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ABSTRACT
Twenty 10th grade students participated in a study

designed to identify differences in the ways developing writers use
words to create written texts. Essays written by the students were
holistically evaluated and then analyzed for the types and the number
of lexical cohesive ties used and the nature of the grammatical
subject, or focus, of each clause. The analysis of lexical cohesion
in the 9 high-rated and 11 low-rated essays showed large differences.
In the low-rated essays, the total number of lexical ties constituted
15% of the total number of words, while the total rumber of words
entering into lexical ties constituted 25% of the total number of
words. In the high-rated essays, the total number of lexical ties
constituted 21% of the total number of words, while the total number
of words entering into lexical ties constituted 44% of the total
number of words. The analysis of the grammztical subiects of clauses

also revealed large differences between the two groups of writers. Of
" the total number of 121 clauses in the low-rated essays, 81% were
pronominal in nature. In contrast, of the 154 subjects of clauses in
the high-rated essays, only 51% were pronominal. The results suggest
that the writers of the high-rated essays were clearly usirg words to
create meaning in different ways than were the writers of the
%ow;rated papers. (Copies of essays and their ratings are appendid.)
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Introduction

In recent years, many ;esearchers have examined syntactic aspects of growth
in writing. T-unit measures have provided illuminating indices of differences in
syntactic growth from grade level to grade level and between good and poor writers
at one grade level, However, relatively little attention has been paid to lexical
aspects of growth in writing, DMoreover, the few studies that exist have tended
to use statistically derived measures, such as word frequency counts, type-token
ratios, or indiczas of vocabulary diversity.l While these studies have found that
good wrlting displays greater diversity in vocabulary than does poor writing and
that the use of more different words is one aspect of growth in lingulstic meaning
in writing, the measures used in these studies have not provided information on how

words are used to create meaning in writing and how they are related to each other,

Nor is it clear from these studies how the use of more different words contributes
spacifically to growth in writing or to the quality of writing, As a result, we
have a limited understanding of the nature and progress of semantic development in
written language,

The purpose of this paper is to show how an examination of the ways in which
developing writers use words to’hake meaning and to create semantic relationships
in thelr essays might offeE us a more insightful understanding of written language
development and a pedagogically ‘more useful way to assess growth 1n essay writing

than we now seem to have, In order to do so, this paper presents and discusses the

the ways in which developing wrlters use words to create wrttten texts., Specifically,

!2 results of a small exploratory study designed to identify differences in some of
Y )
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2
this study examined high- and low-rated essays written by upper secondary level

students to determine: (1) the nature of the grammatical subject, or focus, of
each clause and (2) the types and the number of lexical cohesive ties used., The
assumption underlying the analysis of high- and low-rated essays from one grade
level to discern developmental trends is that the differences between these two
groups of essays would suggest the direction that the writers of the low-rated
essays probably need to move in to improve their writing.

In the first part of this essay, I describe how the writing samples were se-
lected, why these aspects of word use were examined, and how the samples were scored.
In the second part, I present the results of the study and suggest what they may
indicate about the nature and development of -~ *-.ten language., The essay concludes
with a discussion of the implications of itk ' 3ings for theoretical models of
the relationship between oral and writ‘en la. 2 und for a working hypothesis
of wha%}constitutes growth in essay writing.

Selection of the Writing Samples

The essays used in this study were written for a holistic evaluation of writing
by Crade 10 students in a small town high school at the end of the school year, All
students had been asked to take and defend a position on whether the granting of a
high school diploma should be contingent upon a student's tested competence in all
the basic skills., (See the Appendix for the exact wording of the topic.) The 11
papers Jjudged lowest in composition quality (those receiving a rating of 2) and the
8 papers judged highest in compositlon quality (those receiving a rating of 8) were
selected for analysis,

There were several reasons for using these essays. First, the difference be-
tween what is judged good and poor at one grade level by experlenced teachers of
composition often provides more pedagogically useful information than do differences
between older and younger writers. Secondly, since the majorﬁfocus of composition
teaching at higher levels of education is the kind of discourse that presants infor-

mation and ideas, it seemed to be more usetul to explore the development of 1lin-

guistic meaning in argumentative or axﬁgsitory easay writing rather than in

Aruitoxt provia c
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fictional or personal narrative writing, Finélly, it seemed that results from

a small exploratory study might be more generalizeable if one ex.mined the

writing of students from a small, relatively homogeneous community with a stable
school population rather than from a large, heterngencous community with a transient
school population, Most of these students have probably attended‘both one of the
town's iwo elementary schoolg and its junior high school and, thus, have had the
cane teachers. Differences in their writing are less likely to reflect differences
in community values or school curricula and.are more likely to veflect normal vari-
ation in a native English-speaking population.

2spects o1 Word Use Examined

The two aspects of word use I chose to examine were: (1) the types and the
number of lexical cohesive ties used and (2) the nature of the grammatical subject,
or focus, of each clause, Cohesion is a concept eveloped by Michael Halliday and
Ruqaiya Hasan to refer to the semantic relationships that link parts of sentences,
sentences, and paragraphs to each other, thereby creating a sense of connected
discourse.2 Lexical cohesion, the semantic relationships created by a writer's
cholce of lexical items, is clearly a significant aspect of word use to examline
in essay writing since lexical cohesive tles appear to constitute the majority of
cohesive ties in essays, according to a study of populér scientific discourse by

Robert Hopkins and a siudy by Stephen Witte and Lester Falgley of essays wrltten

by college freshmen.3 However, this study did not use the scheme for analyzing

lexical éohesion proposed by Halliday and Hasan, as their scheme is based on an
x%gﬁ%%§%§7§?;nly conversational and literary discourse, In a recent essay, 1 demon-

strated how their scheme did not account clearly and completely for all types of

lexical coheslon in expositery essay writing and proposed a modification and re-

organization of their scheme for application to exposition.u This new scheme

wae used for this study. It consists of two categorles, as did theirs; tut in the

first, words are related only through systematic semantic relatioashlrps, and in the

second, only through collocatici, These categories are defined, outlined, and

exemplified below.
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I. Semantically related words: a type of cchesion in whizh a lexlical element
{or a group of lexical elements) is systematically related to a previous
element (or group of elejents) through:

1. Repetition: e.g., test/test; high school diploma/high school diploma

2. Synonymy or near-synonymy: e.g., difficult/hard

. Opposition or contrast: e.g., §;pple/difficu1t

3

L, Inclusion as a superordinate, subordinate, or coordinate member in an
ordered or unordered set (general or specific terms): e.g., worker/
teacher/ janitor/cook

5. Dexiviétion or repetition of a derivational element: €., benefit/
beneficlal; employer/worker

II. Collocationally related words: a type of cohesien in which one lexical
element is related to another only through frequent co-occurrence in
similar contexts: e.g., worker/skills/job

Part of the rationale for this new scheme was vo distinguish systematlc asso-
ciations in the language from contcxtual ones; further, it seemed that a more com-
prehensive scheme might facilitate informative distinctions, In Marion Crowhurst's
study of cohesion in the argumentative essays of students in Grades 6, 10, and 12,
all lexical ties, although originally classified according to Halliday and Hasan's
taxonomy, were collapsed for analysis into just two categorles, "same lexical itenm"
and "other lexical item,"” because all types other than repetitiqg contained too
small a number of examples for meaningful ana.lysis.5 Use of a more comprehensive
and sultable scheme for essay writing might have enabled Crowhurst to make further
distinctions among lexical ties across grade levels than her study showed. Only
"other lexical items" distinguished among all three grade levels.

The other aspect of word use examined in this study was suggested by Lee Odell.6
He claimed that we can learn a great deal about the way a writer perceives and
thinks by examining the words used as the grammatical subject, or focus, of each

clause. He further suggested that an examination of the changes in the grammatical
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focus of each clause could also help us determine vhat intell.ectual processes
students are using in their writing. Andrea Lunsford, in a study of the essays
written by 320 basic and skilled writers for a college placeQent examination,
analyzed in detall the grammatical frcus of each clause in an essay written by
one writer in each group.7 She found marked differences between the types of
words chosen by each writer, particularly in the use of nersonal pronouns and
abstract concepts, Itwas therefore expected that an examination of this aspect
of word use would be highly informative,

Scoring Procedures

All the high- and low-rated essays were analyzed to determine the grammatical
. subject of each clause, Only six high- and low-rated compositions were analyzed
for lexical cohesive “lies; the remainder wefg either so fluent or so incoherent

or non-fluent that counts of lexical ties from these essays would have distorted
th~ mean scores obtained from the other essays. To establish reliability, decislon
rules were made about how to count the rumber of words in an essay and how to ’

tally the ties created by repetition. Any idiomatic expression, such as get along,

do away with, high school, as well as an individual word not used in an idlomatic

expression, was counted as one word. Only identical words or words varying in
inflectional or comparative endings, such as Job/ dobs, glving/gliven, gg;;/iglgg;.
were counted as a repetition; following Hans Marchand's definition, words relsted
as derivatives were considered to be different words and classified as a separate
type of cohesion as outlined above.8 A repeated phrase (e.g., one final exam),
as well as a repeated word or idiomatic expression, was counted as only one repetl-
tion, Ties toth within and across sentences in the selected essays were scored;
words contributing especially to collocational cohesion often appear within one
sentence. Also *allied were the total number of words, the total number of dif-
ferent words, and the total numbexr of woxds entering into lexical tles in each
essay. The reason for the last count is as follows: aceun.of the total number

of 1oxical ties in an essay dons not tell us whether these tieg are created mainly
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by single words or also by longer conceptual ualts. In order to capture this

distinction, one must examine both the total number of cohesive ties and the total
number of words entering into cohesive tles as proportions of the total number of
words in an essay. The Appendix shows how lexical ties were scored for two low-
and two high-rated essays.

Pindings and Discussion

An examination of the grammatical subjects of each clause revealed large dif-
ferences between the low-rated and the high-rated essays. The data frem this ana-
lysis appear in Table 1. Of the total number of 121 clauses in the low-rated
essays, 98 subjects (or 81%) were pronominal in nature. Of those 98 pronominal
sub jects, 92 were personal or indefinite pronouns, Of these 92 personal or inde-
finite pronouns, you was the subject of 26 clauses, I the subject of 20 clauses,
and we the subject of 10 clauses. Altogether, 4@% of the subjects of ail clauses
in the low-rated essays were you, we, or I. Fifteen subjects (or 12%) were personal

nouns, such as students, teacher, kids, and only 8 subjects (or &7) were non-personal

in nature., The words used as non-personal subjects in the 1low-rated essays are

listed in Table 1.

In contrast, of the total number of 154 subjects of clauses in the high-rated
essays, only 78 (or 51%) were pronominal in nature. Of these 78 pronominal subjects,
only S% were personal or indefinite pronouns. 0f these 54 personal or indefinite
pronouns, you was never the subject of a clause, I was the subject only 7 times,
we was the subject only once. Altogether 33 sub jects (or 21%) were persongl nouns,
and 43 (or 28%) were non-personal in nature, The words used as non-personal subjects

in the high-rated essays are also listed in Table 1,

Insert Tables 1 and 2 about here

i.....'....."0.."."'..'D.Q...".

The analysis of lexical cohesion in the six high- and low-rated essays also
showed differences. The data from this analysis appear in Table 2. In the low-
rated essays, the total number of lexical ties constituted 194 of the totai number

of words, while the 1otal number of words entering into lexical ties corstituted
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2% of the total number of words, On the other hand, in the high-rated essays,

the total number of lexical tizs constituted 217% of the total number of words,

wbile the total number of words entering into lexical ties constituted 44 of the
total number of words. Whilé almost all essays contained many examples of repeti-
tion, the low-rated ones contained few examples of other typef of systematic se-
mantic tles, The high-rated ones tended to contain at least several examples of
these other types, Thq total number of all systematic semantic ties constituted

6% of all lexical ties in the low-rated essays, whereac they constituted 7975 of

all lexical ties in the high-rated -essays. In the high-rated essays, 19 double ties
were found; only 1 was found in the low-rated essays. The low-rated essays contalned
on the average 82 words and 54 differeat words; the high-rated essays contained on
the average 145 words and S4 different words. Intcr-sentence ties consituted 667

of the total number of lexical ties in the low-rated paners and 71% in the high-rated
papers; this small difference suggests that the overall ratic of inter-sentence to
intra-sentence ties may not have developmertal cignificance, although the ratio for
specific types of ties may have some significance, Sample size and the number of
running words may not be large enough to warrant any generalizations yet.

Examining both the types and the number of lexical cohesive ties and the nature
of the grammatical subject of the clause in these essays seems to tell us more about
written language development than an examination of each could alone, Most of the
ideas expressed in the high- and low-rated essays were similar; all these students have
fundamentally the same understanding of the world in which they live. Yet, the
wviters of the hish-rated essays were clearly using words to create meaning in dif-
ferent waye from the writers of the low-rated essays. What were the writers of the
high-Fated essays doing? While it is true that they were using relativély more dif-
ferent words, they were using relatively many more of them as the grammatical sub-
Jects of clauses. Moreover, they were predicating more often about obJects or con~
cepts than about people, In addition, they were creating proportionately more sys-

tematic semantic ties within and across sentences. Above all, longer conceptual units

were beiny used to create cohesive ties. These aspects of word use were reflected
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* 4n thelr essays in a number of ways. The high-rated essays
generally contained a clear introduction that referred to the tooic, an =>xplicit

stétemént of the writer's position, a logical sentence-by-sentence develcpment
of the reason(s) for this position, and an explicit concluding statement for the
arcument., Thic produced a great deal of repetition. The writers of the high-
rated essays also elaborated their arguments more. The higher number of cnlloca-
tional ties in the-high-rated essays seemed to reflect the fact that more s»ecific
concepts were offered to express an 1dea; the higher number of synonymous, ‘contrast-
ing, or inclusive relationships seemed to reflect the fact that many ot these ideas
were clarified through examples and details. The derivational tles refl-cted the
writer’; awareness and vse of lexical variations for actieving hoth continuity in
meaning and styl@stic flexibility simultaneously, a function that derivatives serve,
as I have suggested in a previous essay,9

The writers of the low-rated essays used a smaller number of different words,
with few cohesive ties other than repetition connecting their ideas., In several
essays, the writer failed to develop even one argument loglically. In several others,
one or two reasons supporting the position taken by the writer were simply stated
and not develoved at all, Few low-rated essays had explicit introductory statenents
addressing the tcplc or explicit concluslons tc an arrument; in several, the con-
clusion was simnly a reiteration of the writer's original position, Overall, word
choice was extremely simole and included an extremely high proportion of pronouns
of various kinds. It should be noted, however, that the coherence and organization
of some low-rated essays was not so inferior to that of some high-rated essays as
the disparity intheir ratings would suggest. Poor control of sentence structure
and written language conventions probably contributed as much to the rating a low-
rated paper received as did its relative lack of structure and coherence,

In the low-rated essays, common nouns that referred to peonle and pronominal
references to the writer or to a partner in a dialogue were most often used as
subjects of clauses, Few subjects were nouns that referred to objects or concepts,

In other words, the writers of the low~-rated essays tended to predicate about them-

3
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selves, their audience, or people, not about non-personal concepts. Thelr heavy
use of first and second person pronouns suggests that they viewed essay writing
more as an engagement in a dlalogue with another speaker than is a transaction
with a geader.

As an explanation of some of their findings, Witte and Falgley suggest that
the writers of the low-reted papers do not have "working vocabularies capable of
extending, in ways prerequlsite for gooq writing, the concents and ideas they intro-
duce in th2ir essays” (p. 198). However, lack of a working vocabulary may nol
necessarily be the whole explanation for the fallure of the writers of the low-
rated papers to elaborate their ideas. If we examine the words used as the gram-
matical subjects of clausesxin the hirh-rated essays in this study, it seems pro-
bable that all these woxds Fra within the reading voeabulary of all the writers
of the low-rated essays in thils study; moreover, many of them were used in these
essays in other tnan subjeét position, Yet, the writers of these low.rated essays
rarely used them as the focus for thelr thinking. Instead, they cr thelr audience
12nded to be the focus for their statements through the use of personal pronouns--
the typical subjects of conversational utterances, Overuse of the structures of
conversational utterances may have far-reaching consequences, Roger Cayer and
Renee Sacks, in a study of basic writers at the college level, noted that a majo:
difference between oral and written language is the greater expansion in writing
of the subject portion of the utterance.lo John Mellon also noted that growth in
dominant NPs (thd subjects or objects of main-clause verbs or the obJjects within
prepositional phrases modifying main-clause verbs) is a characteristic of growth in

1 The use of

writing and, according to Mellon, reflects growti. in conception,
personal and indefinite pronouns as the subjects of clauses almost automatically

precludes the expansion of the subject portion of an utterance and, thus, may

10
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preclude some of that growth, It may also preclude many possibilities for lexical
cohesion as well,

Too much reliance by developing essay writers on conversational structuxes
may retard growth in writing in another way. Lunsford found in her research that
basic writers used a vocabulary characterized "by a high percentage of personal
pronouns, especially those relating to first person, by a relatively low degree
of nominalization, and by the use of concrete dictlon and simpie concepts" (p. 287).
These writers showed a "tendency to egocentricity, to focus in their writing most
often on themselves" (p. 285). Although Witte and Faigley did not note the types
of words used by the writers of the low-rated essays in their research, they noted
that these writers “seem to lack in part the ability to perceive and articulate
abstract concepts with reference to particular instances, to perceive relationships
among ideas, and to reach beyond the worlds of their immediate experience” (p. 199).
It is possible that the use of an abstrmaction or generalization to govern the devel-
opment of one's ideas and the mental playlng with absiract verbal concepts that is
characteristic of higher stages of essay writing may have its intellectual roots
in the simple act of focusing on non-personal objects or concepts as the subjects
of predicates. Writers who appear to rely on models derived primarily from dialogue
when they attempt to structure expository statements may be limiting their 2bility
to use concepts and objects as the initiators of actions in thelr writing. As a
consequence, they may also be limiting thelir ability to conceptualize ideas sr
objects manipulating; wmodifying, or otherwise influencing other ideas or objects
in their writing. The failure of poor writers to develop and elaborate ideas in
their writing may be caused in part by a meager vocabulary, It may also be caused
in part by the ways in which they are accustomed to use the words they know,

The writers cf the low-rated essays in this study, and others similar to them.
seem to need more familiarity with tue patterns of formal written English. Where

are the models for them? The social context for the speech act is not apt to pro-
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vide them: conversation is, in fact, not intended to serve the same purposeés as
written texts and is therefore not designed to elicit its cemantic and structural
features. As Jean Simon suggests in his five-year study of written language devel-
opme:t, the models can be found primarily in the written language the student is
12

provided to read. Perhaps basic writers need more reading experiences with

well-written exposition. Although there is 1little research on this topic, the
lit@le that has been done suggeste that poor writers aié apt to be poor readers.l3
Perhaps basic writers also need to be guided away from the structures of conversa-
tional utterances by sensitive and perceptive teachers who can help them frame

tHeir ideas in more intellectually beneficial ways. Trobably they need both increased
ekposure to well-written formal English and carefully structured and sequenced
writing assignmeﬁ@s.

Inplications for Assessing Growth in Fssay Wxiting

There appear to be two basic theories about the relationship of written to
oral language., Dsycholinguistic theories view writing as orimarily a derivative
of speech and written language as an alternate but parallel mode of oral langua.ge.lu
According to this theory, writing seems to be equivalent to speaking once children
learn decoding and encoding skills. Another theory, sueggested by the work of/tzgot-
sky, Alexander Luria, and Jerome Bruner, among others, views written lamguage as
qualitatively different from oral language, arising from the same sources, sharihg
some comuon elements, but requlring other resources for its full development.15 Ac-
cording to this theory, writing, although initially dependent upon oral language
while chiildren learn deceding and encoding skills, becomes increasingly less depen-
den: on oral language and more directly influenced by reading.

Results of *:-.is study suggest that good essay writing 1s not an alternate but
parallel mode of oral language but a fundamentally different way of creating meaning.
At higher levels of reading and vwritlng, some features of oral language seem 1o

account for many of the problems poor writers have, Psycholinguistic theory clear-
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however,
ly accounts for the influence of speech on writing;/it does not ceem to account
for the production of structural features of written languare that are not charaéter-
istic of speech. Thus, the results of this study further sw gest that a useful
model of lapguage development will need to differentiate oral from written language
and specify how each may influence the sther pgéitively‘or negatively at d;féerent
stages of development. | '

While oral language may be the‘earliest source of semantic development,
writtzn language may be both the source and the e;tension of semantic develooment
at higher levels of intellectual growth by a different means ;nd for different
purposes, Biuno Snell points out that the ancient Greeks changed the structure
f their natural language "not only through the introduction of new words but also‘
through the change of meaning in oid words and through the cgange in 'syntax" (p. 52)
in order to forge a language capable of explaining the phenomena of tﬁe worlad,
i.e., a language for philosophy and science, According to Snell, philosophical
and scientific discourse in other languages lives "by virtue of taking over, trans-
lating and elaborating upon the original Creek" (p.'50).16' The ability to write
anademic discourse is critical for developing knowledge as well as for transmittiag
it. As Mina Shaughnessy has eloquently suggested, we should be teaching all
students in a democracy "to compose and perfect their thoughts in the medium that
allows for the greatest independence of mind and exacts the greatest effort at
articulation.,” 17 To achieve this goal, we need to have a better understanding
of what constitutes growth in writing. <

Clearly, the use of an increasingly larger vocabulary is a significamt indica-
tion of growth in ﬁriting. However, the ways in which these w#rds are used may be
just as significant an indication of growth, In expository essay writing, we are
dealing with a language that is, above all, composed, nol simply expressed. The
differences beiween the high- and low-rated essays in this study suggest a way of

looking at the concept of growth in writing that seems to touch upcn the very es-
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sence of the cggilaing process, that is, the putting together and the shaping of
ideas and .anguage for .others to read, In contrast to the writers of the low-rated
essays in this study, the writers of the high-rated essays readily nredicated about
non-personal objects or concepts, and thelr papers were just beginning to show the
Yariety of interconnectione that characterizes well-organized and well-developed
essays. These trends suggest that growth in essay writing is growth in the ability
to present information and ideas with an increasingly larger numbey of increasingly
interconnected concepts., Thus, a developing writer's ability to compose longer
and longer pleces of well-connected discourse should reflect growth in the complexity
of this netwqu. In fact, poor writers may write so i1ittle not only because they
have smalier vocabularies but also because they cannot yet use different kinds of
cohésive relations toc control extended stretches of exnository discourse, It seenms
reasonable to propose that the more that writers car concevtualize to predicate
about, the more interconnections there can be, The larger the number of differ-
ent words that are used in an essay, the more lexical cohesive ties there can be.
And the more this network of semantic ties develops, with increasingly longer
conceptual units entering into single or multiple ties, the better organized and
developed the tssay should be, This h, - 3ie would appear to he amenable to em-
pirical.validacion through longitudinal case studies of developing writers.l8

_Ann Berthoff suggests that our méans of making meaning includes not only the
ideas we thigk with but our language as well and that composition teachers need to
th k of language as an instrument of knowing.19 Examining the ways in which
developing essay writers use words to make meaning might tell us how well they are
- learning to use ; lzanguage that did not evolve with man’s mind but was created by

it as an instrument for knowlng ourselves and the world in which we live in a new

and different way.
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TYPES OF GRAMMATICAL SUBJECTS OF CLAUSES

TABLE 1

Stotsky

IN LOW-RATED AND HICH-RATED ESSAYS

LOW-RATED ESSAYS (N = 11)

HIGH-RATSD FSSAYS (N = 8)

Total Number (7 of Total Number)

Total Number .(% of Total Number)

NRAMMATICAL SUBJTCTS 121 1%
Pronominal Subjects 98 (817) 78 (517)
Persoral or Indefinite
Pronominal Subjects 92 (767) h (397)
You 26 (217) 0 (o)
L 20 (177) 7 (5°)
Ke 10 (87) (I (%)
Personal Subjects (e.g., person,
kids, teacher, students 15 (127) 33 (217)
Non-Personal Subjects 8 (67) 43 (287)

Yords Used as Non-Personal
Subjects

report card, world, answer,
reason, department, test,
material ‘

™~

!

purpose, Jobs, society, doing well,
education, type, state, test,
Massachusetts, system, certificate,
giving, testing, idea, majority,
future, work, grades, schoole,

dipioma, rate




Table 2

Number of Each Type of Lexical Cohesive Tis, Number of Words Entering into Lexical Cohesive Ties,

Number of Words, and Number of Different Words in Six Low-Rated and Six High-Rated Essays

Type of Lexical Tle Total Number of Numter of Number of
Number Words Words Different
of Entering Words
Lexical into
B""S,a r: Ties Lexical
; 5 | ¢ (855 |3 |8 Thes
o ol [o] ord od orl + [l
+ E + w PP PP g
ot wd 0 «udgn o
AREERER RN
Low-Rated 0 E [ g 18983 o 3
Essays (<] 0 o (= AEAR [ &] ©
oA WA WA WIA VLA N LAW AW
H-22 8 511 1|1 1|0 o/l 0 O 0 3}(1) 10 10 36 95 S
Helt 7 2¢0 0|0 O|1 O[O0 O 2 3|(0) 10 5 35 81 515
A-3 8 11 ¢ o|o o|o ol 0 O 2 3|(0) 10 4 22 v 47
c-14 s 0lo 110 ojo ofo o |3 1{(0) 8 2 12 97 60
A-14 1 0{0 0{0 1{0 0|l 0 O 3 o{(9) TS| 6 60 47
H-S 3 000 o1 oflo of1 o |2 3{(0) 7 3 1 86 62
Total 32 8/ 1 142 2|1 o1 0o p213{(1) b9 25 122 491 321
High-Rated
Essays
F-21 18 2|2 ofr o1 oj]0 0 |1 &4{(0) 22 66 147 81
c-8 15 115 113 01 0]1 1 (2 k)2 27 7 73 178 108
B-15 9 213 olo oio 6{0 4 2 2|(6) 4 14 53 105 66
G-19 12 1]1 o1 o1 ol0 0 |& 5/2) 19 59 158 9%
H=6 8 110 oo 1{1 of1 1 {1 6j1) 11 L2 93 58
D-19 23 3|4 O 011 1|0 O 2 6{(8) P 10 o0 188 95
Total 8s10hs 1|9 1|5 7[2 6 p227|19) 127 52 383 869 502
A = across sentences

W = Within sentences




APPENDIX

. TOPIC: Many states now require students to demonstrate a certain level of skill
on tests of reading, writing, and mathematics in order to receive their
high school diploma, Only those students who pass the tests at the mini-
mum level would receive a high school dipluma, The states are glving a
certificate of attendance instead of a diploma *o those students who failed
the tests and do not wish to continue in school any longer. The states are t
glving extra help to students who want to try to pass the tests a second
tine,

The state of Massachusetts is now considering glving such tests. GSome are
in favor of having these tests, and some are oppcsed, Take one side of
this issue, Write an essay in which you state your position and defend it.

~~

High-Rated Essay*

1Competency testing before receiving a high school diploma is beneficial to
the student and everyone connected to the student. zA competency test will focus
attention toward any student who has difficulty with one or more of the basic and
valuable skills of reading, writing, and mathematics. 3The students having diffi-
culty can then receive additional aid and not miss the chanco to learn the basic
skills. uA high school diploma will benefit students more greatly than it has in
the past because it assures any employer that his worker has the basic skills for ‘
the Jjob. .
Cohesive Item Sentence Presupposed Item Sentence Type** Number of

Number NumusT Words in Tie
high school diploma 1 Competency testing 1 ¢ 4
student 1 diploma 1 C 2
student 1 student 1 R 2
competency test 2 Competency testing 1 R 4
student 2 student 1 R 2
difficulty 2 test 2 c¥ 2
basic...skills 2 test 2 c¥ 3
reading, writing, and W
mathematics 2 basic skills 2 c 6
the students having
difficulty 3 any student who has 2 R 9
difficulty

receive 3 receiving 1 R 2
aid 3 difficulty 2 cC 2
basic skills 3 basic skills 2 R L
high school diploma L high school diploma 1 R 2
benefit 4 beneficial 1 D 2

22




studehts 4 students 1 R 2
any employer L everyone connected

to the studenmt 1 I 7
worker L employex L 0-D" 2
basic skills 4 basic skills 3 R 4
Job L - worker L ¥ 2

Ties Within Sentences = 9

Ties As}oss Sentences = 11
Double Ties = 1

Number of Words in All Ties = 42

Hig Rated Essay*

1] pelieve the state of Massachuseits should glve the competency tests to all
students because it will give all students an incentive to come to school and it
glves credit to only those students who have done the required vork, 2Some students
come to high school only because they have to be there, 3Now, with this system,
one has to pay attention in school in order to pass the test given in his/her senior
year. uAll want to show that they have successfully completed their years in high
school by graduatings therefore, they must study, 5This test only glves credit to
those who deserv2 it, which only seems falr. 6As the present system works, it
doesn't glve encugh credit to students who try harder than others, as all graduate
that bave galned enough credits and pass the needed subjects. ‘Some aren't ready
sti111 after completing the required work but are still handed the diploma! 8A1though,
if the other systenm takes effect, each student must prove him/herself able to
graduate, 9This seems fairer to one who tries harder. 10Overall, since the tests
are already in other states, Massachusetts should beglin giving them.

Cohesive Item Sentence Presupposed Item Sentence Type** Number of
Number Number Words in Tie

students 1 competency tests 1 o 3

all students 1 all students 1 R" i

school 1 students 1 c¥ 2

or™~ those students who 1 all students 1 I-R-CW’ 11

have done the required

work

some students 2 all students 1 I-R 4

come to high school 2 come to school 1 R 6

schooul 3 high school 2 R 2

pacs 3 teats 1 c 2
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W

test given 3 glve,.tests 1 R 4
senlor year 3 school 3 c¥ 3
years L year 3 R 2
high school L school 3 c 2
graduating 4 high school 4 " 2
study b test 3 R 2
test 5 test 5 R 2
glves credit 5 glves credilt 1 R L
those who deserve it 5 only those students 1 S 12
who have done the
required work
present systenm 6 this system 3 R-0 b4
doesn't give enough 6 glves credit 5 0-R 6
credit
students who try harder 6 students who have
than others done the required work 1 S-R 13
graduate 6 graduating L R 2
enough credits 6 enough credit 6 R" 4
pass 6 pass 3 R 2
needed subjects 6 required work 1 S b
completing the required 7 © done the required work 1 S-R 8
work
d1ploma 7 required work ? ¢’ 3
other system 8 present system 6 " 0-R L
each student 8 all students 1 L
graduate 8 graduate 6 R 2
gseems falrer 9 geems falr 5 R 4
one who tries harder 9 students who try 6 R 10
harder than others
tests 10 tests 1 R 2
other states 10 state of Massachu- 1 0-R 5
setts
Massachusetts 10 Massachusetts ) 1
giving 10 glve
Ties Within Sentences = 10
Ties Across Sentences = -
Double Ties = 8 .
Number of Words in All Ties =90
N,B,, Tne analysis of cohesive ties does not pick up the inconsistency in the writer's
arguﬁent. The writer favors giving competency tests because, in her view, they will
Q give credit to only those who do the required work; yet, the writer frowns upon ine
present system for granting a diploma to thrse who do not have the necessary skills

to graduate, even though they have done the required work,
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Low-Rated Essay*

11 think if a person passes all 12 years of school and then fails to pass thelir
test, that person will not bte allowed to receive one's diploma. 2It's wrong to have
to take a test because some people freeze up and flunk the test even though the mater-
ial on th? test was known by that personll 3Also people do forget material that was
taught in the earlier years of school. The test for one's diploma should be done
away with in the states that use the test. 5Also the test should not be allowed in

Massachusetts.

Cohesive Itenm

Sentence Presupposed Item Sentence Type** Number of
Number NMumber Words in Tie
12 years of school 1 passes 1 c¥ 5
fails to pass 1 vasses 1 0-R b
test 1 pass 1 Cw 2
person 1 pexrson 1 Rw 2
diploma 1 test 1 o 2
test 2 test l R 2
flunk 2 fails to pass 1 S L
test 2 test 2 RY 2
test 2 test 2 R" 2
person 2 peopl 2 2 s¥ 2
people -3 people 2 R 2
material 3 material 2 R 2
years of school 3 years of school 1 R é
test by test 1 R 2
diploma ., L diploma 1 R 2
test 4 test b gY 2
test 5 test L R 2
be allowed 5 be alilowed 1 R 4
Massachusetts 5 - states that use the 4 0 6
test
Ties Within Sentences = 10
Ties Across Sentences = 10

Double Ties = 1

Number of Words in All Ties = 36.

N.B, The analysls of cohesive tles in this essay also does not v ck up the lack of
coherence between the writer's first statement and the argument he develops. The
writer intends to state in his opening sentence that it 1s wrong for a person not to
be allowed to receive a diploma if he passes all 12 years of school, even though he
falls to pass the test,
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_Low-Rated Essay*

11 think if a person rets promoted 12 times, he should graduate from high school,
2Someone who didn't finish the 12 grades wouldn't recelve a divloma, 3Hhen you finish
the 12 grades, you deserve something to show that you accomplished something,

414 3s very hard to go to school for 12 years all the time, oIt is hard to keep
your grades up every year, 6So if you go and you pass, you should get promoted,

Cohesive Item Sentence Presupposed Item Sentence Type ** Number of
Number Number Words in Tie
12 times 1 promoted 1 c 3
graduate 1 promoted 1 c¥ 2
high school 1 graduate 1 o 2
12 2 12 1 R 2
diploma 2 rraduate 1 c 2
finish 3 finish 2 R 2
12 grades 3 12 grades 2 R L
something 3 something 3 R" 2
school L high school 1 R 2
12 L 12 2 R 2
hard" 5 hard L R 2
year 5 years L R 2
pass 6 school L c - 2
promoted 6 promoted 1 R 2

Ties Within Sentences = U4
10

Tias Across Sentences
Douwle Ties = 0
Number of Words in All Ties = 22

N.B. Again, an analysis of cohesive ties does not pick up the lack of coherence
between the writer's final sentence and the argument he has developed. The writer
brobably 1ntendst5!say "graduated,” rather than "promoted,” in the final sentence,

#A11 essays have been edited for capltalization, pﬁ;ctuation, and spelling.,

repetition
synonymny
opposition
inclusion
derivation
collocatlion

The superscript w indicates that the tie is within a sentence,

Wow o uonou
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