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(argumentive, descriptive, and narrative) to be read bty a ache: and
‘a- best friend. There was a significant audience effect on clause .
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. for the teachet Were :more syntactically complex than those written g
for the best friend. At both the sixth and. tenth grade levels, ‘the .
arqgumentive mode was more syntactically complex than either ‘the
descriptive or narrative modes. The results indicate that narrative
wEiting, which showed no increase in syntactic complexity over a four
‘year age -span, is not useful for exalining the develcpment of

‘:syntactic complexity. (JF)
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Audience and Yiode of Discourse Effects on Synta.ct:.c Complexity

>

v in Writing at Two Grade Levels

Since the publicat:.on of Bunt's (1965) study of the development of
syntactic complexity in written composition, a number of other investiga~ -
tors have replicated his finding tha.t mean T-:unlt length increases with -
_age in written compos:.tion (Blount, Jobnson and Predrick, 1968° Briun and '
Klassen, l973, Loban, 1976; O'Donnell, Griffin and Norris, 1967; Veal,
1974). Hat's regults have be‘eh rege.rded as "norms of syntactic dew\relcp‘—

~ ‘_ment“ (Combs, 19753 Mellon, 1969, O'Hare, 1973; 'Stots];y, 1975)
A. numbexr of recent stuches ha.ve -examined the- ‘effect of certain situ-

= at:.onal factors on syntactic complexity in speech vriting., The nature
of the writing assigoment was found to aﬁ‘ect the syntactic.complexity of
written composition (Perron, 1976; Rosen, l96é’; San Jose, 1972). Rosen
(2969) found that his 15-16-year-old subjects produced longer T-units in
referential writing tha.nlin expressive writing, San Jose '(1972)— and Perron
(1976) examined the effect of mode of discourse on the syntactic complenty
of, respectively, fourth-graders and third-, fourth- and fifth—graders. In
both studies, mean T-unit length was greatest in argument followed by ex-
position, harration and description, .

A second situational factor of intorest is —intended: audience. ~Most
st,\;xdi'esr of ;.udience effect on- syntactic complexity have involved spoken
language rafher than written, Severdl studies found that age of andience
affected syntactic complexity in speech (Cazden, 1970; Shatz and Gelman,
.1973; Jensen, 1973; Smith, 1935). The'single study of the effect of in~

~ tended and.ience on the syntactic complexity of written language involved a
rewriting exercise (Smith and Swan, l977) > Sixth~graders and college

N . "\
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A Y. 7 studéents rewrote a:controlled stimulus passage three times—first so that

. 1t "sounded better" (the at 1eve1),,:chen for a third-grade target (the

i below level) a.ndé finally for "the smartest teacher you know" (the above

/ level) Differences among levels, described as an audience adaptation
effect, vere significant only for college- students.

The present research was designed to examine the effect of intended

s

N

audience and mode of discourse -on the syntactic 9omp1e:d.ty of composgitions

' written by sixth- and tenth-graders, and to determine whether there were
inoreases in syntactic complexity from Grade 6 to Grade 10 for each: audiende
am;. in éach mode of discourse. The two audience conditions used—-best

friend and teacher—-contrasted on the dimensions of age, intim/acy a.nd
: - power, 'l'he three modes of discourse used—-narration, descnpt:.on and
. arg\iment—were selected because narration and- @escriptj.on were- least gyn-
ta;:tj,t.;ally complex_ and argument most Syntactiéally compl'ex. in the studies
~ . of San Jose (1972) and Pémn.(1976). ‘Grades 6 and 10 were selected in
the \gxpecta.tion that sixth-graders would be in a stag"e pi:ei:ed.i.ng and
 tenth-graders :Lnra.'stage, following t}ie growth spurt in syntactic develop-
x‘nent which apparently occurs during junior high school years (Loban, 19765
Palermo and Molfese, 1973).

Subjects
‘ The final sample consisted of 60 boys gnd 60 girfs in each of

Grades 6 and 10 (N=240). - Subjects wére from one high school and two
'elementaty schools in a laxge, essentially middle-class suburb of
L4 /

N Minneapolis, Minnesota. Students from eight tenth-grade classes (N=198)

' and six sixth-grade classes (N=161) were randomly assigned to-one of the
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A three mode conditions so ti:a.t there was approximately the same nmumber of
students wﬁting in each mode cof discburse‘-in each clagsroom, Stud/ /ts/ -
- wrote six times in *t;he assigned -mode, Of those subjects who completed all
-agsigmments, six were discdrded, four because one or more compositions con-
B ’ sisted of nonsense and/or obscenity, and tw bbcause the;.r work was inc;em-
‘prehensible, After discards, the number of complete sets available in each
-grade by mode by sex cell ranged from 20 to 29, Sub;}ecta vere randomly
discarded, /to equalize all grade by mode bi sex cells at 20, The mean age
of Grade 6 subjects was 11 93 the mean age of Grade 10 su‘baec.,s was 15.9.
To determine whether the groups of sub;jects in each of the three
modes were equivalent on measured syntactic complexity in writing, the ' i‘,
"Aluninum® passage (Eunt, 1970) was administered to all studezitgﬁthg week
prior to begiming data collection, Within éach grads, mean T-mit lengths
for the 40 stibjec;ta in eaéh.of’ the three modes were: approximately equal,

. Means for grade 'by mode cel/a/a:r:e presented in Table 1. °

Ineert Table 1 about here

Materials | |
Three 35 mm colox aligles we:ée prepared, piloted and used :to elicit.’
w;:i.ting samples, Pictorial stimili were chosen in order to control topic’
‘across ’m;de,‘a feature lacking in previous studies of the effecitr of ‘mode
of discourse, Qé_ngg showed two canoec on a lake in the woods, ‘Classroom
showed an elementary cla,ssr;oon‘x with a 'boy ’about to let fly with a rubber
band, Whale showed a performing whale in mid—a.ir. Each picture repre—’ ‘
sented one topic. Three topics were chosen because three compositions per
’  audience seemed liigely; on the basis of pilot data, to produce a,,sample of
about 400 words, the approximate sample size required for reliable cal.lcu-& "

lation of mean T-unit length (0'Hare, 1973). .

Q . 5 ‘ .
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Printed assigmnent-instructlon sheets were used to minimize both
teacher effect end cross contammatn.on of ’che six mode-by-audience. trea.t-
ment conditions which were administered in each classroom in each wm.tmg
sesgion, There were six d:.fferent assignments ;‘or ea.ch of the three
t,opj.ca (p:.ctuzea,)—one for a best friend and one for a teacher .fm each
of three different modes.

" The instruction for narration assig;ments was ‘to write an éxciting‘

-

. stoxy about the picture, and for descrn.pt:.on assignments, to describe the
E&pn.cture as fully as possible. Ab’brena.ted. ‘versions of the argument
‘assigmenye‘:with teacher as intended audience are as follows: -
Canoe, Your teacher is planning a three-day trip for your class.

: One ‘possibility is the kz.nd of trip auggested by this pn.cture.

Decide whether or not you would like this k:md of trip. Your task
is to try to convince your teacher to agree w:.th,,you.

. Classroom. This incident occurred while a substitute teache:r; vas
teaching the class. Imagine that this is your class, You are a /
nember of a committee chosen by the class to decide on pum.shmente
for students who break the rules of the class. Your teacher is also. :'.
on the committee. Decide what you think should happen to the 'boy
in the picture. Your task is to try to convince your teacher that

"&our opinion is right. - .

}*:Illg._l_e. Some people have objected to the whale's being treated in
this way.- The manager is wondering whether he should close down
this kind‘fof entertainment. Decide what your opinion is. Now ime.gin’e

that your teacher disagrees with you. Your task is to try 1o convince

your teacher that your opinion is right.

-
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Pae’l:ages, of e.ssigment booklets for each class were prepared in
a.dva.;c‘s. Each booklet consisted of a printed assignment sheet, complete
' with subject's name, stapled. to a legal-sized sheet o.:c‘ paper lined on
l?oth sides. There was a pa;:ka.ge of assignment bOOkiets for each cle.ss,
for each of the six writingﬂ sessions. \
Procedure ,

Assigrments were administered by the classroom teacher who projected. v
the- appropriate slide, distributed the assignment beoklets and iss)g.ed
‘brief, standardized instructions in each writihg session. Stuxdents i
wrote once a week for six weeks in their assigned mode, once . for each of

-

the two audiences on each of the three topics,. All six mode-by-audience.
conditions vere e.d;inistered- in each classroom in .ee.eh— session. Each
topis was presented twice in each dlassroom; The order of topics was ran-
domly assigned to classes, excluding those orders involving rpl:?esentation
of the. sane topic twice in a row. Students were randomly assigned to one
of t;,zo groups within their assigned mode; orders of audience wexe counter-

" palanced for Groups 1 and 2 within each sode. Each session lasted 40
’ mimites. The week following the final assignment, make—up assignments- were
given: to students who had missed not more than one. .

Scoring and Scorers ' x

'\Each composition was analyzed for: mean number of words per T-uait

(W/TU), mean number of words per clause (W/CL), wean mumber of clauses pexr
Tunit (CL/TU), these being Hunt's (1965) best measures of syntact:.c con~
plexity in written composition from Grades 4 to 12. Procedures for seg~
menting into T-units were based on those used by O'Hare (1973, pp. 746-,-49).

Approximately half the scoring w’a‘.s done by the experimenter, the

remainder by three ‘tz}ainec} assistants. After training and prior to scoring

P - - - e e oy 4 v o —— i
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experj.ﬁental data, inter-scorer reliability coefficients were calculated,
using pilot data. The range of inter-scorer reliabi‘lity coefficients. was '
«96 to 99 (p &.001 for x = ,96), Inter-scorer reliability was checked
on ten pe;;cent of the fi;st set -of papers and on five percent of ea_ch of ‘
the third and fifth sets of pafpers. The range of coefficients was .94
%o. .98 (p‘<.001 for r = .94).

Method of Analysis

The data yielded scores on three dependent measures: W/TU, W/CL
and CL/‘I'U. Each measure was analyzed by a separaue ANOVA in a g(a‘adez
x 2(sex) x 3(mode) x 2(audience) x 3(top:Lc) mixed design mth repeated

- Measures on the fourth and fifth factors, Results were tested for gig-

nificance. at the .05 level, ’ |

N
Y “

Results - ' ‘
Average total word.lengths in grade by mode cells ranged from 773
- for Grade 6 argument to 1149 fox Grade 10 narratibn. Average woxrd lengths
in grade by mode by aud:.ence cells ranged from 380 to 576,

. Results concernin.a; a.ud:.ence. Composn.tions for teacher were more

syntactically complex than. those ,for best fn/end. This trend was m@ifi-
cant for W/CL, F(1,228) = 6,94, p&+01, and approached significance for|
W/Tu, F(1,228) = 3.41, P = .065; it was not sigiificant for CL/TU, '/
‘F(1,228) = .06, Results .of the ANOVAs on each of the three dependent

measures are presented in Tables 2, 3 and 4.

¢ Insert Tables 2, 3 and 4 about here

©

There was a significant two-way interaction between audience and mode
- on W/CL, F (2,228) = 3.31, p 405. The Newman-Keuls tést revealed that

the difference between audiences was significant only in argument (p £.05).

ERIC s,
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wre interaction between audience and mode on clayse length, including-cell *

reans, is illustrated in Figure 1. ‘ / p

Insert F:.gure 1 a'bout herxe - . .

Bonfen:oni t statistics were used to make planned pairwise compa.ri-
sons of means in audience by grade ¢ells fox each dependent measure. The
; results showed: )

1. At Grade 10, there was a significant —eontra;st between gt}@.igpces
on W/CL (p<.05) but not on W/TU or CL/TU. ' .

2. At Crade 6, there was no- significant difference on any measuxe
between compositions for teacher and those for best friend.

3, Grade 10 compositions were more. syntactically complex than Grade — --—
6 eompositions for both audience conditions ‘on all three measures (p <.05)..

Means for grade by audience cellP fe;c /the thr" dependent measures

are presented in Table 5. ' . [

Insert Table 5 about here ‘ - 3
-Results concerning mode. Mode -exerted a siglificant main effect on ”

W/TU, F(2,228) = 21.56, pL£.001, on Vi/CL, F(2,228) = 13.65, p<.001, and
. on CL/TU, F(2,228) = 81.55, p <.001. Bonferrom.t statistics were used to
make pranned pairwise 'comparisons of means in n\xode by grade cells foxr each
| éependent measure. The results. showed:. ‘
1. At Grade 10, there were sigz.zifica;nt contrasts between modes on
all three measures (p{.osifor each measure). On W/TU, argument deacrip-‘
tion narration. On W/CL, ‘description = argument narration. On CL/TU,

.

argument» narration = description.
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2, At .Grade €, there were significant contrasts between modes on \\
W/T0 end CL/T0 (pg.05 for each measure), but not on W/CL. On.W/TU, argument

narration, a.rguinént = description, déscription = narration. On CL/TU, argu~ -

ment » narration = description. ’

: The relative positions of narration, description and argument on each
. y ; :

" of the three measures arve illustrated in Table 6 which shows significant

differences between modes at each grade level. o

Insert Table 6 about here

. . o \ 4

Avgunent ranked highest on syntactic complexity and narration ranked
lowest, Ou? of six gases;, i.e., on each of the- three meag;.zl'es at each oj\%
the two grade l-evels;, argument scored significantly high\e;:\than.,b\oth» des-
cription and na.rratibn in three cases, and equal to description and é:reater
than narration in a further two cases. : \

. '3, |In argument, Grade 10 compositions were mo:r;‘e gyntactically com-
Plex than Grade 6 compositions ‘on-all three measures (p<_.05 for each
measure).
4. In description, Grade 10 compositions were more syntactically '
complex than Grade 6 compositions on W/TU and W/CL (p <.05 for each
) _x’neasure), but not on CL/TU, 7
5 In narration, there was no significant difference, on any measure,
. between comp;asitiong ‘at Grade 10. and those at Grade 6,

Means for mode by grade cells for the three dependent measures are

presented in Table T.

Y

Insert Table 7 about here 7

Lol
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Results concerning sex and topic. Sex exerted a significant main
‘effect on V/CL, F(1,228) = 10.01, p<.01, Clause length was greater for
'boys than for girls. ‘ T

Topic exerted a s:.guflcant main effect on W/TU, F(2,456) = 20. 97,
p&.001, and on-CL/TU, F(2,456) = 60,23, p<+001 ! On W/TU, canoe was less
eyatactically complex than classzoom #id whale; on OL/TU, Ganoe vas less
syntactically complex than ciassroom; ’

There were a mumber of significant two-, three- and four—wa;y:i-z'.nte:—

actions involving tépic. Since topic was controlled by crossing it with .

©

all dependent variables, and since topic was not a variable under exam- .
ination in this study, the interactions involving topic will not be dis-

cubsed, Significant interactions involving topic are indicated in- the

/

ANOVAS|on W/TU and CL/TU in Tables 2.and 4. .~ ° !
Discugsion RS /
. ‘\ }

A\&dience. For the total g:coup, clause length and T—u.ﬁi’c Tength were

:
gr:eater in compos:.’clons wm’c’cen for ’ceacher than in those lr\»J:t::.’c’cen for best

friend. The difference may be mterpre’ced in terms of ’che dmens:.ons
{

on whi.ch aud:.ences were contrasted, namely, Antimacy,- agé and power. I’c is

<

likely 'bha‘é contrasts on one or Iixore of these dimensiong produced a contrast
in ’che fomall’cy/mformall’cy domam, and that ’ch:.s co ras’c resulted in the
observed d:.fferences in syntactlc complexity, an intérpretation consistent

-

with Jensen (1973). :

Our results were s:.mla.r to those of Smith et al. (1977) in flnd:l_ng
no significant difference between audiences‘ at Grade 6. The results of our -
study and those of Smith et al. suggest that variations in syntactic com-
pleﬁty for d.iffe:c“ept audiences appear much later in writing than in

speech (Cazden, 19703 ‘Shatz and Gelman, 1973).
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Audience differences were most clearly evident in the mode of argu- _

ment., A likely exp],ana.’ciori is that .a:cgumen‘b demands greater attention to

-

audience ’chan éither narration or description. The aim of. the .argument

task was 'bo effect a change of mind in the audience, i.e., to win a pre-

sumably overt response ("try "co convince your teacher to agree with ,you")

Attention is thus focused— on the audience. The aim of the uescr:.p’cion task
»\ was, *to represent ’che s’cmulus picture adequately S0 as to win an internal .
response (". . o 80 that your teacher w111 be” able to imagme exac’cly w;;t . f‘i
(’che'pictu:r:e) is like"). Attention is focused more on the s’cimulu? than on
i the audience., The narration Eask mentioned no explicit response by the ‘
. r, ' audience ’(". o o ~xpaké, up an exciting story. ‘e o Imagine you a.i'e writing the «
N ) “ s’cor{y for your ’ceac;h‘er ") It is likely that 'b;le ile;iglltened awaréness of .
\ . audience promoted by the argument task con‘brn.'bu‘bed ’co the grea’cer difference

L
+ in syntactic complexity for dlfferen’c audn.ences in ;argumen’c than in descrip—

H
i ' |

tion and narration. ’ “em

'

& sense of audience would not appear to have been strongly media‘béd
in our study. Subjects had to imagine the audience and could eas_ily have ‘
responded to fhe' assigm-nen’c without attending to the audience constraint.
"It is interesting to speculate about differences which might be found if slx[{-.

. |

dents were writing to real audiences for real purposes,

¢

. \ Mode of Di:scoqrse. The results in regard to mode of /d;i.scourSe are
\\ = 7 clear and unequivocai. Mode wa\s\si@ii‘ican’c at both grade levels. In -

. previous studies of ’chg effect of mode of discourse (Séh\.lose, 1972; Perron,
1976) mode vas confounded with topic. Perron's results, moreovex, were
based on writing samples too brief for® relia'ble calculation of T-unit lengbh.
In our etudy, topic-vas controlled by the use of the same stimlus pn.c’cure

/"for each of the ’chree modes. Average sample size ranged from'773 words in
AN

ERIC | 1 B
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Grade 6 argument to 1140‘ words in Grade 10 narpation,

At both grade levels, argument was more syntactically complex +than
‘ narration and description, a'finding consistent withr San Jose (1972), .
;- Perron (1976) and Rosen (1969). | Presenting an argument seems inherently to
: require ‘tine interrelationship ;f propositions which is expressed syr;,tacl-

tically by the subc;;dihg.fzion of ¢lauses and less-than-clausal eléments;‘ We

v ‘ believe that high synta.c{:‘i"c complexity in argument is a function of the es-
sentn.al nature of D*gument ‘ 4

Two f:.nd:mgs of the present study are relevant for discussions of
the development of syntactn.c complexity: a) the finding that there was -
/ no significant difference between Grades 6 and 10 in’ the mode of na.rra.ta.on,
and »b) -the finding that variations in mode’ producﬂed differences :.n syntac-
"tic complexity at each of the two gra,de'.l‘evels. o s ,

 Hunt (1965) found significant differerces on mean T-unit length. .

between,Grades 4 and 8 and‘;oetween (.‘;‘rra,des 8 and 12, ~Other reseaxrchers ]’aave :
found significant differences as follows: between ‘3rades 8 and 12 (Blrount
et al, 1968), between Grades 4 a;rld 6 (Bz}aun and Klassen, 1973), between
Grades 3 and 5 (0'Donnell et al‘,1967‘) In our study the difference between ‘ \
Grades 6 and 10 on mean T-unit length was sn.gm.fn.cant for.the total group of
;/ ‘subjects in each grade, i‘or subaects in ‘argument, for those in"description,
but not for those in narration. This finding poses a quest:.on that desex"vos

further exploration, If there is a point beyond‘ which there are not s:i.‘gnifi—

cant increases in syntactic complexity in narration, the implications are

important for studies of the development of syntactic skill. Such studies

should examine data—in which continued dévélopment is likely to be manifested.
AN ’ v
Our results suggest that —ria::;ation'places fewest demands and argument )

greatest demands on writers to make: use of their syntactic resouxces.

€ pEp—
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~ugumen,t ass:.gmnents are thus espec:.ally appropr:.ate in stud.les of syntac- (

—— ¥
. €

L “tic deVelopment while the reverse. is vtrue for narration ass:.gmnents.

-

h\H'ﬁ* s(1965) mean scores, especially on T-unit. 1ength foy -Grades 4,
8 and 12 haye come to be. used., as norms of sy-ntact:Lc development (Combs, 19755
Mellon, 1969, OTIare 1973, Stotslqr, 1975) In view of the evidence tha.t
syntactic complexJ.ty varies greatly w:.th mode of dJ.scourse, the proprlety

‘of using Hunt's results as norms must be quest:.oned. Hunt's mea.n scores

L3 *

for each grade were produced by averaging across & number of writin§ tagks

¢ Ve . \
which are not ‘described.’ ‘He found a difference on -mean T-unit length of~
2,9 words between Grades 8 and 12, In ouxy study there was & difference of

l ¢
more than three’ words on T-un:.t 1ength between students who wrote na.rrations

afd Students in the same grade (Grade 10) who wrote arguments. This dJ.ffer-
ence was greater than the dlfference between Grades 6 a.nd 10 in any of the
three modes ‘(See Table T), and greater tha.n he 'dJ.fference ‘Hunt found between

b

Grades 8 and 12, Thus, the difference in writing task produced- a greater

_ difference between students in the same grade than was produced by a four-'-‘

3 , - - .

year age dJ.fference in each oi‘ two geparate studies. There is clear need
for norms th.ch take account of dlgt‘erences in wr:Lt:Lng task. Rosen's (1969')
V‘suggestion of 2 multiple T-un:.t mdex mght be cons:.dered. Developmental,
norxms could be esfablished’ for each grade 1eveI in each of the four
traditional modes of discourse or, alternatively, in each of expresswe,

explanatory and argumentative writ:‘.ng Mh an index developed,'dis-‘- '

-
-

cpssions of the development of sy'ntact:Lc complexity might be conducted‘
within this more adequai;é framework. ' . C )

] t

s

In summary, the present study provides considerable evidence that syn-

tactic complexity in written composition is affected by task wariables,‘in

particular, by intended audience and by mode of discourse, Mode differences’-

14 I
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weré significant at both grade levels with a.rgun’tent producing gr:eatest“ syn-

. * - ) /
tactic complexity. Audience differences, on the other hand, werf/si@ificant
only at Grade 10 and were most evident in the mode of argument; syntactic

corplexity was greatexr in compositions written for a teacher ‘than for a
« 3 A § A

-

best friéi}d. g R
The results have iﬁpliqations for reseaxch into sy'ntactic— devel opment.,
Such resea.:t:ch wﬁl be facilitated by the AeVelopment of normative data .
Whlch take account .of task-related differences in syntact:.c complexlty.
Studies of syntactic development, moreover, should be based* on w;r:.t:.ng which

. — .
requires subjects to.make maximm use of their syntactic skill. The evidence

sugg'esté that argumantative writing is one such kind of writing. It appears,

=

on the other hand, that narrat:.ve writing, which showed no :anrease in syn— .
tactic complex:.ty over a four-year age spa.n, is not usei‘ul foxr exam:.n_ng ’ /,4/2

I 7 R -

the development of syntactic complexity.
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Table 1

h * . Mean T-unit Length in Grade by Mode Cells
on the "Aluminum" Passage

\ Mode Mean T-unit Length

Grade 6 Grade 10

Naxrration 6.53 10.15 T
, ! - _ \ )
' ' Description 6.49 . 10.11

. ¢ - \:. - [y ’
. ‘Avgument - . 6,67 \'50,’06 . } 7
o _ i - — i . i N\ —_ .
i B :
R
/ i
. _
12
/.
/
. // a
{
; . \ ’ 4 B
+ N -
/ z
. 5
\ - . \
~ X
¥
) \\ ]
' :
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Table 2 . 4 ;
) ’ : - ANOVA for Mean T-wnit Lex{gth ’
‘ ’ ; ‘ji
; !
. + . Source " af MS F! AET
. 7 *
(A) Grade 1 1387.880  44.3605,  S(ABC)
(B) Mode 2 674.5628 ~21.5609 ‘S(ARC)
() Sex 1 53,3148 . 1.7041 S(ABC) -
, AXB 2 81.0591 - .2.5909 S(ABC) - -
AXC 1 21.5747 °  .6896 S(ABC)-
BXC 2 25.4129 . .8123 S(ABC)
AXBXC 2 * 6.9530 2222 S(ABC)
S(ABC) 228 31.2864 . ,
- . . ' A S
- : (D) Topic 2 153.2709 20.9713 ‘SD(ABC)
- A XD - 2 11.8575 3‘}'.’6224* : SDZ(M}C') .
B XD & 28.4462." . 3.8922 SD(ABC)
CXD 2 .3586 . .-.0491 SD(ABC)
AXBXD 4 11,5816 155847 SD(ABRC) e
s A XCXD 2 20.2296 27679 SD(AB o
. ~BXCXD 4 6.5484  .8960 "SD(ABZ) - =
- "AXBXCXD 4 ~  2.6927 © - ..3684 SD(ABC) -
SD(ABC) 456  ° - 7.3086 2
(E) Audience 1 31.1052  °3.4055  SE(ABC) \ ,
‘ AXE 1 16.843]  1.8441 . SE(ABC) N
. BXE 2 5.0647 .5545  + SE(ABC) | i
€ X Ef 1 11.3423  1.2418 SE(ABC) -
) AXBXE 2 .4323, L0473 SE(ABC) i
" AXCXE 1 - 3.7597 ;4116  SE(ABC)
BXCXE, 2 " 3.0490 .3338 SE(ABC)
> ~ AXBXCXE 2 8.3235. L9113 SE(ABC)
SE(ABC) 228 9.1339 ,
. DXE 2 9.1886  1.4411 SDE(ABC),
! AXDXE 2 .7422 - 1164 ‘SDE(ABC)-
BXDXE 4 14.3734 - 2.2543  SDE(ABC):-
OXDXE 2 8.5134  1.3352,  SDE(ABC) ,
AXBXDXE & 39.6023  6.2111 * SDE(ABC)- .
AXCXDXE 2 2.5719 4034 SDE(ABC) :
- BXCXDXE 4 8.5374  1.3389 SDE(ABCY
AXEXCXDXE 4 5.2106 .8172 SDE(ABC) -
' SDE(ARC) 456, 6.3761 S
. i : ; . - .. r . i .
: / R
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Table 3 -
ANOVA for Mean Clause Length .
. ‘ : Source ©df- MS F AET
(A) Grade’ 1 - 529.4988  35.9151, ' S(AKC)
(B) Mode ~2 201.2913 13.6533,  S(ABC)
©) Sex - 1 147.6096 10.0121,  S(ABC)
AX B~ 2 - 55.9678 3.7962 S(ABC)
AXC .1 24,8325 1.6844 S (ABC)
. BXC 2 - 10.0991 .6850 S(ABC)
AXBXC "2 24,4821 1.6606 S (ABC)
, , S(ABC) - -~ 228 14,7431 -
=z ‘ (D) “Topic 2 21.8186 2.5810  'SD(ABC)
= L, o AXD 2 24,6494 2,9158 °  SD(ABC):
L, BXD 4 - 17..7903 2.1044; SD(ABC)
¢ C XD 2 7646 . .0904 SD(ABC)-
T AXBXD 4 10.0378°  1.1874 SD(ABCY.*
AXCXD 2 7 10,0355 1,187 "SD(ABC)- -
BXCXD 4 _4.7364 .5603 ~SD(ABC)”
P AXBXCXD 4 7.3167  .8655 ‘SD(ABC)
SD(ABC) < 456 8.4537"
(E) Audience 17 60.7623  6.9377°  SE(ABC)
. AXE 1 29-1.897 3:3328, = SE(ABC)
. BXE 2 28.9854-  3.3095 SE(ABC)
CXE 1 3.5860- . .4094 SE(ABC)-
AXBXE 2 6.5052 .7428 'SE(ABC)
) AXCXE 1 11.1021 - 1.2676 . SE(ABC)
/ BXCXE 2 19,9273 2.2753, SE(ABC)-
, g AXBXCZXE . 2 14.8395 - 1.6943 SE(ABC)-
7/ SE(ABC) 228 8.7582 '
p ' D X:E .2 3.5849 .3886 SDE(ABC).
) , AXDXE 2 3.1483 .3413 . SDE(ABC)
BXDXE 4 3.4979 ~3792° | SDE(ABC).
; R CXDXE 2 4.8964 5308 .SDE(ABC)
AXCXDXE 2 +5633 L0611 SDE(ABC)-
BXCXDXE 4 1.3697 .1485 ‘SDELABC)
’ AXBXCXDXE- -4.° 10.1001° 1.0949:  SDE(ABC)
. SDE(ABC) . 912247 .

N
B~
Lo

g
|
|
|
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& T1hbie 4
ANOVA for Ratio of Clauses to T-units -
. Source - df MS F AET .
) : * o
7)) © Crade 1 2.1607 11,1026,  S(ABC)
(3) . Mode 2 | 15.8698  81.5456 S(ABC)
(©) Sex 1 .4855 2.4945 S(ABC)
- AXB 2 23099 © 1.5923 S(ABC) .
AXC 1 .1529 ~7858 S(ABC)- -
BXC 2 .3291 1.6909 S(ABC)
AXBXC "2 © .3770 .1937 S(ABC)
S(ABC) 228 1946
(D) Topic 2 3.9622  60.2263, \SD(ABC)
= AXD 2 .+4235  6.4370, | SD(ABC)
B X D 4 .5153  © 7.8326 | SD(ABC)
CXD 2 - 10362 5501 | SD(ABC)
A X B X*D- 4 > -.0531 .8067 SD(ABC)-
AXCXD .2 -.0861 1.3094 -SD(ABC)
BXCXD 4 . +1022° © 1.5530 |/ SD(ABC) -
AXBXCXD _ - . .0731 1.1109 ~  SB(ABC): *
'SD(ABC) 456 0658 . I :
(E) . Audience 1 L . <0049 , 0645- ‘SE(ABC) °
: AXE 1 . +0095 .1248 SE(ABC) °
B X E. 2 . 21070 . 1.4046°  -SE(ABC)-
CXE’ 1 ¢ .0048 .0635 SE(AEC)
AXBXE 2 -0335- 4402 SE(ABC)
AXCXE - 1 - .1138 1.4933 SE(ABC)
BXCXE 2 L0260 .3416*  SE(ABC)
AXBXCXE 2 .0532 .6981 SE(ABC)
‘SE(ABC) 228 - .0762
D XE 2 + <0812 1.6278 . SDE(ABC)-
AXDXE " 2 +0124 2488, \ SDE(ABC):
BXDXE 4 1631 32711, _ SDE(ABC)
CXDXE 2 21541 3,091% SDE(ABC):
AXBXDXE 4 -1148 2.3018 SDE(ABC)
AXCXDXE 2 .0015  /.0302  SDE(ABC)
BXCXDXE 4 - 0299  / .5911 SDE(ABC)
AXBXCXDXE 4 - - .0007 .0150-.  SDE(ABC)
"SDE (ABC) 456 ".0499 .
/
!
22

r
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. - - Audience on.-Clause Length




Audience end Mode - -

23

Table 5

MeanS*m Grade by Aud_'l.ence Cells on Three Measures
of Syntactic. Complex:.ty

A,

Measure  Grade . Audience

i

ff‘eé,ciqer . Best E‘J;iend
W/T0 10.81, 10.74,
12,99, 12,48,
7"W‘/ CL 6 7.61 o '7‘ 49 c
9.116. : 8.42é)

CL/10 6 42 1.42, *
I’/m_ 14,g 4g

'1'. Soh 1 .150h:

e

For the four contrasts of interest oir
each measure, cell means ‘ghdring -a
“common subscript -are-not significantly
different. )




-Audience and Mode
24

| i
y -
Table 6 . ’
. Relationships Among Modes on Three Measures
. ’ at Grade 6 and Grade 10
Group Measure - Relationghip h
Grade 6.. /U A=D D=N 4A>N
B 2 W/oL D=N=A S
CL/T0 A>N=D :
" Grade 10 W/TG AyDON ;
‘ W/CL D=A>N" ;
| cn/T0 © ks N=D R ?
3 A = argument \
D = description R
N = narration
* > ‘
i
\‘ ~ »
f
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Table T
B Means in Grade by Mode Cells on Three Heasures
on Syntactic Complexity
. Measure -Grade ' - Mode }
- Narration Description Argume:é
Vi/TU: Grade 6 10.13, _ '10—,45@ —1~1?.;7f5b )
-Grade- 10- ll.l?a L —12:."81'0 N 1’4,,26&
_ y : o - R W
VI/CL Grade 6 7.34 ' 8.04 - T.26_ % ==
- T P A
_Grade 10 716 9.64 8.88.
rade 10 116, 9.64 %
‘CL/T0 ,v Grade-6 1.38, Lag, Loy .
~ Gzrade 10 1.42, B34 LT3,
. For the nine contrasts of ixite:re'gjt on each measure;
cell means sharing a common- subscript are not
 gignificantly different. T - . o I
- ) "Jé R ,
;) -
w
,,, v - ' .
_ L _ _ > . B - ~ 3 {/',




