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ARSTRACT

One hundred remedial writing students at Washington State
Unfversity volunteered as subjects for this experiment designed
to demonstrate some of the di fferences hetween Speaking and
writing in a controlled situation, to test the hypothesis that
the writing of subjects who have spoken ahout a particular topic
will be qualitatively superior to the writing of those who have
not, and to determine the degree of semantic transfer from prior
speaking to subsequent writinf on the same topic.

i Divided evenly into experimental {Speakwrite) and control {Writeonly)
groups, all subhjects watched a film as stimylus for later exnosition.

The exberimenta)l subiects were {nterviewed individually on the

subject of the f1Im,-the conversations taperecorded, and then

were asked to write a2 30-minute essay on a general topic nenerated

by the film, using the’'hest techniqdues For writing they knew.

The control subjects were asked only to write the 30-minute

essay and were given the same instructions.

Four raters counted certain quantifiable variables: words, T-
units, subordinate clauses (noun, adjectival, adverbial), and
propos1t1ons. Ten outside evaluators Judned the quality of all
written responses holistically. All ratings and evaluations were
subjected to statistical analyses to determine the Significance
of differences in performance hetween groups.

Largely to statistically significant levels, the Speakwrites
showed greatér fluency ip yse of the quantiftable variables than
the Writeonlys, and the- Speakwrites holtstic mean of 18,34 as
opposed to the ¥riteonlys' mean of 15.60 {p <.02) {ndicates the
quality of the Speakwrites’' essays to he superior to the Jr1teon1ys .
Ratings and evaluations also indicated that females as a whole
wrote better than males, hut that Speakwrite males ranked higher
than "Writeonly males, and Speakwrite females wrote with greater,
more meaningful economy than Writeonly females. Mo signficance = | e
could be determined for differences amonq ethnic cateQories.
though the results are reported herein. ¢
The results suggest that a new oral/written nedannay,
incorporated primarily and consistently as Prewriting exercises,
be {nstituted in remedial, or deveIOpnental writinf® classes, if
not 1n 211 -beginning writinq classes.




"ACKNOWLFEDGMENT S

Basides the National Institute of Education for its financial
support and for its professional perspicacity, I have to thank
many ¥ndividuals at Washington.State University for their help,
support, ideas, encouragement; and collegiality that often went
far beyoend the bounds of professional, collegial, or remunerated
obligation. I.mention them here in alphabetical order, for many
of them contributed in other helpful, intangible ways to the
complietion of this study: . ‘

Thomas ﬁarton, Department of English

Lewis Carter, Department of Sociology

Leota Day,‘Deparfment of English c

The Developmental Writing Research and Teachinq Staff,
Department of English

Richard Haswell, Nepartment of English
Nancy McKee, Department of Anthropology
Shir?e; Price, Department of English
Randol Sargent, Départment'of fnglish
Linda Tucker, Depai-tinent of Economics
Stantey Zemm, College of £ducation

L

. it




wt

®  CONTENTS

Abstract | - . o
Acknowledgments ' i
Statement of the Problem and Review of the Literature 1
Cited References to Same 5
Method 5
Dverview 6
‘Testing Procedure 6
Analysis and Evaluation Procedure 9
Propositional Analysis "9
{ited References to Same 19a
Results
Quantifiable Variables 21
hids 21
T-units : 24
Subordinate Clauses 31
Noun Clauses : 39
Adjectival Clauses 42
Adverbial Clauses 46
Proportion of Noun Clauses 49
Proportion of Adjectival Llauses 52
Proportion of Adverbial Clauses 55
Propositions ' ‘ 63 .
! Holistic Evaluaffons 64
Correlations 67
& Discussion (of all results) " 69
Dissemination of Present Results and Interpretations 78
Needs for Future Research ' ' 78

Appendix I: Instructions to Evaluators and Boundary Essays

Appendix 11+ Drat Transcripts and Corresponding Essays of SubJects
x 1, x48, and x § :
e

i

. 1if .




STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The impetus for the research reviewed and analyzed heré was
generated by some fairly simple questionss What is the difference
between spoken and written language? Why can students often. . .
explain or present & topic moré’ fully in speech than they can in °
writing? What can be done to capitalize on established abilities
in speaking in the teaching of writing? How can the teaching of
writing be made more effective and efficient? The questions themselves -
grew from such sources as the stark economic realities of the
80’ s, which have begun to chgck the functioning of remedial English
education programs and have brought about calls for greater account- -
ability, efficiency, consolidation, and in 'some cases even elimination
of programs throughout the country. )

a

There was also the personal experience of counseling poor
writers, who could often say more in conference, and say it with .
greater elaboration and logical development, than they could in .
writing. Revisions of pieces of writing after such conversations .
almost always proved to be better.formed, more fully developed,
and generally more felicitously expressed. ‘This led, in part, to
the idea, which has been supported to some degree in the literature
(Zoell ner, 1969; Cayer and Sacks, 1979) ‘that poor writers' better
abilities to use language orally might well be more systematically
utilized and directly transferred to writing. Further, it led to
one of the controlling hypotheses of the present research: that
prior oral exposition on a topic will have a beneficial effect
upon subsequent written exposition on the same topic.

Finally, the shape of the research design came from the
realization that much recent composition theory, especially dealing
with the differences between oral and written language, has been
generally highly theoretical, and not based upon any sybstantial
body of empirical evidence. This provided room to begin testing
empirically the fafirly well received idea that poor writers have
greater difficulty imagining an audience (Bernstein, 19713 Halliday
and Hasan, 1976) and that thefr greater ease with spoken lariguage,
where there fs an immediately identified audience, might be utilized
as a device for irstructien in writing. : .

Though not abundant, the literature that supports these ideas
takes two paths: studies of the differences between spoken and
written language and studies that contemplate or suggest the
influence of speaking on writing. In the former path, Horowitz and
Newman (1964) in proof of their hypotheses found that “speaking
produces significantly more material (words, phrases, and sentences)
per unit time" than writing (p. 646). Speaking also produces
"significantly more ideas and subordinate ideas” but is "far less ]
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efficient in terms of Jumber of ideas produced per word per unit
.time . . . "(p. 646}, As might be thought, this greater level of
production involves, in turn, greater repetition “partiali:. for
emphasis and partially for elaboration,” but it also produces

greater disjointedness: "A tremendous amount of rew material is
produced by virtue of the fact that the subject does not remember
precisely what he said 1 mfnute ago and . . . apparentiy feels

Jess compuision for good form and Viterary nicety in speaking"(p.647).
Perhaps the most signifcant finding is that, under their experimental
conditions, "speaking is looser but not vaguer as has been reported
in the Viteratare"(their emphasis, p. 647). Horowitz and Newman
found finally that speaking is "richer, fuller, and more precise --
the last because of elaboration" {(my emphasis, p. 647).

These findings do much to encourage answers {o severa} of the
questions. generating this fesearch, but particularly the one that
asks how writing pedagogies can capitalize on established speaking
abilities. It becomes clearer from Horowitz and Newman and from
the findings of tne present research that close analysis of spoken
Janguage can act as a productive heuristic for solving probiems of
vapid, imprecise_studen. writing.

R Other investigations along this path have produced supportive
evidence for greater verbal felicity in speaking than in writing.
Loban's study {1976) is a hallmark, because he kept track of a
jarge sampie (N=400) ever twelve years of elementary and secondary
schooling and found that in certain syntactic areas {number of
subordinate clauses and nonfinite verbs) poor writers c'iowed
?reater felicity in speaking than in writing. Cayer and Sacks

1979} came to simitar conclusions in their study of community
college students, and further suggested that the "aduit basic
writer {relies to a large degreel] on the oral repertoire when
comaunicating in the written mode"(p. 127}. This would seem,
however, to keep company with the somewhat negative findings of
Co1¥ins{1981} who concluded that the writing of "unskilled writers
.+« « contains inexplicit meanings, or semantic abbreviations
characteristic of conversations in which the listener 1s familiar
with the situational and cuitural rontexts of-the monologue” (my
smphasis, p.1). This in concert with his work with Williamson
(1981),“indicates a need to Yook at the degree of semantic
transfer that exists between speaking and writing on the same topic
(another concern of the present research). But by and large,
studies comparing oral and written language have not concentrated
on semantic elements (as Horowitz and Newman have so clearly
done}, nor have they used a consistent method of measuring and
interpreting the data. As Shafer (1981) points out,

ATY we learn from thHese studies is that one particular

type of speech (dyadic conversation, prepaved specech, or
whatever} of a particular.sample of the population differs
in certain ways from the written sample to which it is
compared. Usually the researchers try to control for the
influénce of topic by having the subjects write on the same
topics they speak on, hut some do not. These latter studies
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tharefore not only tell us nothing useful about universal
differences between speaking and writing, they also don't

tel1 us whether the discovered difference between the particular
types of spoken and written texts compared in the experiment

are attributable to differences in mode or to some other

factcr in the context of situation (pp.12-13).

Shafer goes on to call for more integrated examination of
spuken expression-(in various modes) and for researchers "to
abandon the opposition between speech and writing and let other
oppositions -- dialogue vs. monologue, planned vs. unplanned
discourse -- guide their researcdh efforts"(p. 13). He points out
that past researchers have drawn too much upon “[a] narrow sentence-
based perspective . . . for definitions of the features they look
for,” and thus implies there is sti)) more to be learned from
comparing oral and written expression, especially in the area of
semantics.

w

. ﬂmzocaaumxmvﬁﬁzsﬁaa.so:m<m1.ﬁzmﬁﬁmmﬁ1mmmmﬂn:=mm
also pointed to the potential dangers of relying too heavily on
oral expression as a guide to what should happen in writing,
Kroll (1981) in gqualifying the benefits of using oral exposition
as a foundation for writing, points specifically to Harpin's
assessment (1976) of oral preparation: "The potential danger in
the method is that, carried on for too long, it may obstruct the
development of individual imagining in much the same way as
strongly teacher-directed discussion does” {quoted in Kroll,
p.46). Harpin notes more specifically that in his study of junior
high school students, there were few appreciable differences in
transactional writing with or without "full verbal [oral]
preparation,” and that samples with preparation were "ess mature,
judged by the language measures [they] were examining" (quoted in

Kroil, p.47).

The main worry here ic that poor writers will not understand
and learn proper "differentiation” (as Kroll calls it) between the
needs of the two modes, which would tend to support the still
lingering ¢laims that adults' poor writing is simply "talk written
down.” However, the results of the present research indjcate that
even among demonstrably poor writers reliance on an “"oral
repertoire” (Cayer and Sacks, 1979) is less than might be thought,
and further that with regard to semantics, rather than syntax, a
continuing utility in drawing upon “oral language,resources"
exists even into adulthood. Though Kroll is u:mﬁwﬁ*ma 1n saying
that we need to wean poor writers away from "consoljdation” of oral
and written language skills to "kinds of writing zmxnz fnvolve
incraasingly explicit and autonomous discourse” (p. 52), if we
were to jettison evaluation of oral competencies noauwmﬁm_w. we
would mfss an opportunity to point out semantic strengths, in the
oral mode that could be beneficially transferred to the written

mode. >

Ky

This second path of research, studies that contemplate the

influence of speaking on writing, has as its progenitor in zocm1«\)//
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Zoellner's provocative "Talk-Write: A Behavioral Pedagogy for
’ Composition” in College English for January, 1969. 7Zoellner spends
much of his time deBupking what he <alls the think-write “instrumental
metaphor," the traditional structure by which teachers-of writing
admonish their students simply to think carefully{and clearly
first and then to write, thus, presumably, to demtnstrate in their
writing the clear thinking they have already done.| Zoellner calls
this approach “not only our great metaphor. It may also be our
great myth"(p.270). Instead, he borrows heavily from behavioral
psychology and the work of students 11ke Skinner, Gantt, apd Luria
to suggest that gaining a desired response (good writing) can be
effected by approximating that end through other hehavior {speaking)
that has already proven at least reasonably successful. Zcellner
bases this "principle of intermodal transfer” on two assumptions:
1. students are better at talking than writing because they have
had more practice, and 2. they have the ability to improve their
Writing because, in trying to do so, they are already using a
learned skil11, talking (p. 300). 8y suggesting the application of
this, along with other principles {“intermodal integration,®
"sociovocal reinforcement,” and "autogenetic specification"[p.
201]), Zoellner reinforces the approaches of others 1ike Gantt and
Luria that call for the "absolute necessity of not divorcing talk
from writing" (p. 304)}. To do this is to overlook, perhaps even
deny, a fertile resource available to all student writers: their
own experiences and personal repertoires of verbal skills, The
result, in Zoellner's view, is to encourage the already abundant
banality of student writing: "English teachers . . . have
methodically if unconsciously destroyed [ the conmection] between
writing and the real world the student actually knows, so that he
finally develops a genuinely tragic proficiency in writing themes
made up of words-for-teacher which are seldom if ever words-for-
me*(p.307}. :

As compelling as Zoellner's theory is, in the 14 years since
its articulaticn, remarkably 1ittle direct substantiation or
application of it has taken place. It probably had some indirect
influence on developmental pedagogies of writing (especially on
prewriting and free writing exercises} that emphasize students'
abilities to find thefr own “voices." but with: the exceptions of
investigators Jike Radcliffe (1972), Meyers {1969), and Milier and
Rinderer (1950}, it has had seemingly very little direct influence.
And even in the latter cases virtualiy uo empirical support has :
been offered. Radcliffe {1972} and Miller and Rinderer (1980)
were helpful in establishing theoretfcal and applied models for a

A, talk-write pedagogy, but it has not been tried or tested, except
in Meyers's work (1979), which involved a fairly small sample
(N=58) and did not employ the important eiements of tape-recording
e conversations and subSequent listening analysis to point out
existing or potential theses, logical relationships, and methods

of development or elaboration.

It was the ultimate intent of this research, then, to gather
empirical evidence to demonstrate the differences in production
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between speaking and writing, to test the hypothesis that the writing
. of subjects who have spoken about a particular topic in a centrolled
situation will be qualitatively superior to the writing of subjects
who have not, and to determine the degree of semantic transfer
from pricy oral exposition to subsequent written exposition on the
same topic. Armed with this evidence, new pedagogies based upon
the speak-write concept cculd be suggested and developed, and in °
turn tested for empirical validity.
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Overview

One hundred remedial writing students at Washington State
University were evenly divided into control (Writeonly) and experi-
mental {Speakwrite) groups. A1l Subjects watched a l0-minute,
color documentary on distribution of the world’s resources. The
control subjects were asked to write an essay for .30 minutes on
the subject of the film, were paid for their participation, and
ware dismissed. The experimental group were interviewed individually
for 30 minutes on the subject of the film and their conversations
were tape-recorded. They were thep asked to write an essay for 30
minutes on the same topic the control group had written on.- They
were also paid for their participation and were then dismissed.
Transcripts were made of all responses, both oral and /
written. Four raters counted certain quantifiable variables: words, !
T-units, subordinate clauses {noun, adjectival, adverbial), and

» propositions. ‘Ten evaluztors read the written transcripts and
made judgments of quality on a holistic basis. A1l ratings and
evaluations of all responses for both groups were finally subjected
to statistical analyses to determine tche significance of differences
in performance between the gruups.

TESTING PROCEDURE

Subjects _
One hundred freshman remedial writing students from five
remedial writing classes, already in their eighth week of instruction
at Washington State University, were asked to participate in the R
experiment. A1l subjects had registered for remedial writing,
because their verbal composite scores o the Washington Pre-College
Test had fallen at or below one standard deviation below the mean,
or they had been otherwise identified {through teacher-referral or
self-referral} as needing the course.

The entire N was randomly divided into a control group of 50
(Writeonlys), who wrote immediately in res¥onse to a film
stimulus, and an experimental group of 50 {Speakivrites), who were
first interviewed individually on the subject of the film and were
then asked to write. Anonymity was guaranteed, though a coding
system identified group, cex, and ethnic category, aad subjects'
responses were not subject to review for any purposes of evaluating
academic achievement. Their participation was voluntary, and all
gave their informed consent and finished their designated parts in
the experimental procedure. Al11 subjects were paid for their
participation. . .

L

The subdects were divided almost evenly by sex: 52 males and
48 females. The general demographics of Washington State
University, however, provided for an uneven distribution of ethnic

6
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cetegories: 86 Analo, ! (one) Asian surnamed, 8 Black, and 5
Hispanic surnamed,

Interviewers

To elicit the oral responses from “he experimental group, we
hired 13 graduate students to act as interviewers and trained them
in two, twohour Ssessions. In the ‘first session, the interviewers
saw the film the subjects would see, were given a set of questions
to ask, and were schooled 1n scme of the fundamentals of good
interviewing. The questions asked are as follows:

1. Many Americans consume twice the amount of protein they
need each day through meat and other products. 0o yol
feel this consumption {s necessary? why?

2. The f1Im states that one pound of food in four goes into
the garbags., How do you explain this vaste?

3. The filn states that the United States has only six percent
of the world's population, and yet uses 50% of the world's *
esources. Is that statemggt an argument against extravagance
or an argument for our high” standard of 11v1ng7 Why?

4. In the film, Americans seem to overeat, and starvation
seems to be 1imited to Third World countries. Yet the
fiIm later 2dds that starvation is also a problem in this
country, How and why is 1t a preblem in this country?

5. Is 1t possible to feed a1l of the world's hungry? Should
we, as a country, take that responsibiiity upon ourselves?

We told the interviewers in using these questions to engay the
subject {n conversations, not simply to ask them and to wait for
responses. They were also {astructed to encourage elaboration,
showing confusion or lack of complete understanding through both
verbal and physical actions: "Gee, I ‘don't quite know what you
mean," or "Could you give me another example of how that works?"
and nods of the head or quizzical looks. Interviewers were to
permit digressions tut not to encourage them. They were always to
get back to the subject of the film as the fOCus of tdeir
conversations.

In the second session, interviewers held mock interviews of
the experimenters and of each other, . de made every effort to
approximate the kinds of responses {nterviewers would get from
prospective subjects: gragarious but digressive, gregarious but te
the point, reticent dut %o the point, and just reticent, even
hostile. The interviews were taperecorded, played back, and
analyzed for Strengths ard weaknesses of performance. We had set a
limit of 30 minutes for each Interview, but told Interviewers that
{1f the conversation seemed to De at an end before that time not to
try to belabor 1t, They could turn off their tape recorders,

- 7 - L
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which were to be identified as such and in plain view but not

obtrusive or a focal point, and continue talking until the 30

minutes elapsed. (No interviewer had much trouble taking up the

prescribed time with substantive talk, though no% always did the

substance have to do with the topic of the film. The latter

situation, however, was not the rule.) Generally, conversations
- on the subject of the film lasted the full 30 minutes.

At the end of the training sessions, interviewers were
assigned separate, private spaces and tape recorders to conduct
their interviews.

Stimulus/Response Sequence
To constitute the N of 100, we conducted five testing sessions

at regular class times: two at 8:00 a, m., two at 10:00 a, m. on
a2 Tvesday and a Thursday, and one at 2:00 p. m, on the same Thursday.
We told the subjects about the nature of the research, assigned

i code numbers to each, and passed out consent forms, which were
signed and returned. Then we showed the fiim "Food for 2 Small
Planet" (Richter McBride Productions, 1976), a rather heavy-
handed, but short, documentary on the uneven distribution and
consumption of the world's resources, but especially as they are
manifested ¥n the United States and in Third World countries,
We chose this film, since we wanted in a short time to stimulate
factual and affective responses. It was 10 minutes long, in color,’
and had a powerful slant, especially with regard to the unequal
abundance and deprivation of food resources in the United States

and Africa.

Those subjects with an "X" in their code numbers were asked
to proceed to the ¥nterviewing sites; those with a "Y" in their
code numbers remained and were told to write an essay on the
following topic: s '

In the film “"Food for a2 Small Planet" the general
concern is overconsumption and unequal distribution of
resources. Oiscuss the role the United States seems to
have in this probiem. Make sure to write specifically
about what Americans consume, how much they think they
need to consume, how much they throw away, whether
consumption is equal in this country, and how it is seen
as unequal in the world at large. :

"We gave no sgecial instructions other than that they should write

for 30 minutes (when they would be stopped) and they should use

tihe pest techniques for writing they had learned or knew to that time,
At the end of 30 minutes, we collected the essays, paid the subjects,
and et them go. ' .

The experimental group was treated according to the previously

outlined experimental design. They were interviewed individually

for 30 minutes, where their conversations were tape-recorded, and

then returned to the original testing site, where they wrote

essays under the same instructions and Yimitations as the control
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subjects had. They were ultimately paid for their participation -

and left. , -
_ ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION PROCEDURE ’j,/’/

Rating_ggf quantifiable variables) _,,—”/// *
our raters identified and counted the-following variables:

words, T-units, subordinate clauses {noin, adjectival, adverbiall,

and propositions (see 1ater discussion on propositional analysis).

The raters counted these Yariables on both oral and written

responses first separatély and then in pairs. In weekly meetings

with the principal investigator, the pairs discussed any problems

with the ratings and came to a concensus on the nature of certain

varfiables and how they should be counted. These weekly meetings

,,/»prﬁvided evidence that there was virtually no variation among

o raters when they rated essays for V-units, subordinate clauses,

and number of words. Rating propositions caused some concern, but

conventions were agreed upon {described below} and a system of

double-checking was developed. Each essay was rated separately by

two raters, who then conferred to discuss any discrepancies.

Twenty percent of the essays were rated {adividually by all four

raters, and then checked for discrepancies at weekly meetings.

Essays causing particular concern were rated and discussed at .-

weekly meetings. ! o

1t was considered superfluous to run a statistical analysié
of the reliability on the raters, as a high degree of reliability
was assured by means of this system of checks and conferences.

Because one of the contrcl1ing hypotheses of the research
involved the difference in semantic value of written responses
between the Write Onlys and the Speak/Writes, an extensive and -
rigorous anatysis of propositions was undertaken. A full
-explanation of the method of analyzing propositions follows.

- Propositional Analysis

At the beginning of the rating process, the raters and the .
principal {nvestigator agreed upon the definftion of a proposition '
ag “any statement of perceptible meaning with an_expressed or
implied subject and predicate that does not manifesc repetition of
an earlier proposition.” This definition was developed 1n order
to provide a quant{tative measure that would emphasize semantic,
rather than syntactic, content. In this sense, our definition
differs radically from Kintsch's {1974) definftion of a proposition,
which was formulated to test semantic recall and readability of
writing, and emphasized the presence of nominals and non-copulative
verbs. Our definition of a proposition is, however, similar to
Rorowitz and Newman's (1964) definftion of an fdea, which is "an

- -utterance [{ntended to include both spoken and written expression]
that expresses 'a thought fn a meanfngful, relevant, and unique
way;" Where Horowitz and Newman have considered irrelevant ideas
under the rubric “ancillary 1deas,” elaborations as "subordinate,”
and have specified communicative and orientation signals, we have,
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. considered as propositions a1l meanfngful utterances as, described ,
above. The problem of distinguishing propositions from syntactic w
measures was resolved 1n several ways. First, for the purposes of
our study, syntactic measures (T- units, subordinate clauses) had
to be expressed completely. to be counted ‘whereas propositional
count did not depend on Complete expression. In.this way, propositions
were particularly dlfferentiated from T-units. For example, the

statement

Americans consume 50% of the world's resources, (x 2)

contains both one T-unit and one proposition. But a statement
such -as,

Because there are’ many people out there who don't. qet
anything to eat {x 5)

contains one proposition, {the fdea that there are starvifg
people), but cannot be counted as a T-unit because there is no

main clause.

Secondly, we agreed that syntactic structures that manifested
semantic elaboration would not be counted as propositions. We
defined un elaboration as an extension of a previous proposition
that did not demonstrate a s¥gnificant semantic addition to that
proposition. Elaborations were ifdentified- in several areas, which

. will be discussed below.

1. Subordinate Clauses .

.\A Adjectival Clauses

ﬁdjectival clauses are perhaps the most obvious form of semantic
elaboration.in that they function solely to modify, describe, or
specify nominals. Because the semantic function of adjectives and
adjectival clauses 1¢ essentially the same, {t was decided that we
would not count adjectival clauses as propositions because, by
1ogical extension, 1f we were to count adjectival clauses, we
would also have to count adjectives.

An exception to this occurs in the case of a non-standard use
of an adjectival construct. For example, the statement,

Americans do eat more which.1s considered standard, {x 6)

contains one T-unit and--ofe adjectival clause. Had the subject
written. - .

e

That Amerfcans eat more is considered standard,
the statement wight have been grammaticaliy more pleasing, but the .

10

- | 15 .
1 |




. s change to a- complemented noun clause seems to alter the intended
semantic value of the statement. A better, and semantically ,
closer, rendition of the statement would be

Americans do eat more. This is consﬁdered stanpard.
In the case of the statement as actually written, the raters decided
to count one T-unit, one adjectival clause, and two propositions.

~ Two propositions were counted because the subject seemed to be .
éxpressing two distinct ideas (“Americans eat more" and "That
Americans eat more i§ considered standard") rather than elaborating.
However, ‘for the most -part, adjectival clauses were not counted 2. v
propositions, unless (as in-the previous example) there appeared -

" to be a strong semantic just1f1cat1on to do so.

. B. MNoun C[auses

In this study, noun clauses were never. counted as propos1tlons. '
. For the most part, noun clauses usually occurred after expressions
such as "1 think", "the film showed", "“they said", "I wish", etc.
There did not seem to be any semant1c reason to analyze such
expressions a5 separate propositions. For example, the statement,

I think the farmers in our countny wouid be 1n a great
debt,- {y 31}

could be analyzed &s containing the ideas "I am thinking someth1ng“
and “The something {s that farmers in this country would be in a
great debt." However, it seemed unnecessary to place semantic

value on an expre551on that signals the subject's mental processes.

C. Adverbial Clauses
It was agreed that adverbia? clauses of causation .and conditiOn
should be counted as propos1tions for two reasons: first such
clduses particularly demonstrate an awareness of a relationship
between the adverbial clause and the clause it modifies, and .
second, these two types of adverbial clauses significantly alter .
the semantic value of the clauses they modnﬁy. r-

1. ﬁdverbial ctauses of causation are identified by the
following-subordinating conjunctions: because; lest, since, ‘as,
whereas, for, in that, why, inasmuch as, so, that, so that, in
order that, and such that. The action of the subordinate clause
ei ther results in, or has an effect upon, the action of the
modified clause. For example,

America tends not to think of other countries because we
are living so fine.. (x 17) ,

This statement contains one T-unit and one adverbial clause. It
contains twc propositions: (1) We are tiving so fine, which
causes {2) us not to think of other countries. N6t only ‘does the
statement contain two expressions, but the construct of the
statement signals a relationship between the two expressions. For

- “ -
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this reason, all adverbial clauses of causation were counted as

propositions. ~
2. Adverbial clauses of condition are {dentified by the

following subordinating conjunctions: {1f. . .then, when. . .then,
unless, in case (that), provided that, and lest. In these
constructions, the action of the modified clause {s dependent upon
the action of the subordinate clause. For example,

If the whole world woula stick together as one, then 1
think our problems would he solved. (y 32}

This statement contains one T-unit, one adverbial clause, one noun

clause, and two propositifons. The subject 1s implying {1) the
whole world should stick together as one, and (gg this would solve
our problems. As with adverbfal clauses of.gausation, there are
two distinct expressions that are being related through the ’
construct of the statement. .

The subordinating conjunction "when" causes some 'difficulties.
In some cases, 1t 1s used to signal an adverbial clause of
. condition (similar to an if. . .then construction) The statement,

Why does the United States consume-so much when there
are s? many starving peOple?
(x 29

contains two propositions: (1) there are many starving people,
and (2) the United States consumes a great amount. But the
statement, .

When T was watching the f11m "Focd for a Smail Planet
it sure really made me think, (x 26}

coﬁtains only one proposit-on, as the subordinating conjunction
“when," 1n this example, simply siqnals an adverbial clause of
time,

~ 3. The raters agreed not to count adverbfal clauses of time
as propositions because, by logical extension, adverbs of time .
(yestenday,_tonight, etc.) would dlso have to be counted. However,
certain adverbial clauses of time caused some concern. For -

"~ example, the statement,

‘One never Knows how good it {s unt1l they witness somethlng
1ike what | Just saw, (y 8) .

contains-two propositions, as the subordinating conjunctlon
“unti1” {s actually functioning conditionally, irather than
temporally. As a result of such exceptions, it was decided that
adverbial clauses of time, when they could not be reduced to a
51wple temporal phrase, would be counted as propositions.

12
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. 4. Adverbial clauses of comparison, such" as ‘the one which
appears in the statement,

: ' Americans think they need to consume more food than they
) really do need, (y 15} . .

were never counted as propositions.’ In such a construct, it is
difficult to define more than one meaningful idea. Also, adverbial
clauses Yike "they really do need,” can easily be reduced to
adverbial phrases- (Americans think they need to consume more than
the necessary amount), which would never, as defined, be counted

as a proposition.

For similar semantic reasons, adverhial clauses of place,
concession, and manner were not ccunted as propositions, unless
there was a strong semantic justification to do so.

11. Prepositional Phrases

For the most part, prepos.tional phrases were not counted as
propositions. The only exceptions were those prepositional phrases -
that demonstrated causation, separation, or exclusion. Since a
proposition necessitates an expréssed or implied subject and
predicate, these prepositional phrases always implied a majn
ctause, noun clause, or adverbial clause as the object.of the
preposition. The raters identified specifically phrases that began

. with "because of" and "instead of." Statements such as,

People in other countries are starving to death because
. of lack of nutrition, (y 11) -

and oY

The grain is going to our ‘meats and poultry instead of
{to thel starving in Asia, {y 8)

both contain two pr0positions. The first shows & causal relationship
between {1} people in other countries- ‘are starving to death, and
{2) there is a lack of nutrition. The second implies arbitrary
exclusion, stating (1) grain is going to our- meat and poultry, and
(2} 1t should be going to the starving in Asia. Such prepositional
phrases do not constitute elaboration., They usually demonstrate
some sor.it of relationship hetween two statements, and were
therefore counted as separate propositions. III. Conjunctions
and Lists
The raters agreed that if items connected by a coordinating
‘conjunction (and, but, or, so, yet, still, where, etc.) were
presented as members of a group or class of items, and a semantic
“ distinction was not being made, then.they were not to be counted
as signaling separate propositions. For example,, the statement,

}
1t didn't say now much they produce, consume, or waste, (x 9)

contains three propositions, since distinctions among activities

- _ 13 s ‘
S 18 -
ll-----IIlIilllllllllllIllllIlIlIlIlIllIllIlIlllllllllllllllllllllllllllll.'l




i{s clear. The subject 1s romment1ng on the lack of information
about {1) their production, {2) their comsumptiun, and
(3) their waste. On the other hand, a statement such as,

Why should we feed, clothe, and shelter them? {x 8) °

contains one proposition. The three-items are elements of the

class of support or "help" activities, and in fact the construction
"feed, clothe, and shelter" has become a cliche. Such constructions
cast doubt on whether the subject sees a d1stinction among the
members of a class of items.

However, 1f the class of jtems is signaled by the use of the
word "other," it was agreed that it would be counted as a .
proposition, as it demonstrates the subject's awareness of .
classification. If the previous example statement had been written,

We should provide food, clothing, shelter, and other
forms of assistance to the poor people,

the raters would have counted tvo gropositions: (1) we should
provide forms of assistance, and (2) examples of these forms of
assistance are food, clothing, and shelter. In other words, one
proposition would be counted -for expressing that certain items be
provided, and another counted for identifying the class of things
of which food, clothing, and shelter are members.

Iv. ReEetition

Katz (1977) claims that a change in wording or punctuation is
Jjustification for counting the repetition of an idea as a separate
prop051tlon. We decided that such a distinction 1imits repetition
to those fnstances when the syntax enveloping one proposition is
identical, to another. We adopted a distinction similar to that of
Horowitz and Newman {1964) with regard to repetition:

There is a tendency.for {deas to be restated, to be
polished or refurbished, hut to remain essentially the
same ideas. Such expressions do not constitute additional

. {deas.
5\

Therefore, we concluded that if the semantic value of a proposition
was not unique from another proposition, it would not be counted.
In some cases, the syntax of two statements was very simitlar.

Compare
‘American people could save a‘life, {x 18)

and
The United States could save 1ives. {x 18)

These statements occurred in the same essay, for
repetitfon is only considered within an essay-- never among essays.

- ] 14

¥

13

("




" The second {and Yater) sentence really does not say anything differeqﬁ
from the first, although the subjects and direct objects are slightly
di fferent. In this case, ‘the firzt occurrence of the statement was
counted as a praposition; the second was not.

At times, the wording of the sentences s radically different,
but the meaning remains essentially the same. For example,
compare

Americans need to be more nutritionally educated, (x 28)

and‘

They need to 1earn how much we need for a healthy diet. (x 28)

The second statement immediately follows the first in the essay,
and is not much more than a restatement. One might argue“that the
second statement 1s an elaboratjon of the first, rather than a
repetition, but in either case the second statem ht uould not have
been counted as a separate proposition. o

Somet1mes statements are syntactically similar but manifest
separate propositions. For example, consider the statements,

"We Americans consume more protein in one oay than
necessary,c(x 29)

and
We as Americans consume way more than necessary., (x 29)

The first makes a statement about American consumption, but Timits
the discussfon to the amount of protein consumed in the time of
one day. The second speaks of consumption in eeneral, not only of
protein, and includes no time restriction. The semantic values of
the statements.are very different and each would be counted as a
proposition, particularly in 1ight of the context.

Additionally, 1t was agreed that if a proposition was
repeated, but the repetition involved a causal or conditiopal
relationship that was not originally apparent, then each proposition
would be counted. . For example, if the statement,

Americans are greedy,

‘appeared in an essdy first, and then later appearsd as

¥

Americans will never help because they are greedy,

they would be counted as separate propositions. The first occurrence
is the original statement and is counted as one proposition. The
second occurrence, though repetitive, demonstrates a causal connection
with ‘the clause "Americans will sever help,” and because the same

" proposition {s being used in a semantically different way, it
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wouid aiso be counted as a proposition (as well as the clause it
is modifying).

By the aforementioned methods, we wer: able to define a
proposition more cleariy, in such a way that it would have some
. quantifiable semantic value, rather than mereiy refiect synta“tic -
measures. In the analysis of transcripts of interviews, three
other distinctions 1n Yocating and counting propositions had to be
made. First, 1f the subject answered 2 question with a simple
affirmative cr negative, such answers were counted as propositions. -

For examplie,

b

- Interviewer: Do you think there are peop1e in this
_country going hungry?

Subject: Yeah. (x 15}

In this case, the subject s affirming the truth of the statement
about hungry peoplie in this country. The subject atso Kad the
opticn to deny the truth of the statement, and by making such a
choice the subject seemed to be adopting the statement, whether
affirmatively or negatively, as his own. To make clearer this
distinction, those 1nstances when tne interviewer made a declarative
statement (not a question) with which the subject agreed were not
counted as propositions. For exampie,

Interviewer: He doesn’t think much of it and obviousiy
neither do you.

Subject: No. - (x 6)

The ambiguity of the resporise seems to fndicate that it was a
signal of the subject's attention to the nterviewer's swatement,
rather than any sort of evaiuation of {1t.

Second, if a "false start” was immediately compieted in some
fashion, 1t was not counted as a proposition, even though t
perhaps contained both a subject and a predicate. For exampie,

I was, I mean, I, I always thought about it before. (x 42)

The expressions "I was" and "I mean” were not counted as propositions,
as they appear to be a manifestation of the subject's search for
words. If, however, the "faise start" was not immedfately complieted,
and if there existed hoth expressed or impiied subject and predicate
(which were not repetitions or elaboratiens}, then the false start
was counted as a proposition. For example, the statement,

AYY that grain and they showed them. . . was that a
head? (x 42)

coritains two propositions. Although the second proposition interrupts
the first, the first inciudes a subject, verb, and part of the
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direct object-- enough to count it as a proposition.

. Third, the verbal "“filler" that occurs frequently in spoken
expression was-not included in the propoesition count, uniess it
-seemed to have somg semantfc value, Expressions such as "you
know,* "I don't know," and "I mean" were generally not ccunted
when they occurred. For example, the statement,

Basically, you know, you know, just cook 2nougl, just.
you know, for the family. . . (x5}

contains only one proposition. The excessive occurrence of "you

~know" adds nothing to the-semantic value of the sentence. The

expression "I don't know" was more difficult to analyze. If there

was some sort of contextual evidence that the Subject indeed did
.not know a response, then it was counted 2s a proposition;

‘otherwise 1t was not. In the most obvious examples, if "I don't

know' was the sole reSponse to a question, 1t was counted as a

proposition. If, as 1n the example, .

Interviewer: Where were those starving people?

- Subject: 1 don't know. Could he anyshere, (x 37)

the subject seemed not to know an answer, but was willing to
guess, then 1t was assumed that the subject was resorting truthfully
. that he/she did not know an answer, and "I don't know" was counted
as a proposition. On the other hand, 1f the subject =xpressed
- uncertainty, and then immediately expressed {with some certainty)
a response, then the "I don't know" was not counted as a

proposition. For example,
‘ Interviewer: What do yeu mean, differant?
- : Subject: I don't know. Sad. Tt was sad. (x 6)
The subjict knew an answer to the question, but appeared to need
time to think of 1t. In this case, it seems saying "I don't know"

provided a temporary response while the subject thought of an
answer, Such an expression, used n such a manner, would not be

counted as a proposition.’

Holistic Evaluation .

Ten evaluators, four from the home institution and six from
two other 1ocal institutions, were hired to make qualitative,
holistic evaluations of the written responses of both the contrgl
and experimental groups. Yo qualify as evaluators, the ten had- to
hold advanced degrees and to have taught writing for at least five
years. .

. In three separate meetings, the evaluators met with the
experimenters to discuss and practice the evaluation procedure.
It was based on six primary criteria:

"o 1? l
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1. ‘ideas (number; sophistication, and originality)

2. support (amount of specific support brought to bear
"on {deas) '

. organization (clarity and execution)
diction (sophistication and correctness}

syntax {sophistication and variety)

L]

a'-mf-w

L]

audience awareness (acknowledghent of the needs of
a reader). :

A seventh criterion, correctness of mechanics, was evaluated
separately. Since we believed a majority of responses would be
serfously flawed mechanically, we thought that overall evaluations

'\ of the other criteria might be unduly, negatively influenced by
including mechanics. )

‘\ In addition to discussions of the criteria, evaluators
. studied and discussed three model responses, (drawn from extra
‘reSponses not included in the original N}). The experimenters
determined these essays to fall at the low boundary1 of three
ranges (low, medium, high) on a modified Deiderjch scale of 1-8
(1§west to nighest).2 Evaluators were told to use these boundary
essays as guides to evaluating their groups of responses on the
estab]ished scale. They also read and evaluated three other responses
{also taken from extras outside of the original M) as practice in.
the process. Scores were recorded «nd exiremes 1n efther direction
were noted and discussed (see Appendix 1 for fnstructions given to
evaldapfrs and copies of the boundary essays.)

value .of\1-8 {lowast to hfghest) as an overall rating of the six
criteria ‘for each subject's response and a separate value of 1-8
for mechanics. Each evaluator read 40 of the 100 written responses
{mixed fron both control and exserimental groups} so that each
response was- read by four evaluators,.and each evaluator scored at
least seven|essays 1n common with every other evaluator. Based
uponn the overall and mechanics scores, an analysis of relfability
provided a Cronbach’'s alpha value of '83088 for the overall
scores, and a value of .89751 for the mechanics, hoth well within
\the acceptable level of .80.

Ult{mately, evalnators were required to assign a numeri{cal

1 The use| ¢f boundary essays to assist holistic evaluation
13 customary agd has been used repeatedly in writing studies
(Cooper and 0dell, £77) to encourage as much objectivity as
possible. The hree responses, though ultimately not included in
the original N, came from subjects whose Washington Pre-College
Test scoret fall within one standard deviation below the mean.
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. They were necessary to point to menifestations of the evaluation
. scale, and though they were not perfect examples {1t would be
extremely difficult to find perfection in such matters), we did
discuss with the evaluators the virtues and defects of the responses
as boundaries. )

2 The efght point scale 1s desirable in holistic rating for
a couple of reasons. First, it does not provide an absoiute
middle score to which timid or insecure evaluators might be
attracted. Four and six point scales have been used for the same
reason, but evaluators have complained that they do not provide
enough rooin for discrimination. Defderich uses, 1n effect, a ten
point scale, divided into five basfc categories, but that creates a
middle. Therefore, an efght point scale seemed reasonable:
discriminating enough hut without a middle. .

Also, the scala, when used in conjunction with the boundary
essays {desfgnated as low ?I low 5, and Tow 3), allows evaiuators
the flexibi1ity of giving 6's and 8's, 1's and 2's as well as al
scores in between. The only stipulations were that the boundary
essays be used as guides, and evaluators understood that within
any randomly selected grovp of 40 responses, 1t would be highly
unlikely that some range of quality {1 to 8) not exist.

We know of course that as a sample size Tncreases so does the
likelfhood that the range of scores will approximate a normal
distribution. And we found that to be trie 1n this case. Of ‘the

. 400 possible scores (N = 100; each essay was read by four
- evaluators), the distributica occurred as follows:

Score (Rating) Frequéfcy

Lo a R P R S T I RN s ]
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" RESULYS

As indfcated under METHOD, the data were treated in two ways:
rating {essentially counting) of quantifiable varfables and evaluating
(determining quality) on a h61is¥ic basis. Both the ratings and
evaluations of all dep2ndept variables were suhbjected to analyses of

arfance (ANOVAs) from theiStatisfical Packace for the Social Sciences

SPSS) to determine the signdficance of any differences between

groups {Speakwrite, or experimégtal group, and Writeonly, or control

group), among seszionc (two at 8200 A.M., two at 10:00 A.M. and one

at 2 P.M.), Letween sexes, and among ethnic categories {Anglo,

Asfan surnamed, Black, and Hispanic sarnamed). Al1 the data for

the varfables of words, T-units, subordinate clauses {noun, adject.v/al,
adverbial), and propositions are reported below.

1t should be noted that cuunts of the variovz quantifiable
varfables from the oral transcripts are not provided here, since
1t is obvious that any subject could say more fn 30 minutes than
he or she could write, thus rendering strict counts of the var{abies
practically meaningless. What 1s of interest, however, 1s the
degree of semantic transfer from oral responses to written'responses,
a significant consideration, given the controlling hypotheses of
the research, and one that is presanted in the foilowing section,

DISCUSSION.

Another peculiarity of the results {s the separation of ANOVAs
reporting on indfvidual testing sessions into “A1) sessions coznsidered”
and "Sescion 5 excluded." We orignially included an extra write-
only session, or control group, of 11 sybjects at 2 P.M. to make up
for the missing number of control subjects other sessions.

Since that sessfon wrote comparatively befter thar\other sessions in
most cases, we thought {t best to analyzé the responses both inciuding
and excludiny Sessfon 5. Levels of stgnifcance are mentioned, however,
only on ANOVAs that exclude Session 5. ’

Also, because our population was so unbalanced by ethnic category
{86 Anglo, 5 Hispanic ‘surnamed, 8 Black, 1 Asfan surnamed}, we could’
determine no significance at all for any of the di fferences among
categories. Consequently, the ANOVAs are reproduced below without

comment.

L

In addition, Pearson correlations were run on the raw data in
order to determine to what degree and in which direction ratings of
dependent, quantifiable varfables correlated with holistic evaluations.
Also, a Pearson correlation was run on the relationship between /-
holistic evaluations and the subjects' verhal composite scores ?p
the Washinqton Pre-College Test. However, only tnose relations{ps
that show moderate to strong correlations are reported below.
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Words

s

The most obvious measure of quantity of written production is
the number of words (N). Below are the ANOVA tables for word counts
(overall lengths of essays) for groups, sessions, sexes, and ethnic

agroups. -

ANOVA: W by Group by Sess (a} a1l <essions considered

S oE

SOURCE OF VARIATION Shrv.AES
Main Effects 346231.313
Group 51720.910
Sess 343095.313
2-¥ay Interactions 41539.813
Group Sass 41539.797
Explafned IR7ITE.125
Residual £90976.625
Total 978747.750

100 cases were proécessed

0 cases {0.0 pct.} were nissing

13

o b L B ()

-

HEAN
SQUARE

£9246.250
51720,.910
§5773.813
13846.602
13846,598
48471.394

6494,246

9686, 340

ANOVA:T W by Group by Sess (b) Session 5 axcluded

SUM OF

SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES
Main €ffects 1353948.%38
Group 51720.9C6
Sess 81459.625
2-Yay Interactions 41539.750
Group  Sess 41539.770
Explained 176938.688
Residual 505126.813
Total 682065, 500

100 cases were procassed

11 cases (11.0 pct.} were missing

oF

4
1
3
3
3
7
1

8

88

21

NEAN
SOUARE

33849.734
51720.906
27152.875
13946,582
13846.590
25276.953

6236.133

7750.742

27

5.428
8.2%
4,354
2,220
2,220
4,053

S1GHIF
OF F

0,000
0.006
0.040
0.102
0,102
0,000

SIGNIF
OF F

1,001
0.005
0,007
0.092
0.092
0.001




BREAKDONY: ¥ by Group by Sess [a) all sessions considered

VALUE

. VARIABLE LABEL UM MEAN STo OEY VARTANCE v

Far Entire Population 34812, 0000 348,1200 99,4303 9886,3653 100

Group Speakwrite 17686.0000 353, 7200 88,8665 7897.2669 50

5 Session 1 3879, 0000 298,3846 83,432 6960.9231 13
Sessfon 2 4453.0000 371.0833 73,449 5394,5106 12

Session 3 4171.0000 347.5813 100.1285 | 10025.7197 12

Session ¢ 5183.0000 398,/923 72.8244 5303.3974 13

Group ¥riteonly 17126.0600 Y 342,5200 103.6049  12013.2383 SO

Session 1 3020.0000 274.5455 69.0918 a773.6727 11

Sessfon 2 2071.0000 250.8750 §5.9245 3127.5536 3

Session 3 3350.0000 350.0000 93,3302 anz.anon 1

Sessfon & 2919.0000 324,333 62.8271 3947.2500 9

Sesston § 5266.0000 _478.7273 92.6554 B5s85.0182 11

Total Cases = 100

Without Session 5, the Speakwrites as a whole wrote almost
17 per cent more words than the Writeonlys, and Speakwrites from
individual sessions, except for those from Session 3, wrote a
. range .of 30 percent more words {Session 2) to 8 per cent more
*words {Session 1)}. These findings are significant to the p < .005
and p < .007 levels respectively.

AMOVA: W by Group by Sex

SUM OF . HEAN SIGUTF

SOURCE OF VAR[ﬁTIOH SOUARES oF SQUARE F OF F .
Main Effects 63988,488 - 2 31994 .,242 3.477 0.035
. Group ’ 4333.629 1 4333.629 0.471 0.494
* Sex 60852.483 1 60052.488  6.613 8.012
2-May Interactions 31401.949 1 31401.949 3.413 0.068
Group Sex 31401 ,.954 .1 31401 .934 3.413 0.063
ExoP™ined 95390.438 3l 31796.913 3,456 0.019
Resfdval £83357.313 9% 9201.637.
Total “a 978747.750 99 9384, 340

100 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing

-
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BREAXKOONH; y by Group by Sex

VALUE ' '

VARIABLE - LABEL UM VEAN STO OBV VARIANGE N - . -
For Entire Population  34812.0000  348.1200  ©0.4302 ! 9886.3693 100
Group Speakwrite  17686.0000  353.7200  99.8666  7897.2669 50 -

Sex uale 9379.0000  347.3704 . 03.6849  8776.8575 27

sex - Female  8307.0000  361.1739  84.3158  7109.1502 23
Group Writeonly  17126.0000°  342.5200 109.6040  12013.2343 50

sex vale 7503,0000 3001200  90.3107  8156.0267 25 ,

Sex Female  0623.0000  384.9200 112.3680  12625.6600 25 L

Total Cases = 100

Althoudh the difference in production of words by sex between
groups was not significant, females as a whole wrote more words
than males: almost 4 per cent more for the Speakwrites and 22 per
cent more for the Writeonlys {p < .02}. Female Writeonlys, however,
prodiced 6 per cent more words than the female Speakwrites,
whereas the reverse was true of males, the Speakwrites producing

13 per cent more words than the Writeonlys.

ANOVA: W by Group by Ethnic

. suM OF MEAN ' SIGNIF
SOURCE OF VARIATION - SOUARES oF SOuARE F OF F
Hagn Effects - 49156.121 4 12289.027 1.242 0.299
Group 3707 .658 1 3707.658  0.375 0.542
Ethnic 46020.121 k| 15340.019 1,560 0.207
2-Way Interactions 9456.711 2 4728.355  0.478 0.622
Group Ethnic . 9456.707 2 4728,352 0.478 0.622
Explained . 58612.875 . 6 9768.813 0,987 0.438
Res1dual 920134.875 93 98%3,922

Total 975747.750 99 9886.340
100 cases were processed .
0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing




BREAKDOWN: 'Y by Group by Ethnic

VALUE

YARTABLE LABEL, UM L MEAN STO OEY VARIMHCE M
For Entive Population 34812.0000 348,1200 99,4302 9886.3693 *100
Group Speakwrite  17686,0000 353.7200 88,8666 - 7897.2669 SO
Anglo ° 151420000 360.5238 90,8537 8254.4019 42
Hispanic 1353,0000 338,2500° ° 80.0474 6207.5833 4
.8 1dck . ) 890.0000 296.6667 - 83,2666 6933,3333 3
Asfan . 301.0000 301.0000 0.0 0.0 1 .
Group Writeonly  17126,0000 .° 342,5200  109.4049  32013.2343 SO
Anglo 15614.0000 > 352,5509 , 110,5240  12215.5497 44
Hispanic " 220.0000 220.0000 0.0 0,0 }
81ack 1392,0000  278.4000 ° 76.4022 $637.30000 &

Total Cases = 100

T-Units

“Another more refined measure of. quantity is the designation of
syntactic units, or T-unfts (T} {Hunt, 1965), and their length, or - .
words per T-unit (WT}. Following are the ANOVAs and their breakdowns °
for groups, sessions, sex, and ethnic categories. ¢

- Il

ANGYA: T by Group by Sess (a) all sessions considered

. SUM OF HEAN SIGNIF
SOYRCE OF VARIATION SQUARES oF SQUARE F oF F
Main Effects 1592,787 5 318,587 5.567 0.000

Group 465,986 1 465,986 8,144 0.005
Sess 1488.747 4 372,187 6,504 0,000
2-Vay Interactions 177,980 3 59,327 1.037 0,380
Groun Sass 177.980 3 £9,327 1,037 0.380
Explained 1770,770 8 221,346 3,868 0.001
Res{ dual 5207.152 9 57.221
Total 6977.922 99 70,484

100 cases were processed -
0 cases (0.0 pct.} were missing .

24




ANOVA: T by Group by Sess (b) Session § excluded

“SUM OF . MEAN ) SIGNIF
SOURCE OF YARIATION SOUARES _DF SOUARE, F OF F
] Hain Effects 765,413 . 4 191,353 3.658 0,009 -
. Group 4654985 1 485,985 8.907 0.004
) . Sess - 294.635 3 98,212 1.917 0.140
. Z-Way Interactions 177.980 3 59,327 1.134 0,340
Group Sess 177.980 3 59.327 1.134 0.340 N
Explained 943,395 7 134,771 © 2.576 0.019
.Residual 4237.531 81 52,315
Total 5180926 “%B 58.974
100 cases were processed
1 cases (11.0 pet.) were missing
-~
. SREAKDONN: T by Group by Sess (a) all sessions considered ,
YALUE
YARIABLE LASEL SUM HEAH ST0 OEY YARLAMCE N
For Entire Population 2500,0000 25,0000 8.3955 70.4848 100
Group Speakwrite  1301.0000 26.0200  8.3115 69.0812 50
Session 1 294,0000 22.6154 8.5979 729231 13
Session 2 328.0000 273333 5.5650 30,9697 12
Sessfon 3 315.0000 26.2500 11.27a5 . 127.1136 12
Session 4 364.0000 28.0000 6.6833 44,6667 13
Group riteonly 119950000 23.9800  B8.4382 71,2037 50
Sessfon 1 T 216.0000 19,5364 6.8158 46,4545 1 -
Session 2 145.0000 18.1250 5.4363 . 29.5538 8
Sessfon 3 272.0000 23,7273 5.2171 27.2182 i
Session 4 201 .0000 22,3333 4,062D 16.5000 9
Session § 365.0000 33.1818 ¢ 8470 96.9636 11
Total Cases = 160
Without Sessfon 5, the Speakwrites produced almost 23 per
cent mot'e T-unfts than the Writeonlys as a whole {p < .01), though

the differences among sessions between groups were not significant.
A1l Speakwrites from each session, however, wrote more T~units

than their Writeonly counterpartrs, ranging from 51 percent more
{Session 2} to & per cent more {Session 3).
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ANOVA; T by Group by Sex ) ¢
SUH oF MEAN SIGNIF .
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DoF SOUARE F o F .
Hain Effects 429,369 2 214.664 1.206 0.04a5
Group 119,113 1 19,113 | L.779 0.185
\ Sex 325.329 1 325.329 4,558 0,030
2-Yay Interactions 119,942 1 119,942 1.791 0.184
. Group Sex 119,942 1 119.942 1.791 0,134
¢ Explained 549.313 3 163.104 2,734 . 0.048
Residual ) 6428.609 96 66,9455
Total . 6977.922 99 70.464
100 cases were processed &
0 cases {0.0 pct.) were missing .
\.)
. 3RCAXOOWM: T by Group by Sex
- VALUE B .
VARTABLE LABEL SUH VEAN ST0 DEY YARIANCE M
For Entire Population . 2500.0000 zs.oggo 843955 70,4848 100
Group Speakwrite 1301.0G00 26. 0200 8.3115 69.0812 _ 50
Sex Hale 665.0000 25.3704 8.8324 78.0114 27
Sex Femala 616.0000 26,7826 7.7608 £0.5415 21
Group Writeonly 1199, 0000 23,9800 B.43§é .2037" 50
Sex Maie 527 .0000 21.0800 5.9576 35.4933 25
Sex Female 672,000 §§.8800 9.6104 92.3600 25

Total Cases = 100

-~

As with word production, there was no significant difference
by sex between groups, but again females produced more T-units
than males: 5 per cent more for the Speakwrites and 21 per cent |
for Writeonlys (p < .03)v Male Speakwrites produced 17 per cent
more T-units than male Writeonlys, whereas the results for females
from both groups were almost identical.
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A40vA: T T by Group by Ethnic
1) I‘ L¥ J *
sun’oF MEAN . SIGHIF
SOURCE OF YARIATION * SQUARES oF - SQUARE F OF F
Mafn Effects 429,380 4 107,335 1,525 0.201
Group 121,063 1 121,063 1,720 0,193
Ethnic 125,300 3 108.433 1,541 0,209
2-Hay Interactions 3,457 2 1,728 0,025 0.976
Group Ethnic 3,457 2 1.728 0.0z  0.976
Explained 432,797 6 72,133 1,025 0.418 .
- Residual . 6545,125 93 70,378 ]
Total 6977.922 99 70,484
100 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.} were mfssi~
- £
BREAXDOWN: T by Group by Ethnic
VALUE .
VARIABLE LABEL UM YEAN STD DEV YARIANCE
For Entire Populatfon 2500,0000  25.0000  8,3955 70.4843 100
Group « Spiakwreite  1301,0000 26,0200  8,3115 69,0312 50
Anglo 1125.0000 26,7857  8.48%9 71,9774 42
H{spanic 85,0000 21,2500  6.,0759 36,9167 4
Black 66,0000 22.0000  8.8832 79,0000 3
Asfan 25,0000 25,0000 0,0 0.0 1 o
Group Writeonly  1199.0000 23,9800  8.4382 71,2037 50
Analo 10840000 24,6364  8.5238 72,6554 44
Hispanfc . 17,0000 17,0000 0,0 0.0 1
‘ 81ack 98,0000 19,6000  7,0922 50, 3000 5
Tota? Cases = 100
LY
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ANOVA: MT by Group by Sess (a] all sessions considered

SUM OF MEAN . SIGNIF

SOURCE OF vARIATION SQUARES PF SQUARE F OF F
Mafn Effects 17.410 5 3.482 0.404 0.845
Group 6.024 | 6.024 0.699 0.405
Sess H.496 4 1.624 0.188 0.944
2-Way [nteractions 4,900 3 1.633 0.182 0.903
Sroup  Sess 4,900 3 1.633 0.189 0,903 .
Expilatned 22. 3G9 8 2.789 0.323 0.955
Residual 794,782 91 8.624
Total . 807092 %9 8152

100 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pet.) were missing

1
.

AMOVAr  WT by Group by Sess (b) Session 5 excluded

suM OF MEAL SIGRIF

SOURCE OF VAREATION SDUARES OF SQUARE F oF F
Nain Sffects 8.382 4 2.096 0.288 0.935

Group £.026 1. £.026 0.329 0.365
. Sess 2.618 3 0.873 0.120 0.948
2-May Interactions 4,901 3 1.63 0.225 0.979

Group Sess 4.901 3 1.634 0.225 0.4879
Explained 13.283 7 1.898 0.261 0.967
Residuzi 588,694 81 7.268 L

- Toxal £01.977 83 64841

100 cases were processed
11 cases (11.0 pct.) were missing
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BREAKDOWN: WT by Group by Sess (a} all sessions considered

YALUE
YARTABLE LABEL
For Entire Poplvation

Speakwrite
Session 1
Session 2
Sessfon 3
Session 4

Grovp

Writeonly
Sessfon 1
. Sessfon 2
Sessfon 3
Session 4
Session 5

Group

Total Cases = 100

sn
1439, 7659

703.3614
179.3696
164.6400
170.1492
189.2027

736.4045
160,6290
119.4123
157.1843
131.4029
167.7760

YEAH
14,3977

14.0672
13.7977
13.7200
14.1791
14,5541

14.7281
14.6026
14. 9265
14,2895
14.6003
15.252

STh DEY YARIANCE N
2.8553 8.1525 100
2.5251 6. 3764 50
2.5633 §.5195 i3
1.9979 3.9915 12
3.4400 11.8335 12
2.1313 4.6424 13
3.1420 9.8722 50
2.8058 8.3859 11
3,1592 19806 8
3.2336 10. 4565 11
1.7172 2.9487 9
4,4282 19. 6083 n
&

r

ATl that can be said about Vength of T-units (words per T-
unit or WT) bv group and session is that the Writeonlys generally
produced slightly longer T-units (about 3 per cent longer), though
no significar~e could be demonstrated.

ANOYA: WT by Group by Sex ' .
SUM OF {'EAN SIGILF
SOURCE OF YARIATION SOUARES oF SQUARE F OF F
Main Effects 11.141 2 5,570 0.574 0.512
¥ Group 10.771 1 10,771 1.304 0.256
Sex 0.227 1 0.227 0.027 0,869
2-¥ay Interacticns 3.046 | 3,046 0.369 0.545
Group Sex 3.048 1 3,046 N.369 0.545
Explained 14.186 3 4,729 0.573 0.634
Resfdual 792,906 9% 8.259 .
Total 807.092 99 8.152

100 cacas wefe processed
0 cases [0.0 pct.) were missing
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BREAKODWH: WY by Group by Sex
© ¥ALUE

VARTABLE LABEL SuM EAN STD QEY VAR LANCE N
For Entire Population  1439.7659 18,3977  2.8553 8.1525 100
Group Speakwrite 703.3614 14.0672 2.5251 6.3764 50

Sex Hale 382.9826 13,1845 22877 52337 27

Sex Female 30,3788 13,9295 24249 7.9799% 23
Group “riteonly 736.4045 13,7281 3.31420 9.8722 8¢

Sex Male 352.6552 13.5D62 2971 8.5003 25

Sex Female 373.7893 13,9500 3.3976 11.5340 25
Total Cases = 100 ' )

Male Speakwrites produced longer T-upits than femals Speakwrites,
but the reverse was so (though only slightiy) for the Writconlys.
Differences were not significant.

AOVA:  WT by Group by Ethnic

SN OF MEAY STENIF

SOURCE OF YARTATION SQUARES Df SQUARE F oF F
Mafn Effects 27.825 3 6.956 0.936 0.499

Group 12.417 1 12,317 .51 0.222

Ethnfc 16.911 3 5.617 0.586 0.563
2-Way Interactions 18,956 2 7.878 0.910 0.306

Group Ethnic 18,956 2 7.478 0.910 G.306
Explafned 42.781 [ 14120 0.368 0.522
Residual 764,311 93 B.215
Total 807,092 99 8.152

10D cases werg processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing




BREAXOOWN: W by Group by Ethalc

t
YALUE
VARIABLE LABEL sun MEAN STO OEY YARIANCE M
For Entire Population 1439,7659 14,3977 ° - 2,8553 8.1525 100 - .
Grovp Speakwrite  703.3614 14,0672 .2.5251 6.3764 ~ S0
Angte 583, 7060 13,8978  2.3423 5.4862 42
Hispanic 65,8841 16,4710  4.2396 17.9745 4
8lack 41,7314 - 13,9105 1,592 2.5416 3
Asian 12,0400 12,0400 0.0 0.0 1
Group Writeonly 736.4045 14,7281  3,1420 9,8722 50 N
Anglo 648,9441 14,7487 A3,2244 10.3969 ° 44
Hispanic 12,9412 . 12,9412 0.0 0.0 1
81ack 74,5192 18,9038 2.8857 8. 3112 5
Total Cases = 100
Subordinate Clauses
. . As another measure of syntactic differences, we counted the

total number of subordinate clauses (CSUM), the number of subordinate
clauses per T-unit (CLRATE), the {ndividual numbers of noun clauses
{NC}, adjectival clauses (AJC), and adverbial clauses (AVC). In
addition, we determined the proportions of noun nlauses (NCPRO},
adjectival clauses {AJCPRO}, and adverbial clauses (AVCPRO} for all
written responses as well as oral transcripts. Following are the
ANOYAs and their breakdowns for groups, sessfons, sex, and ethnic
categories.

ANOYA: CSUH oy Group by Sess la] all sessions considered

. Sy OF HEAN SIGNIF

SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES OF SQUARE F OF F

Main Effects 1768, 957 5 353,791 9.338 0.000

- Groug 327.217 1 T 3R 8.637 0.004

Sess 1749.597 ., 4 437.399 11,545 0,000

2-Nay Interactions 48.801 3 16,267 0,429 0,732 )
Group  Sess 48,801 3 16,267 0,429 0,732

Explained 1817.758 8 227,220 £.497 0.600,

Residual 3447.746 9 37.897

Total 265,504 93 §3.187

108 cases were processed
cases {0,0 pct.) were missing




AMOVA:  CSUM-by Grogo by Sess (b) Session § excluyded

SUM OF MEAN SIGNIF
. SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES o SQUARE F 0FF
N Main Effects 483,528 4 120,882 3,448 0,012
Group 327.217 .1 327.217 9,332 0,003
Sess 153, 598 3 61,199 1,460 0.232.
2-Hay Interactions 48,801 3 16,267 0.464 0,708
Group  Sess 48,801 3 16,267 0.464 0.708 :
Explained 832, 2% 7 76.047 2,169 0,045
Residual 2840,156 | 35,064
Total 3372,485 88 38,324 .
100 cases were processed - .
11 cases (11,0 pct.) were missing .
L 3
BREAXDOWM: CSUM by Group by Sess (2) a1l sessions considered .
VALUE
VARIABLE LABEL SUM Y HEM ST0 OEy- VARIANCE i
For Entire Population  1862.0000 18,6200  7.2930 53,1875 100 *
Group Speakwrite  963,0000 19.0600  6.5040 42,3024 50
Session | 215,0000 16,5385  6.1592 37,9359 13
Sessfon 2 23%.,0000 19,9167 5.8225 33,9015 12
Sessfon 3 248, 0000 20.6667  6.3006 39,6970 12
Sessfon 4 251, 0000 19,3077  7.5541 57.0641 13
Group Writeonly  909,0000 18,1800  B.0475 64,7529 50
Sessfon 1 152, 0000 13,8182  4.4904 20,1636 11
Sessfon 2 109.0000 13,6260  9.,2486 10,5636 8
Sessjon 3 179,0000 16.2727 6.3418 40,2182 1
Session 4 152, 0000 16,8889  5.1586 26,6111 9 T, )
Sessfon § 37,0000 - 28,8192  7.7951 60,7636 11 ) -

Total Cases = 100

Without Session 5, Speakwrites as a whole wrote 25 per cent
more subordinate clauses than the Writeonlys ( p < .01}. ANl
Speakwrites from individual sessions also produced more subordinate

clauses than their Writeonly counterparts, ranging from a high of
46 percent more {Session 2) to a low of 14 per cent more (Session 4).

: 32 ,
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AlOYA:  CSUY by Group by Sex

e
SuM OF €A . SIGHIF &
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES oF SQUARE F OF F.
Hain Sffects 488.458 2 244,229 £.034 0.008
Group 27.705 1. 27.705 0.571 0.452
Sex 469.098 | 469,098 9.669 0.062
2-Way Interactions 119.337 1 119,337 2.460 0.120
Group Sex 119,337 | 119.337 . 2.460 0.120
Explained 607,797 3 202,599 4.176 0.008
Resldual 4657,707 9% 48,518
Total £265.504 9% 83.187

100 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing

BREAKGOWN: CSUYM by Group by Sex

VALDE
VARIABLE LABEL Sui MEAN 570 OEV VARTANCE H
For Entire Population 1862.0000 18.6200 7.2930 £3.187% 106
. Group Speakwrite ~953.0000 19.0600 6.5040 42.3024 %0
Sex Hal 488.0000 18.0741  5.649% 31.9174 27
Sex Fem;le 465.0000 20,2174 7.3439 £3,9051 23
Group Writeonly  909.0000 18,1800 8,0475 64.7629 50
Sex Hale 373.0000 14,9200 5.6489 31.9100 25
Sex Female 536.0000 21.4400 B.8316 78,1733 25

Total Cases = 100

Again there were no signficant differences by sex between groups,
but females from both gfoups wrote more subardinate clauses than
their male counterparts { p < .0l). Speakwrite females wrote
almost 12 per cent more, and Whiteonly females almost 44 per cent
more. Male Speakwrites wrote 2! per cent more subordinate clauses
than Writeonly males, whereas the reverse was true of female
Speakwrites who produced 6 per cent fewer than their Writeonly counter~

parts.
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ANO¥A:  CSUM by Group by Ethnic

’ SUM OF MM SIGNIS
SOURCE OF YARIATION SQUARES oF SQUARE F oF F ot
Maln Effects 72.769 4 18.192 0,330 0.85?7
Group 12.233 | 12.233 0.822 0.639
Ethﬂic 53.‘09 3 17.&3 0.323 0.809
2-Ray Interactions 60.4A3 2 30.232 0.z248 0.580
Group Ethnic €0.463 2 30.232 0.548 0.580
Explained 133.234 & 22.206 0.402 0.876
Residual §132.270 93 56.186 ’
Total. 5265.504 b §3.187
160 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.} were missing
-
HREAXDOWN: CSUM by Group by Ethnic
YALUE
YARIASLE LABEL SUM VEAN SiD OEY YAR: ANCE B
For Entire Population 1862.0000 18,6200 7.29%0 53.1875 100 .
Group Speakwrite  953.0000 19,0600  6.5040  42.3024 S0 .
Anglo 802.0000 19.0952 6.8852 47,4053 42
Hispamic - 86.0000 21.5000 2.0817 4,3333 4
87 ack. 45.0000 15.0000 4,582 21.0000 3
Oriental 20,0000 20,0000 0.0 . 0.0 .1
Group Writeonly 909.0000 18.1800 g.0475 64,7629 50
Anglo 512.0000 18.4545 8.3127 69.1839 4 -
H‘Ispﬂﬂic 13.ww 13.0000 0.0 0.0 1 i
Black 84,0000 16.8000  6.3008 0.7000 5 |
Total Cases » 100 . l
|
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ANOVAT CLRATE by Group by Sess {a) all sessions considered

SUM OF VEAN ' SIGIE
SOURCE OF VARIATION SOUARES nF SQUARE F ofF F

Main Effacts 0.271 ] 0.054 0.634 0.674

) Group 0,026 1 0.626 0,299 0.586-

Sess 0.271 4 0.068 0,792 0,533

2-¥ay Interactions 0,313 3 0,104 1.219 0,307

Group  Sess 0.313 3 0,104 1,219 0, 307

Explained 0,584 8 0,07} 0.854 0,589
Residual 1,180 91 0,085
Total 8,363 99 0.084

100 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing

ANOYA: CLRATE by Group by Sess (b) Session 5 excluded

SUM oF HMEAN SIGYIF

SOURCE OF ¥ARTATION SQUARES DF SQUARE F OF F
HMain Effects 0.064 ) 0.016 0,133 0.947

Group 0,026 | 0.026 0.291 0,591

Sess 0.041 3 0.014 0,156 , 0,926
2-Way Interactions 0,313 3 0,104 1. 186 0,370

Group Sess 0.313 3 0.104 L.186 0.320
Explained 0.377 7 0,054 0.613 0,744
Residual 7.114 8l 0.088 ’
Total 4.491 83 0,085

v

100 cases were processed
11 cases (11,0 pet.} were nissing
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BREAKDOWN: CLRATE By Grous by Sess (a) all sessfons considered

VALVE

VARIABLE LABEL SUM MEAN STD OEY  VARIANCE N

_For Entire Population  78.3446 0.783  0,2907 0.0845 100

Group ¢« Speakwrite 30.0884 0.7818 0.3098 040958 0

Sessfon 1 10,4040 0.8003 90,3670 0.1347 13

Session 2 848044 0.7337  0.1744 0.0304 12

Sessfon 3 10,5981 0.8832  0.3790 0.1437 12

Session 4 9.2820 0.7140  0.2810 0.07%0 13

Group W comly  39.2562 0.7851  0.2736 0.0749 50

Sessfon 1 8.0698 0.733  0.1961 0.02385 1

Seiston 2 6.8133 0.8517  0.4064 0.1651 8

Sessfon 3 7.4951 0.6814  0.2763 0.9764 11

Session 4 6.8371 0.7597  0.2033 0.0413 9

- Session 5 10.0408 0.9128  0.2580 0.0666 1

Total Cases = 100 ) ) ‘ )

.- A1l thit can be said about the number of subordinate clauses
per T-unit (CLRATE) is that all differences measured, for groups,

sessions, sex, and ethnic categories, showed no significance. In
fact, what differences exist between Speakwrites-and Writeonlys
and among sessions could occur almost entirely by chance.

ANOVA: CLRATE by Group by Sex

StM OF Enl SIGHIF
SOURCE OF YARIATION SQUARES oF SQUARE F OF F
Hain Effacts 0.123 2 0.061 0.717 0.491
Group 0,000 1 0,000 0.000 0,993
Sex 0.123 1 0.123 1.430 0-235
2-¥May Interactions 0.013 1 0.013 0.146 0.703
Group Sex 0.013 i 0.013 0.146 0,703
Explained 0.135 3 0.045 0.527 0.665
Res{dual 8.228 % 0,086
Total 8.363 99 0.084

100 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing




BREAKDOWN: CLRATE by Group by Sex

¢ VALUE

VARTABLE LABEL SuM HEAY STD OEY VARIANCE N
For Entire Population 78,3446 0,783  0,2907 0.0845 100
Group Speakwrite 39,0884 0,7818  0.309% 0.0958 50
Sex . Male 20,5156 0,759  0.2850 0.0812 27
Sex Female 18,5728 0,0875 0.3407 0.1151 23
Group Writeonly 39,2562 . 0,7851  0,2735 0,0749 50 )
Sax Hale 18.4722 0,7389  0,2607 0.0680 25
Sex Female 20,7840 0.8314  0,2837 0.0805 25

Total Cases = 100

#

%
ANOVA:  CLRATE by Group by Ethnic
SUM OF VE AN SIGNIF

SOURCE OF VARIATIGH SQUARES oF SQUARE F GF F
Hain Effects 0,367 4 0.092 1.085 0.368

Group 0,005 1 0.005 . 064 0,501

Ethnic . 0.367 3 0,122 1,446 0.235 [
2~yay Interactions 0,131 2 0,065 6.774 0,464

Group Ethnic 0,131 2 0,065 0,774 0.464 ;
Explainad 0.498 6 0,063 0.981 0.442 ®
Residual 7.865 93 0,085 ,
Total 8,363 99 0.084

100 cases were processed ;
0 cases 10.0 pct,) were missing ;
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BREAKOOWM: GLRATE by Group by Ethnic

VALUE
VARIABLE LABEL Sut VEAN STD OEY VARIANCE M
For Entire Population  78.3446 0.7834  0.2907 0.0845 100 .
Group Speakwrite 30,0884 07818 0.3095  0.0958 50 '
Anglo 31,7144 0.7551  0,3009 0.0906 82
Hispanic 4.2810 1.0703  0.2820 0.0795 4
) Black .. 2,2930 0.7643  0.4352 0.1694 3 ,
e Asian 0.8000.. - 0.8000 - 0.0 0.0 Lk 4 .
Group Writeonly  39.2562 0.7851  0.2736 0.0749 50
Anglo 33,7902 0.7680  0.2590 0.0671 34
Hispanic 0.7647 0.7687 0.0 0.0 1
Black 34,7013 0,0403  0,4036 0.1629 5
Tota) Cases = 100
AIOVA: HC by Group by Sess (a) all sessions considered
SUM OF " uEAN SIGNIF
SOUPCE OF YARIATION SOUARES OF SQUARE F OF F
Main Effects 314,571 5 62,914 4,388 0.001
Group 69.317 1 69.317 4,830 0,031
Sess 308.321 3 77.080 5.371  0.001
2-Way Interactions 23.207 3 7.736 0.539  0.657
Group  Sess 23,207 3 7.73% 0.53% 0.557 .
Explained 337,778 8 82,222 2.942 0,006 .
Rest dual 1306.001 91 14,352
Total 1643.779 99 16,504

100 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing
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ANDYA: 1+ NC by Group by Sess (b) Session 5 excluded

.

" SUM oF VEAN '
SOURCE OF YARIAT1ON SQUARES 0F . SQUARE , F 3;G§1F
Maln Effects 110,385 4 27.596 2,122 0.086 ‘
Group 69,317 ] 69.317 5,331 0.024 '
Sess 45,798 3 15.266 1,174 0,325
. 2-Way Interactions 23,207 3 7.736 0,595 0.620
Group Sess 23,207 3 7.736 0,595 0.620 T
Explained 133,592 7 19.085 1,468 0,191 .
] Residual 1053,274 81 13.003 . ‘. -
Total " 1186.867 5 13.487 ' ‘

100 cases were processed
11 cases {11.0 pct.} were missing

SREAKDOWY: HC by Group by Sess (a) all sessions consfidered .

YALUE

VARLABLE LABEL . s SuM MEAH ST0 OEV VARIANCE N
For Entire Population 739.0000 7.3900  4.0748 16,6039 100
Group Speakwrite  382,0000 7.6400  4,0394 16,3167 50
« Sessfon 1 92.0000 7.0769 ~ 4,2907 18,4103 13
Session 2 75.0000 6,2500  2.9386 8.9318 12
Session 3 110.0000 9,1667  4.4484 19,7879 12
Session 4 105.0000 3.0769  4,1324 17.0769 13
Group Writeonly  357,0000 7.1400  4.1355 17.102¢ 50
Sessfon 1 62.0000 S.6364  3,4430 11,8545 1
Sessfon 2 49,0000 6,120  2.1671 4.6964 8
Sessfon 3 73.0000 6.6364  2,7303 7.4548 1
Session 4 47.0000 5.2222 3,272 10,6944 9
Session 5 126.0000 11.4545 5.0272 25,2727 1

Total Cases = 100

Excluding Sessfon 5, the Speakwrites 'as’a whole produced 29
per cent more noun clauses than the Writeonlys ( p < .03).
Although no significance in differences among sessfons between
groups could be demonstrated, Speakwrites from individual sessions
wrote more noun clauses than thefr Writeonly counterparts, ranging
. from a high of 155 per cent more {Session 4) to a low of 2 per »
cent more (Session 2).
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J
ANOVA: Nc‘by Group by Sex.
SUn oF MHEAN - SIGHEIF
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES oF SQUARE F _ OFF
Main Effects 25.286 2 12,643 0.762 0.470
Group 7.183 1 7.143 . 0.430 0.513
Sex 19.036 1 19.036 1.147, 0.287
2-Way Interactions 25.383 1 25,383 1,530 0,219
Group Sex” 25.383 1 25.383 1.530 0.219
Explained 50.668 3 16,889 1.018 0.288
Residual 1593.111 95 16,595
Total - 1643.779 - 99 16.604
100 cases were processed
0 cases {o.u\pct.l were missing
SREAKOOMM: HC by Group by Sex
VALLE
YARIABLE LASEL SuM MEAN $T0 DEY YARIANCE N
For entire population 739.0000 7.3900 4.0748 16.6039 100
Group Speakwrite 382,0000 7.6400 4,0394 16.3167 50
Sex Male 208,0000 7.7037 3.6355 13,2165 27
Sex Female 174.0000 7.5652 4,5510 20.7115 23
Group Writeonly  357.0000 7.1400 4,1355 17.1024 50
Sex . HMale 155.0000 6.2000 2.7234 7.4167 25
Sex Female 202.0000 8.08C0 5.0656 25.6600 25

Total Cases = 100

For the first time, males exceeded females in a quantifiable
measure of this kind, the Speakwrite males writing aimost 2 per
cent more noun clauses than Speakwrite females. However, this
did not hold true of the Writeonlys: the females wrote 30 per
cent more noun clauses than males. Also, Speakwrite males wrote
24 per cent more noun clauses than Writeonly males, whereas the
reverse was true of females: Writeoniys wrote 6 per cent more
than Speakwrites. No significance, however, for any of these
findings could be demonstrated.
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ANOVA: HC by Group by Ethaic

SUM OF HEAN SIGNIF
SOURCE OF YARIATION SQUARES , bF SQUARE F oF F
Main Effects 57.506 4 14,377 0,868 0.4'85
Group 5.598 1 5.59 0.338 0. 562
Ethnic 51,256 3 17.085 1.032 0.382
2-Way Interactions 45.887 2 22.9%4 1.385 0.255
Group Ethnic’ 45,887 2 22.994 1385 0.255 .
Explained 103. 394 6 17.232 1.040 0.44 .
Residual 1540.385 93 - 16,563
Total 1643, 779 99 16.604
100 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing
BREFKOOWM: WG by Group by Ethafc
VALUE
VARIASLE LABEL UM MEAN STO DEV VARIAMCE N
For Entire Population 739.0000 7.390¢ 4.0738 16.6039 100
Group Speakwrite 82,0000 7.6400 4.0394 16,3167 50
Anglo 319.,0000 745952  4.1205 16,9785 42
Hispanic 43,0000 [0.7500 2.5000 6.2500 4
Black 18.0000 6.0000 11,7321 3,0000 3
Asian 2.0000 2.0000 0.0 0.0 i
Group Writeonly 357.0000 7.1400  4,1355 17.1024 50
Anglo 3200000 7.2727  4.2665 18.2030 44
. . Hispaﬂ'c 3.0000 3.0000 0.0 0.0 i
BYack 34,0000 '_.8000 3.0332 9.,2000 13
Total Cases = 100
L3
4
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ANOYA:  AJC by Group by Sess {a) a1l sessions considered

. SUM OF

SOURCE GF- YARTATION SOUARES

Hain Effects 114.681
Group 28,119

L Sess . - l08.%21
2-vay interactions 27.356
Group  Sess 27.356

Explained 142.038
Residueal 637.713
Total 779,751

100 cases were processed

0 cases {0.0 pct.) were missing

FEAN
bf SQUARE

5 22.93%
1 28.719
& 2l. 230
3 9.119
3 9,119
8 17.755
| 7.008

929 1.876

LS

ANOYA:  AJC by Group by Sess (b} Session 5 excluded

Sut OF

SOURCE OF YARIATIQN SQUARES
Hain Effects 58.368
Group 28.719

Less 29.404

2-¥ay Interactions 27.3%6
Group Sess 27356
Explained 85.724
Residual 514,988

© Total 600.712

100 cases were processed

11 cases {11.0 pet.) were missing

MEM
oF SQUARE

4 14,592
1 28,779
3 9,801
3 2.119
3 2.119
7 12,246
81 6.358

88 6.826
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F

2.295
4.526
1.542
1.434
1.434
1.926

SIGHIF
OF F .

0. 009
0.046
0,006
0.27¢
0.279
0.015

" SIGHIF

OF F

0,066
0.036
0.210
0.239
0.239
0.076




BREAXDOWH: AJC by Group by Sess {a) all sessions considered

VALUE
YARIASLE LABEL SUN HEAN 51D OEV VARIANCE
For Entire Population 432.0000 4,200 2.8065 . 7.9764 100
Group Speakwrite  228.0000 4.5600 2.8006 7.841) 50
Sessfon 1 43,0000 3.3077  2.0869 4.,2308 1
session 2 66,0000 5.5000 2.679% 7.1818 12
S5essfon 3 £8.0000 5.6667 1.676] 13.5152 12
Session 4 51.0000 9210 2,129 4,5769 13
Group Writeonly 204,000 4.0800 2.3200 7.3527 50
Session 1 34,0000 3.0%09 1.3003 1.6909 11
Session ¢ 24.0000 3.0006 2.2039 4.8571 3
Session 3 39,0000 3,5455  2.6595 7.0727 n
Session 4 36.0000 4.0000 2,7386 7.5000 9
Session 5 71,0009 6.4545  3,8022 12.2727 1

Fot#l Cases = 100

Excluding Session 5, Speakwrites, as a whole, wrote almost
34 per cent more adjectival clauses than the Writeonlys {p <.04),
With the exception of Session 4, Speakwrites from al] individual
sessfons wrote more adjectival clauses than their Writeonly
counterparts, ranging from 83 per cent more (Session 2} to 7 per
cent more {Session 1}, No significance for thesé differences
among session could be demonstrated.

L

MROVA: AJC by Group by Sex

SUM OF YEAT : STRHF—

SQURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES oF SOUARE F oF F
Main Effects 23.659 3 11.830 1.502 0.228

Group 6.592 1 6.592 0.8%7 0.361

Sax 17.899 1 17.899 2.27 0.135
2Way Interdctions 0.026 1 0.026 0.003 0.954

Group Sex 0.026 1 0.026 0.003 0.954
Explained 23,686 k] 7.895 1.002 0.395
Residual 756.065 96 7.876
Tot &l 779,751 99 7.876

100 cases Jsere processad
0 cases (0.0 pet.) were missing
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BREAXDOWH: MNC Ly Group by Sex

VALUE

VARIABLE LASEL oM FEAN STO DEY IARIANCE M
For Entire Population 4320000 4,3200  2.806% 7.8764 100
Group Speskwrite  228.0600 4.5600  2.8006 7.8433 50
Sex Hale 113.0000 §.1852  2.8560 31567 - 27
' Sex Female  115.0000 5.0000 2.7303 7.4545 23
Group Writeonly  204.0000 §.0800  2.8200 7.9527 50
Sex Male 91.0000 3,6800  2.119D £,4900 25
Sex Female  113.0000 *  4.5200  3.36%0 11,3433 25

Total Cases = 100

Although no significance could be demonstrated for differences
by sex between groups, female Speakwrites wrote 19 per cent more
adjectival clauses than male Speakwrites. Female Writeonlys
also wrote 24 per cent more adjectival clauses their male counterparts.
Male Speakwrites wrote 15 per cent more than male Writeonlys, and
fem.ie Speakwrites wrote almost 11 per cent more than female Writeonlys.

ANDVA: AJC by Group by Ethnic

SUM OF e SIGUEIF
SOURCE OF VARTATION SQUARES oF SQUARE F CGF F
Main Effects 9.192 4 2,298 0,277 0.992
Group 4.391 1 4.391 0.53C 0.468
EthmiT 3432 3 1.184 0.138 0.937
2-%ay Interactions D.181 2 0.09 0,011 0,989
« “4roup Ethnic 0.181 2 0.091 G.5. 0.989
Explained 9.374 6 1.562 0.189, 0.979
esd dual 770.377 93 5.284
Total 779.751 99 7.876 .

100 cases were processed
0 cases (J,0 pct.) were missing
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L] ‘ A
BREAXDOWM: AJC by Group by Ethnic’ =
VALUE . ) - .
VARIASLE LABEL SUM MEAN STO OEY YARLANCE N
For Entire Population 432.0000 4,3200  2.8065 7.8764 100
Group Speakwrite  228,0000 4.5600 2.8006 7.8433 50..
Anglo 191.0000 4.5476 2.8889 8.3513 42
Hispanic 19.0000 4,7500 \  3.5000 12.2500 4
Black 12.0000 4.0000  ‘1.0000 1.0000 3
Asfan 6.0000 60000 0.0 0.0 1 *
s Group Writeonly 204.0000 4.0600 2.3200 7.9527 50 ,
Anglo 181.0000 4,113 2.9871 8.3356 44 .
Hispaﬂic 4.0000 4.0000 9.0 0.0 1
Black 19.0000 3.8000 2.7749 7.7000 5

Total Cases = 160 ‘ E

ANOVA: AVC by Group by Sess {a) al) sessions considered

SUH OF MEAN SIGNIF
SOVACE OF YARIATION SQUARES oF SQUARE F 0F F
Main Effects 260.687 5 52,137 4.604 0. 001
Group 19.350 1 19.350 1.709 0.194
Sess 260,437 4 65.109 5.749 0.200
2-Way Interactions’ 52,981 3 17.660 1.560 0.205
Group  Sess 52.981 k) 17.660 1.560 0.205
Explained 33.668 8 39.208 J.462 0.002
Re~idual 1030.513 9n 11.324
Total 1344.181 99 13.578

100 cases were processed
0 cases {0.0 pct.) were missing
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(o
ANOVA:  RYC by Group hv Sess™{b) Session 5 escluded -
SUM OF VE SIGHIF
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES ofF SQUARE _F OF F
Nain Effects 3.0 4 15,756 1.576 0,189
Group 19,350 -1 19,350 1.9% | 0.168
Sess 40,503 3 13.501 1.351 ! 0.264
2-Hay Interactfons 52,981 . 3 17.660 1.767 0.160
Group  Sess 52.981 3 17,660 1.767  0.160
Explatned 116.005 .7 16.572° 1.6 0.1
. Res {dual 209,606 . 81 9,995 ﬂl
Total 925,611 88 10,518

100 cases were vrocessed
11 cases (11,0 pet.) were missing

BREAKOOWN: AVC by Group by Sess {a} all sessfons considered

. VALIE

VARIABLE LABEL SUM MEAN ST0 QEY VARIANCE N
For Entire Population 691.0000 6.9100  3,6843 13,5777 100
Group . Speakwrite 343,0000 6.8600  3,5226 12,3086 , %0

. Session 1 80,0000 6.1538  2.7033 7.3077 15
© Sessfon 2 98.0000 8, 1667 3, 4859 12,1515 12
Sessfon 3 70,0000 5.8333  3,2706 10,6970 12
Sessfon 4 95.0000 73077 43,3471 168,897 13
Group Writeonly  348.0000 6,9600  3.875%4 15.0188 50
Sessfon 1 56,0000 5.090% 2.5B867 6.6909 11
Sessfon 2 36,0000 4.5000 2.2678 5.1429 8

Sessfon 3 67,0000 6.090% 2,773 . 7.690% 11
Sessfon 4 69,0000 7.6667 2.8244 8.0000 $

Sessfon 5 120.0000 10,9091 4,700l 22,0963 11

Total Cases = 100

Excluding Session 5, Speakwrites, as a whole, wrote 18 per
cent more adverbial clauses than Writeonlys, bu*t no significance
could be demonstrated. Speakwrites from Sessions 1 sand 2 wrote
more adverbifal clauses than thefr Writeonly counterparts (21 per
cent and 81 per cent more respectively), though the reverse was

. true of Sessions 3 and 4, the Writednlys writing 4 per cent and §
par cent more than the Speakwrites respectively. )
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AOYA:  AYC by Group by Ethnic

-
SUN oF MEAY SIGHIF

SOURCE OF YARIATION SQUARES nF SQUARE F of F
Main Effects - 42.631 4 10.658 0.763 0.552

Group™ 0.929 - 1. 0.929 0.066 0.797

Ethnic 42.381 3 14.127 1.011 0.292
2-#ay Interactions 2.059 2 1.029 0.074 0.929 - - .

Group Ethnic 2.059 2 1.029 0.074 0.929 C
Explained 44.690 6 7.443 0.533 0.782
Residual . T 1299.491 92 13.972
Total 1344.181 99

o 13.578 -
100 cases were processed  ° /

0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing

BREAKDOWM: AYC by Group by Ethalc

YALUE
YARTABLE - LABEL S Ay STD OEY YARIANCE L]
For Entire Population 691.0000 - 6.9100 3.6848 13.5777 100 ) )
Group Speakwrite  343.0000 6.8600  3.5226 12.4086 50
Anglo 292,0000 6.9524 .4778 12,0052 a2
Hispanit 24,0000 6. 0000 4,3970 19,3332 4
Black 15,6000 5. 0000 2.6453 7.0000 3
Oriental 12,0000 ° 12,0000 0.0 0.0 H
Group Writeonly 348, 000G 6.4 9600 3.8754 15.0188 50
Anglo 311.000G 7.0682 4.0485, 16,3906 1
Hi spanft 6. 0009 6.0000 0.0 0.0 v 1
Black 31,0000 6.2000 2.5884 6. 7000 5

Total Cases = 1G0




ANOVA: MCPRO by Group by Sess

SUM OF
SOURCE OF YARIATION SOUARES

Main Effects 0.432
Group 0.376
Sess 0.051
2-Way Interactions 6.19
Sroup Sess 0.19
Explained 0.628 12
Residual - 2,489 137

3,117 " 149
150 cases weére rrocessed
0 cases (0.0 pct.} were missing

BREAKBOWNY NCPRO by Group by Sess

YALVE
YARIASLE LASEL SUM MEAY STO OEV YARTANCE 4
For Entire Population 64,5774 0,4305  0.1446 0.0209 150
Group Speakwrite 20.0032 0.4001 0.15614 0.0251 50
Session 1 5.3209 0.4093  0.180) - 0,0325 13
session 2 3.8354 0.3196 0.1383 0.0191 12
session 3 5.1937 0.4328 0.1443 0.0208 12
session 4 5.6532 0.4349 0,1686 0.0284 13
Group uriteonly 19,4952 0.,3399 0.1513 0.0229 50
. Sessionl 9.,3008 0,3010  9.1750 0.0306 11
Sessfon 2 3.5945 0.4493 0.1505 0.0226 8
Session 3 4,6255 0,4205 0.1500 0.022% 1
Session 4 2.6119 0.2902 0.1332 0.0177 9
Session 5 4,3625 0.3966 6.1268 0.0161 11
» Group Interview  25.0790 0,5016  0.0831 0.0069 50
Session ! 6.4629 0.4971 0.0925 . 0,0086 13
Session 2 6.0215 0,5018 0.0853 0.0074 12
session 3 6.3012 0.5251 0.0733 . 0,0054 12
Session 4 6.2932 0.4841 0.0834 0.0070 13

Tota} Cases = 150
. Including Session 5, no significance in differences among
zessions by group could be determined, but comparing only groups
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. excluding Session 5, the Speakwrites wrote 40 per cent noun
clauses as compared to 38.17 per cent for the Writeonlys, a
di fference of 1.8 per cent { p < .001). The Speakwrites, in
their interviews, also spoke 25 per cent more noun clauses {50
per cent of all subordinate clauses) than they wrote (40 per
cent of all subordinate clauses).

AMOYA: HCPRO by Group by Sex

SUM OF HEAN SIGHIF
. SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES oF SQUARE F oF F
Main Cffects 0.402 3 0.134 7.324 0.000
Group 0,377 2 0,189 10.327 0.000 o
Sex 0.020 1 0.020 1.105 0.295
2-Hay Interactions 0,085 2 0.042 2,316 0.102
Group Sex * 0.088 2 0.042 2.316 0,102
Explained . 0.486 5 0.097 5.321 0,000
Residual 2.631 144 0.018
Total 3,117 149 0.021 ;

L
X 150 cases were processed
0 cases {0.0 pct.) were missing

BREAXDOWN: MNCPRO by Group by Sex

YALYE
« YARTASLE LABEL Sy NEAN 510 DEV YARTANCE |
. For Entire Population 64.5774 0.4305 0,1446 0.0209 150
Group Speakwrite  20.0032 0.4001 0.1614 0.0261 50
Sex Male 11.4803 0.4252 0.1426 0.0203 27
- Sex Female B.5229 0.3706 0.1798 09,0323 23
Group Hriteonly 19,4952 0.3899 0.1513 0.0229 50
Sex Hale 10,4853 0.4194 0.1531 0.0234 it
Sex Female 9.0099 0.3604 0.1465 0.0215 25
Group Interview 25.0790 0.5016 0.0831 0.0069 50
Sex Male 12.9944 0.4813 0.0888 0.0078 27
Sex Female 12,0846 0.5254 0.9708 0.0050 23

Total Cases = 150

. No significance in df fferences by sex between groups could
be determined, but Speakwrite females as a whole wrote 37.06 per
cent neun clauses as compared to 42.52 per cent for Speakwrite males,

56 .
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AUDYA:  AJCPRO by Group by Sess 3

SUM OF b U SIGNIF

SOURCE OF YARIATION SQUARES bF SONARE F CF F i
Main Effects 0,193 & 0,033 2.934 0.010

Group 0.183 2 0.091 8.068 0. 000

Sess 0.011 4 0,003 0.248 0.5:0
2-Hay Interactions 0.069 & ;.012 1,020 0.41%
) Group Sess 0.069 & 0,012 1,020 0.415
Explained 0.269 12 0.022 1,977 0.031
Residual 1,851 137 0.011
Total 1.819 149 0,012

150 cases were processed
0 cases {0.0 pct.) were missing

BREAXDOW: MCPRD by Group by Sess
. VALUE

YARIABLE LABEL SuH VEAN STD DEV VARIAMCE 4

For Entire Population 31,3368 0.2089  0.1108- 0.0122 150

Group Speakwrite 12,1101 0.2422  0.1219 0.0148 50
Session 1 2.5923 0.1994  0.1i78 0.0129 13
Sessfon 2 3.3301 0.2775  0.1169 0.0137 12
Sessfon 3 3.3618 0.2802  0.1460 0.0213 12
Session 4 2.8258 0.2174  0.0085 0.0093 13

Group Writeonly 11,232 0.2247  0.1219 0.0149 50
Session | 2.6947 0.2450  0,1088 0.0118 1
Session 2 1.6176 0.2022 0.1322 0,0175 8
Sessfon 3 2.2532 0.2048  0.1115 0.0124 11
Session 4 2.1193 0.2355  0.1258 0.0i57 9
Session § 2,5479 0.2316  0.1494 0.0223 , 1

Group Interview 7.9940 0.1599  0.0598 0.0036 50
Session | 2.0039 0.1611  0.0492 0.0024 i3
Session 2 2.0388 0.1699  0.0624 0.0039 12
Session 3 1.8676 0.1556  0.0520 0.5027 12
Session 4 1.9937 0.1534  0.0772 0.0060 13

Total Cases = 150

Including Session 5, no significance in differences among
sessions by group could be determined, but comparing oniy groups,
excluding Session 5, Speakwrites wrote 24.22 per cent adjectival
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. clauses, as cowpared to 22.18 per cent for the Writeonlys, a
difrerence of 2.04 per cent {p < .001). The Speakwrites, in
their interviews, however, used only 16 Eer cent adjectival
clauses, compared to 24.22 per cent in their writing, a differance

of 8.22 per cent.

ANOYA: AJCPRD by Group by Sex

SUM OF IEAY SIGNIF
SOURCE OF YARTATION SQUARES OF SOUARE F OF F
Main Effects 0.192 3 0.064 5.765 0.001
Group 0,189 2 0.094 8.486 0,000
Sex 0.004 1 0.004 0.381 0.538
2-"ay Interactions 0.026 2 0.013 1.1848 0.309
Group Sex 0.026 2 2,013 1.t84 0,309
Explained 0.219 8 ¢.044 3.932 0.002
Residual 1.601 144 0.011
Total 1.819 149 0,012

150 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing

SREAXCOWH: AJCPRO by Group by Sex

YALUE

YARIABLE LABEL SUM MEAN STD OEY »  VARLANCE X

For Entire Populatien 31,3368 0.2089  0,1108 o.0122 120

Group Speakwrite 12,1101 0.2422  0.1219 0.0t48 50

Sex Male 6,2206 0.2304 0,1267 0.0161 27

Sex Female 5.8895 0, 25851 0,1172 0,0137 23

Group Writeonly 11,2326 0,2247  0.1219 0.0149 50

. Sex Male 6,0812 0.2432  0,0908 0.0099 26
; Sex Female 5,1515 0,2061 0.1410 0.0199 26
Group Interview 7.9940 0,159%  0,05% 0.0036 50

Sex Male 4.5684 0.1692 0,065 0.0042 27

Sex Female 3. 4257 0.1489  0,0523 49,0027 23

Total Cases = iS50

. . Though there was no significance determined by sex between
groups, Speakwrite females as a whole wrote 25.61 per cent adjectival
clauses as compared to 23.04 per cent for Speakwrite males, o
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ANOYA: AYCPRO by Group by Sess

SUM-OF MEAH SIGNTF *

SOURCE OF YARIATION SQUARES OF SQUARE F . OF F
Main Effacts 0.12¢9 6 0.022 1,377 0.22§

Group 0.062 2 0.031 1.978 0.142

Sess 0.074 3 0.018 1.178 0.323
2-Way Interactions 0.130 6 0.022 1.387 0.224

Group Sess 0.130 6 0.022 1.387 0.224
Explained 0.260 . 12 0.022 1.382 0.131
Residual 2.145 137 0.016
T stal 2.405 149 0.016

150 cases were processed
0 cases {0.0 pct.) were missing

. BREAXDOWN: AVCPRO by Group by Sess
VALYE
VARIABLE LABEL SUM HEAN STD OEV VARLANCE W
Far Entire Population 54,0858 0.3606  0.1270 0.0161 150
i Group Speakwrite  17.8867 0.3577  0.1453 0.0211 50
Session 1 5.0868 0.3913  0.1449 0.0210 13
Sessfon 2 4,8343 90,4029  0.1054 0.0111 12
Session 3 3.4445 0.2870  9.1425 0.0203 12
Sessfon 4 4.5210 0.3478  0.i675 0.0281 13
Group Weiteonly 19,2722 0.3854  0.1462 0.0213 50
Session 1 4.0045 0.3640  0.1208 0.0198 1i
Sessjon 2 2.7879 0.3485  0.2171 0,047} 8
Sessfon 3 4.1214 0.3747  0.1021 0.0104 11
Session 4 4.2688 0.4743  0.1505 0.0227 9 —
Sessfon § 4,0896 0.37i8  0.119 0.0143 1]
Group Interview  16.9270 0.3385  0.0739 0.0055 50
Session 1 4,8432 0.3418  0.0776 0.0060 13
Session 2 3.939% 0.3293 9.0954 0. 0091 12
Sessjon 3 3.8311 0.3193  0.M72 0.0022 12
Session 4 4,7130 0.3625 0.0589 0.0048 13

Total Cases = 150

Including Sessfon 5, there was no significance in the differences
between groups, thougn as a whole Writeonlys wrote 38.54 per
‘ cent adverbial clauses over the Speakwrites' 35.77, a ditference
of 2.77 per cent. Also, Speakwrites as a whole. in thefr interviews,
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spoke 1.92 per cent fewer adverbial clauses than they wrote.

" -

ANO¥A:  AVCPRD by Group by Sex

SUM oF HEAN SIGMIF

SOURCE OF YARIATION SQUARES 0F SOUARE | F OF F
tain Effects 0.098 3 0.033 2.11 0.099

Group ¢ 0.052 2 0.026 1.697 . 0.187

Sex 0.043 : 1 0,043 2.787 0.097
2-Way interactions 0.099 2 0.045 2.94 0,056

Group sex 0.090 2 0.045 2.9 0.056
Explained 0.1p9 5 0.038 2.4% 0.035
residual 2.216 144 0.015
Total 2.408 149 0.016

100 cases were processed

0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing .

BREAKDOWN: AYCPRO by Group by Sex

VALUE

. VARFABLE LABEL SUM MEAN STO DEY VARTANCE [
For Entire Population 54,0858 0.3606 0.1270 0.0161 150
Group Speakwrite  17.8867 0.3577  0.1483 0.02]1 50

Sex Hate 9.2990 - 0.4 0.1551 0.0241 27

Sex Female 8.5876 0.373a 0.1347 0 1§l 2
Group Yriteonly 19,2722 0.3354 0.1462 0.0214 a0

Sax Male 8.4336 0.3373  0.1200 0.0144 25

Sex Femate 10.8386 0.433% 0. 1562 0.0244 25 —
Graup Interview 16.9270 0.3388 0.0739 0.0055 50

sex Maie 2,432 0.3495  0.0713 0.0054 27

Sex Female 7.4897 0.325¢ 0.0740 0.0055 23

v
Total Cases = 150

Though there was no significance in the dffferences by sex hetween
groups, Speakwrite females wrote 37.34 per cent adverbial clauses,
compared to 34.4 per cent for Speakwrite males, a differernce of 2.9
per cent. Likewise, Writeon)y females wrote 43.35 per cent
adverbial clauses, as compared to 33.73 for mates, a difference

of 9.62 per cent. Speakwrite females wrote 6.01 per cent fewer

-«
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adverbia) clauses than Writeonly females, and Speakwrite males .7 per
cent more than their Writeonly counterparts. Finally, Speakwrite females,
in their interviews, spoke 4.78 per cent fewer adverbfal clauses than
they wrote, and males .51 per cent more than they wrote.

AMOVA:  AVCPRO by Group by Ethnic

Sl OF AN s1GntE
x SOURCE OF YARIATION SOUARES 13 SOUARE 2 OF ¢
fn Effects 0.097 5 0.019 1.210 0.308
Haln Group 0.052 2 0.026 1,628 0.200
Ethnic 0.042 k| 0.014 0.862 0.462
2-4ay Interactions 0.076 5 0.015 0,942 0.456
Group Ethnic 0.076 5 0.015 0,942 0.456
Explained 0.173 10 . wul? 1,076 0.385
Residual 2.232 139 0.016
Total 2.405 149 0.016

150 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.} were missing

BREAKOOWM:  AVEPRO by Group by Ethnic

VALUE
YARLABLE LABEL SU4 MEAN STD DEY VARIANCE N
for Entire Population 54,0858 ) 0. 3606 0.1270 0.0161 150
Group » Speakwrite 17,8867 0.3577 0.1453 0.0211 g0
Anglo 15,2518 0.3631 0.1406 0.0198 a2
Hispanic 1.0915 0.2729 0.1914 0.0366 4
Black 0,944 0.3145 €.0992 0.0098 J
Asfan 0.6000 0.6000 0.0 0.0 1
Group dWriteonly 19,2722 0,854 0.1462 0.0214 50
Anglo 16,9346 0.3849 0.1496 0.0224 44
Hispanic 0, 4615 0.4615 0.0 3.0 1
Black 1.8760 0.3752 0.1402 0.0197 5
Group Interview 16,9270 0.3385  0.0739 0.0055 50
Anglo 14,4791 0.3447 0.0760 0.0058 12
Hispanic 1.1620 0.2905 0.0666 0.0044 4
8lack 1.0222 0.3407 0.0209 0.0004 J
Asian 0.2637 0.2637 0.0 0.0 1

Total Cases * 150
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. - Propositions

Propositions (PROP), the only quantifiable measure of semantic
content as defined &nd explained in METHOD, were counted, as were
propositions per T-unit. Following are the ANOYAs for groups,
sessions, sex, and ethnic categories,

AMOYA: PROP by Group by Sess {a) al7 sessions considered

CIM oF MEAN SIGHTF

SOURCE OoF VA “TION SQUARES oF SQUARE F OF F
Mile eTF0CtS 4108.410 5 821,682 8.313 0,000

Group . 579.136 1 579,136 5.589 0.017

Sess 4077.053 4 7 1019,263 10,312 0.000
2-Way Interactions 214,586 3 71.529 .724 0.540

Group  Sess 214,585 3 71.528 0.724 0.540
Explained 4322,996 8 540,375 5.467 0.000
Resi dual 8994,625 91 95,842
Total 13317,621 99 134, 521

160 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing

ANOVA: PROP by Group by Sess {b) Sesston S excluded
Sus OF YEAN SIGNIF

S0URCE OF VAMRIATION SQUARES i Df SHUARE f oF F
Main Effects 1639, 156 4 409,789 4,210 0.004

Group 579.13% 1 679,136 5.950 0.017

Sass 1031,892 3 343,954 3.534 0.018
2-Way Interactions 214,585 3 71.528 0.735 0.514

Group  Sess 214,585 3 71.528 0.73% 0.534
explained 1853,.42 7 264,820 2.721 0.014
Residual 7883 ,514 31 97,332
Total 5737.,656 83 110,655

100 cases were processed

11 cases {11.0 pet,) were missing
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BREAKOOWN: PROP by Group by Sex

VALUE

VARIASLE LABEL SUM VEAN STD OEV VARIAMCE N
For Eatire Population 3532,0000 35,3200 11,5984 134,5228 160
Group Speakurite  1794,0000 35,8800 {1,5t16 L32,515% 50
Sex Male 957 ,0000 35,4444 10,9134 119.1026 27
Sex Female 937.0000 36,3913 12.40%1 153,86854 2 ;
Group Writeonly 1738,0000 34,7600 11,7743 138,6531 50
Sex Male 739, 0000 29,5600 8,2769 68,5067 25
Sex Female 999,0000 39,9600 12,5780 158,2067 25

Total Cases = 100

Though no significant differences could be determined by sex
between groups, females as a whole produced 17 per cent more
propositions than mates. Speakwrite females wrote almost 3 per
cent more than Speakwrite males, and Writeonly females wrote 35
per cent more than Writeonly males, Spekawrite females wrote

. almost 10 per cent fewer propositions than Writeonly females, put
Speakwrite males wrote 20 per cent more propositions more .
propositions than their Writeonly counterparts,

ANQvA:  PROP by Group by Ethnic

SuUn of MEAY SIGNIF

SOURCE OF VARIATIOY SOUARES of SQUARE f oF f
Main £ffects . 580,282 4 145.096 1.068 0.377

Group 57.530 1 57.530 0.424 0.517

Ethnic 549,022 k| 183,007 1.347 0,264
2-Way Interzctions 105,624 2 52.312 0,389 0.579

Group Ethnic 105.624 2 52.812 0,339 0.679
Explained 686,008 v 114,335 0,842 0,541
Residual 12631,613 93 135,824
Total 13317.621 99 134,521

100 cases were processed
¢ cases (0.0 pet.} were missing
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BREAXDOWH: PROP by Group by Ethnic

YALJE
YARIABLE LABEL SUH

For Entire Population 3532.0000

e Speakwrite 1756,0000

“Prnglo 1545310900

~ Hispanic 139.6000
Black 87.0000

Asian 24.0000

Writeonl 1738.0000

. Groupanglo d 1561 .0000

Hispanic 21,0000

Black 156 .0000

Total Cases = 100

MEAN
35.3200

35,8800
36.9762
32.5000
29,0000
24,0000

34,7600
35.4773
21,0000
31.2000

STD DEV
11.5984

11.5116

11,9399
7.4880
7.5498
0.0

11,7743

11.6782
0.0

10.6160

ANOVA: PROPT by Group by Sess (a) all sessions considered

SUM OF

SOURCE OF YARIATION SQUARES
Main Effocts 0.419
Eroup 0.092
Sess 0,257
2-4ay Interactions 0.203
Group Sess 0,203
Explaf nedi 0.622
Residual 6.833
Total 7.455

109 cases ware processed
0 cases (0.0 pct,} were nissing

OF

= fy Gal Gad S vt URY

VEA
SOUARE

0.084
4,092
0.064
0.068
0.068
0.078
0.075

0,075

YARLANCE

134.5228 10D
132,5189 50

142, 5604

42

51.6667 4
§7.0000 3

0.0

138.6351
141.0925

0.0
1nz2.7o0c"

F

1,117
1,221
0.855
0.%2
0.902
1.0%6

£ tn
e

SIGHIF
OF ¢

0,357
0,272
0,494
0.443
0.444
0.41§




ANOVA:  PROPT by Group by Sess {bs Session S exeiuded

: S OF MEAH SIGNIF
SOURCE OF VARLATION SOUARES DF SOUARE F oF £
Main Effects 0,272 4 0,068 D.984 0.421
Group 0.092 1 0.092 1.327 0,253
Sess D.190 3 0,063 0,916 0.437
2-Way 1nteractions 0.203 3 0.068 0,980 0,406
Growp Sess 0.203 3 0.068 0.980 0.406
Explained 0.475 ? 0,068 0.982 0,450
Residual 5.59% 3| 0.069
Total 6.0 S8 0,069
100 cases were pProcessed
11 cases {11.D pct.} were missing )
i
T

BREAKDOWN: PROPT by Group by Sess [a) all sessions considered

-

* .
YALUE
VAR1ABLE LABEL SUM MEAN STO OEY VARIANCE |
For Entire Population 144,2533 1.4425  0,2794 0.6753 100
. .
Group Speakwrite 70.1109 1.4022 0.2560 0.0656 . 50
Session 1 18,27, 1.4058 0.3380 0.,1142 13
Sesstan 2 15.6,82 1.3074 00,2443 0.0597 12
Session 3 16,5883 1.382% 0.2263 0.0512 12
sessfon 4 19,5585 1.5045  0.1862 0.0310 13
Graup Writeanly 74,1424 1.4828 0.2886 0.0833 50
Sessfon 1 15.6988 1,4263 0.2274 0.0517 11
Sesston 2 12,4277 1,583 0.4016 0.15613 8
Session 3 15.3851 1.3988 0.2814 0.0792 11
Session 4 13.5713 1.5079 0.1562 0.0244 9
Sesslon 5 17,0695 1.5618  0,3516 D.1236 1l

Total Cases = 100

No signififant differences in the number of propositions per T-
unit were determined between 9roups or among sessions.
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ANOVA: PROPT by Group by Sex
suy4 OF 1EAY STEHIF
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES bF SOUARE F GF F
#aln Effects 0.166 2 0.083 1.129 0.328
Sroup 0.160 1 0.160 2.114 0.144
g} 0.004 1 x0.004 0.053 0.819
2-Way Interactions 0.214 1 0.214 2.909 0.091
Group Sex 0.214 1 0.214 2.909 0.091 *
Explained ¢.361 3 0.127 1.722 0.168
Residual 1.074 96 0.074
Total 7.455 .9 0.075

100 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pct.) were missing

BREAXDOMWN: PROPT by Group by Sex

VALUE

VARIASLE LABZL SuM . MZAH STD OEY YARTANCE |
For Entire Population 144.2533 1.4425 0.2744 0.0753 100
Group Speakwrite 70,1109 1.4022° (.;!560 0.0656 50
Sex Male 38.8603 1.4393 0.723 27
Sex Female 31.2505 1.3587 0 2334 0.0569 23
Sroup Writeonly 74,1424 1.4828  0.2886 0.0823 50
Sex Male 35,7596 1.4304 0.2509 0.0631 25
Sex Female 38,3629 1.5353  ¢.3102 0.0962 25

Tota) Cases = 100

- I

Again, no significance in the differnces in propositions per T-
unit could be determined by sex between groups or between sexes

»
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ANOVA: PROPT by Group by Ethnic

SUA OF e SIGNTF
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES bF SOUARE F OF F
Hain Effects 0,507 4 0.127 1,751 0.146
Group 0.132 1 0.132 1,829 0.179
Ethaic 0,345 3 0,115 1.586 0.198
- . 2-¥ay. loterzctions 0,214 2 0.107 1,476 0,234
Group Ethaic 0.214 2 0.107 1.476 0.234
Explained 0.721 6 0,120 1,659 0.140
Residyal - 6.734 93 0,072
Total 7.455 55 $.075

100 cases were processed
0 cases (0.0 pet.) were missing

x .

. BaEAKDO: PROPT by Group by Ethnic

YALUE
YARTABLE LABEL SUM MEAN STO QEY YAREANCE N
For Zntire Population 144.2533 1.4425  0.2744 0.0753 100
Group  Speatwrite  70.1109 1.4622  0.2560 0.0656 53
Anglo 58,5972 1.39052  0.2241 0.0502 a2
H{ spanie 6.3728 1,593z 0,3969 0,1575 4
gk 4,1808 1.3036  0.4097 0.1673 3
Asfan 0.9600 0.9600 0.0 0.0 1
Sroup Writeonly 74,1424 1.4328  0,2886 0,0833 50
Anglo 64.6415 1.4691  0.2760 0,0762 44
¥ispanic 1.2383 1.2353 0,0 0.0 1
glack 8,2656 1.6531  0.3842 0,1476 5

Total Cases = 100
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ANO¥A: KOL by Group by Sess (a} all sessions considered

suM OF HEAH

SOURCE OF VARIATIONM SQUARES oF SOUhR?
Yain Effects 365,961 5 73,192
Group 209,771 1 209,771
Sess 231,402 4 57.850
2-Yay Interactions 202,063 l 67,354
Group Sess 202,063 k! 67,354
Explained 568,024 B 71.003
fesidus? 2017,724 a1 12,061
Total 3485,748 99 35,210

100 cases were processed
0 cases {0.0 pct.} were missing

¥

AMOVA: HOL by Group by Sess (b) Session 5 excluded

SuM oF MEAN
SOURCE OF YARIATION STIUARES DF Squ,..E
Main Sffects 338,085 4 84,521
Group 209,771 1 209,771
Sess 131.481 3 41.827
2-4ay lnteractions 202,063 3 67,354
Group Sess 202,081 k| 67.354
CSxplained 540,148 7 77,164
Residual 2624 .,089 8l 32,39
Total 164,237 88 35,957

100 cases were processed
11 cases {11.9 pct.) were missing
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2.283
6.542
1.804
2.101
2.101
2.214

13

2.609
6.475
1.353
2,079
2.079
2,382

SIGHIF
OF F

0.0653
0,012
0,135
0,106
0,106
0,033

SIGNIF
oF F

0,042
0,013
0.263
0,109
0.109
0.029




AOVA:  HOL by Group by Scss {a} all sessions considered

SUM OF MEAN S1GMIF

SOUACE OF YARIATION SQUARES DF SQUARE F OF F
Main Effects 365,961 5 73.192 2.283 0.053

Group 209.771 1 209.771 6.542 0.012

Sess 231,402 4 57.850 1.804 0.135
2-%ay Interactions 202,063 3 67.354 2.101 0.106

& dup Sess 202,063 3 67.354 2.101 0,106
Explained £69.024 8 71.003 2.24 0.033
Residual 2917.724 a 32.063
Tozal 385,148 . 99 35.210 s

19 c3ses were pracessed
0 cases (0.0 pct,) were missing

“xcluding Session 5, Speakwrites as a whole ranked higher on
holis.:¢ evglugtions than Writeonlys by a margin of almost 21 per
cent { » < .02). Though no signifi-ance in differences could be
demonstrated among individual sessions between groups, all
Speekwrites from individual sessions, except for Session 3, were
ranked higher than their Writeonly counterparts, ranging from 54
per cent higher {Session 2) to 19 per cent higher {(Session 4),

and¥A:  HOL by Groub by Sess {b) Sessicn 5 excluded

SUM OF MEAN SIGHIF

SOURLE JF VARIATION SQUARES OF SOUARE F OF F
Main Effects 338,085 4 84.521 2.609 0.042

Group 209.71 1 209.771 6.475 0.013

Sess 131.481 3 43.827 1.353 0.263
2-Way Interactions 202,063 3 67.354 2.079 0.109

Group - Sess 202 .063 3 67.354 2.079 0.109
Explained 540,148 7 77.164 2.382 0.029
Residua) 2624.089 81 32.396
Total 3164.237 88 35.957

100 cases were processed
i1 cases {11.0 pct.} were missing
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BREAKDOWH: HOL by Group by Sex

T
VALUE

YARTABLE LASEL SuH MEAY ST0 IEY VAR [ANCE 1q

for Entire Population 1768,0000 17,6600 5.9338 35,2097 100

Group Speakwri ta 942.0000 18.8400 £.9466 35.3616 50

Sex Hale 466. 0000 17,2593 6.3706 40,5840 - 27

I_ Sex Female 476 ,0000 20,6957 4,9123 24.1304 23
Group Writeonly 826.0000 16.5200 S«7412 33.0302 50

Sex Mate 355.0000 14,6000 5.9652 35.5833 25

Sex Female 461 .0000 18.4400 4,9166 24,1733 25

Total Cases = 100

Both male and female Speakwrites were ranked higher holistically

than Writeonly males and females by 18 per cent and 12 per cent
respectively { p < .01). In addition, Speakwrite females ranked

higher than Speakwrite males by 20 per cent, as did Writeonmly
females over Writeonly males, but by a margin of 26 per cent.

AHOYA: HOL by Group by Ethafc

SUN OF HEAN Stants

SOURCE OF YARIATION SQUARES CF SQUARE F oF F
Main £{focts 433,029 |l 108,257 3,342 0.013

Sroup 101.528 1 101,628 3. 137 0.080

Ethnic 298,469 3 99,490 3.071 0.032
2-Nay Interactions 35,979 2 19,985 0.617 0.542

Group Exhnic 35,979 2 19,989 0.617 0.542
Explained 473,008 6 78,835 2.434 0.031
Res{dual 3012,7490 93 32,395
Total 3485.748 99 35.210

100 cases were processed

0 cases {0.0 pet.) were misting
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BREAKDOWM: HOL by Group by Ethni¢ "
YALUE

YAR[ABLE LABEL SUM MEAN STO DEY VARIAMCE N

For Entire Population 1768,0000 17.6900 5.9338 35,2097 100

Group Speakwrite  942.0000 18,940, 5.9466 35,3616 50
Angle 611.,0000 19,3095 5.85204 33.8175 42
Hispanic 84,0000 21,0000 3.1823 10,0000 3
Black 31.0000 10,3333 5. 5076 30,3333 3
Asfan 16.0000 16.0000 0.9 0.0 1

. Group Writeonly B26.0000 16.5200 5.7472 33,0302 50

Angle 746.0000 16,9545 - 5,.8148 33.8584 44
Hispanic 17,0000 17,0630 0.0 0.0 1
Black 63,0000 12,6900 4,3932 12,3000 §

Total Cases = 100 &

Correlztions

. Pearson correlations were run to determine to what degree

and in which direction ratings of dependent, quantifiable variables
correlated with holistic evaluations and evaluation of mechanics.
Also, » correlation test was run on the relationship between
hoiistic evaluations and the subjects' verbal composite scores

on the Washington Pre-College Test. Finaily, correlations were

run on the relationship between written {designated below as 1)

and spoken (designated below as 2) responses for the Speakwrite
subjects. However, ariy those moderate to strong correlations

are reported below, and they are discussed in the next section,
DISCUSSION.

Corr: Verbal Composite with Holisvic (Hol) and Mechanics (Mx} Scores

Hol 0.3738
{ 96)
p=0.000

Mx 0.3428
( 96)
p=0.000
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. Corr: Words with Hol, Mx

Hol  0.4017
( 100)
p=0.000

Mx 0.0463
( 100)
p=0.324

Corr: Propositions with Hol, Mx
Hed 0.3552
{ 100)
p=0.000
Mx {Weak positive)
Corr: T-uni%s 1 with T-units 2
0.325
{ 50)
p=0.000
. Corr: Propositions 1 with Props 2
0.190

( 50)
p=0.000
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Corr:

Corr:

Corr:

Corr:

T-units with Hol, Mx

Hol  0.3121
( 100)
p=0.001

Mx {Weak negative)
Hords 1 with Words 2
0.259

{ 50)
p=0.000

Words/T-unit 1 with W/T 2

0.415
( 50)
p=0.000

Props/T-unit 1 with Props/T 2
0.268

('50) _
p=0.000
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(p < .005), thus suggesting that the experimental technique of
speaking before writing encourages greater fluency as measured by
mere production of words.,

Females as a whole wrote 15 per cent more words than males
(p < .02). Females Writeonlys, however, wrote 6 per cent more
than their Speakwrite counterparts, whereas the reverse was tru2
of males: the Speakwrites wrote 13 per cent more than the Writeonlys.
But more interesting, perhaps, is the fact that the difference
between male and female production was substantially narrower
among Sepakwrites { 4 per cent) than among Writeonlys ( 22 per
cent), suggesting that the experimental technique benefited male
fluency more than female fluency.

It should be noted here again that differences between
sessions by and large did not prove to be statistically significant,
and that by adding Session 5 {explained in RESULYS) tae results
were skewed in favor of the Writeonlys., W& can only conjecture
about why Session 5 did so much better than any other : 1) Session
5 happened at 2:00 P.M., after morning classes, in a one credit
course, afier the lunch hours (11:30 - 1:30), both of which cause
problems in student attention, and were taught by seasoned
instructors. Sessions 1 and 3, which did generaily worse than
the others, met at 8:00 A.M., and were taught by new instructors,
who may not have been secure in their relationsiip with their
students, or may not have completely appreciated or understood the
natur. of the research. In any case, since Session §'s performance
was 50 much better relatively in many regards, and was included
only to make up for a few lacking Writeonly subjects, we believe
the report of the population's behavior to be more meaningful by
excluding them. This decision, of course, required a calculation
and comparison of means different from those produced by computer
analysis, especially in the breakdowns of means by session and by
groups., Therefore, where signficance levels are given, we have
specified where appropriate, the inclusion or exclusion of Session

T-units

Excluding Session 5, Speakwrites also produced almost 23 per
cent more T-units than the Writeonlys (p < .01}, suggesting again
that for this now fundamental measure of syntactic arrangement,
the experimentai technique encouraged greater fluency.

.Similar to word production, females wrote 15 per ceat more T-
units than males, but again the differnce was narrowed between
Speakvrite males and females (5 per cent) and Writeonly males and
females (22 per cent). Speakwrite males again wrote more than
Writeonly males, 25,37 versus 21.08, a difference of 15 per cent.

The fact that the means for females of both groups were
almost identical adds support to the idea that Speakwrite males
benefited more from speaking hefore writing.
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. 4 As indicated in the RESULTS, the differences in the length
of T-units proved not to be significant, but the fact ‘that
Writeonlys produced slightly longer T~units {3 per cent longer}
supports the theory that as more T-units are writtea, in a Yimited
_ time, which was true of the Speakwrites in this case, the shorter
( they become, This holds true aiso of the differences between
sexes on this count: at least for the Speakwrites, females wrote
more, but shorter T-units than males.

Subordinate {lauses

Since subordination ha, for some time been considered an
indicaiion of maturity in writing, we analyzed carefully its
incidence in the raw data. MNot only did we tally the total number
of subordinate clauses, but also their incidence per T-unit, and
the total number of kinds of clauses: noun, adjectival, and
adverbial., 1In addition, we were interested in knowing the
proportions of any one kind of clause in the total number of
clauses 1n both written and oral responses in order to compare
the use of subordination in the two modes.

Yo found almost immediately that a measure of clauses per T-
unit was practically meanirigless. The means for both groups,
sexes, and all sessions were very close to each other and no
statistical significance at all could be determined.

However, there were significant differcaces between the
means of total numberof clauses: the Speakwrites wrote 19.06
clauses versus tre Writeonlys' 15,15 (excluding Session 5), a

difference of 25( per cent (p < .01). A1V Speakwrites from
individual sessions also wrote more subordinate clauses than
their respectivé Writeonly counterparts, though no significance
could be demonstrated, _-

As a contributing factor t2 the level of fluency {and maturity},
the incidence of subordination can be seen as having been encouraged
by the experimental technique, especially in 1ight of the incidence
of subrodination in the Speakwrites' oral reponses {see below],

The same general trend zan be seen for differens2s between
sexes, females as a whole producing 26 per cent more subordinate
clauses than males {p < .01}, And again the differences between
males and females was narrowed in the Speakwrites (12 per cent)
as compared to the Writeonlys (44 per cent).

Kirds and Proportions of Subordinate-¢lauses————-—— |

Since we have already demonstrated that Speakwrites exceeded
Writeonlys in total incidence of subordination, it is perhaps
somewhat gratuitous to point out that they also exceeded. the
Writeonlys in counts of the various Kinds, and generally to
significant levels {see RESULTS}, What {s more interesting,
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. though no significance could be demonstrated, is that males
exceeded females for the first and only time in the production of
this kind of quantifiable variable. Speakwrite males wrote almost
2 per cent more noun clauses than Speakwrite females. This,
considered in light of the proportion of noun clauses fn both
spoken and written reponses, suggests that Speakwrite males were
more highly influenced by the circumstances of the experiment.

Firy:, it needs to be pointed out that raters found the over-
whelming number of noun clauses for both groups and sexes to be
formulated after independent clauses such as "1 guess,” "I think,"

“1t's my opinion,” and "The f1lm chowed," which show iess sophistication
in the use of subordination, aad perhaps less security in verbal
expression, 1n general, than the use of adjectival and adverbial
clauses shows. This is reasonable to assume, especifally when we
take into account the proportions of varicus subordinate clauses
in written responses: the mean for all subjects in the use of o
noun clauses was 43,05 per cent; for Speakwrites as a whole it
was 40 per cent; ‘for Writeonlys: it was.38,99 per cent; for Speakwrite
males 1t was 42.52 per cent, and for females 37.06 per cent. .
Speakwrite males, 1n their interviews, spoke 48,13 per cent noun
clauses, females 52.54 ver cent, a difference of 4,41 per cent,
But in thelr written responses the difference was wider: 5.46
more 1n favor of the males. Tnis means that femaies edited out
more of the "1 guess," "I think," "it's my opinfon” constructions
. from their writing than did the males, or that males retained
more of what 1s igre common in speaking (given an {nterview
situation) than would, or should, be common in writing. It is
difficult to say, given the working hypotheses of the experiment,
which situation is more desirable: greater retention of what and
how something was said in the interview, or the more conscious
editing of what and how something was safid. BRut’since females
generally performed better than males 1n ail measures, including
the holistic evaluation, we can conclude only that, notwithstanding
the sense pf immediate audience the experiment was designed to
promote, the greater use of more sophisticated forms is preferable.

This kind of conclusion is further supported by the differences
in proportions of adjectival clauses used fn oral and written
responses. In this case, the reverse was true, both males and
females writing proportionately more adjectival clauses (6 per
cent and almost 11 per cent respectively} than they spoke. With
the preponderance of noun' clauses sponsored by "1 guess,” "I
think" constructions, we can assume that the use of adjectiv)
clauses that modify or qualify nominals represents greater
sophistication or maturity, especially when the incidence of use
- increases in writing after speaking. The increase of adjectival =
° clauses in writing would indicate at least that they are more
consciously a part of subordination in writing than they are in
speaking, and that this is more so the case, given the results,
with females than with males. We can also sayv that prior speaking
tended to encourage adjectival subordination, since Speakwrites
as a whole wrote 2.04 per cent more adjectival clauses than the
Writeonlys (p < .001),

-
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. Though the inc¢idence of adverbial subordination was greater for
both groups, the same differences could be seen between groups.
Speakwrites as a whole wrote 2.77 per cent more adverbial clauses
than the Writeonlys, though no signficance could be determined.
Also, almost the same relaitonship existed between sexes, females
generally writing more adverbial clauses than males. And for the
Speakwrites, females again wrote more (4.78 per cent) than they
spoke, whereas the figures for males were almost identical.
Though these results were not statistically significant, they
point to the greater use of adverbial suordination over adjectival,
and help to support the notion, more firmly establishea earlier,
that speaking before writing encourages greater sophistication in
subsequent writing.

Propositions

The only quantifiable semantic measure was the number of
porpositions {as explained in METHOD). Since Speakwrites as a
whole wrote almost 18 per cent more propositons than Writeonlys
{p < .02) and since all Speakwrites from individual sessions
wrote more propositons than their Writeonly counterparts (p <
.02}, it can be safely concluded that greater semantic content
was encouraged by the experimental technique.

The differences between sexes were also generally the same.
Females as a whole wrote 7 per cent more propositions than males.
Likewise, Speakwrite males wrote 20 per cent more propositions
than Writeonly males, whereas the reverse was true of females:
the Speakwrites wrote almost 10 per cent fewer propositions than
Writeonly females. This seeming anomaly might be explained by
the differences between Speakwrite and Writeaonly females in scores
of number of words, number of T-units, and iu holistic evaluations.
Since Speakwrite females wrote fewer words, T-units, and
propositions, but achieved higher holistic evaluations than
Writeonly females, it can be assumed that the Speakwrites wrote
with greater, meaningful economy. Therfore, a lower per centage
of propositions means ultimately that there was less padding and
more semantic value, as determined holisticaly, in their written
responses than in those of their Writeonly counterparts.

Pearson Correlations

The correlations tell us what might he expected: the higher the
verbal composite score on the Washington Pre-College Test the
higher the holistic and mechanic¢s ratings are 1ikely to be. The
same was true of production of words, T-units, and propostions,
as_least with regard to the holistic scores.

We also found by correlating the Speakwrites' scores on
spoken and written responses that their is a positive, moderately
strong relationship between number of words, T-unfts, Words/T-
unit, propositions, and propostions/T-unit between the two modes.
This adds another measure.of confidence to the idea that prior
speaking on a topic benefits the fluency of subsequent writing on
the topic. -
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. . Semantic Transfer from-Oral to Written Modes

The qualitative effects of prior oral exposition on written
exposition can best be determined by first comparing written
responses (essays) with oral transcripts, at both high and Tow
Tevels of the holistic evaluation scale, and then comparing high
and Tow level responses to each other., Of particular concern are
the nature and number of {deas that transferred from the oral
mode to the written, the organization of these ideas in both
modes, any development of transferred fdeas, and distinctive

characteristics of expression,

Two of the essays of the Speakwrite group received high
hotistic ratings (HOLSUM = 28), and one received a low holistic
rating (HOLSUM = 8). Individual analyses of these essays follow.

Fssay x 1 (HOLSUM = 28)

Since propositions, as defined in METHOD, are a quantitative
measure of ideas {or meaningful expressions), a comparison of the
numbers of propositions contained 1n the oral transcript and in
the essay provides some {ndication of the transfer of {deas from
the oral mode to the written., Essay x 1 contafns 36 propositions,
and its corresponding oral ,transcript contains 67. In purely
quantitative terms, 54 per cent of the ideas of the transcribed
interview carried over to the essay. However, the signficance of

‘ ’ this percentage is questionable without an analysis of. the
correspondence of propositions. In other words, how many of the
propositions expressed in the essay are similar or identical to
those expressed in the interview? ,

The essay and its corresponding oral transcript were checked
for this identification of ideas. For example, in the transcript

the statement -
“"Americans are gluttons for resources,”

corresponds with

"Americans are the worlds resource gluttens,"

in the written essay. In Essay x 1, 15 of the propositions
demonstrate this transfer from the oral situation, three of which
were {deas generated by the interviewer. However, if we do not
count statements not specific to the topic, such as

"They told us in my environmental science class,"”

- as proBositions in the transcript, -the. number of propositions is
reduced to 4§,

In essence, then, 25 per cent of the topic-specific ideas
. expressed by the subject in the interview were transferred to the
essay. Tweniy per cent of the total transferred ideas originated
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with the Tnterviewer, and were statements of fact quoted from thr
film stimutus, such as, .

"The U.S. onty has about G per cent of the world's
poputation, yet we use up about half of the world's
Tesources. "

Twenty-eight per cent of the ideas expessed in the interview were
‘not specific to the topic, though ail of the ideas expressed in
the essay were.

The organization of the transferred ideas in the essay,
with a few exceptions, had the same sequential arrangement as the
interview. The ideas were tittle further developed in the essay
than in the transcript, and in most fnstances the ideas were
transferred virtually verbatim to the essay. Also, very few of
the subject's distinctive speech characteristics seemed to
transfer to the essay, makjng it seem likely the subject had some
awareness of the differences in the conventions of expression
between oral and written modes. {See Appendix II for reproductinns’
of both the oral transcript and the essay.)

Essay x48 (HOLSUM = 28)

Essay X 48 contains 39 propositions and its corresponding
oral transcript 119. Fourteen of the propositions demonstrate
direct transfer from the oral situation, one of which was a

statement generated by the interv ewer. The number of propositions '

in the tiranscript specific to the topic is reduced to 63 of the
totat 119. Thus, 2! per cent of the topic-specific ideas expressed
in the interview by the subject were transferred to the essay, 7
per cent of the total transferred ideas originated with the
interviewer, and 47 per cent of the 1deas expressed in the
interview were not specific to the topic. As with the previous
case, the transferred interviewer statement was quoted from the
fitm stimutus, and atl of the ideas expressed in the essay were
specific to the topic.

In the essay, the organization of the transferred ideas was
domewhat simitar to the sequentfal arrangement in the interview.
However, in terms'of organization alone, Essay X 48 was clearly
{nferfor to Essay x 1. This might be explained by the fact that
Essay X 1 had more 1nterviewer-originated {deas, which may have
helped, as the interview was intended to do, to organize topics.

In Essay x 48, many of the transferred ideas were further
devetoped or elaborated in the essay. For example, the interview
statement,

" .. . the government paying the farmers not to
grow food,"

{s devetoped in the essay as,

N




. &/_\ ", . . rather the farniers are given money to not
- plant or to burn their production.”

In this case, since many of the transferred ideas werz developed
or altered in some w~y, it follows that very few of the subject's
distinctive speech «.aracteristics carried over to the essay,
also suggesting an awareness of the differences in conventions
between oral and written modes (sce Appendix I1).

Essay x 5 (HOLSUM = 8) ) AN

Essay x 5 contains 27 propositions and its correspondina
transcript contains 167 propositions. Only six of the propositions
in the essay demonstrate direct transfer from the oral situation,
and of the six, two originated as interviewer statements. The
number of propositions in the transcript specific to the topic is
117 of the total 167. Only 3 per cent of the topic-specific
ideas expressed in the interview by the subject v2re transferred
to the essay, and 33 per cent of the total number of ideas transferred
origniated with the interviewer. Sut only 30 per cent of
the ideas expressed in the interview were not specific to the
topic. Unlike the previous cases, the transferred interviewer
statements were not statements of fact quoted from the film, bui
expianations of the¢ film to the subject, though ail of the ideas
expressed in the essay were specific to the topic. -

The organization of transferred ideas in the essay was
similar to the chronology of expression in the intevicw, but the
ideas were so few and were transferred from such widely disparate
parts of the interview that the organization of the essay is
extremely poor. HNonc of the gransferred ideas was developed or
elaborated. In fact, there appears to he ap inordinate condensation
of expression in the essay, resulting in very simple sentence
structurt. Many of the subject's speech characteristics seemed
apparent in the essay {see Appendix 11}, and might have been
more so, but the simple sentence structure suggests that tne
subject was selecting only those words he could spell and constructions
he was familtar with. In this sense, the subject may have been
aware of the differences in conventions between speech and writing,
but he chose to approximate speech in writing, and at the same
time restricted his writing to a very elementary style.

Comparison of High and Low Holistic Performances

Five other rssays and their corresponding transcripts were _
examined {two received holistic ratings of 27, and three received «
ratings of 9) to determine if the characteristics apparent in the
ratingd extremes couid be verified-in essays of -near-extreme ratings. R S
The results validated early conjectures, and the folldwing effects .
of the speakwrite technique were observed in all cases:

1. In those essays where the percentage of ideas transferred
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from the oral situation constituted at least 20 per cent of the

total idz2as apparent in the essay, the holistic ratings were

always in the medium-high to high categories. Those essays containing
fower than 10 per cent transferred generally received low holistic

ratings.

2. In al} cases, essays receiving high holistic ratings
contained ideas that were further developed or elaborated from
the oral situation. Essays recefving low holistic ratipas rarely
demonstrated this development or elaboration.

3. Those essays receiving high holistic ratings showed more ideas

" borrowed from the interviewer, though these were always stateiments

~ some simiiarity to the sequence of the interview. Low scoring

of fact quoted from the film, Low scoring essays, when using
interviewer-originated ideas, always borrowed explanations or-
declarative "prompts" from the interviewer. Also, a greater
percentage of transferred ideas originated with the interviewer,
though in general these essays contained a lower total percentage

of transferred ideas.

4, Many of the transferred ideas in the essays with high
holistic scores, if not.developed or elaborated, appeared
practically verbatim from the interview. Transferred ideas in
essays with low hoiistic scores, however, usually showed evidence
of reduction or condensation, and not to the advantage of the
expression.

5, Organizationally, essays with high holistic scores showed
essays also showed some similarity, but it was usuaily very

diffuse, suggesting a recall of gross chronology, but not logical

development. -

6. More of the subjects' speech characteristics {particularly
those that were not grammatically standard} transferred into
those essays that received low holistic ratings. However, there
also appeared a difference in the speech of the two groups
(holistically high and Yow); those receiving high holistic ratings
fn the essays seemed to have more standard speech habits, as
shown in the oral transcripts, than those receiving low holistic ratings.

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

I:s general, we can conclude with conviction that thke speakwrite
experimenta)- technique proved beneficial to the writirg of the
experimental subjects. MNot only did their fluency in use of
certain quantifiable variables prove to be greater than the control
group, but judged holistically their essays were of higher quality
in terms of sophistication and number of .ideas expressed, development,
and organization. In addition, the prior oral exposition appeared
to stimulate thinking, judging by the amount of sc¢mantic transfer
from the oral transcripts to the essays, and it appeared to facilitate
organization, judging by the similarity of written organization
vo that of the interview-directed conversation. Finally, though
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. the interview prompted semantic and structual bemefits, subjects,
at least with high holistic scores, nevertheless recognized the
di fferences in conventions between speaking and writing and
edited much of their oral production to approximate, at least,
standard conventions of writing.

tEEDS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The next logical step in research of this kind is pedagogical
or curricular application. A curriculum that emphasizes one-to-
one oral exposition, taperecorded for later analysis, as the
crimary means of prewriting; needs to be tested and compared to
curricula that emphasize more individual, internalized means of
prewriting. Students need to be trained in interviewing each
other, so that the one-to-one relationship .s maintained, but at
the same time s relieved of strict student-teacher orientation
and direction, a logistical problem at leask, un‘er this method,
and a pedagogical problem in that it limits unrcalistically the

possibilities for audience.

Such a curriculum is now being testing at Washingston State
University in their developmental writing program, but on &
1imi ted basis. Only one class of 16 students has been made
available as the experimental group. However, there are five
¢ other remedial writing classes, working under a more conventional
developmental writing curriculum, to which the work of the
. experimental group can be compared. Through a pre-post testing

—_ e e—procedure,—the-differances,—if -any, -in performance between.groups .
will be determined. But without greater institutional or extramural
support, continued testing and analysis will have to remain modest.
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LPPENDIX 1:
INSTRUCTIONS TO EVALUBATORS AND BOUNDARY ESSAYS
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. NIE ORAL/WRITTEN PROJECT
Washington State University
Pullman, Washirgton 93164-5020 \ .

FORMAL HOLISTIC EVALUATION

L

SCALE:

- D

HIGH Essay # z 11

MEDTUM
HIGH

(3, =)

Essay # z 6

McOTUM
LOW

w

Essay # z 20

LOW

N3

CRITERIA:
Tdeas
Support
Organization
Diction
Q Syntax
I Audience Awareness o : R

=t =4 3 1 -

Mechanics

OIRECTIONS:

1. Give one rating on the scale of 1-8 based upon the criteria which are
listed above the double 1ine. Give a separate rating rating on the
same scale for mechanics. Record the overall score above the subject's
code number. Record the meckanics score below the overall rating.
Example:

7 Overall rating
KN Mechanics rating

z 46 Subject Code Number
Keep a separate 1ist of code numbers with ratings and supply us witn
a_copy.

2. Use the boundary essays as your gquides- frenuently at the beginning
and then as you have doubts later.

3. Spend no more than an hour on any group of 10 essays.
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4, Use all of the ratings. Remember that they refer to the spread of
quality within these essays, as controlled by the boundary essays,
not within the student wrifing with which you may be familiar. An
8 is not the best student writing that you know; a one is not
necessarily the worst., 8's and 1's have to exist in these papers,
by stipulation, : B

5. 00 not confer with feliow evaluators before or during your reading.

o
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Session 5

1 think that the united states Should have more of a organized
food drive or orgavization that is put aside for people like we
just saw in this film.

1 feel that there is enough food on this planet for everybody.
1 don't think that there shouid even be any exuse for some people
to die of starvation.

1 think that the fiim brought up some very important points on
food consumption. I think that the consumption can be reduced if
some kind¢ of program was set up. When you stGp and think about it,
it's really sad when you see the people wio consum: the amount of
feod for about 3 Big people and then on the other end there's peopie
who don't have anything except flesh right down to their bones and
rib cages.

Im sure that if everybody saw this fiim {hat they wou'd want
to help ~ontribute and send food to wherc it is needed to keep
people alive.

The topic of waiste is one of the main probiems in the . S. I
feel. all the food that we waist could of heen the food that kept
those peop]e 1iving and we just eat what we want & throw the rest
away. | con't know for sure what the acrage of yardage of grain is
that we grow but 1'd sure think that if we had #orkers that woulc
~ salvage “every Yast bitoff of those ffetds—and not waiste- ary-tnen-—-—h—“f———"—-
there would be enough to feed those peopie from Africa, lndia, ’
Cambodia, etc. I think the main probiem is waiste and the n>xt one
down the Yine is food consumption. We have to many peoplie who
consume -overly, Just toc much, Some people here 1 bet consume enough
in one Dinner here in the Y. S. to feed about 20 people fyr a couple
of Days. ‘

The people that are starving aren't going to Jive very long
because the grain that they eat has nothing in it as far as protien
goes in. I don't see many of them l1iving very long if they stay
with the same eating conditions.

The food constmption could be ¢ * way down here in the U. S.
ooen up to possibilities for the starving ones to recieve food.
If the distribution is corrected I feel we could he getting a lot
more food to them in the future. 1If this was broadcasted on T. V.
and they said if they could get $5 worth of food to contribute to
this fund from every household that would just ahout do it good
for a“while, thats all it would take. But every household would

have to contribute unless.
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Session 4

Americans produce one-third of the food resoucces of the
world. We, (Americans), have the richest lands in the world to
produce these foods, Their's great amount of surpltus of these food
resources. All the needs of most Americans are right at the newest
supermarket, Their are 80,000 items to choose from. M~<t *wericans
can not and will oot eat the same meal they ate the - W Me
are also the Teading country that consuwes a great .amount ur meat.
We use fifteea pounds of grains to produce a pound of Tean beef and
ten pounds of corn t¢ produce one pound of poultry, This is alot
of wheat and corn to be used for protien rich meats. The average
american gets twice the amount of protien needs daily!

We are tTeading couniry wastes more food then any other country
in- the worid, for every ten pounds that is eaten, one pound is
thrown away. that's l{ke throving away fifteen pounds of grain,
The average american throws away ten pounds of garbage each day.
This country is going to run out of places to throw away their
garbage. Then what? Shig all the garbage tc other countries?

The food resources of the world are totally unequal., The
third world countries don't have the ldeal weather of rich sofls to
produce food resources. Some countries in Africa are in a drought
n period, that have besn going on for years. These countries have
e been 1n state of stravtion for years. .

The Americans should €t back on their-consumtion-of meats. _ . .
It's unreal the way we americans consume meat. We have to have

every meal. Breakfast, lunch, and dinner, nothing hut meats. Most

Americans are unaware of their meat consumtion. The only time we

become mor: aware, it's when the price of meats 90 up., We can't

continue this way. Because, of over eating protien, and fat meats,

many Americans are becoming unfit, urhealthy and over weight.

We can‘t ignore the third world. We are suppose to be the
country that always helps smaler and economic deprived countries.
If, We ate less meats and send the surplus to the
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Sessiq. 5

This, in my opinion was a great film. It brings up many controverseal
point. Consumption of food. You can look at this problem in many
different ways. Yeat the problem views us in different ways Yeat.

To convince your self that you have choosen the right view is the
trick,

One way which you (the film) might be doing is the scear, fear
tacktics. for example when you try to get someone to stop smoking
you give them all the bad points of view, you actuly scare them.

This film definately needs to be shown more places and more
times.

The American people ain't conscously aware of what we just
saw, but subconsiouly they are. They know there are people dieing
every 14 minutes but that is subconiouly. You and maybe me (but I
think 1'm caught up in it to much so I can't) need to hing the
American people out of there dream. Show them the facts about
these starving people. Most people my self included have never
gone with out food ever. S0 we don't know what's it 1ike to go.

hungry.

Another view which 1 have convinced my self that 1 like
. the best, which is my own theory is: Man kind was sent here to
- strive. Man kind is a mamal, all men are created equall. Man is a

animal. Only the strong survive. This means-you have to use your e
brain. Thirk. The potential is there you have to want it. or
survive in large powerful group. When it all started (the human
race) [peopiel] had power in numbers and everything elese. (never
mind) this .

Aryway back to brain wave d8p Its a jungle in this world.
Only the strong survive 1 dont have to be strong because 1 think,
we use numbers (of peopl). My for-fathers used this theory so they
built our/my world. 1 will not be able to follow in there steps.
There is a new thing around it's called presures/stop [?] and DRUGS
to escape these. presures. Our new generation or mine is decaying
in the Jind. This is why we can't concept what is going on &round
us. Each person has its own war in side his or her head. To
survive you must support your beliefs in your head. I wish Ilgad
a conole of hours to write down my theory. This (what I wroté
is just the surface.

P
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Pegrondent Xi'Interviewer il

1:

] -t

[

-

S0 YOU JUST SAW THE Fel*t CALLED “FDOD YOR \ BUNGRY PLANFT.

: Veah.
OWAT™D YOU THINK OF TIAT?

: Urm, 1 don't know., to me 1t wig kind of rete rans because of our environmental

scienve class that, we've hoen talklyn' bout human population devnarfcs and the

world huncer, situntion nd..

: S0 THAT SORT OF FIT RIGNAT N WITH...

: Yeah, chat Americans are rluttons for Tvsources.

YEAH, t™, LTS TALK ABOC: SOMR OF THE THINGS YOU JUST SAW [N THE FILM. DO
YOU REMEMBER WIEN THEY SAID AH, THAT AH, AMERICANS CONSUME TWICE THE AMOUNT OF
PROTETN THAT WE RFALLY NCFD? [, AND THATYS USTNG MEAT FRODUCTS AND OTHRR

PRODICTS. n

: Grains.

1 YEAB. 1™, DO WE AS AMERTCANS FEFL THAT THAT' . JEFDED? THAT THAT.HIGH AMOGLNT

OF PROTEIN.

: Ah, T don't know Lf we feel tr's needed :ut ah, it's it's there. Yost the

averacr fomiiv rkes enoursh money that thev cdn <o out and vou kacw,. get a bipg

reast for dinner or vhatever. aAnd. I think they feel {t's a privilese not a...

1 YEAW, S0 EVEN THOUGH TEFYURE ACTUALLY EATING AT LTAST ACCHRDING TO THE FILY,

THEV"n FATING MORL FROTFIN THAX THEY REALLY NEED TO ...

: Syhgtagn”

: VFAR, THAT TBEY, DO Yor THINK TIAT“R, WE THINK THATYS NECESSARY R ITVS JUST

THF Wa¥ IT 18 OR...

¢ 1 chink that's fust the wav it £5. [ don'z think anv, the averase Aretican

rives it nuch thoushe.

: VFAH, PEOPLE FAT A LOTTA MFAT AND STUTE,

Thev aren't resllv to~ concerned about t.

: YENL, IT ALRO SATD 7 TUF FTIM THAT AM, OUT OF ECFRY FOUR PORNDS oF 770D, NNE

PAPND COFS TXTO THE CARBACT. RFMEMBFR VHEN IT SAID THAT?

1 Yeah, uh huyh.

32
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J11 eave

-

1 HOP GOULD vOU FROLATY TIM?

.
fph. 1t's 1ike when vwen po over to the POTO or vhatever 15 1s, psrab  ach and 2

lotta wuvs'll eet In there and thev'll go up to the salad bar and scoop up 3
’

.
bunch of stuff and then thev'!l alt Jdown and thev'1l, nab, !'n oot hunerve.  Ana

thev'11l tust walx uo and vimek it.

1 IS THAT WHERF vVOU EaT?
i Veah.
: THAT™S WMTRF 1 FAT T0O. DO ¥OU THIXE DFOPIE DO THAT AP HoNE fon?

1:

®: Ah, to a coertain extent, predabiv.

t: BUT, MAVRE XOT AS MUCH? . .

®1 T think coliege cafeserinyg are pretty wasteful compared to...

I: WHAT AROUT 1% THFE FILM WHERE 1T SHOWFD AH, THE SCEN'. IN THE RESTAURNIT. RPMFMBER
ALL THCSF PEOPLE?

R Veﬁh, ! worked in a restaurant.

I: VEAR, KHAY DO YOU THINK ABIN'T ALL THAT FOOD THEY SHOWZD? ;\'EI’.L, YOor“vg SEEN I7.
R A, I dom't know, it seems kinda reailv stupld to me like somy zuv'll ze out .nd
enead 1% backe op g gond gteak, von waow and or bhis vife'li srder vonicd sceak
and Iohstar and then she'll have a pect of the Iobseer and a couple bites of
the steak and vou'll ask her i she's o u. Lid $0 veah, take if awav, Yeth,

it'as just wasteful, They're throwin' wa- monev.

I: &0 vol THINK THATYS PEFTTY COMMONT

2: Dh veah, I sve 2 lotta wasted food, veah.

1: ALSO IN TPE FIIM IT SALD THAT JHE URITFD STATES ONLY AAS AS0UT SIX "FRCENT OF
THE WORLD™S POPULATION, YET WE VSE UP ABOUT HALF OF THF "ORLD"S RESCUPCES - 50
OF THE WORLD"S RESOURCES. (™M, B0 Yo' TODIN Ta¥ PILM WAS CRITICIZING ANFRTCANS
TOR BEING FNTEAVAGANT OR SOR HAVING A HICH STANDARD OF LIVING?

R: T think it was, to an extent it was trvinz to velnt out to dreilenas fust how

mneh thev are wastine and =wsine.  And char ab, If they 2itinned to coasure
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R: respurces at the race thev are thac ve're ponna be eventually forced to slow down.

1: 80 YOU THINK WE"RF EXTRAVAGANT?

R: 0h veah, definitelv. ’ .
I: HOW 0x» YOU THINK PROPLE JUSTIFY THAT? AS FAR A5 USINY AT OAMOUNT. .. <

R: The American Wavy. G0 outand make 1 huck and chen turn arow J and spend it as

fasc as you make {t.
I: SFFSED IN THE FILY THAT IT PORTRAYED AMERFCANS AS OVEREATERs. LIKF THF SCENE
IN THE RFSTAURANT AGAIN. BUT THEN MIIFN (T SHONED THE PEOPLE TI'AT WERE STARVING. .
IT SFRMED LIKE THEY WERE JUST IN THE THIRD WORLD COUNTRIES, YOU RNOW. LIKE AFRICA
0F SOMEPLACE. UM, RUT IT ALSO SAID LATRP THAT THERE WERE PEOPLE STARVING RIGHT
PFPF IN THIS COUNTRY. DO YOU SEE THAT AS A PROBLEM 1M THIS COUNTRY? ACTCAL
STARCAT LON.

R: 1've never reallv sav actval neople starving. I {matine that in certain pares
to an extent there 15, but. I don't thiak 1t°S pear as widesoread as 1t would

be iike o=2r in some of the yaderdeveloned third world councrles.
1: YEAH. WHERE DO YOU THINK PEOPLE HERE FOR INSTANCE, MIGHT BE STARVING?
%: Oh, mavbe ah. some peonle {n the slums zavbe or ah.

1: LIXT Iy BIG CITIES:

R: Uh huh. Harlem or senedn’ or sere oler PesPle that aren’t tawen caze of

bv social securit¥ and et zere-a.
Iz 50 voU THINK MAVAF THFVURE STARVING?
R: Thev ¢ould be. .
I: OO voU #vrn 8EaD AROET AT X THT PAPERS?
R: Fvery once ia 2 while yeah. wou see a few cases. Not widespread. thmuch.
I: vEAH. S0 T% DOESN™T SEEM AS BAD AS IN THOSE «#THE:R CDU.\TR!E‘S.

R: No.

I; B0 vOU THINK THAT THERE™S ANYT TAY IBAT ALL PEOPLS [ THE VCRLD CAN 3F $°B AuD
YEPT FRO* sTARVING.

R:; veah, wveah.

I: How DO vobl THINK?




%111 maee 4

R: Ak, we'd hove to o Into those cowntries nd ¢y to help them to develop their

om acriculture svsten anpd =2ou kacv, give thes the ®novledae and the toolg to
nreduce eraln and food off thelr own land wnd. plus usin' our Iesourses mere

efficieatly and mavbe you know, shlppin' out sorv of our excess waly every

once in a vhile.
b F: YEAH, YAU MEAX SRIP OUT THE €PAIN LR~TEAR OF USING IT FOR THESE oTHER THIMGS OR?

Ry Yoy xnow, ltke for, whac'd chey s1v? They ave a, bow much?  We have plenty of,

e

there’s o lotga erazin’ land g chey aren't uein’ to the full poatential as chey

“tald us in my environnental suiense class,
I: ¥YFAH, SO YOI THINK THAT CL‘U& WF USED “ORE WISELY?

R: Yeah, that could. yeah they. vne prof told us that thev could double the vield

without, of f the <razin' linds without detrimencal arfects to ir. s
* 1t “*AE, TWF YIFLD 1 30 MAXY, ..

R: Yeab, well, thev sald they conld double the stwehina ared whivh {8 the reg

O sattle av: AsTe. n the tearate.  Sope Jreas afe overrrazed. butb the-e's

athers that are reallw undercrazed.
[: £0 YOU THINE WF COCLD ROLY BY ...
R: Usinz sore of our natural 2erazine linds,
1t AYD BY HELPING TIIv DEVRLOP THELR owN]
2: Wighe. )
I: &0 WYFR You SAY KE, “nU MEXT . T
?: Uniced S-ates.
I: €0 THME APVERNVEXT OR?
R: “enh.

T: PRIVATF PFOPLL nR COARVORATINGR, OR)
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R:

>

ES

hd .
A, 174, nrohably the coverament I'd. private comrerazions wauvid preobably wer

Involved tow Tf theyv wanted. but 1 don'c chia® thev'd see much prafic in {it,

: PIRET.  tM, DO YOU THLE ‘JF‘;'RF DOIN' THAT Sow? -

: Ligele, Peace Corns and stuft ooes out and tries to do what thev caa. 1f each

L=

ndlvidual too, makes 1 licele bit »f erfort to ah. vou know, eat *hat he, A4

he's huperv and oot to throw xav the stuff veu now.
RIGHT, 50 B¥ 20T WASTISNG, WE"RE ALR. GONSA HELP,

Rlzhe, we could consatve.

TOVEAH. S0 YOU TUINK IN A WAY THAT VE SHOULD TAKE IME RESPONSIBILITY? OR Al

LFAST PART OF (T TO SEX THAT  TUFSE PFOPLE ARE FED.
1"d think #n, veah. Hun%er's a pretey sorry sitwacion.

YEAH. WELL,

4% END OF INTFRVIEL.
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Session 1

Americans are the worlds resource glutcens. The average
American constmes two times as much protein as needed. We consume
1/3 of the Worlds resources and have only 1/6 of the world Population.
And we waste, or throw away 1 pounds of of 4 of food. Why? Well
Since Americans are the Worlds largest producers of food, many
people feel we have plenty of food so why worry. I'11 tell you
why. what about the 11 million people a year who die in Other
countries because of starvation, Don't we have a responsibility as
the worlds largest producer of food to see that there people get
the necessary amount of protein needed to survive? HWith just a
1ittle conservation of food resources we could save Millions of
1ives.Also we leaders in the agriculture production & technology so
we could help urder developed countries make more use of thelir
land. Show them hov to enrich the soil, and plant the necessary
crops. If the U, S. would spend some money on the development of
other countries food supplies, The I could see an end coming to
world hunger. Hunger is probably the worst fate of man, to slowly
die of melnutrition is a very painful process. )

Conserving of cur resources is a necessity for man to survive
in the long run. Especially conserving by the U. S. consumers who
use resources like there is no tomorrow, and there very well may
not be a tomorrow for many Millions of people who are deprived of
an adequate food supply. Some feel that the world is to over
populated to support adequately, but I feel there are plenty of
resources we just have to use them more efficiently. If each
American makes an effort to eat what is necessary for a solid diet,
then there will be enough food left over to feed amother 250 mitlion
people. MWe throw away enough fcod to considerably curb the world
hunger situation, Americans are gluttens of resources, and we
coul d cut down considerably on resource use, if we don't the we'll
have the deaths of Millions of people on cur minds, because we
threw away the food that could have saved them,

Q
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1:

R:

WHY DOS"T WE TALK ABOUT THAT FILM & LITTLE BIT? DO YOU HAVE ANY GENERAL
TMPRESSTIONS?

Takin® a foods and nutritions class So. um, he went ovet a lot of this, it's

just, wvou know, we don't need char meth protein and it does met wasted. You
know, yout bodv onlv pakes 2 terzain amount And then the rest LS just turned

into €ac.

! VEAH, T THINK TBEY SAID AM, THAT THAT TN THIS COUNTRY WE EAT OVER HALF CF THE

PPOTEIN, 1 MEAN, WE AT TWICE AS MUCH PROTEIN AS WE REALLY NEED,

: Twice as much ag we need, veah.

1 TO YOU THINK PEOPLE, DO pEOPLE IN GENERAL THINK THAT"S NECESSARY?

i Think that's necessarvy?

vEAN, DO WE THINK WE NEED THAT, IS THAT WHY WE EAT THAT MUCH?

veah, It's vou know, kinda vocue ln Amertca, {t's, you know. wou have to have

vout meaf. vour Vegetahles, Your potatoes and fruit and stuff and every meal.

So.
$0 WE TRINK WE REED THAT MUCH?
Yeah, we think we need meat every meal, and we don't.

IT ALSO SAID IN THE FILM THAT Al, THE UNITED STATES HAS ONLY SOMETHING LiKE
6% OF THE WORLD"S POPULATLON YET WE USE LIKE AH, HALF

: Half the {ood, of the resources

HALF OF THE RESOURCES, vEAH. DO YOU THINK THE FILM %AS CRITICIZING THIS
COUNTRY FOR BEING TOO EXTRAYAGANT OR

Not cricicizlog it. just poincing le ont’

AND THAT MAYBE WE HAVE A HIGH STASDARD OF LIVING? RFAL HIGH STANDARD OF LIVING
HERE? COMPARED TO QTHER PLACES.

vesh. It might not necessatily be hizh standard I meau. cause 1lke Sweden

could be jusc as hleh szandard except we're more wasteful.

! S0 YOU THINK WE"RE EXTRAVAGANT? AND WASTEFUL?

Yeah.

¢ VHAT OTHER WAYS PO YOU THINK PEOPLE IN THIS COUNTRY ARE MRE EXTRAVAGANT?

BESIDES IN EATING.

I8
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Re

Is

Extravagant?

DO YOy KNOW WHAT THAT MEANS?

1 Not really! .
1 OH, JUST WE WAVE A LOT.
¢ Just kfad of think of ourselves?

! WELL, VEAH, WASTEFUL IS pART OF BEINC EXTRAVAGANT Too. JUST “THAT M,

Do vhat we want to?

¢ WELL JUST THAT WEVRE psep TO HAVING A LOT OF EVERYTHING. TIHAT WE REALLY

LIKE TO HAVE LoTs OF NICE THINGS AND EVERYTHING.

! Yeahs cause like, we're kiad of like we're used to fetting our cav and gruff.

Like we Jon't like to stand in lines, we don't Like to wait, we doa't like to

you know, ltike to boss other people arcund and get our thinks done.

¢ vRaH. 1IT ALSO Sald IN THE riLM THAT OUT GF EVERY rour PONNDS OF FOOD THAT

ONE POUND GOES INTO THE GARBAGE. HOW WOULD YOU EXPLAIN THAT? WHY PO YoU
THINK WE 00 THAT? DO YOU REMEMBER WHEN THEY SARD THAT?

Yeah. Uhy we do that?

YEAH, PEMFEMBER LIKE THEY SHOWED A SCENE IN A RESTAURANT WHERE PEOPLE WERE
FATING ARD WHEN THEY WERF FINISHED THEY WERE TAKING THE PLATES MJAY AND THERE
WAS STILL FOOD.

: veah, we juzt, buy more than we ean eat. Just take more than we esn 2at.

+ DO vOU SEE PEOPLE DO THAT?

Th huh, in the dorn esnectially.
VEAH, DO YoU "HINY PEOPLE IN CENERAL DO THAT? OR jusT WHEN THEY EAT oOUT?

It really donends on how thev were &rown un. Lot:a neeple. like T was Rrowin’up

I'S feel muilety £f T didn’t eat evervthin® on mv plate.

YEAH. DO YOU THINK OTHER PEOPLE GROW UP WITH THOSE S#MF IDEAs! T WONDER Wiy
WHEN THEY GET HERE ALL OF A SUDDEN THEY"RE WASTING LIKE YOU £AID, IN THE DORMS
THEY WASTE FOOD.

: Lotta peopla still don't in the dorms. ¥ou know. They seili have that gn em.

lotta oY friends are like that teo.

! YEAH. SO I1T"$ LIKE A OUARTER OF THE FCOD IS WASTED. DO YOU THINK THAT"S PRETTY

AVERAGE FOR THE UHOLE COUNTRY OR JUST. LIKE THEY SHOWED IN A RESTAURANT AND YOU"RE
TATKIN AROUT IN THE DORM - DO YOU TVINR THAT AT HOME PEOPLE DO THAT TOO?
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! Yot ar all,

: MAYBE NOT WHERE YOU"RE FROM. OR MAYZE NOT AT YoUR HOME, 3CT DO YOU THENK PEOPLE

1IN GEXERAL?

veah: yeah.

: WHY DO Yo THINK THEY DO IT 1HERE?

: Cause a lotra rimes they'll, you knows they'll tnink about savin' it, they'll

say."okay, ¥e have left overs tonight, [et's reheat em up tomorrow." Bur then

comorrow night someching comes wp and then the leftovers 3tay in the fridge so

ie's lacer thev end un throwlnz the leftovers out.

! YEM, S0 THAT"S PRETTY COMMOX PROBLEM HUH? 1T SEEMS THAT IN THE FILY IT

PORTRAYED AMERICANS AS BEING OVEREATERS., LIKE AGAIN, 1N THAT RESTAURANT SCENE
IT SHOWED THESE PEOPLE, THEY MERE JUST EATING AND EXTING. AXD AH. BUT YET
WHER IT SHOWED THE PEOPLE WERE STARVIHNG 1T SEEMED THAT THEY WERE IN THIRD
CORLD COUMTRIES - LIKE ATFRICA R SOMEPLACE LIKE THAT. AND THEN IT SAID THAT
THERE WERE PEOPLE THAT WERE STARVING RIGHT HERE IR THIS COUNTRY. ©M. DO you
THISK THAT STARVATION IS A BIG PROBLEM HERE?

: Tn America?

¢ YEMH.

: I kuow 1£'s a problem in some places but,

¢ LIKE WHERE?

* Like in sav, ghettos, or something. Buv. you know. they're just kinda pushed

aside and nobody really wants to lister to chetr problems and rheY don't have
much volce 30 unless someone else gets our there and vou knew, points out fo the

world that they're starvine vou know, we're never zonna know.

r VEAH, VOU MIAN- THE PEOPLE. IN THLS COUNTRY?
: Yeah,

: 80 YOU SEE THAT A8 A BIC PROBLEM.

: 3earvaction here?

: HERE, YEAM.

Hot as a big problem.

YEAH, BUT STILL A PROBLEM.
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Yeah,
20 YOU urAR ABOUT THAT A ULAT? LIRE IN THE NEWSPAPERS O OM TV OR ANYTHING?
Ko.

DO YO THINK PEOPLE ARE AWARE OF THAT REALLY? DO YOU THINK THAT"S AS BIG
A PROBLEM HERE AS IT IS 1IN OTHER COUNTRIES?

: %o, [ rhink ££'s here lust more of a maltricion, vou know.

MALWUTRITION?

Yeah. It's not reallv & starviag.

£0 YTYS A DIFFERENT KIND OF pROBLEM TiAN [T IS IN OTHZR OCUNTRIES?
Yesh.

S0 THEIR PROBLEM IS WORSE? UM. pp YOO THIKK IT"S PASSIBLE FOR ALL THE PEOPLE
IN THE WORLD 70 RE ®EDY

Definicely.

r How?

well, ilke, you kmow, [ always hear abnut thems the FOvetnmeut payinz
farmers not T0 frow food and to throv it away or do something, vou knaow.

Thar's st crazy.

YEAH, THAT"S WASTEFVL. DO yoU THINK THAT THIS COUNTRY AS A COUNIRY SHOULD
TAKE S0ME RESPONSIBILITY IN MAKRIRG SURE THAT PEGPLE ARE FED?

We've already tried in some programs. But ic's basicailv the Povernment, you

kntw, Mo watter how much the people want it. Goverrment just can’t o tossing

motev around like thar.
RIGHT, WHAT DO voU MEAN, WHAT PROGRAMS HAVE WE ...

Uz, the Peace Corny In a way, kind of helps don’t ther? jnd um. cthere's thoze
a lor of religlous wromps vou know. have these ums fzed 2 month. & child for a

month, and...
RIGHT. DO YoU THINK THAT"S HELPING AT aALL?

Yeah, it helps.

1S IT HELpTSG ENOUGH. THOUGH? DO you THINK PI"S OUR RESPONSIBILITY? AS A COUNTAY?
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"{t's not Just Amerlea’s resPonsibility, it's kind of evervbody's responsibilice,

e
L

but you know. we're vare of evetvbody so veah, ir's our tesponsibility too.

-t
)

EVFRYBODY THAT MAS FOOD. IT"S THEIR RESPONSIBILITY TO MAKE SURE THAT PEOPLE
WHO DOX"T HAVE FoQp GET FED?

®: Veah. but the wavy we operate right now. 1, you knew., Lt's. vou kuow. we ean't

de thac.

Tz ¥¥AH, WHAT DO vOU MEAN, YOU MEAN. GOVERKMENT OR?

R: ¥Yeah.

HOUP B0 THEY STOP FOOD FRoM @FETING TO THOSE PEOPLE?
ie
Kell, 1f chevy want 1t, voy Fnow, /thev give then foud thee want samething

-
*

=
-

in reeyrn. Thev just, don't want to just pive them food.

AND THEY"RE NoT OTKC TO GET THAT FROM THOSE PEOPLE?

-
e

He
.

: veah. they don't have anything co give really.

vEAH, WMAT ABOUT THRIR GOVERNMENTS IN THOSE COUNTRIES? DO YOU THINK THEY"RE
DOTNG ANVTHING? OR WHAT DO YOU THINK THEY CAN DO?

-t
*

8t 1 don't know, orobably depends on the eountry. you know. Some starving
eountries are jyst gonna {gnore the starvation and ery and be industriaciscs.,
first. And then worre about the neople. And some are tevin' to worrty about

the neonle firsc,
It AXD WiaT DO THEY DO?
R: that do thev do?
I: YEAH. THE COVFRNMENT"S OVER THERE.

R: Thev would probable fust get ocut there and start like anti-culcural programs

A

and things.

1r DO YOU THISK THEY CAX AFFORD THAT?

R: They would %et helop from some countries, yeah. :

I: S0 ZITHFR WAY, PEOYLE ARE GOMNA HAVE TO (garble)

-
O
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R: Thev can {garble) hut. vou know, {t's., I don't know if we're gonna help chem.

it dePends ...
Tt BO YOU THINK WE SROULD THOUGH?
Rt Yeah.
T: TT DEPENDS OF GHAT?

R: The relacionship between the cup countries, you know. If America sees them

as "enenies" ot "allies".

I: WERE THERE ANV OTHER IMPRESSTONS YOU HAD ABOUT THE FILM? ANYIHING E7SE
THAT STUCK OUT TN YQUR MIND?

R: Yeah, beef is a wasce. {laughcat)
T: HOW 50?2

E: Chicken much betcet, 20, it's altighe but ic's like, I don't know, four
vounds of ftain Lo make one pound of meat and then 15 pounds of grain o

make one nound of beef. That blew me away.

T:"MEMBER WHAT THEY SAID, THAT {5 POUNDS OF GRALN COULD €O 10 FEED ONE OF THOSE
LITTLE K1DS FOR A MONTH. .

R: Yeah.
T: WHAT DID YOU THINE ABOUT TRAT?
R: I don't know, ¥ think 53 a diet it would fet pretty botin® bur, he's living.

T: IS8 THFRE ANYTHINC ELSE IN TUERE? HoWw DID YOU FEEL WHEN THEY SHOWED THE LiTILE
EIDS THAT #aD DIED?

B: T was just wondeting kind of. how those muys who were butvin® chem. Ef thev

wete teallv scarving. €00, You know. And then they'te makin' em de hatd labor

like thac.
T: WHAT DO YOU THINK THEIR REASON WAS FOR THEM SHOWING THAT IN THE FILM?

R: Just ¢ point out chat chiidren actually do die. chae they'te noc always, you

know. vou aluavs see them fusc there with tha sad eyes apd statving.
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I: 50 THAT HAD AN TvpacT oN vOU?  HOW DO VoU THINK OTHER PEOPLE IN THE CLASS FELT
AROUT THAT OGR WAS THERE ANY WAY TO KNOW? WAS TIERE ANY REACTION WHEN THEY
WL2E SHOWING SOME OF THOSE SCENES?T

2: T never got to Pay any ateention.

I: IS THERE AKVTHING ELSE LX THRE FILM THAT LEFT AN IMPRESSION OB ...

%: Oh, when the guv dumped his cigarette buge on the mesge. That rTealiyv got to net

I: DO you EVER SEE PEOPLE DO TEHAT?

R: vYenhs that's dust sroes. ,

I: THAT BOTHERED VoU?

R: Yes.

I: Whv?

Rt ...lust nucein'® clgarecce butes on food, it's juse...

I: 60D FOOD,

B: Vesh.

I: 15 THERE ANYTHING ELSE THAT, ANY OTHER IMPRESSIONS OR ANYTHIMG, COMMENTS oM
. THE TILM?  WHAT DO YOU THINX THE MESSAGE OF IT WAS OR wAS THERE A MESRAGE?

R: Kinda. Sust, yhat we were sa¥ing. We're vasteful and we really don’t need

all the food ghar we cake.

I: YFAN. DID THEY OFFFP ANY SOLUTIONS oR DO YOU THIME THEY LEFT THAT UP TO YoU?
R: %o, they left 1t wun fo us.

I: YEAH.

k% END OF INTERVIRM.
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The world as of now produces enough food to feed the entire
world population yet the distribution of this food is unequal.
Americans are the biggest concern of this unequal distribution,
their attitudes must be changed in order to equal out the distribution.
The second major factor, possible tied with Amarica as a first
factor, 1s the governments of the world. They need to cooperate
more in order to feed the starving peoples.

To make one pound of poultry it takes 3 pounds of grain. It
requires 15 pecunds of grain to produce one pound of ledn tender
marble fat beef. These same 1§ peunds of grain could support a
starving child for one month. Much of the grain produced is not
ever used; but rather the farmers are giver money to not plant or
to burn their production. This is simly a waste of good food.
America wastes one pound of food for every four pounds taken and
America alone (6% of the worlds population) use up half of the
worlds resources.

America obviously has lifestyle or attitude problems concering
food and its wastage. Some say we have a high standard of 1iving
and that must be the cause of our acceptance to wastage. Sweden
has a high standard cof 1iving, possibly higher ‘than Americas, do
they waste food in the manner that Americans do? No. A 1ot of
social and busness activities in America center around food. This
could be the cause of our wastefuliness. Commercials stress guanity
"2 1/2 oz more", "bigger and better" instead of quality. The food
distribution in America is not even equal but the newspapers and
televisions never inform the public of this. Its hard for americans
to understand what starvation really is. In the film Food for a
small planet a scence shows lots of starving children Tocking out
with big sad hopeless eyes. Everyhody has seen this before and
respond with an appropriate “ohhh, how awful. But the next scene
shows death. Men buring the dead children.
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WELL, LET'S TALK ABOUT THE FII A LYTILE BIT. UM, ONF THING IS THE FILM -
HOW'D YOU LIKE IT? .

It was very interescing, it uas,
YOU LEARN SOMETHING FROM IT?

veah.

T UM, OXE THING THAT THEY SAIO WAS THAT AMERICANS WILL EAT 50% MORE PROTEIN

TIAN WHAT WE NEED. OR EAT TWICE AS YUCH PROTEIX Titas WHAT WE NEED. DO YoU
THINK THAT WE EAT THAT BECAUSE WE THINK VE NEED IT, OR WHY DO YOU THINK

WE EAT S0 MUCH PROTEIN? YOU ¥NOW, EATING S0 MUCH MEAT. DID YOU PICK THAT
UP THEN THEY WE TALKING ABOUT THE UH, WHEW THEY WERE SHOWING THEM IN THE
RESTAURANT EATING MEAT...

Eatin® all that meat...

UH }UH, AND THAT'S ONE WAY OF CETTING PROIEIN AND ALL TRAT AND THEY SAY OTHER
WAYS WE EAT WE GET ~ WE'RE EATINC TWICE AS MUCH PROTEIN AS WE ACTUALLY NEED.

You know. basically what it Ix you know, like people siy cat senff and chey
want Lo eat steak. Most people vou know, Ilkey co eat mear you krow, Iike
evervbody clse epcs sceaks and I wpanc to ear stedk so they (wel chac steak

more expersive - peoble want te eac the expensive seuff, basically.

S0 YOU THINK THAT AMERICANS EAT MORE PROTEIN CAUSE TREY LIRKE TO EAT THE
HORE EXPENSIVE STUFF?

Yeah, basicallw.

LIKE, B0 you?

Oh, I like steak a lot = it's more meat, you know. I lixe €o car expensive

foou, but 1 eat you kaow, chat's uhat uwy mother buy...zmeac.

: WELL, THAT'S TRUE. UM, DO YOU THINK THAT WE THINK ABOUT IT ~ ABOUT 2ATING TOO

uUCH PROTELY OR...?

We chink about lc, but ar the cime you eatin® you know, that’s all vou think

about* gettin® full. really. O8asically.

: UM, ANOTHER THING, THAT FOR ONE POUNO OF FOOD IN FoUR TMAT WE PRODUCE HERE,

“2ES TN THE CARBAGE CAN. HOW DO You EXPLAIN THIS WASTE! I MFAN, THAT'S
A LOT OF FOOD.
I know, people try to eat & little coo muth, that's what it ig; or chere's

go muth and don't epe Lt aIl, then he just chrow it =wav. basically.
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But it's veople who bad outa shape. like they showed licetle kids. vou know,

with all ¥e wastes could be goin' ro chen or somethia' 1ike that.

50 WHY DO WE THROW SO MuCH away?

T don’t knaw.

] MEAMN, KOW IS TT THAT, IS IT LIKE AR, WE'RE FIXIX' ALL THMIS FOOD AND THEN
“oy WE DON'T NEED THIS" SO WE JUST THROW IT AWAY, OR, DO YCU THINK WE'RE

TOTALLY AWARE OF IT OR WHAT ARE SOME OF THE WAYS THAT WE LASTE THIS PoUxD OF
FOOD? DO YOU UNDERSTAND WHAT I MEAX?

Xo, I sure don'c.-

UM, SELL ONE THING THAT THEY SHOWED ALSO IN THE FILM,» WHEN TUEY WERE EATING
IN THE RESTAURANT...AND THE WAITER WOULD CLEAR AWAY TIE FOOD, AND THERE WOULD
BE ALOTTA TOOD LEET ON THE PLATE. AKD SO TUATS ONE WAY, BUT THAT CAN"T BE
ALL BECAUSE MAYBE NOT EVERYRODY"S EATING OUT IN RESTAURANTS = WHAT ARE SOME
OTHER WAYS THAT WE'RE, CAY YOO THIMNK OF, THAT WE"RE WASTING FOOD? DO YOU
THING IT'S TRUE?

Yeah, we'te wascing a Yoo of food, veahs 3 [or of food. Say. Lf you order
somethingk, you drop your plata, chac's fool wasce. Food thar you copk and
vou don'e really wanc to eac. you wascin' (g, you know, paybe cookin' too

zuch. And vou know, you don't want to refriferace fr. go ¥ou jusc chrow it

3uay .

DO yoU THISK A LOT OF PROTLE DO THAT IN THEIR HOUES? HoW BOUT HERE AT sciooL?

totta, Mke. I afn'c frvin’ to talk asbour the cafereria food, but peoPle. you

know, a lotca People., vou «now, et S0 auch Stuff, pou «now, "3h, I 1ike this"”

and don’c 1ike {c, you %kneow. and they Just wasce or Jusc nick in their foed

you knows and just feavu it there. & lotta people dein' ic.

VEAR: SO THAT"S ANOTHER wWAY. UM, How BOUT IX YOUR HOME, DO yoU' DO THAT DO
YOy THINK SOMETIMES, JUST 3Y.,.?

Sometime. 1 wasce food sopecize. 1 chink I'm zeal twnery buc [z nor resily

as hunery a5 T chiok and I just won'c cac the rest of Lc. Just chrow Lt away.
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R: DO YOU THINK WE SHOULD BECOME IORE COXSCIONS OF TiIS?

f:" Yesh. Yeah, eaure there’s alocta people who's scarvin® chac vou know, che

food Yoy waste, chey can use it, vyou know., Some people really nved chac feod.

I: 50, HOW, WHAT DO YOU THISK ®WoULD BE ONE wAY ©F, OR JUST BY NOT THROWING IT AWAY?
T MEAN, HOW, HOW M, WOULD OUR ¥OT WASTING THE FOOD HELP THEM? vQU XNOW, WHAT
ARE SOME OF THE THUKGS THAT WE COULD DoO?

R: BRasieally, veu know, you kaow, Just eook encugh Juse you xnow, for che family
be just che riche aoount you know, to get fulf and jusc, you know. just che

rizhe amount, you know, and the food you don’t eac Jusc put L€ up. You knou.

refricerace ir and jusc warn {£ back up You hnew, no neved of wascing all chad

feod.

: AYD S0, ALSO STOP FROY BUYTH: SO MUCH. DO 40U THINK THAT WOULD MELP IF WE
DIDS"F BUY SO MUCH?

: Yeah, or ¥ouy know, that's reaflv whac it !s. Locea people Just keep over-
stockin' Yeu know, cookin' anc you know, Just not #acin’ ic all you knuw,

wanna crv semechin®  2lse vou know, sorte people Jusc wasce food so =uch., though.

: HOW ECUT THE PART AR, WT PRODUCE 64 OF TUE WORLDYS PRODUCE. A%D YET WE CCNSUME
50%7 OF THE WORLD"S PRODUCTION. YOU KNOW, SO WE"RE OdLY PRODUGCING THE SMALL
AMOUSNT, YOU KNOW, WE'RE DOING OH, NOW WAIT, I GOT THIS WRONG, XF RAVE 65
OF THE WORLO™S PORULATION AND YET WE"RE COMSUMING 507 OF IHF WORLD"S RESOURCES.
IS THIS, ARE UE BEING 300 FXTRAVACANTY OR IS TEAT SAYING SOMETHING OO FOR
OUR STANDARD OF LIVI¥G?

: Well, you said chac, llke we 6% of the population bur ...
: BUT, WEURE USING SOX OF THE wORLD”S RESOURCES.

: Food, ard all chact you calkin' bouc? Resouzces! You said, we usin’ all che

rraourees?

: YFMH, 50% OF THE WORLD"S RESOURCES. SEE “E GET rALF OF 1T EVEN THOUGYH WE ONLY
RACE 6X OF THE PEOPLE HERE- IS THAT SOMETHING GOOD BECAUSE WE HAVE SHCH A
GOOD STANDARD OF LIVING OR DO YOU THINK THAT™S BECAUSE LE'RE A LITTLE BIT T00
EXTRAVAGAST?

: Ji=mm, chac's a hard question.
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1: YEAH, KONE OF THESE GUESTIONS ARE PARTICULARLY pasy. 1 THOUGHT THE PILM BAS
PRETTY...HEAVY.

R: Could »2ut sav the gquestiem again?

I: UH MU}, WE HAVE 6Z OF THE WORLD'S POPULATION IN THIS COUNTRY. THIS 6% IS
USING UP 50% OF THE WORLD"S RESOURCES. THAT'S MOSTLY 1% FOOD A¥D THAT"S ALSO
IN ANYTHING THAT WE BUY, YOU RKNOW, IN ANY OF THE LUMBER AND EVERYTHING THAT
THE WORLD HAS, WE“RE USING-UP HALF.

R! That's veally people trying to be you know.,qualley, you know. trving co pet
up the best of everyching, you know. That’s really what 1t is, trying to get

the best of everythin® - you want hiph llving vou know, that's whut ic ls,

i: SO THAT"S PRETTY MUCH JUST OUR HIGH STANDARD OF LIVING. pO YOU THINK THATS
GOOD OR...OR BAD ... O0R OKAY?

R: It's okayr in different wavs, vou know It's okayllf you kmow, vou gercin'
this, you know: you takln' care of seuff, bur ic’s not alright 1f you gonmma

. get it and vou know, abuse ir, You know. That's what it ia.

I: HOW BOUT THOSE WHO ABULSE IT? LIKE EARLIER WE TALKED ABOUT PEOPLE WASTING
S0 MUCH s0...

R: It don’t wake no sense to get somethin’ If vou gonma abuse {t, It just don't
moke no sense. People abusin', that one cype peovle you just don't cave, You
know, "hev this mine. so I can do whar T want. ¥You know, that's how thev fael,

that's the kinda acctitude they probably have.

Tt S0 WHAT DC THINK - SHOULD WE TAKE SOHE MORE RESPONSIBILITY #OR SOME OF QUR
EXTRAVAGASCE AND LOOX OUT FOR THE OTHER GLY, DO YOU THINR?

R: vou knows what ir is, oh, you finish, you finish.
1! OH, I WAS JUST GONNA SAy OR IS IT ORAY FOR Us TO KFE? O GOIN" LIKE WE ARE?

R: No, chere have to be gome cltange you know. Sonmebody has ro €ive in vou know,
Has to be scme changes abouc i, cause you know Like yon sayin’, all these
people dyin' o' starvation, you knows that should tell vou somethin'. Should

tell vou somethin® so that we have to rchange sonetliind vou know. benefic evervbody.

¢
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§0 WE SHOULD.
Yesh, we should.
SO BHAT DO YOU 'THINK THAT INGLUDES DOING?

Cuttin® dowm on a lot o' things. you know. Cuttin' down you knew al. like
¥You say, ah, this family has so mueh. you know, for chelr family, wyou know.

not less, you know, but enouth you knaow, that everybody be alri, vou know,

you know, set and everrthing. You know. don‘t give more, so mueh more than
vou give this other family. wou know. fust enough for everybody. you know.

live real nice and stuff, you know. Really.

HOW BOUT THE ONE GUY THAT SAYS RE WORKS HARDER THOLGH MU DESERVES MORE.
WHAT DO YOU THINK ABOUT THAT?

Yeah.

THAT"S ANOTHER PROBLEM. (laughter} K0T A LOTTA EASY ANSWERS ARE THERE?

Nah.

UM, DO YOU THINK “T™S STILL SAlR IF SOMEBODY WORKS HARDER T0 GET MORE AND

BE ABLE, YOU ENO¥, IF A MAN FIGURES WELL HE SARNS S8n.DOO THIS YEAR AND

IF HE WANTS TO SPEXD IT ALL OH FOOD OR SOMETHIXG THAT HE DOESN"T NECESSARILY

SEED AND THROW AWAY UALF OF IT, 1§ THAT QKAY OR SIOULD HE TAKE A LITTLE
¥ORE RESPONSIBLITY ...

He should take a little more respnasibilite for evervbodvy. If he have a
L]

any econselence, mosr likely he wounld.

LIKE IF NE S2% A FILM LIKE TuIS, {(laughter) DO YOU THINK YOU'LL CHANGE SOME
OF YOUR MABITS?

Really.
WHAT 2ouLD YOU DO IF YOU HAD TQ SEE THAT FILY EVERY NIGHT BEFORE DINKER?

If I had to see that, probably you know, would get just enough for me to full

on - waste nothin'.

A LOT OF, MOST OF THE FILY WIEH THEYYRE TALKING ABOUT STARVATION, THEY TELLIN®
YOU ABQUT THIRD WORLD COUNTRIES. YOQU KnOW, THE POOR COUNTRIES, LIKE INDIA AXD
THE FAR EAST. R, AND THEN TOWARDS THE END THEY SAY TUAT TUERE'S ALSO
STARVATION IN AMERICA. UM, DO YOU THINK THAT"S TRUE?
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Oh. there's people starvin® everywhare,
THEY"RE HERE TOD?

It may not be thac they starvin' by food. but some, starvin' you can'c really
Just say by food, you know, you rould be starvin'’you know, money problems.

you knaw. I feel that's scarvin', you know. like thac.
O YEAH, LIXE WHAT eLSE DO YOU MEAN?

You know. like wou don't necessarily have co be scarvin® in food. you can
be starvin’ you know, economically, ¥ou know, money problems or vou know,
there different wa¥s. You don't necesgarily have co say. oh, he's acarein’
fooduise - some people who, You knew. get full meal everyday. but you know

they still you know. bar shape, you hnow. Just enough to survive by, you kaow.

: RICHT, LIXE THEY"RE SPEXDING ALL THEIR MOXEY ON FOOD AND THEY DON"T HAVE

ANY MONEY LEFT FOR ANYTHING ELSE.

: Yenh. maybe some. sorehody might have cloches - warm jackets - you kuow...

VHY DO YOU THINR THAT“S A PROBLEM HERE?

: Huh?
: WHY DO YOU THINK WE HAVE THAT PROSLEM HERE, I MEAM THIS {S A CAPITALISTIC

SOCIETY - AKVBODY CAN HAVE WHAT THEY WANT? SO wHY DO WE HAVE PEOPLE STARYVING?
WE"RE SUCH & RICH COUNTRY.

: I chink the reason why is chat is bacause uh, life, juse like the. ic's like

it Just like People have so much that they don't need you inow, and another

that'’s ov spinion I feel thar Peoble you know. have so much .- lictle two nuch
and this family you knou, don't have nothin'. Don't nobody want to et coRether
and try to help this fanily. you know, that’s “hat T feel fc is. dasizally,

50 IT"S THOSE WHO RAVE ARE NUT CIVING ARE NOT CIVING OVER TO TIOSE WHO HAVE
N¥OT? KIND OF?

Not, tryin' o be like, vou know. Iike chat but you know. this. you know,
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saying che majoticy of people have you know, say hiuve wou know, everything they

want, you know. and these people don't have nothin' vou know. I feel thac,

vou kaows the famllys you konow, can get cosether and try to he', chis. you kpow
!

1

thev do it, but, you know, MORE - help MORE - like that.

¢ HOW COME. WHY DO YOU THINK IT"S TAKING SO LONG FoR US TO DO TMIS?

I don’t even kaow.

I MEAN, YHAT SHOULD WE DO TO TAKE CARE OF IT, 1 MEAN, WHERE CAN YOU EVEN
START? ON SUCH A BIG, SUCH A MASSIVE PROBLEM... OR DO YOU THEINK MAYBE WE NAVE
BEEN WORKING ON IT A LITILE BIT?

: [ chiok we, people, vyou know thev ship the food over here and stuff they, it's

starcin’, functioning, vou know. but it has co. vou know, everybody has to give
in more, mote vou know, it's starcin’ you knows it been starced tryin' - chey

been sendin' food over, medical stuff - equiPoent and scuff like that,

: OH, oUY O THIS COUNTRY TO ThE OTHER COUNTRIES?

Uh, hub.

! BUT THEY"®E STILL HUNGRY OVER THERE. DO Yoy THINK WE SuoULD KEEP ON SENDING

MORE?

! Yeah, more.

: WHAT ABOUT OUR PEOPLE MERE S1ARVING AT MOME? HOR WE GONNARELP THEY TO?

I'd say, 4if there's a %iI1 there*s a way somehow.

; MAYBE VE HAVE TO TIENK OF 1T SINCE WE"RE TEHE YOUNG ONWES.

T know.

: DO VOU THINK IT"S POSSIBLE THAT WE CAN TAXE CARE OF ALL THESE PEOPLE?

I really ean’t say. I don'c even know. [ I think 1r's possible, it's possible,
Ifke vou said. you know, America's a cich countrv - fsn't that what vou said?
I3 oossible, ie, vou know byt vou have have to fust have es ¥on knew, sorebody

have to Just come in and Just vou know, demand 1t. vou xnow. Mo seein' or vou
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R: know. peonle not Teally takin' this as serious as the problem is. That's what
fr basically i3 - people not takin® this as serious ag it £3. You could
Probably see somebody watchin' you know, and Just thinkin' fts a lleele a

commercial of somefn® vou know, but this 1s serlous busiacss.
1: 5¢ HOW DO WE MAKE EVERYBODY TAKE IT SERIQUSLY?

B: 0ff. Just, you know by just keep vou know showin' fc. showin® ft you know,
TV or newsPaper gr vou know, ¥ou knuw, you know special bullecin. every wou

know just the right People just oPen thelr eves and see how the world ceally

is, vou know.

T: WHAT ABOUT, THAT"S A PRETTY 600D IDEA, YOU KNOW, SHOWIN" ON TV AND STUFF A LOT
AND ADVERTISING AND MAKING EVERYBOOY AWARE OF THE PROBLEM. BUT HOW 30UT, DO
YOU THINK IT EVER GETS To POINT LIKE CAMPAIGN COMMERCIALS - WE SEE EM OVER AND
OVER AND AFTER A WHILE YOU"RE LOT EVEN AWARE OF WHAT"S BEING SAI0. SO WHAT
. - ET2E COULD WE DO OTHER THAM , T MEAN ARE THERE »NY OTHER ALTERNATIVES OR THINGS
THAT WE COULD DO? TO MAKE THE WORLO AWARE OF IT. OR TRY AXD FORK OVER SOME
OF THETS BUCKS?

R: You ¢an. vou &an have, wou know, vou know like a, vou know like a baycote or

.
.

anyehine you kanow. walk vou know, anything. vou know, signs - waik around in

those parades. anythin?, wou know to make em t¥Y to oPen the eves to...

I: S0 WHAT DO YOU THINK THEY"LL START ODING? DO YOU THINK THEV"LL STOP WASTING ['00D
AND YOU FNOW, IS THAT ALL THAT WE CAN 00?

B: You can't sav .that vou Just Ronna stop wastln® food fust like that,,. thev gonna

steal to ger ic.
I: HOW DO YOU TUWINK THE FILM AFFPECTED EVERYBODY o SAW IT TODAY?

R: Oh, evervhodv was noin', oh Lawd. you know: evervhody was fust in 1 Jaze when

they was seein' liccle kids and ah. Llike the...

It IT"S KINDY A GRAPHIC FILM.

R: But the film's basically wou know. all this vaste fuvod. and sv. and then vou

@
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R: trvin' co say these kids scarvin' and a}l chis wasce food we dofn' up in America

vou kaow. Tiaat's what che film’s crying' o say, al) this waste food now look

at. now look at these kids don'c have all thac te wasce, youw know, every. all

the food they ger, evervthing theY gfet, they jusc ear, vou know, thet noc
-«

leavin' nochin'.

: %0, THEY"RE GETTING ENOUGH. THEY TALKED A LOT ABOUT HOW MUCH GRAIN IT TAKES
10, OH, SOMEHING LIKE EVERY 15 QUT OF 15 POUNDS OF GRAIN, WE USE OME TO FEED
MEAT, YOU KNOW, TO FETD aAH, STOCK - LIKE CHICKENS AND COWS. WHEREAS MAYRE
THAT GRAIN, THE FYLM SUGGESTED, MAYBE THAT GRAIN SHOULD BE SENT GVER TO THE
THIRD WORLD COUNTRIES, DO YCU THINK THAT"S ¢ooD? OR DO YOU THINK THAT"S
TELLING US TO RECOME VEGETARIANS OR WUAT?

-
.

Ri Vou know, not, well you saving. you know, all chat food vou feedin' ro the
anim. you know. the cows and stuff 1fke chat, you know. necessarily, you
know, thev ervin' £o heef-yp the cow ¥ou know that, s0 you know meac be beccar
505 but you can cake half char and send it to chem kids vow know. people In
the third world. whacever, like vou sav... luac send some of chac to chua,
than vou kaow, feedin' 1) che scotk. ¥Ou know. Well. that's i wcod suvgesclon.

BUT WE EAT ALL THAT STOCK., I MEAN WHMAT ARE WE GONNA DO RTTH, YOU yNOW, HOW
WE GONNA FEED THEM, CAUSE WE NEED ALL THAT.

1

R: ah, sce chat this 13 a -~ 1{t's aivavs a questivn to back that up see, veah,
P

YEAH, THAT"S ONE OF THE THINGS AEOUT COLLEGE. ! THINK. THEY THROW ALL TH1S
STUEF AT YOU ASD SaY, "HOW YoU GONNA SOLVE THIS?™ AND IT"S pretry #ARD. (lauzbter)
1 DON"T KNOW, BUT TRYIN' To THINK OF DIFFERENT WAYS TO START. [0 YOU THINK

THE INDIVIDUAL MAKES A DIFFERENCE? LIKE DO YoU THINK IF EVERYEODY WHO SAW THAT
FILY WERE TO DO SOMETHING IT WOULD START HELDPING?

I

R: Mavbe like sendin’' the others differenc Plates, wvou pean, something tixe chac

aa

or vhae?

I T MEAN JUST SHOWING IT T0 AK, T GUESS ABOUT 30 OF YoU saw IT THIS 'ORNING. AND
50 MORE ARE GOING TO SEZ IT.

R: Yeahs more and more people.

I: DO YOU THINK THAT"S A <00D START?
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; THE INDIVIDUALS wHO saiy THE FILM.

¢t CAUSE SOME PEOPLE woULD BE ANGERED BY THAT SORT OF A FILY SAYING THAT Uy, IT"S

: AND SO WHEN THEY"RE DOVN YOU SHOULD MAYBE LEND A HELPING HAND?

: oh, I alwaye did. vou know., maybe at the store out Stuff fn. I alwavs do chat.

: EVEM THOUGH IT “AS KINDA GORy.

Make veople think about it more. you know. they tcell they're (riends, chey're

friends tell, vou knows It gsearts sone.

WHAT DO YoU THINK THEY'LL DO?

You fnean...

I knoww @ lots thes a 1ot them 2irls pexc to ne and seuff, she pid she wasn't
Ronna waste, soon as she seen that she safd, "I'n gonna seop wastin' food.” -

firse cime she see {t. 50 the £ilm., {c's. the [ilm affecced o Iot of people

in the class, too. It did - opencd up a lotta eves.
DO YoU THINK ANYBODY WAS AKGERED BY 1T?

Ah, I can't really say if, cause didn't nobody just ¢ome out and say...

JUST PURE PROPAGANDA AND WE AMERICANS, YOU XNOW, IF THOSE COUNTRIES CAN"T
TAKE CARE OF THEMSELVES THEN THAT"S THEIR PROBLEM, WE HAVE OUR OWN PROBLEMS
OVER HERE. WHAT DO YOU THINX ABOUT THAT KIND OF ATTITUDE?

That's not the way to have a attftude. That's not the righc kinda attitude.
Because You know, they hupman just like evervbody else s0 »ou you should ereat

them like vou wanna be treated - You wouldn't gant nobody ce treat vou bnd

so vou don't treat them bad,

Cause You never know In the JonZ run, they mizht have to helvp us - the long run.
Even thoukh thev. you know, in bad shape righe now, nerer know.

BO YOU THINK YOU"LL DO ANYTHING ELSE OTHER THAN STOP RASTING FeOD? YoU GONKA
START SENDING DOLLARS TO GARE OR...

THAT"S REALLY INTERESTING. ARE VOU GLAD THAT You SAW IT?

veah, veah, I am.
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Lasd

: It was. vou know, I'm glad 1. cause vou know, I've never really chink - before

1 saw that fiIm I wasn't really chinkin® adeue ehne. Uncil I seon that €ilm.

even
T wasn't/really thinkin' about that.

! WHAT DO YOU THINK WAS THE M0ST GRAPHIC OR DESCRIPTIVE ~ WHAT SCENE STANDS OUT

MOST I MIND? AS REALLY RETTING ACROSS THE MESSAGE TO YOUT B0 YOU Ki0W WHAT
I"M ASKING?LIKE THEY HAD ALL THESE DIFFERENT SCENES SHOWING UM, LIXE PEOPLE
EATING IN THE RESTAURANT AND THEN FEEDNG THE COWS AND THEY SHOWED THE BEEF
BEIXG BUTCHERED AND ALL TRAT WASTE GOING DOYN AND THEN THEY WOULD SHOW THE
CHILDREN - WHAT SCENES DO YOU THINK REALLY STICK ONT IN YOUR MIND? THAT
REALLY GOT THE MESSAGE OF THE FILM ACRO5S57 YOU XNOW, CAUSE CERTAIN SCENES ..

: When 1 scen the peonle eatin® meat and theY €lash liccle kids laying - just

showin' - wou could just see . heir ribs just walkin' arocund little bowl o'

foed ~ that's what really did ic.

i WHEN THEY FLASHED BETWEEN THE PEOPLE IX THE ELEGANT RESTAMIRANT...

And thev showed the licele kids like 3 and 2 years old - just layin' there.
And they show somebody antln' good meat and they show them eatin' - I don'e

know whnt they was eatin',,...

: RIND OF AX QATMEAL. WMICH IS, GATNEAL Is PRETTY GOOD BUT XOT EVERYDAY FOR

EVERY MEAL - AET XINDA OLD. MOV BOUT IS WE SEND EYl A COW EVERY WEEK? (laugheer)
YFEAH, 1S KIND OF A BAD PROBLEM.

- kT 1sg.

1 HADN"T REALLY THOUGHT ABOUT YT THAT MUCH SITHER UNTIL 1 sa% THE FILM.

It never did come. you know, I knew about starvin', but L realiy wasa'c chinkin'
about it at the time. and. bur I didn't kaow this was what the fili was Ronna

be about. The old mind's open again.

: IF foU HAD T0 WRITEZ ON IT, DO YOU THINK ¥YOU UM, HAVE Ax IDEA HOU VOL“RE GORNA

WRITE YOUR PAPER?

Yeah. ..veah. really.

! WHAT DO YOU THINK YOU"LL SAY, WHAT DO YOU THINK YOU"LL BASE YOUR ARGUMENTS ON?

Base it probably, Iike. you xnow. the wasee, about uaste of food and stuff Iike

vou know. the food that they wastin' should go over here. you %now, shiPped to
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The United States waste to much food because they're trying to
benfit their self, The main reason is that they want quality food
and when they get quality they waste it. And the American people
think they need to consume but that not true. Because their are
mor~ people in other states that are in bader (sic) size(sic)then
use{sic) so I can we say we are in bad size. Because Of the waste
of food. The 3 world is staving from it. all that food we aren't
useing we could be sending over to africa are somewhere to help
those country that need it, I am not saying that united state
isn't staving but the country like in the film could get so help
from use., We use to much food on our animal to make them fat but
don't forget we have to get some food for ourselvas sometime, If
we would just keep in mind that we need to stop wasting our foed we
would be alright. Because their all many people out there who
don't get any thing to eat. So if you ever think that you are in
bad shape. Remember about the people who don't get any thing to
eat. But the role of the is to think about other people feeling to
not Just their own because you might need something from them
someday.
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[T
.

you knw, third world basically. stuff like thit. you oo, about 2yqin and

stuff{ like rhar.

;50 YOU THINK MOSTLY ABOUT OUR WASTE AND EXTRAVAGANCE.

Yeah, that’s what. you know, shat's what the film basieally was sayin' you know,
lotta wast, all this waste and then all the Jutk Piled up ¥You know. then next

you know, it's in the vater and stuff.

)
DO YOU THINK SOME PEOPLE MAKE TOO MircH MOWEY?

Yeah, (garbla) like like them people fm NBA makin' all chat money - ain’t nobody

woreh that aueh money.

; HOW MUCH DO THINK IS TOO MUCH?

L.ike somo make a million a year - that’s too zueh money.

)
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