reader was consistently off the scale, that reader was
assigned to other work. 0One or two techers in each LY
reading were given such assignments.’ In the final o
scales the two scores from the two readings were addecd
together, providing a 2 to 12 performance scale. SR
Another test of the overall reliatility of the
scores is the distribution of papers on 0dd. and even
scores. If the readers are generally in agregnén; in
their scoring, then even numbers shculd have ‘a.hicher
prooortion of the scores. $In the readings of 1979 and ' ‘
1980, scores were distributed as follows on essays:
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Although the 1919 reading did not provide samp™. s for . ) o
this study, more than half of the readers in 179 were - ) . ’

- also readers in 1978, 1980, and 1981. Also, nr*ice the.

relationships between the 3 and the & in both r-acings.-

In 1979, 7 has almost as many papers as 6 and r-re than

¢y and in 1980, 7 has almost as many papers as *the B.

hThe middle scores continue to exhibit slnppage.

validity Pzgc:dutg: S .

Steps were taken to ‘establish the validity cf the
assigned task, the ranking of the anghors, and ‘he
selaction of the minimum competency score. The/vali-
dity of the assigned task was establishec by haying the
writing task approved by committees of parents ﬂ1979) |
and teachers (1978, }979, 1980, 1981) and by -pilcting - f =~
the topics w~ith students and teachers. In the/-iloting
procedure, students and teachers wrote on the ftrpicsy
and teachers reported the problems which develored. :
The piloting. of topics took place in other scho~1 dis~

trictseand in inservice programsS'of the Eay Are: Writ-:

ing Projecty Universilty of Calufornia. ‘BerkelYey ‘tach’
oroup approached the validity issue in a soméwr t dif-

adequately represent the writing goals whiclh the public
wants the schools to attain?" Teachers asked the same
question. Teachers and students todether ysked "Do

. ferent’ way. Parents asked, “Do these wrutizg 26ks.

these writing tasks provide an adequate cpgortunity to

demonstrafe writing skills’" In general, ajl pa'ties

H a L]
, . ) . ‘ . - X
. k4] . "
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approved ‘the. topics used.

L Next.fthe validity of the rankings was est tlished
by having two groups of fourteen techers. and or group
of twenty-two principals rank six unscored: anctk-rs,

. The two groups of tkachers were in complete agr-ement

on score categories 12, 2, 5, and 6, and, like *he
anchor readsrs and the reqular readers, split vn
categories 3 and 4. 71 percent agreed with the scoring
of the original readers. The incipals were in com-
plete agreement on categories 1 and 2, and majcrity
agreemeft on categories 3, 4, 5, and 6.
A - NS : -
fn a-third meeting_ to check how well the c~neral :
teacher population might agree on rankings, ancrher
group of fourteen district teachers was asked *~ rank

- the six anchor papers. This group, unlike the first

group of teachers, was' not selected to represert ‘ :
departments, andy therefore, was expected to br more
generally representative of the teacher. .population. In
addition, marked anchors were ranked ty.a sernnd

group of lgg,teachers Who were selected from s+ven

cities across the country: Phoenix (15), Los Arceles.

V¢ (18)y New York City (21), Denver (26), Chicago (15),

and Memphis (11). These teachers were selecter by -,
coordinators who were paid to distribute the an<hors
and a set of questionnaires to the teachers an¢ then to
collect the data and return it. The two groups cof
teachers, local and national, had the followinc charac-
teristics: _ ] e

______ — T S
AGE NAT’/L | LOCAL |, EXP. | "NAT’L | (LCCAL

I |

| LYes) I _(Nowd | _(Need l__t¥rse) 1 __(Ng.) | 1u9;1-+

I 0-25 | - 1 1. 0 1-5 | 9 | 2

I 26-35 | |

| 36-45 | |

| 46-55 | |
|

6-10 | 27
11-15 |~ 22
|

| |
| |
I 16-20 29 |
| I

| 20+ | 19
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| |

b1 (NOe) 1 _(Noe) | _TAUGHY ___1__(Nos)! _(Nos]]
! 8 | 2 | 0 | General ] 74 | 7
| 9 | 2¢ | 2 | Functional | 2 | 1 |
| 10 | 23 | 2 IIComoosition ! 21 | 2 |
| 41 | 2d | 1 |7 Remedial | .71 2 |
.12 | 15 | 4 | Other [ 2 ! 2 1
| 11-12 | 8 | 2 | | . |
| 9-12 | S | o | | | |
| Other | 8 | 3 | | * ' |
I (7-12) | | | ™~ | ‘ |
) R | ) ) S L . |
l-IQIAL__1,_lQb--l--;l&..l----t:f:_--,,l_-,lQQ 1--_1&--1
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Without being told anything about how the anchcrs
had been used or scored, the 10 achers. in thre
national sample completed scoring all six anch'rs
papers, the same anchors used in the district readin
in 1980 and used:-in the earlier meetings with district
teachersy principals, -and parents. 97 of the 10¢
teachers (91.5 percent) agreed with the distri-t
readers on the scoring of the bottom paper, 9¢t (90.¢6
percent) agqreed with the scoring of the anchor peéper
for category 2, 74 teachers (69.8 peércent) agr _ed on .
the scoring of the top paper, and 49 teachers Yae.2
percent) agreed on the sccrindg'of anchor 5, th« next to
the top. category. 26.4 percent of the teachers wanted
to place the 5 paper in the top categcry. 46 teachers
(42.5 percent) agreed on the scoring for anchrr 3, anc
34 (32.1 percent) agreed on the scorjing of an--or 4.
However, the scoring was, as usual gnly off t=rget Ly

one score category, 48 (45,3 perceng) civing “nchor 3 a

score of & and 47 teachers (44.3 percent) giving anchor
4 a score of,3. All fourteen of the local te chers
agreed with the district readers on the scorirg of
anchors 1, 2,y 5, and 6. three ofgthe fourtee~ teachers
reversing the storing for anchors 3 and 4. [(“ee Appen=-
dix C for chart of distribution.)

In summary then, the overwhelming majority cf
local. and national teachers aqreed with the reade?('
ranking of anchor papers’' for score categorie - 1, and
6, and the largest percentage of teachers:pu- anchor 5
in the 5 category. The split votes came on .-chers 3
and 4, which initially got split Mctes from “he reacders
themse lves. The national teachers were also askeg to
estimate how many of their students wrcte p.-ers tetter
than the top paper and worse than the totton paper.

The teachers estimated that on the average a out Z6
percent of the stucents (X = 2¢.%31) wrote p' pers
-better -than the top and only about 4 percent (X = ¢
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“.583) wrote papers worse' than the bottom. Because the
anchors were from ninth graders and the teachers taught
all grades from 7 to 12, one would expect many of the
students to write better than the tep paper in the

ninth grade sample, The scores, épen seem not only
reliable but also representative df how tedachers gen=-

erally rank the students in their classrooms.

The second problem iA*¥alidation is the decisicn
about what score|represents the disfrict’s minimum coal
for competency. ‘The minimum competency questicn was
answered by asking the secondary teachers who '
represented their schools to take the anchors tack to
the schools, have the English teachers in a department
meeting arrance the anchors in order, correct any
sequence in the crder if necessary, and then ask the
teachers to select which paper best represented minimum
passings translating the results into a8 _score on a
scale of 2 to 12% one in which the .original score of 1
to 6 was doubled. In other words, a 3 would have meant
that the teachers felt that minimum competency was a
paper which fell scmewhere between category 1 and 2
tecause a 3 op _the 2 to 12 point scale meant that one
reader gave the ‘paper a 1 and another reader gave the
paper a 2. The score selected for minimum competency
was then phoned to the district research department.,
Seven (7) ‘was the near unanimous choice for the mini$um

competency score. - ) - o

_...." R Ay ':.

The anchors, the writing tasks, and the selected )
minimum competency score were then taken to the dis- - .
trict pM™ficiepcy committee, a group of parents : \"
appointed by the local beoard of education. The profi-\
ciency committee reviewed the anchors, the§writing
tasksy and the minimum competency score an approved
all three. The chair reported these decisiens to tHe
local board which accepted the report. The local bcecard
had given the committee the charqe of recommencding
tasks and/or tests which would'represent the public’s
coals for public educati®n and for reviewing and
appfoving minimum competency decisions. The chair cf
the committee reported to the local board at regular
intérvals, In summary, steps were taken to ensure the|
reliability of the scores and the validity of both the"*
task and the decision about what score represents
minimum competéncy. These steps are of fundamental
importance because the study will be based on the fol- L
lowing claims about scores on the writing samples:

\

i School writing competency is reflectec in (=)
performance on selected writing tasks;

\:
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° 2. Group differences in scores reflect (=) group
‘ differences in writing competency;

3. The Selected wrﬂtinq tasks reflect (=) the )
: school goals for writing; . ~4"‘¥

4. The ‘minimum competency score reflects (=)
minimum attainment of the writing goals of
schools. ' '

.

Jhe data from the three readings (1978, 1980, and
1981) are the foundation of the present study. The
size..of the population each year, the method of sam--
pling, and score distributions in population and
the sample--all of these issues are thd subject of the.
next chapter. '

CHARIER ILI* Proceduces

. Each of the three hypotheses guiding the present
study required a djfferent set of data. (1) The infor-
mation processing hypothesis required ninth grade data
fronm the 1980 and 1981 proficiency readings in tte
school district and data from the video-taping of five
case &tudy students at different score fevels cn the

‘ district proficiency exam (described in detail telow);:

(2) the speech event hypothesis requirec ninth grade

data from the 1980 and 1981 proficiency exams; (2) the

. expository hypothesis required sample anchor papers -

fron the tcp score category (6); and (4) the develop-.
mental hypothesis required data from the 1978 reading,
including scores from the begining and en f the
1977-1978 school year and from grades 4 rough 12.
The method of deriving and validating the scores was

» described in the ptevious chapter. .. The sub ject cf this
chapter is the method of collecting, coding, and
analyzing the var isus sets of data.

Sameling from the Readings of 1218, 12£0, and 19£1:

In 1980, from a population of 3,819 essay§ and
letters from nifnth graders, a sample of 176 was crawn,
¢ essays on one side of the papaer and letters on 'he
other. side. 1In 1981, from a populgtion of 4,221
letters and essays, a sample of 178 essays and .17
letters was drawn. [n 1980, the samples of esse' s and
letters were from the same studentsy and in 19€1 the
samples of essays apd letters were from differen® stu- . " .
dents., The distritutian af the 1980 and 1981 pcrula-
tions and samples is shown in Appencdix 0. . Becau-e the
. readings were conducted, for the purpose of retur Ing
' information to the individual school sites, inciuding
papers and scores, the sampling procedures wert¢

AR 1)




. scorgs on thesé papers are on a 1-6 scal

»

conducted during the course of thevreaQing and varied
to fit the practical circumstances.

In the sampling for 1980, each talle leader was
asked at the end of the scoring to count through the
papers at his/her table -and pyll out every tenth paper,
elininating every paper with a total score of 7y, the
minimum paYsing score. These papers, approxtmately 300
of them, were then copied on both sides, one side hav=
ing the student’s favorite person €ssay and the other .
having a letter. From the 300 papers, every other
paper was pulled for a sample. Eighteen Bf these 150
papers were too light to read. Then every third paper
of the remaining 150 was pulled, making a total of 50.
One of these was blank, five were too light, and the= .

.remaining 44, all dark enough to read, were added tp

the other 132, making a 'tdtal sampTe of 176 essays
written by ninth arade students in Mapleton on a favor-
ite person. O(n the . reverse side of these 176 essays’
were 172 letters bw* the samd students. Four did not
write letters., - The 1980 letter topic was an appeal for
employment, ' ' "

The sample of 176 essays had 4?.10, rercent (74
papers) which were below the minimum competency score,
and the general -population of 3,B19 papers had 64.10
percent below minimum competency, showing that thke sam-
ple for 1980 had higher quality pﬁpers than those found
in the populatien. The pcpulation, of course, included
scobes of 7, not present in the sample. Because the
focus of the present study will be results at various .

- score levels, not the results of the overall sample, -

the difference will not distort the findings.

A second sample of parers was selected for stucy

‘from the 1991 reading. For logistical reasons, the

sampling khad to take place at that point in the reading
when every paper. had been read once. As a result, the
. Ihe ‘sSam-
pling ‘technique was different in 1981. Sach riting.
sample has a student ID number: Using the random

.number table and reading ‘single digit number® in a left

to right direction and then moving down to the next
arbitrary line, the investigator went from table to
table getting ten papers with the appropriate tecinning
digit until a total sample of 190 papers of the ess.~
had been drawn. The same procedure was usecd ‘to craw a
sample of 190 ‘letters. Both sets of samples were
copied. The essay topic for 1981 was a favoqite place
for a field trip, and the letter topic was the same as
in 1980. ‘ \

The 190 £sSSays had 19 papers which were tco licht
to read and two papers which had not been scorecs
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leaving 'a tofgl sample of 170. The 190 letters which
had been drawn had 26 papers, which were too light to
read and 11 which were unscored, leaving a total of
147. Twenty of the papers which 'were too light to read
were studied to determine whether these papers were of
a certain score level or type. The scores were about
equally distributed, 12 of the 20 papers appearing to
be below minimum competency, approximately the same
distribution as the 1981 sample, and the types seered
typical of the overall sample.

The overall passing scores increased to 40 percent
in the 1981 population, leaving 60 percent telcw com-~
petency for both letters and essays. The samples show
a similar distribution, 53.9 percent of the essays
below competepcy and 59 percent of the letters below:
competency. Unlike the 1980 sample, the 1981 sample
has some students who were not ninth graders, 27 among
- the letters and. 5 among: the essays, a1l of them in °
grades 10 through 12. -

: The papers in the 1978 reading were collected two
times, first a November collection (1977) of 2,690
papers from the beginning of the school year, all on a
single topuc. and second a May collection (197¢) of
2,271 papers from the end of the school year, all on

another topice.. The first topic focused on a faveorite .

ob ject and the seccend one focused on a favorite person.
" These papers did not have to be returned to the schcols
until the spring of 1979, and, therefore, random sam-
pling techpnques were used to draw a sample of 2C0
papers. Because these papers had been hand coded for
|dent|f|cat|on by teachers and/or students, 18 pafpers
were not properly coded for grade level or gre/post
designation. Because time was not limited, as in the
1980 and 1981 readings, all papers were copied, none
being discarded for being too light. The entire popu=~
lation of the papers, both pre and post, were read at a
single reading in May 1978 and followed the procedures
outlined in Chapter II with one exception. No schools
or parent committees reviewed the anchors and selected
a paper as representative of the minimum competency
point. The distributions in the popu]ation and the |
samples from the 1978 reading are shown in Appendix D.

Coding of Samples tLqm 1218, 1280, and 1981

The samples from 1978, 1980, and 1961 were ccded
for four séts of features--encoding features, conversa-
tional features, presentational features, and total
.words. The encoding features were misspelling, letter

problems, immediate shift from cursive to printinc, and

non-rhetorical fraoments. Misspellings include the
typical misspelling of words (Wing. and Baddeley, 19R0)

-




as ~ell as the garbles (McDonell and Osburn, 19E0)
which occur in early writing development. Graves
(1979) has identified three kinds of garbles: (1) first
inventions such as "botafll prnssas" for Ybeautiful
princess,” (2) words in transition such as “wuz" for
Ywass® and (3).stable inventions such as “Yneis" for
"nice." In the reliability checky coders. had some dif~-
~ficulty distinguishing between some garblés and typical
spelling problems (“Yrecieve" for "receive"). Therefore
~garbles and typical misspellings were grouped together.
The reliability for coding spelling problems was .913
in the test grou& of ten coders.

_ Letter problems included the c0py|ng of letters or
whole words over the original word so that there was a
double image; capitalizing incorrectly (Y] saw The

. man*] but pot the capitalization of whole words Musu-

ally a signal of strong feelings, not a sign of a. coding
problem ("] saw THE man®): and ysino small letters for
letters which should be capitali2ed (he lives in terke-
Tey*) but pot small letter j’s which signal humility in
some student papers (i saw the movie®). The reliabil-
ity for coding letter problems was .822 in the test
Qroup . .

The immediate shift from cursive to printing,
except in cases of the capitalization of whole words, a
feature which was not counted, proved to be rather )
rare. Studsnts tended either to print the whole essay
or to write in cursive. The shift was counted only in
words of four letters or more and oniy when at least
two of the letters but not more than half the word was
in the different script. The rater reliability was
«896 with the test group. The actual number of shifts
‘constituted less than 5 percent of the coding protlems
in a sample of 25 papers randomhu selected from the
1980 ‘and r1981 samples.

The coding of non-rhetorical fragments had 2 reli-
ability of.772 among the test coders. -The difficult ,
problem was distinguishing the rhetorical from the
non-rhetorical fragment, and the most difficult form to
code was the adverbial clause without any attached
nndependent clause. A separate count of 154 Samples
showed that the adverbial clause problem occurred in
only 12 papers, ten of which had one such problem and
two of which had two such problems. In the same sam-
pley 136 papers had no other type of fragment protlem,
- 15 had one problem, one had two, one had three, and one
had four.

In general, then, the coding fcr these types of
errors was reliabtle at the »77 level or tetter. The
ten coders were given 20 papers and. 90 minutes tc score

L
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the coding problems of the papers.  The papers selected
. were those with substantial coding problems of various
types. The coding categories were described to‘the
coders and when the coders asked for clarification,
clarification was given, although no specific protlems
in a paper were discussed., The relijability coefficient
shows how well the coders as a group agreed with the
investigator’s coding, which was calculated from the
same set of papers over a period of several:weeks.

In addition to the epcoding index, the writinQ{

samples for 1978, 1920, and 1921 were coded for -the
frequency of various words and phrases signaling some
dimension of two types of speech event:

Conversations

Close Distanclngz K

" your» 1 am writing about, my» mine, buc- yeur» 1 am

trying to remember, Ihis ¢ssay is about» 1 thipk,
1 ngli:z:. 1 suggesty,» 1 hope 1 tell (you).

Approximate Proceﬁéing:

and» plus, so» then» next» or» yets bhuts sort of»
kind of, Jjusl about, about (five), in a way»
mainly, mostly, pretty (much), almost,» like to
(ran bome)» maybe» probablys scopner or later
sometines, practically (crazy), anyway (he could),
a lot» sure (good)» right afpgr (the show),
always», all overs -est on adj€ctive (greatest), .
especially, very» pleptyr 3 ceal (wiooer)» ct
course» all the time» usually» evep (Ered did it).
only (one), like wow, and really (geod).

Transitory Modeling:

Ihe End (as conclusion), exclamatory marks,

arenthetical expressions. capltaltznng whole
words, such slang expressions as gopna, walkip’
(dropping g)» snauld of » whatcha geoin’s» hew'’s
about i%r and ain’t, such cliches as jl’s raipip’
cats and dogss and such conclusions as Gotta go»
. et yas Ihat’s all,. and that’s it.

Presentations

L]

Far Distancing:? . o

1» me,» oy ine» ours» your» and ygu in ghe subject

Any opening sentence stating topic without usnng
posit!on‘aid various uses .of Jte persofhwbCy opEo

@ person whoy and everybody as sut jects of

v




sentences. )
. Normative and Embedded Processing (Definitive)

Any use of embedders such as either/or, while,
until, If» even though, as sooh as» whos whems
that, where, therefore, however, first-second-

", third, a®so» In addition, in summary, not oply/but
alsge» in a sense» perhaps» seems to be frues could
be fact that, in'a manner of speaking, for the
most part, with the exception ofs in generals in
sssences indeed, without doubts the npint is that,
the evidence shows, as a general rules there are
ceasons whys genecallys, appositives (Bills my

friend, is here)y -ing modifiers (not as wverts),

and -gdzﬁoqifiers (not as verbs). -

Permanent Modeling:
Title at the top (not/counted in the letters),
number of paragraphsy and a generality as a con-

cluding sentence (Ihe good die young)-.

During the .counting of words and phrases, each cqger
had a list of all the items to be ccunted. (see Appendix
E for other words and phrases not.listed above). On
. ' the items above, the test coders had a reliability of
' «91 on the test papers. Two other items were counted\ -
»in the 1980 and 1961 samplest (1) the ‘O0ccurrence of a\\\\
(as in a mapn) or ap and {2) the reference of a noun,
not a pronouny in the sub ject or object position of a
main clause of a sentente to topics or a body of
knovledge beyond family, friends, acquaintances,
school, and immediate ‘experiences of the presumec
speaker. Therefore, family, friends, neighborss school
acquaintances, and TV personalities were not counted.
But President Carter, other government figures, movie
characters (not a reqular TV series), book characters,
and international figures in the newspapers or on TV
were counted. These two features were:added to Far ,
Distancing under Presentations. The first feature had
high coder reliability, .90 or higher. Holever, .the
second feature had a reliability of only .68, &nd when
this featurs was added to the total 1list of features,
the total reliabilitx'for the ten test coders dropped
from .91 to .82.

" " The features g and ap were not counted in the 1978
sample because some of the writers in arades four
through eight seemed not to have mastered the cistinc-

: tion between 3 and an as signals of new information and
" the as signal of old information. The reference to
) topics outside the writer’s experience was also dropped
as a feqégre because the issue of the writer’s

) , - 32 - r' - :
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experience became very problematic for'the.%éfy young _ '

writers, grades four through six. With thes& two
features dropped, the coding for the 1978 sample had a

reliability of .83. The drop in reliability for 1978
papers may have been due to the fact that the 1978 test ’

papers, like the sample itself, had handwriting by .
younger writers, and this haddwriting sometimes
appeared to be more difficult to read than the usual

'sample from secondary students. ‘ , . —n

. Four pilot studies were conducted to determine
which words and features were being reliably coded and
were distinguishing between various score levels and
modes of writing. Markers which were abandoned for
reasons of either reliabilityfor sianificance were

questions, time statements (yesterday, during the past

year),» a one-to-four scaling of subject distance, the
genaeral present (He  rypns),» a the immeciate present
(He ‘is cupning)es The foun lTot stud%es contrasted the
writteh and oral versions of the samelspeeches, writing
samples at different score levels, journals, textbooks
and social notes in a tenth grade class,. journals and
essays, and the story styles of five pre-schoolers.
The results of one pilot study are shown in the Appen-
dixe From these four pilot studies and other research - |
studies (Loban, 1976; Kroll, 19773 Chafe, in press) '
came many of the words and features which were coung:d.

In summary, the present study, as an approach to
higher order skills in writing, will investigate the

~presence of conversational and presentatigpal, speech
+ events in school writing at various levels of/com-

pet°ncy. But first two criticisms cf style typolcgies
in general must be consndered.
A typology is a classification and a typoloay .
of styles is an arrangement of styles into
categories such as periods of time (Fliza~
bethan, Restoration, Victorian, or modern),
Ciceroniany or of impressiony such as ornate,
formal learnedy simple, plain, and casual.
Such c&zssificationsare based on the belief
that groups of writers have styles that are
alike and that any single member of such a
group is typical of it. 1 am convinced that
this belief, whictkr has a certain antiquity in
literary history, is false and unnecessary.

It cannot contribute anythingo to our under- - §
standing. of lnterary style. (Millic, 1967,
pe 66).

Millic’ twd?ériticisms of style typologies-~that

members of a category must have exactly the sane

features of the \category and that any single memter

-
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must by typical of the category--assumes a classical

’ _ logician’s approach to defining words and establishing

: typologies. For the classical logician, a word has

N - meaning if it is used in a sentence, and one can .
™ specify the necessary and/or sufficient conditions (or
iM@i ) _tests) which will establ ish’ that the sentence is true

- ' or false. 0One does not have to be able to carry out
the test, only state it. For instance, the sentence
*Baron Munchausen pulled himself out of the water by
lifting himself by the hair® has meaning only if we can

\ identify the specific features which the world must
have for the sentence to be true (Allwood, 1977, p. 4).

Another approach to defining words and estabkishf
ing typologies, used by ordinary language philosophers,
is to search for family resemblances instead of the
definitive 1ist of features. Wittgenstein, for .
instance, argues that words like game or chair dc not <.
have a uniform set of necessary .and sufficient condi-
tions or features for testing wiether something is or
is not a game or chair. These terms, says Wittgen~
stein, have family resemblances in which no sinagle
trait or condition need apply to all items which belong
in the set (Wittgenstein, 1953, pp. 66=-67). Thus
Millic’s insistence on a single set of features apply-
ing to.all members of a typology is not a necessary
. condition for establishing t’ypologiest

Furthermore, Millic’s insistence that “any single

, member of such a group is typical of itY is incon-

* ) " sistent with what recent psychological research says’
about how human beings make typologies. Eleanor kosch
(1977) 4, as noted earlier, proposes that the fundamental
conceptualization of the world is in terms cf discrete

- prototypes. These prototwpes are ‘the basic members of
a category, and not all members of the category are
equally representative. Rosch had people compose sen- o
tences with the word bird in them; then she replaced .
the word bhird with names 1like eagle, penguin, chickeép B
and cebins and finally she asked people to rate how
sensible the resulting sentences were. Pecple rated
sentences with chicken and anguin 2s odd ahd sentences
with robin as sensible. Robin is the prototype, the
more typical instance of the category tird.

The evidence that typoloqles are held together by
prototypes which capture the central tendencies of the
typology comes from a variety of sources. ‘As noted
earliery, Bruner<t al, in a study of thinking, dis~- ¢
cussed the importance of a “"typical instance" for sub-

jects attempting to set a color wheel to a given colot N
. (1656, p. 64)¢ In another study, Berlin and Kay (1969) Py
have shown- that in colof namina, one must distincuish

betveen focal and non-focal colors, \{Z;fhe color
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continuum, focal colers are those points which speakers
of diverseé lanquages agree represent the best examples

of "basic color categories,"

Contrary to Millic’s views} a typolcgy can have a3

fuzzy boundary.and still cohere around a prototyfe or

typical instance of the category. 1Two essentfial points
have been made, The firsk essential point is that the
criterial features, whatever they are, must be present
to some dearee but after a certdin point relative fre-

quency is not that important in categorization. A
feather or two may classify an-object as a birde An
incrgase in the number of salient features may nct be
that important for a1l practical purposes. The
saliency ‘of .some important features appears not to te

based on frequency of occurrence (Rstes and MacWhinnev,
in press; Mackhinrey, 19803 Tversky, 1977).

.

The same is true in speech events. A "you"‘in ore
or two places can establish the existence of a cenver -
sational spsech event without havine to keep refpeatine

)

the marker of direct address Ihroughout, ‘Because tot~l

feature concentration is more important than numter of

features relative to 'the number of total words, words

-and linguistic units marking speech events are totale~

and not divided by the number of words. The followin-
distribution shows how differences in the markinc of
speech events are lost when markers are divided t-y
total words:

| Oivided by | Not Divided by

" I_Scare_Levell .. _Conversatlonal Eeatuces. - 1. 2- Ecese~tatlonal Eeatuces. |
Divided by | Not Divided byl

1
1
———————————— l-_..-,.__-.._a.._.. e - - o ah - o - - — - - - - - B e - — - ——— -~

: ............ i_-IQxal_uotdsl*--lgialbuqtd:-_i_flotal-uncda{__-Iqtal_HQLda--l
[N 25 M D ST SN N PO T E MO T U7 S DR % £ 1 2 |
l 5-6 ] 1590 ) 17.2109 i « 090 ] . 9,6190 |
| e M. NN SR
b __ =9 __1l_____ 1299 1 __ 25,2593 . __1_____ 2005 .l ____13.3%1___{
| 11-12 } +1196 | 23,1373 i J11¢ | 23.0000 - |
| | |

The second essential point is that categories of
speech events are organized around typical .instances.,
The typical instances proposed for this study are
conversations and presentations. Similar contrasts
have been proposed by ‘others, as noted in Chapter One
(Benevistey 19665 Richards, 19243 (1son, 19805 Ham-
burgery 19737 Halliday, 1970; and Chafe, 1981).,
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fnalysis of the Writing Sample Qata ) ,

' These characteristics of'gnggdlng.problemsr-f
misspellingsy, letters copied over, immedjate shifits

from cursive to printing, and non-rhetorical !
fragments--were div d by the total number- of werds,

"resulting in the epg g index. Total number of

encoding problems wer ivided by numbef of words
because the nuimber o ords is a measure of how many .
opportunities the subject had to make an epncoding
errors. Total number of letters would have been an
eveh better measure. Total number of encding problems
alone could be misleading because two gncgdiqg problems
out of a total of 200 words should be weighted less
than two encading problems out of 25 words. )

-sThe score categorigs-were'arfanged in four sets:
(1) scores 2-3, (2) scores 5-6, (3) scores 8=9, and (4)
scores 11-12. The scores in 1980 and 1978, as noted

. earliery result from readings by two.readers who score

the paper on ? one (bottom) to six (top) scale. If the
two scoreg differ by more than one, then the paper is
read a third €¢ime to resolve the discrepancy. The two,
scores are then'combined, producing the two to twelve

-scale which is the basis of this study. Because -any

numbér on, the one to six scale.can te combined with the
number st above or just ge]ow ity.a score of three .
could be considered the same as a fcur or a two, a four
the Same as a five or three, and so forth. Therefore,
the numbers between s{ore catecories were dropped so 3s
to reduce, as much as possible, any overlapping tenden-
cies among score categories. ' 1981 papers had one read-
ing which wgs'doubled.

o
j

_ Because the 1981 Jetters and essays were written
ty different students and the 1980 letters and essays

.were written by the same students, and because ‘letters

and essays constitute very different modes, the data
was*analyzed in three sets: (1) letters, (2) esSsays,
and (3) combined letters and essays. An analysis of
variange was used to determine whether the occurrence
of featires of speech events or encoding problems
varied significantly from one score. group to another
and to determine whether the between groups variation
was greater than the within groups variation. Next the
Scheffe procedure was used to determine significant -
differencesy if any, tetween a given pair of score Y
groups in the occurrence of encoding problems and

speech event features. Because between group differ-

ences were always much greater than within Group varia-

tions, within group variations are not reported.

Scheffe results are reported when two ¢croups are sicni-

(ficantly different at the p .05 level or beyond. - All

results are correlational relationships, not causal,

[}
[
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although these correlat!onal relatio ships will some-
times be used to suggest the possibility of a causal

hypothesiss, which, of courses would have to be tested
with different procedures.~ L

<amul¢n9 the Writing Procsss ﬁQL v d:q Ian:s

Video- taping “was used to sample the d%pses of high

school writers during the writing/process. The studio

hook-ups apd studio time for taping six students writ-
nng two essays——two of the studefpts at low levels of
competencyy two in the middle, and two,at high levels~-

_ -became available“during the summer of 1980 and the Ssix

subjects were sglected from-a gopulaticn of 200 high
school students attending a summer school. Five parti-
cipated. .

»

The students were then -
needed to write on the follo ing topic: Describe a
favorite place, telling why/it is your favorite. This
topic clpsely matches the e/ssay tOplCS in the 1981
reading. . The second topic/was based on interviews con-
ducted while the studénts were driven to the video tape
sessions. The beliefs and interests of the students
were used to design an ar/gument topuc. *The topies
civen were:

iven all the time they

Explain why Proposjtion 9 should not have’
been..passed, giving your reasons for your

agreement with thf electorate ;(Fred C.)
Explain why studeént rebellion is grotably "
justified. (Jane Yo): N

. Explain why wcmen should not be draftede.
(Bill F.)

' /7
Explain why Dénpie is a better book than
Yoices (Shirley E.)

Explain why Leonard is a better fughter than \
Duran (Geosge Je)do

The subJect was given 45 minutes for 'the seccnd
topics and at the &nd of that time was interviewed for
reactions about the writing episode. All the students
funushed well before the end of the writing pericd.

3 tudent 'was asked to explain how he/she beaan,
w or nat any planning took place, what sections

-gavse e most troubley, and how the student. knew when

he/she was completed. Fred is the only writer of ‘the
five who scriatched notes before writing. He did this
only on,tﬁe-argument.[and what he wrote was "EthcsY and
"pPathos.¥ He said he was remincding himself of some of

.'I‘\
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the rules of argqument taught him by his teachers.
Except for this one instance in Fred’s case, the
retrospective dnterviews were not hglpful in the
analysis of the tapes. The students were also asked tn
. deqcribe their general performance in 5chool. and the
ent estimates of their own writing was consistent
the estimates of,the teachers.
‘- The six subjects were selected by asking teachers
A Fecommend one good. wr iter and qn@ bad writer from a
high school summer class given as’'part ‘'of an Mapleton .
schbol district program. From the twelve students nom=
inated, six were selected for video-taping. These six
students had taken the district proflcuency exam in
writing“and these stores, as well as the other test
scores, were available., (ne of the six did not appear
for the vid=o-tapijng, and the resulting sample of five

had the following characternqtncs. :
. ‘_/ - - ¢

A e —— . R - —— > T G - - - b - - ————— A A - -~y -

‘\ \ l--SIUDENI JIGRADE ] _AGRESSATLEIIEBUECHANICS _READINGSCALLS-
| ItFall} ISCORESCORE| @ SCORE | SCORE| |

'} 1
Jlool___9.1___100._l___100_ Idigh_|
10 11 1" 100 iulgh ]

3!‘ | 20 |Low |

. o Subject’s scores were mlsslng. Sut. jects,
wrote samples In summer of 1980, and they were
Scoredgn the spring of 1981 at the Jdistrict
readlng, =

<:;- S _ )
) $ ' " Video taping the actual writina on the paper<§;L
v o the moment of processing is important because in adwj
| tion to contrasts of different levels of performance, a
. , ~ study'of the writing process needs direct observatich,
’ ) . Rianko (1979) had a record of how many times pauses
© -occurred, ‘based on video tapes that apparently did nrot
show the writing, but Pianko"had to rely oh the
subject?s memory atout the where and the why of the
pause. Pianko’s reports from subjects were indiregt
6hservations, retrospectives after the task was com=
., pleted. Atwell (1981), like Pianko, divided pauscs
“ into Jong and short,. but thg exact location of the
- pauses was apparently.not recor?ed. Atwell, alsc 1ike
.' ‘Piankoy used indirect reports of the writing process,

A
'
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. : The arrangement in the studio, the image on the screen, and examples of codiﬁg on the
. papers are shown below (see Appendix A for examples of coded papers):

of

——

- S creERX !
Note: Tha Profile Shot 0 most
Cnses showe.f heod an~d "
IS houed ees 'o,u:_:l.

\

>

. had CODES USED ON STUDENT COMPOSITIONS WHEN PAUSES WERE ANALYZED:

? = 8 gecond pause at this point

] @ & e @ 11
H\-L wmdf wabs No = Subject moves from now back to point between time and was, pauges
_for 4 3econds and scratches was, pauses for 2 seconds and writes is.

'

RC
f}UL » Subject recopies the.

D(3) L AN @/@ +he ' -
C,?AL O/d Co Caand O{bwﬂ",@(}j /UIBV'V"W /wiuj = Subject at house goes back to A
€ i \¥4

; 4 and makes correction after 3

second pausae, and thén to B and

after 4 second pause makes anothdy correction (adding the). The corrections
are deacribed at the bottom of the typed copy of the essay.

Al

. &
NOTE: A stop watch was used while timing the pauses. This provided a double check on pause
, time, the clock on the screen and the watch tn hand. Each student was analyzed twice.

© 95k
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A sest COPY AVAILABLE




l
—

Another kind of indirect report {s the Flower- and

‘Hayes (1979) *talking-aloud™ approach. In this
- approach, the .subject attempts to say aloud his/her

thoughts at ‘the very moment of writing. This approach’
cannot be used with some sub jects because the “talking
aloud® interferes ‘with the actual process of writinge.
However, Flower and Hayes (1979) report thdt with
training, some subjects become excellent vtalking
aloud™ informants. In any case, the indirect observa-
tion, whether retrospective (Pianko, 19795 Emig, 1971)

or "talking aloud* (Flower and Hayes, 1979; Perl 1979).

still leaves problematic how writers might te automa-
tizing or chunking during the writing process. Celf
report procedures are better suited for studjes of the

overall stages of the writing process and the resources

and "‘approaches to planning.

gut the focys of this present study is the absence.

of automaticity and chuking at the moment of writing
and good sources of data on this issue are the writing
samples showing encoding problems and the pauses show-

irig the writing flow. The writing samples are a usefu!

combination with the pause data because while the pause
data gives the description of individuals, the writing
samples give a group picture of what the coding prob-
lems might be. Bridwell (1980), for example, showed
that poor writers tend to revise at the surface and
lexical levels, surface referring to spelling and
mechanical problems and lexical referring to changing

wordse. Because Bridwell’s papers:were scored by gradu-

ate students, without any reference to district stan-
dards, and because the writing task had not been vali-
dated by teachers and others.as a task represefting °
school goals in writing, the question of good end poor
in the context of school performance is left somewhat
in doubt. In summary, this present study will focus on
writing samples for evidence-of group trends .in preb-
lems and focus on pauses in five case studies for evi-
dence of different processing strategies during the
writing episode. '

Coding Pauses on the Videg-Tanes

After the taping sessions were completed, the cod-
ing of the behaviors on the tape begcan. The first sten
was two one-hour practice sessions to establish a ten-
tative code and ancother two-hour session to check the
accuracy of the timing of the pauses. The first cdeci-
sion was not to count one Second payses. Tlhe reason
for this is that these pauseg consistently occurred in
all the writing episodes and at all places in the text.
Finding the same pattern, Matsuhashi (1979) made the
same decision. A1l two-second pauses and lonaer were
counted in seconds. A stop watch was added as a couble

A
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check for long pauses. If a sub ject paused, the inves-~ ‘ .

. tigator punched the stop watch, watched the clock in . .. 5
the upper right corner, and counted?! “one thousand-one,

one=thouspnd two...* With very little practice the

caunt began to match both' the watch and the clock. 1If

the pauses were Jonger than six seconds or if several

short pauses occurred close togethér, the investigator

stopped the tape and reviewed the sequence, checking

the timing. The times and codes were listed on a copy

of the student’s paper (see Appendix) and the student’s

paper and the tcoding were typed (see Appendix). .The

five tapes were coded twice. .
. _ ,

-

For a reliability checky a summer assistant in the
media lab was hired for five hours, one hour for prac-
tice and four hours for scoring the pPauses in twc writ=
ing episodes, ohe a narration and the other an arqu-
ment. . The two gapers)had a total of 167 pauses and
instances of eight of' the nine categories. The coding
of the assistant was correlated with that of the inves-
tigator, coding differences of one second as the same
score. The correlation of the two codings was +87.

dnalysis of the Coding of the Yideo-Iapes _ - .
# . . & |
| - The data collected on each of the five students
' included® (1) the video fape of two writing episodes,
. (2) the writing samples from the two writing episodes,
and (3) the audio tapes of the interviews. The audio=-
tape data was not used. - The coding of the video-tapes
was dofle on the writing samples and then the samples: -
were re-typed so that the location of the pauses, all ’
moves forward and backward, and all revisions could be
shown, N

The pauses for each of the five sub jects were

‘sortéd into eight categories representing linguistic

units of different sizes and in the case of sutordina-

 tors and corrections, activity units with diffédrent

‘Yurposes: (1) pause in"the migdle of a word, (2) pause
n the middle of a phrase (ex mple: after jn in prepo- _
sitional phrase), (3) pause before a phrase (after sub- ‘
jecty in front of predicate, after prepositional

phrase, before verb phrase, before ob ject or comple=~

ment), (4) pause before or aftér coordinator (and, but,

or)y (%) pause just before subordinate clauge rmarkers
(who, while) and before or. after comma at the end of
introductory subordinate clauses, (¢) pause in front of
sentencesy (7) pause in front of paraqgraphs, and (8) .
pause before correction. No other types of pauses were .:ﬁj%
found. ‘ o

. The data was then analyzed for: the following
information: (1) for each of the eioht categories

» .
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oo above, the total number of pauses, the total pause
‘ _time, and the average time per pause in the category;

(2) words per single pauses (3) words per net seconus
after pause time subtracted: (4) percentage of total

_pause time for each of the eight categories; (5W'rank
ordering of percentage of pause time for each of eight
categories, including average rankings for top, middle.
and bottom groupss (6) pause time as percentage of :
total time, (7) average time.per coordinator and subor-
dinator, {8) comparison of total time devoted to fauses
fn argument and narration, (9) comparison of average
pause time before coordinators and 'subordinators, (10V
compar ison of average pause time, for coordindtors and
subordinators in the narra%ives and the arquments, and
(11) a frequency count of different types of revisions.
_including the frequency with which the writers skipped
moge than orff word in a revision. The charts (Appen-
dix) summarize some of the counts, percdentages, and

- rankingse ~ ‘

. . _The number of sub jects (5) wasy of course, too
! small for signi({cance tests, but descriptive means (X)
were calculated.® Because the subjects did not distri=
bute themselves into all cf the score groups used in
_ _ the analysis of papers, different score groups had to
d - be used to examine descriptive trends. These groups
. - were score categories 2-4, 6-7, and 9-11." A second
. - grouping of pause’ data contrasted tHe frequency ot
pauses and the writing time in the two modes, argument
and narratione. - v

\J

Sameling of Papers io the Igp Scdcc\' Category

“ Two anchor papers ranked at the top in the read~
ings of 1980, 1981, and 1982 were used to sample
characteristics of expQository prose. the term eXposi-
tory prose is difficult to define because its bkroad
meaning is informative writing and its more narrow
meaning is the informative writing that “seeks tc
explain, analyze, and explore* (Kane and Peters,
1966:23). - In this present study expository prose is
the formal writing that occurs at the top level ct con=
petency inp school ?Fiting requiring an explanaticn cf
something (why a pllace or person is a favorite and why \
someane should be hired for a job). The top JTevel in
this study is category twelve.

[/

S

Apalysis of the Expository Papers

\ ' )
the analysis of the expository papers focused on

(1) sentence forms which were unusual, (2) the use’ of
. overall organizational conventions such as compar iscn
. . and contrast, (3) patterns of subordination anchcordi-

nation,.and (4) the opening and clos’{g.

- 41 = "4r-
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The presewtlstudy of .various levels of compe tency
in school writing used a variety of “data, depending on
the problems of competency at a given level. For
instance, written products give some useful data for .
studying the problems of writers at the lowest levels
of competency, but the video tapes add an essential

- dimens jbn=-an examination of the writing as it occurs

in time. This dimension seems less useful as a
description of what seems special alout the top level
of competency in school writing. The top level seems
to require a close examination ot a few papers. The
distinctive qualities of these top papers are not as
easily codified as are the features of conversaticns
and presentations underlying the writing at variocus

levels. 1In any case, the purpose of this present study

is descriptive, 8nd the picture that emerges at this
pointvis not intended to be predidtive.

cuAEIEé 1¥: 1Ihe Cognitive Yask: Encoding in Writing

The present study;éssumesfthat‘the problems of

wiiters at the lTowest levels of competency are best

understood as the problems of students who cannot han-
dle the cognitive demands of a writing task. Three
models of cognition have been proposed: (1) Bottom=-Up,
(2) Top-Down, and (3) Interactive. In the Bottom-Up
model (LaBerge and Samuels, 1974) the learner directs
attention to ancoming data, activates a stimulus
analysis which, is either automatic and .fast or atten-
tional and slow, recodes the stimulus a¥ input in
another stage of "a serial stage process, and then
recodes the input from the second stage for yet another
stage. For example, letters are recoded as words,
words recoded as slots in a sentence, and sQ forth. 1In
the Top-Down model (Swith, 1973) on the other hand, the
learner directs attention-to the incoming data, then
directs attention. to a conscious hypothesis about the
data, and then verifies hypothesis by sampling data or
changes the hypothesis. In thié way, letters are syn-
thesized into senténces By applying hypotheses (*This
is a sentence about...)) to samples of the lower-level
stinulus (the letters). >

Stanovich (1980) arques that both Bottom=-Up and
Top-Down models are inconsistent with various research
findings. |, Rumelhart (1977) and Danks (1977) have shown
that higher level processes can affect 1éver levels,
and Stanovich (1980) reports ressarch suggesting that
Top~Down processing is unlikely in the few milliseconds
that is required for a fluent reader to recognize most

words. The coanitive model guiding the research

I

reported in this chapter is an interactive model. ¥

-
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Firsty, two mechanisms of memory activation are at work,
automaticity and attention, and both can occur simul-
taneously (Posner and Snyder, 1975). . The mechanism of
automaticity responds to letters*bygactivating both
low=level stimulus analysis (those letters make what
words) and.semantic analysis in related or associated

.memory locations (those words make what meaning).

AutomaticPty is fast, does not use attention, and does
not inhibit retrieval. Simultaneously. the mechanism
of conscious attention, responding not to the letters
and words of the moment but to the plot or meaning of
the preceding context, activates the semantic analysis
predicted by the plot or the expected meaning (the plot -
predicts. what words ith what meaning). Attention is
slows has limited cdpacity, and inhibits the retrieval
of information from unexpected loc¢ations in semantic
memory « '

A compensatory principle i$ always at work (Stano-
vich, 1980). If the learner has a deficit in any
knowledge source, the learner will rely on other
knowledge sources, regardless of their level in the
processing hierarchy. When automaticity produces
usaple results (words that make sense), rapid,
context-free word recognition takes place. When word
recognition is slow and unsuccessful, attention has
time to intervene, iohibit retrieval of information
from unexpected sources, and retrieve information from
the expected memory location.

In an interactive model of cognition, poor writers

- would suffer from two conditions=-the multiple levels

condition and the, K longer route condition. The multiple

levels condition is based on a multiple levels theory

of memory which requires that attention te used for
higher levels of planning. If automaticity is handling
the level of translating sounds to letters and words,
then attention can be expended on intecrating sentences

.and paragraphs. But if attentional capacity must be

expended on writing a particular wordy then no-atten=-
tion'is available for integrating arge units cf text.
Thus, poor writers will not write many large units.

The longer route cordition is based on a duglex
theory which divides memory into a two stage route of
Short Term Memory (STM) and Long Term Memory (LTM).
This theory predicts that not all words on a list are
remembered equally well. When sub jects are given a
forty word list and asked to immediately recd‘l the
wordsy they remember the words at the end very well,
thus recalling them first and producing'a curve upwarde
They then recall the words at the beqginning well -
because those words entered an uncrowded short term
memary, producing a curve which begins high and
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declines. And last they then recall the words in the
middley usually very poorly because these words were
entering a ‘crowded short term memory one after the
other, producing a flat, low line (Murdock, 1962, see
Appendix __). The duplex theory predicts that the
fcurge upward at the end, called the .recency effect, .
‘would disappear if there were a thirty second delay for
recall during which the subject was asked to do some=
thing which prevented rehearsal of the words in STM,
Such an experiment was done, using arithmetic as the
interviewing task, and the recency effect did disappear
(Postman and Phillips, 1965). : '

- This last experiment creates conditions very simi-
lar to those in writing. That is, the beginning writer
moves the sounds of -the w from Long Term Memory to
Short Term Memory, the string of phonemes are converted
to a string of letters, .producing the Ysounding=out" of
words (Lurid, 1970), and then the letters are o
registered in linear fashion corresponding to the spa-
tial order of ldtters in a written worde The letters
are then retriéved one by one, and each letter is pro-
duced in turn by an appropriate sequence of hand move-
ments (Wing and Baddeley, 1980). Because the hand

movements== holding the pencil, making the letters, and

staying on the line-- ‘can make retriaval very slow for
‘the beginning wriiter, the result predicted would be the
same as if the subject were doing arithmetic or some
other task preventing rehearsal of the Jetters in STM,
Items at the end should be forgotten. Two experiments
have tested this hypothesis in writing ard . have found
that for words of five or more letters, errors are more
likely in the last two letters than in the first two
(Chedru and Geschwind, 1972; Wing and Baddeley, 1980),

Poor writers, then, are those who have not automa-
tized the processing routes where possible, andy as a
result, the processing routes are longer and slower,
The theory predicts, therefore, that the poor writers
will allocate more time to small units like letters,
wordsy and phrases than do competent writers. These
two distinctive conditions for writing--multiple levels
and longer routes-~assume two different theories of
memory, the duplex thecry and levels theory. Klatsky,
among others, suggests that instead of being distracted
by the diffsarencgs between the .two models the best
approach ‘"may be to combfine the levels ‘theory with the
duplex theory in order to develop theories of mercory
which incorporate the best points of each" (1980:26).
Stanovich’s interactive model provides such a combina~-
tion and makes useful predictions about corpetercy lev-
els in writing.
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1be Eocoding Problems in Hriting Samnles

. 4 .
- A1l 342 samples of writing from 1980, 170 essays
and 172 letters, and 315 samples from 1981, 169 essays

"and 146 letters, a total of 657, were scored for the

occurrence of goding problems (misspelling, letters
recopied, and non-rhetor fcal fragments). These scores '
were divided by number of words to produce an gpcoding
index. Next the epcoding. Tndex ‘was correlated- with
scoresy showing that coding problems had a negative
correlation with scores in both years, going as high as
“«72 in 1981 and -.61 in° 1980, and accoupting for 52

percent of the observed variance (R2) in 1980.

‘percent of_the obsérved variance (R2) in 1981 and{i},/-

The same patterns were rdflected in a separate
analysis of explained var iance - (R2). in letters and

essays: %
lZ::i561222221212121566212121:::EEEI:::::Z:::EEEEEEEE::I
| Letter 32 57 4@

| Essay Y 48 46 |

Next the scores from both 1980 and 1981 were
grouped into four score categories--scores 2-3, 5-6,
-9, and 11-12-- leaving a net of 213 samples in. 198]
and 215gsamples in 1980,

A one-way analysis of the variance of encoding
means among the score categories of 1980 and 1981
essays shows the following.

O s t—— ————— —— e S G G A S s . (R G S S - SR T B T S . e G A - — . - ———— — — - o=

lSource/Essaysl D.F}! Sum of Sgq.| Mean Sql F RatuolProg

e Lo D | [ 1 .
lEetacen Gres 1 31 ___.9541__1__.3180_1. 190.9&&1_;9091 ~
Iwithin Grps | 223} «7023 | .0031 |
l---__---_--,-l---el---e_---,-_l--,--__-l----_--_1---__1
\1oiaL_______~ 1_2261 _ 1,6564_ 1 20031 1 _______ 11

: - AR

The same analysis of 1980 and 1981 lekters shows ‘a
similar result:

e (- - —— - —— W . . U U s = A TN, e, KD Al Il WD N e D S N D e N = . - —— — — —— -

lsource/lletiersiD.Fel_Sum_of Sqb_Mean_Sgb_£_Rati¢_Erobl
lfetween Grps | 3| 7647 | .2%49 | 101.332 .0009

\J

VR W NI CENSISNIO SRRV OIS

Iwithin_ QLQ&-,-l 1970 24955 1__20025_ 1-_iL__,* ..... 1
|Total 200| 1.2602 | | '
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where the significant variation was occurring: .
Essays for 1980 and 1981

D S DD N S T S S s . — o —— — —— - S — v < — o Yo G . G U T e O . . s B VT s > > Sl S S e e P S e i VO

Iﬁﬁcnuns_luoglunan_lS.u._lS.E._lziz-cQnta.LnL;_tcL_uaanl

IT (2-3) | 44],20661.1101].0166]  .1731 to .2401 |
|| D, Ao ] 1 UG S |
- 111_(5:-6)1.781,07461.03891,00¢4) ____ 20032 _to .0834_ _ 41|
111 | 651.0410].0296].0037] «0336 to .04f% b
b o1 ____ \___ 1 _* 1
1Y ____1_901,01921:501431,00231 ____ 20146 _to ,0237 ___
ITotal  [227|.0808|.0856].0067] <0696 to .0920:- |

.

the groups that showed a significant difference at the
pe 05 level :or beyond were 1-4, 1-3, 1-2, and 2-3.
' " Letters for 1980 and 1981

- o e— —— T — . — e — . c— b = D . ——r a——— a———

|  Groups IO.S}Mea;-TEIETI S.-:T5§§TConf. Int. for Mean]| -
 —— lo____ i___t 1 SR 1
l_1.12:31_1_-21121121;lQﬁl_;Qliid_---;llli_LQ_;ZQZQ,-_-l

| 11 (5-6)1 69.07691.06414 ,0050 ~ .0670 to .0869 o
'_11111\}\/\.
ILll-i&:ill-.ll.Qilhl.QZﬂi-;QQJI;__-_.Qiﬁz_ta-.Qﬁﬁl_-- ' -

I1V (11-12) 26.01711.017% .003% «0099 to .0244 |

e 1 ____ lo___1_____ d e __ !
l__IQhal-;l_ZQ11Q1QQ1LQ121,;QQ§Q._-_;;QQ§Q_IQ-;QEZI_---I

The groups t;;?“353§;§—3 significant difference at the -~ -

Pe 05 level or beyond were 1-4, 1-3, 1-2, 2-4, and 2-3.

The trends in the means are almost exactly the
same in._letters and essays, the only pair .not ‘shcwing a
significant difference being groups 4 and 3. The
areatest amount of‘enggdlqg problems occur in the
lowest score group, and the decline from group 1 to
group.2 is the biggest drop between groups both abso-
lutely and relatively. 1In fact, the mean for arcup 2
is very close to the mean for the entire sample cf 201.
The point is that the dramatic drop in encoding prob-
lems between group 1 and 2 sugdests that students at
the 5-6 score level have solved many of the coghitive .
processing problems found at the lowest levels of com-
petency. ' 3 :

Another kind of problem, as noted earlier, is thé;

"difficulty some students have processing small units

automatically, therefore reducing the attentional capa-
city available for large units. Large-unitsirecuire
attentional capacity. Small units require attent \gnal

capacity only if automaticity does not function \
2]
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adequately. Six errors identified by teacher-readers
of student papers can be divided into two categor ies,
one for small units and the other for larger units.
The small units are those requiring the writer te fo

. on a single location on the page--fcr example, the
inflection for subject-verb agreement, pronoun case,
and past tense. The large units are those requiring
the writer to focus on two or more locations on the
page--for example, the punctuation for items in &
seriesy, for introductory clauses, holding in memory the
“prior location of the subordinator; for independent
claysesy holding in memory the subject-verb to come or
the 'sub ject-verb. just written; and apostrophes, col-
‘lapsing two words into one, showing the ownership join-
ing two wordss and showing plurals. A comparison of.
these two kinds of errors at each score level shows
that as the difficulties with small units decrease at
the lower levels (group 2), the difficulties with large
units increase: ‘ :

T4
©

—— ——— T —— — - - —— —— — Y . ——— — ———

l___Scnta ﬁcaun--_l___-lntlectlnn____l;;_-eunstuatlnn__l
| ESSAYS | , | |
b e lr ) 1
I___1_(2- 11---.._-1-___-_ngiZ-_-,;-_l ....... 1912‘-----1
| IT (5-6) - .0101 | -021E ]
| ) 1
R § O O Lﬁ:Bl_-.._l----__;QQIQ-_-_--_l_---_--.Qlﬁl _____ 1
| IV (11-12) |- . 0011 | .0139 |
UL SIS e d 1
l___(n_=_216) _____1_______%1=¢_______ %0 _____ 1
|  LETTERS o i |
~ S U V. . S N |
1. (2=3) ______ L 20233 _ ____ o 20153 _____ 1
| 11 (5-6) | . 0088 . | « 0204 !
U, d ) U S 1
l___111_¢(8- 21_---_1----._;QQ25 ....... | S 20109 _____ 1
[ IV (11-12) I» - .0Q05 | +00FC ]
[ ) ) 1
l---Ln_xKZLQl___._l___:l 840-3,172 1 ____%2=3.2*4____1}

- o 1

b

% Pairs of groups which show significant dufference of L
the pe «05 level and beyond. . ' e

Although the distinctions between the two ¢roups
are admnttedly gross.s the pattern of difference amrong’
the score groups is instructive. First, in both
letters and essays, inflection problems reach their
highest levél at the lowest level of competency, and
' punctuation problems reach their hichest levels in

. aroup 2. The decline of inflection from group 1 to/
group 2 is accompanied by an increase in punctuation
problems. The pattern is what one would expect. That
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isy as small units become automatized and do not
require attentional capacity, attentional L£apacity will
be allocated to the construction of larger units.
These larger units will at first be processed .awk=
wardly, producing an increase in punctuation problems
in largér units. In time, however, these punctuation
problems will decline and eventually reach in the top
papers a processing level similar to that found in the
inflection problems of group 2. ' ’
. A

Another indiction of processing capability is
speed and sustained periods of processing. As small
units like letters and word# are automatized, the writ-
ing speed should increase, and this increase should be
indicated by the total number of words written in a
given, sustained period. In addition, as letters and
words are auwtomatized and larger units are, with prac-
tice, chunkedy requiring little attention. capacity,
information overload can be controlled, thereby easing
the strain of the cognitive task and making; sustained
processihg easier. The problem for the .students at the
Towest levels of competency is that “mental effort" or
attention has to apply to everything, resulting in an
overload of too much to do: :

Unless its releasing\component is activated
directly by-the immediate perceptual input,
the activation or rehearsal of any scheme
requires the application of Ymental effort"
(Kahneman, 1973). Since the amdunt of mental
‘effort which can be applied at any one moment
is limited, the numbefy of schemes which can
be actiyated in any one mental step is also
limited (Casey 1974:547).

Total words, whether Indicating speed within a given
time period or indicating sustained effort within an
allowed time periods can, therefore, suggest differ-

K ences of processing capability at different competency
“levels. The distribution of total words per writing

sample in each score category is as follows: : .
1980 Essays °

-
o .
e A M A o V. T VP i T —— — — y” - - DS A . D s e o s Vb i T — — o i G . W o i e e o —

:chunlCQunLL--_m:an-l-sgn4l_S.Egl-,-_ziz_chf.-lnx;-_l

1 1 61 47.667] 21.02 8.58 25.6072 to 69.726] -

| N | S ) S b l.

2.1, _42_1.118,2381 41,06 _6.33_105,4408 fo 13120353 -

3 1. 56 | 178.055% 48.49 6.59 164.£187 to 191.2923
..... | SR VI B SR S
“-&--1_-11-1_22142351_§§192,IQLIQ-IQIAZZLZ-IQ-ZﬁﬁgaiQI
TOTAL| 116 | 154.8707&53.06 5.89 143,276 to 166.4¢88
..... .I.-..-s.--j._.f.......-.....l. : .I. J § ; l

& |
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‘%1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 2-3, 2-4, 3-4
' . " 1981 Essays

.
>
-/1 .----—u—--—-ﬁ—-—"u’---——-—---‘.--—-0‘-——-—--—------ﬂ--. .
'

IGrouplCountl _ Mean 1 _SeD.l_SeE.L____95% Conf, Int. _1
1 1 i 38 { 40, 3151 17.81 2.89  34.4483 to 4¢.1832
B U GGGV DRSNS GEU SEV RSy, 1
I__z_ J1__36.1 119,832 38,06 6.34 ng;_zzg_zg 132:7121
| 3 | 11 |°149.1818 33.2] 10.0] 126.8685 to 171.4952
S S | 11 ____ S 1
l__4._1__26.1_203,038%_ 2&:2&--1191-1§84§121 19 211:504%
CjToTALl 111 i 115.0090 69.6] 6.60 1C1.9149 to 128,103}

¥1-2, 1-3, 1-4¢, 2~ 4, 3-4
1980 Letters

- — g —— --—.—a’—-——-—-———“- ————— > . TP . < i G . S ——— - —— ——

IGroup| Count Mean | S.0.| S.E.l 95% Conf. Int. |

1] 0 1
Ll 6l 51.33231 10468 4,361 _$0.1155_to_62.35111
2 | 33| 92.8788| 30.93 5.38| 81.910¢ to 103.8472]

_.3 .1 66 1_157.00001 32,80 4+831147+2595_1Q_ 16674051
¢ | 14 | 188.2857)1 27.28 7.291172.5345 to 204.0369|

b L __ | . | S 1 e 1
IIQIALI--22-1-113;&&921-&94@1-2;Q21123;5325LIQ_1&3415311

|
|
:--.__l-----L_---_-_--l_.-__l_---_l--_-,---_-__---__-_-l
I

*1'2' 1'3' 1’43' 2"9' 3=4
1981 Letters

‘ f
|Groupl Gount__ Fean_.l.Salal 'EIEII_-I§E'ZEEEEI-LEEII:I
11 | 231 64,0435] 35.41 7.38] 48.7289 to 79.3580|
S, | S | 1o ___ | S | U 1
. lZ----l---lQl--El;l°&&l 22:73_ 3,781 _£9,5027 _to_104,88¢21
NE | 311 122.0323] 26.3) 4,72}112.3737 to 131.6908|
| Y B ) ) ) ) 1
le ___1___121_160,00001 28,57 8,24114128422_ 20 178,1%1€1
I TOTAL]D 1021 104.65691 39.99 3.95| 96,8020 to 112.5117|
l-*-zgg ..... | | Y | S 1
s 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 2-3, 2-4, 3-4 S

* indicates pairs of groups which are significantly
diffe(ent at the p. 05 level or beyond.

' The Scheffe procedure above was applied after an
"analysis of variance ®howed sionificance in all sets of
data. Jh the average, students wrote longer papers in
1980, and this may have resulted from scre variation in
the test condition such as lettino students write until
the period bell rings instead of harding in papers
before the bell. However, ech year the students wrote
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more words on essays thdn on letters. this does not
necessarily indicate - #aster processing. The students
may have spent less time writing the letters teceuse
the social expectations are that the letter form will
be on thé average shorter than the essay.

The -consistent. pattern in the data is a statisti-
cally significant increase in number of words from one
score category to another, in both letters and essayse.
The only exception to .this pattern is the absence of
significant difference between groups 2 and 3 in 1981
essays. The consigtent increase in number :of words per
writing sample suggests.that the students at the upper
levels of competency have the ability to process writ-
ten language faster or have the ability and the wil-
lingness to sustain processing for longer periocds or
botho . : . ‘

The picture that emerges from the written products
is a large number of epcading problems at the lowest

. levels of writing performance (Group 1), a dramatic ..
reduction in such problems at the next level (Grcup 2),
then a small-decline from Group 2 to 3. Group 3 was

not significantly different from Group 4 in epcoding
problems in either letters or essays, but groups 3 and

4 were significantly different. in total words. The
encoding problem, then, is especially significant in

the lowest levels cof performance, and it explains

almost half the variance (R2) in competency ratings for
both the letters and essays from the two yvears (.49 and
+46)s The next question is whether the students with
these encoding problems show an absence of autcomaticity’
and chunking.in their moment=-to-moment writing,: This
require¢ a look at the writing behavior of students’
during the writing process. X

Ihe Eaue: tudy . . . .
The assumption is that pauses will occur where
attention is directed and that there is & hierarchy or
depth at various levels of processing. This last point
is one argued by LaBerge and Samuels: “Wken one )
describes a skill at the macrolevel as being autcmatic,
it follows that the subskills at the mjcrolevel and
their interpretations mist also be automatic® (1974),
Thereforey good writers, through automaticity- anc -
chunking, are expected to be at a point where attention
is directed to larger units of languyage. Writers at
the lowest levels of performance, however, are expected
to be at a point where attention is directed to smaller’
units of language. The work of Matsuhashi (1979) and
Chafe (1979) has shown that longer pauses can te
expected to occur before breaks in larger units of
discourse such .as the paraqgraph. The question

/ . , . » ’
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addressed by this present study is how dgrsﬁudbnts at )
upper and lower lévels of performarmee, as measured ty a
district standard, distributé. their pauses durnnq the
process of writing Another form of the dquestion is

how do' engcoding problems, found to be a primary problem

-in the written products of students at the lowest lev-

els of performance, reveal; themselves during the cour se

of the writing episode. . :

The pauses for the five subjects wer;msorted into

_eight categoaries: (1) pause in the:-middle of 4 word,

(2) pause in the middle of a phrase, (3J pause before. a
phrase, (4) pause before or after a ccordinator, (%)
pause before subordinate clause, (6) pause in front of
sentencesy (7) pause in front of paragraphs, and (8)
pause before a correction. These pauses were then
analyzed by rank ordering and percentages. the result

appearlng on the next page,

‘ Six of the eight categories were divided into two
groups-=-one for small unit processing (pauses in the
middle of a word, in the middle of a phrase, and tefore .
a phrase’) .and another for larg¢ unit processing (pause
before subOrdinatP clauses, pauses hefore sentences,
and pauses before paragraphs). The mean (X) of each
type of pause:(time divided by total number of pauses)
were addell together and the result was the small unit
and large unit pauses for each score aategory, per '
writing sample. Because _each of the five sub jects
“wrote two papers, there '%re ten writing samples, and
because the five subjects did not represent all four o .
score categories, the 'sub jects were grouped into three

. categories==Group I> low (scores 2-4¢), group 11-middle

(scores 6-7)y and aroup l1I-high (scores 9-11): :
\ , Small Units X Score Cateqories

VO D G S G S S — T a— " — — - A - - S A T~ U T e > s i i s blp e - — v —

|l -_.-Groue____lCount. _Mean | S+0s) SsEslMinimut Moxiwud .
I1. (Low 2-4) | 4) 13, 73462 31621 158112.4524 17.‘045
e e o1 ___. N S | | S | 1

IL _LMdela b=71 _ 21 13.16592,65991.880211.28%)_1% ;Q&Ql
ITIT (High 9-11) 4] 10.33241.2647 .6323 8.933) 11.933) -

| JRRRURURTRUNU. US UIVUNIE GRS S ) B | S ) SR |

llotal _______._ l--lQl-lZaZﬁQlZzﬂ}Qi-;Iﬁﬁﬂ-ﬁaﬂi3ld§;xZQ&1
B Large Units X Score Cateqories .

——————————————————————————————————— / I e e i Na U oNp—.

: --~--QLQUQ ..... QQunt-ﬁgaa-**SLQ;_--S4E;--ulnlmumta51mum

1 (Low 2-4) 4% 16, 232111.3987 5.6993 6, 3333’3»2619
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Plooaonpaks SOk es s RELAL Lo
el Puerae b Cotre o | Betore Phrane | Before 7 | Before Before | Before | Word, 7 Sers Per | ) . S J
S S e GOGELCL dSub CL S ] bar, | Per Pause | opds . WEtn, | b |
.80 3.0 17.9 7.5 5.6 1 19.0 ["12.0 | 4.0 | “$83 | 6., |
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11.90 o0 14.8 3.39 S5 | 243 | .8 2.58 3.40 9.04%
26, 50 1.3 . 15.7 21.3 0 | 16.3 0 1.91 .42 6.78
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The theory which framed the questions at the beginning
Qf this chapter predicted that the writers at the
lowest levels of competency would be allocating more-
processing time to smaller linguistic units. This is,

in fact, what %Scurs. : . .
The tables of small unit and large unit means show

that the students at the lowest levels of competencys,
when compared to other writers, allccate more pause g’
time to small units, allocate less pause time than oth-
ers to big units, and have ‘a larger range of pause time
allocated to both small and large units. The top writ-
ers, when compared to the others, have less pause time
allocted to small units, a middle amount of pause time

" allocated to large units, and a smaller range of pause
time allocated to both small and ‘Targe units. The mean
pause times suggest that the middle competency writer
is giving his or her primary attention, on the average,
to.large unit processing and still has some protlems
with small units. The low competency writer, on the
other hand, iss on the average, giving comparable
attention to both small and large units. Third, the
high competency writer is giving brimary attenticn to
large units and minimal attention to small units.

This picture that emerges from the averages is
modi fied somewhat by the picture whigch emerges from the
percentages of total pause time allocated to larce .or
small units:

T AT TR A G e e e W G U W e WD B e W S L s (G A — - — A — —— v —— i WD WD A A A —o

AW Writers ¥ Small Units % Bia Units Other ~ |
i | _ ’ (corrections) |
O Y S 1
| Top=-Fred Nar 21.7 44.3 31.7 |
e ACg o Rlab 87,3 ___ 20,8 __ ]
| Top=Jane Nar 14.3 43.6 3e.4 |
b e e e e e e e 1
IMiddle=B8i11 Nar <l.9 68.7 4.0 |
| Acg. ___ 231,3.-_-_---_.-5_513..--*._...---lﬁ.gQ_.___l
ILow=teorge Nar 44,2 43.6 11.2 |
e e e e e e e -1

"ILow=Shirley Nar: 39,6 37.% ‘2248 |
R —-Arg. ____ 3229 PYTY SRS ¥ Y |

The poor writers allocate about 40 percent or mcre of
~their pause time to prdcessing small units, but the top
‘writers allocte only about 20 percent cr less. The tcp

writers allocate about 75 percent of tteir pause to

processing pig units and revisions, but the poor

s ';‘ | ﬂ
L |



‘writers on revision is one reason tht the top writers

writers allpcate only about 60 percent or less to these:
processes. The middle writer has a very high percen-

"tage of time allocated to large units, but the alloca-

tion to revision is very small. The accentiof top

have a smaller’ average pause time for larger unifs and
sometime a smaller percentage of pause time for larger

~unitse In the revision process top writers may te

allocating attentional capacity to units even ldrger .
than those included in the large unit category of sen-
tence, clause, and paragraph processing.

The number of words a writer skips backward'in
revision could be one indication of the size of the
unit being processed in,revision. The better writers
skipped back in the tex( more than one word eiaht

“(Jane) to fifteen (Fred) times while making revisions,

while the bottom writers did this only two (George) to
three (Shirley) times.j The top writers paragraphed in
their writing, and the average length of the pause time
before their paragraphs was ranked first or second L
among their various uses of pauses. The bottom writers:
paragraphed only once, and this paragraph break was

small. «—"
Another indication of the sizeof the unit béing

processed is thenumber of rds per pause (divided
total number of words by total number of pauses):

| N |
TQﬁ&NRITERSS Fred: 4 .66 ..
N Jane: 5.15 e

MIDDLE WRITER: Bille: 3.23

BOTTOM WRITERS: George: 2.23 o
Shirley: 1.90 '

This measure of processing shoWws that the top writers
write in longer spurts, gettinc more dcwn' on paper
before they have to pause and attend to a problem.

These processing patterns are ¢till evident when
individual items within the categories are studied.
The top writers, Fred and Jane, allocate no time to
Mid-Word pauses and very little time tc M{d-Phrase
pauses, and process four to five words for every rause :
useds In addition, the top writers appear to use o
lTonger words. The bottom writers, on the other hand,
wse ijd-Word pauses and substantial Mid-Phrase pauses,
and process only about one to two and a half wcrds for
every pause used. 0f the percentaae of pause time
allocated to various functions, the top writers alle~
cated to Mid-Word and Mid-Phrase pauses only .C6

»
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percent to 9.4 percent of the total pause time. The
bottom writers, on the other hand, allocated 2C.¢ per=-
cent to 38.8 percent of the total pause time tc the
small units at the middle of words and the middle of
phrases. Furthernores in revision the bottom writers
recopied letters and the top writers did not.

Another interestina pattern in the cata is the
range of varifation among writers at different com-
petency levels. The point is Yhat the range of pro-
cessing time may be as important an incicator of how
time is allocated as aver ages and percentages. The .
assumption is that as a writer becomes more practiced
at processing small and large units, developinhgo autcma-
ticity and using attention to chunk units, the range of
the individual’s progessing time within a aiven unit
should narrowe. The ?ubject's processing capabilities
have, in such a casey a practicec central tendency. _
There are two indicators of the processing stability in
the top writers. First, the standard ceviations for
the large and small units (shown on page 76). . The
total data set shows a standard deviation of 2.43 for
small unitsy but top. writers have a standard deviation
of only 1426, In large units, the total set has a '
standard deviation of 14.53, but- the top writers have
an 5.0. of only 5.80. A second ,indicatcr is whether
the subject’s pause percentage fluctuatés from letters
to esays. Of the totall time spent writiney what per-
centage is allocated to pause and dces this percentage
fluctuate from letters to arrqument?

© N | NUMBER OF SECONDS USER 0 WRITE EACH WORD (AVERACE) | -
b e {NOT _COUNTING PAUSE TIMED____ ____ NP *
| Sub ject Ar gument ~ Narrt ive H
| Top Writers TTTTTTTTTTTTTITTTTTOOTTITOTTOS ]
|~ Fred 3.2e ’ 3.8 | :
| S Jane_____________ Qa2 . 12 .| .
IMiddle Hriters ’ y :
[ N 3-60
lq piN ‘ 340 _ \ !
fot ton W iters - e |
| Georqe 4.13 : .42 |
| _Sblcley___________ .85 _ 2.k . I
'y
A/

In summary, the top students show smaller standaro
deviations in their allocation of pause time, and bot=
tom writérs show higher standard.deviations. Further-

. morey the top writers allocate allout as much time to

pauses in narration as they do in arqunent, showirq &
practiced stability in their writinoe flow. Rottom |
writers, however, show great variation from one writing . L
event to another, showing that their wriiting flow has
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not yet stabilized.

In addition to the size of the unit processed.and
the stability of the flowy, there”is the issue of speed.
The video-tape data showed the following distribution
of seconds used to write a word (total seconds srent
writings pause time excluded, divided by number cof

ords) .

..a._-..__._—.-......_-_....—-..__--_---..-—,....__.--._.....-__-—___—...... -

A {NOI . CQQNIIN( PAUSE llﬂtl__-__-~_-~--*_;l
B Sub ject "~ , Argument Narretive |
e e o e e e e e 1
i Top Writers |

' Fred j.2e 3.83
| S Jape . Qe22 _ . ____ ee13_______ 1
IMiddle HWriters ' . |
| nite 3.40 3.60 |
I 1
IBottom Writers { |
| Geor ge 4.13 T 4,42 |
oo shicley_ . _________ L U 1 S Qabl_______ 1

3 )

§hirley's rather fast rate in narretion (2.t1) is
especially interesting because Shirley allocated “7.78
percent of her tine to pauses while writing narretion,
One inference is that hkecause Shirley stepped &nc
plannnd ‘her writinas she got an executive scheme to
organize her writing at several levels of processina,
thus, she was atle to write faster when she did write.
n the other hand, when Shirley reduced her pause time
almost by half in arqument, she found herself writing
at the slowest rate of any of the writers.

The patterns of writing at the lowest levels of
competency have-interestina similarities to lanoucge
patterns in oral language. In the development of young
speakers,y conversational structbres arg Freceded ty
pre-conversations like peekahoo games. These pre-
conversations include such speech forms as babkling and
lahnllnq. and these forms have somé of the qualitiecs
whnhc appear in the pause data and writing sanples:?
frequent gngocding problems, frequent precessino of the
lanQque in short spurts, as shown in the frequent

pauses “around small units, and sians of interactions
wuth a pre~conversational partner. These last o
uress the signs of ‘interaction, become evident in’
VCQD!Q[SMIMM described in the next
chapter. the Tanauage patterns in the pepers at the

lowest levels of competency do, therefcre, suacest o

"5§ -,
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" higher order skills. The question addressed in this

{ . - o’. [ A
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pre-canversational speech event underlying the text. : ®
This pre-conversational or epcoding speech event is a g
critical period in the development cf oral language
skills. The engceding problems, like babbling, in oral
language, are viewed as efforts to develop new struc-
tures, not as just errors and deficits to be lamented. -y

A similar attitude is suggested here for written lan-

gaugee.

. _ . -
The pictyre that .emerges is one in which the

- writer at th® lower levels of performance' leads a much

more erratic life during the composing process, averag-
ing only a few words between pauses, .allocating most

pduse time to small units, and having a larger range of

pause time while moving from one writing episode to

another., This picture is quite consistent with a

theory which predicts coding problems, and the atsence

of chunking and automaticity among beginning writers.

This picture is also quite'consistent with the other
behaviors that were noted during the writing episodes.

The poor writers, at one time or another, sounded-out .
words, one of the poor writers sounding-out frequently.
Second, the poor. writers seemed to te physically

straining themselves during the writing. This was sug-
gested by a visible tensing &f the muscles, by heavy
breathing, and by an awkward twisting and turninc ;
around and over the paper on the desk, one student lay- ‘
ing her head sideways on the desk and looking at her e
pencil in profile while she continued to write.

The middle student, Bill, is an example of someone
who received a passing score on the letter with a .
minimum score (7) but did not recejve a passing score
on the essay (6). In the pause stddy, the middle stu-
dent used 3.40 and 3.60 seconds for each word, hicher
than one top, gtudent in both samples.and lower than
another in narrhtion. This pattern of overlapping with S
top students is evident in other pause fjgqures. The '
next “chapter will examine the specisl prcblems of stu-
dents in the middle group with failinqg scores of s-¢.

‘CHAPIEK ¥: Ihe Socielinguistic lask ip Writipg® Erom

Conversationssto Ritual From Ceonvegsations to Ritual

In the previous chapter, the/students at the
lowest levels, of competency in iting were found to
encounter Frequent problems in the cognitive processing
of small units. Nevertheless, students at the middle
levels of writing competency, although showing substan-
tially fewer problems In the cognitive processinc of

/emall units, sometimes still did not achieve a minimum

level of competency in writing. The problem of the
middle level writer appears to be difficulties with




chapter .is what are those higher order skilis?

Neither the shorter route nor the multiple levels
conditions in theories of memory, both of which helped
explain the aptecedents of encoding problems, provide a
useful understanding of what these higher order skills
might be., Yetowtf a. theory of writing, with its own
inherent lawfulnkss, can bekﬁonstruct€d. then these

i

higher order skills and theiy antecedents must be
understood. ' '

A promising framework is sociolincuisticse This
line of inquiry has had two traditions, one emphasizing
relationships between the writer and the audience and
the other emphasizing relationships between the writer
and the subject. The project for the first line of
inquiry was outlined by Socrates: ' -

he who would be an orator hasyto learn the

difference of the human souls=--they are so - y
many and of such a nature, and frcom them come
the differences between man and man. Having
proceeded thus far in his "analysis he will
next divide speeches into different _
classest==’Such and such persons,’ he wil]
say, ’are affected by this orf that kind of.
speech in this or that ways,’ and he will tel)
you whye. The pupil must have a good theoret-
ical notion of them first, and then he must
have experience of them in actual lifeeee "
(Edman, pp. 318-319),

A recent example of this tradition is a stucdy by kubin
and Piche (1979), who exanmined how changes in sthe
intimacy or distance between writer and audience influ-
- enced student writing. ‘

The second line of inquiry, emphasizing the rela-
tionship between the writer and the subject, is
represented by Britton’s investigation of the specta-
tor, expressive, transactional continuum with its
underlying contrast betWeén the sub jective and ot jec-
tive experience (BRritton, 1973); Applebee’s investiga-
tion of the continuum of elaborative thoice, with its
underlying contrast between the “definitive, fully
articulated summation of an established system™ &and
reformulations which stress the uncertainty of ttre L
establ ished system (Applebee, 1978); and Moffett’s I-]t
relationships which Moffett joined with the speaker
audience-relationship (I-you) to form the universe of
discourse (Moffett, 196R), Moffett’s writer-sub ject
continuum, like Rritton’s, contrasted. the sub jectiive
and the ob jective. '

o A

o o




~ The third line of inquiry is suggested by
Britton’s description of poetic landuage as the use of
lfnguage to make a "verbal Construct,” “an ob ject,” or
a’ “formal pattern% (Britton, et al, 1975). Tragnsac-
tional lanquage, on the other hand, is used “to cet
things done" (Britton, et al, 1975:88). The focus in
these distinctions is not on the writer-audience rela~
tionship or the writer-subject relationship but on the
text as a mediume. he underlying distinction in
Britton’s examples/ is between texts as permanent
objects and texts as transitory events, A similar line
of inquiry and a sPmilar distinction appears in tre
investigations of Mary Louise Pratt (1977) and Walter
Ong' (1977). : |

These three dimensions of audience, subject, and
text are the written forms of the three major charac-
teristics which sociolinguists have identified in
speech events: participants, ends, and setting (Hymes,.
1972); participants, purpose, and setting (Brown and
Fraser, 1979); interlocutors, topic, and settina (Fish~
man, 1972): and participants, subject matter, anc chan-
nel (Halliday, 1978).

In the present study, the speech events underlying

a text will have three dimensions: distancings the way
the relationship between the writer and the audience is
defined, either close or far; processing, the way the
reality of the subject is projected, as approximate or
definite and as easy or hard: and mpodelipgs the way the
text is projected, either as transitory or permanent.
Fach of these dimensions of a speech event is signalled
by a word or phrase which is either invariant or proba-

bilitic (Brown and Frases’ 1979:37). You and cur, for

example, are invariant signals of close distapngcibge.
These 'three dimensions will be grouped into three
speech events-- conversations, presentalions, and eXpo=
sitions. The first two are the primary concern of the
middle competency writer.

Ristancing Rules

Conversations asd presentatiops follow a different

- set of rules in distancing» processing» and modelinge.

Canglsaxlgn establishes very close distancing among
part ®ipants, an approximate reality in grocessipg» and
an impermanent text in modelinc. The close distepcing
of copyersatiop has been remarked upon by Hardinc: "Tre
gossip implicitly invites us te agree that what he
reports is interesting enoujh to deserve reportina and
that the attitude he adopts, openly or. tacitly, is an
acceptable evaluation of events" (Harding, 1962, r.
137). Grice (1975%) has descrited this close distancing
as the ccoparative principle of natural Tanguace.

s~ 58 - 6.}

¥

T o L . | . -




Grice argues that under the rules the writer is “
. required to follow four maxims: to be relevant (makim
- of relations), to be truthful (maxim of quality), to be -
‘ inforpative (maxim of quantity), and to be clear (maxim
of mafinger}. But the listener is required Yo invoke
implicature (some implication) so that the rules will
appear. to betfollowed. Robin Lakoff (1979) finds
Grice’s maxims to be unworkable for conversations, but
she agrees that listener implicature is essential. But
what is implicated in conversations? R. Lakoff sug-
gests three different sets of politeness rules. The
position taken in this present study is that copversa-
tions invoke the distancing rules of equal ity or
camaraderije: act as though you and the addressee were
equal; make him feel good. Grice’s cooperation princi-
ple is, therefore, typical of gonversations, but
Grice’s maxims are typical of(he Rrocessing rules -
writers follow in presentations, not copversatiops. In.
copvyersatignal texts, writers and readers are exrected
to follow “the processing rule of approximation, toth
+ readers and writers invoking implicature frequently.
. The cooperative principle is most often in effect
when the relationship between writer and reader is per=-
. ' sonal, reflecting the reciprocity, spontaneity, ‘Snd
~empathy found in dyadic conversation (R, Lakoff,
" 198l1a). But, as Searle (1975:76-77) and others have
o = argued, normnal conversational rules’ are suspended in
» non= jidiomatic cases. Pratt (1977) has called. tkis
suspension of the cooperative principle in non-
idiomatic cases Yputting oneself in verbal jeoparcy."
She says that “Boring lectures annoy us more than bor-
ing turns in conversations" and that when all semtlance
of turn-taking is abandoned, as is the case in formal
RLecsentations, the narrator engages in a game of "ver-~
bal jeapardy” (p. 215) and the reader-assumes the
audience’s "right to judge" (p. 110). Ths situation in
presentations wil be called the uncooperative principle
and it usually appears in some form in most handbqoks
on writing. For instance, one handtook says that the
writer assumes "that -the burden of communication falls
mainly upon him" and demands "as little of the reader
as is consistent with his (the writer’s) own inten-
. tions" (Brandt, Reloof, Nathan,. and Selph, 1969).

Processing Rules

The contrast between the distancing features of
conversations (the cooperative principle) and distanc-
ing features of presentations luncooperative princigple)

-is also evident in the processing features of toth
‘l' forms. Processing in conversations, as noted earlier,
. emphasizes approxinations and a you-know=what-l-ncan
agreement between reader and writer: that altﬁ6uph the
I

¢
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realities\are not being clearly stated at the moment,
the realities are, nevertheless, clear in some approxi-
mate way. Copversation., say Berger and Luckmann,
**takés place against the background of a world that is
silently taken for granted* (1967, 2). Clark and Clark
(1977) have called this the reality principle, an
assumption of conversations that co-occurs with Grice’s
cooperative principle: A’,/f
According to the reality principle, lnsteners y
interpret sentences in the belief that the
speaker is referring to a situation or set of
_ ideas they can make sense of. On this basis, ~
lTisteners can build up an. internal model of
that situation piece by piece (Clark and
Clark, 1977, pe. 72).

In Clark and Clark's model, reality is easily
knowable, but in non-idiomatic speech events, particu-
larly third-person reports and explanations, the parti-

“cipants assume that reality is more difficult to know.

These two different assumptions, that reality is either
easy to know or hard to know, .are marked by diﬂferent
words. For Instance, a number of studies have/’'sug-
gested that conversational speech events have irore sim-
ple coordinators (and» but) and sequencers (Lnen. sg)
than do formal written presentations, which tend to.
have more enbedders (whighs because) and pargllelisms
(not/but, either/or) Davis, 1941; Harrell, 1957; Hunt,
1965; 0’Donnell, 1967; Loban, 19763 Kroll, 773 Chafe,
in‘process). Schorer (1950) has noted that/coordinat-
ing conjunctions like gnds and buyts “suggest that the
several elements in a sentence have equal importance or
unimportance." The suggestlon that all elements are
equal is another way of saying that the efefhents
describe a reality which does not requir complicated
tools of analysis ahd which is rather eaSy to kncw.
However, connections like because, whicH» ifs althcugh.
and how elevate some elements and subojginate others,
crgating a hierarchy in the organizatyon of reality.
Such a reality.is more difficult to know and to
analyze. ' '

In addition, various words sianal the progessing
characteristics which project a reality as either
approximate or definite., George Lakoff {(1975) has,
shown how different hedges, for example, distinauish
Letween approximations and definiticns. Loosely speak:-
ing is used as a hedge for approximations, aLngle

speaking for defipitions:

-

Y (a) L cosely Speakith a whale is a mammal.




L

(b) Sp}ictly speak ing, a whale is a .mammal.

&

(c) Loosely speaking, a whale is a.fish.
(d)\ Strictly speaking, a whale,is.a fish.

(d) is false (or not reasonable) says Lakoff, tecause
calling a whale a fish is an approximation of realft
not a-definition, and strictly speaking refers to a
"definitional and primary criteria"for category’
membership. (a) is false because saying that a whale
is a mammal is a definition of reality, not an approxi-
mation, and loosely speaking is an approximation in the
sense that ‘it refers to secondary, not primary, cri=

" teria (pp. 239-240).

_ Hedges which project approximations of reality
sometimes distinguish betwsen a generalized approxims=
tion and an approximation based on secondary proper=
ties. This is what happens with hedges like loosely
seeaking and ceguldr: :

‘a. “Harry is a'rggular Fish,
b. Loosely speaking, Harry is a fish.

(b) seems strange, according Jo Lakoff, because "it

. @sserts.that Harry.is a member of the category fish to

some deqdree by virtue of havipo some secondary property
of fish. but, says Lakoff, (a) “simply says that he
swins well and is at home in the water, while it
presupposes that he is‘gpt a member ofy the category
fish whatsoever"(ps 239). “Whatsoevek" may be too _
strong. Harrry is not a fish as a resblt of setondary
criteria, but he is a fish.as a rsult pf a genéralized,
metaphor ical* approximation of reality.;l

' The approximate hedges are often finformal words
like sort of, loosely seeaking, regulaf, and kipd of

" ==all of them regprring'to qither secopdary or general-
e

ized criteria and all of th
usages of classification.

typical pf informal

Another aroup of words operates in wéys very simi-

——_lar to hedges. First of ‘all there are the informal

intensifiers like a lot, plenty» very» and pretty
(mu¢h). Robin Lakoff (1981b:46) has argqued that these
intensifiers, although appearing to be very definitive,
are, asda matter of fact, approximatiaons:

They state their claim$ more weakly than dc
simple direct performative utterances. .
Intensives do so by roundabout means, but tte
fact remains that the strongest argument is



the most direct and understated.

These intepsifiers, 1lke theﬂjpgrdpimate hedges, have
their contrasting counterparts in generalizers like
lacgely, typically, in geperal and in essepce --all of

.them formal and definitive. In Robjn Lakoff’s terms,

the generalizers dre more-deflnitive because thgy are
more undepstated.. .

In summary, processing chracteristics divided
thenselves between the easy, approximate reality of
informal. conversational speech events, marked by such
words as gn®, sort of, and plenty, and the difficult,
definitive reality of formal, explanatory or lecture~
type speech events, marked by such words as bhegauser
whichs L:;nnlcallx- and in gsg:cal-,

E[Q;gsslng features often ¢nteract wuth distancing
features. For instance, the definitive, clear formula-

tion about reality can be a form of illocutionary sui-
cide. That isy the clear formulation turns the speech
event into a presentation with sharipng diminished or
eliminated, but the approximation keeps reality a
shared and implicit matter which the two partners in
the speech help to project. together. .

uud:li.ng Rule.s= - o <

quclllng featureSo the third dimension of speech
eventsy, describe the text as a setting or channel of
communication. The assumption is that the text has
some underlying rules about text as a cultural
artifact. Olson (1980), for instancé, says that text-
books have "an important archival functicn in preserv-
ing what the ‘society t¥#kes to be true and valid
knowledge from which rules of thought and action may te
derived"” (Olson, 1980:106). This archival function is
noty however, an assumption underlying the social notes
that students write in schools In fact, one rule of
sofial notes in schools is that they should be thrown
away. This difference between the assuwed permanence
or the assumed impermanence of a text is one of tte
fundamental distinctions that Ong makes between oral
and written cultures. 0Onq arques that formal written
forns acquired some of the qualities of a mcnument
(1977).

Ihns same dnfference between permanent and inmper-
manent texts is implicit in Pratt’s (1977:134<~147)*Cis-
tinction between speech acts which emphasize tellabil:
ity and those which emphasize assertability. Tellabil-
ity refers to sayinhg-it- for-~the-sske-cf-saying-it, and
assertability refers to saying-it=for-the-sake-of~-an-
objective~record. Pratt finds that exclamation marks




and words like absolutely are tellatility markers.
They show that the speech event is an impermanent,
transitory disptay, not a precisely organized assertion

for the permanent archives.

The text, then, declares by.its title, by the way
it ends, by Tts use or non-usefof such social note con-
"ventions as parenthetical expressions- and the capital-
.iztion of whole words fqr emphasis ‘that it is either a
permanent document or a transitory. document. Copyersas-
- tionsy in general, invoke the rules of impermanence and
presentations invoke the .rules of permanence. 1In sum=-
mary, conyérsations have cldsd™distancing, approximate
processing, and transitory podeling. Presentations. on
the other hand, have far distapncing, definitive o o Jog
cessing, and impermanent medeling.

The hypothesis of the present study is that the
students in the second group (scores 5-6) may have

failed the imum competency examination because they
follow in ir writing the rules for copversational,
not prese ional speech events. Students in groups

three and Wour, on the other hand, may have passed the
exanination in writing because these groups followed

the rules for presentational, not conversatianal,
speech events.
\

Batterns of cqun;PPmldnal'Sueﬁgb'Eyants

As noted ear Vier (Chapter 111) the words anc
phrases signalling the three dimensions of- conyersa-
tions S‘d presentations were counted in the writing
samples of letters and essays from 1980 to 1981.
First, the Pearson ®®relation and the explained: vari-

ance for all the letters and essays in the two years
was calculated: ' C

\

et | «--1980________. | S 1981 __ _ _ ____ 1

- Topic | No« !l . r | r2 | No. | r | r2 |
..... SN SRRY SRS SO A S A
|__Letter0__171 4___.50 1oe25_ 0 _187:0___248_1_ _.23_1

| Essay 1 170 1 .59 | 235 | 169 | .48 1 .23 1)
...-:..........-., ...... .l-—-._.._.'..‘l_._...-_--..l.

Next the letters and essays were-arranged in four score
categor ies, dropping samples from scores 4, 7y ang 10,

A one-way analysis of how the ggnggLsngnaJ means vary

by score category showed the following: L

. =63 - 6y




Essays 1980 and 19e1 |

)
l_-,SQuccc-_-l D.El_Som_of Sg_l__Mean.sal E_ratielProb_I
|Between Grps| 3] 185264 .0133] 6174.668¢ 38.329 |.0000|
bl e l_--_l ........... ) | o1
IWithio_Gres_ L. 2231._ 3522&351211-,1ﬁ1‘0211 ________ | 1
|Total ‘Il 2261 564448,.85161 | [
| | SO | 1 ........ ) RS |
v Letters 1980 and 1981
|-  Source | D.F.lSum of Sq | Mean Sq IF ratiaol Probl
| | L ___ | | G ) B 1 ’
l&:tua:u-ﬁtuil_--é 1297452471 -991,50811_ &Z;ZQ&l ;QQQ!
IWithin Grps | 196 | 8728, 86161 '4435350]
[ I —— 1 ____ | ) S, | 1 ..... l
o llotal . 1_122-1111Q2;1&2§1 _________ e o ) 1
' A Scheffe procedure was used to determine where
the ssgnifucant variation was occurrung-
Essays
‘_-QLQHQ 1_Noal Meao_ l--SAQs__i S;El---?ﬁa CQDt;-lﬂIL_-l
| 1980 | | 3 SO |
| Group' 11 6l 11.83| 10.10 | 4.1% 1.2261 tor22.4406|
| Group 2| “42| 26.00] .53 | 1,%Y. 23.0301 to 28.9699|
| Group 31 541 37.96}F 14.68 | 1.9933,9553 to 41.97061|°
| Group 41 4] 41.28] 15.60 | 4.1¥732.72740 to 50.2974]|
[ TOTAL | 116 32.68] 14.99 | 1.31 29. 9235 to 3%.4386| o
[P U N Lo ) R —d 1
| 1981 - | - | | | I_ : | :
| Group 11 381 7.860 4.35 | .76 6.4364 to 9.3005|
| Group 21 361 16.80] 10.24 | 1.7¢.13,3391 to 20.272¢C)
| Group 3} 111 17.181 7.5 | 2.21 12.1025 to 22.2611}|
| Group 41 261 19.301 9.13 | 1.79 15.6168 to 22.99861 - “
| I0TAL._1_1111_ 111391--2;21--1--;&! 11:@1&3 ID-lL;lZQ&l .
~ | "CCMBINED I~ | a | -
| Grsup 1| 44l B.401 5.4870) et '6.7409 to 10. 0773|
P | Group 21 781 21.75]1 40.8330] 1. 2: 19.3139 to 24.1989|
- | Group 31 651 34.44] 15.7837] 1.9% 30.5351 to 3Ff.3571|
| Group 41 4Qf 27.001 15,7301 2.48 21.9693 to 32.030671 P
L b TOTAL | 2271 23.721.15:5217) 1.09 21.6968 to 25.7569/
0 ég _______ g N N ) G N ——— e e o |
"4_ ﬁ
The groups in the combined data showing sngncf'cant !

difference at the p. 05 leevl or beyond are 1-2, 1-4,
1-3, 2-3, 4-3. Dnly groups 2 and 4 were not siorifu-
cantly dlfferent. .

L o4 “
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The groups in the combined data

Y N | S 1

difference at: the p.
1-“’ 2-3? and 2-49 but not 3-=4,

. | ]
T R TN R RNR ~H i T A e L A

. | 1980 | | :
|"Group 1 | f 61 8.661 3.72 | 1.52] 4.75 to 12.5745|
| Group 2 | "33 12,481 7.75 | 1.35] .9.7334 to 15,23%9| o
| Group 3 | 450.19.86] 7.29 | 1.08] 17.6752 to 11.0581|
| Group 4 | 14| 20.641 5.70 | 1.52] 17.3485 to 23.9372|
| TOTAL | 981 16.80] 8.12 | .82 15.177¢ to 1P .434 I
| S S e L ~
| 1981 | | ] | | | |
| Group 1 |. 231 7.00] 5.28 | 1.10] 4.7155 to 9.2845| oo
luGraup 2 ' 36' 11.6@"¢{21 ' 070' 10.2685 to-l3.120ﬁ|
| Group 3 | 31| 13.80] 6.66 | 1.19] 11.3616 to 1¢.2513)
| Group 4 | 12} 411 7.30 | 2.10] 11.7756 to 21.0577|
| _IOQIAL___1_10214 1;331-Q.l&-1-_;QZL_LQ4ﬁ8lf;iz;lzlalﬂﬁl
| COMBINED] I~ | LB | ' ' |
| Group 1 | 291 7.34] 4.98 | .92] 5e4476.t0 9.2420]
| Group 2 | | 12,071 6.13 | 73] 10.5989 to 13.5460| #
| Group 3 | 76" 17.391 7.61 | .87] 15.6548 to 19.1346]|
| Group & | 261 18.69] 6.70 | 1.31| 15.9822 to 21.4025|
| TOTAL | 2001 14.271 7.66 | .54] 13.2007 to 1%.3393|
L .

S RN U A 1 ,

showing significant
«05 level or beyond are 1-2, 1-3,

4

Because the same students wrote the letters and |
in--1980, combining letters and essays confoynds
the results.

essays

Nevertheless, the pattern of copyersa-
tional markers in combined
ferent from that

data is not markedly ¢if-

in separate categories:

T T T e e e e e e ey e e e e e e e

ID«Fel Sum of Sql Mean Sql F Ratid F Prob

I Source
e | G S | S, ) SR 1o ____ 1
Eeldﬂﬂﬂ-QLﬂsl--_ll-lbll?;?li1-*ilﬁgﬁiﬂl-lﬁahill_;QQQQl
W 423 593€0.811¢ ! |
____________ | SRR VN GRS SR SR |
IUIAL---_:;,l-&2&1-15&QQ;ﬁﬁl!--__;--__l_;,---,l ______ l

ithin Grps |

140.3802 '

i,

The Scheffe procedure on the combined data shows the
followinag:



———— —— — —— ——— T e T -, S — ——— ——— i e e i e - - —— . —— S —— - — o -
-

|Groupl Nosl Mean 1. SsDs 1 _SeEe_L__95 % Confe Int, 1
L1 1 731 7.98631 5:2849] .61861  6.7532 to 9.2194
[N DN S—— LA R | S —— i
|2 1.14711721091 10,14561_+823681 15,5571 _to 18,8041
E i 141125.25531 14.754811.?426! 22,7987 to 27.7111
o1 -1r -1 )
|--1.-1--&&12111213l_lixiggﬁllzéﬁlﬂi-ZQ:ﬁQQZ-iQ-ZZLQﬂQl
ITOTALL 227119.29741 13.3269] .6449] 18.0298 to 20,565]

A NSV S ) B ) .l.__;,..n---_-_----,,_l

The groups showing a significanQ difference on ,the com= .
bined data for 1980 and 1981 were 1-3, 1-4, 1-2, 2-3,
and 2-9, but not 4-3,

One question is whether the agpuit of copyersa:z
tional markers was influenced more by the type or mode
of writing than by sgore category, Some students may
vary audience distance and writing skills by moae, and
the question is whether this kind of shift affects - -
conversational patterns more than score categories. A
two-way analysis of wvariance (cgnxg[saxlgnal markers X
mode of writing X score catedgory) shows the following:

- —— v — T " e A e S S e S T A G D — D O o — A T A T A WYL M e S . S S —— — =

| Source. of Variation|{Sum of S§0.FI Mean Sql °* F |F. Si¢§

| e L o | | L
IMain_Effects _______ 127841,13)__41 _6961.781 62.229_.0001
| Paper Mode 111567.270 1111567.27¢0106.547 .0001
IR SN GRS N | | 1
| _Scare_Cat__________118338,39%8_ .31 _€112.,721 57.3¢2_.0001
|2-Way Interaction | '160.12% 31 1053.37% 9.88% .000|
| e e | . | Y R SR 1.1
| _Paper-Mode_Score_Cat_2160.126 31 1053.37% _9.8£%_.0001
IExplained - 131007.258 4425.60% 41.5¢7 0001
P e U L __ 1o - | G 1
IResidual . o __ 14465044924191__106.504 _____ ) R, i1
ClTuTAL 175657.750426| 177.600 o+ - | |
e R S | Y Y S 1.1
.

The joint effect main effectsy anc interactions
effacts are all ign}?1cant.'but the F ratio for '
interaction effec{s is substantially smaller. The next

.*Fmstion is what is the pattern of these effects. A

ultiple glassification analysis shows the fqgllowing:

Gri;y Mean = 19.30




. . | variable + - | N [Unadjusted ETA Ad justed for | PETA
o l--_Catzantx-_;-l;*_lDnulatlnnl---l-lndcn:ud:n;-ﬂ:!___-1

o . |Paper Mode 1 | | | - ' | | .
| 1 Essay® | 12271 4,43 | | 4,92 f |

| 2 Letter 1200]-. =5.03, |- | -5,.58 | | (j
. I - _ L | o e 3% | .39]

- | DRI SU S S GE l___« .
|Score Cat - ! .« 1 I - ' { |
| 1 Scores 2-3 | 73| =11,31 | | -12.06 | |
| 2 Scores 5-6 [147] =-2.09 | | -2.08 °© | | :

| 3 Scores 8-9 |141| 5.96 | - | ~6.70 | I L

| & Scores 11-12|'661"? 4.43 | I 3.65 | | ' *
SR, W 7 A ST SR, YT

: %
The patterns in the coayversaticnal analysis can be
- sasummar ized as follows: < :

1. Conversational markers are at their lowest level
of frequency in the papers at the lowest levels of
f competencyu'OHowevemgﬁthefpapers at the lowest

* levels do average seVen or eight conversaticpal .
markers per paper. ~

Conversational markers usually show their aregfest

. increase in fhtequency between group 1,

the Jowest

level, and gr
next most fre

up 2,

the next highest level.

The

uent increase occurs between oroyp 2

and group 3, fhe group just below the top. L.
Between group 3 and group 4%, the aroup at tte top,
conyersational markers show either a small

increase or a decline. ,The "small increase does | ,
not register a siignificant difference between the -
two groups at the t8p. The decline does registef’/ :
a significant difference btetween the two top

groups,

Score categories aé%bunt for 21 percent 6f the
variance of conversational frequency, and the mode
of writing=- letter or essay-- accounts for only
12 percent of the variance.Q;uggesting that
increasing conversational markers may have a :
higher protability of ‘influencing scores than
changing the mode of writing.

%+ Letters use substantially fewer conwersatioral
markers than do essays. Jhe means (X) bélow show

. the variations of distancing, RLQcessings anc -
. . modeling by score qroup. St

3 . ‘ *
- ‘ot

#




s o K |
. | R - Conversations - (’
'l;___-1___Qlaf$ncln9---l::EEEEEaslng__-l---_thsllﬁizzzl
| Group Lettersl Essaylebttersl Essaysl Letter& Essays |
[N SN SRR R | e | L

1l 3,51 l-_gali_l Z;QZ 1._.2a020 _1.20 1 _l.22_1
| zl‘baollfo 4,02 | 8.16] 1.04 | 1.38 |
b | D ) o1
I 1_-1115Q.l 13,20, l .42 1--11;Q11-_1112 {

1

1 a4 i 12,23 |~11.97 | S5.00 | 13, 55{ 1.46 1.47 |
R DI N ) USRI R | Y SRV SRS i1
A 7 S
. \ Bresentatians '
. 1T Thistancing | Processing 1 Modeling 1 -
v —— Lo 2 SR Ve 1 ‘
| _Groud Lettersl_ Essayslletters] Essaysl_Lettecd Essaysl
| 11 1.20 1 1.61 1 1.03 1 2, 56 I 1.65 | Lrell | -
| | 1l | | | . 1 S 1
- -Z-l,--Z;ﬁﬂ L2069 1 2285 1 5,12 1. 2,97 4 _2.23_1
| 3 1 3.28 | 6.32 | *3.80 |- 6.67 | 3.97 | 3.06 |
Y USRS USSR [N DG S SN |
b4 1 __4.88_1_ 11155_1--1193;1--2;&1 1..8,76 1 _3.62.1.
‘ -." The writers at the lowst levels of comﬁetency make the .
. smallest.range of .adjustmentsg when they shift from ’

) essays to letters. That is, low competency sStudents
use very few speech event markers, and those markers
which these Students do use consistently show very lit-
tle frequency difference from one speech situaticn -
(letter) to. another (essay)e Furthermore, these mark-

~ ers show very little variation from one speech cimen=-
sion (processing, distancing,-wedeling) to another .

Ratterns of Ecesenlatlonal Speech Eyvents

»

\ ‘The total frequency of presentatiopal marker< was
comp ar with scores, using the Pearson correlation and
observed). var tance?

k

| o ,_-198Q____ __ ) G, 1961 .1 _
o ! TOpic | Nool r | r2] Noul -t | r2]| R
e b o | Y S ) G I __. | T S 1 <
| Lﬂ;lﬁﬁl-_llll_~;in--1251_-lﬂ11-_4ﬁﬂl--glll
| Essay | 1701 +67] g«451 169] .681 .47]
| | S S | S | S S 1
. o The same calculations were made with the scorino

removedfor subjects outside of the family, school and
other immediate experiences of writer and reader:

0, - -
1
¢




| Topic | No.l| .r°l re- | - No.j rl r2 |
|-;_-__-1,--,-l_-_-_l-_-~_l-;;-_l_--,-l_---_l
| Lettecl__ 121_-451l--;&il--l&ll_-;lbl_-42&1
| Essay | 701 .621 ..38] 169] 631  .40]

NSRRI VSRS R SR R TN Y |

. . R i

The removal bf this category, the category with the
most unrel'iable scoring, lowers the explained variance

. for the. 339 combined essays from .38 with the category

included to .30. For the 319 combined letters tte

explained variance declines from .4B with the category
to .44 without. The results that fcllow for presepta-
tional markers include the distant-sub ject catecory in

the calculations. "

Next the letters and essays were arranged in four -

score categories, dropping samples from scotes 4, 7,
and 10. A one-way analysis of how the presentaticnal
means vary by score cateqory shows the followina:

: : Essays ‘for 1980 and 1981

\ - ’
T A A - O . - ———— —— gy - D e S G, A - . Hioe A S Py G A o ——— - — s o b " o ——

| Source | O.F) Sum of Sq | Mean Sql F RaticlProb ' |. -

S DS | SRR D | S PREI B 1o____1
leetween CGrpsl __31_12811,1945]1 4270,39 i-lznllﬁlngQQQ{I

IWithin Grps | 223] 7510.7944] 33.6807

| ST U N ) 1 ____ 1
lIQIALzr-_--_l-ZZQl-ZQIZI;Sﬁﬁil _________ d 11
' Letters for 1930 and 1961 '
" ) , . |
| ____Source__|_0.E.l_Sum of_ Sal_Mean. Sa 1 F Raiid ok I
Between Grp4 31 1951.9609| 650.6536] 49.614 | «000G}
e 1 ____ | | S, *1-_;_;-~1___;-;1.
|_Within Grosl__197] 2583,52911__13.1144) ______ | 1
| TOTAL I 2001 4535 ,4883| | | |

.

. o

SRR SRS VR NS S 1o . 1
.

A Scheffe-procedure was used to determine whrere
the significnt variation was occurring:.

F




i _ Essays !

--._....—--- --.—'-“---‘-_“*‘-_--—--—--- - ——— — o — — — -

.|1980

|Group
| Group
|Group
|Group
[ TOTAL

-~

SN -

)

=

Q

c

ﬁ .
L A

| Group

‘ 3.66 1 2.80 1. 14' «7233 to 6. 6100|

l |
| 42 12.38 | 4.82 | .74(10.8779 to 13.8840|
| 54 15.64 | 5.93 | .80114.0270 ta 17.2687|
| 14 26.71. 1 8.71 | 2.32121.6837 to 31.7449|
| 116 15.18 | 5.86 | .71113.7619 to 16.6001|
| SIS G [ | | S A, 1
| | - | | | |
| 38 5.55 | 3.39 1 .551 4.3533 to €.6698|
| 3¢ 11.5% | %5.39 | .89] 9.7318 to 13.3793|
| 11 18.09 | 6.13 | 1.85113.9665 to 22.2153|
| 26 30.30 | 8.09 | 1.58127.0387 to 35.57¢661

|TOIAL___L. lll li;ﬁi--l 11:02_ % l;Qi%lZaiﬁQi LQ,IQ;QZQQ%

|COMBINED|
IGroup 1 | 5 2955I 3.359¢ .50 4.2742 to 6.3167|
|Group 2 | 2,000 | 5.0757 .57110.8555 to 13.1445|
IGroup 3 | 16.0615] ‘5.994% .74114.5762 to 17.5469|
[Group’ & ‘| “4¢ 29.0500] 8.3848 1.32126.3684 to 31.7316] .
1TOTAL -1 227 14.8678] 9.4826 .62113.6276 o 1¢.1080]|
[ _1__-1-_--___-1_---_--1--___1_-_---__-_-_-_--_-1
The groups in the combined dta which showed significant
differences at the p. .05 level or beyond were 1-2,
1-3, 1 L 2 3, 24, and 3-4,
Letters
| Groups INo.| Mean | SeDel S.E.I ®o5% Conf. Inte 1
Ib___----l___l-_---_-1---___1_,,-__L-__--_-_-_-----_--l
j19890 | | I | | ' o
IGroup 2 | 331 6.57 | 2.53 | .45 | 5.6587 to 7.4928
IGroup 3 |.46) 12.41 | 4,27 | .63 | 11.1430 to 13.683}
IGroup % | 14| 12.92 | 3.89 | 1.04 f 10.6813 to 1%.1758
:{QI%L_, % 22} lQLQQ-} 2;&2-{--;&1,+--,¢l&§2-19 1110221'
98
leroup 1 | 231 [ 7.00 | 5.28 | 1.10 | 4.71%55, to 9.294$
IGroup 2 | 36] 11691 4,21 | 70 1:10.2685 to 13. 1204
Jcroup 3 | 311 13.80 | 6.66 | 1.19 | 11.3616 to 1€.2513°
IGroup & | 121 16.41 | 7.30 )1 :2.10 | 11.7756 to 21.057T
1TOTAL 11621 11.83 | 6.34 |, «62 | 10.5871 to 12.0794
[ PR S G - *h,,--{____i*w_«._--;,-_-l
”blrombined | 4 i 1

*«¢ | Group 1°-
IGroup 2°
|Group 3
[Group 4 -

| . -

1 291 73448 4.9877 ,9262 5.4476 tc 9.2420
1 691 12.072% @ .134) © .738% 10,5989 to 12.5460
1.751°17.3967 7.6141 8734 15.6548 to 19.1344
| 261 18,6923 6,7078 1, 3159 15, 9&22 to 21.002%

lrulakf;~laenl 21402700, 11Q§ﬂ&,~l2321 LQ;ZQQI*LQ L*Laﬂal*

,;,'?5._'
%

. T
N
. -"!"’
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The groups in the combined data showimg significant
differences at the p. .05 level or beyond are 1-2, 1-
3, 1-4, 2-3, and 2-4, but not 3-4, g

The 1980 and 1981 data of the preseptations, 1ike
the conversations» was combined to see whether or not
the pattern differed from the separate patterns for
essays andwletters: ‘ o

\

|___Source___1 DsFl Sum_of_$9.1__Hean Sal E-RatiolProb I
IRetween Grps| 3| 12923.51201 4307.8359 116.584|.0000 |

LSS VIS SRS WSSO SIS S |
INithin Greps. 1.92941 15667.01171 _ 36.950% _______ ) R A
I TOTAL | 4271 28590.5234| . | | |

e B SR SR SR S A1

The Scheffe procedure.oh the combined déta shows the
following: : :

- ———

T e T W — — — . G ——- - d— . e ——

1Groupl No.| Mean 1 S.D. | S.E. 1 5% Conf. Tnte |

—— T L
bl 731 $.73971 2.92041 ,24181_ __4.0984 to_%,4211
2° | 1471 9.61901 4.8798] .4025| 8.8236 to 10.414%
. L | | S O 1

'-; --1-142113,35210__5.71571 _,47911 12,4039 to_14,3003

4 | 66123.0000] 104355211.2746| 20,4544 to 2%.5454
SRS G YR W 1o ___ e L

IT0IALL_428112.0886) 8,18271 229551 1122114 to 12,8664

4

The groups showing a éignificant differénce.on the com=- '

bined data for 1980 and 1981 were 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 2-3,
2~4y and 3-4, o '

Dne question, as noted earlier, is whether the
amount ‘of presentational markers was influenced rore by
the type or mode of writing than by the score category.
Some students may vary in their skills with essays and
letters and nmjay vary by mode some of the 1anguae used
to-mark pres€ntations. A two-way analysis .of variance
shows the following (presentatignal markers X moce. of .
wkiting X score categor,ﬁ: -

RS

_Source _of Vaciation_Sum_of_SaCakaMean-of .5af Eallof.Sia
Main Effects 16679.461 4 4165.863 1734509 .00
_baner Mode T T 3735,955_ 1 27554955 1562266500
Score Cat 12946.571 3 -4315,457 179.567 +00
2=Way_loteractlons____ 18162805 3. £05.602. 252199200,

e
J

\Qifer-nodé/Score Cat 1816.806 3 : 605.602 25,199 .00

: \ N . . | J o i | - '
C\ b - n - RN SR
' ' . ) " . . I ' -‘




| i B U GHSTY SR —— | B—— 1.1

- — . — T o T ——— —_— - —

lExplained o mooe e 1188962268 11 _2642.3231109.948_4001
IResidual ‘110093.668420] - 24.033| | |
e e [ | S D | D R ¢
jI0IA 128589,9344211 66,9551 _____ [

The joint effects, main effects, and integactions
are all significant, but the F ratio for inter tion
effects is smaller. The next question is what is the
pattern of these effects. A multiple classification
shows the following: : ' '

‘Grand Mean = 12.09

- A——— ——— e e ST e Sy S e -

Variable + | N | Unadjusted ETA Adjus?ed for| BETA
--CaLnQQLx---l---{-nex;a:inn}---l-lnd.-ﬂexia:la?--;_1

|

|-

|Paper Mode ‘ | |

| 1 Essay 12271 2.718 | I 2.81 | |

| 2 Letter l2011 -3.14 | | -3.17 | |

b A | Y 1____1
| Score Cat I Ly | ] ]

| 1 Score 2-3 | 731 -7¢35 | | -7.78 | |

| 2 Score 5=6 |147] =2.47 | | -2.47 | |
| 3 Score 8-9 {142} | 1.26 | | 1.70 | |

| & Score 11-12| 66| * 10.91 | 10,46 | |

| 1

A VNN VR U1 -) (S ——— 1_.61
' ¢ r""\
The patterns in the presentaiional analysis can te sum-
marized as follows: ‘ '
) Presentational markers are always at their Ycwest
level of frequency in the papers at the lowest
levels-of competency, and these markers are "always

‘at their highest level of frequency in papers at
the highest levels of competency. :

le In essaysy presentational markers show their
greatest frequency increase betweeri groups 4 and
3, the top and the next-to=-the-top groyp. In .
letters, presentational markers show their largest
frequency increase between groups and 3, the two
middle qroups, and nearly as large an increase

- between groups 1 and 2, the two lowest grcups.
This may suggest that the business applicaticn
letter has more social nestrictions against
canversational structures.

7’
3. Score cateqories account for 44 percent of the

variance of presentatiopal frecuency, and the mode
of writing==letter or essay-=accounts for only 12 .

percent of the variance, suggesting that

~

- 72 - 77
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increasing presentational mquEFg/;;; have a
higher probability of influencing scores than

- changing the mode of writing.

4. Letters are usually shorter than conversations,
and presentatiopnal markers appear less frequentily
in letters than in essays. But the difference
occur in processing and distancing markers, not
medgling: - . . ‘

lZZ:Z:ZIIZZIEIZESEEIE5::I:::EEEEEEEIEE::ZIZZIEEEEIIEEZII
| Group | Essays | Letters | Essays ° |
| N R | ——————ed e o l
l 1 | 1.61 | 1.20 | 2.561 1.03 I 1.11 | 1.55]
b ) S e L e 1o . | 1
|2 L _8Gee 1 72,59 17751210 " 1.85 -1 2223 1 387l
| "3 | 6.32 | 3{28 | 6.67] 3.80 I 3.06 | 3.97]|
| | S | ) S | S 1 _____ i ______

Moot 1 19.55 1 9,88 )7 9,871 8,03 1. 4262 1 -9.761

The modeling features may show an increase in letters
hecause in letters the address in thre upper left
counted as a title and siocerely counted as a surmary
concluBion. In other words, the modeling features of
the letter are more formulaic and mcre strictly
required than are the medeling fetures of essays.

Patterns of Exposition

.
. .

In essays, distanging features show a dramatic
increase between groups 3 and 4. Pro ¢ssing features -
are about equivalent to djstancing featores in oroup 3
essays+=in fact, slightly more frequent=-but, even
though progcessing features do increase significantly
from group 3 to %, the increase laas behind that of
distancing. The question is why should there te an
extreme change in one dimension and not another. The
problem may be a result of the fact that the Rrocessing
traits which can be counted in the sample sizes under=-
taken in this present study do not acccunt for procelss=
ing features of a more complex kinde These more co
plex features can be seen when two types of papers,
hcth anchor papers from the ¥980 and 19¢1 readinc, are

received two fives, and the other is a twelve, which

means it received two sixes. .

The two papets on a field trip, following two
pades, show differences of sentence form and overall
organization. At the sentence level, beth the five and
six use introductory subordinate clauses ("If you are
interesteds.s” and "While these places teach N ’

- 73 - 78

‘contrasted. (ne paper is a ten, which means it w

£33
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wondersse..*), but qQnly the six paper begins a sentence
with a past participle (Located in the hills
above..."), joins an internally punctuated series with
a semi-colon (paragraph three), and uses a colah to
signal a series (paragraph four). The two.papéhs also

- differ in the way they-establish a thesis in the intro-
duction. The five paper says the Exploritorium . is an

_%excellent” place because "There ar® so many things to

"do that the class could easily be entertained for the
whole day." The second paragraph adds the notion that
students might learn: "It’s the kind of place you can
go and actually have fun learning." The next pararaph
introduces stience exhibits without examples and then
moves to opening times and entry fees.

. . The six paper, on the other hand, identifies in
the first paragraph the problem of combining entertain-
ment and learning and in the same paragraphs-presents
the Lawrence Hall of Science as the solution. The next
paragraph provides a view of the outside of the Hall
and @ quick review of the room inside. The next para-
graph is a review of the rooms inside, complete with
exanples. The next to last paragraph introduces movies
and activities outside. Then the conclusion restates .
the thesis: "you have fun while you learn." The six’
paper shows more complex sentence structure, a mcre
precise formulation of the thesis, and a consistent
pattern of generality followed by example.

The next two papers on a favorite person show a
similar contrast. The five paper introduces Mrs.
Christine Wilson and her love and understancding. The

apnégt paradraph ‘indicates that her love and understand-
ing extended to other students and teachers. The con-
clusion returns to the present friendship between the
writer and Mrs. Wilson. Like the other five paper,
this five, although fbcused on a topic, has a rather
generalized focus, a mutual friendship, which is
repeated ("She has always made me feel like a
daughter...") without being developed in specific exam=
ples. This five, like the other, also has some indica-
tion of an attention to and an awareness of sentence
form: “She treated, the other stﬁpents as adults, not
like fourth, fivth& and sixth graders as we were."

But the attention to sentence form is not as
apparént as it is in the sixe. The six paper twice
places the modifiers after the noun, something less
‘sophisticated writers rarely do: "He was a man, rather
old, about BS or so" and "He survived the surgery, the
strong willed man he was." The overall organizaticn
begins with a focus on two qualities, "friendly" and
vstrongheaded." The next paragraph presents evidence cf
the “friendly" thesis-=-the visits each day, the hot

»
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cocoa, the stories. The third paragraph begins the
story which focuses on the "strongheaded" thesis, con-
cluding ‘with a short emphatic sentence--*Grandpa
Engstrom refused!" Y‘ two parts of the thesis have

been woven together by making the “friendly" thesis the

setting for the "strongheaded" evidence. Then the
paper closes with _the ?mage of passing time (Yhis old
vegtible [sic] garden, which is now. just weeds") and
the sustained image of the old man (*I...can see him
working awayv), -
. b ' . T b

These two pairs suggest that in the top papers
students add a layer of trajts from expository speech

%ents not present In papers®at lower levels of com-

tency. Both copversatjefs and nccsanaxian§ heve
comnon oral forms. The xpository speech eveft in oral

forn would be ritual ceremonijes like oaths of cffice.-
When expository papers are read aloud, as presenta-
tionss as sometimes happens at conventions, the result
for the lisjeners is usually confusion and despair.
Expositorysprose ‘is understandable only as a Yorm of
ritual hi ly® conventionalized within'a given commun-
itye Like most rituals, expository prose is a verté)
construct and a pattern, and it s @ speech eventy i

the sense that it is a piece of lanauage which is o be
put on display so that readers can examine ite It is a
communication event in the same sense that a photogra-
phy exhibit is a communication event. The difference
between expository prose  and Rresentationss the closest
oral register, is that expository prose dramatically
extends the distance away from the audience and adds a

llayer of processing which is'different. The difference .

iIs the consistent ordered pattern of thesis

development--opening, closing, generality, example--and °

a cummul atjve sequence. In addition, the sentences
begin to embed information without the use of sutcrdi-
nators like whg and whiles The “strong-wi]led man he
was»" for instance, embeds informatjon with an arposi-=-
tive, unmarked by g3 subordinatoft, and with a subordj-

nate clausey also unmarked by a subordinator. The

basic difference between Rrocessing in RLesentaticns
and erocessing in expesitions is thaf processipg in

- Rresenlations projects a definitive, € mplex reality-

and orocessing in expositions projects, in addition,
autonbmous linguistic form, beth at the sentence and

text level, as a definitive, complex reality. In eXRO-
sitions therefore, the madel ing rules tegin to merge
with the RLOce ssdng rules. The notion of exposition.ags
"autonomous written prose" (0Olson, 1981) is another way
0f saying that the text ‘becomes a part of the reality

“which is projected, just as a painting may. project a

reaity and is itself an object or form for study.

Ihé existence of g;ggslnigq as a third registér of

-
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speech event helps explain both why the top two levels
of le rs show very little change in presentatico
featdres and how some kinds of processing and mgdgllng~
are not accounted for by presentation features.
Letters, unlike copversations and presentations,
require that the writers invoke rules of autonomous
Tinguistic form 4n the processing and gpedeling of the
text. The date, the address, the opening, the
closing=-all are highly stylized and conventignal and
are independent of other rules, about preocessing §Lbject
matter and marking distancipngs . lhe markers that com-
inate in some letters may beé sPgnalling the d@xgpository
rules which mark independent Yingdistic form. The

_markers are not, as noted earlier, easily counted. The

point is that the change in top letters is not,

" adcounted for by features of presentations and ccpyer:

sationse A similar pattern of expositcry influence
appears to account for the shift from g competency
level neasr the top (10) tc the top (12). -
umpaLy T Q _ ” N

Four speech events appear to underlie written .com=-
position, representing different levels of compentency.
These four speech events are a. set of rules which writ-
ers must inveoke in their writing in order to estztlish
a certain kelationﬁhip withythe audience, to project a
particuldrhreality, andjto shape a certain kind cf
text. Thede speech events are one way of describing
what,is meant by highér order skills in wrgting, and
because these jhree speech events have comparatle forns
in oral! lanquaqe,-writing appears to be not so much a
shift from bral language as a layer which is added to
cr built on an ofal lanquage foundations The rext
chapter will examin evelopmental trends in epeCGcings
conversations and presentations.

to Ritual .

o " Y o~ . ¢

The writer at various levels of corpetency uses

encoding, conyersatiooal. presentationals and exposiz
tory structuresy ' The question addressed in this
chapter is what are the developmenta) trends from
grades 4 through 12? In Cctober, 1977, as noted ear-
lier, 2,690 students in Nakland, California, grades 4

CHAPIER YI*; Ihe chalqamcnxal'EaL&eLn=.tLQm Encoding

* through 12, wrote a writing sample cn "an abject you

are especially attached to." In May, a cifferent aroup
of 2,271 students wrote on "a person you like, cislike,
or admire."” These papers werc scoredy and a sanple of

182 'was drawn. :Three of the papers haao missinc infor-
mation, leaving a sample of 178, 81 frcm Uctober and 9%

from May: .
(N




o between grade level

Five

L]

interactjons wnrﬂ,anulyrpd'
level and g¢ncoding structures, ) tetween
and, average aumber of words per writing sample, (3)
and conversational structures,

]

(l) between drade

Ggrade level

(4)

hetween qgrade level and presentational structurée, (%)
“tetween scores and qrdde'lovvl. and (6) between the [

scores of the three

Locoding Strugtures

T 1¢ in the sample of 182 were as follows, includira pre, -
posty and combined: : ' '
’
. |6?5&&I:ZIEZEEEIZZI:ZIZZZE&EiIZI_i"éic"ééii—fé&éiﬁ'éiiZI
I | No. | X INO} X \ { ]

N DU | | G | R | S | SR 1
| D, | Mean_l__ ) _Meapd _ \ _____1_-___ | . 1
| | (Pﬂpnsl(Nov.ll | (MayYllot &l No.l(odlnt Score §
[ D | | R | D W | R 1
bl . c__lo_._ __ J Y. 0309 ___%___ 1.0209)___2.4_1
| 5| 5 ] 0%pl 40 |.0340]| 5.0 |
| R | S | Y | S, | D | D 4l
lo_ el ___ % _1. .ouu.‘li /D 5 ) G 9___1.0109)__ 6.5}
171 16 | .02931 1) .043¢ “1.0343] 6.3 |
[ D DI | S S | | ET S |
¢ T B VU BT T Y MCTTY R S R L CT R
I 9| 13 .| M250] 24 0164 1.0195] 7.6 |
[ DR | S | S S | R | | |
10, 13 1501090 128 _.042¢____25.__).,0291).__1.0_1

I 1 ‘15 | J0112] 14 0134 1.0123] 8.1 |,
SR IS DI | U T | P 1.___. 3 U 1

. l__1e2)_____ 2_.l_.0121lwll__aQQll-__-ll__d{E00531~-_6Al 1 o
ITorag a1 | | 97 178 * | |
. [ DS DRSS SN DESARUIDIY USONONINY RPN SN | .
- . K
’ The means (X) of the total words ty grade wete as
follows-

.The medans of c¢ncoding markers

strucrtur

~

-
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if grades 4 throﬁgh

I




! 3
__ | QLadﬁl-LQ:L___MLan 1_-s,ﬁIiI'ELapn aEE’IIZZEEéE 1_NT .
‘ S | 4 I+ 51 119,001 52,031 l I l :
o S VU S b [ SR L_____ 11
/ ' |_"_--_. — _*llanQl--ﬂQﬂ‘ll_-__l 19. f?.).l..-ll.).n%Ql -10 l.
| 6 I 91 1%.11] 90.71] [ |
" l.....'..___..l.‘—-u-ﬂl-.a. ______ 1 _______ 1 __________ -l ———————— 1_..‘-—1'”
. l_l_---l.._Z"l--lQleQl-___z’ﬁ.l.._ 11 LQ-EM_-IQl;éU 001
. \) .“ 8 I 261 145,001 67.95] | N v
y ______ | S R | | S 1 ........ 1____1
b9 ___1__40]__226.,10)__91.4941_ 111’99 llll,_lellll 2951 .
| 10 I 251 227.761 121.751 | '
| Ao 1-,--a**1_4-_; ______ 1_ ________ 1--~_1
I _11___1._30]1_.248,831_ lil;Qil-q_-4 ______ | 1____1 .
| 12 I 171 . 224,47 225.83| lV (12)) 224.47| 17|
| __ A l_ | N TR D lo___1
5 | | S S | S L_o#l=342=2 0 ___ l____1
i | 1T0TALY 182] | | #1=-3,2-3 | | 1t2]).
| | RIS R | R | | G 1__._1
N |
‘ indicates pairs are significantly different at the p; \
' «05 level &nd beyond. .
The patfern of pre, post, and combined conyersa-
& tional markers at each grade level in the sample of 182
i ' was as follows: ;
@ [
] I‘55658?ESETSBBT'RBFEEFE'SE’EFSEZ'(SGFFi°°EESFQE_SE"FFEE;*EECEE'I
b e |
_ ! IGcadd Pce_NalPre. lLasL Nol”osL 1Cont._JSample Scocd __Poo_Scoce. |
y— . ! | | | | ICombsX (No.)Conbe X (No.)
' S5 VU l--,_l_,-,;,Jlx__-_l ______ | | 1
boo 0 b0 b .5 119,49 1_19.0_1__9.4_09)__]_4.42_12111_]
| I 5 | 5 113.¢6] 0o to | 13.6 | s.o (%) | 4,48 (202) |
] U S | DR SR | S | S | S . 1
) o6 b . 9 _122.40____8__111.5_1_20.220_ 6.5 19)_ ] _%.24_124%1_]
! I *7 1 14 132.01 11 _119.27] 2¢.40] 6;3 (259 | %.16 (554) |
bl V) _____ | N U | D, b ___ |
o 01 12 _125,19__113__121.20) 23.08)_ 9.0 £2%)_1_5%.19_(293)_1
I 91 13 129.3¢ 26 121.921 2;;3«| 7.6 (39) | €.68B (933) |
Y GRS SR N | 1._¥ __ oo e _
12100013 . 137,00 __12__126.5€01.32.041__7.6_ 1251‘1 1.22_1(718) |
I 1 1% |134.04 14  |29.00] 31.93) 8.1 (29) | 8.01 (611) |
| U DRI DN PUNUIY W | S | N | S
I_ll'.i“__'z 1204087 12 _123.2%0. 22,971 _6,1_(17).1_t.45.{182)_1 ’

¥

1

‘ “The means (X) of the gqnygnsallgnal markers are -

signiticantly different in two areas: (1) between grade

- ‘ 1l and grade 17 corbinedy, and (2) bLetween the grade b
post—mean and the ntade 9 post mean. :

.. ' - The pattern of pre, post;. an@comhfned
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presentational ndrkors at Pach qgr ade lovcl is as fol~
lOWS- - i

..._.-._....-...—....-__-_.,...-..-._.-.-..,._._._.........-......._-.-..-_—-..._...-._.._..__.....__-.‘..--..-._._.__~._.

[ SR G | G | SR oo | S | D |
| DU, l;;-_-l ....... | | S 1.._Comt X___1__Comb_X_1
[ o 1 o | § | T.B ) TR 5.4 (5) |4.42 (2)7)
S G Lo___. | . | | S | ) O 1-
o8 0 .9 _b.ne 1. __0 _ 1 __Q _1 _l.b. 1_-_5.0 19)__14.48:10202]
| o | 5 | 6221 & | 6,25 | 6,22 ) €.5 (9)  15.24 (245)
. | S | | S .. | S, S 1
-7 0___18___1 9.9201___11__1.8,22.1_8.92.1__6.3_125)_ _15.13_£234]
| ,0 1 12 | 10.0] 13 | 7.46 | B.6R | 5.0 (25) [|9.19 (954}
Y SR, | B | | S | (RSO DRSS | 1
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1 10 | 13 |14.23] 2 | 12.61) 13,461 7.6 (25) |7.22 (118}
[ S S loo . | R U | b 1
I_1) 0 15:__113.000__-14__1 Y6.711 19,200 8.1 029)__18.01 (611}
| 12 | S  |11.60]) 12 | 13.83). 13.17] 8.1 (17) .[B.45 (688}
Y U | G | G, | S | . | | 1

- The means of the presenptatippal markers are sicni-
ficantly different only between grade B and grace 9.¢

. S¢ores ' . v

The pattern of scores in the pcpulation of 4,901,
. 220690 pre scores and 2 ?71 post scores can te found in
App“ndlx De

Conyersatiopal and QLPﬁ””lﬁllgﬂjl structuréé sho
the following patterns of chanae from aroup I to urod¥

IV in the grade 4-17 data: !

| Group 1 ESBCZFE?T"EHSEEE”T"?FFZZBETT” Change |

! | Mean | | Me an | s
) by o | I ) | B |

| 11 7.9863 | A | 4a7397 | I

| ___Scores_2z31_ ______. | R | I g ___. )

I 21 17.2109 | +9.2246%| 9.6190 | + .bvqat

| Scores 5-6| I | | |

e oo | S R | I | G !

! 3k 2522553 | +n,oaax | 13.3%21 | +3.7331%

Jooisecores 9290 o ___ | | 1. ___ o | ,

| 41 23,7273 | =1.528%%] 23,0000 | +9.6479% .

| Scores 11-121 | | 1 | . !

e e | B | | 1

For prescptationss the following changes are statisti-
’ cally sigd .f‘iéant‘ Group 1 to Group II, Group 11 to
, ; erup J11, Group 111 to 1V.e For gopversetiongl
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| ) WY RGP o
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structures, the followan channes are statisttcnlly

, suanifscant. Group 1. to Il and Group 11 to 111,

Be ause the guggdlgg index is thv rcsult of n|V|e-

ing by -total

nunber of words, and conversationdl anc
presentational markprs are not, the encoding

indexes

cannot be ‘compared wuth ‘the other two crcopt by

translating all thrte
‘exanining the' relatuonship.

‘indexes

into 7 scores and then -
Tte following

is the !/

scores for the thrce structurns at each grade lcvcl-._

syt T __--_._-..h..—----_.______-.--..—..-A..-~

|
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Z scores for the three structures
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is also found

(429 letters and essays):

’

A vattern very similar to that found éxové in the
in the co

hpariscn of

in the ninth .ofade
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The next three paqeq show qraphs of the 7 srore

for encodings QQQ!QL&QILQUﬁv and presentations.

" The

next page shows the 7 scores for both (ctober and April
at sach grade level durinqg 1977- 1979.
shows the <7 scores for the combined 'data, [Nctober and

April, at each arf@e level.
graph of 7. scores for
at the ninth orade

1981,

](_’VQ] .

Loth letters and essaysy 1940
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and
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The develo

” i

pment trends that emerge are the féllow-

ﬂK 1. Beti%bn‘grades 8 and 9.'fhere is a statisticélly“
) 'sighificant increase 'in writing scores, in conyer:=
- -satlopal markers, and in presentational markers.
~ This lhﬁ;ease occurs at the same ‘time that thf
—~ relationship bedween the three structures of |
. epcodifig» conversatiops» and preseptatlons i
%nde'rgrxl‘-q& 8 marked chanqge. “In eighth and nipth .
'/ +"§rades, conversational and presentational strpc- S
+" tures are both showing a consistent challence’ to

‘the dominance of encgding structures.

2. _Although there are a few inconsistencies in the
data, overall the speed of cognitive processing
y ' shows a steady increase throughdut the grades.
~The evidence for this Is the data on -total words.
A11 of the essays ware written within a fifty -
minute time period. .The means (X) at each trade
level and the test of significant differencey
among groups of drades raise the question of
whether there may be a ceiling effect in prccess=—
ing speed at the upper .grades,: That is, some stu-
dents in the twelfth grade may have reached a.
point close to their maximum processing speed
within a fifty minute period. The pause data sug-
gested that there may be both a ceiling and floor
effect in. the writing=-~a point beyond which & fas-
ter speed is not helpful and a point below which
the speed cannot go without having the process.
.+disintegrate, This pattern of performance is typ-
ical of babbling or pre-conversational. speech
events in oral language.. . '

3. Epncoding structures dominate ghe’attedtibnal capa-
city of writers at the ‘lowest levels of compptency
and .in the early arades, 4-7. .o

JA

9%« -Conyersational and presentatjonal.structures re
almost equivalent in the early grades, 4-5, "md at
the lowest levels 6f competence. But in araces -
' 6-7 and at the competency level just mjjove the
bottom, conyersational structures clearly dom=
inated Jn grades 11-12 and in the highest level
of competence,' presentational teqins to dominate g
relatively speaking (as shown by 2 scoreg). In $ -
absaolut& numbers, presentational markers are still
-dopinateyd by copversational markers at grade 11
. (15.20 t§ 31.93)"and grade 12 (13.83 to 23.2%) and
4 r in combined letters and essays for 1940 anc¢ 1911 -

inf’grade nine: . , ;

T~
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. layering metapho

...... B e e e e e b - e e o e e = /
|._Geoup_ ] _Counversatlon. u:an-_l___L(cscnlallon bean_l /
| 1 | 7.9863 [ “«.13 1/
N S 1/

S PO I DI 11,2102 ______ | O Gatd_______ )i

| 3 | 25,2553 | 13.3% N
. | U SN l..-___.._.-: _________ 71:_1 '
L. WY DN 21.1211 _______ S 23,00 __. 1. |

Stgnificantly -different? / 7 )
1-4, 1-3, 1-2 &« 1-%, 1-3, 1-2
. 2-4, 2-3 . 274y 2-3
v . : 3-4
~

As noted earlier, gxpo;ltony strucgures began to
appear in the top papers, an¢ these structures may
have an influence on scores.in the upper ograde
levels,. ' ' 3 '

. Cng issue in the rqlatuonshlp of anygLsd_
tionaly presentationals and Lanasllctx structures
is whether the writing/shows a shift from one
structure to another o6r shows a layer ing of cne
structure on top of Another. A shift would be
showhy fOr instancey by a sharp drop i conycrsas
tional markers after a stage or period of dcmi-
nance. Conversational markers shew a decline in
the data in two p%aces--from group 3 to group 4 in
the combined ess ys-and from grade 11 to 12 in the
combined ﬂctober April samples. The decline of
presentational /structures in the essaysy however,
is small, the SmalLest change from one group to

_another in the combined essays, even thouch sta-

tistically significant, and the drop ‘in-qrade 12
could very well be a result of the smq]l early
sample (5). Pre- post Z scores shcw converseticnal

‘markers moving upward at the end of the schecol

year. The general impression, therefore, ‘s that
conyersational markers increase, then gresentacs
tiofal markers are added as a layer, and then
expository markers are add9d. Each addition will
cause some change in the underlyine Tayers-=
changing the frequency of certain distancing mark -
ersy, for unstdnce--but under lying forms never
totally dusappear s would ocgur in a shlft. The
wﬁi o0 suggests a dtvelopmantal

trend from gonversational to pLgscnlaxlonal to
;gaqsllopx structures.

. v . ’ .
° This tcend Is.consnstvnt with the genoral

e ¢
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principle of the scaffold in language learning.

. Applebee g’ives as one example of this principle: ¢
- - the child relying “on a skill which the°child has

. already 'eloped (dialogue) to develop a new

N g skill (n ive)™ (1980:8). In this present

study, the student appears to rely on gopversa-
) tional structures, already well known in oral
N - language, to develop a new skill, presentationgl
’ structures. Cazden (1980) suggests that often in
R language learhing the scaffold "self destructs as
: the need lessens." The scaffolding process . .
Y observed in this present Study is not one where
the scaffold self-destructs. The scaffold here is
always an underlying layer. The fact is that ‘
conversations and presentations céntinue to have ,
| their own inhefent usefulness %n ghe appropriate )
! speech event lpng after their basiic usefulness as A
a learning scaffold has diminishgd.

%4

. 5. Encoding structures, graphe# on the'previouﬁb
: pagess have an inconsistent pattern.from one
grade to another. However,ian-examihaticn of
the writing s les suggesty that the stu-
. ‘dents are making dramatic changes- in their
: héndwriting'and_their;world'kanIedge and
§ that ‘these .changes contribute to protlems in
' ' encoding. For instarce, :the shift from

. - printing to handwriting mdy produce more ,

, problems of spelling and making letters, and
devoting attentjon to the shift from one
speech event ‘structure to another may produce
temporary epncoding difficulties. In all of ,
the single grade data (9) however, ¢épcoding
'structures show a consistent pattern, a sharp
decline students move out of the lowest
levels of competency and almost a total _
disappepirance of epncoding problems at the top .
levels: :

TS S e . e e s A D s s i il e . S, A e o W D S - — — " S T o~

| Group 1] .211° 49y 1-3, 1-2 |

| 3 e Lo Lo S
§ : | _Group_21__ Q7570 _ ______ 42412231
i . ' | Group 31 .06413) 3-4 |
g | DU SR, | S ———— 1
- | _Group_4l__,Ql8¢0 ____________ S |
’ Q . .
‘ Ig'sumMary. then, the developmental trends in
_ e L, " writing competency suqgest four under lying speech
. mvents--encoding, conversationss presentaticns,
and gxposition/rituals. : .




' | CHAPIER SEVEN: Eluencys Focus» and Eorm® lhe
. lmnlma&lgni for Leatning _

The ‘fsults of the present study suggest thatw

students at different levels of competency :in
'school writing may have problems in different ’
areas of competency and that these different lev-
els may show developmental trends. There are
three levels of writing competency in schools: (1)

. the lowest levely which has problems primarily

' with the cognitiwe task in writing and needs to
develop fluenhcy; (2) the middle level, which has
problems primarily .with: thé sociclinguistic task C .
in writing and needs to develop focus; and (3) the Coan
highest level. which sometimes has praoblems with |
the linguistic task in writing and needs to
develop form, ; ' !

The student writers at the lowest levels of
performance allocate more of their attention capa-
‘city to small units like letters and words than do - -
other writers, and this increased attention is not ,
, reflected in improved performance -at the letter _ v
v and word level. In fact, 'the student writers. at
the lowest levels of performance have more gncgd_ .
ing problems than do other writers. These same
. . : writers wrote fewer words in the time allowed,
have more inflection errors (sub ject-verb acree-
ment, past ‘tense, and pronoyn case), have fewer
punctuation errors of a certain type (apostrophe,
comma for a series, comma for introductory or
independent clause), have fewer speech eveht mark- - &tT
ersy, and show few differences A" speech event fre~- ST
quencies form one dimension to'another (process:-
.ing» distancing» and maodeling) ana from one mode
to another (letter tc essay).

These prob¥ems of the lowest skilled writers
i . suggest the processing defpands placed on them.
: y The cognitive task in writing requires the student
to use various strategies for rementbering letters,
wordsy and_other language conventions. This
requires retrieving the information either from w
short term and long term memary or.from_varicus
levels of memory. Methods of retrieval cln . - : v
include automaticity, which is an automatic {/ »
mechanism; chunking, which seems to require some-
. attention and is a way of retrieving information ™
' ~hich has a pattern or meaning expectancy: and
full, conscious attention. The problem fof the
. poor writer is that whén word recognition is slow,
. and not automatic, conscious attention difected by-
' an expectancy from previous context, has/ﬁime to o
intervena, inhubir retriavdl of ipformqtucn from‘ )_
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, Unexpected sources, and to direct attention to the

memory location of the expectancy. Thus the slow
or .poor’ writers have an additional aid in their

. expectancy.to ald their encoding of a word, atteﬁ-.

tion added to what’ resources exist in autometi-~

.city, but this additional aid fs purchased at a

coste .The attentional capacity is expended on -
writing a particular word and is, therefore, not

-available for integrating 1arger_un[ts of text. " -

Automaticity and attention can occur simultsne-
ouslys and if automaticity is handling the writing:
of words, then attention can be expended on
integratina sentences and paraaraphs.

. R

. The first problem of poor writers, then, is
that so much attention is directed to word and
phrase processing, that sentence and paragraph .
planning cannot take place and, therefore, very
few large units are written

¢ * * . [ ]
The quegtlon is what can be done in schcols

to help writers at the lowest levels of com-

" petency? One issue is whether the teacher cf .the

writer at the lowest levels of school competency
should emphasize practice with Tow=-level stimulus

analysis. Polyani (1975, p. 33) gives sone
interesting advice on this issue:’

A striking feature of knowing a skill is
the presence df two different kinds of
awarenessyof the things that we are
skillfully. handling. When I use a ham-
mer to drive a nail, | attend to both,
but quite differently. [ 'watch the
effects of my strokes on the nail as |
wield the hammer. I do not feel that

the handle has struck my ralm but its
head has struck the nail...] know the
fe?lings in the palm of my hand by rely-
ing on them for attending to the hammer
hitting the nail. ' I may say that I have!
a subsidiary awareness of;th% feelings-
in.my hand which is merged into my focsl .
awareness of my driving the nail.

In writing, the distinction tetween the twoe
skg 11s. Tow-level Srimulus analysis and contextual
facilitation, is like Polanyi’s distincticn
between subsidiary -and focal awareness. If cne
thinks primarily about the hammer, one may
increase one’s problems Rolding the hammey &nd
will probably miss the nail, and' if the teacher
focuses primarily on low-level stimulus analysis,
the teacher may, unwittingly, prohote protlems cf

b

o




encodings and the student will mis$ the context
entirely. In other words, direct conscious atten-
tion to low-level 'stimulus analysis may recduce the
amount of automatic analysis and also reduce the
amount of conscious attention that can be oiven to
larger units fike the Speech event- underlyinc the
writing.

-
- a

What is the evidence that attention to the
speech event underlying 3 piecé .of writing can
facilitate learning to write in the early staqges?
Applebee (1981), as noted earlier, has called
attention to the prihciple of scaffolding in’
language ] arnnnq the learner uses a skill which
the learner has already developed to learn & new
skill. Onk skill which all young writers have
learned by the time they .are in secondary schools
or earlier is the skill of having a copversation
with someone. Thus, if the poor writers put a
conyersational]l situation in their focal awareness,
they can be learning the encoding in their subsi=
diary' awareness. Poor writers beadin writinc with
a few copversational markers, certainly more than
presepntational markers; the foundation . is already
presente :

.The:evidenée suggests the possibility that
attention to writing as a codversational event

».
~

. I'd

will inprove the students’ use of encoding struc-

tures. .In this present study, the sudents who
show the most dramatic decline in encoding frot -
lems, those who are in group twos also shcw a
dramatic increase in gonversational structurese.
The studies of Core, Bruner, and Benevisté alsp
argue for attention -to conversational interac-
tions.

Dore (1979) has sugqested that the ccnversa-
tional act can be used to describe a class cf com-
municative behaviors which appear btefore the onset

‘of word production. These joint action fcrmats

(Bruner 1979, pp. B7-B8) or protoconversat'onal
acts (Dore, 1979, p. 342) include such joint
actions as peekaboo gamres and cesture imitation
between mother and child. Beneviste (1971, p.
218) has argued that an [-you concept is a tasic
foundation for discourse, and Lyan (1974) hezs
arqued that reference for many words suchgées bLLﬁv
there,» nows and later are dependent on,the
development of an I-you contept. In summary, sonme
kind of infteraction context or I-you concept is
projected by low performance writers in their
writing, and this interaction is an essential part
of the first stages of languaqe leavnlni -
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The approach suqqested;ﬁere for poor writers, -

then, is one in which 'the task begins with a sin-

gle emphasis on some functional interaction in a 2
coanversational speech event, Tf the school must )
ralso give some attention to spelling and cthrer

encoding matters, then thos€ matters can come

later, after. the student writer has finished writ-

ing the first draft. The primary aim of instruc-

tion for poor writers will be the development of

fluengye Fluency refers to the sclution of the

basic prohiem in the cognitive task, the apsence

or near-absence of automaticity in writina.

Eluency appears to be best tauaht through thre

instructional principle of indirection: assign a

functional nail if one wants to teach how tc grip

“a hammer, . -

4

The students at the middle levels of writing .

competency’ in schools have sélved many problems of |
o _ : »

encoding. However, the students at this level )
have more punctuation problems of a certain type
(apostrophe, comma in a series, cofhma for intro-
ductory and independent clauses) than do the stu-
dents at the lowest levels.of competency. This
increase in punctuation probiems of a certain type
éuggestsp of course, that these 'midcle students
are experimenting*with larger units of texte. In
any case¢y mastery of spelling and other mechanical
matters will not ensure that a student will attain
the school’s definition of minimum competency in
writing,. -

One test of the relationshio between writing
and mechanics is how well the scores of the same
students on different lanquage tests correlcte
with the students” writing score. Scores from 676 .
students on a vocaByJary t'sg (Comprehensive Test
of Basic Skills), a reading cogprehension test
(Comprehensive Test.of Basic Skills), a lancuage
expression test (Comprehensive Test of Basic
Skills)y a district spelling testy a writinc test,™  *
and a district test of méchanics wereg correlated,
The writina test provided” an essay score (favorite
person) ‘and a score cn a letter. (request fcr
emoloynent), both scores coming from the prcti-
ciency test in the spring of 1980, .The scores on
the favorite person essay were then correlated

with all of the other tests:? v
]
K}
- - ’
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Test - Correlation With the
: ' Essay Score in the, Districtl
S S N216 oo
Mechanichn . «35
Spelling : « «38
Language Expressnpn : 41
Vocabulary ‘044
Reading Comprehension . ' 55
HWriting a Letter . . ¢ ob6
T —— . iy i, s e it D . Bl S N Wy T ot AP s ] b ity e S VO e V. O D s, s N . ——— o~ _L..—r—--—

The correlatlons seem to suggest that passing a
mechanics test may have less to do” with learning
to write than.actually writing something or dovng
other language/act|V|ties. :
;s

LY /

Another part of the issue is the claim that

learning mechanics may be a way to teach a certain’/
"kind of student how to write. The kind of student

usually suygested is one who |ikes math. ln a
1980 sample of 2,352 students. who had passed the
math test in the district proficiency exam, 1,652
students passed the mechanics test. Of these stu-
dents who passed both math and mechanucs. only

49.7 percent also pas3éd thée tavorite 'person essay
exam. In this same group only 52.69 [percent
passed the employment letter assignment. ~
, ' .
The students who attain minimum|competenrcy
schoQl writing are those who show a pubstantial

increase in both gonversational andbreseptsticnal

speech mnarkers, the jncreases shown in the two
middle 'groups, from group 2 and group 3. Thre
shift from the middle level of competency to the
high l2vel recuires an increase in the use of
presentational structures. Sometimes in-sctool
situations the middle writer sefems to be caught
between two competing s@ts of rules. The wr;;’f
at the lowest level has no attentional capaciYy
left over for such large unit concerns as speech
events. PBut the middle level writer does have
such attentional ecapacity available and the com-
peting rules may become a problem.

First there is the.competition between the
rile of expressibility (express yourself) anc the
rule of clarity (be clear). . The rule of expressi-
bility is followed ih the close ‘distancing and
approXimate processing of copversationgl .struc-
turesy -but the rule ofcﬂpﬁuty is fcllowed in the
definitive processing of breseptational struc-
tures. Preseptations give cleerer and more. '

iz -
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, detail d outlunes gz/the world. but Qngscnxaxlgnal
. lack the personal pression which is possible in
: - conversations. Clarity, in fact, in many
conversational situations an unfriendly gesture
toward the conversational partner.

Second there is the rule of readability (make
it easy to read) and the rule of efficiency (omit"
needless words). The rule of reddability is often
folldwed in copversational structures --making
things easy to follow in a series .of Yand’s," for
exampide=-- but the rule #F efficiency almost never
ise The 'rule of efficiency calls for embedded
.clausés, subordinat ion, participle-modifiers=--all
techniques for removing needless..words and all
characteristic of presepntations. Simple coordina-
tion and very emphatic antens.flers. on _the cther
hand, are techniques of: readabllaty. are charac-"
terastuc of conversations.

- Yhird there is the rule of ‘one-person commun-
icabikity and the rule of unity. OCne person com-
municability is a series of injunctions like .
write-it-the-way-you-=say-it-to-a-friend and
think-of-the-reader -as-someone~you~-know. Unity
_refers{Zo matters like a toncluding generalization
and a tle. The former occurs in gopyersations,
the latter in presentations. The formal corclu-
sipn and title are, to some deoree, anti-social.
The fiormal conclysion tends to shut off matters,
leaving little for the copyersational partner to
do, /and the title is an announcement that what
follows is not a personal message.

The implications for teaching are clear.’

st of ally if the student is heing  encour aged
emphasize presentational structures, then the
riight set of rules must be¢ emphasized. Second,
tudents-need to be made aware of the fact that
writing rules vary in their importance frcm $itua-
tion to situation. Finally, a writing program
should provide experiences witht bhoth conyversations
and prasentations in functional situations, giving
the students experience with all types of ¢gnver-
satiopnal and presentational writing and the oppor-

tunity for Latblipng (free writing) and rjtual
(exposition) (see diagram, next page),

The writing assigned in classrooms and in
competency exams represents a mid-point in the
contradt between conversations and presentations.
The social notes written in school and schoc)
textbooks represent the, extremes,

-89 101
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" ) _ In a pilot study of the presence of the
. : speech events in writing encountered in schcols,
the social nntes written in ¢lass and the school
textbooks showed the followina contrast (Myers,
1981, see Appendix G): . ‘

- Vi v N v . . ' .

| Feature N Social Notes, '| Textbooks |
b e l__{conyersations) 1____________ 1
| Distancing | o ) Vo !
| Close | 123 | 0 1
: % ‘ ' Far l «005% l 0059 ' .
b e | e e *_-___-____-;1
| _ Processing ! : |
- Approximate -} . 046 | 054 .|
| Loosely Connected | ‘ . |
| | | |
[ Definitive | .012 1, .072 |
| Embedded . _____ ) d o 1
2| Model ing - ’ N !
| Impermanent | « 062 | o0 |
| Permanent i .000 e .022 |
' | Conversations | 211 ¥ 054 {
| Presentations | 017 - .153
; . R, e | | 1 ]
<
. - J The approach_suggested for the middle writer here T
' ' assumes that the .rules dre best learned in & func=’
dional situations The simulations proposed by
. Moffett (1973) and others are useful--ands, tc some ¢
/ degreey, schools will always besylimited to scme ™
} " simulations--tut the effort to-establish f wide e
) variety of functional context for writing in
schools should be the primary aim of an instruc~ .
tional proaram. "In any event, the primary protlem °
\ for the middle level Q%iter is to determine the

appropriate focus for a jiven speech event. Focus

refers to the basic problem of the sociolincuistic

task inherent in a writing assignment-=-identifying

v - the appropriate form and frequency cf distancing
markersy distapcing, processingy.and wedelling,
all signalling-a particular copversatignal &nd
presentational 3peech event. ;

The, problems of writers ir the top levels of
competency were examined in two pairs of writing
: samples, each pair having scores 10 and 12 on the .
/IL same topic. The evidence from these pairs, both
YA " at the high tevel, suggests that the students who )
- "reach the top SCO}éS add an emphasis on lincuistic .
. form which is missing from the papers at lower
. levels. Linguistic form (or, expositery sianal)
refers to syntax-=-moying modifiers after the noun s
for ‘instance--and to tex't organizatich--the .

' - solpr " .




. pattern of'generalffy ana.éxamble. for instance.
The potential diversity of these patterns needs
- additional study in a populaticn of students

' ﬁn . beyond high sthool. It appears’ that students in7. '
"; . the secondary schools can attain minjmum com- .
> . petency in writing, as measured by scheol district

. critefiay, without much elaboration of gapgsltgzx
'j‘} ' markers. S

S , These thgee levels of - competency, each with a
~ different kjnd of writing problem. show two tends
L in the developmental data: (1) “a layering effect ®

in which each structure is an‘addition rather than-

a complete replacement .and (2) a sequence from the

early.grades to the later ones. The layering

effect shows the followinGJpattern at each _qom-

petency l€/§1 P
‘Low Levelr, . p

Full Attention Engeding : L
Converstation b,
L B Presehtation, '

. ‘Middle level . C

Eull ‘Attention Conversation -
Presentation

‘Entoding .
'_/ . N

' 3 High Level ' Cl -

; " S W ' .
. ' Fyll Attention Presentation/Expesitory | "

. ) : ' Conversation
Encoding
4
_ . R
.. (See Diagram ch the Nex} Page)/

.

The layers atsthe bottom underco automatic activa-
. tion and the layer in the middle receives scme
. - attention now and then., Even thoudh ccnyerca-
. tional diﬁbnsions are differgnt: from, and scme-~
. - imes: the gpposite of, presentational dimensions,
hey- still maintain an uncerlying presence in the
text. A lecture or article without some conversa:
tional markers would be very upusual. Sometimes
these conversational devices are used to rsicral
projections of reality which ‘are epproximgtions (].
thinks I bhelieve), even though the OVera]% reality
which is projected is definitive. At other times,
conversational markers are usecd tc open what even-
tually becomes a grasentational speech eent. Such
v an opening puts the reader -audience at each, ™.
establisqes.a friendly relationship for what may

o ® :
. T ¢ -
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~at the ninth grad

be difficult moments ahead. Therefore, instruc-
tional programs which emphasize a shift from oral
to.written forms and a shift from the infornality
of copversaticns to the formality of presentations
may rnot be adequately representing the layering '
effect which is, in fact, occuring in the writinge

Secbnd. the develpment trends also show ‘a

sequence: early grades showing the chatacteristics

of the low level, middle arades the middle level,
and the wpper grades the high level. Sometimes
the $schools translate these developmental trends
into programs for €ach grade levlal, The evidence
in this present stu suggests that this mey be a
mistake, - The ninth #rade sample in this present

.study has all of the problems which occur in the
.various grade levels. In other worcsy, a teacher

at the ninth c¢ra lTevel cannot assume. that engod=

ing problems were{'solved because encoding are low
in

A given ninth grade~lass is _likely to have some
students with encoding problems at least as ser -
oys as thosé faced-¥y some fifth or sixth ar aders.
Therefare, the teacher of such a class faces in
one group all the problems of writing., Tke prob-
lems of different students have distinctive
characteristics, and writing instructicny, maybe
more than other parts of the curriculum, may
require more cne~to-one cohferqncingvand sme 11
group ~ork with a teacher,

N [ 4

The four hypotheses investigated in this
study identifies four different sub-tasks erbedded
in the writing task. MWriting in schools js first
of a1l an institutional task, meeting the demands
of the public and educators; a coghitive task,
requiring fluency or automaticity for some matters
and’attention for others; a sociolinqguistic task,
requiring a focus on the dimensions of an
appropriate speech event; and a linguistic task
requiring the forms at the text and sentence leve]
of, autonomous wr.itten prose. The.institutiona]
task in this study, ‘as noted earlier, was the fol-
lowing:

L]
¢ -

1. The Institutiona] Task

«Igpic .
. The minimum competency task selected by edu=
cators and the public was a personal essay

telling why something was a~favorite arc.a
letter applyina for employment.

-

v
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-the grade-to-grade sequence.
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vl

b

e Eaéh;task uas given 50 -minutes for comp]e-«
ftl .

,

‘;f”PFQJ:sLQd Standards Lo .“ , ‘

/ ’ . C

./ _The stidents knew that the readers ‘were

" ‘teachers and that the writing .samples would
.be scored on a one to six scale, each pap \
would be read twice, the scalée would be esta~"
BYished by comparing papers with one another,
'and that the final score mould be theé two
scores added together. , ‘

-

It is probable, of course, that if the institu-
tional .task had been different, the cognitive, -

. sociolinguistic, ‘and linguistic demandd would have
changed, and thé performance of the students would
have been different. For instance, if a personal"
letter or a social note written in class were the:

"institutional task, then it is likely that conver-
sational structures would have dominated tite top

task had been to write.a news tulletin on an :
event, to tell a fable about an event, to write a
monologue to oneself or. to give eye witness tes~- -
timony on some event, then the ggnggn;axlgngl or
presentatiopnal structures used by the students
might have shown some differences of emphasns.
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S ,

Wing, Alan, and Baddeley, Alan. ¥Spelling Errors in
Handwriting: A Corpus and a Distributional Analysis."

Cognitive Prpcesses in Seellipge Uta Frith (Ec.) New
York: Academic Press, 1980,

Wittgenstein, L. Philosophical lnvestigations. New
York: MacMillan, 19%3,

Writing Mechanics. 1969-1974. By the National Assess=—
ment of Educational Rrogress, Wastington, D.C.: CGFQ,

1975, ‘
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07(Jo£w)l“dd SR | oo dp B B
_2, 05 O¢ 3ed) Shets ' ' 4 G w;’_*
Q.o.-/-e,, : B
g, 32 Lo Qo3¢ h‘:_’
. 38 ' | Wheneve I(\ ﬂ;- ike hanging .. ‘St"’

5 b" @The floor was just polished a.?d lines were shm})ly pamt

confusmg ZThe couference ‘;_ooms are used ". dc;

There is fal'sql 4 applianceafurnished kitchen 3 _ |
refreslnnents (oo @ UM"‘@‘ 0 -,Eg‘qﬂaa 7é Aae - 4"1‘*

1-
[ On the outside of this park Athere arel\S full courts for basketball .
w

24
room enough for klckball : The nets are routaely change«;\to keep he baskets

nic¢/' Unfortmatel)"f Asapd fmrg‘_'-—s—andlotl\ ften gets on t @-

. G?7 - traction difficult A\ _
; 3 ’ 1
The ysandlot contains a hugeAwooden chinese junk boat Z‘ T'here are ladders, .
Ze @ ' :
G suspension bridges, and slides}\to‘c?im d playA'g;x the junk. ASwmg .
. 4 k b_. .| )

merry go-round adJo_Athe junk boa;‘ 's:l'hese structures are orxgmally designed,
(- ‘

S . | with e-school kids in mind B even teenagers and adults can be, found si
] s on them&elaxmg @-@(U -, B
. ¥ There ;re ' arart tlmejrecreation 1eader§‘zs'uperv1szlvnag this, one ‘/1_ .
. -" * block park. 4 They are very friendly ‘é@gzhave bkme good friends. /\On\)xohdays

they would give @Zxcluslve use of thg !’:Nonnally, the gym can be rented
fl? for $7 an hour. | :
. 2.

k' One other reason [ enJoy th1§‘ park 15|;hat }11 my fr1ends/.1 go there:
think this park'}ls very .m!portant_@has done alot for the kids in our com-.
37 munity by keeping them off the streets.

A P

ks

g wukhs. %}7“ Sand/u T dﬂ‘\.fﬂv’( ac/&c/qvl‘l 4¢/<,U

- | /7 S F Kated ay ’Z:Ae/ay Mg addec/

o @Qo~ § wntew Lke ate L bty Wadded

/ GCre: F' Foa ;{vX:ML— bate, cfp L halpo 72, cdde Ze

i A DY Cdmﬂ‘- /«, AA,&. a,f' Té-e/aw -@e‘— Mf,. o
? Pl ot Cgdisc b oo Lo > o _‘é"’“z‘-mﬂ@
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ﬁkNKTNGS OF ANCHOR PAPERS BY NATIONAL SAMPLE

--100% *

=75 o

" ==50
_.?5 .

"Jfé“ 81X .

' : =
Scorg 1 2 3
Rankings for Paper 1 -(21)
--100 '

90. 6

e I7.5| L2
Score 1 R I _
Rankings for Paper 2 (31) u’ _

¢
-=75 I
* A

--50" )

o .9 0 le2.sltasy] iy 19 Fg Eéta 46.2 {26.4

s . T, — S
Score 1 -2 3 .4 5 2 6 Score 3 4 5 " 6
Rankings for Papey 3 (51) Rankings fpr Paper’'5
--100
-75
-~50 . '
.
-=25 : : ] . _ .
0 +.9 [44.3] [32.1 [o.8 1.9 .9 2.8 .2.8.[23.94 l69.8
- Lo, B ot §
_Scoxe 1 2 3 4 s 6 Score 2 3 -4 : 5 W
PFe .

Rq‘kihgs for Paper 4 (61)

Rankings for Paper 6 (41)

“*Numbers in ( *) refer -to I.D. numbers on Papers (see Appendix p._ )
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e
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. ’ e ' .
1980 Population of Ninth Graders 1981 Population of Students
Submitting Easiy (3,278) & Letter (3,278) Submitring Essay ( ) & Letter ( )
1980 Essay Sample 1980 Letter Sample 1981 Tasay Sample 1981 Lettaer Sample
. --—{3,819)(176) : (126)___ __(4,221)/170) - (147)
I. Migsing values 6 = Net 170 4 = Nat 1/2 1 = Net 169 l= Net 146
[T. Males/Females M = 90; F = 80 | M= 90; F = 80 M =82; F= 75 M= 7;F =59
N ‘i Unknown: 13 -| Unknown = 17
IIT. % Below Min.
. Comp.
A: Population 64.10
B. Sample 43.10 R
IV. Topic Favorite Person | Letter of Favorite Place Letter of
Employment : Employment
V. [Grades 9 = 11 = 9 = 1] =
A. Population All Ninth All Ninth 10 12 = 10 =« 17 =
B. Sample All Ninth All Ninth 9 = 165 11 = 3 9 =115 11 = 2 . ¢
\ : ’ . 10 = 1 12 =1 10 = 20 12 = 5
VI. Scornqzssay-ueo . i b
2=103 _. 12 \J 23 37 N
1 (51 __ & N 0 L P
4= 783 126 , 16 32 6
5= 461 . |14 -’ |11 2] 1
6 = 845 28 22 34 35 fou,
T=437 . 27 ' 1 k4 ‘
8467 _ 135 " 24 kT 9
9 = 164 19 22 ” 0 2
10 = 125 28 29 34 29 .
1l = 55 . 49 9 " 1 0
1) = 17 5 5 i 11 26
_Total = 3,819 _ 170 - 1171 169 146
. . ] .y
' 1978 Esaays of Students, 4 - 12 . .jg
1978 Populgtion = Samples = 182 MlssTgg Values
_ . . 1=178
Scores Grade Pre = 2,690 Scores Grade Males = /Fwnalpa = .
2= _299] 4 = 218 V[ Post =2.271 = 2 = 10 4 =5 _Wre=No, Post No
i= 3211 9 =202 |Total 4,961 3 =17 =5 Grade 4 = o 5
,_ b= 31536 =,245 lGrades Pre No, Post 4 =19 6y = 9 S S0
5= 205 7T=%s4 4 110 _107 5= 13 ] = 25 6= 5 4
6 = 766 8 =~ 79) 5 119 83 "6 = 18- 8 v 26 T = 4. 11
7 = 6821 9 =933 |5 105 140 7 =19 9 = 40 8= 11 11
8+ 549110 = 718 7 284 _270 8 = 15 10 = 25 9 = 171 26
9 = 477]11 = 611 | 8 430 363 9 = 21 11 = 3¢ 10 =} 13 2o
10~ 284]12 = 688 |9  4q9 524 - 10 - 18 12 = 17 TV T Y
11 - 225 [Total 10 4717 24) 11 = 16 Total = 182 12 = 12
12 = 138 4,96) 11 356 253 12 = 15 Votal - 82 [Total 97
Toewpl- 12 400 288 Unknown = 1 Unknown -= 3
_h3061 Total = 182
A
1
-]
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A. POPULATION NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS 1977 - 1978 16
- Grades 4-12 N
GRADE . SCORE " TOTAL’
2 | s la s e |78 [o 1w [11 |12
FOURTH
Pre-Test No. 2218 J20 |27 33 |8 o 2 | - | - | - 110 yms.22 .
Per. 20.0) 16,4]18.2{24.5|11.8{ 7.3{ 0 | 1.8 . - - - ' -
Post-Test | No. 14 |14 f2¢ f20 f22 [7 [s v | - | - | - | 107
| Per. 13.0 | 13.0/22.2/18.5{20.4| 6.5] 4.6] 0.9 - - - N
- -- 1 P4
FIFTH No. 23 l26 J16e f22 f1sa |8 |s {s | - | - [ - 19 xe/Y
Pre-Test Per. 19.3 21.8[13.4(18.5(11.8] 6.7] 4:2| a.2] - . - ~
* | No. 14 10 17 17 fwo s [- T - T1 |- 83 xe4.50
Post-Test | Per. 16.9 | 12.0]20.5]20.5]13.3]12.0] 3.6 1.2| - - - =
' v : : TOTAL Ul
ST No. 13 f1s D17 Ja1 i fiz Jw la {1 ] o |1 105 X=5.06
Pre-Test | per, 12.4 [ 14,3[16.216.0]10.5{13.4[ 9.5] 3.8] 1.0{ 0 [y1.0
Post-Tesy | NO- 14 f12 |29 118 [27 [16 @3 Jo | o | 1 (‘1 140 Xe5.37
| Pper. 10.0 | 8.6]20.7)12.9]19.3{11.4/ 9.3 6.4] 0.0] 0.7] 0.7
_ T I3%
SEVENTH No. 39 (32 las Iss lae |32 117 l1o 1 284 Xw5.06
Pre-Test | per. 13.7 [ 11.3)16.2)19.4l16.2111.3[ 6.0 3.5| 1.1] 1.1] 0.4°
Post-Tese | No: 14134 150 a9 |53 [s7 3 Tio 0 270 Xe5.04 .
| Per. 5.2113.0018.5[18.119.6 13.7] 8.5[ 3.7 0
: .\ 1
L. . .
EIGHTH No. 40 |50 |77 Jo7 8 a0 ls9 |9 | g 2 | 430 xe5.13
Pre-Test | per, 9.3 |11.6[17.9/22.6]15.8| 9.3 9.1 2.1| 1.8 0.5 )
Post-Tese | Mo 22 |37 15 119 63 las [i8 lis | 4 D 63
| per. 6.1 110.220.721.8{17.4 12.4[5.0[ 5 0| 1.1] 0.6 Xe3.26
~ vk
- » M
A 12()
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A. POPULATION NUMBERS AND PERCFNTAGE DISTRIRUTIONS 1977 - 1978
Grades 9-12 v
GRADE SCORE TOTAL
L
2 (3 |4 |s (6 |7 (89 |10 |11 |12
NINTH '
No 15 |32 {53 |58 |81 {64 a1 29 | 16 | 15 5 409 X=6.20
Pre-Test
B . Per. 3.7 7.8[13.0/14.2]19.815.6{10.0{ 7.1| 3.9{ 3.7| 1.2
No. 10 |47 (67 |94 |90 |79 Ise6 36 21 18 524 X=7.06
Post-Test Per 1.1 1.9] 9.0/12.8{17.9]17.2]15.1{10.7] ‘6.9 4.0 3.4
- —TTAL-933"
- .2 -
* TENTH No. + 13 112 a1 [67 |79 93 J70 [s2 | 26 | 17 7 477 X=6.80%
Pre-Test Per. 2%6| 2.5 8.6[14.0{16.6119.5/14.7(10.9] s.5| 3.6] 1.5
No. 0 12 [13 |25 [40 [45 {s0o |'31 |15 | 9 241 X=8,04
Post-Test Per 0_]0.4f5.0] 5.4[10.4]16.6{18.7/20.7] 12.9] 6.2| 3.7,
N ; ~TATAL- 718
ELEVENTH No. ‘1 |7 |16 [38 [67 [s7 [s7 lss |27 {21 {10 356 X=7..44 .
re-Test _Per. 0.3] 2.0{ 4.5/10.7/18.8/16.0{16.0{15.4] 7.6] s5.9] 2.8 _
: ' X=8. 80
Post-Test ‘No. 1 |2 1s |9 |26 [235 |34 548 3:3 3;/5 z:a ﬂzss
I— Per. 0.3} 0.3} 2.0{ 3.5[10.2] 9.0(13.3]21.8] 15.3{ 14. .
4 i T JTOTAL-61]
WELF“* No. 7 115 {26 la7 fe1 -so le7 | a7 | so | 28 400 X=8. 20
Pre-Test
fre-Test Per. 0.2] 1.8{ 3.8] 6.5[11.8[15.3[12.5|16.8] 11.8{ 12.5| 7.0
Post -Test No. 2 1 22 19 39 (40 |46 4‘6 42 31 .288 X=8.80
— Per. 0.8 0.3] 7.6{ 6.6/13.5/13.9{16.0] 16.0| 14.6{ 10.7
TOTAL-588
) t ' -
TOTAL N 253 321 515 705_766 682 549 477 £86 225 138 4,961
L .
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X tally |total ﬁﬂly otal h*g - total
. E’an:d,glus sort of atot '
‘1s0 kKind of A ‘] sure .
" T H abt. ) A
. . then.oex B35 ght aftr
| in a way always : M
‘ main all fovr)
Ei— ety
ret Jespeciall
d-tbexf.?:; P L ) much - %sp y
: ~Nllike to il Prgn‘-‘)’
vhile,when| S me ‘ ,
i ver almost a real N
wmtilsinc fidybe wlof course ]
if. dven probably . <JaT the ,
though ooner or time
MR ater, - one,only
PP . L ometimes even
soon as | ' PrtICAL,” usually
\ unless . . ( on thew 11} 0
] F}Ebs- dee. ever b
who, whom | ina ense m
whﬁih...r.hnu.c.l.mul % 3510’}‘% n gen. N
. - where o perhaps . | in_essence; :
) wiy ,what . ' 13
how . eems to be trije true that - }
Sﬁgefore‘ c_hualé_d be the fact indeed -
ppears
hcvwevt T, to be
amve!‘ e" . i‘f is
~qless Golpossible
‘list, 2nd rather,
A | —
“asares. _cafrelatively - —
also, 1n “@nerally '
’ addition lmsically |. C
for ex. . ~_somewhat princi-
STIIT, In S0 t0 PK. jpally
- other ‘wds § roughly largely,
&l 5o that speaking ~Itypicallv
LB I - ¥
2 in a man- . urtually .
ail even so _%ner of sp Jdetails !
g finally, he as much ‘ aside
1IN contlu| as___. enprally
1n summ, elfstrer ' shall happen; that :
—1in closing tecn.slﬁ. . the pt. |- '
~ffurther loosely sp is that
.|(more) Tor the NatITAy
Etg ;mf most part he‘ég;‘[‘dgg\t“é““
ag . o]
as rar 4ds.. Ps a general
hecause - tas<cert & rule
not bnly, i with the here are
, hut rAlso) . excention easous why
“"‘.“ . o L, ' N ,';,“. Sy jesiaet ) \ .,.W:f‘ . (A
| [34-35] ) (40-41] [64-65]
your ,me,my MARKS, CAPS! | MORAL o
(37-38) | [43-44] [67-68] '
Imper. sub., . P, Titleg . THE END i
[55-56) [49-50) (61-62)
SLANG | -ing, =ed OEST.
. 1 R
(52-53) | . [58-59) [70-71]

S5C0S SPOR TIME '
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WRITING SAMPLE
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WRITING SAMPLE
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‘SOME CONTRASTS_ OF WRITING PRODUCED IN SCHOOLS
\ . . 0 - ¢
Extremes: Contrast of Social Notes
: ' ' '\ -
and Textbooks
-~ “ ’
\ : Pilot Study by Miles Myers
5 " . v
#
&
2 . 4
.




/ [] 4
<
- ‘ . 0
. - »
. ESSAYS AT VARIOUS LEVELS
. ’ ¢
S P — : S Q M
. AL
Total Words-Combined Cases " 218 452 712
N ; L
X fotal Words-Individ. Cases | 873 | 2654 | 159 | 59| 189 | 243 | 306 406 |1157
g You-Direct-Address 36 28 0
4 2 = | We (Yopama ) 4| 10| 2
b i
2E—
§ & Hi/Byq@his 6 6 0
g Direct Questions ' 6 1 0
S
- TOTAL  ° _ s2| 4s 2
- T/T - Words .060 | .017 | .012
Z{ Question-Monitor 0 0 0
. 2 g Editorial Wekl . .. >0 50 0
o 5 5 A/ The + abstract nown : )
a, The sciences, the 4 13 4
g g knowledge
. § TOTAL ) 4] 13 4
. = 7T - Words = [.005 | .004 |.025
" Me, My, Mine, We 15| 42| 10
~ | (author § friend) N
& .
° ﬂJ'G E [ remember [ 40 117«_‘ 7
33 @ | Tota 55| 159 | 17
R¢ i3 g - y
"8 | /T - Words | .063 [.059 | .106
g Mr., Mrs. Grandpa 0 0 0
=
gb. ég Other Person Subject (one) [* 0 0 0
= Qg
53 g TOTAL . 0 0 0
25 “
B § T/T - Words 0 -0 0
o Dlistancing: Conversations | .123(.076 | .118
o . -
s § | Distancing: Presentations .005 | .004 |-,025

_____
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. . . y ESSAYS AT VARIOQUS LEVELS
« ABPENDIX é 2l~|=5Ela|-]5]8
T6tal Words-Combined Cases 218 43p 71}
Total Words-Individ. Cases 873 12654 | 159 [ 59| 189 | 243 | 306 | 406 | 1157
g % | Joiners: and, but, or 34| 83 8 21 a] 10 7 91 89
A : .
aé Q Sequencers: so, next, then 7 16 0 0 0 ® .9 2 4 '
[41] - .

‘ §C’ f:j TOTAL ar{ 99 8 2 4] 10 7( 11 64 _
\ . % Nt . r ;
/\ T/T - Words s -046 | .037 | .050 |.034 | .021 |.041 |.023 |.027 {.054 | |

Embedders: for, because, as
when, whenever, while, why, P, " : R
~ dfter, even after, even s 11 26 5 0 3 5 14 10 76
though, if, therefore, for T . &
»y @ | example, --ing (mod) : A .
a ¢ e :
SR Coordlnator:r,:~ first, second,
= -:’. third/ also, on the other 0 7 0 2 0 3 4 3 9 .
% §'| hand, in addition, so mich |
% (\9-)4 that -
TOTAL 1| 33 5 2] 3 8 18] 137 &84
T/T - Words g&iéc(%:%g())) L012 | 012 | .031 | .034 L016 | .032 | .059 | .032 | .072
V.. . ;
r,
. _“[Title (yes/no) ’(’;;'S‘;sg) 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 16
' P [ 4
«:@ #5 | Paragraphing (no), special , -
= 0 7 0 1 3 2 5 71 10
Eg ?})-_' letter : — : _
“ 7 < | T0TAL // T/T - Words +017/.003 0 [1/.016[3/.015[3/.012 y.020|7/.017 26/ 02] .
~ | ¢aps (ouay, !, Greet ings,
& S| () The End Closing i NS I I 2 B O A O
=2 2 | TOTAL T/T - Words .| .042| .d01 | .037 0f.010 | .004 0j.002| 0 )
[ (Proceng mp oo s 2UsTo2CtonsE ooyl 05| oa7 | 03a | 051 ] ods .023 | .029 | .04
" |Combined Score: p tact
(Progeas (ngtodel omy " Lo12| 014|031 o036 031 047 | .079 | 049 | .094




