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The material in ;his Presentation is an outgrowth of .some work done on
the tutorial, one-to-one, or Garrison me?hod of teaching writing. Though
impressed by the conc¢ept of the tutorial! I had been dismayed to find that
] research on its. effectiveness tended to, be either. unrealistic studies which
A almost’ guaranteed its Success, personal testimonials with no.data, or studies

4 e T oy £ An w Tee
At
?

. ‘with serious -design flaws. It was my desire to test the Garrison method -in a
L realistic elassroom setting and observe™its effect on writing excelledce,
. ‘writing arxiety, and the teachers. To be frank, I expected not to find the
) method superior, but to Qind chat it was an equal to current methods. To my
o surprise, the one-to-one method .was considered superior by ‘the teachers, and *
V- both subjective and objective measurements suggested strongly that students
: - dn thefone-to:éne method had mastered tHe elements of writing better than the
3 ", _control’ studefts. ) ’ . > L .
; o . ' However, the mostu interesting data from the study concern what happens to
¢ - those students who are ill prepared for learning to write, -as opposed to those
@‘” o who are-well prepared. Almost by accident, I noticed that students who enter
o " a comp class with insufficient skills almost always.make some progress in
writing proficiency (although one-to-one students make signific%ntly more). On
- the other hand, those students who have good writing skills to begin with tend
to’ lose ground, sometimes drastically (here too,<the record of the one-to-one -
; group is better; they tend to lose less). , ) . . .
b . In this presentation, after'diséuséiné the one-to-one metuod and the - ®
. studies hene;ally, I will give the data I gathered from Wy study which point
P ) to the odd prepared/unprepared dichotomy. I will also introduce evidence from
: ’ " several other sources which indicates that my data isn't alone, thus sugges—
‘ ting what I have is not an-ispolated phengmenon. The evideqpe is strong: we
are §h0rtchahging*our good studeats, perhaps actually harming them. Finally,
1 will spend?some time discussing what the evidence might mean.
b3
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Of the many alternatives to Current-traditional-rRetoric, one in particular
has elweys eppealed to me: the one-to-one, or tutogial method: This particular

.teehnﬁque has the simplicity of ‘genius and the persuasiveness of truth (which

-

' £ .
means that it fits my biases). Basically, the one-to-one technique assumes

PR
'~

.Ehat writing is a com/iicated and drawn out process full of cul—de—sacs and

~.

recursions, and that the best way for a beginning writer ‘to learn is to be

éoached at various steps. in that proc:ss by an experieaced writer. Thus, the

RS

writing class consists not of a series of lectures on pre-planned topics, but
of a series of conferences béEWeen student and teacher so that they can discnss :
) - :
a g1ven piece of work “not only after it has been shaped but several times during
[

\\ “the shaping ; . . '

N

! . .
There are several things to be said in favor.of such an approach. For one
. 4

thing, it does focus ¢n the process of writing, not only as'mechanical premriting

e

, writing, enn rewriting, but in a more realistic, fluid sense; Second, the stu-
dent gets instruCtion in only those_things he or she needs to'know.' Thirdly,

| students are producing their own writing fromlthe very beginning, instead of
doing someone else's:writing in the .fdrm nf.qgercises. Finally, this method
stends to.eliminateaene of the most dreadgzl.of English department monsters:

the papers-to-be-graded dragon. All in all, a superiorxmethod of teaching ,

Y

. . Lo i ’
composition, one Which can vaty from relaxed conversatiors in the professor's
)! . . -

office, exemplifieg by the approach of Donald Murray, to more hectic 'encounters
4 :
in-the clhssroqm beehive, typified by the-method used by Roger Garrison.

| I was drawn to.Carrison's tutorial approach because of his claims that it
worked, that it was‘teachable, end that it was flexible.: However, my initial .

enthusiasm was tempered ‘a bit when I starteg to read up on the research on the

topic. I found three types of studies on the Garrison method of tutorial. In

the first, the experiment is we%l set up, well documented, well presented, but

~a »
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the whoie thing is so much and so obviously a laboratory exércise that one

- ]
~

may find serious design'flaws, and the third consists of a set of seat—of—the

pants evaluations of tutorial methods. None of the sfudies appeared to me to

be trustworthy'evaluatlons of the Garrison method, or even of tutorial in
mt 1 - -
’ L . . ' .
. general e *
RSN

With the help of a grant from the Br1gham Young Universlty Hadall Campus
o .
professional development fund I determlned 'to test the Garrison method of oner

AN . ' .
1y .

‘ . to—one instructlon in a real-life classroom setting, being as sure as. "I could

. . ~ R
L ,{r,,,'-‘ .

‘,to set the reséarch design to rigoious standdards. I started out xith eight

s I

sectﬂons of compositiun, four experimental four control (which number dwin-,

. 3

<

'- dled through v1ssicitudes of life, to two each), controlling as best I could®
'\.'._' b N
for teacher, student ,- materialo, number variables, whise malntaining 4 natural—
L - 61 . .

.« :

) would,prove‘superiorAby'subjective evaluatibn (holistic scoring) 2) that'the

I o

" wonders if there is"any comnection to the classroom at a¥l. 1In the second one

wrﬂting class atmosphere. I made four hypotheses:\l) that the Garrison method |,

. R

Garrison method would prove superior by obJectlve evalnition (free modiflcation )

a
analysis), 3) that the Garrison method would prove superior in the opinions of

the teachers who were introduced to it through the ex“e*iment,~and 4) that the

students would “XULu1t less ﬁriting @nxiety as a result of being taught in the

O & ‘ . - :
. ‘Garrison method.\ I was able to keep all the hypotheses bui: »umber 4, writing

-, 4 . ’

. B

‘ apprehension., , N

.

Quod erat demonstrandum: the Garrison method is_a superior way i
B . . s R

° .

teaching composition in a typical college classroom setting.
;\ - N However, it is not my purpose in this presentation to give a "how-I-done-

P ) . f . v
good-resegrch" report, but to preseut and comment on 'some unexpected{data from

o

< .
the project; data which, I have since learned, have surfaced in other reports.
© Y - .

;First,eto my study. After I ha+ analyzed the overali:data from the study,
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I, for a reasbn which escapes me- at the moment, began idly grouping the numbers ;
2 - . ,

[N .

1nto patterns. For instance, I grouped the gain and loss of Fyntactlc maturity i

-
| Lol ’ v s . 4

according to the starting maturity of the students, with thé least syntactically ‘.i
“ mature student at thé beginn1ng, and the most at thé eﬂa in a sort of line-up- ; o
- . . R .. . . ‘M

-
in order.of height fashion.* The results intrigued and surprfsed me, so I did . :

the‘same, only organized the data according to size of loss or gain in syntactic
- ' b4 . . 2
maturity, and thé results were the same. .'I organized them accordtng to who .

- . O
. . .

s
asie L o v ewzag

lost and who _gaiped, and the results wexe similar.

-

» .
Let me share with y0u what 1 have found (I will use the d ta from the . !

prerzas T NPT 3

854
[ * s

on s rean t yp o 3

.

gi' free‘modification analysis,vbecause the numbers aré nicer, though the numbérs from the
7 e . “ - .

gt;f° holistic evaluation\h uld do as well). Basically, what I discovered is that : :
;f: L for both modes of teazhing:\tngse students’ who were below méanylevel in syn- ?z
%} tactic matq;ity were _more likelx\to make gains, and to make larger, gains. ) lf
g" Those students who were above ths,mean were likely to exhibit loss of. syntactic .f
%{ fluency, and sometimes to lgse b1g Further, I discovered that the Ga rison _ : . t,{ff
gﬁx, T~ ‘method, which is superior overall, gains most of Jdts suo;ridtity from the _gains i

by

_of the lower and slightly above mean students. Neither method of teaching

A

t

AV

P

PR P < . . :
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%
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seems to help a student who comes to the”class with good syntactic and pre- X

b sentational skills.s In fact, a goo student is likely to be harmed by\tcf Lo ,;¥£
S . YN
” 1 « )
1C ] . o lf‘f';

rclass, no matter whgt mode. The best\ that can be said about the one-to-one Y

.
°

* ]
Py
’ .~

mode is that it is significantly less likely to hurt the student.

Having given my thesis; let me now offer some data, I will use the

5 O AN G L A 4D 0t At

figures from the free modification analysi: in. this presentation, though the

. . . ’ .
O . .figures from the holistic evaluati. 1 support wyhat I am about fo say. F1rst,

* -

2 " .a word about free modification. Free modifigation, (FM) a terms coined by i

§
Francis Christensen refers to longer-than-a-word modifiers," usually set off

*

by commas, which can be moved about in the sen%%nce, and which- thus constitute )

v - . . M




a source of stylisti! freedom as well as syntactic magurity (hence ‘the name

v ¢ . *
',

"free") An example would be } sentence such as : ; R . .. g

: . . . ' L

- " In ?he misty moonlight, wé‘made~moonshine. Coe :“' R . J“'t
- ‘ A;falternative model wouldfbe . ) . ' ” é
", We made, 'in the_misty°morzligh£ mbonshirie._ T v ' f
Which‘is less felicitous, perhaps,.but grammatically correcty and finally ) ;F

. . . . 3

"¢ We made moonshine in the misty- moonlzght

.
.

;Now there are two important facets to freé modification: “how much of it, and:@ i

where it iSu' Generally,'college fréshméﬁ have about 167 of their words in ) :

i‘ ree ﬁGdification,.whereas professional'writers have about 34. In addition ‘;;
gL . e . "t
RN : oy
AN . -profESsional writers attach'much of their free modification &i_the ends of -
2 ; N \ :
b LY )
%5 e 'septences, and cdllege students not at all (almost). by measuring the . T
T . . < . ¥

o on ek
A

extent to which a student uses free modiﬁication we may easure the extent e

. , -

to whioh he or she is approaching the skills of good w iters (not to be con— E ;

fused with how'good they are pecoming, though there is.a correlation). e
As' 1 ipdicated earlier, in my study, the one-to-one group made signifi- ’ .

-

" cant gains in syntactic maturity over .the control. group. However,’ it is when’ E .

) . .

g‘ \ we look inside each group, examining within—group trends“ t?at the real sig- Xﬁ
; - '.nificance of the data emerges. I would like to pres%nt twolviews of'these ; .§
é“ o . groups, plott;ing their progress tuo ways, and show what I found. u
§§ ( . ghe firse view plbts both experimentaltqnq,control group gains against %

w,;,.v‘ N
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- As you will noce in figure one (the tablé and the graph show the same !
L . ‘ 2 : ’
thing; the table is more precise, the graph shows trgnds better), one scale -
- * . . . o
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s in, he or she is‘likely to make some sort of gain. This trend continues,

j‘information), the horizontal.scale tells us what the beginning FM percentage

scale tells us how much the mean gain of each group was, So, the students

is beginning M pencentage, nhe other 1s the percent of that group-who gained -

in syntactlc fluency.A As‘ the' figune 1ndicates, in the experimental group 75/

of those with thE lowest beginning“Syntactic fluency made ga1ns, and 66. 7/ of .

< L o/
those in the control group. Thié means that no matter what class a student S/ .
X . . .
N . .t

.

’

bntil we reach the cutof f point which is the mean syntaotic level. At that

/
point “the. experlmental\group begins to,}ose ground, though a student is still
q .

; >
likely to gain in fluency until well into the 25 to- 30/ acket. The control

o

grOUp, on the other hand,,loses lbts of\gsfund immediately. .In the contyrol

o Pl
group, An above average student has only or.é chance in five of gaining. How—A

9
ever” it is not the comparison between control and experimental groups that

is important, it is the trend, which clearly shows that the more syntacticalli
mature a student is when he/she énters class, the less likely hé/she is to

. d ) . - ' -
make gdins in maturity. ' ) .

4

Let's take a second look at the data from another angle for a moment. 1In
'

. . . ) y ’
this view, we will look at the average change in FM percentage plotted against

beginning FM percentages. , - _
-~ .

k'

"Place figure two.about here

L N ~ . . . .
.In the graph on the figure (here again the graph .and chart give the same* -\\sz) .

’

of the students was, in groups of- five percentage points, and-the vertical

who began the course with between 5 and 10 percent FM usage averaged a 4.6% -

gain in syntactic maturity foghthe eﬁ%erimental group, and a 3.13% gain for

[ P of . .

the control. However, both groups did gain in syntactic maturity.. Compare

o
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that with'what Happéns in'the groups whose beginning M percentages were in

the above‘average l?nge. In the control group“ the mean gain isn't again at ’

all, but a loss, and the losses .get bigger as the starting average gets high—

.

er. For, the experimental group, the gains keep getting smaller and small°r

>

until finally, with exceptionally fluent students, they drop off into losses.

, N, . ) :
classes showed the greatest”gains, and, though it would be' difficult, to ,

.

’

~=. . o

Aga1n, though the experimental group does” much better than the*control’ group, *

. the trend i3 clear. those with higher syntactic kills to begin with tend to

exhib \J/

it/ some "loss of syntactic matirity at the end of the senester, .no matter

what the instructional format is. - T <

I T

v
.

i . . '(. N
Let us’ turn our attention now to some other evidence supporting my .

contention that this is a generalized phenomonon. I/had been worried that the

‘makeup of my ‘total experimental population might have some effect on:my resugts, e

4
since the Brigham Young University-Hawaii Campus student body has an unusually
5. .
high percentage of non-native speakers of/;ﬁglish in it,~drawn. from mostly

non—indoeuropean language groups. However, evidence from|other sources

3 . b
suggests that I am not.alone. As one example, the data from Simmons (l979)‘4
has hints in it tha&theproblem in the Los Angeles area might be the same. \

¢ |

7/

. i

Although the data is hot organized to show intra- class gains,'there is separate

data.for each of the sixteen classes participatingA(remedial\and regular

9

., . - L
.

English cl@ssgs from four different schools). In most cases the remedial

e f =™
say for sure given ‘the data, it is possible that in some cases the significance

of,the overall gains is a result of the remedial classes' gains. A second

>

source of evidence has some °from ‘the University of Idaho, which uses a pre-

o . -
~and post-test formula for evaluating compositipn students. A‘prEliminaryn

.
- o

. @analysis of about fifty sets of essays from both preparatory and advanced

’, : - '
classes indicates the same ‘trend, even stronger than in the .BYU-HC

o
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ddata, I don't want to glve any figures here because the study is still dn e
LY . 3 . - -
progress» but the suggestion is thefe that the data w1ll confirm the trend of oL =
G .the BYU-HC study . PR = .. L

~
. ,. s
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LS Lo HoweVer, for soliﬁ/gﬁidefce, leb me turn to,a study done at Washlngton'

~

Stateaﬁﬁiversity by- Richard Haswell This study I find very significant for‘two” f

L]
. - _ AR
W ' reasgns//'First, 1n the study, there are: major differences between ‘what. I did cLT

.
KN N .

o and what Haéwell dld” I was testing tutorial methods, h%_was testing sentence B

’ eombining, I used FM as my measure, he used T—units, I used- edited, out of class LR
- > W -~

3
o . R . .
=" .

<

L 7 essays, he used timed in-class essays., "The second significant factor 1s ghat

his results coincide with “mine to a remarkable degree, thus g1ving an independent
. = . =~ 7 - .

i ) validatlon of my data. Let -us “look_ at ‘his data. ' : oot © ]

e ‘ i ) ’ - - " ’ ' . -\. ~ .\-
a .0 .. : . ; : ' 0N o
. . : . . ; . # ; o
. Place figure four aBout here ° of R o

. . a . P . - h
. . . -
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L The. graphggt the bottom of ‘the page clearIy indicates that as Students

Ta
-
v
S
o
b
M
5

ookt by
.

approach the norm in pre-test s\bres, their” percentage of gains diminishes,

.
FOA

.until finally, the gains become losses'as the students go from being below

R IS ey veen
e
.
wo A .
———
-
~

\ mean to being above mean. Slmilarly, the table at the top of ‘the page illus- i

¢ * b ' .

. trates thé progressiop. The table headed Pre-Post IMprovement IMprovement is

especially interesting. It shOWs that in the experimental group, of dhose at ’

?
th%\bottgm of the syntactic maturity ladder, 100% made gains, while of those at .

- the top of the ladder, only 7% made gains. As with my study, the experimental

group did better, but ‘all this means is.that the, slide towards loss of syntactic

R . Pt

Pl M B |

Ly o maturity is slowed, not ‘arrested. Good students  still come out of class demon-

% ¢ | , . .- - . T

5/, o hstrating less of a teugency to write more complex sentences than they did before.

: ¢ Thus Haswell' findings mirror my own. ~, . . ) o \

i . Which-brings Gs to_the important quest on. Why should this be so? I am ., o9

érl . . . . . ’ , , ¢
: »
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assuming when I ask this, that we are not ac;ually stunting students' thdt those
. - e
who come to’ class with good skills don t lose them, but that fhey have chosen a

merely net to demonstrate them. Linguistic competence is, after all, rather

hard to kill. P : ) ’ N

So, let me consider some of the possible answers. I'd like to start%first

. with Haswell's theory. He suggests that it is a mattér of cogr .tive development.

. - o’

That is, most of the gain is shown ‘by thé 1ll-prepared because thewexperience

L)

of* studying and working in a college atmosphere'simply speeds up their develop-
N .

PR
.

*

'hpqt and brings them up to the norm. I have two objections to this. First:is

: developmenq, byt that it is somethiug which‘qccurs within each class structure.

The second objection I have to a cognitive development theory is that “it doesn't;

"

one that Haswell could not have known about, because he didn't have the data.

A
It is-th1s°- in my analysis of essays at .the University of Idaho I could have

found two patterns.; The first would be that all the remedial students (we call .

. v, . . . d

\??Jit lQ3)‘gained while advanced students (104) didn't.,. Such a pattern would in-

Qeed_jpdicate.cognitive‘growth What I found though, was that the pattern

<

existed’ for each class. That is, 303 students still exhibited the below mean/

)
-~

&

above mean behavior, althogh their mean was considerably lowe;. So did the

* .

104 students.* This would*séem to indicate that it is not a‘matter of cognitive

+

explain\%ully why the good stﬁdents should lose. If we were to aécept.a:cog- ° ﬂ*\km

nitive development theory,-we m1ght expect good students to either stay puc or -

. Y

to make- smaller gains. " ’ . . .h“

.

-~

 What other reasons might “we advance, then? Since the behavdor patterns
' : .. & -
seenf to relate to the individual class, I.might suggest two possible reasons.

\ L) = .-
. . .

First, it might be that 'we as teachers.are simply allowing the better prepared

‘students to coast.' There is ample evidence 1n the literature to indicate that

-—
-




- .

L succeed in the clas%; that he or she can. spend time on sociology or anthropology

) words, and proper spelling. It could ve{; well be- that in our telief to find é C

c. ~ ~
student whq can actually write a series of English sentences, we subtly and ,

unconsciously indicate to that -student that. he or she doesn't need to push to . .. :

- . 3 .
. -

or biology and 3till get the A or the B or the.P or the S. I have often found i

myself fawning over a bright student marking wonderfﬂl, and exCeZZent over
¢

[} . <. . .J"‘
pépers that were in fact no ‘more than’adequate, and giving that student s fur- «i
ther efforts only cursoty atctention, saving myself for the semi-literate who is * ‘
trying to gyrasp the-idea of a thesis. Tt . coe .

) A second explanation might be the effect of the dreaded red pencil. Svn'é'-”s

tactic-fluency means, fo;.most freshmen, good and poor writers, trying atyles o
and_structures that the; are npt,familiar with, experimenting with the language
making hypotheses about what w;ll and ‘will not work, grammatically and stylis- | )
t1cally. And, as is inevitable, many of these experiments don't work. Miscues : ’ &
is what tley ar~° beihg calledfﬁbwadays, ‘mistakes that indicate the student %s s

- ~ LR

working with a not altogether controlled styleﬁ However, miscues indicate that
- ’ . & ¢ .

the student is trying, is learning What we as teachers should do is encourage :

: o SR . ’ .

. 4 *

that sort of behavior, after first learning to recognize it. What we usually

- . - 1

do do is to zap ft with AWK, or Frag, or Sp. ‘Students are not dummies. If they
stick their necks out and get them chopped up, they will keep them in the next

\ time. On the pre—test essays 1n most, of these studies, the students may be

\

\trying to show the teachers that they have writing mastered Since they don't, ‘

they make mistakes, which are noted in red, and which teach the student not to

y ' <« s

make any more ehperiments. Safe and sure wins the race.
i Ll

So, then, where’does this leave us? 1In the position of a doctor with a set

of curious symptoms and no discernable disease, or a scientist with some inter-

® ¢ v
- " E} ‘ . . »

esting data ‘and no ‘theory. I suggest it would be well worth our while to spend




Eon

#\

Pl turbe

Al

some’ time looking at the gifsgﬁ writer as much as we have been looking at the
. . / .
basic writer; studying ways to inflame®the 1magination and enlarge the abllity

-

of those who make the top layers of the ciass’as well as those who live at the

bottom; that we devise strategies for teaching the already coﬁpetent as well as

-

the not So competent.
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