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‘ABSTRACT ; ' ' .
. | Tentative results from a study of the writing
-iaprovement of college freshmen indicate that underlying linguistic

~gospetence can be released by exercises that allow stulents to use
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‘wbat they already know, that syptactic coapetence increases with .
satarity, and that| complex pedagogic variables contribute ¢ writing
growth. Although a nusber of studies have found that :

" sentence-coabining groups display greater weiting 1nprovéaen£ than

guntsbl qroups, perhaps sentence-combining should be vieved as a
-belpful device to overcome the effects of large classes, rather than

‘a8 gecessary to iaproved writing. Gains in syntactic and usage skills
% may result from very small classes, coanstant feedback, constant

-

rewriting, and a focus on levels saaller than the essay. (AEA)
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u TION CENTER (ERIC).” SOME DIFFICULTIES IN INTERPRETING WRITING GROWTH
A . —
;;d' " In communicating professionally with each other or in setting up
i&é; B programs and syllabi in isolation, we are hampered by knowing little about
g%i: the appli?ability‘of othétsi theories or researcﬁ findings to the*gérticular-
; ' student populations we ourselves may be teaching, and we have no standards
At _of comparison, We have quantitative entrance scores like the SAT's, but
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Lo _ ‘ s
no widely accepted measurements of student achievement at the end of the

A

freshman year or thereafter, and our holistic scores only measure students

relative to each other on the éame campu. and relative to their own earlier

4
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"achievement. 09naeduent1y, we have little way "‘even of talking about ouf

students’ growth in‘compariaon to that pf_d;fferent student populations
tauéhx in different programs at other collegesl As Mina Shaughriessy ha;
téminded us, for example, we know little about the stages of growth of
the adult beginning writer or ;hether "remedial" writers on one campus
resemble those on another campus.l‘ Andiyet program directors and teachers
constantly musg.make'leaps in the dark in deciding about the relative

- merits of different programé, teaching methods, or texts. Outside
influences like budget cuts or faculty }oads often limit our options and
force us to choose between two options when we would prefer to have both.
Until we know with much greater éertainty how writers learn, until com-
position teachers have much greater prestige both Qithin our profession
and éithout; and until we find our way out of recurring econonic crises,' -
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U) we are likely to have to live with reduced options and painful choices,
7p]
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Though our leaps in the dark nust uItimately be informed by the sort
h
of basic, exploratory research done by a Mina Shausnessy or Janet Bmig,

wvhen we come to make practical decisions, we often need a second kind. of

" vesearch, While'the first kind asks an open-ended, exploratory question

(such as, what is the nature of the basic writing student's errors?), the

second kind asks ques;ions like, will my students profit more from X or ¥,.. - '

'_givan that I cannot choose both? This sort of research might be characterized

by the recent studies of sentence~combining that compare the_progress of a
control group and an experimental group in order to decide upon the merit.

of thc/experimental method. I would like to dgséribe some of the difficult

_ choicep I have baen involved in, how my own and others' research does and

 does not help inform those decisions, and some theories and'questions I

&

am léft with.‘
. /
In 1972 we at Eastern Connecticut State College dropped our required

" freshman c"poéition course in response to annual budget cuts, a growing

studéqt body, and limited St#ff. We reinstated a required course in 1975
by ﬁéking a trade}off: we teach sevendweeg rather than full gemester
courses, but we have no more than fifteen students per course with a
student intern 1; each class to help provide feedback to the freshmen
writers. Each instructor thus has an average student load of 2§ to 30
students a semester without ever having qore than'13 to 15 at one time.\
Each week we have one large lecture-demonstration section on very basic
rhetorical skills (teaching by .éxample the topic sentence, etc.) and two
small sections for writing, immediate feedback, and rewriting., Individual
instryctors are free to replace the small group meetings with tutorials

and often do so at least once a week., We restrict ourselves to the

paragraph, but ask students to rewrite their paragraphs as many times as.

% . 1t‘takes for them to be acceptable. Though we at first required and later

A
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 class of 1977-78 had a mean SAT-Verbal score of 397 and a TSWE of 40.9.)

merely recomfiended that they read a brief handbook, we have not formally °
spent time on grammar, prefarring instead to Qeal 1nd1v;dua11y with
'problams as.theb arise, - More‘gecautly w&jhave squeezed in some sentence-
combining practice but only irregularly and eclectically. Our one Iarge

class per week and weekly staff meetings insure a great degree of uniformity

. a0 subject material, though not in teaching style, ' . A

Our student average is below the national average in quantifiable

langtiage skills but above the kind of remedial group likely to beé found

-4n an urban, opénradmissions class, (Students énrolling.in the freshman

-

In the first week of class after being showm what a topic sentente is,

-students ar§~11kely to write a.paragraph like the folloﬁing (an actual

sample with spelling errors, etc. removed):

L

When I arrived at Eastern,\my first impression of the school
was that it was unorganized. Everywhere I walked 1 noticed long
. lines of people waiting to be served, then being #81d to go to
another office because they were in the vrong line for all this
time, Even the people working in the offices were unsure where
the line of people should go to be helped. All of this confusion
sent students wandering all over the halls, When I think of
that first day now, I realize that it was the beginning of school
and usually there is much confusion on the first day,
Though the typical first paragraph contains a spr}rkling of spelling,
punctuation, or syntactical problems, the more st iking pxoblems are
usually lack of focus or specificity, After fairly bgsic\and simple
rhetorical instiuction (the topic sentence, an understanding of the
difference between generalization and specifics, some concept of order,
some knowledge of transition devices) and constant writing and rewriting,
our students do seem to improve in seven weeks,
After the first three semesters of the program, we detided to evaluate
what we were doing in order to decide whether our initial, economically

motivated comprumise between a full semester course and small.class size

d '
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- had worked. Our first-testing devicg'was the Test of Standard Written

f:fb Lo 'Spgifsh which we degided to use bgé;use it is.reported along with the
f%h;§t4n3 SAT scores, thus prov%ding an economical placement QGVice for
every student, and'bedguse q-éﬁliéague had found the TSWE correlated
highly with éhr holistic ;ddgments of our Btudenté.z We found that,
desp;te.our lack of fo:m&l attention to Standard English, our students. ...
““'w-j do 1ﬁpro§e on thoae'piills maagurea by‘the Test of'Standard Written
| | Enélish. Since we wanted to know whpt:théir growth showed apout our
program, however, I tried {xsing as a standard ‘.of cc;mparisoﬁ the TSWE
r;:E!cs geported by Hunter Brel&nd in his study of TSWE reliability at
four other colleges.3
Our TSWE results (see Table 1) when compared to those from five
regular composiiidn coursea‘at Breiand's faur colleges look quite good.
The ?Csc.stuﬂents’ avaragetincrease gfﬂggsr four points was statisticaily.
" significant (t-test, P« .001), and in fepeated testing with other groups
.-(of‘ovar one hundrgd students each nime) we have always found a gain of
o&er four points. Moreover, our siudenta’ gains are greater than

A3

' tﬁe gainq ranging from +.92 to +2.48 at the other éolleges.

Bowéver, since our students started further behind, they ougit to gain

fastgr, and the TSWE is not really maant:to work so accurately in the upper

‘ranges as in.the lower.4 But if Bcsq/students with entering TSWE scores

of 45-49 and -those with scores of 50-59 are separated from the rest, even

their scores are respectable. Our group with a 47.71 pre-course average

raised their average +2,68 in saven weeks while the group with a 53,33

f entering averagefsgised their average +1,07, Thovgh Breland's data are not
broken down in such a way as to allow comparison of the other groups with

scores in these two ranges, the fact that colleges P, Q, and R —- with

3]



11.01 to 12 90 on Kellogg Hunt's Aluminum passage.,

entering pnahs in the range of 44-52 -~ dll experienced gains lower than
:hes§ suggest; that the ECSC gains cannot be dismissed simply because we
ﬁadﬂnore pour students. Even our abler students' scores rese.

| The ECSC gains in Tswﬁ séores are further substantiated by a second
set of figures -~ the gains in number of words per T-unit between pre-
and post-esgay exams, One set of T-gni; counts for 117 students in a' - ..

session without formal sentence-combining (all students wtiting’qn the

samd, fair1§ simple ;opic) showed an average gain of +1.39 words per-T~unit,

£rom 14,61 to 16.0 (pg .005), Another sat ofjcounts from a session in
which we did some sentence-combining showed an ﬁverage rise of +1.8% from
These gains indicate that something is going right with our prognam,
but they do little to indicate what is going right, and they do not tell
whether a sevan-week program ahortchanges our students or vhethar a
fifteen-week program with larger- classes would benefit them significantly

more. Before theorizing about what ‘these gains may 1ndicate, however, I

- would like to explain another leap .in the dark with similarly puzzling results,

After the first two, years of our seven-week course, we seemed agreed

that while égven weeks ﬁight be appropriate for some students, others needed

. @ longer course, But which others? How many of them? And what sort of

. course? With no time to set up a new course and no new staff to teach it,

.
I took on the task of finding a stop-gap measure to help the weakest students

until we could decide how to set up a course really é;signed for . them, I
arranged for several groups of about ten students uach, who had entered
with TSWE scores from 20-29 (mean 23,78), to meet for an hour and a quarter
one day a week for seven weeks before beginning the regular seven-week

English 100 course. Under the supervision of a trained high school )

b}
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teacher and two student 1uterﬁs who had worked with English 100, these

atudepta vere to prgctice eentenqe-combining using William Strong's text
Sonteuce pombini g. After this~v9ty minimal help, they ware_retestad and
eent on to Eﬁglish 100, but their average TSWE scorea, had risen to’32.78,

a gain of +9.00, Cohﬁ#red to the full remedial sequences at Breland's
échool@ (see rablerz) Qhere the gains after one semester were +3,90, - . .. .
5.4, +1,73, and +2.06, our stu&e;ts'-gains seem §uite impressive, thﬁuéh
the fact that our stuQenta started further behind would mean.that they
should gain faster. ) Two-thirds- of them later passed Engliéh 100 while

onlj ona-third of a group with comparable scoves who slipped past us or

" who could'pot attend the ppecial help sessions passed English 100.5x These

facts are somewhat difficult to interpret because they could indicate the

excellence of sentence-combining, the merits of tutorial sessions without

.teal English department faculty, our students' readiness to grow, .11

-~

thegd factors combined, or some other, perhaps non-academic, factors. The

positive.teéulca need some interpretation, for with such students, any

_growth is of value, and if growth is to be had so easily, there may be

\»

something impeding growth in our usual treatment of these students.

~ From a practigal'standpoint,-then, what are we to make of all.this?
Surely the cbmﬁarieqns of TSWE scores do not indicate that the longer the
course the less impro&ément occurs, and tpey‘by no means prer that we
could not do better -~ or at least as well -- with a different course
content or different instructional methods, I have come to two tentative
cﬁnclusions. Fir{:L‘I suspect that # major unexplored variable is the
de;elopmbhtal potential of differeat groups'of.student-writers. Psychologists
find that pre-school children who-have been environmentally deprived tend

to make impressive immediate gains in compensatory education programs, but

.that afterwards their gains are aiower.6 The middle of the road student

N



.. bloomers.

recent sentence-combining experiments with college freshmen at Miami °

. . ) . ‘ an

\d

-writeta ého enter collegé with scores in ‘the 40-50 TSWE rknge'may have an
. awetage.thougb\qbt superior, aptitude: which has developed normally after
- -normal high'schobl writing practicé. My group of students with a mean of

%"23.8 who rose so ;ap§dly and some of those wi ' }igher entrance écotes may

have a&érage aptitude which was simply not ¢ ped in aigh school, Ome
'Eheoretical,assuéptiou underlying sentence-combining is that our atudéuteff.

uhdgtlying 1iqguiet1c'c0mpetence can b: released by exercises that allow them

" to use what they already know; a second assumption is that syntactic competence

1icteases,w1th maturity, If both assumptions are correct, then rapid incre&s;s
in syntaé;ic maturity or in usage skills among college students may partially
tasuit from their being expcsed to writing almost for the first time, Their
high schools have simply not deVGIOped their'lateni-éogpeteﬁce. If go, we

need to be communicating better with the high schools, and we need to find

_ out whether some of the students we consider poor writers are merely late

. . N \

My second set of conclusions and questions involves ﬁhe complexity of
i | /
snalyzing how pedagogic variables,pontribute to writing. growth. 7Tne stamiard

method for evaluating d';;;;able is to run a controlled experiment of the sont

" being done on the effects of sentence-combining. A number of studies using a

control group. and an experimental squehce-combining group have found that the
sentence-combining groups pngressed fart:,het'- than the control groups, Since
the two sets of TSWE results 1 have described were not paft of designed
experiments, the loose ends are obvious, Ert even the seemingly controlled
sentence-combining experimeuts present préblems of interpretation, Féu:
University, th{'University of North Dakota, the University of New Brunswick,

and Beaver College show a rather wide range of results (see Table 3).7 Part

S



of the evidence of writdng.grewth among the experimental groups at these -
schools are the following gains in words per T-unit: +0,74, +i.48, +4.25,

«nd 45,30, ‘The first three studies were done on a large scale with control :

*' groups whose gains were only: -0.05, ~0.51, and 40.46. Though the experi- f
mental groups seem superior, how are we to explain the difference between

hY

the Miamli gain of only +0.74 and the New Brunswick gain of +4,25 or the.Begyer
f;f;:f COilege gain of +5.307 - The New Brunswick group did nothing but sentenee-
5 . coﬁbining, the Beaver COIIege eample was very small and was a two-semester

experiment. So séntence-combining is a complex: pedagogical device which may

be used in a number of ways for quite different kinds of students wich
potentially quite varied results, ‘

LA - Frenk O'Hare's study of sgventh graders used Hunt's normative data to
- guggest that sentence-combining can speed up normal development and result

in super-normal achievement.s

Since we have no similar norus for college
. students, the results of senteece-combiping are harder to interpret at the .
college level, If the minimal or,negattve gains of the control groups at, !'
Miani, North'Dakoge, and New Brunswicy are taken”as normal, then sentence- |
combining seems succesaful, But at Eastern Comnecticut, we find gains in
words per T-units ambng students not exposed to sentenee-combipihg; in one
typieal seven-week session, students raised their scores +1,39 -- i.e.,
‘nOte than the Miami experimental group, nearly as much as the North Dakota
experimental group, and more than all three control groups. I suspect that
the control g;oups’ progress should not be seen as normal at all and that
their lack of success demonstrates the inefficiency -- or possibly the
retarding effect -~ of trying to teach writing to large classes who spend
a great deal of time readiee, rather than writing essays. - '

. Syntactic maturity, I suspect, may be achieved by a number of routes,

The Eastern Connecticut students' gains in syntactic and usage skills probably
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- both fesulc from the very small classes (onefreader for every seven to eighf -u’

etqgente). constant fecedback, and constant rewriting. The experimental and

control groups at Miami. North Dakota, New Brunswick and Beaver had,.
}.'reepectively, 26, 21, 20, and 20 students, Perhaps in large groups where

feedback is less frequent, sentence-combining is a suitable way of practicing

directed writing. The Miami’ etudyg in fact, says that\t e experimentidl  groups
did a great deal of comparing and contrasting student exercises while their
teaéhers nade~"extees$ye use of the blackboard, overhead projector, and
handoutg" ~- alllwefe of 1ncreaein§ feedback and iﬁtensifying student
participation in a lerge class .9 So, perhags seheence-comb'ining shoul} be

yiewed.ae a helpful device-to overcome the effects of larg® classes, fathe:

. than a necessary condition of euccesﬁ. We still have a great deal to learn

abont‘collesf students' syntax, about the forms and effects of sentence-

codﬁining, and about its interaction with other variables such as class size,

focus on reading essays, kinds of students. And if we really want to

[

. understand eyhtect;c maturity, we will have to replicate these expe:iments

among different studen: groups and with different kiands of control groups,
Pexhaps, also, some of the Eastern.Connecticut students' gains can be
attributed to our focus on the‘paragraph. If the syntactic successes of

sentence~combining are attributable to intense focus on sentence syntax

‘while the control groups spread their attention over whole essays, then it

is understandable that our paragraph-writing students should show sentence
maturity gains more comparable to those of the sentence-combining groups
than to those of the control groups. Because our students rewrite their
paragrabhs at least two and more often three or four times, they have the
chance to scrutinize and alter their own sentences many times, If that

process alone without further sentence exercises can produce the kind of

y [()
}\. \ ! \ l\



and different kinds of programs,

10

growth we would like ta see, than ve should.know it, 1If some kinds of

students - late-bioouers. for instance, or less able students -- are

"+ unable to improve their aynt:actic and usage skilla by plunging into r.he

..

es}gy then we. ought to undérstand that too,

The quehtious 1 am raising may have’practical impértance for the kind
of decisions I have caued leaps in the dark. 1f feédback intengive:
rwtiting, and focus on levels smaller than the essay are the major variables
for my students' writing growth and il: the same three variables -~ feedback,
intensive rewrit.ing. and focus on a smaller level -- are key variables in
the: sentence-%ombining fuccesses , then we may want to thi:;k abhout reducing
class size -~ even at \:he cost of reducing course length, We ought to be
sceptical of the traditional formats wﬁich produce such unimpressive TSWE
aﬁd syhtéé:ic utgriiy 'fesults. And we ought to recognize that we know

very little about how gi‘pwth,patte‘rﬁs vary with different kinds of students

-
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Footnotes

. £EC 28 (December, 1977), tp. 317-320 and "Basic Writing" in Teaching
-

-\ COmposition: 10 Ribliographical §_‘§sazs, ed, Gary Tate (Forth Worth, Texas:

%’\ Texas Christian Univ, Press, 1976)_, PP, 137-1‘67.

2 Thomas Salter, unpublished research,

Hunter M, Breland, A Study of College English Placement and the Test of

Standard Written English (Princeton, New Jersey: Educational Testing

SGrvices 1977).

Breland says the TSWE "discriminates best among students of r»latively
- 1ow writing ab:l.lity" (p. 25).
5 ‘I am 1udebted to Marcia Orcutt (teacher of the cOurse) for the infﬂrmation
,about how ma&y of these students later passed English 100 and how many who
should have bé‘?ﬁ in this group did not-’lpasa En\guéh 100, After the'y took.
‘English 100, we retested these 18 st\;dents who. received extra heip. By
.that time their TSWE score. had risen again to an average of 37,79 (or a
gain of +14.0D from their entering scores, but unfortunately this se:ond,
post-English 100, test administration used the same TSWE form they had
‘geen only seven éeeks earlier, We cannot therefore know how much. of the
pecoxid increase came from test familiarity.
Urie Bronfenbrenner, "A Report on Longitudinal Evaluations of Pre-school

X - N
Programs," vol, 2, Is Early Intervention Effectiva? (DHEV Publ. No, OHD

4 . 74"25). w“hinston, Doc.. 1974.
The gtudies at these four schools are: (1) Miami University -- Max
é’tberg, Donald Daiker, and Andrew Kerek, "Sentence Combining at the

College Level: An Experifental Study," Research in the Teaching of English

12 (1978), 245-256; (2) The University of North Dakota -- Lester Faigley,

S “Generative Rhetoric as a Way of Increasing Syntactic Fiuency," to appear

ir CCC, May 1970; (3) The ﬁniversity of New Brunswick -- Murray F, Stewart,
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uww Senten.e Combining: A Cunadisn Project," RIE 12 (1978), 257-268; .
and (4) Beaver .Coliege -- Elaine P.”Maimon and Barbaza F. Nodine, "Measuring

¢ Syntacti¢ Gtowth: Errors and Expect;uor}s. in Sentence-Combining Practice
wvith College Freshmem," RTE 12 (1978), 233-244. | - .

- 8 Frank OlHare, Sentence-Combining: Improving Student Writing Without Formal

" Q?.-.-;/l' Crammar Instruction, Research Report No, 15, Urbana, Illinois: “CTE, 1973,
. a. ' LIRS _
2 Morenberg et al,, RIE, p. 247,
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A Table 1
. e \
i, e —- \h_qﬁ.
. . .{ Average
. : - " First Course
‘ - Entering Entering - Poat~course \ , Increase
[ . . SAT-V TSWE SD TSWE - SD .- on TSWE
ﬁ" | ! ‘ -
L ECSC, English 100 39.7 . 40.21 11.71 44,79 11.45 . +4.57
e " ] ) no 117 . o ) . . . . .
. . /,' t - Y
* | College P . 45.5 - 47,87 7.05 . 46,25 7 8,99 -1.62
| a=67 . ‘
: -'conege Q e 44,1 45,20 8.71 46.68 - 8.55 +1.48
' n = 112 .7 : .
| College R . | .
(Sequence #1) 51.2 ' 56.21 4,40 57.13 3.48 +0,.92
n = 62 > . .
College R
(Scequence #2) 51.2 51.64 6.22 53.32 5.87 +1.68
n= 152 P :
— /
( !/ o . .
| Collegr S . ' 42,3 o 43.97 8.78 46,45 8.76 +2,48
n = 96 . '
o .
ECSC students in 45-47 TSWE range . 47.21 49,87 +2.68
.| £cse students in 50-59 TSWE range  53.33 54,40 +1.07
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Table 2
Average
Entering Post-course First Course
TSWE _TSWE ISWE gain
ECSC
remedial _
help session 23778 32.7'8 +9.00
n= 18
Gollege P
n = 50 29 .56 33.46 +3.90
College Q
n= 8l 33.65 39.06 +5.41
' College R '
n= 30 39.90 41,63 +1,73
College S
n= 77 32.06 34.10 +2,06
i 6




Table -3
Words Per T-Unit

—— "
ne Pre~-test SD Post-test sb Gain
| Beaver College (2 semesters) 14  17.68 - 22,98 c——— 45,30
Sentence~ ' :

Combining Miami University (1 semester) 151 15,31 2.59 16 .05 2,92 40,74

Experimental ‘ -t i '
Groups ' ‘U, of North Dakota (1 semester) 14,22 ———— . 15,70 ———— +1.48
7 U. of New Brunswick (6 wks) 30 13,77 2.76 18.02 h26  +4.25
Eastern Conn. State College (7 weeks) 117  14.61 3.99 16 .00 5.26°  +1.39
| Control or Miami University (1 semester) 139 15.00 2,80 14.95 2,61 -0,05

| Now-Experimental ‘
Groups U. of North Dakota (1 semester) 13.99 - 13,48 —— -0.51
U. of New Brunswick (6 wks) - ' 30 14.54 3.10 15.01 2,73 . 40.46
'3
T .
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Footnotes

1 Mina Shaughnessy, CCC 28 (December, 1977), pp. 317-320 and "Basic Writing" in

Teaching gpmnpsitionz 10 Bibliographical Essays, ed. Gary Tate (Fort Worth, -

- Texas: Texas Christian Univ, Press, 1976)‘,‘pp. 137-167.
. | : .

Thomas Salter;“uniublished_research;

L 4

Hunter M, Bte%and, A Study of College English Placement and the Test of

Standard Written English (Prinéeton, New Jersey: . Educational Testing
Services, 1977)\. L . |
Breland says thf TSWE."disgr;minates best among students oﬁ\relat{vely low
writing abi;ityh (p. 25). o

I am indebted to Maréia Orcuﬁt (teacher of the course) for thetinformation about
how many of these stud@®ngs lifgr passed Englisﬁ 100 and how many %Qo should have
beén in this group did not péés English 100, Aftér they took~Engli§y,100; we
retested these .18 students who received extra help. ;By that time fheir TSWE
scores had.risen again to an average of 37.79 (or a gain of +14.01) f;oﬁ their
entering scéres, but unfortunately this second, post-English 100, test admin-
istfation uae&_the same TSWE form they héa seen only seven weeks earlier, We
cannot therefore know how much cof the s;cond increase came from test familiarity,
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Urie Bronfenbrenner, '"A Report on Longitudinal Evaluations of Pre-school

-Programs," vol., 2, Is Early Intervention Effective? (DHEW Pulb, No, OHD

74-25) , Washington, D.C., 1974,

The studies at these four schools are:' (1) Miami University’-- Max Morenberg,
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Donald Daiker, and Andrew Kerek,'"Seﬁtevce Combining at the College Level: An

Experimental Study,"” Research in the TeAphing of English 12 (1978), 245-256;
(2) The University of North Dakota -- Lester Faigley, "Generative Rhetoric as

a Way of Increasing Syntactic Fluency," CCC 30 (May, 1970), pp. 176-181;

" (3) The University of New Brunswick -- Murray F, Stewart, "Freshman Senten.c
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- Combining: A Canadian Project," RTE 12 (1978) , 257-268; and (4) Beaver

College -- Elaine P. Maimon and Rarbara F. Nodine, "Measuring Syntactic

Growth: Errors and Expectations mSéntenée-Coﬁbining Practice with
“" ' College Freshmen," RTE 12 (1978), 233-244, . ,

¢ B 8 «Frank O'Hare,.sentence-cdmbining: Improving Student Writi‘t;g_' Without Formal

Grammar Instruction, Research Report No. 15, Urbana, Illinois: NCTE, 19~7/3[

9 Morenberg et al., RIE, p. 247,
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