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The Speeth Events Structuring Written Composition

Duestions shout how students cateforize the social situa-

-

tions of their world and use these éategories ¥ao differentiate.
. 8 ] - X

their ways of speaking and writing have become increasingly

N -

impaortant --in ‘the study of 'school language  in geneﬁal‘ and af

schéol writing in particular. The socioiinguistic perspective
_ \.

‘mar ked -a radicé} change in writing research in both analysis of

camponenfé\_andi definitiéns Of,competence.' In‘thea-analysis of

gomﬁone;ts, the ~éariy studies Df:grammaticaigurms examined the

3
Pl

structure and freguency of thesa forms, not their socizl associa-
tions, and.the early studies of process structures examined the

timing and farm of these proceduress, not their associationg with

particul ar speaech =svents. :
In the analysis of competence,’ the esrly studies of writing

adopted ChomsRy’™s view that competenra was basaed 2n . "an idesal

cammunity"

- i

epmaker—listner, 4in a completaly homogen2ous sSpeec
y & . ! . f

(Chomsky, 1268:3) .  In these studies, dbmﬁétenca maant

%o

syntactic

maturity ° (Hunt}1945), & "stage...within the aind® (Roh~

man, 1965:27), ar, &5 in the following recent exanple, an ima-
gined, ideal instrgctor:;

To gauge the Reader-Based effectiveness of this
report, skim quickly over Draft 1 and imagine the
response of the instructor of the course, who needead
_to answer thesa questions..:Next, try the same test
on Draft 2. (Flower, 1979:34) _ s

R

In tpe‘area of compgteﬁce, sacialinguistic thgory says that
paréicipanié' have different capabilities %or difkerent contegts,
h;vé a técit.knuwledge af relationships in a speéch“’event, aﬁd.
'”exhibit é wiée s;herevaf capabilities.in speech parformancé,'

- .

} . ' 1 .f~.j - 3 ‘ P.
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Just  grammatical ability (H»muu. 1579: . 45) ..

In the area of anaJYSLs, so_loltnguLstxc theory beg&ns aith

3
the as-umptxan that “oral language 15 ?the s@a on which eyeryj“

. thing else floats" and fhat'“wrltxng begins' as” written down

LI

speeczh" «(Britton, * 1970:163) . . Vachek, for one, "has shown  haow s
N ' : : »

writing is like_oFal-language and at the sahe “time 'di#¥EﬁFn£,}
arguihg that the twa are "functionally _éomplementary“ “syS£em§
(Vacﬁek, 1973:1@).i quotnk” hasvshown'hOw-this,similarity Yand
diffeﬁence dnvalop in lanquag; 3Lqu151f10n._ V?gofsky says fha£
chitdran beg1n by imitaing aloud the language they hear - in nvpry—”

~ day life, then thev compress fhazr e"ternal sp@ech into znternalv
mdnélﬁgues, and then ih:writing they make tpe change "%rom Mmease i —

LT £

mally ccmpact inner spesch to maximally detailed written speech"

(Vygoteky, 1962:100). ) . - o Qv

A -number @i researchers have recagnited. that- the maost

N~

criti-al problam in the structuring of meaning in writing iz --the

structuring of tha-imagineg speech event remembered from the oral

-~

language experienca:
- , . '\‘ }
I furthér assume that the difficulty of writing good prose
arises: largely from the linguistic abnormality of addressing
a monoclogue to an unseen and unknown audience. (Hirsch,1977:38)

Y
¢

The most crxtlcal «dJu=tment one makes is to relinguish
collaborative discoursze, with its reciprocal’ prompting and
~ognitive cooperation, and-go it alaona. (Maffett, 1968 87)
. _ o

One aof the first problems in wnderstanding the. structure of

-

5peécﬁwevents is the distinctibn among speech situations, speech
R o £

ot

events, and speech acts (Hymes,v 974). -A wedding is a speech
'sttuatxon with such speech events as convnrsatzon= mnd the ritual

'ceremony, \éﬁd a speech event has within it many dszerent kinds

~
8]
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of speech acts expressing relations among Lhe components 1N

g

speech event.. . - ,
N Lo 9 , » .
. / - . - . * - ‘
aIn‘ studies of the speech events structuring:writing, three

relationships are priméry ' -— distancing, -evpressing tha

relationship between writer. and audience;j ‘processing, axpressing

the relationship bétweén Qriter and subject:; -and madelling,

-

evpressing tbe(relationship between wiiter and text. Speech acts
can he wbrds{ or phrases® which mark or signal particulér

T

relationships. pDiétancing speech acts express such relationships,
as verbal jeaopardy. (Fratt, 1977:2;5), camaraderie, férmality, and

hesitancy (R. Lakaff, 19773 proceéing_spaethxacts distinguish

~

betwaen approximate_énd normative subiacts (G. Lakoff,1973) and
between connected and integrated subj=zcts - (Chafe, . in press;
Kﬁoll, 197715 and mddelling speech actS:dLsﬁ}nguisH hetwsen: tran—

sitory ‘and_permanznt or archival texts (Olson, 1930:106).

<&

FURFOSE ’ i >
. o < . * .
In the. shift to a saciolinguistic perspectiye~in thearies of
madern discourse, three problems bhave been 1dentified . as
. - ! Q P = .

particudérly imécrtant (Qdell, 1979): (1) Are the_categpries

X
M E

off

purposze consistent with the reasonshstudents" "give faor . the
' Zhoices . they make 1n producing a pieca of writing?" (2) "Would

'differeht avaluatian proéedures lead us to make diffarent

judgments éﬁqut a given;sﬁudeﬁt?s writing performance?" and (3
»ls it in fact true that diffzrent kinds of writing tasks elicit

different KkKinds o€ writing performance from students?” These

problems of categary definitich, aarms, and differential use are

-

the focus of the thre= hypotheses guiding this present study:
_ | . _ ‘ o




I. The Speech EVeht Hypothe;is: The four speesch avents of

-~

“ancoding, | conversdtions, presantations, and ¢itual are an

" underlying strdcture'*in stud lent writing and expresss the
purpases of ,student writars in-four areas -~ distancihg ta

aud“@nce. processzng of aubJECt matter. modelllng of text, and
< .

‘}earning to'write.the cade (euhﬂdznq}.
II. The Narm Hypothaals.‘when evaluatlon procedures nxpress tha
4 judgments of tcacherf in a scheal dzst?xct, the.evaluatzon scale °

-4will‘ dlstr1bute student wrmtlng in a deve]:ppmentalL sequence-

from hattam ta tap.

>

‘ITI. The.D1fFerent1al Use Hypcthesls. “When atudeht~ are given-
different writing tasks, ~they will chanqe the1r use of Speerh

< event markers in their writing. .

e

[

The Speech Event Hypothesxs_

The speaeech - evené hypothesis focuses an the. prablem of haow ta
_QeFing;the primary sﬁructgre of a piece ofawrit1n§. The.prxma:y
stf@ctqqe of a pigce'offqriting should express the writer?®s
. pPuUrposes, shbuld ‘be simple. eﬁdugh tB use, and  should have
@vidential sﬁpport.in pfévious research on str@ctureuin writing.
The speech IaQénts propased in this study areamarked’ by "gpazch R
acts. expressing pérticularv relafionsﬁips of writei;audience,
writer-subject, writer—text, and writer-enceding. The last
relationship refers to the pfdbiéﬁéﬂbF learning the code such as -
- haolding the pencil and makihg latters.

A'Jpreliminari ingquiry into the reasons given by Five. stu—;

dents for their choices in two writﬁdg sémplés suggests that the

descriptions of purpose are often just another way of describing

6 -
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the relationships among the components in a speech: event.. Al-
though some studant comments expressed uncertainty ("1 don™t
know"), mast student comuents coulkd be categorized as ane of four

relationships in a speech event : (1) writer-audience relations,

P v

" the self ("I just felt like it") and others ("wanted her to knaw

it," “get a good gréde“?; (2) writer—topic'nqlations ("So I could

explain it,” "This happened first so it had . to be moved"); (3)
- : . . s : I3 .

writer-text relations ("I knew he would put it on the wai:l," "Oh,

®

I 'thought I'd throw it away anyway”)? and (4) writer -process
relations ("I couldn’t remember sa I left a space,” "I kept one

sheet faor notes*). .

Although these typical relationships within speech eyeﬁts

9

o L4

appear to represent the reasans that students give for their

choices 'qhile writind,' the students do not recogni;eJ'typical

categories as the ones they use to classify speech events.  For

example, students often confuse Mof$ett’5 categories of memoir

and autobiagraphy, of history and chranicle, of recerding and

reporting, and of generalizing and theorizing (Mo?fett, 19468:47) .
What catagories da students recognize and use? They récog—

nize categories of speech events from their experience with -oral

-~

banguage.-'They recagnize that in writing there are "real" events
u [ .

and “pretend" events, and then there are conversations ("like

talking to friends“),- presentatiopé ("like giving a speech in
© class™), rituagkceremonies ("l'ike the declaration of indepen—
‘dence Ar the Fiag slautea"), and enEodgggJevents such as tHﬁée

Y .

in which a student. has an interchange with a foreign visitor

wha cannot speak English.

4
iy

o
N
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Car “Carigatureﬁ,(Eruner,léQO:ZS), "a sterotyped situation" - (Min-=

s

i ’\ . . . . ‘. . B . ;r

Thus, the firrt requifement-of a cateddrv is.that it be
based*on experzence from oral languagew The second: rqugrement is

that it be structured and szmplp sa tha£ it ecan Dbe u:ad by

<

“étpdenta as a rognltlve scheme to dlf{erentlate ways Qf&éaj,k\ﬂg
,and' writing. Hccardzng to cognztzve theory, = the most uséful

categories are “fypical instances" (Bruner,l?Sé:&4). a. "formula"

7

sky. ,q.l); or prototype (Raosch,1977). Rosch found, faor. in—- -

>

stanc_h that p=ople crganize é@me catebories arouwnd prototypes,

-

_not a list of features, ~and,’ as a result, khe categor? bird

coharas around the prototype rabin, with penguin somewhere .near

the boundary of tBe category and chicken'betweém the penquin at

~

the bogndary and the robzn at the point of central tnndency. The

use of prototypes to define gpee;n events means that category -

memnbership is a matter af more or less,  not all or none. For
example,between a. letter and court testimony,a pmrsonal letter is

probably the mort prototypzral conversafxon in wrztxng. and scme

story tellzng and court test1mony may be very close to the

O.
e

bouridary separating conversations and presenhatzons. In addition,

! N - N ) . . .
conversationg and encading arg a pair, and presentations and

rituals are a pair. The simplicity gained by using prototypeé

such as conversations dgoes not necessarlly mean. a  loss, of

stability when individual features are examined. For example

- o

Britton et al. rcported a ,stable assaciation of writer—audience

and writer—-subj=zct relationships in transdrtxonal wr1t1ng (Britton

‘et al., 1975:189-190).

The features of pratotypical dpeech events are the 1 anguage

<



markers of three speeci acts exprebs:nq the relat:on%h)pq of d:s~

a

t%ncihg‘ (wtiﬁefvaudiehce)? ipvaeeaslng_ (wrlternbubqect)gf: and '
f\godeying-(uriter-tgxt)f Mucin of.tha work, of identifying a gﬁeful’
| code has been completed %) Halliﬁag” and  Hassan (1976, Loban

(19763, Krall (1577Y, Keenan (1977), and Chafe (in press). dlson

was particulérlu‘halé%Ul in his djscuqsion‘oﬁ‘achbol textboohs as
" a form of ritual (Olson, 1989). Hdst of the code is lexical.
Syntax dés aot used because, éﬁong otifer things, Rubin and 'Piche
found thaL suyntax waa “neither clear nor easxlg Jnterpretable as 3
a marker of dudlence addptat:on, They sugﬁested, "Ferhaps other -
> linguiat?c‘ variables (2.49., lexical) would yigld more prof:table

insights in this respec L (Rubjn and Piche, 1?79-313).

The eﬁcoding'épeech event presents a special coding problem.

-

The three relations of distancing, Cprocessing, and ﬁdde%ing,a

appear to be distinctive Teaturec in such speech ‘events as

5

cohversations but may have 1limited usefulness as markerq of the
encoding apeech.event- Rubin and Pz;he, for evample, suggest
that tﬁeffabsenreA'in thezw data of audience qens:t;vztg From
fourthigraders may ﬁave been due to "an  added ‘cognitive load
.posed by the act of urztzng“ (Rubin and Fiche, 1979 31“—313)
_Dogre, among others, has 1d9nt1f1ed the .problem of  analyzing the :
landugde of youndg learners..‘ | ~ o

<

. ... The two—sided- theszs I uant to propose here is- that
o ’ conversation is the immediate communicative content for _
- language development, but -that properties of conversa- B
tion’ 1tae1f...cannot explain the abstract structure of
the- language.... (Dor;, 19792 339).

o : - : L
: N .

Q llore proposes a speech- event framework he .calls “C-acts" or

-
’c

C-
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“ "protoconversational acts" wn1ch are not full blown. convevsatlons

- Sﬁt which are a_ag? of "communlcatlve benav;ors_ wh:ch arpear v
befora wufd ﬁroductidn“ (Dofé; 1939;2422. Eruner ‘calls these
_qpeéch avents " joint éCLJOHU?fOPNQté" (Brunér, S 1979:87) ., What -

- lore and Lruner examJne 'in these events is the behavior 1nd1cat—:

: ing LanQUage mtrgtegles. Two approaches to éh»' éncodlng =peech?-
event will be‘uqed‘i;.this Preﬁent study of wrltlng, the coding
'or mnﬁmp9311ng (Wing dnqxnadd@]eg, 91980)‘ and garh bles ~(G§ave§}

B : 19?9f Mcnonnell and OUsburny 1780) ano cod:nﬁ of the locaflon and
time of PQUHES, using the techn1ques GEVeloped bu Matsuhashi

LT e, The difference " petuween this work and Matsuhashi.’ s is

o | that Matsuhashl ‘examined onlg dood writers, an reported by »each-
ers, and thns studq uffz,examlne the pauses of wrlters at var:ous:
Levels of'competeppg@on a_dlstrxct examxnat;on in urxtxng. S .

] KX
° N <
! -~

The Coépifive médél"uséd in this studu assumes”, thé@ two .
‘mechanisms. of mémo#g ‘activation -are at work, automauzc1tu and;
attentlon, and that both can occur slmultaneouslg (Poqner gnd‘

.- ander,« 19;5) The mechanlsm of automat1C1tu reqpo\ds to the4
task of urltxng Lexters by activatlnq botﬁ ]0w~level stlmulus_‘
o analysis (Uﬁat ]atters make what words“) and . %eman ic analgsisgin;

B - rglated OP‘QSSOulatEu MEMoryY locations (Of the woris that come to

mind, which seem to work?). _A&t?matiditgglnever inhibits

retrieval. Whatever is‘tfiggereﬁ, good or bad, icpmes out. n

o o the higher levels OF wrlLJng competencyy automaticutu is fast and

- uses no attention or very lltLle'\in the PPOC@HSan of small

units, and, as a result, the mechanism of attentlon can be used

lfRiC‘ to encode larger un1L5 of - text, helpzng organﬁ-e ‘paradgraphs,

& 10 . 1 .

R



L v e .
hanciles bhe g}vvuhuj uhwmmqll unxhan V. ) . oo C

tengéﬁ wnd parédrapha. This general model of_; agnxvrve process-

ing is wu\la 1eawnth:n elther a duple» or ﬁeve]s Lheorﬂ of memory

& N

o2

o b . - - S s _ . \

e

s .
In the lowest leveis of wrltxnﬂ wompetDHCM;wnowever, automa~

ticitg Js often slou, often rctrgev;ng unun“kable letterq ang'

P .
Qorda,-andy as a.re.l]t, T the mechan:gm of, attentJun must vompenr
sate " for. - the faJ]dleﬁ of auhomabluxtq (Stanmv:ch, 1980)._ When

211 of attention i% used - £ or smaller unxt _ dike 1etterq and

wordsy ‘it=‘“énnm+ be Uwuﬁ for nrgdnxhxng larger UHALS llPe sen—

'

(Klétshu, 1980 26) ., If an ennod:nﬁ effect is- presenty & Sldnlfl‘é

ot ’

Cant statmstxcal Qecreasé of encmdlng Fﬂature& sthould occour from

the bottom to-the top. '» ' o ‘“(

>
’ r

\

- In %ummarg, tHé first hupotnesis ,proﬁoses that’ thére . are

four speech events structuring atudent wrltmng in‘schoqlsuév

rituals, Presenn=t1ons, conversatlons, and encod:nq.- Presenta—

“t1ons and rxtuals have far distances to auu:ence, permanent

wtexts, hlghlg organxzed*subaects. The dlfferange is bhat rxtual’

havef formulaxc exprassxons 359091dt94' umth partxcular speech
eventa ("Bo gou take thi uohan to be fgmdr 1aufullg- wedded
ulfe?"). Conversdt:ons, on the other hand, have cloqe dx:tances,

- -

events are characterized | by numerous ‘starts and stops as the

A

o

writer struggleq to 'encode the landguasge, very Mucﬁ like -an

vchange with & rore:gn vsqator uho does not Pnow the language or .

©

with a chxld who is learnxng to :paah. To estaullsh the eruL

o 11

- N ‘ ) . . .
provide 3 1tence trqnwxi:una, znd so0 forgp, Wil e auﬁomaticitgl\)

5'impermanent textb, and loosely organized subdects. - Encodxnﬂ'

-
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recent minimum: vompetencq luﬁla]&ﬁlﬂﬁ: and the deverbpment of .

~— N . i

hypothésis as correcht, Ghe features of distancings, processing,

and modeling should show a. coﬁ%fqteﬁ% }and étable relationship

w:thln the qpeech evénts of conver,abnons and p‘ﬂqentatlonw, . v
- ) s’ . . e
6 IR .' SN T o ‘
Ioe Morm Hupolhagds L S,
C o SR ‘ ’ }dﬁ”k a R Se

The secono hupotne,ns arguuq that. the minimum prof: 1encg .
exaﬁfnat:cn in schools is a partlcularﬁtupe of Sﬁfech 51tuatioh"
in which tHE‘LDAUHE;w; with sone of the ultimate ‘Qalues of . the
inétiiution at*i%guep will rank student writing in & developm%n—
La] se qnénc Tvom mottom ta top. In‘ other wordq, the~”&riting.
sampl?s';that ara‘ atru;tured by speech eventis learned 1ate in | .

d@velopmmlg wn]] ue-inoﬁe that receive the highest scores. ,It11s

gssumed that much of tbe“de0elopmental scale is.contalned\in a, =
. LTee iy i

SN 3le jrade 'SaQﬁ Moffett, I know from resgaroh I . have conj-7

- ducted Jn gfdd@m 4-12 tnaiz the development of writing is "~

unbeljevamlu re]atlve, to ‘the. pornt that pupil carpacity . seems to .

varu , as much nor’ mntallq throughout the” populatlon of one. grade

~
.

as it doas'wertié&ifg thrqugh the grades" (Moffett, 1968:54) . . .
e - R \y " /, N . ‘ . — (_w

» . '
—_ o v? - -

Many Htudl“ﬁ have Jdent;?1ed students as Heihg at some ievél
of school- competenug, but ~-no study has attempted to determ;hé

whether or not there are common. values govern1ng ur1L1n9 assess—

“ment throughouti;a_'%chool dlﬁtr1ct. Both Emidg (1971) an@_Perl

K
kS

(1978) hase theiﬁ clas n]FJC?thﬂS on teacher reports, but 'tﬁére

e
Ve

iz no  de scrlpt:on of  the underlg:ng Sﬂale 01 gqmpetence._ The )

P

writing assessment procedires by dmstrlctq maya possxhle,rmasbe

TR T _a R . A
e 3 VI 1:2 . o }& ;5

T R - o e . B




for the first time, Lhe study of, a scale of competency used
throughout a #thool district. ' "

The fact that bhe Folft spesch events repr&ﬁéﬁt & developmen-
" fal conbinuum “in  the  schools Qg u5Ugge5tad oy Britton et al.
Their wear by wear data show )ncrca»e in writing for the teacher
axaminer, . Jecregses Tor the t&acherrlearner dialogue, ingreases
for tranﬁactionél uritimg; and  low  but eonﬁkant levalg for
expréﬁaive wrd bing, EBut .Britton does not have data on how the
¢ .aLhOOIQ assessad Lhis wr:tjnq, nnd, fherefora, the relationship
betwaen Lhe uxslerenb types of urltjng and Qchoul norms reméins
15peeul§t§ve. Tm%t%.*f.F,atJJLJLz] significange will be used to
" determineg whabher +nu ;peehh ;vent% have strong or weak associa—
tions uitm pavtnculav zcore levels on the district scale used in:

-

Cwriting gssessment. I the speech eventsuare ﬁtrmnglg associated

- -

‘with different score lavels, then the sequence from bottom to tor
v : ' yd
‘can ba  mgkohed zgainst whal is known about languade and ur;t:nd

development and trends from one drade level to another.

The Lifferential Use Hupelbesis

Qdell obsarvgé that manu’gtgdehtﬁ do not“‘ﬁﬁke even gfoss
disﬁincﬁions amohg 'qommunidative eventsy approaching "different

. ' téskg with & single sethbfaqvéréimplified rules. " Odéll'asks, "ig
it in fagt true that diffé#éﬁt vinds of writing tasks elicit. dif-
”ferent kinds _of urJtJng performance from qtudents"""(ndell,
. 1979“41). The - third ﬁupothesxs is thaL students do ohange the
- qpﬂech event markers. in thexr writing when th@u shift to a task

reqUJrlnq @ change. To estainQh this hgpoth@qlb, statmstmca]
K ‘ Ll 1 11




- &

teghs must S0 ‘,,‘ ‘

Lhat when studehts in the proficisncy examination

are given two pisoes~QT writing, an @553y and g letter, converag—
tional mackers migniﬂghwmdu increase in the letter.

P
"

PROCETURES : . -
‘ l

The speech evmntﬁ-s weturing writing samples are théb pri-
mary Foous of s presenﬁ stuqu, but these writing samples ocour -
witinin 13?9@V’§PE@CH situations which determine issues of task
validity, ScpringAﬁcale validitu, ﬁcdringireliabilitg, coding andt

sampling., The discussion in this section will put these issues

o o
e

in & social linguistic perspective. In this 'perspective, the
writing oxam is wvalid if it -satisfies its soci&} claims, The
axam  Olains Lo reauire performance'which-parents and téaéhers»
fugiue. The validitg question is, Is there evidence that parents'
and  teachers approve  Lhe 'axam as fequiring parformance they
valua., In & cognitive perspective, the exéﬁ isf.valid it it
claims  to measurs bha two kinds of writing in the two tasks, byt
it is dnvalid if it olaims to measure all writing skills.‘

Within the larder speech :Bituation, the present study-

‘ ° i
focuses on  four hupothisized speech avents-—encobing éonyérsa~.
tions, presentations, and rituals, and within these speechvaventﬁ
the sty examineﬁ tha cognitive act of distributing att&ﬁtion'
_anq #h@bthP@E'ﬁpmﬂﬁh givks of diﬁtancing to Vauﬁience,‘ proéeﬁﬁing
sub_ject, and mod@lling taxt, Each of the speach acts is hinafu,~

i{;?’ ‘ “\2v . :

(244 1
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

having contrasting  markers for close/far - auwdiences,

&

approximate/norhative~embedded subjects, ’ and

Cpermanent/impermanent, tewts, o Although aach writing sample mnay
. Y

i a diven speech event is representaed by the Homi--
. L 3 f
nance of particylar Lgpww. Writing structured Dy  oconversations

use all marker

mas mors  markgrs  of clese audienee, approximate subjects, and

impermanent i lets urutlng structured by presentatlons na: morae

markery” of = far aqdlenme% normatxve~embadoad subdects, and per-

texts., Weiting structurad by encoding speect avents,  on

the nands Hhas mora 1anguage markers of enwomlnd probhlems
and pe cosnitive markers of attention tc smzl 1l ' unihee

repreéenpuﬂ sy the location and length of pauses'durihg tha/ Hot

mf'ﬁ$itiné. These cognitive marKevsvreprésent a different dimen-

sion of processing, processing procedures rather than subjects.

.6
)

Last, writing structured by ritual speech: events has more.

I3

footnotes, references, abstracts of artlcles, subvtities; colons

in sentenées and titieﬁ, charts, and fldgures, ‘These ritual mark-

ers  represent a different dimension of modelling, modelling a )

social artifact or icon, not Just a Lext (Olzon, 1989, Bt

these markars ﬁenerallg did not appear in Lhe writing samples and
‘ - .

. were droppaed Trom consideration. - The ritual semech evenlt  was

retained in the bypothesis Tor reasons te be dizcussed later.

I3

Yalidity of ILask . . . B :

fzrran and t acheru doaJunnu an essay and 1ﬁL-er topice and
the setting (fnftq mJnuLﬁ pach, in olass) Lo require thalminiMUm
performanne necessary  fTor gracduation  from high  schools For

o

] - SN 15 L K=



. ’ o o a
"Urit@ & " letter to the employnent agency below and explain what

®

parevits, bthe ~alidity, auestion was, [lo the topics represent what

students should be able te  write about when thew lesve high

sochionl?  For  teachers, the va]ndJLq quewtnon waz, o thé fnp nl-

Pepresent what students can or do urJLu dhuuL in schools?  Megt-

ings on  bthess Lbud duestionss usuallg involving bobh pavents and

¢

L3 o -4 e, o : LD [l :
the  spring of 1979, e districht ressarch office dave technical

“

aovice at the latsy meetings. The school bboard reviewad the

s

degiﬁiuna= and gave its approval., 1979 was tha Tirst gear .of the

@xam, and tha JoRo and 1981 maams JFollowed the same format:

-

TORics "and prosedures wera pilmtqd“during 1?7”-)9’8

The essay Lopics. were "an object gou-are attached to"  (Fall

19773, o cperann gyou likes dlw]lke, nr adm;re" (Spring 19 3) “a

peErson who nas nad bthe moat influence on your life" (1980, and

’ ' ’ H [ . : 7’ » . : . o . :
tearners, bagan in the a1l of /1976 and decisionsy were  nade  In

"an poucational Field trip. .. .whare you think the clqu woula go

\0

and.whu“ 1981y, The Jetter wam the same - for i?BOz-anq 1981+

N

me gou wuu]d 1Jva3nd what gouf qualitications are..,."

-

Maliditu of Lhe Searind SRale-

The papers were scored using holistic scoring procedures and

a sic-point  sosl

el

(Muers, 1980)., Selected papers defined and

ancnored esch point. The' validity qauestion was, How deneraliz-

able iz the scale to other sehool communities? 106 teachers in
o _
five’ otner cities were asked to-rank the unmarked rarers 1 to 6

ana to es lnmaLe what percentadge of the students in théiPAclasses

was above and bhelow the scale. 70 percént of these tleachers

w-so 16

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC



a -

> scorad  papers 40 (hottomd, 2, and & (top) the same as the local

P

raters.  Ssvenby percent also rated paper 3 as & O or oy and over

70 paroent rated Lhe two middle papers as a 3 or 4, Thé teachers

eﬂtimatedbhhét 24 pevcent of their students wrot: papers . hetter
o . PR . ; 3 .
) . .
- . than  the top, snd that 4 percent of their students wrote papers
wor s than Lhe mobbom,  Eecause the -teachers taugnt  all grades,.

=10, @b Lhe samples were only’ from- ninth graders, this

disorepanny was expectad,

velizbhility of Soondiod

Egoh paper was soored twice by différeni readers ang read a

tiviea %imb bw g lead reader if the two scores differed by more

LiEn Sﬁé. In e third vaading{ one score changed, Thé two

¥ aeppes Fron bbb sise-podnt ﬁcal@'were‘then‘%ddéd togethér; prbduc~

< odng g 2138 ﬁéal&:' Door ineg -vélxabilitg Qaal estimated in two

QA H&BE*”bB the number - of  even .acoreﬁ, SHOWI the two teaderﬁl
égneed,'and by the number of third readings. - A check. of. 3,819
papers in the f?BO'reaﬁihg showad 67)percant~of the scorus were

even and 33 peréent Qere @dd. CLess than § percent of the \ﬁapers~

were read a bthird. time in any of  ihe three readings—-—-1978

Cineluding 1977 papers), 1980, and 1981, ' -
Sanelind Eaeers

Random samples were drawn from six populations, copied, and
tha originals returned, Some copies had to be dropped from the
sample hecause of an absence of grade or score | information aned

bacause of @ ocopiss  too light to read. The ligﬁt copies oid not

’_, . 'v. . R | ) . 17 .

& - . .




cluster in any particular score category. The wumbers in  Lhe
poﬁulation and sample and the hupolbhesis btested by a given sample

are shown in Table 13

> . T — et P ot T o et S 5% e PSS e SO A ey e 0 S wo0e

Van

INSERT TARLE 1

o
&

e o s i e e o sore eee bere A Yo SmEAIE R 10 0 S caik 00 TSRS ik oy e GFrt Sam T euh 5% Geew $4em S base e fov cmes e

-

Linding Barers \
- \ . i .

" . N L] ’ , \

From a pilot count of 1977 papérs, a list of over 100 speadh
event markers  wWas pirepared and then zll markers ware countedd in o
sample papers. For each paper, the speech act index Tor distano-
ing, ‘processing. and modelling was caléulated, dividing recurreant
markears by number of words and adding the result ti markors lilke

o .- ° ) : N
titles, wihich could only aprear in a paper once. The words in
the formulas below are examples of the words appsaring  on the

marker lisbi

Conversational Distancing (Close Distancing):
You (us, ours) + me (my, mine)

. . One-~-time orientations
+ I comments (I think, I believe) i

+ s . .
(I am writing about)’

Total Words

16



- o

Presentational Distancing (Far Distancing):. .-

Distant sentence subjects (noun;) Opening sentence without

+ new information marker (A) - I, me, my, you in
. ' ’ ’ \\

Total Words . ' subject position ™

oo N

~

\

. Conversational Processing'(Approximate Processing):

and, (but, or) +'§edges (sorta) + léagg,jféélly, a lot) -

Total Words
£y : .

presentational Processing (Normative ‘and Embedded
" Processing):

 embeddings (if, who however) + -ing modifiess -

+ qualifications (in general, perhaps)

Total Words

-~ v

Conversational Modeling (Transitor& Modeling) :

Plinctuation Mark (!, CAPS, Undérlining) A
‘ I + slang (gotcha) N ~One=-Time Endzng

o . —— ]
T ) Total Words - P : A(The End)

Presentational Mb@eling (Permanent'Modelingli

"Title + a statement marked as a conclusion at the end

-

17

19




Tha dridse For oa given speech event was the total of  indexes, Tor
appropriate spgech achs ]leuu above, The coding veliabilitw Tor

Lhe markers above was B2 or bebber,

a

S

LN t

CWing el Dacdeley, 19803, gartles sueh as "wuz" (Mclownell aind

Dsidir vy 1?$U}; souis e imagaﬁefrwm COPYIE Dyer leﬁtaréyx;ﬁhifta
Prom  ocursive to printing  (at  least two  letters ), and non-
rheborical fraﬁment%; The cmdihg r@liabi}itg fpr;ﬁnmoding mark-
@i Was .86, ”Thakéncmding indes gcﬁ éalcufated WiV} diyiding'all

encoding markers by total words,

t

-ganelind and Geding Lbw biikindg Brocess

T P

— o ) | ; _
Five students for whom scores wers avallable en’ the essaus
. ~ \; — - ° ) .
the letter, and a reading and nechanics test were selected Lo be
SRk, 2 T

widen-tapes while'the.students wirote two ea"f§§77\1ug\9f the stu-

\

aents nad top ACOTEE twa had Lhottom scores, &l one hard mjdd]e‘

The markers for @nconbing  speech, events  were misspellings

SnOraes (6 on tnm esadty 7 on  the, letter). Tre ﬁtUuentS NNPE\\

givan #ll the time theu nesded, none exceeding Tiftg minutes on

aither of the two topics. One of the topics ("Describe'a favor-
cite v)a v, belling why il is a favorite") had the same format as
Cprevious exam queqtions, and the other topic was individualized,

based on the 1nd1v:dual 3nfer9wts of the students— ("Expla:n Wiy

women should be dv31ted...uhg ¥ is g better booP than Y“). ThE”

qub;ect: wére v:deu—tap@d wJLh Lwo cameraqy oneg an overhe ad, ﬁnd,

v

as a re:ult, the sereen showed the actua] wrltnnq on  the page,

"with a small pro1:]e :hot in the corner of the sereen,

N



o

The tapes were coded for length and location of pauses, the
4ype - of revisions made, and the numbar of words skipped when the

writer mdved haolk in tha text to make a revisiom. These "timed
pauses ocourred in 3evén_loéatiuns= those in the middle of words
and phrase%} those befaVe phrases, s&bordinatorei sentenéés,.,and
paragraphs} and bafore and after coordinators. In a feliabilitg
check, the coding of the investigator and an assttant had &

correlation of .74,

In summary, the indexes for t%e speéch evenlts were calcQ-i
lated by counting speéch° act' markers, preparing a speech aat .
inday (conversational di tanulng), and qddan bodether apﬁro;ri—
ate indexes of speech,acts. Recurrent markers ware d1v1ded by
.tota} words. Dné time occurrences (titles) wére not. All'papers
vuere wrornd Por competencu on a 2-12 5cale, and scores and codlng
prucenure: were chacked for reliab Jlltg. In addition, five urlt*‘
ers . representing top, -middie, and bottom levels of compeféncg
were video;taped while writing., Revisions and pauses were coded,
and coding reliabilftu checked., Finally, the soeiai validity of
the wviting-eﬁam-uas- esiéblished in iheetings of parents and
teacheré; an? ‘the scoring scale was Judged for deneralizability

by 106 teachers in f:ve other c1t1es..
Beaulls

Hupathesiz L: o . ' , R

o .

Two :r;me“4 L@sts were used to support this hypothesisy

although the viﬁence for aaeh'of_@he %ubseqqeht huypotheses con-

113




tribute wdditicnal support for Hypothesis I. Two tests for this
hypothesis wera (1) the consistent directional effects of - the

¥ different speech acts within conversations and presentations and

P

(2) the Scheffé'procédure for {dentifying pairs of groups which
showed statistically significant differences at p{ 0 ar beyond.

The individual spesch acts within a‘'given speech event were not

consiztant with each ather in theitr directional effects, either

£

up, down, ot curvilinear.

’ . Y , "
The Scheffe procedure shaowed a significant difference

3

hetween @ssay graups 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 1in presentational
markers and no significant difference in these markers in groups

2 and 3 (Table 2. In conversational markers in the essay , the

Ld . . - - . . . :
Scheffe procedure shaowed ao significant differences . between

adjacent groupsQ Howevef;'"in letters the Scheffé"procedure
showed a significant difference 1in cofversational markers
.between groups 1 and 2 (Table 3). Alsa in letters, all pairs of

.

adjacent groups differed ‘significantly  in _preaentational'
markers. .

In summary, although speech acts do not have a conéistént

" directiaonal eftfect . within apeech' events, the =mpsech éevent

- L

0

thems=lvas may be a source af the underlying structuwre whichf

distinguishzs . ane szare category from - another in saome = .
N . 5

instances but certainly not all. For_instancé, the fregquency of

presentational markers does provide a significant distinction

fEEEEeen arl pairs of adjiacent groups in leﬁters and between

groups 1 and 2 and 3 and 4 in essays.
Hypothesis II : - - - e




- a

The secand - hypcathaesic swggasted that the district

avaluation scalz would distribute the spaech avents structuring
writing vin a davelopmental sequeﬁce. _Tﬁis h;pothesis- would
pradict }hat‘ encbding marker; wauld.daminafé th bdttom grauﬁ
and that some encodingiprcbdems wéuld_ 1ncrease and :Dthers
dacrease iﬁ the movemed§ from group 1 to 2. Tqblé 2 (battom)
shows the dramatic decrease. {rom gfa&p L ta group 2 in encmding..
A similar drop took place in lLetters. - In addition, the kinds of
ancoding préblemﬁ_changed firom grbqp 1 to-E. Taéle S éhows the
ihcfe%se in ‘punctuétion prdbiems frram group 1 tao. 2 and t?e
decrease of 1nf1ect1un probl @MS. ThESE‘are-revisiohé made by -
the five case studv studants whao were -video-taped. The

inflection revisioens, requiring attention to a small area on the

_page, ware subject—verb“agﬁeement changes (changing subject or

wverh), aszérophes, and tensa. The punctuation problems

RN L o .
required marks in more than one place (items in a series, non-

restrictive claus2s) and clause punctuation such as intraductary
. S . B B - .
and . indeperdent clauses.
- ° ° . h N S )
. In additien, the five case study. students at different

scara lavels differed in the allocation of ‘their pauses -while

3=

writing. Ahoné the three score lavels represented by the. five

-

. students, the bottom group hadéthe highest averagé pause time

(13.7 seconds) allocated for small units ahd the lowast (16.2

seconds) for  the large unzts.ﬂl This tends to 'suppdrt the

fcomomﬂsﬂtory principle thah 1f attnntmon must be dlln¢atéd tao

\

=ma11 unzts. attnntzon«1 capacxtv may nat -be avazlable for large
units. Howevqr, *he results from the ather scara2 1evels suggest

that = émall difference-in average pause time on small units may

-

: I , -Ja ) 21 . >~'. . ‘ ‘ ' ) '




me =z a bilc diff T2, Arother indication aof the size nf | the
unit being processed was the recursive span, how many words back
did +He writer® skip tq make Fevisions. The +tap writers " had

maximums aof 8 and 15. The bottom wrzters hag 2 and 3.

The ‘stability af "the. chunk is another lndlcation of

" development,  and ép indication qf this stability is the

standard daviatidhwzn.tbectime of the pauses. Tha greater - the
SIQ., the greater the;ipstability. The higher'group (Table 4)-

5! — . "
had_a rel t1vely Law standard dnvxatlon. Tha/aiqdle‘group had

.

‘tha larger standard deviatxcn, and this-is consistent with<fha

bfher trends shawing this graup wlth xncreasesAih large untt

problems (Table 5)- o ' \ 
S o
Qther indice 1'% of the relationship between the speech

[

avants and the scoring scale are the one-way ANOVAS showing the

interaction between speech event markers and scdring -categaries.

Conversational markers had a significant interaction (p £.05 or

> .

bevand) of F=3.555 in essays and F= b 798 in letters. = Conversa-

tianal 'markerc' expla&ned ééta squared) only 4 percent Lof' the
variance in essays C. 045) and only 9 parcent af the varzah:e in
1ettér5 .094). Presentax;anal marhers had a. szgnzflrant
interaction (p .05 or beyond) of F=51.991 in essays and F=51.281
in letters. Presentat1anal markers explained Qata_squarnd) 417%.
(.411) of the vartance.xn essays and 437 (.432) of the varzance '
1n letters: One_af the,reasons for the low Pxp\axned varzance .

of onversatzonal markers is the- fact that the nxplazned

variance is ~1naenskt1ve to assocxntlons which deviate Frmms-

1

‘linearity. The d15tribution of conversational markars in essays

22 :
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is roughly curvillnear or U-shaped. _
¢ . . =

Ameng the  other 45peech 'avents,_,conversationalﬁ markers

had the&r hlghe st point in essays in group 2 and dominated group’

4 in letters. . Presenﬁational‘markers dominated in ‘“the tog

group Ln e@s3ays angAexcept for the middle groups 1in letters

noved up ¢qnsﬁstently on +the scaring scale.
. . N Q
. \ .
These trends in;the.evaluation scale were reflected in the

/
. grade level data from gradas 4-12 (1977-1978  samples). The

grade | level data were arraﬁged into faur ngfaups -
4,5/6,7,8/9,10,11/12. Enccding' means w;ret.042 in grades 4-5
ahd then dropped to .038,.024,m and .015. The cqnveréétional
markers fram grades 4-9 té 12 were <15, .24, ;23; ané .13. Pre‘.;
santatiaonal markers, on the other hand, wers 4.2, 3 3 S s, "and

4.8. In summary, théh, the- distrxct’s evaluation scale appparaj

to parallel dﬂvelopmental trends.

Hypothesis 111

The differentiél use hypothesis was tested by coilecting'

sample letters and eséays-framrphe same students in. 1980, | Far

. 1980  1etters, the  mean for conversational markers was 3.4
- C g i .- . ’ -

S

(X=3.4848), and the mean for presentational markers was 1.4 °

Y

(x=1.4458). Far ths 1780 assays, the conversatianal mean was .

;Sé, and the presentational mean was 4.87. - From bottom to top,

. . . B N
canvarsatianal markers in 1980 were 1. 8.-.4.4 3, and 4.8. In

Vother wards; all ‘the scare groups xncreased thair conversatzonal

mark~rs in the thft xram the.ﬂssay to tha lettera.
In another test of tha 1nteract1on between- spée:h' event

markers and task (1etter or essay), thn two—way ANOVA 1nd1cated

l

i
|
E
i



v . .

d » -t

. R Y f s "
. 2 sxgnx{ncant nnteract\on P ( 05), \wcth cunversatlonal markers

'showlng F—197 712 for paper type (\\t+ers ar., essays) and F—2 304

for score. cateqoryﬁ.and ‘with presentational markers. show1ng
. . . < ) 4

F=14.230 for p%per type.aﬁd F=§7.é35 ¢6r‘score éaﬁegory. In Thn 
multiplé.'classi%icatian analysﬁs, paper type accountnd far 31/

(eta squared) af the.varzanre among convnrsat1onal markﬂhs and’ )

scare categories only accounted fdr 240 In . presentatzonal

markers, on the other hand, seore categories.accouﬁted for 3a%
- ) — . .
of the varxance.and Daper type.only IA. . “i,

.

Inﬁsummary. in the shift trom esaays/to letters. there is a-

substantial changa. in the.use,of'conversatxonag markers and -

almast' no change in presentational markers. However
presentational markers ‘do changg.éubsténtially as the' scores

increase in both letters and essays:

>

-
1

piscussioN o - - )

S The rxtual saeech avent was kept in the hyoothesis; "evep‘:
though the.conceptxon contrxbuted nathzng ta the.analyszs thus SR

+ar,, because, many af the.top essays had qualities of detarhnent

. >
w E.

and org&nxzarxonal structure that gave them. a. dzstznctxva.

qQélity; Tha one xndicatman of this. sparxal qualxty is the ‘veary

h@gh"mean (x 8. 25) for presnntatlanal marker: in the top a.oup=
of assays. The.ﬁecond reason Far Keepzng rxtual speech events

-

in the Farmulatxon is that ancondary schools in the uoper grades‘
of t@n proJect éha.research paper, complete thh qany of the.\".
traits - of ritual, as- the ultzmate.challenge.o# Iiéara:y." In

.- ather wqrds;_ rLtaal speech evunts, if not present, ?ré al@ayg

there in the. future for mnny_se;ondary_studentsn U S

- . 24 : S -




‘The- Findiﬁgs Cof the. study suggest that the structure of
writing at various cémpetency Xevels may razsult more frrom 'tﬁe
interaction of speech events than fram a.éfngle,—dominant sprech

 event, In such a_vieﬁ, the structure of a writing sample is in

{ts speech event layers and their ralationships. However,
: \

speech event dominance is important. Students do shift their

.

speech event markers when they shift fraom essays te letters.
Finelly, the scoring scale does appear to reflect the-

develapmental sequence -— from encading ta canversations and

present&tLOnsu
. Last, speech avents might be a usaful way oF-undersgéndiﬁg
the congFadi;tory demands of‘writiﬁg +orbm6ny ;tudents; First,
oth?re is thé rule of expreésibility (expfess yaur5e1f) and the_’
e ' rgfg' of ciari?y,(berciear).' ™The rule. 6( expressibility is
féllowadgfinﬂconversations, but the rule aof clarit; is fdlldhed
in)presentatians. Apprcxxmatlans (=ort af) are sociable but nat
preséntaﬁiodal; Second, thera.xs the rule cf readab111ty tmake
it _@asy = to read) gnd’éhé_fule.a$ @fficiency (amit needles;
wards) . "Agaan, the former - is related to conversational rules °
and . rhe latter to pres;n§ﬁ£1ons./ Fmr the student trapped in
pnccd;ng problﬁm these rules beloang tc ‘anather wnr;d. Stud‘ms
such as this ana may Z/QVide a useful'%eminder that the wrltlng

'pfcblem is nat the sa for "all 5tudent5. - For some the problem

'iS“developihg canver ationah_fluency,_ far othe . presentatgcqar

focus and far éti}lvntﬁgrs ritual form.
. . : ’ o ,_,‘
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’ TABLE 3

Does the Scheffe Test.Show Pairs of Score Groups Significantly
Different in the Frequency of Conversational Markers in Letters?+

! Combined
_ Group 1 29 .8020 6709 .1246 5468 10 1.0572
- Group 2° 69 1.4469 8622 1038 . 1.2398 to 1.6540
' Group 3° 76 . 1.4392 6802 ,0780 1.2838 10 1.5946 -
Group 4 26 1.6354 8258 1619 1.3018 to 1.9689
TOTAL 200 1.3750 .7984 .0565 1.2636 10 1.4863

+ Group 1 = Low; Group 4 = Hush
In the combined dta for letters, ‘the following paxrs of groups are s:amﬁumly different in frequency of
conversational markers: 1-3, 1-:2, 1-4 (at the p<.05 level or beyond).

TABLE 4

How Much Pause Time Do Differcnt Score Groups
Allocate to Encoding Probiems with Units
of Differeat Sizes?

_ Small Unlt; X Score Categories

-

S.D.

Group Count - Mean SE. Minimum Maximum
1 (Low 24) 4 13.7346. 23162 1.1581 _[. 12.4524 -17.2045
Il (Middle 6-7) |. - 2 13.1659 2.6590 1.8802 11.285?7 15.0462
Rl (High 9-11) 4 10.3326 1.2647 |- .6323 . 8.9333 11.9333
Total 10 12.2601 2.4304 .1686 8.9333 17.2045
Large Units X Score Categorles
Group Count Mean S.D. S.E. Minimum Maximum
1(Low2d) .| 4 16.2321- | 11.3987 5.6993 6.3333 32.2619
‘ 11 (Middle 6-7) ] 41,8750 [ 16.6759 |~ 111917 ——30.0832 §3.6667
111 (Migh 9-11) 4 35.1008 5.8047 2.9024 27.2778 40.1805
Total 10 28.9080 | 14.5348 4.5963 6.3333 53.6667
Q | - : . »
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“TABLE 2

Analysis of Presentational Markers =
1o Essays from 1980 to 1981

Combined L

1 (low) 44 . 1.4558 .7602 1146 1.2247 10 1.6869
2 - 78 3.3831 2.5855 2927 - 2.8001 to 3.9660
3 65. 3.9951 1.8188 .2256 3.5445 to 4.4458

4 (high) 40 8.2515 4.3343 .6853 6.8653 10 9.6377 |
TOTAL 227 4.0426 | 3.3399 2217 3.6058 104.4794

In the combined data for zssays. the folloviring pairs of groups show iigniﬁcim differences in the fre-
quency of presentational markers: 1-2, 1-3, 1-4, 2-4, and 3-4 (at the p<.05 level or beyond).

~f

Analysis of Conversational Markers in Esssys =

‘ From 1980 and 1981

"I"Combined . o T T T
Group | a4 | 5073 |- .5582 | .0842 3376 10 .6770 -
Group 2 78 | *.5166 | .9486 | .1074 .3027 to .7305
Group 3 65 | .3182 | .3672 | .0455 12272 to 4092
Group 4 | 40 | °.1534 [ .1786 | .0282 10963 to .2105
TOTAL 927-1 .3940 | .6551 | .0435 .3083 10 .4797

&

+ Group | = Low; Group4 = High

* The two groupk showing a significant difference in the combined ess:;ys are groups 2 and 4 (at
the p€.05 level or beyond). : '

What Pairs of Score Groups'Show :
Signiicant Differences in Encoding Problems?

Seheﬂe: Essays for 1980 anc 1981

Groups No. Mean S$.D. S.E. 95% Conf. Int. for Mean
< 142-3) 4 .2066 1101 .0166 1731 to0 . 2401
11 (5-6) g .0746 .0389 0044 .0659 to .0834
111 65 - 0410 .0296 .0037 0336 to .0483 -
v . 40 .0192 .0143 .0023 .0146 10 .0237
Total 227 0808 - | 0856 0057 0696 t0.0920
- - The groups that show a significant differences at the p<€.05 level. or beyond were 1-4, 1-3, 1-2,
and 2-3. ' S ' '
TABLE 5
The Frequency of 1nflection (Small Units)
and Punctuation Problems (Large Units)
Score Group inflection Punctuation
ESSAYS i .
; 1(2-3) 0187 .0152
11 (5-6) .0101 .0218
111 (8-9) .0076 .0161
Iv (11-12) .0011 .0139
(n = 218) ‘1.4 *0
LETTERS -
1(2.3) .0233 .0153
11 (5-6) .0088 .0204
111 (8-9) .0025 ‘ .0109
; 1v (11-12) 0005 : .0080
(a = 210) *1.4,]1.3,1.2 $2.3,2-4

* Pairs.of groups which show significant diﬂ‘erepce of the p<.0S5 level md beyond.
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