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\

’ who be11eve ihat students 'verba]l SAT scorés Shou

In two exper1ments, colleqe studentS were asked to produce preliminary

In both exper1ments, the students

and final drafts of persuas1ve 1etters

*

verbal SAT scores were pos1t1ve1y corre]ated with their pre11n1nary -draft

argument production In addition, the students' eva]uat1on anxiety (Nr1t1nq

Abprehension Scale) scores were neqat1ve1y correlated with their verbal SAT

.
scores. and with thegr pre11mtna5y;draft arqument produtt1on, but not sianif-

1cant1y 50. Ia genera], the f1nd1nqs prov1de some support for those teachers .

-Ql P h

1d be taken into cons1deratJon
o

¢ PO
* .

‘when_pred}ct1ons'areamade about students ~actua] wr1ttng ab1k1ty and when . = .

] -

ut p1ac1no.1ncom1nq students in advancgd wr1t1no courses
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Tega] br1efs to influence Judges and ;yr1sts, po11t1c1an$ write campa1gn

X . ' ) Argument Production' e

- * ] -
s . o o '
¢

persuasive Writing: Influence of-Verbal Aptitude and ¢

¢ Evaluation Anxiety on Argument Production' v

.

Systemat1c assessments conducted by the Nat1ona1 Assessment of Educa-
y
tional Progress (1979) revea1 ‘that the persuas1ve wr1t1ng sk111s of 1J-year

olds have dec11ned over the course of the past five years This. 1s unfortur .

Q- -
nate because many occupatﬂons réquire individuals- te spend a s1gn1f1cant e ;-
amountbof t1me produc1ng persuas1ve documents,_ For examp1é 1awyers wr1te .

, A

e .
speeches to inf1uence their con§t1tuents, and advert1sers wr1te s]ogans and
: ' T * oL \
jingles to inf]uence consumers .. . y
A} )

. . -

A N ”
The writer of a persuas1ve document faces a particu]ar]y chaltlenging

task. Un11ke the wr1ter bf a referent1a1 document who on1y attempts to

L

- describe world events, the wr1ter of a persuas1ve document attempts to 1n1t1ate
.or change such events. By selectively manipu]ating facts and‘re1ationshjps

: . . . o } .
' among facts, the writer of a persuasive letter’, memo, or technical report )

¢

hopes to prompt sbme choice or act1on from an_ audience.
of
In an earlier study (Glynn Br1tton, Muth, & Bogan, 1in press), we asked
3 . J ’ . ~ .
¢ollege students tp produce pre11m1nary and f1na1 drafts of a persuas1ve

\

-

M
letter. For a11 students, the pre11m1naryrdraft arguments that~were ‘trans-

ferred dur1ng revision constituted the'majority of final -draft arguments, .
comparat1ve1y few new arguments wére constructed when writing the f1na1 draft. ..
i3 these students rev1sed by culling the1s f1na1\\\aft arguments from their

pool of pre11m1nary-draft arguments In a §ense the poo1 of . re iminary-

e »
draft arguments represented a Eopd]at1on of potent1a1Ty usefu] arguments The

students sampled from this popu1at1on when they wrote their f1na} drafts Tox

’ ‘e
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R ) The generation of a large pool of arguments during the préwr}ting or

‘
¥

* "N preliminary-draft stage of a persuasive writing task probably benefits stu-

9 ’
SR dents ip several ways. For example, if the students da not have to generate <
LI . P . ,
. arguments on the final draft, then they can devote all of %heir-attentfon to
) .o, - . 5 . s ’ '
) other operations such as sequence (organization), sentence structure, and .
. ‘ - . - - ‘
. mechanics (spelling, punctuatgon, and optimal word choice). .In additjon, if
"+ 'the students have'a latgevmumher of alternatives to work with during revision,
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é’then they can be more discriminating about the°a}guments they decide to
. . . w,
include in their final drafts.

“A student who can generate a large pool of arguments in a relatively

!

AN : )
short period of time is ideationally fluent (Guilford, 1967; Torrance, .

1975). On a persuasive writing task such as that used in the G1ynn_et a1.
. f;,stydy,-a,gdven student will occupy a position on-a continuum of fluency. ,

The student who generates a 1arge number of plausible arguments in a given
o time frame wi]]adccug;‘a position high on .the continuum. The student who- - » :
_ generates no arguments‘or°a refatively sma11 number of ae;uments will Qecupy

a positton Tow on the continuum: it:is this student who suffers f;om the

A - by . . ~ e

'cond1t1on Rnown as wr1ter s block (Rose, 1980) ) o a ) v

- ‘

-

In the: present exper1ments, college students were asked to wr1te persua-

sive 1etters. The intent behind these experiments was to asséss the influences

: . of.twa individual difference variables, verbal aptitude and evaluation anxiety,
. 3 / . . e~ X . v ’
‘on the production of persuasive arguments. It was assumed that the construc-
‘ tion\of persuasiveéaaguments imposes formidable cognitive demands on students, v
- particularly onathei{ verbal reasoning ability. The students' scores on the .
. [ .

verbal section of the Scholastic Aptitude Test!(\AT)'served as’ a rough iﬁdex of

& . . ’
. their verbal reasoning ability: the verbal section’ of ‘the SAT includes ana]og1es,
I antonymsg’sentence COﬁpletions, and a ‘variety of literal and inferential reading

o
* .

o - comprehension quest10ns ‘ . ' : L -
s, “ ' -~ =~ N

) ‘.It was a]so assumed that the construct1on of persuas1ve arguments imposes

“yrmidable affectqve demands on students* part1cu1ar1y on those who typ1ca11y

v

.fear eva1uat1on of their writ1ng Da]y and h1s colleagues (Da]y, 1978; Da]y T

~ ¢ '\.

S & M1T1er, 19753, 1975b Da]y & Shamo, 1978) have-. stud1ed the "writing appre-

L he *sion” of col]ege studentst “They believe: " .

y
]
58

w—r
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C e \~Jhere may be a 1arge number of. individuals who "fail s,

\

m1serab1y in-am environment where wr1t1ng is demanded .

{
“ <

, ‘because of an apprehens1on or*anx1ety about wr1t1ng s

In a very genera] sense these-1ndnv1dua1s are those .

who find the. demand for writing competency exceed1ng1y .
. . _ e )
Nf—\‘\\\\ fr1ghten1ng (Da]y & M111er 1975a p. 284). ¢ . )

In the present exper1ments, the students scores on Da1¥ and M111er S (1975a)

4 -

Hriting Apprehension Sca]e served as a- measure of the1r evaluation anxiety.
oo . ) Experiment 1 . ) ' -
- = . R

-

‘In this experimgg;- college studentswpﬁrsuadgdhthgit_iﬂéttﬂEtdrs by

.

\ -

meahs Qf forma] bus1ness type letters to use a lab class for one act1v1ty

and not another. Each student wrote two drafts, a preliminary and 2 final. -

v
3

’

There.were‘three hypotheses. First, it was hypothesized that verba]

.,

reasoning ab111ty would fac111tate persuasive argument prpduqt1on that is,

verbal SAT scores would be pos1§1ve1y corre1ated with argument product1on
>
Second, it was hypothes1zed that eva1uat1on anx1ety wou]d inhibit persuas1ve
“) Vad ¥t
argument production: that is, anx1ety scores wou]d be negat1veTy corre7ated

¥ with argument production. Ahd third, since students w1th re]at1ve1y Tow

! )

verba] reasoning ab111ty could-be Just1f1ab1y anxious about tbe1r wr1t1ng

P

being evaluated /1t was hypothes1zed,that students verbal SAT scbres would

.

be negatively corre1atedﬁw1th their anxiety scores. , X ‘ : ’
< ’ ’ v MethOd R

-

«

Subjects. The.§ub3ects were 26 undgrgraduates (15 fema]es and- 11 malesy

4

enrolled in 1ntroductory educat1on c]asses at a large state qntvers1ty AN

¢ ’ -

i

partuc1pated on a vo1untary bas1s

. .
. o . e

£
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Scho1ast1c Apt1tude Test The verbal SAT scores Weré‘obtained grom

Y

the un1vers1ty reg1strar w1?h the permission of *the 'su Jects .

Nriting Apprehension Soa1e *Daly and M111er s.(1975a) L1kert type

scale contains 66 1tems (e. §i;*"1 fee] confident of-my ability to c]early 4
' &

express my “ideas ‘in wr1t1ng, 'T like' see1ng my th0ughts on paper," and "I

°don tthnnk I wrlte as well as most other people"). - Scale scores range from

‘a low of 26 to a high of 130 (for, Daly & , Miller's subﬁécts, M = 79.28, and
— N !

Y

D 18 86).  The sca]e has a test-rggest re11ab111t§?c%eff jent of .92.

-In add1tnon, those individuals .who score high on the Scale tend to select

.

academic majors. and'Jobs which are perce1ved by them, to have Tow wr1t1ng

. requ1rements (Da1y & Miller, 1975a% Daly & Shamo, 1978). ' . .

In the present study, the Writing Appreffension Scale was adm1n1stered .

‘to the subJects one week in advance of the persuas1ve writing task.

‘Procedure. . The procedure was 1dent1ca1 to that used in our ear11er

stddy (Glynn, et-al., in press) The subjetts' task was te persuade their

instructor, by means "of a formal bus1ness tfpe 1etter to use a future lab

-~

class for either a'content-re1ated film (alternative one) or a 11brary-
néad1ng sess1on (a1ternat1ve two). Our past experience suggested that both
of these "lab day" act1 ities were quite acceptable_to all subjects. In

additlion, the findings of our, earlier study 1nd1cated that these two

»

‘activities were e:/711y arguable a1ternat1ves

Freedom o choose one act1v1ty over the other was an important.component

. .

r1t1ng task, bethSe w1thout such freedon,  there was Tess

® %

of the letter-

assuran—f that” sub;ects would be.mot1vated ‘to persuade effectively.  Subjects

>

;were further’ mot1vated by the know1edge that the1r arguments truly would

et R .

have an impact on their audience's Wecision: , . ‘ ///,

~a
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" Your instructor will read your letters careﬁu11}T Decisions - -
' about which activity (fi1m'or.library reading)sis the best

" k . choice for the next lab class will be determined by the -
. ‘ L 4 . - .

quant1ty and qua11ty of sensible, persuas1ve arguments you -

" can commun1cate Your arguments must convince your instructor-

' to do oné act1v1t17and not the other.

4
. In qroups of three to s1x each subject wrote two 10- m1nuteﬁdrafts, a o

'pre1iminary and a f1na1§ﬂthat were separated by a five-minute rest period. ]
“~Because the people who write Jefters in app]ied settings

" / . T usually work under time éqpstra1nts, the writ-

.

:7‘*//7 -, ing tTme of subJects Was contro11ed SubJects budgeted their time (with stop-

i watches) to ensure that they finished each draft W1th1n the a110tted per1od ) co,

“of time. During the rest period, subjects were permitted to get up out of

- . their seatss; however; they were not allowed to talk to one another. Subjects
c < - . - '
understood that their fin#® drafts would be written when~the rest per‘od was

over.'.Pre]imtnary~draft'materi¢1s were made available to all subjects during

L )

*
. B > ¢ 1

1 4 .
finaJ-draft,construction. - ‘ : . A !

Pre11m1nary draft-instructions. Subjects read the following:

~

‘ _Communicate all the 1deas that you “think may be useful in
~., % ‘ ’ °

* persuad1ng me to choose one a]ternat1ve and not the other.

- L ~ Communicate your 1deas 1n the rough-draft format that x__ o o

- - R -

: norma]]y prefer®¥o use. .For example, some people s1mp1y

list raw ideas ohonstruot outhnes, while others prefer o
- - . ' - .
to gengrate the1r ideas in-senténce form. \
;“"’ . - .

> Budget your time to ensure that you finish this "

.

initia] ‘draft in the ten minutes provided. On the final -

w, ‘ . v ) R .
- K - draft, y@u ui]]_the.another opportunit>\¢o improve yolr ideas.—

S

- -

~ a2 " . ' M )
; o t. : 9 !
P .
., L B N . L . -t - . .
. .

& ‘g,‘**m
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| system Those proposlt1ons that comp]emented the 1mp11ed or exp]rc1t- )

: statement "Th1s a1ternat1me is preferred (or not preferred) beCause . ﬁ .

- .
. \
» . S + - . - .

+ N .
. . -
N -

¥ <
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Final-draft tgstnuctions Suhjects read the following: ) .-

Try to .produce the best Tetter you can on this final draft. - ( n ".}

1 o

You need to be concerned with content (i. e., the presenta-

<
LA

. éfon of persuas1ve ideas), order (1 e;, the lagical sequence .,

of these 1deas) sentence format1on (i.e., t ncorporat1on zf

-t

\»' <
- of these Jdeas 1nto sentences), and mechanvcs (1 e, compli-

s 3

ance with punctuation and spe111ng rules). . 4 e

Communicate all the 1deas that you th1nk may be usefuT in

. j’ = persuading me to choose one aTternat1ve and not the other
}f. - More. than one persuas1re 1dea can’be 1ncorporated into each
Y .sentence. \ RN ' K L IR |
E Make any changes (add1t1ons, deTet1ons,.and subst1tut;ons) ., ",

¢
v

"of pre11m1nary-draft 1deas that you th1nk will 1mprove this.
final version. You may‘refer back to your first draft; R -
" however,: do not put any markc\on that first draft. L .

Performance measures. The content of the pre11mJnary and final drafts

was anaTyzed by means of K1ntsch s (1974, in press) propositional anaTys1s
L

‘(
1]

4

-

were designated persu6s1ve arguments.\ For examp]e, a writer who favors

~.

a content-related film may argue "a fi]m‘hefbs me to d?cture what I must

i AN 4

\i\
.actually do in a cTassroom'sétt1ng" or "a library reading session will not

command my attent1on the way a film wou]d " S1m11ar1y, a wr1ter who favors

.

a library read1ng session may argue "a library read1ng sess1on allows me to I

decid&\for ‘myself which content mer11;s "emphasis"” 3";1 film doesn' t permit .

<

me to 1earn~at‘my own pace (the way a 11brary reading session would)." A =

writer eceived Gwed1t only for those arqguments that were plausible and

»

o B
> .

t

10 ' ) o 4
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‘-

also assessed~ sentence product1on (tota] number of entences’ prodUCed)
. g )
and mechanics errors (punctuat1on plus spe1T1ng error

Results and D1scuss1on Lo . '{‘

.

c B

ab]es (pre11mfnary draft arguménts "final- draft arguments, f1na1 draft sen-‘;
tences and f1na1 draft mechan1cs errors) Next, the varyab1es that were- -

correlated s1gn:j;cant1y w;th one-another ere-identified°

. Means and‘standard deviations The o]]ege studer'ts'. verba] SAT scores

¢ .

ranged from 260 to 680 (M.= 459 62; SD = 99, 06) ‘ The1r Nr1t1ng Apprehension
Sca]e scores ranged from 34 to'106 (M 65.65;°5D = 18 24) o . .
The students' productiogn of pre11m]nary-draft arguments ranged from 2

L . .
to—15 (M 6.15; _g '3.72) and their presentation of final-draft arguments °

. ranged from 2 2_to. 14 (M 5.42,; 5D = 3.20). For each subject,Eabout 92% of . e

- the® arguments presented on the f1na1 draft were preliminary- draft arguments
P :

* that had been transferred dur1ng révision; only a few new arguments were

1, \o, . ,

.constructed dpring revision. . Mo

» P Ramad
~ . i

»
0n the f1na1 draft the number of sentences ranged from 6 to 2 21
(M =.10.65; SD = 3.49) and,the number of mechanics errors per sentence /

ranged from 0 to 7 (M=2.15;5D=1.62).
' - . ..

.

Pearson Product-moment Correlations. As can be.seen in Table 1, the

vy - & x i h v
. . \
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students' Gerbal SAT scores were-positively correlated withs their pre]limi- o
nary-draft argument production In addition the students‘ preTimdnarj-

draft argument product1on, f1n91 draft argument product1on, and final-draft

sentence, product1on were pos1t1ve]y corre]ated w1th one another R )

-

. . -
. , R N
~ - . o
. ’ .
4 L) -

o ) RN + Experiment 2 - C N ey

-
. . .
» ° . o . . s Lt - ‘
N ~ ° - )/
‘. 7.

The findings of the previous eiperamént provided support for the hypoth-',

‘es1s that students re]y en thé]r verba] reasoning aba]1ty when produc1ng a

poo] of persuas1ve arguments the students verba] SAT scores, were pos1t1ve]y

sK."‘ J

corre]ated w1th the1r preT1m1nary draft argument product1oh (r = 48 p < 05)

+ The f1nd1ngs prov1ded only" marg1naT support, however——for~tﬂ§rhypotheSTS that

students with re]at1ve]y’]ow v;;gaT reason1ng ab111ty are anx1ous about the1r

)

* s

(wn1tten‘gdeas beling eva]uated ag.expected\ the students verbal SAT scores” were

» <

! v

N . N
negat1ve]y correTated with thggr anx]ety scores 4r - 32) byt the‘correTa—

t1on was not s1gn?i(cant F1na11¥\“%here was no support for the hypothes1s

that eva]uai1on anxaety can 1nterfere w1th students' efforts to produce a
. > N Y \J <

-

—pool.of pefsuas1ve arguments - the students anxiety . scores were not corre]ated

s o % et )

- with the1r pre]1m1naryxdraft argument productqon (r.="- 0])

N

a

In the prev1ous exper1ment, studentg generated a poo] of pre]1m1nary-

g\

draft arguments in the rough draft format that t\4y norma]]y prefer to use:

An 1nspect1oﬁ;of those pre11nnnary -drafts revea]ed that students var1ed COR-

f

* siderably in the formats they used Many students summar1zed each of these ’

arguments using a few key'words . some of these studénts swmpTy T1sted

h LN « !

‘these abbrev1ated idea units, wh1Te others arranged them in out11nes and \\\

d1agrams - The rest of the studenjs preferred to encapsu]ate their arguments

. ~ & . r ’
~in complete sentences: some of these students T1sted the1r sentences, wh1Te

. R

LR 4

? .
s . »

.\l\ . EN \\ 1‘:27. - e -

/v

.




product“ on their f1rst try. ',:~ SN s

3

: arguments (and arouSTng the1r anx1ety) - ‘

S ‘ _Argument Production:
. , - \ '.,
) %’ l"l» ) * 5: - \\ ]O ' ‘l

-

others wrote them in paragraphs in an apparent ‘attempt to draft a "finished
& v

Students’ eva]uat1on anx1ety can 1nf1uence their argument generat1on ‘

only when the persuas1ve wr1t1ng task actua]]y act1vates or arouses that
3 - v ‘\\

anxiety. In the prev1ous exper1ment, evaluation anxiety m1ght have been aroused 4

-

in some students, but not in others. In part1cu1arp it might have been

ardused in those students who produced arduments in the form of a list, out- )

-

line, or d1agram of 1dea,un1ts. When arguments are in the form of idea units,

students cannot avo1d confront1ng and scrutinizing. the1r arguments-(which

arouses anxfety 1n suscept1b1e students)a_ On the other hand, eva]uat1on
anf1ety might not have been aroused those students who encapsu]ated their

arguments in sentences and the1r sentences in paragraphs When arguments are

c .

contained in a contextlof sentences; students canvav01d confront1nq their

ot
A3 .

. °
Fvé v

In Experlmen+ 2 *a]i students were required to produce their pre]iminary- ;
draft anguments 1n the form of a 11st of three- oy four-vord idea anits.

This requirement was 1ntended to “help students confront and scrutinize their

'
‘ nodfh

\arguments It was a]so 1ntended to arouse students' evaluation anxiety.:

~

fUnder these c1rcumstances, anx1ety was expected to interfere with the students'

P
product1on of a pcoT of pre11anary draft arguménts: if other’ words, students

evaluat1on any1ety scares and the1r pré11m1nary -draft argument product1on wou]d

- Db,
. ' . 3

be negat1ve1y corré]ated E - . >

Lo

Method~ . - : R .

Subfects. The subgects were 2} undergraduates (12 females and 9 males)

énrolled in introduptory education classes. AT part1c1pated on a vo]untary




ments in- the form of unordered, raw idegs;
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° . . . ' ¢
. Procedures. The:procedures for obtaining verbal SAT scores and Writing

Apprehension Sca]e scofes were _the same as those used in Experiment 1. In
addition, the 1n1t1a1 1nstruct1ons were the same as those used 1n Bxper1ment

1:° Subjects were to]d .to persuade their instructor, by means of a forma’r<

bus1ness type lTetter, to use a future lab class for e1ther a content re]ated

]

. film (alternative one) or a 11b1ary read1ng session (a]ternat]ve two).

Preliminary-draft 1nstruct1ons In the k&dea-unit format, subjects

5

satisfied only a content demand. They were instructed to produce their argu-

2

On this preliminary-draft you need to be concerned only
with content (i.6., the production of persuasivé ideas).
Communicate a]]rthe ideas that you think may be useful
in persuading me!to choose one a]ternative and not the
_ other. Summa;ize each of these.persuasive ideas using
« only three or four words, and write them in any" order.
~ o On:this‘oraft, do not -attempt to work on order

(i.e., the logical sequence of persuasive ideas), sen-

tence formation (i.e., the.incorporation of these ideas

" into sentences), or mechanigs (i.e., compliance with e
purctuation and spelling_rules). You will be permitted . .

~

to work on order, sentence formation, and mechanics dur-

ing the next draft. . - ‘ .

N -~

Budget your tiné.tovensure that you finish this
initial draft in the ten ‘minutes permitted. On the

) *‘fin@lko[eft, you will'have another opportunity to improve

your ideas. ’ T -

a

~

<

a
L3

. &

t oy
%
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« Final-draft instructions® These instructions were the same as those

_used in Experiment.1: Al subjects were told t0'construct a finished pro- ", .

.
[l

duct with attention giveh to argument production, order, sentence forma-
tion, and mechanics. Preliminary-draft materials were available to all

subjects during final-draft construction.

Results and Discussion

~

Means and standard deviatiohs were computed for the two 1ndependent
variables and the four dependent variables. Next the var1ab1es that were
correlated significantly with one another were identified.

v

Means and standard deviations. The college students’ verbal $AT scorés

ranged from 270 to 590 (ﬁ‘; 419.05; SD = 92.68)., The;r'Writfﬁg‘Apprehension
‘ Scale scores ranged from 26 to 110 (M 65.8% SD = 19 59) Lo

The students production of pre]1m1nary-draft arguments ranged from 2
to 18 (M = é.62§'§g = 3.58) and the1r presentation of final-dr&ft,grquments -

ranged'from 1 to"15 (M.=5.95, S = 3.71). For each subject about 88% of .

A,

the arguments presented on. the f1na1 draft were pre11m1nary -draft arguments.
As was the case in Exper1ment 1, on]y a few new arguments wére constricted.

On the f1na1,draft the number of sentences ranged from 6 to 18 (M = 9.29,

= 2. 81) and t%i;yumber ‘of mechanics errors per sentence ranged from 0 to 5

Sea
r

.(7.;’0)‘; T

Pearson Product-moment correlations. As can<be seen in Table 2, the

ﬂ = ].76; _S—[-)--=

?

students' verbal SAT scores were positively correlated with their preliminary-

dgaft argument prdd&tion and positively correlated with their final-draft '

3
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argument production. - In addition, the students' preliminary-draft argument

production,'fina1-draft argument production,~and fina]-draft'sentence pro-
doctipn were positively correlated with one anothér. .
* LN T e

~ -

General Discussion

-

’ In general, the'findings of Experiments'1 and 2 suggest that the produc-
,42; tion of persuasive letters imposes formidable cognitive demands on college
students:- In particu]arz there was strong support for the hypothesis that
-students rely on their verbal .reasoning ability eN\.generating a pool of per-
suasive ar?uments: in hoth eﬁperiments, increments in the students' verbal>SAT
. scores were associated with ingrements in their preliminary-draft ar§ument pro-
duqtion. Thui, the’students uith relatively high verba]'SAT scores exhibited
" ideational fluency; those with relatively low verbal SAT scores exhibited to

some -extent “writer's block." " ,
1@% a In the present experiments, the students' pool of persuasive arguments~
| . represented a population of potentially useful arguments. The students sampled
from this popu]at1on when they wrote their final drafts. .
Most of the students who part1c1pated in these ex%£r1ments reported afterward
that they samp]ed their “highest quality” arguments from the1r@90pu1at1ons. In

.

. addition, an inspection of their drafts suggested that those students who gene-

- rated a ]arge popu]at1on of pre]1m1nary draft arguments were the ones whu had
- the "highest quality" f1na] draft arguments, however we did not quantify
™ teither the students 1mpress1ons or our own b
- It was re]at1ve1y easy to,d1st1nqu1sh between those arguments that were
p]aus1b1e and logical and those that were not however, more soph1st1cated
Q - 1{; ? a R .
R - .‘&“
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) distinctipns*of technical quality were not possib]e’becaqse objective criteria

have not yet beenﬂdeweiopéd and validated.

v

.
* &

‘gln order to'devéldégcrftFria for technical quality, the components of -
a high-quality argument that distinguish it from an argument of lower quality
o must be idgntifjéd:,:we4are now considering components suggested by Toulmin
(1@58); he believes that technically sophisticated argumenfs include support-
UN ing detai]s'that‘proviael"backiné" and gua]if%ers that specify prerequisite
conditions. We are deve]oping'cfiteria for techniué} quality rather than
“"persuasive qﬁa]ity“ because percéptions about the persuasiveness- of an arqu-

-ment vary greatly from individual to individual and from group to aroup.

fto‘éenerate preliminary-

-«

. In Expeéiment 1, those students who -preferred

o

draft arquments in a context of.sentences were permitted to do éo.‘ Undér
yhese circumstancés, many students were able to avoid scrutinizing their
arguments andgarousing their eJé]uation anxietx; consequently, no relation- -
ship wasufound between the students' an§iéty‘scores and their preliminary-'.
draft’.argument production (r = -.01). 1In Experimént 2, 0on £he other hand,

the students genera}ed prelimimary-draft arguments {n the abbreviated form of
.idea units. The use of this form increased the likelihood that students would

¥

confront. and scrutinize their argyments. There was somé indication that this-

’

form aroused the students' éva]uagjqn;?nxiety: the relationship between the

students® anxiety scores and their prel}minary-draft argument production .

"" increased in the expected directiop (% = -,28); Hut the re?ationship still”
T f'1 short of significance. The hypgtﬁesis'that eva]ua£ion anxiety can inter-
fe;e with students'\efforts to produée‘a‘ggol of peréuasiye arguments merits
f;rther empirical attention. In.particu1an; persuasive writingftasks-thaf
! der 1d a large amount Qf_e96 invo]vément and self disbibgure from students
T sh~u1¢ be examined. ”? ‘ 3
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: The hypothesis that students with re1at1ve1y low verbal reason1ng ab1l1ty

. are anxious about the1r written ideas be1ng eva]uated also merits further

[ A «<

as expected, increments 1n the students'

attention: verba1 SAT scores ‘were

. -~

associated with decrements .in their eva1uation anxiety scores in both Exper1-

s

ment 1 (r = -.32) and Experiment 2 (r = -.28), ‘but not significantly so. In

o a future study, we will examine this hypothesis again. We'will use a larger .

“

‘ . ‘number ofestudents and we.will gsk each student to produce several writing

( samples. If a significant relationship 1s found between the students' verbal

. : v

SAT scores and their evaluation anxiety soores, then it w111 demoristrate that

v

verbal aptitudes can influence the1r writing att1tudes

. ‘]

the findings of the present experiments prov1de support | .

students
' In conclusion,
for those teachers who believe that students'
intolconsideration when predictions are made about.students' actual.writing',
abfTity and whenjdecisions are made about placing incoming students in advancéd

4 1 .
The findings also provide some support for teachers who

writing courses.
be}deve that students with poor verbal .aptitudes frequently have poor writtng

attitudes of course, there will a1ways be a few students who have adequate

are unreasonably anxious

Writing teachers are encouraged to use’

verba] apt1tudes, but because of "persona11ty quirks"

about their writing being eva]uated

verbal SAT scores should be taken
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