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) The purpose of this artlcle is to. ‘suggest the. value
. of a research tool which has rarely been used in studies in-
~instruction in writing: baseline measurement of group and indivy aual
performances. This approach was used in examining -the results o%
study of a self-instructional program in narrative-writing whlch*was
prepared for and tested by secondary school students. During v
. instruction, a process approachfto writing, students were taught t0 .
use a set of questions to systenatlcally and sequentially select a

additions to expand the narrative. The goal of instruction was that *~

'students would achieve and/or maintain control of the structure of

the narrative while learning <o expand their. narrative for the sake

. of completeness, deveslopment, and interest. An instrument was,

- designed to measure three gua Tlties indicative of control of "
structure and three characteristics of expansion. Of the 27 students,,

who completed the program, the majority showed positive :

'pre*est-posttest changes in the variables related to expansion and , o]

" demonstrated control of structure on both bretests and posttes+s. The ‘
-basellne measures - were found to be very useful. (JH) - ‘
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DlSCUS810nS 1n both popular and professlonal perlodlcals reveal
a near uﬂiversal crltlclsm of instruction in wrltlng. The great

up | quantlty and variety of research in lhstructlon in wrltlng has
apparently had llttle effect in 1mprov1ng 1nstructlon. Experlmental
Studles generally have been plagued with some shortcomlngs. "In man}_
-;'; " cases, objectlve, systematlc measurements have been llmlted to
"negatlve behaV1crs" (ones that most teachers agree are the least
’ 1mportant aspects of wrltlng) errors,,ln spelllng, punctuatlon,
and usage. Attempts to measure pos;t1ve-behav1ors, w1th only a few
'v.recent exceptlons, have been llmlted to qulck overall subjectlve
o ratings of hard-to-define (andQOften undefined) qualities: signifi-

cance, interest, clarity, sincerity; unity, )
Experimental studies have tended‘to focus on the group and-to’
neglect the individual. Typically a method is examined by comparing

it to one or more other methods w1th er;egtlveness (or its lack)

reported solely in terms of mean performance. tTpréally, no attempt

‘“is made (or at least the attempt is not reported)vto‘demonstrate and

b». increase the effectlveness of a method before comparzng it to others,
A related problem has been that pre and post measures have not

b’een used (and are still not !used widely). WJ.thout them, the

reseangher has no way of demonstratlng that any changes Occurred f

“‘l . ) - .
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ie*during or after treatment that qualities demonstrated were not preSent : B .‘.o
prior to instruction, or that sufficient numbers of students demon- .
stratcd enough positive gains to justlfy comparing;the methdds.with

others. - o S \ . - o ' -
A most difficult problem has been specifying positive behaviors as
- objectives for instruction and finding objeotive,‘valid and reliable"r
',says‘ofimeasuring those changes, And this problem, in turn, may be' L
ﬁ part of'the most pressing-problem of all: a lack of definition and id" ’
agreement of the goals of. instruction in writing. - | 'fv ‘ .'
At the risk of oVersimplification, the problem may be sumn;d up - SEIT

.as follows- Is the goal of any 1nstruction, whether it be at the )

elementary, secondary or college level, to identify those students : ; 'l" o
who can already meet adult, professional standards 80 that those |
students may be"selected fo tracking, placement,,or qnalification"
“for special'courses? or, is goal of any instruction to.proVide.
:students with the opportunity to work toward'those standards by o
~increasing~and strengthening, over a period of time, desirable
'behaviors? '

‘ This writer su’bacribes to the second goal and that goal is the
- ngtivation for this article, The main purpoee of the article is to , : d
suggest the poseible value of a\research "tool" that can be used in | .
vaddition to procedures commonly employed in research in writing:

baseline Jka:urement of group end individual performances, The: more ‘)’ '
immediate purpose of thia article is to report on the use of that "tool" |

“in analyzing the results of 3 study of one instructional method.
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.""Baseline'measuremana:i' is defined as' follows~ ‘the r"esearcher.-
_Hobserves and records the students' (or eubjects') behavzor prior to"
1nstructlon. The- researcher then continues to observe the behaVior

thrdughout the period of the 1nstruction and when analyz1ng and

-

interpreting hl&»ddta, uses all observations of the behavzor rather

than just observations before and after 1nstruction (or pre-post'
.changes). BaSeline measurement ,thus, can yield more,data-about both

'vgroups and 1nd1Viduals and the effects of instruction.
A self-instructional program 1n narrative writing was written for ’
and tested by secondary schoool students. The program was not compared
with other materials or'methoda. " Rather, the nurposes of the testing’
were:‘ (1) to increase the'effectiVeness of the'inetruction by trying
it out.and revising it'in light'of r:sponses madq by students, and

v

(2) to examine the\Fosszbility of usxng objective measures of pOSltlve
s

changes in particular writing. behaviors. »The instr/ction taught a
process-approach to writing. ‘Students‘ypre taught to use a set of .
‘;questions to systematically an sequantialli‘select a subject fbr a |
narrative, develop a rough dra t,.and make additions to expand the 'hh////
narrative, - ‘ . @. o

The goal of the'instruction was that.students would achieve and/or
maintain control of the structure qf'the_narrative‘while'learning to

‘expand their narratives for the sake of conpleteness: development, e
and’interest. An instrument was designedﬁtoymeasure, obiectiVely,,v ’ |
three qualities 1ndicative of control of structure (unity, poxnt of

 view, and chronological order) and three characteristics of expansion

(completeness; in terms of number of basic questions answered in the»

i




narrative; .development, in terms of nunber'oﬁ words;that answered each

. of the questions' and total number of words or length of the narratives).

s

The instructlon was tried ouit *by indivmdual students and reviaed
and then tried out by a group of students. The effectheness of the
' program was demonstrated to this. extent Lamberg, (1974): of the 37
. students who'started the program, 27 completed it, Of the 27 who
n'completed it, the major;ty showed positlve pre-post changes in the three
'variables related to expansion, and the mean pre-post changes were
statistikally signlficant. The majority demonstrated control of
structure on both pre and posﬁ-tests.,' K ' - .

On the negatlve side, an examination of the responses to the program
revealed that the students who did not complete the program had the
same range of‘pre-test perform-nces as those that did complete.it,
that'somevstudents‘showed steady Qgcreases?froﬁ the pre-test gerformance,
that many,students shcwéd erratic changes»from one narratiVe'to. v
another, and that therevwere man .instances'of,inappropriate'respohses
to frames in‘the'last tuo‘section of the program. ' ..; l;.

It was hoped that an analysis of baseline measures of the group '5
and the individual students' performances would“ald in verifyxng the N
apparent weaknesses of the instruction and in suggesting a course of
action for improving the instruction and for further research. The
analysis was limited to one verieble that of number ‘of words in each
nerrative. A positive correlation had been discovered between total

nusber of words and the other two variables measured to determine

improvement in expansion, Lamberg (1974).

s
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The pérfdrmances of 19 students were,examinea. These students‘tufned
in all of the narratives they wrote. The other students turned in oﬁly
their pre and poat-narpaxlves. Table 1 reponts the perfbrmances (as

" measured in number of words) on four narratives or trials, The first
trial Wwas used as a pge-tést; the fourth was used aé a post~test, The
mean score on the first trial was 162,7; on the second, 213,93 on th;

third, 170.7; and on the fourth, 217,0.

Table 1 about here

. B ) Ly,

Parformﬁnces on the sécénd; third, and fourth trials were combared
to performances on the fiﬁst to determine changes.in'pcrfdrmance.
Those changes, in texms of incvcaues or decreases'in number of wérds
and percentage increases and decreases, are reported in Table 2, The
vmean gain.in pumber of words on the second trial was 61,8 or 45 percent;

" on the third trial,-21,3 or 18 percént; a?d on the fourth trial, ‘54,5

or 37 percent,

Table 2 about here L

‘A count was made of the number of students who showed increases,
decreases, or no changes from the first trial through the subsequent
: .

tria¥s, On the second frial, of‘the_lg students, 15 showed increases,
4 showed decreasas; on the third, 14 showed increases, 5 showed
deéyeases; on the.fbufth, ls,showed increases; 3 showed dempeases,

| To analyze thefeffbct ofjthe,inStruction on individual.stuants,

a comparison was made of the performances by each student on each

subsequent trial with the performance on the first trial, Of the

Q . 0
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19 students '12 showed incre&sas on all three of the trials; 2 showed

o

decreases on all threa- and 5 showed boﬁh incneases and decreases,

A further comparison was made, for those studentSrwho showed

pro-po-t gains, botween subseqnent narratives and th% parformance '

»on the first trial to‘determina. ¢1) how mapy atudents made steady - -
gains; (2) how many showed uhstaady gainss and (3) how many showed
, erratic chlngoa, that is, the pprfarmance on the second or third
trial shoveda decrease from that of the flrat trial, - Of the 19
studonta, 16 ghowod pre-post gains, Of those 16, only one ahowed | .
iteady ' gains from one tﬁial to the next, a 44 to 47 to 51~percent
increase on the second, %hird, and fourth trials from the firsf trial,
Elo#en shoied'unsteidy gninﬁ; Four showia rnatic’changeﬁ,'both |
increaaet and dacreasos from tha pgrfbrmanco on the first tbial.

4

)
“A comparison of the perfbrmance of each student on his third
trial~with that on hia second revealed that 6 showed an increase from

- the socond trial-'ls :howcd a decreaae. A éomparilon of the performance
L] .

- on the fourth trial with that on the second showed that 9 ahowed an

~

incrcase from the second trial; 10 showed a decrease, A comparison of
*tho porformance on the. fburth trial with that of the third revealed

‘that 10 lhowod an’ increase; 9 showed a decrease,

) Inplications- The Effhc%ivcnoas of the Inltrucqﬂon ! ;
The instruction consisted of three sections, the first section led
up to trial’2; the socoqd led up to trial 3, and the third l.ed up to
trial 4, the post-test, The data reveals that the second section was

# . ’ v s »

apparently the least effective., The mnanxporfbmmnnci was only 7.94

points better than that of the first trial; the mean percentage increase

. o | "




45 percent, compared with 18 percent on the third and 37 percqnf'on o

. - - T v .
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was-la%; of the 19 studénts, 5 showed decreaﬁfs froﬁ the first trial, - - s
The first section of the program would appaér~to be’tﬁe most
effective’ of all the sections in terms of‘the largest mean increase:
the fourth, lowever, on the fourth trial more students showqdvincréases ,

from the first trial, 16 of the 19 compared with 15 of the 19 on the

second trial, and the mean performance was 217.0 as compared with .

213,9 on the second %rial. _ 3 . ' N o

The expectation tﬁ&t there would be steady gaiﬁs‘in performancés

. . . ' '
because of the nature of the instruction (i,e., providing a systematic

L4

prdéedure fbrgexpgnding the nirratives by answering basic questions) - | ' ;
vas glearl& rot realized, 'Oniy one student ghowed.steadg gains, Thé |
trend in the gréup perfbrhance'wag‘a co;sider951e incréase'onﬁthe

second trial, a coﬁsiderable drop on the %hii& trial, and a.gain‘on

the fourth trial which generally did not meet or surpass that of the

"second trial, . T .

3

Implications: Further Development and Tgsting of the Insirucéioh- ‘

_Why.was the performante of students generally erratic? It could e
be that an erratic performance is characteristic of stﬁdentsrwhen they
first experience instruction designed to make direct and considerabieA‘ .
changes in their writing behaviors, It may be that the very. nature
of ‘the writing experience coﬁtributes.to erratic behavior; that is,
theve ave very important variables beyond the contr;l_of researcher
or teacher. The choice of subject for writing; for examblé, might

. . ¢ '
have a major effect on the quality and quantity of writing and the -

-
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students' motivation. Or, it may be that there was a severe weakness

" w—

in the overall design of the instruction. In any case, an ansver to T o

Y

thia,question mst await further development and test;ng of instruction

as well ;; conparison of treatments with control groups, s E
The information collecteéf however, does leand support to the

author'a belief in the deeirability and possible necessity of looking K

at uany samples of writing over a perlod of time, in order to best

eveluate both students' achievement and the effectiveness of instruct;on,

rather than relying'on pre and post narratives, Fér future researeh, o

it g9uid be desirable to obeerve many more occasions ef vwriting to | o \

see if positive changes were maintained or increased and if gains’

o became eteadier. ) _ o - .

As fap as development of the insfruction’is concerned,'itﬂmey be - .
that less rather than none‘instruction is deéirable. This may be a
v35y impqvtént c;neideration. Typicall;, when self-inatruéfional
materials are devéloped,»they are expanded, More exercises are \
provided for skills alreedy treated, skills are broken‘ﬁown‘and the .

sub-skills are provided for, and instruction in other related skills o

.
-

is introduced. . h N ’ . Qi _ -
~ In the program‘invnarrative writing, however, the basic skills

in the process-approach were introduced in the firEt gsection, The ¥

addjtional instructien in other sections may not be necesgary.

‘POISibiy, it way not be desirable; that is, the woﬁg and time reguired .

of the etudente to go through the framel may not have been worth the

apparently slight benefit:. ¢ ’

A course of action suggested by the compariaon of the performances
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of the second tnial with those on the thlrd and fourth is as follows:
- the first sectlon of the program would be preserVed- ‘the other sectzons
e would be deleted except for the pﬁactice provided in the third and
fourthvtpials. If the revised prOgram“Seemed more effective (more
_ students showed poaitive'changes anotchanges were greater and steadier);
then it would be worth comparzng‘thxs treatment to others‘to control |

for and exam;ne such important variables as: the choice of subject

the frequency of practice, the kind of feedback the content of the

. » instruction itself; that 13 the effectiveness of the process-approach.
R 4 . ) .
. . : .
[} ‘ o . ‘
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T;ble 1 e g
Number of Words in Narratives, Written by
: Secondary Schopl Students, Before .
.+ During, and After Instruction '
. | .

Student Trail 1 | Trial 2 | Trial 3 | Trial 4
1 195 379 221 260
2 - 361 - 232 233 15k
3 ! 107 231 166 129

L R . osul 3u6 355
5 112 221 103 206
6 9l 278 95 65
7 134 128 ° 54 234
8 143 " 60 70 129
g 149 182 228 154

10 110 " 116 108 118
T 119 160 126 125
12 16u° 206 174 221
13 164 43 217 193
14 294 233 . 235 491
" 15 1 . 1ss - 123 129 486
16 165 ° 228 307 | 2wl
17 129 100 " 85 267
18 166 274 210 - 185
19 J 100 138 135 110
Mean 1627 © 0 213,9 1170,7 217.0
'I
11
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, . Table 2
_ Positive and Negat‘iir‘e“(;hah"gés, in Number of Words o
‘ . R and Percentages, in Narratives Written by o
. Secondary School Students, During and ' o
After Instruction '

\  Student frial 2 1 trisis @ | Treialw -
: f It Words {In % In Words | In % | In Words [Ix %
1 LU 1 g8 | 23| 685 .33
2 -120 ; |-.3 | -128 -.35 | -207 -.57
3 124 1,16 59 .55 . 22 21
" 105 | | w0 | 7| i | s
5 109 | .97 -9 [-08 | o4 | .84
” 6 187 |2,05 4 .04 -26 - |-.29
7 ° -6 {-.0u | -80 |-.60 [ 100 "}.75
8 -83 -.58 -73 -.00,| ~14 -0 °
9 33 .22 19 -,03 5 | .03
10 6 4 .05 | -2 -.07 g8 | .07
1 o | e | g 7 06 | 6 05 |
12 42 .25 10 .06 57 .35 .
13 270|165 | 7 53 .32 29 .18
o T 6L | .24}, 59 | .20 197 | .67
15 30 a3 [ 2w | L5 | 338 |2.21
. 16 65 307|142 .86 76 46
, 17 -29 -.22 yy | 1,07 138 1,07
18 108 .65 4y .27 19~ | .11
19 38 .38 35 351 104 | .10
~ -
Mean 60,8 | .45 21,3 | .18 54,5 | .37




