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. Preface . -

Volume ! of this series of longitudinal studies dealt with Che
contribution of a variety of factecrs which influence the text-forming -+

strategies children employ in early stages of writing develepment.

-

"Constitutional, sociceconomic, and maturational factors were described ‘

which affected distributions of cohesive ties and the range, sustaining’
power, and complexity of their written stories. Thls.volume fccuses
ot differencea between children’s or;l and written texts and on develop~
ment of writing ability--in other words, on their transition to writing.
Although the same constitutiénal, soclocconomic, and maturational variables
are conaidered briefly, further anélyses ha»2 not uncovered substantial
new findings sbout these population characteristics. Readers of the present
volume who wish to.examine these differences in detall will find related
analysea in Appendices B, C and D. Procedures may be found in Appendix A, ,
The present volume'is organized as follows. Cohesion reaults are
presented In the first two chapters. Cliapter 1 extends Volume i by adding
dictation and writing data for the Grade 1°2 population, Chapter 2 presents
replication reaults for the kindergarten/grade-one groups compared with the
older population (Grade i{-2) for cohesion in both dictation and writing.
Story structure resﬁlts, as in VYolume !, are given in a separate
chapter (3). For both cohegion and story structure major differsnces in
speech and writing are discussed in terms of their theoretical significance »
and implications for writing development. 1In a fourth chapter, cohesion
and story structure coniclusions are integrated into an analysis of the

transition to writing emphasizing patterns of development. Finally, a

case study of a kindergarten child is presented in Chapter 4.
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. Chapter 1
The Transition to Literacy

MAKING MEANINGS EXPLICIT

Contextual Factors

By school age, children are skilled, if pot expert speakers. They have

learmed to use language as a functional extension of mind and self, largely

(1 -
2

within familiar, intimate, face-to-face situations where language may even
be'aucillary to on~going actions (Bruner, 1975; MacHamarg, 1972). The pur-
pose of these acﬁions, the nature of the situation and its participdnts, and
the social setting itself are subtle natural conditions which cﬂildren have
learned to interpret and address when they speak (Halliday, 1978). They

have learned'that the gituation itself is part of the meaning they must
understand and convey.

The situation may serve as the impetus for mu.n of what is said. From
the nature of .the activity and those who participate in it, various kind; of
discourse are required. Intérpersonal relations must be maintained. Necessary
informat@on must be ;rovided to solve probleﬁs or accompiish tasks. Coopera-
tion may be needed to maintain or complete the activity and, of course, ’
differences may arise among participants at any juncture where motives or
preferences differ. All of these and many other factors support and sustain
spoken diseourse.

In most contexts where speech is applicable, participants in the discourse
usually share a wide range of knowledge abovt the situation and about each

other. This shared knowledge allows speakers to refer to objacts, actions,

states, and persons using a range of communicative capabilities. They may

-
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point physically, or by the very nature of shared azttention to the task at

hand, they may simply rely on the percéptual salience of the activity to

carry the burden of reference. Some social activities symbolize rich culcural
meanings shared implicitly by members of che culture. Other activities
symbolize deeply personal meanings shared by just two people. In either case
speech may be ancillary to action or even ancillary to nonverbal meanihgs
conveyed by the gituation. In either case, context permits both Gerbal and
nonverbal ctransmission of a range of meanings from highly implicit to highly
explicic (Hasan, In press). dhildren, as participants, have learned to use
the varied codes that mediate meaning in a context of situation, each code
overlapping to some extent, but each code uniquely suited to convey certain

kinds of meanings (Argyle and Kendon, 1967). They have learned to talk using

the sum of these available codes, each adapted to accompany and interact with '

the others, speech included. Speech is part of this tapestry of meanings.

" Making Meanings Explicit in Wricting

In wricting, whera the text itself is the relevant environment for estab-

lishing 211 aeaning relations, both attention and intention must be realigned. ;

Unlike speech, where attention may be directed always to intention and con-
text, attention must be directed as well co'means and the form of language
(Cazden, 1974). To free their language from sicuakional constraincs, children
must understand that the text itself is the relevant environment for astab-
lishing meaning relacions and léarn also the unique features of written

texts (Hasan, 1973; Pettigrew, 1981). They must learn to make meanings clear
wicthin a2 text and :o0 direccrlanguage to a‘discanc, often abscract audiénce
(Donaldson, 1978 Franci;, 1975) . What children learning to write must grasp
is how to. take what is i?plicitly obvious in context-of-situation and make

ic explicic in wriEcen text (Cook-Gumperz, 1977). They must learn to

" -2- 2y
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appreciate language as a structure separate from action, placing increased
reliance on syntactic and semantic '"foregrounding' as dominant carriers of
meaning--in short, to subscitute words and é?ntax for gesture, prosodic
information, atcributes of the discourse setting and all éhe redundant .
sources of meaning inherent in conversation (Cook-Gumperz, 1977; Doughty,
Pearce & Thornton, 1972; Ure, 1971).

Childfen‘also must learn th; funccions of wricten di;course. A.most -~ -
important distinction between speech and writing can be made on the basis
of function (Halliday, 1973). Halliday argues that spoken language essen-
tially has an interpersonal function. Spoken language is used predominantly
to maintai;‘social Fekations; Written language mainly serves. an ideational
function. This function manifests language's capacity to. express the content
of experiences and their logical relationships. Olson (1977) also distin-
guishes batween utterance and text. He, like Halliday, mazkes this distin;-
tion on the basis of funccion. 9130n argues that utterances serve largely
tc maintain social relations while teXts Specifx truth functions. Utcerances
have wany implicit dimen;ions but texts are explicit: they explain and —
describe rather chan regulate and maintain social relacions. Texts are ,
statements coded for reflection rather than for action., Halliday (1973)
has defined this specialized charaé;er of texts as language'; textual fuﬁction.
In wricing, children must attend not only to ideas, but how ideas are expressed --

the textual function.

Texts, (stories, pedms, arguments, explanations) are units of meaning
encoded in sentences (Halliday & Hisan, 1976). Texts have meaning within
themselves and in relation to the context of which they are 2 part. The
production of a text is shaped by a setting qurelevanc actions and events,

by relationships among participahcs in a discourse, and by the mode of
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communication employed. Texts a&e internally consistent; they comprise a

kind of unity. This integration or unity of meaning is achieved by the'way‘ "

certain linguistic elemepts are used. Halilday and Hasan (1976) have shown

how this unity 1s achieved through cohesion: that is, by establishing

semantic relacions through interpretive elements in a text. Cohesion is

the range of chese-ingerprecive relactions or ties. Ties are achieved

_ through five digcincc kinds of cohesive relations: réference, subscicuction,
ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical cohesion (Halliday & Hasan, 1976; King

& Rentel, gg:gi-, 1981). Another task children must accomplish in learning

to write is to realign their uge of cohesive ties to create texts which

stand ind;pendenc of contextual props, yet maintain ; unicy of meaping.

. ~ " COHESION IN CHMILDREN'S ORAL and WRITTEN TEXIS:
o SUMMARY GRADE 1-2 RESULTS

This report is the second of two designed to explore the kinds of shifts
in language usage children must make as they move from oral to written dis-
course., In the first study which began with children midway through firsc
grade, we found that over the first 16 months of the study, from February of
first grade through all of second grade, children incréiggd their use of
lexical cohesion dramatically irrespective of social or linguistic background.
On the average, children increased the prop;rtion of lexical cohesion in
writing from roughly 18 percent to near}y 50 percent of cohesive ties employed.
In addicion to lexical cohesion, children used conjunctions proportionately
more, and used a wider range of them, adding approximately five'percenc more
conjunctions to their texts every four months. Words were used to link
meanings bocth at che level of proposition, and at higher levels of schema.

For example, propositions were linked iIn beginnin:, texts, like che one cthac
follows, by additive conjunctions, repeating words and using synonyms. Note

also that in line (3), cthe ulctimace referent for they lies outside the text,
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but in (2), they refers back to bomb .

(1) Once there were these bombers.
(2) And they tried to destroy this bridge.

(3) And they had airplanes and bombers.

Such use of reference, both exophoric and endophoric, reference outside and

within the text, marked children’s eafly productions. About 34 percent of
the cotal ties in children's beginning texts referred to soméching or'some-

*
one outside the text, but this percentage declined swiftly to three percent

by the second month of grade two and r2mained at that level. throughout the

‘vear. Thus, children, regardless of class, sex, dfalect, or school increas-—

ingly confined reference ties to ch?ir texts. . Both substicucion anq elligsis
were egplqyed sparingly. >
These overall developmental differences in use of cohesion are illustrated
by the text below. This excerpted text is from a sample of writing collected"
at the end of second grade. The excerpts are from a much longer text but are

presented with intervening units omitted to convey a sense of how various

cohesive devices are employed over large spans of text to link presupposed

meanings.

(1) Once there was a licttle hamster named Dancer.

(8) Dancer ran all around the house.
(9) Then someone opened -the door.
(10) She skitter-=skattered out of the house.

(14) When she was outside, she made lots of friends.

(18) Toby, the tomcat, was her best friend.
(19) She met Bom Bom, the bird, and Tommy, the tiger. .

First, there are the lexical ties: around, out, outside (collocation); house,
door (meronymy or parc-whole relationships); ran, sk’.tter-skattered (synonymy);
friends, friend (reiteration}; and tomcat, bird, tiger (hyponymy or co-classi-

fication)., The conjunctions then and when, both temporals, have replaced and,
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an additive conjung;ion, as means of linking grammatical units. The pronouns
she and her ?efer consistently within the text to Dancer, the hamster.
Children appear to have discoveréd the versatility of lexical ties as a
means for ggtablishinh textual relevance through sfnonyms, antonyms , hyponynms,
meronyms, and reiteratisn. Coupled wiph their dramatic increase in the
ability to establish identity of reference within a text, at th; end of
) second grade, children tied schemata together with relatioms of identity and
similarity. Decreases in exophoric reference indicate that they understood
that the text must be the Felevant environment for all meaning relations.
Lexical cohesion, conjunction, and reférenge were used also to link adjacent
propositions. And, as evidenced by the enormous increase in lexical cohesion
evidenced in their texts, children clearly grew in their ability to establish
relations at the ievel of cagegories. By the end of second grade, they had
acquired a wide range of cohesive devices and a reasonably ‘well organized ‘sel:
of systematic optioens for using them. Their reference ties were:routinely
endophoric. They empioyed substitution and ellipsis infrequently, while,‘
conversely,‘they were unhesitant igbtheir use of conjwmetion. In short, so

far as cohesion is concerned, their transition from oral to written texts,

while not complete, was well under way by the end of second grade with few

initial differences remaining among pooulations.

TRANSITION TO WRITING: FROM DICTATION TO WRITTEN TEXT
" RESULTS FOR GRADE 1-2

A majar concern in our research was Eg better understa;d how certain
features of text (e.g. cohesion) develop in stories produced orally as
compared with those produced in writing. That is, do children cope with
certain elements in oral texts, where they are free of the mechanics of

producing visual language, earlier than théy do in writing? Are there

f .
particular shifts in the proportional use of cohesive devices in one mode
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that differ from those in the other? To pursue these concerns, children’s
cohesive ties in dictated and written stories were compared using both

wultivariaté and univariate anaiyses. betails of the statistical analyses .

and over all design strategy are described next, followed by an overview
of ‘the results for cohesion elements in dictation and writing.

Multivariate and Univariate Analyses

Both nultivariate and univariate analyses of variance coupled with
_discriminant analysis yere employed for the cohesion.comparisons. For the
multivariate and discriminant analyses, computer program CANOVA (Clyde

Computing Services, 1973) was used. This program tests for significant

L3

di.fferences with Wilk's likelihood ration transformedto Rao's approximate F.

Signifiéant multivariate differences were followed up with discriminant

analyses and univariate analyses of variance. Arcsime-transformed proportions
' .‘ of re.sl:ricted exophoric reference, reference, substitution, copjunction, and 1
lexical ties sgrved as dependent variables in a variety of comple;entary
multivariate analyses wherein scores for each dependent variable were well-
organized into mixed design with_sex (6 males and 6 females) and dialect
(6 vernacular and 6 nonvernacular) serving as between-subjects comparisons,
and with discourse contexts (dictation and writing) and obs;rvation periods
(Spring, 1979; Fall, 1979; and Spring, 1980) serving as wi:hinrspbjects
comparisons. This design compared factors within the urban school. Simila;
design arrangements were employed to compare yrban and suburban schools but
with the dialect compgrison removed and the school factor substituted as a
bet;een—subjects compafison. A third multivariate analysis was employed to
compare sex (between~subjects) and mode over observations (within—suﬁjects).

Additionally, multivariate analyses were performed on each mode Separately

retaining the same design characteristics for comparisons within and between




and lexical cohesion increased during grades one and two, while in dictationy °

O
‘than in dictation while the opposite held for nonvernacular speakers. In

. period. Males employed lexical cohesion a.d ellipsis more in dictation than

e —

-

schools. Detailed descriptions of procedures and findings are given in

Appendix A.
Essentially, the overall design strategy employea for all compavisons .

was to consider, first, the most comprehensive model possible within the

-

limits of the assumption of sphericity (Davidson, 1980). Suhseﬁuent com~

plementary comparisons, premised on discriminant and univariate folloi~ups
for the comprehensive model, were designed to progress through a descending
order of less comprehensive, multivariate—univariate, interaétign—main—effect

probes till baseline eﬁfects were established.

.
s

Overview of Cohesion Results: Comparison of Dictated and Written Modes,
Crade 1-2 1

Results from the urban SGHGEI_;howed that. in writing, use of conjunction

use of conjunction was stable over the perjod and lexical cohesion declined

. r

between first and second grade. In both dictation and writing, restricted
exophoric refercance declined with Breater decreases occurring in writing.'

Both dialect groups used conjunction and lexical cohesion more in dictation

-

than in writing; vernacular speakers made less use of reference in writing
.

general, nonvernacular speakers used more ellipsis, reference and conjinction

in their texts overall than did vernacular speakers. The greatest differences

over the period appeared to occur in declining use of restricted exophoric
reference, ~
Foilow-up techniques for the suburban school indicated that differences

over observations were assoclated with writing~-reference decreasing over

observations while lexical cohesion and conjunction increased over the l6-month

»

26

1




-

. :
-‘-—-”--

»
s

in writing while the reverse was true for females. Both males and femzles
used conjunction less in writing than in dictation. t

’ With the eXception of restricted exophoric reference, proportions of
cohesive ties remained relatively stable over observaticns in the dictation
context. In writing, however, substantial developmental shifts occurred in
lexical cohesion, reference, conjunction, and ellipsis. These writing
differences were described extensively in Volume 1. Restricted exophoric
rqfereﬁce decreased significantly in both writing And dictation. The sta-
bility of cohesion proportiong over the period in dictation suggests an
accomodation to context. On the other hand, cohesion proportions in writing
reflect significant and surprisingly swift developmental realignment to the
explicit ;equiremencs of written texts through increased lexicalization,

endophoric reference, and semantic foregrounding.

Results of MANOVA for Dictation and Writing

Retellings were excluded from these analyses to obtain comparisons of
children's oviginal productions only. These productions ranged from labels

and statements, to statements with comments, through reports and personal

accounts to fictionai tales. Each text, however, represented a version of

what a particular child regarded as a story. To have compared these texts
with children's retellings would have clouded interpretation of mode
Qifferences-—assuming there is a relationship between genre and the use of
cohesive ties--for, of course, retellings consistently resulted in stories.
The first MANOVA analyzed cohesion data from the urban school. Dialect
and sex were between-subjects factors and mode and observation were within
subjects factors. Table l displays the means and standard deviations f¢-

the cohesion proportions from the urban school by mode and observation.

-9- 27
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The second MANOVA analyzed cohesion data fov the-di 'tacion context alone

at the urban school. The between-subjects factors in this analysis remained

dialect and sex with observation tne within-sub,=zcts facter. Means and
standard deviations for cohesion proportions are presanted wn Table 2,

A third MANOVA analyzed cohesion data from the gsuburban school. Sex
was the between-subjects factor while mode and observation were within-
subjects factors. Table 18 displays the means and standard deviations for
the cohesion proportions from the suburban school.

The fourth MANOVA analyzed cohesion proportions for dictation only at
the suburban school. These means and standard deviations are available in

Table 18, &

Urban School Cohesion Results: Dictation and Writing

Results from the MANOVA on urban school cohesion proportions (see Table
3) indicated a significant multivariace test statistic for the main effects

of dialect, sex, mode, and observation. Significant interaction effects were

indicated for mode X observation and dialect X mode.

Table 3 shows a significant Wilk's lambda criterion for a first-order

interaction of mode and observation: F (1O, 72) = 3,42, p.4 ,001. Note

that aftet removing effects associated with the leading root, no signifieant

discrimination remains. To determine the nature and source of this inter-

action, a discrim‘nant analysis was performed which yielded standard

";'discriminant weights. Discriminant we:ghts along with univariate signifi-

cance tests (ANOVA) on each of the five cohesion proportions are presented

in Table 4.

Taken together, these follow-up techniques indicate that the best
diseriminators for the mode by observation, first-order interaction were
conjunction, lexical cohesion and restricted exophoric reference. These

first.~order interactions are graphed in Figure 1.
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Means and Standard Deviations for Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed Variables)
in Dictation and Writing at Urban School (1-2) by Mpde and Observation

Table 1

Mode gbservation R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis .Conjunction Lexical
M sD M sb M 8D M sp M Sb
Dictation 07 09 .3 .12 .01 .02 .18 .07 .40 .09
.02 .02 .45 .13 .03 .04 .20 10 .33 .08
02 .02 47 .19 .02 .02 A8 .09 .33 10
Writing 36 .52 .31 .38 .02 .06 .04 .08 .14 .18
.03 07 .35 .28 .02 .03 .10 Jd00 .29 L2
05 .10 .39 .21 .03 .06 .15 A2 .37 .16
Observation Means .21 .39 .36 .28 .01 .04 .11 10 .27 .19
.02 .05 .40 .22 .02 .04 15 A1 .31 .17
.06 .07 .43 .20 .02 .05 .17 Jd1 .36 .13

29

34




Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations for;' Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed
Variables) in Dictation at the Urban School (1-2) by pialect and Sex

Dialect Sex R Exc Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjunction Lexical
M s» M sB M sp_ M s8 M S
Vernacular Males .07 Jdo0 0 .38 .18 .01 .04 .22 .08 .35 .28
Females .03 .04 .53 22,02 .03 13 .13 .33 .10, -
Nonvernacular Males .03 .04 43 .05 .01 .0l .19 .07 .37 .08
Females .02 02 .39 .08 .02 .03 .21 .05 .39 .09
3i
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» Table 3

*

Cohesion MANOVA By Dialect, Sex, Mode,* and Observation
for Urban School {1-2)

Source af dEHYP dfERR F B<
' Between Subjects 23
Dialect (A) 1 ‘5,00 16.00 3.95 ,016
Sex (B) 1 5.00 16.00 3.01 .042
Dialect X Sex (AB) 1 5.00 16.00 1.32 .304
' S/AB 20
Within Subjects % 120
' Mode (C) 1 5.00 16.00 12.66 . .00l
Dialect X Mode {(ACQ) 1 5,00 16.00 6.01 .003
; Sex X Mode (BC) - . 1 5.00 16.00 2.17 .109
Dialect X Sex X Mode (ABC 1 5.00 16.00 .88 .5153
l SC/AB 20 ‘
, k]
Observation (D) 2 10.00  72.00 3.35 .001
4.00 36.50 1.01 L414
l Dialect X Observation (AD) 2 10.00 72.00 .65 . 764
) 4.00 36.50 .61 655
l Sex X Observation (BD) 2 10.00 72.00 1.54 .144
4.00 36.50 .59 674
l Dialect X Sex X 2 10.00 72.00 1.20 .307
Observation (ABD) 4,00 36.50 .21 .933
l SD/ AB 40
Mode X Observation (CD) 2 10.00 72.00 3.42 .01
' 4,00 36.50 1.50 .223
Dialect X Mode X 2 10.00 72.00 .35 .964
l Observation {(ACD) 4.00 36.50 .35 L842
Sex X Mode X T2 10.00 72.00 .60 .812 -
Observation (BCD) 4.00 36.50 .15 .960
l Dialect X Sex X Mode X 2 10.00 72.00 .67 .753
i Observation (ABCD) 4.00 36.50 .48 .749
l SCD/ AB 40 . L
. f
" TOTAL 143 /
. L i
* Dpictation and Writing Modes Only
- ‘ ' 2
32




Table 4 '
piscriminant Analysis and Univariate ANOVAs as Follow-up to
Significant Mode by Obgservation Interaction in Cohesion MANOVA
for Urban School (1-2) .
Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests l
Cohesion Category Function Coefficients (2, 403) j: X4 '
Restricted Exophoric Reference  .606 ) 5.49 .008
Reference .330 .20 .821 '
Ellipsis .260 .80 .46 l
Conjunction - .an o 5.12 011
Lexical Cohesion . - .703 10.27 .001 ' i
I
R EXO REF CONJUNCTION ‘ LEXICAL I
.40"
0l .354 404 01 03 .
. 030" 035' 83 02
T .25¢ 304 .
1 -20¢ 010203 03 -251 .
1L 015" ! 02 020" -
T 01 03 010" 015" 01 «
1 05 104

= 0L

02, lg,;t...,===£-'02 "o1l "o
t ) ' ~ ! } -
Dictation Writing . Dictation Writing Dictation Writing

OBSERVATION

Figure 1. Observation as a Function of Mode for Restricted Exophoric
Reference, Conjunction, and Lexical Cohesion at Urban School (1-2)
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Mean differences (see Table 1), patterned as shown in Figure 1, indicate
that in dictation, conjunction proportions were stable over observations
(.18, .20,”.18) while small decreases occurred in lexical cohesion (.40, .33,
.35)\and in restricted exophoric réference (.07, .02, 02). But in writing,
large increases occurred in conjunction proportions (.6&; 10, .15) and in
lexical cohesion proportions (.14, .29, .37). Restricted exophoric reference
proaortions dropped steeply in wricing (.34, .03,..05). As suggested by
the standard discriminant function coefficients in Table 4, lexi;al cohesion
proportions and restricted exophoric reference proportions appear to contrib-
ute most substantially to the interaction; however, additional follow-up
analyses indicated a large contribution From conjunction as well. Interpre-
tations based on standard discriminant function coefficients'are'soméwhat

risky because of the possible suppression. Separate follow-up multivariate

shortly, and in writing indicated a larger role for conjunction in writing
but little contribution to the discrimination among observaciong,in/ﬁ%?cation.

Observation and mode factor follow-ups. The significant multivariate )

test statistic for the observation factor (see Table 3): F (10, 72) = 3.35,
p. ¢ .001, will be examined. As shown in Table 5, the best discriminators

for observation differences, in order of decreasing importance were conjunc-

T tion, EgstriCCed exophoric reference and lexical cohesion. Considered in
terms of the significant multivariate test statistic for mode (see Table 3):
E (5, 16) = 12,66, p, < .00l, in order of decreasing contribution, the best .
discriminators for mode, as shown in Table 6, were: conjunction, lexical
cohesion and restricted exophoric reference. Thus, while conjunction contrib-
uted less to the interaction between mode and observation, its contribution
to both the discrimination for observation and for mode was large. Mean

l analyses (MANOVA) of cohesion proportions in dictation, to be presented
[
Q
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Table 5

Discriminant Analysis and Univariate ANOVAs on Use of Cohesion
Categories in Dictation and Writing for Observation at Urban School (1-2)

e Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests
Cohesion Category Function Coefficients (2, 40) p<
Restricted Exophoric Reference .529 10.66 .001
Reference -.307 2.12 .13
Ellipsis -.265 . .66 .52
Conjunction -.568 4.96 .01
Lexical Cohesion -.385 4?40 .02

differences in Table 1 for the observation factor show an increase in con- ,

}u(ct:ion proportions (.11, .15, .17), and lexical cohesion proportious

(.27, .31, .36) and a decrease in proportions of restricted exophoric reference
(.21, .027 .04). Differences between modes were: conjunction (dictation:

.19; writing: .10), lexical cohesion (dictation: .36; writing: .26) and
restricted exophoric reference (dictation:. .04; writing: .14).

Dialect by mode interaction and dialect factor follow-up. As indicated

in Table 3; a ;ignificant muitivariate test statistic was obtained for the
dialect b; mode interactiou: F (5, 16) = 6.01 p.< .003. Again, to determine
the nature and source of this interaction, discriminant analysis and uni-

¢ variate analyses variance {ANOVA) were performed on this iﬁ}araccion. Standard
discriminant function coefficients along with the results of the univariate
significance tests on each of the five cohesion categories are given in Table 7.
These follow-up techniques demonstrate that reference and ellipsis are strong

contributors to the interaction, graphed in Figure 2 from a univariate perspective.




Table 6

-Discriminant Analysis and Univariate ANOVAs on Use of
Cohesion Categories in Dictation and Writing for Mode at Urban School (1-2)

Standard Discriminat Univariate F Tests

Cohesion Category Function Coefficients (L, 20) B.¢
Restricted Exophoric Reférence 456 8.54 .008

> Reference -.097 3.40 .080
Ellipsis 225 .53 48
Conjunction ~. 742 33.93 .001
lLexical Cahesion _ -.519 29.34 .001

Table 7

Discriminant Analysis and Univariate ANOVAs as Follow-up to
Significant Dialect by Mode Interaction in Cohesion MANOVA
for the Urban School (1-2)

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests
Cohesion Category Function Coefficients (1, 20) p.¢
Restricted Exophoric Reference .286 79 .39
Reference _ ~.542 106.31 .004
Ellipsis -.761 10.17 .005
Conjunction -.453 1.31 27
Lexical .719 2.75 W11
- "
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Figure 2. Dictation and Writing as a Function of Dialect
at Urban School (1-2).

Mean difference (See Table 8) show that both dialect groups used
reference about equdlly in dictation but the vernacular group made less use
of reference than the nonvernacular group in writing. A similar pattern
held for ellipsis. Both groups employed 21115313 equally in dictation
but the vernacular group made less use of ellipsis than the nonvernacular
group in writing. However, as indicated in Table 7, lexical cohesion is
contributing as we11 to this function. The nature'of its contribution to
the interaction can be inferred from the dialect and mode factor follewnups.

. Again, using the same combin;tion of fellow-up techniques, discriminant
and unixariate analyses of significant muitivariate test statiatics, it caﬁ
be seen (Table 3) that'a significanf Wilk's iambda criterion was obtained
for the dialect factor: F (5, 16) = 3.95, p.< .016. Standard discriminant

function coefficients and univariate significance tests (See Table 9)

showdd that conjunction, reference and ellipsis contributed most strongly to

the dialect factor discriminant function while lexical ¢ohesion contributed

little. Mean differences (See Table 8) show that the nonvernadular group's
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Table 8 1
Means and Standard Deviacions for Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed
Variables) at the Urban School (1-2) by Dialect and Mode
‘ Dialect ) Mode , R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis 'ConsunACion Le;icgl
W . sb M s M 5D M S M D
Vernacular .12 .28 .34 .24 .01 .03 A2 . .12 31 ..19
Dictation .05 07 .45 .21 02 .03 .18 .10 34 .10 )
L Writing 18 .38 .24 .23 .00 .01 07 LI .28 .24 .
! Nonvernacular _ .06 200 .43 .23 .03 .05 .16 09 . .32 T.15
" Dictacion .02 .03 .41 07 .02 .02 .20 06 7 .38 .08
Wricing .16 .28 .46 .31 04 07 .13 .10 .25 .18 _ )
Mode Mearis: Dictation .04 .06 .43 .15 .02 .03 .19 .09 .36 .09
Wricing .14 .33 .35 .29, 02 .05 .10 .11 26 .21
33 ‘
33




proportions (conjunction: .16, reference: .43, ellipsis: .03) were higher

fhan the vernacular group's proportions (conjunction: .12, reference: .34,
ellipsis; '.01) , while lexical cohesion proportions were nearly identical

(nonvernacular: .32; vernacular: .31). Recalling the mode follow-up

(See Table 6), lexical cohesion contributed strongly to the mode discrimi-

nation, but ellipsis and reference contributed little to it. Thus, the

~

dialect by mode function was inl:erpreted as having a dialect component made
up of reference, ellipsis and conjunction and @ mode compoment comprised

of lexical cohesion, and to a much lesser extent, restricted exophoric

reference.
Table 9

Discriminant Analysie and Univariate ANOVAs on Use’ of Cohesion ,
Categories in Dictation and Writing for Dialect at Urban School (1'2)

L1

Cohesion Category Punction Coefficients (1, 20) p-<
Restricted Exophoric Referenge 275 2.44 .13”
Referenee ~.640 : 4.93 .04 o
Ellipsis -.626 © 5.1 .03
Conjunction -~.748 . 4.%6 .04
Lexical Cohesion -.004 .07 .79

Ed

~,

Sex factor follow-up. As indicated in Table 3, a significant mulci=

variate test statistic was obtained for sex: F (5, 16) = 3.01, p.< .042,

The usual follow-up procedures were performed on the sex factor resulting in
a findi_ng that lexical cohesion proportions, the only ones to achieve sig-

nificance on the univariate test statistic, made the strongest contribution
to the sex factor discrimination (See Table 10), while conjunction, ellipsis

40 ‘

— ) =20~ =

-p -
e e V" S—

Standard Discriminant  Univariate F Tests .




-

T

. Table 10

viscriminant Analysis and Univariate ANO, .o on Use of .
Cohesion Categorfes in Dictation and Writing for Sex at Urban School (1-2)

T

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests

Cohesion Category Function Coefficient (1, 20) . P <
Restricted Exophoric Reference 324 3.50 .08
Reference -.103 0.35 .56
Ellipsis -.463 3.70 .07
Coajunction .538 3.30 .08
Lexical Coher m -.817 4.85 .04

and restricted exophoric, though failing to achieve significance on the

univariate spatistic, made successively weaker.contributions to the function.

Means and standard deviations for the sex factor are digplayed in Table 11,

Girls ;mployed a larger proportion of lexical cohesion (:35) than boys (.29).
| Table 11 '

L3

Meang and Standard Déviatioas for Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed
Variables) at the Urban School (1-2) by Sex

Sex R Exo Ref  Reference Ellipsis Conjunction ‘. Lexical

| M sp M s M sp M SO M SD
Male .12 .32 .37 .26 .01 .04 J6w .11 .29 .17
Female 06 ° .12 .40 .21 .02 .05 13 .09 .35 .16

*

Urban School Cohesion Results: Dictation Only

The second MANOVA analyzed only the cohesion data in dictation at the

urban school. As indicated in Table 12, significant multivariate effects

were obtained for the dialect by sex interaction and the observation factor.

S ¥




After removing the effects for the leading root for the observatiou .

factor, no significant discrimination remained.

Tabie 12

Cohesion MANOVA in Dictation, by Dialect, Sex,
and Observation, for Urban School (1-2)

e
Source df  dfHYP dfERR F p.4
Between Subjects 23
Dialect (A) 1 5.00 16.00 2.75 .056
Sex (B) 1 5,00 16,00 2.69 . 060
Dialect X Sex (AB) 1 5.50 16,00 3.46 .026
- S/AB - 20
Within Subjects 48
a 4,00 36,50 1.14 .353
Dialect X Observation 2 10,90 72,00 1.43- .187
(AC) 4.00 36,50 45 769
Sex X Observation 2 10.00 72.00 1.53 .148
- (BC) 4,00 .36.50 .63 647
DPialect X Sex X 2 10.00 72.00 ', 88 .062
Observation (ABC) 4,00 36,50 1.31 .285
SC/AB 40
TOTAL 71

Dialect by gex interaction follow-up. Again, a combination of dis-

criginant analysis and univariate test statistics were employed to probe, the
nature of significant multivariate effects. Standard discriminant funection
coefficients and univariate statistics for each dependent variable are displayed
in Table 13, Lexical cohesion, reference and conjunction appear to contribute
about equally to the discrimination although lexical cchesion failed to achieve

a significant univariate test statistic. As shown by the structure coefficients

mic o
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in Table 13, reference and conjunction together, rather than combined with
lexical cohesion, appeared to be the major contributors to the function. In
all probability, guppress!on accounted for the discrepancy between these two
coefficients. Structure coefficients represent correlations between discrimi-
nant scores and the original variables; thess correlations provide estimates
of the function with suppression removed. Thus, the incerac;ion was inter-

preted as one largely based upon the contributions of reference and conjunction.

Table 13

Discriminant Analysis and Univariate ANOVAs as Follow-up to
Significant Dialect by Sex Interaction in Cohesion MANOVA
in Dictation for Urban School (1-2)

Standard Discriminant Structure Univariate F Tests

Cohesion Category Function Coefficients Coefficients (I, 20) p.<
Restricted Exo Ref 1.178 450 2.54 .13
Reference 2,430 -.829 9.17 .007
Ellipsis 1.043 -.157 29 .60
Conjunction 2.384 .821 10.02 .005
Lexical Cohesion 2.541 .199 .63 N1

Figure 3 graphs these first-order interactions from a univariate perspective.
Vernacular females made greater use of reference and less use of conjunction
than the other groups; nonvernacular females followed the opposite pattern—
using reference legs than nonvernacular males but conjunction more. Reference
and conjunction means for nonvernacular females were simlilar to those for

vernacular males (See Table 2).
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Figure 3. Reference and Conjunction as a Function of Dialect in Dictation

at Urban School (1-2)

Observation factor follow-up. The significant multivariate test

statistic for the observation factor: F (10, 72) = 3.35, p.< .00l, was

followed up by discriminant and upivariate analyses (See Table 14).

Table 14

Discriminant Analysis and Univariate ANOVAs on Use of Cohesion
Categories in Dictation for Observation at the Urban School (1-2)

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests

Cohesion Cataegory Function Coefficients (2, 40) D.<
Restricted Exovhcric Reference . 745 6.56 .003
Reference .166 5.17 .01
Ellipsis -.394 1.98 .15
Conjunction .255 27 77
Lexical Cohesion .B46 7.76 .001

Lexical cohesion and restricted exophoric reference appeared to make the

strongest contribution to the function from a multivariate perspective,

. ,
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while from a univariate framework, reference appeared also to account for
significant observation differences in cohesion propoftions. Mean differ-
ences over observation (See Table 15) show & drop in exophoric reference
and lexical cohesion at observation 2 (early second grade) accompanied

by an increase in reference. Cohesion proportions in all categories for

dictation remained fairly stable throughout grade two.

Table 15

Means and Standard Deviations for Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed
Variables) in Dictation at Urban School (1-2) by Observation

Observation R Exo Ref Ref. Ellips Conj . Lex.
1 M .07 .36 .01 .18 .40

s 1 (.09) (.12) (.02) .07 (.09)

2 M .02 .45 .03 .20 .33

: sD (.02) (.12) (.04) (.10) (.08)

3 M .02 a7 .02 .18 .35

sb (.02) (.19) (.02) (.09) (.10)

Suburkan School Cohesion Results: Dictation and Writing

The third MANOVA analyzed cohesion data from subjects at the suburban
school. Results from this multivg.riate analysis of variance are presented
in Table 16. The MANOVA summary table indicates significant fir's:t—order
interactions for sex by mode: F (5, 6) = 8.55, p.< .0l and mode by
observation: F (10, 32) = 3.82, p.< .002, as well as a main effect for

the observation factor: F (10, 32) = 3.33, p.< .005.

=25-




Table 16

Cohesion MANOVA by Sex, Mode, and Observation

in Dictation and Writing for Suburban School (1-2)

| dfHYP

Source daf dfERR F B¢
Between Subjects 11
Sex (A) 1 5.00 6.00 1,57 .30
s/A 10
Within Subjects 60
Mode (B) 1 5.00 6.00 1.67 .27
Sex X Mode (AB) 1 5.00 6.00  8.55 .01
SB/A 10
Observation (C) 2 10.00 32.00  3.32 .005
4.00 16.50 1.31 .31
Sex X Observation (AC) 2 10.00 32.00 .77 .65
©4.00 16.50 .79 .55
sc/a 20
Mode X Observation (BC) 2 10.00 32.00  3.82 .002
4.00 16.50  1.03 42
Sex X Mode X 2 10.00 32.00  1.83 .09
Observation (ABC) 4.00 16.50 1.71 .20
SBC/A 20
TOTAL 717

Mode by observation interaction and observation follow=ups. Discriminant

analysis and univariate tests of significance (See Table 17) indicated that

the interaction function was made up largely of lexical cohesion with lesser

contributions from ellifsis, exophoric reference and reference.

However,

only lexical cohesion and reference achieved significance from a univariate

perspective.

Lexical cohesion and reference are graphed in Figure 4,
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Table 17

Discriminant Analysis and Univariate ANOVAs on Use of Cohesion Categories
in Dictation and Writing for Mode by Observation Interaction
' at Suburban School (1-2)

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests

Cohesion Category Function Coeffic.ents (2, 20) p.<
Restricted Exophoric Reference 0.158 0.086 .94
%
Reference ~0.068 6.02 .009
Ellipsis -0.333 0.84 .45
Conjunction =0.029 -0.18 .84
Lexical Cohesion -1.065 25.10 .001
.65+ .65= 01
L 60- - 60-
« 35+ +35-
.50+ 03 .50~
.45 01 45l 0g
.40- 03 02 .40- 02
. 01,02
.35-| 43 -35- 03
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. 10= J10-
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Dietation Writing Dictation Writing
LEXICAL COHESION : REFERENCE

Figure 4. Lexical Cohesion and Reference in Dictation and Writing
as a Function of Observation (1-2).

Mean difference (See Table 18) show that lexical cohesion proportions increased

at each observation in writing while they declined in dictation early in grade

two and rose only slightly by the end of second grade. Use of reference was

stable across dictation observations but dropped across observations for writing.
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Table 18

Means and Standard Deviations for Cohesion MANOGVA
(Transformed Variables) at the Suburban School (1-2) by Mode and Observation

Mode Observatioh R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjunction Lexical

H SD M SD "M SD ‘M SD M SD

Dictation 1 .03 .04 39 .10 .01 .01 .16 .08 450 .11

2 - .02 .02 .39 .08 .02 ,02 .25 ,06 34,09

3 .01 .01 .41 .08 .0l .01 .20 .07 .39 .06

Writing 1 .03 .10 .65 .32 .01 .02 .11 A3 .29 .20

2 .02 .03 410,12 .03 .03 .17 09 =3 .11

j.;; 3 .01 .02 .36 ,07 .01 .02 .15 .06 . .50 .11
' Observation | 4

- Means 1 .03 ,03 .52 .27 .01 .01 A3 .1 .37 .18

2 .02 .03 40 .10 .02 .03 .21 .08 :‘ .37 .10

3 01 .0l .38 .08 .0l .02 A7 .07 47 .10

i 48 49
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. Follow-up discriminant analysis and univariate tests of significance
for the observation factor (See Table 19) showed that reference was the
largest contributor to the funcrion followed by lexical cohesion, ellipsis,
and conjunction. Mean differences for observarions (See Table 18) indicated .

an overall increase in lexical cohesion--as shown above largely in writing--

and a dectease in reference--again, largely in writing., IZ!lipsis and
conjunction proportions rose at observation two (early grade two) but fell

slightly at observation three (end of grade two).

Table 19

Discriminant Analysis and Univariate ANOVAs on Use of Cohesion
Categories in Dictation and Writing for Observation at Suburban School (1-2)

=

Standard Discrimipant Univariate F Tests
Cohesion Category Function Coefficients (2, 20) pe<
Restricted Exophoric Reference 0.095 1.15 « 34
Reference 1.205 _ 6.85 .005
Ellipsis + =0.598 5.97 .009
Conjunction -0.183 7.47 .004
Lexical Cohesion ’ 722 2.94 .08

1

t

Sex by mode interaction follow-up in dictation and writing. Discriminant

and univariate analyses were employed to follow up the sex by mode interaction:

F (5, 6) = 8.55, p.< .0l. All cohesion categories appear to have contributed

to the discrimination with only ellipsis achieving significance on the uni-
variate tests of significance (See Table 20). As will be shown in the next

analyses for dictation alone, and can be gseen from the previous analyses of

writing alone (King & Rentel, 1981, pp. 60-61), no differences were obtained -
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for cthe sex factor in dictation but, in writing, ellipsis and lexical

cohesion were significantly different for the sex factor--ellipsis: F (1, 10)

= 30,83, p.< .001; lexical cohesion: F (1, 10) = 5,23, p. < .05,

Table 20

Discriminant Analysis and Univariace ANOVAs on Use of Cohesion
Categories in Dictation and Writing for Sex by Mode
- Interaction at Suburban School (1-2)

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests’

Cohesion Category Function Coefficients (1, 10) p.%
Restricted Exophoric Reference 1.138 1.16 .31
Reference 1.736 1.01 34
Ellipsis -0.928 37.09 .001
Conjunction 0.638 2.57 .14
Lexical Cohesion .644 _ 3.86 .08

As shown in Figure 5, male and female 2llipsis proportions were equal in

dictacion but female proportions were higher in writing. Means and standard

deviations are displayed in Table 21,

"ELLIPSIS

.G3- Males
.01-[ R :::::::.Fgmgles

Dictation Wricing

Figure 5. Ellipsis as a Function of Sex in Dictation and Writing
at Suburban School (1-2). . )
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Table 21

Means and Standard Deviations for Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed
Variables) by Sex and Mode in Pictation and Writing at Suburban School (1-2)

Sex Mode R Exo Ref Reference Fllipsis Conjunction Lexical
> M S0 M SD X Sb M SD M Sb
Males
_ Dictation 02 .03 40 .10 .01 .02 .21 .0y .38 .11 S
. Writing .03 .08 .52 .31 .00 .01 .18 .10 33 .19
J‘, Females .
T Pictation .02 .02 .39 .07 01 .01 19 - .06 410 .09
n *  Wricing 00 .01 43 .13 .03 .03 Al .09 46 .12
o
53
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Suburban School Cohesion Results: Dictation Only

The fourth MANOVA analyzed only. cohesion ‘proportions in dictation at
the suburban school. A signif:.canl:'. multivariate test statistic was obtained
ouly on the observation factor for the leading root with a marginal statistic
for the second root (See Table 22). On;.y the leading.root was interpreted;
however, both are presented in Table 23, where discr;minant and univariate

follow-ups are displayed. Iexical cohesion appeared to make the strongest

u
E]
-

) Table 22
. Cohesion MANCVA in Dictation by Sex and Observation ~ . .
¢ ~ . for Suburban School (1-29
}ou‘rce df AfHYP AfERR F p.<
Betwee;l Subjects ‘ 11 '
Sex (4) ' 1 5.00 6.00 1.18 .42 t
S/A ) 10
Within Subjects 24
QObservation (B) 2 10.00 32.00° 2.15 .05
4,00 16.50 2.62 .07
Sex X Observation 2 10.00 32.00 1.23 .31 ’
(AB) 4.00 16.50 .19 .94
SB/A - z 20
TOTAL 35

~

»
contribution to the function (first root) followed by reference and conjunc-

tion. However, since reference did not achieve & significant univariate test

gtatistic, and given its strong correlation with lexical thgsion (.62),
suppression was suspected; thus, only significant univariate differences for

lexical cohesion and conjunction were interpreted. Means and standard

AT

deviations were presented in Table 18, Suwmmarized, for lexical cohesiomn, .

34
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Tab.: 23

Discriminant Analysis and Univariate ANOVAs in Dictation
for Observation Factor at Suburban School (1-2)

Standard Discriminant

Function Coefficient Univariate F Tests
fohesion Category Rgot Rgot (2, 20) P <
Restricted Exophoric Reference 5.064 5348 1.47 .25
" Reference 12.166 .607 .20 .82
Ellipsis 1.790 -.470 3.23 .06
Conjunction 10.205 -.068 4.46 .03 .
Lexical Cohesion 12,440 .731 4.12 .03

Proportions were: .45, .34, and .39 across observations; for conjunction,
proportions were: .16, .25, sad .20 across observations. Use of lexical
cohesion dropped at observation two and increased at observation three.
Conversely, use of conjunction increased at observation two and dropped at
observation three.

Discussion of these results begins on page 45 following the presentation

LY

of results for the kindergarten/grade 1-2 replication study which follows.
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Chapter 2

Kindergarten/Grade One Replication of the Transition from
Speech to Writing

Our search for factors influencing children's cransition from speech to
writing began with subiects mid-way through first grade. Before long, however,
we recognized that our subject (6 and 7 year olds) may already have passed
through some of the critical factors in development. Thereforé, we selected
a comparable sample of kindergarten children in the spring of the school
vear to observe and to contrast their development with that of the older
populaciéﬁ. This additional study provided not ogly opporcunitf to probe for
those factors we assumed occurred earlier in development, but also increased
the potential generalzability of the reséarch findings. Observations, data
collection procedures and analyses of data for the kindergarten-grade omne
{ -1) subjects were identical to those used for the older children (See Appendix
A for Procedures).

The main question prompting our research concerned the relationship
batween children's oral modes (story retelling and dictation) and their
weitten mode. Specifically, are there features in stories produced orally
that foreshadow characteristics in their writing? Are there trends in
development in the different modes that are similar? Also, when do children

from kindergarten through grade two learnbco cope with particular demands

of written texts? This chapter addresses thegé—questtunS"by~presenting—cehesicn

results of the replication study (K~1/1-2) for dictation and writing only:

As noted earlier, it was not feasible to compare these modes with story re-

celling for the total population. Chapter III gives results of S;ory structure

comparisons across the three modes for those children who wrote and dictated
. 96
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stories from the beginning. The results which follow compare ¥K-1 fo Grade

1-2 children on the basis of their use of elements of cohesion in dictated

and written stories.

COHESION RESULTS FOR DICTATION AND WRITING:
REPLICATIONS (K-1/1-2)

Preliminary multivariate analyses for school and wode indicated
significant test statistics for both school and mode factors (See Appendix B).
These findings led to a decision to compare kindergarfen and grade one popu-
lations within each school in dictation and in writing separately. Thus,
four multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) wure performed on arcsine-
transformed proportions of the five cohesion categories noted earlier,

The first MANOVA analyzed cohesion propertions in dictation at the urban
school were grade (K-1/1-2), dialect (vernacular-nonvernacular), and sex
(male-female) served as between-subjects factors and observation (March, 1979;

r

October, 1979; and May, 1980) served ¢~ a within-subjects factors (See Table

analyze cohesion proportions in writing at the urban school. Means and
standard deviations from the dictation MANOVA are presented in Table 25.

The third MANOVA analyzed cohesion proportions in dictation from the
suburban{school. Grade (K-1/1-2) and sex (male-female) w2re between-subjects
factors; observation (March, 1979; Occober, 1979; and May, 1980) was a within-
subjects factor. The same design arrangements were employed in the final -

MANOVA to analyze cohesion proportions im writing.

Urban School Cohesion Results for Dictation: Replication (K-1/1-2)

Results from the cohesion MANOVA on the urban-school, grade-replication

data in dictation (See Table 24) indicated a significant multivariate test

statistic for the observation factor. None of the first- or second-order

interations were significant. Table 25 shows a significanr Wilk's lambda

24), Identical design 'arrangements were employed in the second MANOVA to '

-35- 97
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3
E Table 24
Cohesion MANOVA by Grade, Dizlect, 35ex, and Observation
I ) ia Dictation for Urbarn School (x-1/1-2)
! Source df 4ERYP dfERR F B<
I Between Subjects 39
Grade (&) 1 5.00 28.00 .88 .51
Dialecc (B) 1 5.00 28.00 .49 .79
Sex {(C) 1 5.060 28.00 1.00 .44
Grade X Dialect {AB) 1 5.00 28.00 1.01 .43
Grade X Sex (AC) 1 5.00 28.00 2.08 .10
"' Dlalect X Sex (BQ) 1 5.40 28.60 .72 .62
Grade X Dialect X Sex (ABC) 1 5.00 28.00 1.88 .13
' S/ABC 32
Within Subjects 80
I' Observation (D) 2 10.00 120.00 4.51 .001
4.00 60.50 4.70 .002
l Grade Y Observation (AD) 2 10.00 120,00 1.74 .08
4.00 60.50 .86 .49
' Dialect X Observation (BD) 2 10.00 120.00 .51 .88
4.00 60.50 .21 .93
' Sex X Observation (CD) 2 10.00 120.00 1-.1% .34
4,00 60.50 .18 .95
Grade X Dlialect X Observation 2 10.00 120.00 1.17 .32
/1 (ABD) 4.00 60.50 .29 .89
Grade X Sex X Observation 2 10.00 120.00 .61 .80
(acD) 4.00 60.50 .51 .73
Plalect X Sex X Observation 2 16.06 120.00 .93 .51
(zcp) 4,00 60.50 A7 .55
— _Grade X Dialect X Sex X 2 10.00 120.00 1,00 .45
Observation (ABCD) 4.00 60.50 .26 oy
SD/ABC 64
TOTAL 119
i
\ 58
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Table 25

Means and Standard Deviations of Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed Variables)
in Dictation for Urban Schoel. (K-1/1-2) -- by Grade and Observation

Grade Observation R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjunction Lexical
¥ 5D ¥ sb ¥ 3p M b )
K-1 .05 .08 A2 .13 .02 .03 A7 .10 I8 .17
1 .10 .12 A2 .11 .02 .04 15 .09 A2 .09,
2 .03 .04 A2 .14 .02 .02 .21 12 33 .07
3 .03 .04 40 .16 .00 00 14 .08 A7 .24
)
b
i 1""2 .0" 006 043 015 102 .03 119 009 .36 .09
i .02 .03 .36 .12 .01 .02 .18 .07 L0 .09
2 .02 .03 45 .13 .03 .04 .20 .10 .33 .08
3 .02 .02 Yy .19 .02 .02 .18 .09 I35 .10
Observation Means
1 .08 .10 .39 .12 .01 .03 .17 .08 Jd6 .10
2 .03 .03 .43 .12 .03 .03 .21 .11 33 02
3 02 .03 .42 .35 .01 .02 .17 .08 42 .19
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criterion for observation for the first root: F (10, 120) = 4.51, p.< .001;

and the second root: F (4.00, 60.50) = 4.70, p.< .002.

Observation toctor follow-up, Discriminant analysis and univariate

analyses of variance (ANOVA) were employed to probe the nature and source of
the significant, multivariate, test statistic for the observation factor.
These follow-up techniques (See Table 26) indicated that, lexical cohesion
and conjunction contributed about equally to the function making up the first
root, with ellipsis and restricted exophoric references contributing lesser
Table 26
Standavd Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs

on Uge of Cohesion Categories in Dictation for Observation Factor at
Urban School (K-1/1-2)

Standard Discriminant
Function Coefficients Univariate F Tests

Cohegion Category ) R?ot Rgot (2, 64) p.<
Rest_icted Exophoric Reference -0.925 -0.507 9.43 .001
Reference -3.213 -0.133 1.02 .37
Ellipsis -1.024 -0.535 3.59 .03
Conjunction -2.474 -0.417 2.77 .07
Lexical Cohesion -2.407 0.507 5.68 . 005

amounts to the discrimination, while ellipsis, lexical cohesion, restricted
exophoric reference and conjunction contributed about equally to the function
making up the second root. Mean differences (See Table 25) indicated overall
decreases in restricted exophoric reference with increases in cohesion propor-
tions for other categories across observations--reference excepted, given its
relative stability over observations. This stability probably accounts for
its strong contribution to the function making up the first root. The

presence of two significant roots, composed of similar contributions but

64
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distinguished by differences in directionality for lexical cohesion between
first and second roots, is probably best explained by increasing lexical
cohesion proportions across observations for the K-1 population contrasted
with decreasing lexical cohesion proportions for the 1-2 population. This
explanation is supported by the #rade by observation interaction~--which
approached a significant multivariate test statistic (See Table 25) and,
indeed achieved a designated level on the univariate test statistic only
for lexical cohesion: F (2, 64) = 6.02, p.< .00l (See Table 27). This
univariate grade by observation interaction for lexical cohesion is graphed

in Figure 6

050"
a4 03
. 40 ><01
« 35+ 02 03
. 30~ 01 — —— 02
.25 '
. 20_
+ 15—
+ 10~
.05+
.01
k-1 1-2
LEXICAL COHESION v

Figure 6. Observation as a Function of Grade in
Dictation at Urban School (K-1/1-2).
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Table 27

Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs on Use of
Cohesion Categories in Dictation for Grade by Observation
Interaction at Urban School (K-1/1-2)

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests
CoPesion Category Function Coefficients (2, 64) p-<
Restricted Exophofic Reference .0627 .33 .72
Reference 972 1.46 <24
Ellipsis 665 1.68 .19
Conjunction 723 1.65 20
Lexical Cohesion -.080 6.02 «004

-

Urban School Cohesion Results for Writing: Replication (R~-1/1-2)

Results from the MANOVA on the urban-school, K~1/1-2 data indicated
a significant multivariate test statistic for the main effects of grade,
dialect, and observation; and first-order interaction effects for grade

by dialect and grade by sex (See Table 28).

Grade by dialect interaction in writing at urban school. Using the

customary discriminant analysis and univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA)
procedures to follow up significant multivariate effects, these techniques
indicated lexical cohesion proportions contributed strongly to the discrim-
ination followed by reference, conjunction and ellipsis. Only lexical
cohesion and ellipsis achieved predesignated alpha levels on the univariate

significance tests (See Table 29).

. -0« £3




Table 28

Cohesion MANOVA by Grade, Dialect, Sex, and Observation
in Writing at Urban School (£~1/1-2)

Source daf dfHYP dfERR F P-4
Between Subjects 39
Grade (&) 1 5,00 . 28.00 4.43 .004
Dialect (B) 1 5.00 28.00 4.28 .005
Sex (C) 1 5.00 28.00 .86 .52
Grade X Dialect (AB) 1 5.00 28.00 7.23 .001
Grade X Sex (AC) 1 5.00 28.00 3.47 .02
Dialect X Sex (BC) 1 5.00 28,00 1.43 . 25
Grade X Dialect X Sex 1 5.00 28.00 50 78
(ABC)
S/ ABC 32
Within Subjects ' 80
Observation (D) 2 10.00 120.00 5.11 .001
4.00 60.50 1.49 .22
Grade X Observation 2 10.00 120.00 1.62 .11
(AD) 4.00 60.50 0.94 45
Dialect X Observation 2 10.00 . 120.00 . 0.57 .84
(BD) 4.00 60.50 0.07 .99
-
Sex X Observation (CD) 2 10.00 120.00 1.13 .34
: 4.00 60.50 0.89 .48
Grade X Dialect X 2 10.00 120.00 1.09 .37
Observation (ABD) 4.00 60.50 0.38 .82
Grade ¥ Sex X T2 10.00 120.00 0.60 .81
Observation (ACD) 4.00 60.50 0.34 .85
Dialect X Sex X 2 10.00 120.00 1.05 41 .
Observation (BCD) 4.00 60.50 0.48 .75
Grade X Dialect X Sex 2 10.00 120.00 0.27 .99
X Observation (ABCD) 4.00 60.50 0.23 .92
SD/ABC _ 64
TOTAL 119 .
-4}~ 64 .
o y |




Table 29

Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANQVAs on Use of
Cohesion Categories in Wricting for Grade by
Dialect Interaction at Urban School (K-1/1-2)

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests
Cohesion Category Function Coefficients (1, 32) p<
Restricted Exophoric Reference .044 .04 .84
Reference 1.100 1.44 024
Ellipsis .438 4.53 .04
Conjunction . 740 1.16 .29 .
Lexical Cohesion -1.400 5.64 .02

Mean differences for ellipsis and lexical cohesion proportions are graphed

in Figure 7 wich corresponding means and standard deviations displayed in

.50+ .50
- "5“ . 45
.40} .40
30} &
.30+ A2 . nonvernacular
[ 25" o‘\.’ -25
.201 & & .20
.154 g ¥ .1
.104 S & .10
054 o .05
.014 - .01
K~1 1-2 K-1 1-2
ELLIPSIS LEXICAL COHESION :

Figure 7. Dialect as a Function of Grade for Ellipsis and
Le~xical Cohesion in Writing f.r Urban School (K-1/1-2)
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Table 30. Kindergarten vernacular and nonvernacular ellipsis{means were
roughly equal while 1-2 nonvernacular means for ellipsis werefhigher
than 1-2 vernacular means. Figur; 7 also shows that nonvernacular K-1 - ""“‘\)
means for lexical cohesion yere higher than vernacular means but thac
1-2 nonvernacular and vermacular means for lexical cohesion éere roughly
equal. 1In other words, for lexical cohesion earlier differeﬁces be tween
vernacular and nonvernacular subjects all but disappeared iqjthe grade
1-2 population. The reverse was true for ellipsis: differ%nces were
observed in thg grade 1-2 éOpulation that did not exist in %he K-1

:

populacion. ;

Grade by sex imteraction in writing at urbaa school (K-1/1-2)--follow-up.
. {
A significant myltivariate test statistic for the grade bz sex interaction

(See Table 28 ), again, was followed up by a combination ;f discriminant
analysis and gnalysis of variance on the five cohesion pfgporcions for
writing at the uyrban school. None of the univariace te%E statistics for
cohesion proportions achieved predesignated alpha leVel%, although lexical
cohesinn, one of the strongest contributors to the disg&iminant function,
d1d approach significance: F (1, 32) = 3.39, p.< .08." As shown in Table

f
31, lexical cohesion, reference, and conjunation contributed strongly to

!

the function; however, in the absence of significantfunivariate effects,
interpretation of this grade by sex intaraction wasfsimply too risky to
pursue. The absence of significant mmltivariate or univariate main effects
fou sex coupled with significant multivariate andrunivariate effects for
grade suggest a guarded grade level interoretaﬁion. Means and standard
deviations by sex and grade are given in Table 32 for the reader who may

want to pursue an interpretation.

n
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§ _ Table 30

Means and Standard Deviations for Cohesion MANOVA (Traneformed
Variables) on Writing for Urban School (K~1/1-2) -= by Grade and Dialect

Grade Dialect R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjuncticn Lexical
W sp ® sb ®  sp. M 5D ¥ 8D
K-1 07 .24 34 .39 .0l .02 .03 .08 20 .24
Vernacular 11 .33 .34 .50 .00 01 .02 .06 .12 .20
Nonvernacular .04 .09 .34 27 .0l .02 .05 .09 .27 .26
1-2 A2 .31 .32 .26 .02 .06 .10 11 .27 22
Iy Vernacular .15 .32 .23 .23 .0l .01 .07 A2 .28 .25 3
& Nonvernacular .10 .30 A1 - 25 .04 .07 .13 .10 27 .18

Dizalect Means:

Vernacular .13 .32 .29 .39 .00 .01 04 .10 .20 24
Nonvernacular .07 .22 .37 .26 .03 .06 .09 .11 27 22




Table 31

Discriminant Function Coefficlients and Univariate ANOVAs on
lise of Cohesion Categories in Writing for Grade by Sex

Interaction at

Urban School (K-1/1-2)

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests
Cohesion Category Function Coefficients (1, 32) pe <
Restricted Exophoric Reference .282 1.12 .30
Reference . 1.169 / .32 .57
Ellipsis -.062 ! «39 +45
Conjunction 704 1.40 o2
wexical Cohesion -1.416 3.39 .08
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Table 32

Means and Standard Deviations for Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed Variables)
on Writing for Urban School (K-1/1-2) ~~ by Grade and Sex

.23

Females 09 .16 .34 .03

Grade Sex R Exo Ref Reference Ell:ipsis Conjanction Lexical
' ¥ sD ¥ sp M sb. M 5D M sD
K-l Mal&s .07 013 031 036 000 001 003 .07 021 025

Females 03 .26 .38 .4l .01 .01 04 .08 .18 .19
1-2 Males .19 44 .36 .35 .01 04 11 .13 .21 20




Grade factor follow-up. Given that dialect and sex were implicated

with grade in previously discussed interaction effects, the following
interpretation of the grade-factor, discriminant and urfivariate, follow-up
techniques should be taken with care. These follow-up techniques (See

Table 33) indicated that, of the cohesion proportions achieving significant

Table 33
Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANQVAs on

Use of Cohesion Categories in Writing for Grade Factor
at Urban School (K—l/l-z)_

—

* Standard Discriminant Univariate [ Tests
Cohesion Category Function Coefficicnts (i, 32) p.<
Rastricted Exophoric Keterence -.060 96 .34
Rzference -. 427 .09 .76
Ellipsis 643 7.12 .01
Conjunction 648 12.16 .001
Lexical Cohesion ' <442 4.99 .03

univariate alpha levels, conjunction, ellipsis and lexical cohe«.c¢n, in that
order, made the strongest contribution to th; discriminant function. Grade
level means and standafd deviations for cohesion prervrtions are given in
Table 253, All grade l=2 proportions were higher than K-l proportions:
conjunction (.10, .03); ellipsis (.02, .0l) and lexical cohesion (.27, .20).

pialect factor follow-up. Follow-up techniques for the significant

multivariate main ef fect for dialect (See Tabie 28) indicated that ellipsis
and conjunction were the strongest contributors to the discriminant function
and both, 2s indicated in Table 34, achieved designated univariate alpha levels,

71
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Table 34

NMscriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs on Use of
Cohesiocn Categories in Writing for Dialect Factor at
Urban School (K-1/1-2)

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests
Cohesion Category Function Coefficients (1, 32) p. <
Restricted Exophoric Reference .437 1.66 .20
Reference -.077 1.39 .25
Ellipsis -.788 11.08 .002
Conjunction -,718 5.53 .03
Lexical Cohesion .011 3.46 .07

Dialect means are displayed in Table 30. Nonvernacular means were higher than
vernacular means for both ellipsis (.03, .00) and conjunction (.09, .04),

Observation factor follow-up. Discriminant function coefficients and

univariate ANOVAs, performed on the writing data, following up the significant
multivariate statistic for observation (See Table 28), indicated that all
cohesion proportions except ellipsis, contributed to the observation dis-
crimination -~ lexical cohesion making the strongest contribution, followed

by conjunction, reference, and restricted exophoric referance. (See Table 33).
Observation means for cohesion proportions in writing at the urban gchool ave
displayed in Table 36. Lexical cohesion proportions increased across observa-
tions as did proportions for can’venction and reference. Restricted exophoric

reflerence prop. ctions declined as well but not uniformly.




Table 35

Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs on Use of
Cohesion Categories in Writing for Observatioan Factor at
Urban School (K-1/1-2)

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests

Cohesion Category Function Coefficients (2, 64) p.<
Restricted Exophoric Reference ~.136 3.9 .02
Reference -.425 3.70 .03
i Ellipsis -.088 .27 .76
Conjunction -.464 8.93 .001
Lexical Cohesion -.7717 * 16 .39 .001
Table 36

Means and Standard Deviations of Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed Variables)
on Writing for Urbam School (K-1/1-2) -- by Observation

-y

Observation R Exo Ref Reference Eilipsis Conjunction Llexical

M S M SD M s M b M 8D
1 .19 .37 24 .29 .01 .05 .02 .07 A1 .17
2 .01 .04 .34 .35 .02 .03 .08 .10 .23 .24
3 .09 .28 N .34 .02 .05 .10 :12 W37 .21

Suburban School Cohesion Resuits for Dictation: Replication (K~1/1~2)

The third MANOVA analyzed cohesion data in dictation at the suburban
school. No significant main or ilnteraction effects were obtained for iz
dictation mode, although the observation factor approached 2 significant

Wilk's lumbda criterion (See Table 37;.
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Table 37

Cohesion MANOVA by Grade, Sex, and (bservation
in Dizt~tion for the Suburban School (K-1/1-2)

Source df  dfHYP dfERR F p.<
Between Subjects 23
Grade (4) 1 5. 00 15.00 .68 .64
Sex (B) 1 5.00 16,00 1.10 40
Grade X Sex (AB) 1 5.00 16.00 1.39 .28
s/aB 20
Within Subjeets 48
Cbservation (C) 2 10.00 72.00 1.83 .06
4.00 36.50 1.74 . 16
Grade X Observation (AQ) 2 10,00 72.00 .80 .63
4,30 36. 50 .30 .74
Sex X dbservation (B() 2 10.00 72.00 .71 71
4.00 36.50 .29 .88
Grade X Sex X 2 10.00 72.00 .66 .76
Observation (ABC) 4,00 36.50 .68 .61
SC/AB 40
TCTAL 71

Suburban School Cohesion Results for Writing: Replication (K-1/1-2)

The final cohesion MANOVA analyzed writing data at the suburban school.
Significant wmultivariate test statistics were obtained for the sex and
observation factors as well as for the grade by observatrion and sex by ob-
servation, first-order interactions (See Table 38). C(Cohesion means and
standard deviations for dictation and writing by grade and obsecvation are

displayed in Table 39.

74
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Table 38

Cohesion MANOVA by Grade, Sex, and Observation
in Writing for the Suburban School (K~1/1~2) '

Source df JdfHYP dfERR E P <

Between .Subjects 23

Grade (A) 1 5,00 16.00 2.14 .11
Sex (B) 1 5.00 16.00 2.95 .05 .

f
L

Grade X Sex (AB) .00 15.00 1.84 .16

S/4B 20

Within Subjects 48
Observation (C) 2 +0.00 72.00 4.48 001

Grade X Observation (AC) 2 10.00 72.00 2.39 02

Sex X Observation (BC) 2 10.00 72.00 2.14 .03

Observation (ABC) 4.00 36.50 .92 .46

SC/aB 40

TOTAL 7L

Grade X Sex X 2 10,00 72.00 1.84 .07 lé




Means and Standard Deviations of Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed Variables)
in Dictation and Writing for Suburbar School (K-1/1-2) by Grade, Mode, and Observation

Table 39

Grade Mode Observation R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjunction Lexical
¥ SD ¥ sp M SD N Sb M Sp i

K-1 Dictation 1 L0% .02 a4 .20 .01 .02 .20 .04 .36 .15
2 .01 .01 .38 .07 .01 .02 .22 .10 L 40 .09
3 .00 .01 AT .06 .02 . 04 .18 .07 .35 .09
Writing 1 .04 .10 .48 45 .01 .02 . 04 .06 .16 .17
2 .07 .21 +45 .28 .14 + 45 .09 .12 .36 .21
3 .00 L00 a7 .19 .03 .06 .13 .11 L 40 .13
1-2 Dictation 1 .03 04 .39 .10 .01 ,01 .16 .08 45 11
A 2 .02 .02 .39 .08 .02 .02 .25 .06 .34 .09
D 3 .01 .01 .4l .08 .01 .01 .20 L07 .39 .06
- Ariting 1 .03 .10 .65 .32 ,00 .02 .11 .13 .29 .20
2 .02 .03 .4l .12 .03 .03 .17 .09 .39 .11
3 .01 .02 .36 .07 .01 L02 .15 .06 .50 .11

Means Over

Grade:
Dictation .01 .02 .41 .11 .01 .02 .20 .07 .38 L11°
1 .02 .03 .41 .15 .01 .02 .18 .06 Y .14
2 .02 .02 .39 .07 .02 .02 .23 .08 .37 .10
3 .00 .01 . ah .07 .02 .03 .19 .07 .37 .08
Writing .03 .19 47 .28 .04 .19 .12 .11 .35 .19
1 .03 .10 .36 .40 .01 ,02 .08 .11 .23 .20
2 .04 .15 .43 .21 .09 .32 .13 .11 .38 .17
3 .00 .01 A2 .16 .02 .06 .14 .09 .45 .13
77
al
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Grade by observation follow-up. To determine the nature of the sig-

nificant multivariate test statistic for the grade by observation interaction
in writing at the suburban school, as in previous follow-ups, discriminant
and univariate analyses were employed (See Table 40). Reference, ellipsis,
Table 40
Standard Discriminant Function Coefficients and Unlvarfate ANOVAs

on Use of Cohesion Categories in Writing for Grade by
Observacion at Suburban School (K-1/1-2)

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests
Cohesion Category Function Coefficients (2, 40) p-<
Restricted Exophoric Reference 664 .46 .64
Referaence 1.421 1.87 .17
Ellipsis 1.092 . ‘ .60 .56
Conjunction .828 .72 .49
Lexical Cohesion . 908 .85 44

lexical cohesion, conjuncction, and restricted eXaphoric referefice, in chat
order, contributed successively lesser amounts %o the discrimination. No
significant, univariace, }irst-order interactions were obtained for any of
the cohesion proporticns. Examination of the writing means (Table 39) for
each grade across observations are graphed in Figure 8. Proporcions of
reference, coniunction and lexical cchesion are generally higher for the
1-2 population and somewhac higher for the K-1 pspulacion for restricted

exophoric reference and ellipsis mainly at observation two. Given the K-l

" standard deviations for exophoric reference (.21) and ellipsis (.45) at ob-

servation two, there is a s¢rong likelihnod cthac a single subject in each
case may have accounted for chese two, unexpectedly high, K-l means. Assum-
ing such; significant differences for the observation factor main effect may

be interpreted largely as magnitude differences.
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Figure 8. Observation as a Function of Grade for Restricted Exophoric Reference, Reference, Ellipsis,
Conjunction, and Lexical Cohesion in Writing at Suburban School (K-1/1-2)
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Sex by obsarvation follow-up. Both discriminant function coefficients

and uvnivariate tests of significance indicated tchat reference proportidns
accounted largely for the sex by observation interaction in writing as the
suburban school (See Table 4l). Means and standard deviations in writing
by seX and observation are presented in Table 42. Reference means are graphed
in Figure 9. Males employed significantly more reference ties at observation
one (.76) than females (.37) and fewer reference ties at ohservations two
(.38) and three (.40) than females at observation two (.47) and three (.43).
Table 41
Standard Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs

on Use of Cohesion Categories in Writing for Sex by
Observation Interaction at Suburban School (K-1/1-2)

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests

Cohesion Category Function Coefficients (2, 40) B <
Restricted Exophoric Reference . 699 1.33 .28
Reference 1,452 5333 006
Ellipsis . 748 1.0 . .36
Conjunction 676 .29 .75
Lexical Cohesion « 560 . .20 .82
. ’ 80"" 01
[} - ?0-
o50- 03
02
. 30- 01
. 20-
L] 10”
S -
Males Females
REFERENCE

Figure 9. Observation as a Function of Sex for Reference
in Writing at Suburban School (K-1/1-2).
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Means and Standard Deviarions of Cohesion MANOVA {Transforuwed Variables)

Table 42

for Suburban School in Dictation and Writing (K-1/1-2) by Sex, Mode, and Observation

Sex Mode  Observation Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjunction Lexical
~

M 5D K sb ¥ S0 H sp M sp
Males @ ~ .02 .06 4T .25 .83 .19 17 .10 36 .16
Dictation .01 .03 A2 .13 02 .03 .19 .08 .38 .13°
1 002 004 042 020 001 .02 .18 00? 041 Gl?
2 .C? .02 A0 .06 .02 02 .21 .09 .38 .11
3 .00 .01 ik .09 .02 04 .20 .08 .36 .09
Writing .03 .08 S1 .32 .05 .26 15 .11 33 .19
1 .06 .13 .76 A0 .01 .02 .10 .12 .19 .19
2 .02 .03 .38 .21 .14 45 .17 .13 .36 .17
3 .01 .01 40 .15 .01 .01 .18 .08 AN .09
Females .02 .09 W41 17 .02 .04 .14 .10 .38 .15
Dicterion .01 .02 Al .08 .01 .01 21 .07 .38 .08

1 002 003 041 .10 001 - 1 .18 .06 041 009 +
2 .01 .02 .37 .08 .02 .01 .25 .07 .36 .08
3 .01 .01 A3 .05 .01 U1 .18 .07 .38 .07
Writing .02 .12 43 .23 .02 .05 .08 .09 a7 .19
1 .01 .03 .37 .29 .00 .02 »06 .10 .8 .20
2 .06 .21 A7 .21 .03 .04 .09 .09 .39 .17
3 .0C .0 43 .17 .04 .08 .10 .08 A6 .16
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Sex factor follow-up. Discriminant analysis and analysis of variance,

again, were employed as fellow-up techniques to probe the significant mulei-
variate statistic in writing at the suburban school for the sex factor: F

(5, 16) = 2.95, p.< .05 (See Table 38). As shown ia Table 43, reference

and conjunction proportions contributed strongly to the discrimination for

the s»x factor; however, only conjuaction reached the designate.’ alphia level--
the discrepancy explained by the previously discussed interaction for reference
where ohservation means vacied substantially but overall reference means for

sex did not differ (See Table 42).

Table 43

Standard Discriminant Functicn Coefficients and Univariate AMOVAs
on Use of Cohesion Categories in Writing for 3ex z:¢ Suburban
School (K~1/1-2)

Discriminant
Function Univariate F Tests
Cohesion Category Coefficients (1, 20) P <
Restricted Exophoric Refer nce .638 .02 .90
Reference 1.008 3.09 N
Ellipsis .370 .42 .32
Conjunction .957 7.54 .0l
Lexical Cohesion .527 .66 W43

Observation factor follow-up, The final follow-up for the cohesion

MANOVA in writing at the suburban school (K-1/1-2) employed the usual dis-
criminant and univariate analyses (See Table 44). Lexical cohesion made
the strongest contribution to the discriminant function and was the only

vnivariate variable to achieve significance. Meuans and standard deviations

7 84 .
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for the observarion factor in writing are displayed in Table 39, Lexical
cohesion prownartions in writing increased substantially across observations
(.23, .38, .45). Table 39 also ind.cates conjunction proportions increased

waile reEeFence proportions decreased--but not significantly.

Table 44

Standar. siscriminant Function (oefficir~*+ and Univariate ANOVAs
on Use of Cohesion Categories in Writing for Observation at
Suburban School {.~1/1-2)

Discfiminant
Function Univariace F Tests
Cohesion Categorwy Cozfficients (2, 40) P.<

Restricted Exophoric Reference -0.642 .79 .46
Reference ~0.526 2.31 11
Ellipsis -0.639 1.22 W31
Conjunccion , -0.303 2.94 .06

Lexical Cohesion -1.220 17.75 001

DISCUSSION OF COHESION RESULTS

The Transition to Writing: Mode and Grade Comparisons

The most oovious mode differences £9°* cohesion were magnitude differences
while deplovment differences within categories were minimal. That is, higher
proportions of lexical cohesic' , ~onjuncticn, reference snd ellipsis ** .=
employed in dictation than in writing but lower propor ions of restricted
exophoric reference were used in dictati-n. In dictation, endoproric cies

were far more prevalent than in wyiting, despite prhe fact that the discourse

context was oral. Waile there were sex and dialect differences in writing,



there were non® in dictatrion. The major differences reflected in the dicta-

tion data were developmental differences--differences across observations.
Proporcion. of lexical cohesion, conjunction, reference, and restricted
exophoric reference varied between modes mairly as a function of development
in wricing. Shifts between dictation and writing occurred across observa-
tions-—-patterns of use of cohesive elements wicrin writing gradually coming
to resemble their deployment within dictation. By the end of grade two,
dictating a story and writing a story embodied nearly identical cohesive
resources.

Cevelopment in wiriting appeared to recapitulate davelopment in dictation.
Comparisons between the two longitudinal populations--kindergarten children
observed during their first 16 months of schooling and first-grade children
observed over the same interval--indicated that, while overall proportions
of all cohesive ties were somewhat lower for kindergarten children, differences
between chgﬁ/ind their f;rst~grade counterparts parroved substantially over
the 16 months. By che time kindergarten children reached the end of first
grade, cohesion proportions in their dictated and written texts strongly
resembled proportions in the inicial dictated and written texcs p}oduéed by the
old population. Again, the differences between these two longitudinal popula-
tions gradually declined over observations, but never completely so, suggestihg
a developmental 1eaa for the i1irst-grade children. As noted for ;ictacion
and writing, sex and dialect differences within both the kindergarten and
first-grade pspulations were found only in writing. Developmental differences
ordinariiy, but not always, favored girls. A history of differential experience
with craditional stories is the most likely explanation for initi-1l disc.inc-
tions between vernacular and nonvernacular subjects.

Restricted Exophoric Reference. Restricted exophoric reference decreased

in boch dictacion and writing «t boch schools, for cach grade, in both dialect

8p
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groups, whether male or female. The decline in exophoric reference across
observations was steeper in writing than in dictation, steeper for boys

than for girls, and steeper for vernacular SqueCts than for nonvernacular
subjects. This finding clearly supgests that children had generally re-
aligned their intentions and textual functions to the requirements of written
and dictated texts. Given the fact that children were asked to dictate

stories, a task very much like writing, it is not surprising to have found

only minimal differences between modes. Exoph¢ric reference proportions
declined to roughly equal levels for modes -among first-grade pupils bu’
to somewhat higher levels for kindergarten boys and vernacular pupils in
writing.

Reference. Reference Proportions differed between schools, dialects,
sexes, modes and acrcss observations—-but not between grades. However, much
of this variability occurred in writing as a function of sex or dialect.

There were significant grade-one increaseSHOf referencéuproporcions across
lobservations in both dictation a.d writing at cthe urban school. At the
suburban school, reference proportions declined sharply at the beginning of
second grade, but remained at the same level as diccatioﬁ proportions through-
out grade two and approximately equivalent to reference proportions at the
urban school. Very large, suburban-school differences in first grade, however
can be attributed entirely to che _larger proportion of reference ties used
by boys in their written texts——and, quite possibly by just one ar two boys,
for the variance associated with the male writing mean was exceptionaily high.
Also, urban-school, vernacular females in grade one used more reference ties in
dictation than other groups did, but used about the same amount of reference
as other groups in writing. Otherwise, reference ties increased moderately in

both dictation and writing across observations. But, what is more imporctant

about reference proportions is chat for all observations they averaged from 3
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to 50 percent of all cohesive ties employed in children's texts. If exophoric
reference ties are included, the percentages are much higher ac observacion
one, particularly in writing. Children at school age appear to have many if
not most relations of cext identity well wirhin their competence.

Some tentative conclusions about reference can be drawn. By che end of
first grade, personal and possessive pronouns were rarsly used exophorically.
Most remaining exophoria was confined to demonstratives. The issue in cthe
case of demonstratives appears to have been the problem of discinguishing

between proximals (these) and nonproximals (those) in the anaphoric sense >

of pninting to some aspect of the discourse or ro an assumed context of situa-
tion. Comparatives, emploved much less frequently than personals and - "
demonstratives, sctilli were emploved anaphorically. More confident couclusions
must await decailed analyses of reference ties, and, of course, other cohesion

categories. Frequencies and prcportioas of specific ries wichin cacegories
rather than among cohesion categories will provide more definitive and subtle
indices of development.

Ellipsis. Ellipsis was used sparingly by children in both dictation and
writing. Ellipsis proportions averaged about two percent of total cohesive _

ties in both modes. Substitution, a near relative to ellipsis, was used so

infrequently that it was not included in any of our analyses. Ellipsis, like
subscitucion, achisves oshesion through relations in words or groups of words.
But, unlike subscitution, ellipsis is a relacion where something is lefc unsaid,
yvet is understoud because of some presupposition in the scructure of what musc

be in“3:rred, "An elliptiral item is one which, as it were, leaves speclfic

structural slots to be filled from elsewhere.” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976, p. 143).
Ordinarily, the vresupposed structure is present in the preceding reixt, and the

cohesive tie is anaphoric. However, an elliptical structure may be exophoric.

i
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So little ellipsis was employed by children in tbeir texts that what
follows is quite speculative.

The variance associated with ellipsis was unusually large, ordinarily
at least twice the central tendency for any given cell. These large variances
1zply substantial individuval differences. In most, but not all, circum-
stances 2llipsis was used in conjunction with dialogue. Also, either one
sax--girls, (grade-one, suburban-school) or the other, boys, (kindergarten,
suburban-school)~-in just a single observation accounted for strong increases
in use of ellipsis. Two of several possible explanations geem most likely.
The first is the possibility that some children were experimenting with
dislogue in response to a classroom activity. Commonly, in spoken English,
presupposition is signaled phonologically through tonic prominence. Tunic
prominence indicates new Or contrastive information. The occurance of an
elliptical nominal is not unusual in this situation. The use of dialogue
in somé texts may ha§e giver rise to just this opporturity. The secoad
explaration hinges.on individual developmental difierences. As just noted,
ellipsis and dialogue are naturally linked. Dialogue provides opporiunities
for born nominal and verbal elliptical contrastiveness. Both the alalogue
convention and its potential for contrastiveress simply may indicate that a
few;developmencally advanced children were able to incorporate dialogue in
the¥r texts, and, when they did, proportions of ellipsis iacreased corres-
pondingly. Either of these explanations as wall as others car be substantiated
cnly 5Pr0ugh further extensive analysis of cohesive ties within each major
catagory.

Conjunétion. Major differences in conjunction proportions were
associated with modes. Use of conjunction increased across obsersations in

writing but :emained relatively stable in dictation. This pattern held for

&9
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both kindergarten and first-grade children, although upper-grade proportions
éere higher on average. These observation differences for wricing were
discussed extensively in Volume 1 (King & Rentel, et. al., 1981). Data from
the kindergarten population and dictated texts provided no grounds for alter-
ing our earlier conclusions. Children's maturing control over conjunction

as a text-forming strategy took the following course. Initial use of con-
junccions in writing was limited to just a small complement of conjunctions:
and, but, so, and then. With these four conjunctions, children were extraor-
dinarily wversatile in linking clauses and sustaining their written rexts.
Later both iriprecision and repetition were replaced by precise conjoined

ties which employed because, soon, although, or, now, plus, and still. 1In

writing, coordination, subordination, causality, ancichesis, sequence, time,
and condicion had been organized inte a working system of conjoining opctions,
similar in magnictude and breadth to thelr dictated texts.

Lexical cohesion. A similar picture to cthe one just drawn for conjunc-

tion emerged for lexical cohesion. Use of lexical cohesion increased across
chservations in writing for all groups in both schools, but in dictation,
lexical cohesion proportions declined moderately for all groups except urban~
kindergarten children. For these children, lexical cohesion increased in both
dictacion and writing. Girls used significantly higher proportions of lexical
cohesion than boys. Similarly nonvernacular kindergarten children employed
higher proportions of lexical cohesion in their dictated and writcten texts
than nonvernacular children at the same leval. By observations three, the

end of first grade, vernacular and nonvernacular children employed nearly

the sam2 proportions of lexicai cohesion in cheir texcs, but, by this cime,
all childrep employed more ".exical cohesion ia writing chan in diccacion.

This finding held for fitsf grade children as well: by the end of second

grade they employed more -exical cohesiom in writing than in dictation.
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The most likely explanation for both observation and mode differences
is that children had learned to lexicalize meanings to the extent required
by either dictation or writing--written texts, of course needing ‘ull
lexicalization while dictaéion permitted some meanings to be coded through
prosodic and gestural means., Initial mode differences, where lexical
cohesion proportions were significantly higher for dictacion, suggest that
children were more advanced developmentally in the ora’ mode, and
uninhibited by spelling, handwriting, and spacing demands, they could focus
their attention on the communicative tack at hand. In both dictation and
wrifing, but particularly in writing, children emphasized the cohesive
relation of co-referentiality ;hrough the use of reiteration. Where lexical
icems had dual roles to play, an identity role and a similarity function,
children solved the problem of dual function by overmarking the or 2s8ive
relation. Their later texts reflected much greater awareness of textual
relevance through increased use of synonymy, hyponymy, meronyny, and antynomy. — e e—

Lexical cohesion proporticns across observations’revealed several
important dimensions of the transition to writing. Childreh's greater
awareness of textual relevance is a telling indication of the importance they
attributed to semantic foregrounding as a dominant carrier of meaning in
written texts. Children's attempts to overmark the cohesive function under-
scored their sensitivitv to the explicit necessities of written texts. The
range and versatility of their lexical ties demonstrated their ability to
express the content of their experiences logically, thus indicating a
greatar focus on language's ideational function--particularly in written
texts that contained higher proportions of lexical cohesion than dictatea
texts. These mode differences also suggest that children had realigned -

attention and intention to produce texts unsupported by action or context
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and to produce texts moXe sensitive to the needs of a distant audience.
Finally, these increases in lexical cohesion indicate children's growing
recognition that written texts must be internally consistent, that texts

must specify classes of information, as well as relations between, within,

L

and among classes.

Other aspects of lexical cohesion were examined in Volume 1 (King &
Rentel, et. al., 1981). We will not repeat them here. Instead, in a later
chapter, we will attempt to explain the nature of the transition to writing

incorporating both cohesion and story structure in these explanations.
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Chapter 2

The Transition to Writing: Sto%y Structure for Grade 1-2

Like cohesion, stories have a significant role to play.in the transition
from speech to writing. Children frequently tell stories, both old and new,
;3 they create their first written messages. These stories constitute a
familiar rhetorical structure within which children organize the flow of
discourse., Both Moffett (1968) and Britton (1970) have argued that the
first tentative step children take toward writing is reélected in their abilicty
to take over a conversation and maintain a topic independent of the prompting

and feedback ordinarily found in diazlogue. Britton argues trhat young children

achieve their communicative intentions through speech but that writing at this

artifact, a drawing, or a display. Langer's (1953) notion of presentational
symbolism as distinguished from representational symbolism would best .

characterize these aims. Children frequently tell a story as they produce \

+

these displays (Britton, 1970). This form of solo discourse between thought //

and action embodies both eleéents of dialogue which are less collaborative

and elements of narrative which are maintained by distinct actions. The cues
children utilize as they develop a text are found not in what an interlocutor {
said but in the previous text and in the ongoing constructive actions of pro-
ducing a; artifact. As Vygotsky (1962) noted, language without an inter-
locutor must be consciously directed and sustained to replace the dynamic
guiding qﬁaiity afforded by a conversational pavtner. What children learning !

to write must grasp is how to take what is implicitly obvious in the context

93

i stage in development serves another end: its purpose is to create a tangible
n:
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and render it explicit in text. Cook-Gumperz (1977) characterized this trait

as the ability to appreciate language as a structure separate from action.

At school ége, childreq have learned the underlying structure of stories
(Johnson'& Mandler, 1977; Glenn & Sqain{ 1978) . These structures appear

to be nearly fully represented in memory, for, when asked to recﬁll stories
which have been randomly organized, children produce a stereotypic or canon-
ically organized.version'of the tale (Johnson & Mandler, 1977; Glenn & Stein,
1978). Fur+her, there is some évidence that four and five year-old children's

descriptions of common event sequences such as eating lunch at McDonald's

(Nelson, 19?8f rely heavily on schematic organization. This suggests a gradual
acquisition of a sfory schema beginning with script=like chronicles which
cbntinue to grow in structufal complexity up to age ten and beyond (Botvin &

Sutton-Smith, 1977), culminating in well-formed, episodically organized

If, indeed? memory for events and Iinstances 1s so-organized, then story
schemata may constitute one of the fundamental cognitive bases for the‘
rhetorical scaffolds employed by beginning writers.

Both Winograd (1979) and Halliday (1973) maintain that such discourse
scherata do provide guides or models for infegrating language into texts.
One such pattera is marrative. Halliday (1973) argies that children develop
conceptions of wirat language is and how it works--that is, "relevant models"
which represent a p;ttern of discc:rse. We think that such conventionalized ¢
models figure heavily in the design of childrea's beginning narratives and
expect that falry tales and folk tales provide a ppetoricai framework for

i beginning writers. But, the extent to which such schemata guide production

is not really known--however appealing or likely such a notion might be.

-4
structures--girls earlier than boys (Sutton-Smith et al., 1975; Duagan, 1977). i
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There is, of coumse, evidence that fairy tale and folk tale elements ;re
represented in the original stories children tell and write. Rubin and Gardner
(1977) argue from their data that children acqui;e a general frame for fiction
starting acv about three years of age which they then differentiate into
specific story genres. By four years of age, children appear to have partially
represented the "frame" for fairy tales ( pybin & GaFdner,197?). By six,
stock characters such as witches ana fairies appear in their written and
dictated stories (Applebee, 1978). Oral harratives produced by children
demonstrate that action elements very much akin to Fropp’s funct%gns-~plot
units-—do i:.deed characterize the organization and structure ogﬁzﬁi}dren’g
fantasy narratives (Botvin, 1977; Botvin & Sutton-Smith, 1577). N

Botvin and Sutton-Smith (1977)'reported that many, but by no means the
majority of ctheir subjects, told fantasy narratives resembling the fairy talé;
analyzed by Propp (1968). Using a modification of Propp's morphological

functioas, Botvin and Sutton-Smith observed that the complexity of compc. ent

action sequences in children's narratives increased in é‘direct relationship

with age. Starting with nuclear dyads, that is, two logfcally related actioms, ,

.

L

children progressively expanded and elaborated these basic structures into
fully-embedded zomplex plots. It is not cleéf, however, what role if any
familiar folk and fairy tales played in providing t@ese children with relevant
models of fantasy texts and to what extent such models guided their early
productions. Most narrstive plots analyzed by Botvin and Sutton-Smith invo;ved f
either a lack, and its liquidation or a villainy, and iEs nullification. These
elements are identical to those posited by Propp—-lack and lack liquidated;

and villainy coupled'with villainy nullified. In Propp's morphology two
additional pairings, struggle coupled with'victory, and difficult,gask paired . .

*

with its solution, augmented the obligatory Zunccions of lack and villainy.

; . E)i;
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This coincidence between chiidren's narratives and the formal attributes of
fairy tales as set forth by Propp suggests that, at some point in learning .o

compose, many if not zll children employ a narrative schema quite similar to

tales they have heard and read.

Fairy tales have a highly conventionalized plot structure (Propp, 1968).
Favat (1977), who compared various popular tales ranging from Perrault to the
Grimms and Anderson, observed that these tales have an extraordinarily pre-
dictable structure and bear a striking similarity to their Russian counterparts
analyzed by Propp. Even Propp, speculating chat fairy tales may have a common

origin, made the following observation: . ;

Yet one still feels inclined to pose this question: 1f all
fairy tales are similar in form, does this not mean that they
all originate from a single source? The morphologist does not
hhave the right to answer this question. At this point he hands
over his conclusions to a historian or should himself become &
historian. Jur answer, although in the form of a supposition,
is that this appears to be so. However, the question of sources
should not be posed merely in a narrowly geographic sense...

The single source may also be a psychological one. Much has
been done by Wundt in this sphere. But here also one must be
very cautious. If the limitation of the tale were to be ex-
plained by the limited faculties of human imagination in
general, we would have no tales other than those of our given
category, but we possess thousands of other tales not resembling
fairy tales. Finally, this single source may come from everyday

life. (p. 106)

Other literary structuralists (Todorov, 1971; Maranda & Maranda, 1971; Bremond,
1970; Dundes, 1964; Levi-Scrauss, 1963) have explored the constitutive princi-
ples which define the nariative form. Despite differences among them, thei:
analyses bear certain fundamental similarities. They all identify a principle
of order or "succession,” and both Propp (1968) and Toéorov (1971) set forth

a principle of transformation--though Propp did not incorporate the principle
of transformation formally into his analysis of structure. These structuralists

also 1ldentify functions, elements or units which are indispensable or essential




to the narrative. These elements generally include a beginning marked by some

of this initial state, a recognition of this change in state by the protogo-

nist, an action which repairs or remedies the complication, and a restoraticn
of equilibrium. None, however, completely fits the tales written for the
enjoyment of children nor the tales written by children. Propp's analysis,

| ——
l initial state cf satisfaction or equilibrium, a complication or degredation
- {?
' however . does have -the advantage of breadth and delicacy.
Hasan (1980) has argued that the stories childrerd’ compose are a separate
genre of fictional narrative which can be described in terms of five obligatoxy
elements: (1) placement, (2) initial event, (3) sequent event, (4) final event,

and (5) finale. She also proposed other nonobligatory elements found fre-

and relations to characters. King, Rentel and Cook (1987) compared Hasan's

analysis of structure with Propp’s and found that they correlated rather well

-

' quently in children's tales such as rituals, attributions, habitu..l actioms,

(.65) when only obligatory elements were included in the analysis of narrative

n texts produced by six-year olds. Leondar (1277), who also analyzed children’s

narrative texts, concluded that children at the age of five or six produce

texts that include an initial state of affairs, an event that disrupts this N
state, a counteraction to reversz the disruption, and a restoration to the

original state., Thus, the stories that children tell and write bear an

appreciable resemblance-—at least in terms of structure-—to the various ways

*

puts it this way:

The constructive powers of the author and the re onstructive

ones of the reader may be assumed to spring from a common source.
On both counts, then, the development of narrative competence in

early childhood invites examination. (p. 173)

Fairy tales, of course, comprise only one of the many genres of stories

children encounter both in and out of school. Why should fairy tales and folk

l in which structure in fairy tales and folk tales has been described. Leondar
E
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tales be singled out as rhetorical models for beginning writers? First, the
literature, as indicacted above, provides evidence that young children's texts
mirror many of the elements typically dafined as elements of fairy and folk
tales. Second, when children retell stories, even stories in which the
underlying grammar or structure has been violated, their retellings are

biased toward a prototypic or canoiical form (Johnson & Mandler, 1977; Glenn &
Stein, 1979). Third, fairy tales and folk tales delight and engage children
unfail}ngly (Favat, 1977), and as Favat speculated, they probably do so
because of their highly. conventionalized structure. On these grounds, it

is reasonable to assuyme that failry tales in all probability are rather
well-represented in memoxy by school age. To the extent that they are, we
expect that Such tales are fundamental rhetorical guides for beginning writers.

But how do such guides function in the proauction of a text? Our notion

is that abstract story elements provide a range of options for selecting and
organlzing events in a temporal sequence revealing and emphasizing relations
.between and among characters and events (Leondar, 1977). They also provide

a reservoir of states, complications, and repairs of an abstract sort--frames—
to be propositionalized as events and roles (characters) to express the ideas
contained ir these frames (King & Rentel, 1979), The young storymaker must
sustain a narrative in some cumulative way. Regardless of variety, the story
.eller must produce a schema contailning both necessary and sufficient elements
of a story. Such frames would provide the basis for cumulating units either
additively or in parallel. Even with & minimum of rudimentary elements,
through repetition, a narrative could be sustained indefinitely (Botvin &
Sutton-Smich, 1977 . Finally, particular sets of elements can be combined in
parallel or in randem afford%ng the storymaker opportunities for thematic varia-

tion. The storymaker can give dimension to a story in the making.

38
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These various perspectives converge on the notion that conventionalizad
models of text figure in the design of children'’s narratives. But why study

children's narratives? Why not study the entire range of discourse children

" .

are capable of producing at school entry? First, even though rather sparse,
there is at least a growing literature on the production of narrative texts

by children at school age. The importance of having an existing literature
from which hypotheses and methodology could be derived is self-explanatory.
Economy alone would have been sufficient justification for focusing upon

a single genre some of whose attributes and dimensions had already been
characterized. Then, of course, yith genre controlled, an important source

of variation could he examined without need for further complicating an already
complex set of logical and statistical comparisons. 1In addition, this existing
literature Save rise to our expectation that children would be more likely to
produce texts of greater length and nuance in ﬁarrative form than in other
discourse genres. Finally, of necessity, research in school contexts must
conform to the ongoing life of a dléssroom. Our Problem ac the outset was to
select variables and manipulations which fic nicely into this context, yet
constituted reliable and theoretically sigq}ficant aspects of writing develop-
ment to study. The structure of fictional narratives seemed to rest at the
intersect of these points.

Analysis of Story Structure Data

Population sampling, story structure definition and analyses, genre
classification, scoring and interscorer reliabilities were identical to prc-
cedures described in Volume L. For the reader ;nfamiliar with Volume 1,
detailed descriptions of these procedures are given in Appendix A', Only cthe
designs comparing story structure variables differed in the present studies,

not in kind but in‘nuance and detail. These differences are described in the

next seztion.
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Both multivariate and univariate analyses of variance were employed for
story structure comparisons. For the multivariate analyses, as with cohesion,
computer program CANOVA (Clyde Computing Services, 1973) was used. This pro-
gram tests for significant differences with Wilk's likelihood ration trans-
formed to Rao's approximate F, Significant multivariate differences were fcllowed
up with univariate analyses of variance.

Number of function, function types, and moves servea as dependent
variables in siy complementary multivariate analyses of variance performed
on the story structure data. In the first of these analyses, 144 scores for
each dependent variable were organized into a mixed design where sex (6 males
and 6 females) and dialect (6 Yernacular and 6 nonvernacular) served as
between~subjects comparisons, and where discourse contexts (retelling and
dictation)} and observation periods (Sprin%, 1979;'Fall, 1979; Spring, 1980)
constituted the within~subjects comparisons. This study was designed to com~
pare factors within the urban school setting., Similar desdgn arrangements‘were
employed in a second analysis whose purpose was to compare the hrbanwﬁith the
suburban school controlling for dialect. While only middle class children
from the two schools were compared, the two populations did differ on the

Index of Status Characteristics with F (1, 20) = 5.39, p. <.05. Children

from the suburban school averaged from middle to upper-middle class on the
"index" (M = 32.25; S.D. = 4.41) while those from the urban school averaged
somewhat higher scores on the scale (M = 38.33; $.D. = 7.47). The two pop-
ulations had been equated on the scale at the outset of the study, but because
of subject mortality and replacement, this initial equality was lost necessitat-
ing a school comparison. For this comparison, dependent variables were
organized into a 2X2X2X3 fixed design where sex and school were the between-

subjects factors and where modes and observations were the within-subjects factors.

194
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A third mulcivariate analysis of variance, then, was emploved to examine only
the suburban school. As before, number of functions, functiontypes and moves
were organized into a fixed design wicth one between-subjects comparison, sex
{6 males and 6 females), and two within-subjects comparisons {(contexts and
observations).

Three additional multivariate analyses of variance focused upon dictation.
Retelling was removed as a comparison in order to obtain a clearer view of ¢
dictation over the three observation periods -- retelling differences having
potentially spurious origins in the variance associated with a priori story
differences, In all other respects, design é;als and arrangements were
identical to those reported above. These studies were reported in Volume 1.

Likewise, an addictional multivariate analysis ok variance focused upon
Eexcs produced by a sample of subi.cts who were able to compose unequivocal
fictional narratives. Just 14 subjects were able to do so at mid-grade one.
This number rose to 27 by the end of grade two. The point of this multivariate
analysis was to obtain developmental daca controlled rigorously for genre.
Ocher kinds of texts were excluded from this analysils to eliminate genre as
a source of contaminating variance. Consequently, other éomparisonsﬂsuch as
seX, soclioeconomic class, and dialect slipped from our grasp because, as might
be expected, not all groups were equally represented in this new sample. Thus,
dictatioﬁ, retelling, and writing were co%pared in a fixed design over the
three observation intervals-~a comparison where modes of discourse and observa-
tions comprised wichin~subjects factors.

Multivariate analyses of variance were used in these studies to reduce

the chance of drawing erroneous conclusions. Repeated univariate analyses

over the same data would have entailed a potential "alpha error." Testing

the significance of differences obtained in repeated analyses over the same
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subjects using dependent variables which were conceptually and mathematically
related had to make allowances for the fact that the scores obtained for each
variable were undoubtedly correlated with each other. A test of significance

was selected that would take these correlations into account thereby avoiding

false conclusions about the probability of having observed a grye difference--

an "alpha error." Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) makes such

allowances, and requires of the researcher an a priori decision regarding
trﬁe differences aﬁong all the variables of interest before tests of sig=-
nificance may be conducted for these same variables individually.

Then, too, the concept of structure we had advanced had more than a
single dimension to it. Story structure as defined by functions, function
types and moves was three—dimensional.‘ To account for how social class,
school, sex #ﬁd observations contributed te this bomposite, a method of com-
parison had to be selected which would be sensitive to the direction and
magnitude of these relationships assuming, of course, concommitant variation

among the three variables that defined stbry structure. Again, multivariate

analysis of vz~iance permitted such comparisons.

We had decided that when significant multivariate (MANOVA) story structure

effects were obtained for a factor or factors, these effects would be followed

up with univaridre analyses of variance (ANOVA) rather than any of a number
of possible multivariate techniques that might have been employed.1 The
decision to employ univariate analysis of variance as a follow-up procedure

was based upon the notion that for each of the dependent variables which made

R g

! Because a clear a priori coastruct could be posited for cohesion, we employed
discriminant function analysis as a follow-up technique to explain significant
differences obtained in the multivariate analyses of variance of cohesion
variables. Unlike story structure, theoretical relationships among the five
categories of cohesive ties were amenable to rigorous linguistic interpreta-
tion and relatively clear theoretical explanation.
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' up the construct story structure, we had developed hypotheses which could be

S tested with reasonable prospects for explaining observed differences. That
is, for the measure, number of functions, arguments had been advanced and
assumptions had been examined c.itically resulting in a determination that
number of functions was a viable and reliable index of sustaining power, apd

that, likewise, number of function types indexed storymaking range, and that

moves measured complexity. The relationship of each of these dependent

variables to the various independent variables we were probing could be given

moves were combined conceptually as the construct story structure, we had
neither appropriate data to support the efficacy of such 4 construct, nor
rigbrbus theoretical backing to permit disciplined.explanation of fundings

that might result from our analyses. On these grounds, a multivariate follow-
up procedure ‘was ruled out for the story structure studies. In short, we
simply concluded th.;'.t the problem of interpreting velations between independent

-

and dependent variables in the case of story structure was larger than the

' a tenable hypothetical explanation. But when functions, function types and

' current state of our data and our knowledge could handle within a multivariate
perspective. Thus, we opted to follow up significant effects from multivariate

analyses of variance, a procedure that protected against "alpha error,"” with

univariate analysis of variance, a procedure that conservatively limited the

scope of our conclusions and generalizations.

As noted above just briefly, one set of analyses compared texts produced
by a sample of 14 subjects (Grade 1-2) who were able to write fictional
narratives when requested to tell or write a story. These analyses, of course,
were de2signed to obtain developme..tal comparisons controlled rigorously for
~ genre. To illustrate the methods employed in our longitudinal study, these genre-
controlled comparisons will be presented below.

' Story Structure: Mode Comparisons
[ ]
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Texts that children pfoduced, that is, retellings, dictations, and
written “tories, were analyzed and scored for number of functions, number of
function types and number of moves by pairs of independent scorers. Different

pairs of scorers were employed for each of the three production contexts.

_ Thterscorer reliabilities were established for retelling: .89; for dictation:
.93; and for writing: .85. Over a sample of twenty texts, céo scorers
achieved a 78 percent agreement level on individuval functions and two others .
achieved an 89 percent level of agre;menc. Differences among scorers were
resolved and function deflinitions were refiﬁég. 'H;ving satisfied ourselves
that our scoring procedures were essentially reliable and that ye could
reach satisfactory levels of agreement on scoring individuai fuﬁctions, we
opted for economy's sake to have texts scored by a single scorer and checked
by another for possible re-scoring. While double scoring of texts would have
led to. some increased accuracy, scoring language protocols is encrmously time-
consuming and therafore expensive, as anyone who has done it knows. Gains
in accuracy must be,weighed against costs, for obviously beyond a certain
point qmall gains in accuracy hecome excremelf costly. Reliabilities of the
magnitude already attained suggested we had reached that point; therefore,
we substituted a procedure wherein every text was scored and checked and
differences resolved where necessary.

For those texts which were uniformly fictional stories,  four ﬁulcivariate
analyses of variance were employed to compare story structure variables. Each
multivariate analysis of variance was followed-up by pertinent univariate
analyses of variance. 1In ch; first of these multivariate analyses of variance,

a two-factor, repeated-measures design, functions, function types and moves

served as dependent variables while discourse context and observations served

as the two within-subjects comparisons comprising the fixed factors in this
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design. The three additional multivariate analyses of variance were employed
to probe each discourse context separately, the reasons for‘these added analyses
to be given below. Each of chese, in turn, was followed up by univariace
analyses of variance where significant multivariate effects wers obtained.

* Resules of the two-factor repeated-measures MANOVA are given below in
Table 45. Discourse conti s and observations were the within-subjects
facrtors in chis design, anh for both factors as well’as for the firsc—order

inceraccion, significant multivariace effects were obtained. Means and

standard deviations are given in Table 46,

Table 45

Two-Factor Repeated Measure Sctory Structure
MANOVA by Discourse Contexts and Observations

Source df  4fHYP dfERR F p.<
Discourse Context (A) 2 6.00 48,00 24,18 .001
2.00 24,50 13.69 .001
sa " 26
Observacion (B) ) 2 6.00 48.00 8.06  .00!
2.00 24,50 1.92 168
S8 - 26
!
Discourse Context 4 12.00 132,58 3.17 .001
6.00 123,34 .73 .623
2.00 102.00 .63 .534
SAB 52
TOTAL 112
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Table 46 '
Means ;nd Standard Deviations of Functioens, .
Eunction Types and Moves by Discourse Contexts @
and Observations
Discourse Cbservation Functions Function Types Moves *
Context . , M ED] M s M 5D I
Retelling . 16.59 5.09 i2.38 3.65 2.07 50.?5
. 1 15.64 7.07 11.21  3.81  2.16 0.86 I
2 17.36 Z.41 11.2y 0.83 1.93  0.27 .
3 ¢ 16.79 4,93 14.64 4.31 2.14 0.94
Dictation T B.86 6.99 6.07 3.49 2.02 1.35 '
I 8.21 8.56 5.3¢ 3.69 1.86 1.41
2 9.79 7.74 6.14 2.83 2.14 1.75 I
Writing 3.36  2.66  3.12 2.4 0.93 . 0.51 . .
1. 1.79  2.23 1,57 1.87 0.50 0.52
. 2 3.71 2.89 3.64 “2.82 1.07 0.27 '
3 4.57 2.14 4.14 1.70 1.21  0.43 -

Follow-Up ANOVAs For the Discourse Contexts Factor '

To determine the nature of the significant multivariate differences
obtained for the discourse context factor, univariate analyses of variance
(ANOVAS) were performed on each of the dependent \(ariab;l.es~ Table 46 displays
the means and standard deviations for these dependént variables by discougif
contexts and obsetvations and Table 47 presents the ANOVA summaries. Sig-
nificant differences were obtained among discourse contexts for each of the
three dependent wvariables.

As shown in Table 46, and demonstrated by Tukey post hoc comparisons of
means, child?en incorporated significantly more functions and function types

in their retellings than they included in their dictations and written stories

©
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Table 47

Follow-up Univariate ANOVAs on Functions,
Function Types, and Moves by Discourse Contexts

SOURCE af MS F pc  df MS F p< df MS F pe
Functions Function Types Moves
Discourse Context (A) 2 1857.59 67.16% .001 2 940.14 80.79% ,001 2 17.36 24.75% .001
Error (SA) 26 27.66 26 11.64 26 0.71
L]
TOTAL 28 28 . 28

* Geisser-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of freedom (1, 13) is significant at p< .0l.
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and significantly more functions in their dictations than in their written
texts. Children also included signifibantly more moves in their retellings
and dictations than they did in their written texts. As expected, retell-
ings were more easily sustained than diccacions and dictations more easily
sustained than written stories. Likewise, retellings iIncluded a greater
range of functions than did dictactions and dictations a gredter range of
functions than writiang. In both the recelling and cthe dictation contexts,
children achieved roughly che same level of complexity--at least as complexity
was indexed by moves, but in their written scqries-children produced
significantly less~compleXx stories than they produced in eicher of the other
discourse contexts.

Follow-Ups ANOVAs for the Observation Factor

In addiction to the significant mulcivariace test statistic for the
discourse conrexts factor, che MANOVA on the story structure variables
produced a significant Wilks' lambda criterion for observations: F (6.00,

4 .00) = 8.06, p. €,00l. After removal of effects associated with the leading

root for observations, no significant discrimination remained. To determine

the nature of the observation differences relavive to the story structure

variables, follow-up ANOVAs were performed on the three story structure depen~

dent variables. Means and standard deviations for these variables are in

Table 48. Only the follow-up ANOVA on function types produced a significent
Table 48

Means and Standard Deviations of Functions,
Function Types, and Moves by Observations

Observations Functions Function Types Hoves
o D A ) ¥~ 8D
I3 8.55 8.58 6.05 5,11 .50 1,22
2 10,29 7.44 7.02 3.95 171 b.11
3 9,98 6.47 8.50 .68 1.81 0.86
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univariate effect for observations. This effect is displayed in Table 49.
Tukey post hoc tests demonstrated that observation-three texts, overall,

cont ained significantly more function types than texts produced at observation

one.
Table 49
: Follow-up Univariate ANOVA on
Function Types by Observations

Source af M3 F p. £
Observation (B) 2 64 .02 9,34% ~.001
Error (SB) - 26 6.83
TOTAL 28

* Geisser~Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees (1, 13) is
significant at p.< .0l.

Follow~Up ANOVAs for the Discourse Context by Observation Interaction

Table 45 indicates a significant multivariate effect for the first-order
discourse context by observation, interaction., Again after removing effects
agsociated with the leading root for this first-order imteraction, no
significant discrimation was observed for the remaining two roots. However,
follow-up ANOVAs performed on the three story structuré variables failed to
turn up significant univariate interaction effects for any of the three
dependent variables. Coupled with the significant effect for the discourse
contexts factor, this finding of a significant multivariate interaction led
to a decision to perform separate multivariate analyses of variance for each
discourse context by observations as a way of trying to tease out the meaning
of the interaction. Since clearly each of the three contexts had heen demon-
strated to be significantly different from the other, multivariate analyses

, -
of variance Wwere in order to probe eath context as an individual entity,
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The Retelling Context

Scores. from the three story structure variables were organized into a
one~factor repeated-measures multivariate analysis of variance (MANQVA)
vherein observacions served as the within-subjects factor. Table 50 shows
that a significant multivariate effect was obtained for observaticns. When

effects associated with the leading root for observations were removed,

no significant discrimination remained, This significant multivariate effect
for observations was then followed up by univariate.analyses of variance

(ANOVA) performcd on each of the three dependent variables for scd;y

1

structure: functions, function types and moves. These analyses (ANOVAs)
produced a significant effect for che observation factor only on the funccioh
types dependent variable (See Table 52)Y. Post hoc comparison of means
(Tukey's HSD Procedure), which a}e shown in Table 51, demonstrated that a

significancly greater range of function types were included in retellings

at. observation three than were included in retellings produced at observations

one or two. The number of function types included in retellings produced at
‘observations one and two, however, did not differ significancly. '
Table 50

Story Structure MANOVA in Retelling
Context by Obsérvations

Source gﬁ dfHYP ESERR F p.<

Observacion (A) 2 6.00 48.00 7.88 .001
: 2.00 24 .50 2.44 108

Error (SA) 26

TOTAL ’ 28
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Table 51

~ Means and Standard Deviations for Function
Typas in Retelling Context by Observationms

Cbservatcion * Function Types
M 5D
1 11.21 3.8l
2 11.28 0.83
3 14.64 4.31

The Writing Context

Results from the MANOVA on the writiqg data are shown in Table 53.

This MANOVA summary table indicates a significant multivariate test statistic

-

Table 52¢

Follow-up Univariate ANOVA in Retelling
Context on Function Types by Observations

Source df MS </ E p. <
Observation (A) 2 53.74 9.08% .001
Exrror (S5A) 26 5.91

TOTAL 28

* Gelsser-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of freedom
(1. 13), is significant at p.< .0l.

for the observation factor. Removal of effects associated with the leading
root for observations demonstra;ed that no significant discrimination remained.
This significant multivariate test statistic for observations was followed up
by univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs) on the three story structure
devendent variables. Means and standard deviations for these three dependent

variables by observation are given in Table 54.
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Table 53

Story Structure MANOVA in
Writing Context by Observations

Source daf dfHYP dfERR F P. <
Observations (A) .2 6.00 48.00 5.25 .001
2.00 24.50 1.41 ° ,263
Error (SA) 26
TOTAL 28
Table 34

Means and Standard Deviations of Functions,

Function Types, and Moves in Writing. Context by Observatious

Observation Functions Funection Types Moves
o sD i D ¥ S
1 1.7 2.23 1.57 1.87 0.50 0.52
2 3.7 2.89 3.64 2.82 1.07 0.27
3 4,57 2.14 4.14 1.70 1.21  0.43

As shown in Table 55, significant univariate effects were obtained for

the observation factor in writing on all three dependent variables.

1, Follow~Up ANOVA on Functions:

As shown in Table 55, a significant univariate

effect was obtained on the functions dependent variable for observations.

Tukey's HSD Procedure indigated that the mesn for observation three was

significantly larger than the mean for observation one.

larger number of functions was incorporated in children's written stories at

the end of second grade rhan were found in their written texts at mid-grade one.

A significantly
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Table 55

Follow-up Univariate ANOVAs on Functions, Function Typus and Moves
in Writing Context by Observation

. FUNCTIONS FUNCTIONTYPES MOVES
. Source 4f M Fp<  di K Fp< df ¥ F B <
Observation (A) 2 28.50 6.88% .0046 2  26.02 7.81% .002 2 2.00 13,00%% 001
|
% Error (SA) 26 4.14 26 3.33 26 0.15 .
TOTAL 28 28 28

*  Geilsser-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of freedom (1, 13), is significant at
pe < .05,

** (eisser-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of freedom (1, 13), is significant at
2. ( '01. )
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2. Follow-Up ANOVA on Function Types: Table 55 indicates that a significant

effect for observations was obtained on the dependent variable function types.

Tukey post hoc comparison of means (Table 54) showed that observation three
differed significantly from observation one and that observation two also
differed significantly from observation one. Children incorporated a

significantly wider range of function types in their written stories both

at the beginning and at the end of second grade than they did in the stories

* they wrote at mid-grade one.

3. Follow-Up ANOVA on Moves: Finally, Table 55 indicates that a significant

text scatistic was obtained for the observation factor on the dependent
variable moves. Again, Tukey's HSD Procedure was smployed to compare means
(Table 54). These comparisons showed that only observation three and
observation one differed significantly. .Stories written at ae end of grade
two were gignificantly more complex than the stories children wrote at mid~-

grade one.

The Pictation Context

As indicated by Table 56, no significant multivariate effects were
obtained in the dictation context for the observation factor. Consequently,

no univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were employed to follow up this

MANOVA.

Table 56

Story Structure MANOVA in
Dictation Context by Observations

Source daf dfHy? dfERR F p-<
Observations (4) 2 6.00 48.00 1.20 .321

2.00 24,50 0.23 .795
Error (54) 26 r
TOTAL 28
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This combination of multivariate analysés of variance taken together
with univariate follow-up procedu;es constituced the principal techniques we
employed to obtain a2nd probe developmental comphrisons. One addicional
explanation of procedure may be in order at this point. When we employed
univariate analyses of variance having repeated measures, Geisser-Greenhouse
congervative F £escs ugsing reduced degrees of freedom were incorporacéd
into these analyses. ‘In repeated-measures designs, an assumption of homo-
geneity of covariance ig made. To the extent that population covariances
are heterogeneous, the F test is likely to be biased positively. The con-
sequence is that the likelihood of a Type l error will increase as a function
of cthe number of repeated measurements. That is, a probability exists that
when the null hypothesis is true, the test of significanée will reject it as
false. The Geisser~Greenhouse adjustment protects a desigﬁaced alpha rate
even in the face of drastic violations of the homogeniety of covariance
asgumption. This protection for one-factor repeated-measures designs, for
examgle, is accomplished by reducing degrees of freedﬁm to 1 and n~1 (Geisser

and Greenhouse, 1958). Thus, in all cases where we employed repsated-measures

designs, the Gelsser-Greenhouse correction was applied.

aAre Storieg Relevant Production Models for Beginning Writers?

Earlier we argued that action elements similar to those identified
by the Russian structuralisc, Vladamir Propp, were often found in children’s
fictional narratives (Botvin & Sutton~Smith, 1977, Rubin & Gardner, 1977,
Applebee, 1978). Based u;on-chis evidence as well as evidence.that what
children recall of stories skews toward a prototypic story form (Mandler &
Johngon, 1977; Stein & Glenn, 1978), we hypothesized that these action elements

provide relevant discourse models for beginning writers. We argued that fairy

tale and folk tale models infiuence cthe production of stories in three ways.

/ 117
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Firsc, the ygung storymaker must sustain a text in some cumulative way. The
storyteller must produce a text containing the necessary elements of a genre.
Just a relative hapdtul of such elemencs would provide chilaren with a flexible,
cumulative basis for creating story plots, a genre most chilaren know well.
‘ihe key to sustaining a text 1s repetition. Any function or group of
runctions ma&loe repeated until sufticienc volume has beén creaced. For
children, sustaining a cext withouq the interagtive support of a conversational
partner is itsel. a cnallenging task. oimultaneously, the struggle to imagine
and create elements o. a8 plot, characters, texture, and a consistent narrative
stance coupled with the mysteries of spelling, haﬁdwriting, and spatisal
organization also make enormous demands on processing capabilities. Repeti-
tion of functions potentially can restrict thg range of action elements ‘to
be managed, and thus simplify the problem of :e*t formation. Plot, character
'relﬁtions, narrative stance and texture may be held in check uhile.continuing
to maintain a story line. More atteﬁtion can be devoted to actually producing
a written artifact without sacrificing important narrative intentions. The
following excerpt from a beginning second grader illustrates this use of
repetion.
(1) Once there was a wicked old witch
{(2) her name was treetop
% (3) now_she was a very very wicked old witch
(4) she lived on witch main street
(3) one day when she was walking down‘she saw a little girl
(6) and she said in heg mind that she was going to eat her
(7) so the next day she took a liftle walk and saw the girl

(8) the girl said do you think she is going to eat me

(13) so the next day when she took her walk her mom came with her.,,

o - 118
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Once setting information has been established in lines (1) through (4), the

repetition of the functiuns departure and villainy (~otential) sustain this

text throughout the remaining units. Repetition of any given function or
combination of functions, thus, provides a means for sustaining a text.
Having this capability would provide children with an important asset in
helping them make the transition from face~to-face oral text production to
solo written producrion. |

Second, the availability of underlyihg abstract functions provides a
limited range of options from.ghich an almost .limitless variety of stories
can be generatéd.‘ Particular sets of options serve as defining features for

L

a genre gych as the fairy tale. This ability to specify genres constitutes
an important adﬁantage of functions over more ;bstract story grammars. In
_addicion, functions, linkea as they are to the actions of characters, define
not only the relations between a protagonist and events that make up a plot,

but have the potential for defining relations- among characters and thus the

capacity for specifying multiple relations with events.

Third, logical pairings such as lack and lack liquidated or villainy

and villainy hullified, cemprise nuclear combinations or "dyads" which Botvin

and Sutton-Smith, (1977) have described as basic building blocks in the
development of narrative competence. These palrings, when combined in tandem
or in parallel or when embedded one within the other, afford the storymaker
opportunities for thematic reflection, permutation and variation. The
principal advantage to be gained through such pairings is that of dimension-
ality. Using pairiné; such as these, childven would possess the ingredieats
to create rather complex stor?es without making excessive demands on memory.
Very substantial differences among discourse contexts for all three

story structure variables, demonstrated that production was clearly affected
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by input factors and the availability or, perhaps, accessibility of infor-
mation stored in memory. Retelling texts contained roughly twice as many
functions and function types as dictated texts and about four to five times
as many functions and function types as written texts. Both retellings

and dictations containec significantly more moves than writeeti “stories.
Quite obviously and expectedly,‘producing a written text makes enormous
demands and places severe resttictions on composing c;pabilicies. Over
observations, a period of 16 months, only a significant overall effect for
function types was obtained. When each discourse context was. analyzed
separately, however, significant effects for all thrée dependent variables
were ghtained only for tne writing context. In the retelling context, just
function types increased significantly over observations, and in the dicta~
tion context, no significant differences were obtained over ohservations for
any of the dependent variables.

The finding that number of function types increased significantly over
observations for both the retelling and the writing context suggests that
developmental increases in the aﬁiliCy to comprehend and recall stories are
accompanied by corollary increases in production capabilities. Recalling
that the stories children retold at observation one and at observation three
contained an equal number of function types, the differences observed in
their retellings over this l6-month period cannot be attributed to imput
stories. Thus, comprehension and recall abilities increaced significantly
over this period and production abilities improved concommitantliy.

Correlations between retellings and written texts on number of function

types ranged from low (.34) at observation one to moderate (.53) at observa-

tion three; thus, these two tasks increasingly shared variance associated with

an expanding range of function types. It seems reasonable to conclude that

12y
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the same developmental factors which were responsible for differences in

retellings over observations were also responsible for the wider range of

function types found in children's written texts over this same periad of

* time. The variable function types, presumably, is rooted in expasure to folk

and fairy cales or their fantasy counterparts found in television cartoons

and serials as well as motion pictures.

Some appreciation of how much children's tales came to bear a clear

resemblance to traditional folk and fairy tales can be gleaned from che

following story written by a child at the end of second grad.

Unit

(1)
(2)
(3
(4)
(5)
(6)
("
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)

(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)

once upon a time there Wwas a bunny named Benjie
and she had magic powers

one day she was walking in che woods

and a boy bunny appeared

and they went together for a walk

and a man appeared with a big net

and he got the two bunnies and went in a big ship
poor bunnies

they were caught now

but right then the girl bunny tripped.the man
and they got free once again

so the boy bunny thanked the girl bunny for
saving him

the boy bunny asked the girl bunny to marry him
and she said yes
so they had six baby bunnies

and they lived happily ever after

12;
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Function
Setting
Magical Agent
Departure

1]
Translacation

Reconnaisance

Villainy

"

Struggle
Villainy Nullified -

Reward

Equilibrium
(Propp's wedding)
b |

L

— H




The resemblance bet.een “his second grader's story and a fairy tale is
a strong one. The range of funciions included in this tale exceeds the range
of functions typically croduces by late-second graders. Yet, in other respects
such as length, cohecive tizs, number of functions, and complexity, this story
is fairly typical of texts written by children near the end of second grade.

The evidence we have obtained about the role of stories in beginning
writing development is far from decisive. It does provide weak but plausible
grounds for believing that the comprehension and representationr of stories in
memoYry constitute rudiments of a rhetorical schema for composing stories duting
the beginning phases of writing development. Over time, children in our sample
increasingly built narrative structures predicated Upon-function*like action
units. As they wrote longer stories, they included more functions and a greater
range of function types in their tales. The correlation betveen story length
as measyred by number of T-units, and number of functions over observations
ranged from .61 at observation one to .92 at observation two and to .70 at
observation three. Correlations between text length and range of fqnction types,
as might be expected, closely paralleled thuse for number of functions: observa-
tion one, .34; observation two, .90; and observation three, .75. Both sets of
correlations indicated that functions and function Eypes were measuring the %ﬁme
or nearly the same umderlying capability relative to text length. But funcg;on
types appeaEFd to be a somewhat more sensitive develormental indicator than
functions. These correlations with length suggested that as texts increaged in
length, tre: manifested greater breadth and range of storymaking capabilities
and increased sustaining power on the part of the developing writers we studied.

We think that familiarity with stories played a substantial role in this

development.
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Chapter 4

The Transition to Writing

Several years ago we began a longitudinal study of 42 Eindergarﬁen and
42 first-grade children seeking to discover how their text-forming strategizas
changed as they entered school and shifted from producing mainly oral texts
to producing written texts. It is now four years later. We have analyzed
data from the first two years of the study and are continuing to sort out
and anelyze data from the last two. More specifically, the text-forming
strategies we wanted to study were those employed by children to relate
various layers of meaning encoded in texts and those employed to build a

rhetorical structure. Most earlier research ~n primary and interumediate

" grade children's writing, aside from the work of Graves (1975) and Clay

(1975). had focused upon syntax (Hunt, 1965; Loban, 1976; O'Donnell, Griffin &
Norris, 1967) or phonology (Read,*1971). Of course, Hildreth (1936) had
studied the development of rudimentary aspects of children's writing from
three to six years of age as did Wheeler (1971) for kindergarten children's
beginning efforts to write. Our purpose, however, was to describe how chil-

dren use cohesive ties to relate strands of meaning in their spoken and

written texts.

In an earlier work (King & Rentel, 1979) we sketched a theory which
attempted to account for several facets of beginning writing development.
Briefly, we argued that what children bring to wtiting in the way of oral
language, early concepts of the functions of written messages, their exposure

to and their sense of stories, fundamental differences between written and

spoken language and particular factors which influence production such as memory,
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context, and audience affect the way children execute their communicative
intentions. We noted that the decisions involved in an uzterance entail
different plans, depending upon the unit being planned. Basing our argu-
ments on Chafe's work (1977a, 1977b), we hypothesized three levels of

planning~-schematizing, propositionalizing, and categorizing--~corresponding

to text units (schema, provosition and category).

At the first level of planning, schematizing, the speaker's or writer’s
task 1s to plan chunks large enough to convey a coherent unit of meaning, but
small enough to constitute a unit of memory for particular instances and
events. Story schema, as structured according to "functions" by Propp (1968)
was chosen 3s the most productive means for examing the schemas employed
by children.

Favat (1977) had argued that children's interests in traditional tales
arises from their expectations of the relative invariant structures of such
stories. In other words, children had a basis (schema) on which to make pre-
dictions. Moreover, work by Botvin (1977) and Botvin & Sutton~Smith (1977)
Jindicated that children's stories did in fact include functions as defined by
Propp.

We further argued rhat fundamental distinctions between speech and
writing-—-which we will explore in detail later--would const;tuce the bases for
expanding and refining these planning capabilities. Briefly, planning at each
level would require realignment from the implicit, shared, dimensions of speech
in situational contexts to the textual demands of writing where all meanings
nust be made explicit in the immediate text. We expected this realignment
would be most clearly revealed through cohesion (Halliday & Hason, 1976),
language's major resouyrce for linking elements of a discourse. Cohesion 1is a

range of possibilities by which meanings in a text may be related through
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reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction and lexical cohesion. These
devices specify the natrue of i{nformation to be retrieved when interpreting

any particular segment of a text--which at the beginning stages of writing
development children may assume to reside in a context of situation rather

than in their text. We expected variations irn ‘context, content, audience

and purpose would affect the kind and distribution of cohesive resources
children employed at all three levels of planning. In particular the propor-
tion of references to context of situation should decrease while those confined
to the text should increase as a function of learning to write. The need to
embody relevant meanings within the written text, coupled with developmental
increases in vocabulary {(Clark, 1973, 1979), we expected would lead to expanded
use of lexical cohesion, which, in turn, would affect propositionalizing and
categorizing. We argued, therefore, that an understanding of beginning writing

development necessarily should include an exploration of cohesion in children's

orcl and written texts.

Another major element of our theory was premised on young children's
early writing intentions gleaned from their prior exposure to written texts
and their sense of the purpose or function of writing. One kind of written
text with which most children are intimately acquainted is the story. Given
that a great deal of their experience with writing has been through stories,
children are likely to assume that one of the major functions of writing is
to tell stories. We anticipated that children incorporate this assumption into
their understanding of general language functions (Halliday, 1973}, that writing
serves an ideational function--language's ability to characterize experience,
and a textual function--language's ability to specify internally consistent
relations within a text, comprehensible without reference to anything outside

the text. Our notion was that, for children, stories are prototypic texts
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clearl: associated with writing whose function, form, and internal relations
are reasonably well known to them. As a natural extension of this knowledge
base, in their early attempts to write children will favor stories for schema
planning. Of course, there are pragmatic considerations as well. ¢iven that
schooling is expected to produce literacy, language arts instruction usually
offers children the opportunicty to tell and write stories in the primary
grades. Both schooling and their knowledge base incline children to plan
schema in temms of familiar story and folk tale structures. As children
learn to make stories of increasing detail and- complexity, and acquire a
deeper appreciation of the nature of written t;xts, their schema planning

can be expected-to become more formal, deliberate aﬁd conscious. - In the
beginning of writing development, though, such planning probably is intuitive
and uncsnscious. |

Developmental Aspects of the Transition to Writing

Leatning to write has its roots deep in oral language development.
Chi%dren's first tentative steps toward writing summarize this extraordinary
accomplishment and retrace elements of earlier growth, all the while dis-
covering and exploring similarities and differences between talking and writing.
At the same time their experiences with language are extending toward print,
children have begun also to experience a world beyond the h&me, the world of
neighbbrhood, school and new acquaintances. And with chis expanding world
comes new opportunities to revise and add knowledge of every sort to nourish
further growcth. But there are constants, too. The familiar stories of bed-
time crop up in new school guises as do routines, chores, denials, and

assorted frustrations. Together, these ingredients comprise the context for

learning to write.




0f the 36 kindergarten and 36 first-grade children studied, only 13
first-graders and five kindergarteners, 22 percent of all children, were able
to write a story at the outset of the study. Sixteen months later, only one
child still could produce no written text whatsoever. However, nearly all
children were able to retell stories and most were able to dictate stories
right at the outset of the study-—somé dictations, of course, based upon
stories children had heard seen in film or on television. Many of the first
texts children attempted fo write were little more tham statements or picgures
with labels. Other children wrote texts but their texts had many of the ear-
marks of oral interactions with an assumed conversational partner. The fi;st
written texts children produced averaged less than théﬁe T—units in length.
The texts they produced 16 months later averaged 1Q\Thunits in length. Dic-
tated texts, on the other hand, averaged 19 T-units\ip length at the outset
and 35 T-units in length 16 months later. Both numbe;;of cohesive ties and
number of function correlated strongly with text lenﬁéh. As stories grew
longer and incorporated a wider range of story funcéions 80 also did they
include increasing proportions of lexical cohesion and conjunction while de=
clining correspondingly in proportions of restricted exophoric reference.

By and large, dictated texts changed in the same way, although earlier than

did written texts. Concommitently, story retellings reflected children's
increasing ability to comprehend and recall stories. The range of story
functions recalled was approximately twice the range children included in

their dictated stories. Thus, the prediction that oral texts comprise a-basis,
both textual and structural, for learning to write received clear but modest .
support from these broad mode differences which diminished across observations.

Story structure data and cohesion data also indicated that children do,

indeed, realign basic oral language strategies in the process of learning
a
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to write, From the story structure findings, it can be concluded thdt children
. 1
gradvally acquire a knowledge of underlying story functions evidencedl increas—

i

‘ ingly, by their broadening storymaking capabilities in writing. This ¥readth

is first manifested in their retellings, then, dictations, and eventua%ly
in written texts. Their stories not only came to reflect greater sensitivity
to structure but awareness of necessary logical relationships among stéry
functions as well, These abilities weré apcompanied by increasingly péecise
use of conjunctions to achieve relations of coordination, subordinatioé,
causality, sequence, time, and conditionality--precision essential to gpecify-
ing relations among story functions. Both sensitivity to structure and con-
joined logical indicators among functions, argue for a conclusion thaé children
have learned to emphasize the ideational function of language in their texts.

The same close link exists between use of other cohesive devices an&
story functions--that is, between form and texture (Pappas, 1980). Ambiguous
or exobhoric referent items sometimes obscured who was participating in an
action resulting in an uninterpretable story function. The folijﬁing story
partially used as an example in Chapter 3, illustrates this gfpblem.

1 once there was a wicked old witch /

2 her name was Treetop

3 now she was a very very wicked old witch

4 she lived on witch main street

5 one day when she was walking down she saw a little girl

6 she said in her mind that she was going to eat her \

7 so the next day she took a little walk and saw the girl

8 the girl said dc you think she is going to eat me?

9 now she was not suyre she was going to eat her

10 but she had a2 big feeling she was

1l so she went on and on and on
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In lines 9, 10, and 11, the ultimate referent of '"she" is unclear. And
the potential villainy is equally unclear. The story continues as follows.
12 when she got home she said to her mom "mom today when I took a

walk I saw a witch—-a real true wicch"

4

13 so the next day when she took a walk her mom came with her so her
mom would see her too

14 and they did see her

15 her mom got scared out of her wits

16 and chey tove home and started to moan

17 one day the litcle girl got sick

18 and she threw up

19 chac was the only time she was nice because she made her better
s

20 and she gave her a kiss

21 but she shouldn't have done that because all ¢f a sudden she
turned into a wictch

22 and her mom did everything she wanted her to

"She" in lines 19, 20, and 21 probably refers to the witch who kissed the
liccle girl causing the little girl to get well. On the other hand, "she"
might also refexr to the little girl and "her"” to the witch whose villainous
nature waslbeccered by the licctle girl's kiss. Either interpretation is made
more difficulc by the previous ambiguous referents in line 9, 10, and il in
which che villainy was obscured. Too, note that conjunctions, which might
have specified appropriate logical relationships between functions, are not
sufficiently precise to do so.

Contrast the "wicch" story with the story excerpt which follows.

1 once there was a bear who lived in the woods

2 he was lonely

3 he had only a few friends o

L
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4 one day he went to racoon's house

5 his friends were cthere

6 his friends were a squirrel, 3 racoon and a deer

7 he had no other ones
Personals, demonstratives, and comparatives combine to specify identicy
unmiscakably. Setting information and the story function, departure, are
equally clear. These two examples demonstrate that struciure and texture
are inseparable. Develop;ent appears to be premised upon pooling information
from multiple sources.

The second example also illustrates the writer's awareness of the need
to establish textual relevance in writing by expressing nearly all meanings
chfough words. The cohesive relations of hyponymy and reiceration-—emﬁodied
in friends, squirrel, racoon, and deer-~coupled with explicit identity rela-
tions, realized through personals, possessives and comparatives, combine to
make this story segment clear 2nd coherent. This text, and others like it,
are typical of the orchestration of lexical cohesion and reference in late,
grade-two, written texts. Each set specifies a consistent relationship to
a character, thing, event, or act and the classes and related classes of
information to be found in the text. Proportional increases in endophoric
reference and lexical cohesion indic%ce a fundamental awareness of the explicic
textual demands of writing.

As children acquired a broader range of story functions in memory, their
written stories increased in detail and complexity. Their deeper appreciation
of structure also coincided with their expanding range of cohesive options
giving support to the notioy that writing development {s integrally linked

to children's ability to organize and interpret knowledge through dyr .c,
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prototypic schema large enough to convey coherent units of meaning, but
sufficiently discrete to constitute memory units for events or stereotypic
actions, These schemata eventually are differentiated into fixed and vari-
able elements defining a genre. Qur hypothesis was that these conventional
models of discourse undergird planning in the sense of selecting and
organizing information to be expressed and understood in a text. From this
larger chunk, pertinent detajls are assigned a role and theme in events
and actions constituting the larger schema. Cohesive dewices, in turm,
specify the information to be retrieved when interpreting any given segment
of text, thus linking schema and propositions. Cohesiva ties, therefore,
also function as variables influencing selection of words and phrases. At
best, our data suggest these planning dimensions. Indeed, production was
affected by iﬁput factors and the availability, or perhaps accessibility,
of information stored in mewmory. As demonstrated in the examples above,
factoring out role and theme were obviously linked to cohesive resources
available‘to the writer. And, textual identity and relevance required
selection of lexical items from rather narrowly defined semantic fields.
The pattern of developmental increases we observed weakly supported our

' explanation of planning; however, only experimental evidence can settle
these process questions. OQur descriptive data merely point‘to an interesting
set of possibilities.

Factors Contributing to Developmental Variation in the Trangition to Writing

The factors which influence learﬁing to write are highly interactive,
These interactions range from contextual to constitutional contingencies as
learning cumulates over time. Our goal was to separate important sources of

variance from this flux. Our expectations for establishing unambiguous causal




relactions were modest. Instead, we hoped to describe the emerging histories
of children whose backgrounds and schools differed substantially, through
successive, regular well-timed observations which incorporated slight
manipulations in discourse modes and tasks. These manipulations were de-
signed to capture broad, global, characteristic similarities and differences
among the populations studies. We expect that our subseguent analyéeé of
cohesion and text structure will tease out basic trends in writing develop-
ment. The studies reported here deal only with globai characteristics.
These global.characteristics were: school, grade, sex, socio-economic status,
and dialect. Discourr:'se mode and grade-level wvariation have already been |
discussed. In this section we will coasider school, sex, and dialect

variation, the latter, tied securely to socio~economic status.

School variation. Both kindergarten and first-grade populations at the

urban school differed from their counterparts at the suburban school with
only wmiddle class children included in the compariion. These two levels of
school popul’al:ions differed only on the writing comparison, suburban school
males in kindergarten using higher proportions of reference than suburban
females or urban males and females; suburban school first-graders using
higher proportions of lexical cohesion than urban school first—graders;
Differences in kindergarten reference proportions can be attributed confi-
dently to atypical scores for suburban males--an effact that is easily
explained. All suburban, kindergarten males produced a written text at ob-
servatisn one while only two suburban females did, only one urban male
produced a written text and all urban females did. Suburban boys included
mainly "setting' information about characters--information which required
specification of text identity entailing use of reference ties. Urban girls,

on the other hand, also included mostly setting informacion in thelr texts,
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but, unlike suburban boys, urban girls also employed reiteration to achieve
textual relevance which entails use of lexical cohesion. Suburban kinder-
garten boys, therefore, employed very high proportions of reference ties in
}heir first written texts while urban girls employed roughly equal proportioms
of reference ties and lexical ties in their first written texts.

’

Overall, first-grade and kindergarten children at the suburban school
employed higher proportions of conjunction and lexical cohesion in their
written texts than urban children. To the extent that school differences
are implicated in these effects, the following factors may be involved: At
the suburbaa school, every effort was made to integrate reading and writing

avound focal interests and long units of study. Some small group and indivi-~

dual instruction was given in reading. A great emphasis was placed on

literature and the use of a range of books, both fiction and nonfictiom, in

~all learning activities. Literature was also studied for itself. Teachers

frequently read aloud to children, discussed books with them and often
orga;ized books‘for study around a common theme, concept, author or 1llustrator.
This curriculum provided substantial opportunities for purposeful exposure

to wriften texts, particularly stories. On the other hand, individual teachers
at the urban school had considerab;e lattitude in determining the type of
literacy instruction employed. Emphasis was on skills--in word recognitionm,
handwriting, and speliiug. A wide range of textbooks, audio-tapes and
duplicated materials was used in teaching reading-~usually at the discretion
of the teacher. Toward the end of the school year, more attention was given
to the content of children's writing, to exposing children to clusters of
books and stories, and to reading aloud to children and telling stories.

Lexical cohesion and conjunction differences may simply be a reflection of
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the suburban children's earlier, more consistent, purposeful exposure to

stories which resulted in a developmentally earlier realignment of rextual

functions and strategies.

Sex variacion. Girls and boys differed only in writing and mainly ac

the_first grade level, These first-grade differences mainly involved use of
lexical cohesion. At the kindergarten level, boys ar the suburban school
used higher proportions of reference in their written texts, 2 finding which
was discussed in the previous section on.school differeﬁces. First-grade
girls employed lexical cohesion proportionately more than first-grade boys,
whether because of rate differentials in vocabulary acquisition, or because
of specific differences between boys and girls in text-forming strategies
employed to achieve textual identity and relevance. Answers to these. ques-
ti&ns must await further detailed analyses of lexicai cohesion.

Dialect/socio~economic status variation. Jithin the urban school,

middle=class, nonvernacular dialect children were compared with lower-class
vernacular dialect children. Cohesion differences between these populations,
without eXception, were:limited to written texts, Within che kindergarten
population; middle-class, nonvernacular children employed higher propértions
of 1$xital cohesion in their te#ts thep lower-clags, vernacular children.
When“both kindergarten and first-grade populations were included in’ the
analyses, overall means for writing were higher for nonvernacular children on
both ellipsis and conjunction proportions. When only first-grade children
were dncluded in the analysis, reference and ellipsis means in writing were
hiéher for nonvernacular children than vernacular children.

Mean differences for lexical cohesion in the urban kindergarten popula-

tion stem from the fact that fewer nonvernacular children wrote cexts at the
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outset. Only one vernacular, kindergarten child wrote a text at obsarvation
one while four nonverr ~ular children wrote texts. Mean dialect differences
for lexical cohesion in the urban, kindergarten, written texts persisted over
observations. Whether these differences stem from acquisition differentials
or from diffarences in way.; of creating textual relevance cannot be determined
from comparisons of lexical cohesion propﬂrtions; To explain these differ-
ences, frequencies of particular lexical ties, each type having specific
implications, will be compared in later studies. What car be said now is that
these two populations of kindergarten children appear to employ different
text-forming strategies--nonvernacular kindergarten children relying more
on lexical devices than vermacular clildren to produce written texts. The
finding of no lexical cohesion differences between thes: kindergarten pop-
ulations in dictation probably rules out acquisition differentials as a ten-
able explanation. The more likely ¢xplanation is that these vernacular
and nonvernacular children emploved di¢ferent lexical means for creating
‘textual relevance., The absence of lexfzal cohesion differences in writing
between first-grade dialect groups indicates, however, that, whatever the
source *is, lexical cohesio& differences subside by the end of grade two.

But, dialect group differences for reference and ellipsis did emerge
in first-grade writing. The nonvernacular group mean for reference
proportions in writing was .46 while the vernacular group mean for reférence
was .24. Again, no dialect group differences were ohgerved in dic=ation.
Ellipsis means were also higher for the nonvernacular grour in writing, but
no dialect group differences for ellipsis were observed for dictation.
Ellipsis proportions were very low and, as noted earlier, yere largely con-

fined to texts containing dialogue. In all likelihood, this style difference
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accounts for the dialect group difference for ellipsis, Reference differences
are not as easily explained. Differences were large and are probably an
indication of different strategies for achieving text identity, but only
further analyses of particular reference ties can reveal just what these
differences are and what their ultimate explanation is,

Dialect group differences for story structure are difficult to -
interprec. More recent analyses (See Appendix D) of kindergarten story
structure data--the dependent variables, functions, function types and moves=-
indicated only dialect-group differences for retellings in the kindergarten
population for number of functions and number of function types. Consisgént
first-grade, dialect-group differences were indicated for all three dependent
variables in both dictation and retelling. Patterqs of differegce ovér )
observations indicate that both vernacular and nonvernacular groups experienced
comparable increases but ;aintained initial relative differences between them
for all three dependent variables. Retelling differences, particularly, may
have been either a result of middle~class, nonvernacular children having had
broader exposure to stories in general, or the result of riddle-class,
nonvernacular children having ' id broader exposure to the kinds of folk and

fairy tales read to children participating in the study.

Longitudinal Studies of the Transition to Writing

The structure in which scientific knowledge is created is relatively
straightforward and simple. Tne scientist merely agks, "How are two things
related?” "Under what conditions do they affect one another?” 'What is a
reasonable explanation of these relationships and effects?" The scientist's
logic, attitudes and traditions of peer review are his major defenses against

error. Aside from the ways in which conditions and things are controlled,
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scientific methods differ mainly in nuance. At the heart of the enterprise
is reasoning of the form, "if p, then q." At the end is an empirical test
of the validity of the scientist's explanations. The most creative aspect
of science is det:e‘rmining what p and q are.

Longitudinal research is one method for asking yuestions and subrriil:ting
them to empirical tests, 1Its advantage and disadvantage is that things come

to the researcher in their natural states where both things and their

relationships are difficult to sort out. Since a necessary first step in
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l science is to determine what to observe, that is, to delineate the dependent
variables of the phenomenon under study, some consideration must be given to

. how these variables are to be selected. Our arguments above, of course, led
to the selection of cohesive ties and elemental functions in fairy tales as

l variables salient to the transition from spoken to written texts. But aside

' from the arguments given, were there other reasons that influenced our )

selection? Both cohesion and story structure promised to be sensitive to the

' sorts of manipulations permissible in the on-going life of clagsrooms~-sensi-

tive because we could reliab.ly observe them in the protocols children produced

l and we had a fairly full grasp of their theoretical significance. The

' conditions for learning to write were very clearly defined by the existing

curriculum in the schools we studied. Obviously we had little choice in that

matter. But we could establish or ezsily devise ways of assessing a child's

status with respect to these variables and thus characterize the emergence of

the ability to wrize under specified conditions. These conditions We

The factors which influence learning to write are enormously cémplicated

and highly interactive. Unravelling the sheer number and kinds of interactions

' attempted to describe fully and clearly.
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ranging from contextual to constitutional contingencies as they cumulate
over time iIs a scaggering problem. Our inicial aim was to separate relevant
independent variables from this flux. We had lictle or no hope of decermin-
ing causes. What we did have, however, were children whose hisctories and
achievemencs cypically differ dramatically--poor inner cicy black children
and afiluentc suburban white children--~and in chac inner cicy magnet school,
a populacion of affluent, middle class, white children. By focusing upon
their emerging hiscories through successive, well-timed observacions which
incorporaced ever-so—-slight manipulacions, we hoped to ensnare racher large
global accribuces at firse. Subsequent studies, designed to siftc che daca
from chese observacions through finer and finer analyses, will provide us
wiéh a fuller more complete picture of the facrors chat concribuce te growch
in wricing abilicy. As stated earlier, we have identified the following
global characteristics : school, grade, sex, socio—economic status, dialece,

and discourse context.

The ultimace purpose of any kind of educacional research, of course,
is cthe compilacion of knowledge necessary to guide educacional theory and
practice. The goals of educational research, regardless of type, are to
minimize harmful or wascteful experience and maximize che probabiliry of optimal
development for each student. When all goes well, there even may be the
potential in educational research for making concributions to basic knowledge.
Research on writing shares these purposes and goals. Like educacional research
in general, research onh writing shares also many of the fundamencal di ffi-

culcies encountered in school related inquiry.

Not the least of these r.roblems is that of obtaining reliable and rep~
resentative samples of dara. Mosc learning concexcs and all school settings

are complex interactive sonial entities. We would like to propose two

133

e e e

=109~




safeguards against error arising from these difficulties. First, that to
the extent possible, observations or measures of attributes of writing be -
set within the fullest theoretical backing available. Where theoretical
backing is weak or lacking, then the most stringent protections available
should be applied to the analysis of data and great care taken to restrict
generalization. Second, that multiple measures or observations within
varying contexts-—that is, sampling of several sorts from the population
of situations where writing is likely to occur-—-be taken. Our work thus
far has demonstrated to us that there is an ebb and flow to writing
development linked intimately to situations and population groupings. And
there’are individual eddies in this swirling current. There is an old and
familiar nursery verse that begins, "Monday's child is..." and ends with
"Sunday's child..." We have learned to expect this variability in each child.
The major drawback in our research, as in all longitudinal research, is
the inability to draw strong causal inferences from our data. It 1is not
possible in any sense with our data to do more than describe the stalus of
our various populations at given points in a developmental trajectory. The
value of longitudinal data is the control exercised over within-subject
differences. Stable differences among subjects can be identified in a way
that is reasonably free of this within-subjects error. The power of our data
and of longitudinal research in gen=ral is its firm link wicth reality and
its potentially strong developmental effects. These links and effects can
blaze a trail for more coupelling and causally persuasive experimental research.
In this sense longitudinal studies of writing development constitute a pro-
ductive approach to theory and inquiry: longitudinal research can and often

does serve as an important source of reasonable experimental hypotheses. And,
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at a very practical level, longitudinal studies set out clear developmental
beacons that teachers may follow in shaping their expectations for

curriculum and instruction.

.’
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Chapter 5

Transition to Writing: A Case Study

This report is a study of the development of i;an's writing abilicies
from the end of kindergarten chrough the end of first grade. Jwan is a
black, lower class child, When data were first collected, Jwan was five
years old and a member of a kindergarten-first grade classroom. This
group of students was housed in an open area and contained approximately
seventy-five students and three female teachers. During the 1979-1980
school year Jwan moved to another kindergarten~first grade classroom which
was in an open area cthat housed approximately fifty students and two
female teachers.

The dacta for this case study were collected in cthe Spring of 1979, in
the Autumn of 1979, and in che Spring of 1980. One story retelling, one
dictated story, and one assigped writing were collected during formal data
collection in each period. Samples of unassigned or continuous writing
were also collected during each period.

The development of text cohesion and story functions will be described
for each mode. The development of these devices %ill also be compared
across modes and will be related to the child's attitudes about writing

and to the context in which the wricing occurred.
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The Development of Teiz Cohesion

Story Retelling. Jwan's first story retelling was short, only six

T~units in length, and was characterized by a high incidence of exophoric
reference, or those references to persons or things which were not
specifically stated in the text. This use of eXophora assumes the audi~
ence's knowledge of information not contained in the text. Jwan was told
that the\listener to his retelling had no prior knowledge of the story,
but he was unable to make all references explicit within the text.

Jwan did use two endophoric references, or references to items within
the text and two repetitions of lexical items. He connected his ideas with
the conjunctions and and then., Infrequent use of cohesive devices and the
frequent uge of exophoric references produced a brittle text with little

cohesion. The following example will illustrate this point.

1 the wolf gonna eat the duck

2 and he said there was a piece of cheese

3 and there was a moon

4 and the duck got z spanking

5 and she asked him to be a good little duck

6 then he went to bed

Figure 10. Ketelling of Squawk to the Moon Little Goose
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Jwan's second retelling was longer than the first and slightly more
coherent. His use of exophoric and endophoric references were equal, and
he used more lexical repetitions than the first sample. He continued to
connect his ideés with simple additive conjunctions. This retelling is

more understandable than the first.

1  they had no food
2  they only had a plece of bread
3 and then the little girl went out in the forest
4 and a old lady gave her a magic pot
5 ((sp: unknown)) "stop boiling little pot"
) 6 and then the pot kept on boiling
7  then she ran down the street
8 and then the girl said the word
9 and then it stopped

L3

10 and then they had a lots of food for everyone

Figure 1. Retelling of The Magic Porridge Pot

The final retelling indicates a reversion to the earlier means of

developing a text. Exophoric references outnumber any other single cohesive

device used, and they approach the total number of all other cohesive
devices used. There are only three endophoric references. Cohesion is

establigshed through lexical repetition and simple additive conjunctions.
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1  che boat sunk away

2 and cthe boy was eating the salt

3 and all che children was looking at the giant

4 and the litcle boy was fibbing about him

5 the glant say yeou can tell all you want about me
6 ana the litcle boy got married

7 and the people tore up the boat

8 - and che boy was staring at them

9  chen the boy went sailiug off wich the boat again

Pigure 12. Retelling of Salt .

This pattern of ctext cohesion indicates a lack of awareness of
audience and an inability to create an independent text. To fully
understand many of the references that Jwan used in his retellings,
the sudience must have knowledge of che original story.

Jwan consistently dependea on conjunctions (and, then) to link
units of his text. The number of lexical items that were repeated in
his texts indicated that he had added reiteration te his text-forming

strategies.

Juan's story retellings are brief and are lacking the necessary

+

information to make them coherent. Over a year's span Jwan showed little

development in his -ability to create cohesive retellings of given storles.




Story Dictation. Jwan's first and last story dictations were similar

in length and in content. They were also similar in that the cnly exophorie
references used refer to Jwan himself. There is a greater use of endophorie
reference in his dictations. Siuce both of these dietations are brief, there
are only two conjunctions in each plece. These continue to be simple addi-

tive conjunctions. Jwan also used lexical repetition resulting in brief but

cohesive texts.

A B
1 I play with my daddy and my dog 1 me and my friend Artez ride
on big whee! ~nd bike with one
2 and my dog chase me and bite me hand
3 I run out on the road” } 2 and we always race
4 I like to play with my friends 3 and I always beat the race

5 and one is Bobo

Figure 13, Dictation: Spring-Kindergarten; Spring-Grade One

The story Jwan dictated in the augumn of 1979 was much more elaborate
and more fictional than the examples just given. Within this story, the
number of endophoric and exophoric references was equal. However, many of
tne endophoric refereances were ambiguous so the meaning became obscure in
parts of the story. In the following example Jwan used simple additive

conjunctions and lexical repetitions to create textual cohesion.
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1 they was fighting

2  and Joker got knocked out

3 then they went back to their bat cave

4  then they got in thelr batmobile

5 then they zoomed off to the Joker's hide out

6 then Batgirl jumped in and started fighting with
Batman and Robin

7 and then Batman and Robin Superman Splderman they
were all having cars Superman Splderman Batmsn and
Robin

g8 and they zoomed oveX a house eeerrrkkk

9 then they were home

10 then they slid down the post and turned back into
. Batman and Robin and left the Joker home again

11 * then Joker in the middle
iz then Catwoman jumped in
13' and she tried to jump across that thing
14 and she fell down in it

Figure 14. Dic~ation: Autumn-Grade One

In Jwan's dictated stories, endophoric and exophoric references were
used equally as often. He relied more on lexical repetition and conjunc-
tions as text-forming strategies. It is Interesting toc note the increased

length of text and' the imaginative style of Jwan's Autumn dictation. This

story 1s a sharp contrast to the Spring, 1979 and the Spring, 1980 dictations.

Assigned Writing. It was Impossible to analyze Jwan's assigned writing

samples for cchesion because he produced no texts. His writing consisted of
drawings and experimentation with letter forms. The Autumn, 1979 samp'e

contained the most writing. It was a list of words copled from parts of his

classroom.
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Figure.ls. Writing: Spring-Kindergarten
3

Although no text was produced, Jwan's writing showed that he had a
good concept of letter and word, and that he was awafe of print around
him. As the following examples show, Jwan's early writing was more of
an effort to make a product than a means of communicating a message.

.This type of writing represented one of his first steps in becoming a
}

writer.
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.#an's last writing sample consisted of words copied from books
combined with some of his own words. He sequenced words; showed his
knowledge of left-right directionaly y, spacing, and top to bottom
sequencing. He was also beginning to create originuil spellings for
words and there Was some effort to convey a message. Jwan Seemed to
be at the very beginning stages of writing development. He was slowly

moving toward developing written texts.
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Figure 17, Writing: Spring-Grade One

Summary Jwan's story retellings and dictated stories were marked by
his use of exophoric reference. This type of reference seemed especially
prevalent in his story retellings. The use of exophoric reference indlcated
that Jwar was not clearly awar~ of the needs of his audience and the vextual

funceion of writt 1 language. He seemed unable to decenter enough to provida
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his audience with the information that he possessed, Much of the cohesicn
in Jwan's stories resulted from his use of conjunctions and lexical repeti-
tion. Jwan's ability to retell and dictate stories surpassed his ability
to write his own stPries. However, his vriting demonstrated progress
toward creating written texts., Jwan's oral abilities exceeded his written

abilities at this stage of develcpment.

The Development of Story Functions

Story Retelling Jwan's retellings were characterized by use of rela-

tively few story functions. The actions of story characters seemed

fragmented and unrelated. In Jwan's first retelling of Squawk to the Moon

Little Goose, certain aspects of story functiorn apreared. There was a

statement of attempted villainy which was not clearly resolved in the
retelling. Punishment occurred but it was punishment of the story hero,
not of the villain. This rebuke of the hero led to restoration of

e uilibrium at the end of the retelling (See FigurelO),

The second retelling incorporated a more complete sequence of story
functions. Jwan clearly established the function of lack in the first two
urits of the retelling. Lack was followed by departure of the hero and an
encounter with a donor through which the hero received a magical agent.
After the receipt of the agent, the sequence of fuuctions broke down. The
final line of the retelling liquidated the original lack and restored
equilibrium. Figure 1l demonstrates the sequence of functions just described.

Juan seemed confused as to what events occur after the hero receives
the magic pot. Functions t>came unclear until final equilibrium was

restored. Jwan was able to resolve the initial problem and to end the tale.
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The final reteiling that was collected from Jwan had no clearly defined
story functions. This production was a l.st of isolated fragmenis of the
story. There was no clear beginning or ending, and there was little-relation-
ship among the events listed (Sec Figure 12).

Jwan's story retellings did show an awareness of story functionz. He
seemed interested in ending his stories in a state of equilibrium even if
the body of the story contained unrelated functions and no clear sequence.
Jwan was beginning to create story functions, but at this stage, he often
abandoned the functions before they were resslved.

Story Dictation Only one of Jwar's dictated pieces was a story which

contained story functions. This story was collected in Autumn, 1979 (See
Figure 14). Th2re was not a well defined beginning to the story; it opened
with a struggle without any preceding lack or villainy. The struggle moved
to a departure of the characters, then, to another struggle followed by

the char.:ters moving to another setting. The story ended with one of the
characters experiencing a misfortune. There was no precipitating lack or
villaiany necessary to form a complete tale. This dictation was a series of
beginnings of functions which lacked the necesgary structure and sequence
that define a tale.

- Assigned Writing No story functions appeared in Jwan's writing.

Summary Jwan was beginning to include story functions in his story
retellings and dictations. More functions and more complete sequences of
functions occurred in Jwan's retellings of stories, but they were alteced
and reorganized. Only one of Jwaa's dictations contained crude functions,
but no functions appeared in his writing. As with cohesion, Jwan's oral
abilitieg to use story functions outstripped his written abilities at this

point in his development.
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Unassigned Writing

Jwan did not write very much on his ow~. His early writing consisted

af drawings with labels aud lists of copied words .ind letters. e
occasionally copied sentences from a chart that the teacher prepared daily.
He also copied words and phrases that were posted in the classroom. By
Juse, 1980, Jwan was beginning to create original sentences. These often
consisted of repetitive writing like the following example:

I like pups

I like a

I like fish
This ¢ype of writing was beginning co appear on the game page as copied
words and phrases. Jwan was still in the very early stages of wricing
development, but he was beginning to break through to literacy by cobying

writing which existed in his environment and by adding his own words and

letters to that writing.

Artitudes About Writing

When inrerviewed, Jwan revealed that he did not like to write and thac
he did not think he could write. When asked to give reasons for writing,
he could give none. He stacted that he did not write very often and could
name N0 occas.on to write in school. Jwan considered writing in school to
be a purposeless, meaningless activity that he should avoid.

Jwan did state that he wrote at home with his father, and they would
sometimes write notes to his teacher. When asked why he wrote to his teacher,
Jwan stated matter of factly that he needed to tell his teacher something,
but she was not there. This stsatement clearly showed Jwan's awareness that

writing can convey meaning; however, oral language was preferred over written
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language. Jwan had difficulty relarting wricing that he did at home to

the kind of writing that he did in scheool. They were almost two different

systems to his way of thinking.

These attitudes may aid in understanding Jwan's development in story
retelling, story dictation, and writing. These tasks may not have been
meaningful to Jwan; therefore, Jwan may have not related them to his
private, purposeful concept of wricing at home buc may have related them

to his concept of writing at school.

Context for Writing

For the 1979-1980 school vear, Jwan was a member of a kindergarten -
first grade group of fifcy children and two teachers, This was a highly
verbal classroom. Directions and interactions were usually verbal. 1In
this classroom, written language was secondary to oral language,

The writing that children were exposed to was primarily captions or
simple statements. Pictures with labels hung on the walls. Posters and
banners with a few words or phrases decorated bulletin boards. Printed
rules were posted:. There was very little writing that was elaborate or
expressive. Heither the children nor the teachers needed writing to work
in the classroom. Therefore, little writing developed in the =:lassroom.

The classroom teachers verbally valued children writing in the classroom,
bur they found it difficulc to operationalize their values because their
priorities were focused on helping the children complete predetermined tasks
and to work responsibly in learning centers. Often a child's request for
a teacher to read what he had written was ignored or denied. The teazhers

did not raalize the importance of responding specifically to the child's
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composition in terms of meaning. Many children would not initiate their

own writing because they felt other behaviors were more pleasing to their

teachers. Teachers occasionally encouraged children to write, but they

often did not encourage the children's efforcs.

This was a busy, productive classroom wnere children were free to
talk and move and interact with each other. Books were present in the
classroom, and a story was read daily, but books and writing did not
pervade the curriculum. Printed materials were not related to the ongoing
activities in the classroom. Books, printed materials, and children's

own writing were rarely used as resources for the children. If used, these

materials usually remained in the teacher's domain-.
Little writing occurred in this classroom because writing was not

integral to the life of the classroom. Because of the many demands of

the curriculum on these teachers, they were unable to create an environment
where writing was necessary and purposeful. There were few reasons to

write in the classrcom so little writing occurred.

Conclusion w

How a child develops his writing abilities seems to be closely related
to his mastery of oral language, his ability to create a sustained oral
narrative, and his knowledge of story structure. The child's own attitudes
gbout himself and writing, and his opportunities tfo interact with written
language and to write also seem to influence how writing develops.

Jwan's abilities to retell and to dictate stories exceeded his abilities
to write his own stories. His retellings and dictated stories improved from

Spring, 1979 to Autumn, 1979 and then seemed to regress to their original
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level in Spring, 1980. His writing developed very slowly, but did progress
steadily from Spring, 1979 to Spring, 1980.

Jwan's reasons for writing and his opportunities to write were limited
within the classroom context. Limited opportunity and lack of confidence
in himself as a writer influenced the quality and quanitity of Jwan's
writing. Schooling must provide both reasons and rewards for writing.

Time to write without interruption, and a place for writing to cccur are
important to writing development. Jwan's developing writing abilities
must be supported by a nurturing context if he is ever to develop into a

mature writer.
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APPENDIX A

Procedures of the Study )

“The purpose of this study was to describe the transition children
make from oral to written texts, in respect to their use of cohesive
devices in two modes of oral, and one mode of written, language, and
their inclusion of particular story structure elements in the same three
modes. The approach chosen to realize the goals of the investigation was

, & longitudinal study of two groups of subjects:

I 36 children, grade ! through 2
36 children, kindergarten through grade one

The two Dopulations permitted bdoth, cross-sectional comparisons between
groups as well as longitudinal comparisons over a period of 16 months,
This report, however, will describe only the grade one through grade two
population, as required in NIE Grant 7940039, This pcpulation was
stratified by sex, school, dialect and socio—economic class. They were
observed at three-month intervals, across three modes of discourse:
writing, dictation, and story retelling. These three contexts were ,
expected to influence the production of texts dif ferentially over the
five observations, yeilding comparisons in the number and kinds of
cohesive ties employed in each mode, as well as cof@iparisons of the
stxuctural characteristics of texts produced in each mode.

+

Selection of Subjects

To study writing, a first essential was to select schools and
classrooms in which the curriculum encouraged writing from children
during the first two years of school., A second necessity was to locate
schools where research associatas could easily move in and out of
classrooms to collect data and/or work with individuals or groups of
children., A third requirement was to identify schools which reflected
the characteristics of urban and suburban schools in America including,
particularly, the language and socio—economic differences whicl prevail
in these schools=-because both, language and sﬂg}g—economic factors have ’
been implicated as important factors in school Bchievement,

The uyrban school selected as a site for this study contained a
population of Black children from the naighborhood and a sizeable
population of white middle class children transported to the school by
bus. This fortuitous situation allowed us to observe chiidren whose -
social backgrounds differed substantially, and who had in common a new
-kind of educational environment. Choosing a suburbaan school allowed us

- T o ¢ompare thie middle class—children—-in—-the—urban-schoolwith-alike
population in a different setting. A more detailed description of the
schools, hereafter referred to as Urban and Suburban, follows.
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Urban School

The Urban school, designated as an alternative school, is located in
the central area of a large mid-western city, and ic provides schooling
for childrea pre~kindergarten to grade six. It is an open-space schaol
with mulcigrade groupings in each work area. The school avoids grade
level labels and, thus, each large classroom space is referred to as the
Red Area, the Blue Area, or the Yellow Area.

The first year our firsc-grade subjects were located in the Red and
Blue areas and distributed across five teachers. The Red Area housed
kindergarten and grade one pupils, and occupied two separate but
connected classrooms. The Blue Area was a vast wall-less carpeted space
chat was open to the library, located a half-flight above. There were
three teachers for the 90 children, two aides, and two special reading
teachers.

The teachers planned jointly and often brought the children together
for large-group activities. Most of the work, however, was
individualized or accomplished through small-group instructiorn. A very
strong part of the program was the opportunity children had to talk with
peers and with adults. The children had the benefit of special teachers
in plysical education, art, music and drama, as well as the help of
students from local colleges, who were at various stages of teacher

preparation.

Because of its location in the dow:.town area, Urban used the nearby
community resources (e.g., art gallery, Center for Science and Induscey,
and businesses) as an extension of the classroom. Children in the Blue
Area frequently took walking trips’ to places of interest.

Children from any elementary school in the city may make application
to attend Urban School. While children in the nedghborhood are given
priority, there is an attempt to make the school population reflect the
school system, as a whole, in terms of racial background, achievement,
and socio~economic status. N

During the first year of the study, the 24 subjects in Urban were
distributed acrnss five class teachers. The following year they ware
located with six different teachers, and in three work areas:

Teacher? cc MB MS DH SB BS
6 3 4 7 2 6
This distribucion, of course, made observations and work with
children extremely time consuming and data collection very complex.
.While cteachers were gimilar in their concern for children and their
learning, they differed greatly in teaching style, approaches to-
‘iteracy, and interest in children's writing. They were not expected to
follow a set course of study in reading and wricting, but racher, were in
the process of developing one for their school., While this gave the
teachers and children a great deal of freedom, it meant chat che
curriculum was ever chinging and not very predictable. Emphasis iu
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licteracy instruction was on skills—-in word recognition, handwricing, and
spelling. A wide range of textbooks, audiotapes, and duplicated
wmaterials were used in teaching reading-—usually at the discretion of
each teacher. For Instance, one teacher used exXperience stories written
on charts, as a means of teaching reading. .

- Over the 15 months of the Project, change in emphasis and macerials
did occur. More attention was given to the content of children's
writing, to exposing children to clusters of books and stories of a
similar genre, and to reading aloud to children and telling stories.

Suburtan School

-

The Suburban School was located in the oldest part of the most
affluent suburb in che metropolitan csrea. Tt too was an alcernative
school for parents in that cicty who wanted their children.to be educated
in an enviromment that was legs formal and prescriptive than that
exiscing in most schools in cthe discrict. The school, which served a
population of kindergarten through grade six, was housed in three
separate buildings or "pods,” each censisting of four classrooms. The
school was located'on the same grounds as the oldest elementary school in
the disctrict. Some faciliciss (library, playground, gymnasium) and
resources (special teachers and health services) were shared, but the
admintacracion and curriculum were separate.

For almost a decade a core of teachers and the principal ¢f che
Suburban School had been studying and implementire informal or
progressive approaches to educating children. The classrooms were

. arranged with work areas, including resource centers with materials for
art, mathematics, and science; book and quiet reading area:s; and open
spaces where the class coult meet as a group. Most instruction was
.individualized or conducted in small groups. The children were free to
move about the classroom and to work with nne or two f: ‘euds; chus, peer
teachi.g/learning became an imporctant el. at in the instructional
process. Every effort was made to integrate the currl-ulum +hich was
organized around focal interests or loager units of study. The firsc
grade, for example, typically studied foods and visited a super-markec
and distribucion center. The second/third grade class pursuad interests
in witches, horses. plar*s, and the numan body. Reading and writing were
usually integrated with these projects, but some small group and
individual inscruccion was given to reading. A great emphasis was placed
on liceracture and using a range of books, both fiction and nonficction, in

. all studies. Literature was studied ‘or itself too. Teaclhers frequently
read aloud to children, discussed bcoks with them, and often organized
books for study around a common theme, concept, author, or illustrator.

U
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" The teachers varied, of course, in their -understanding of integrated I
learning and abilicy to implement the concept. They varied also in cheir
beliefs about effective ways to foster literacy. When the Wricing
Project began, the subjects in mid-first grade were distributed across
two classrooms: one was a kindergarten/first grade; the other, a
firsc/second grade. In both classes, teachers used a modified .anguage
l experience approach in which experiences were charted. In turn, these
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charts often were copled by children. Great emphasis was placed on
correct spelling and capitalizacion, so lists of words in manuscript
wricing were made available to children before they began ary personal
writing. This emphasis changed over time as cteachers saw that children
had more spelling ability than they had been able to use and that they
wrote more and becter texts when freed from spelling constraints.

over two classrooms, both containing pupils in grades two and Chree.
Again, che teachers differed. One placed strong emphasis on language and
liceracure, and the other emphasized science and physical accivicies,
Both, however, participated enthusiastically in the study and appreciated
the growth in wricting they saw their children experiencing.

Subjects (24) were drawn from the firsc grade of an "alternative”
school, an elementary .thool so designated because of ics open
enrollment, open-space, and open curriculum. This school was atended by
children not only from a largely Black neighborhood with an ST$
disctribucion ranging from low to lower middle class, but also from middle
tlaszs nefghbarhoods throughout che city. An additional ~ample (12) was
drawn from cthe first grade of a suburban school with a Socilo-econvmic
Stacus (SES) distribucion ranging from middle to upper class., Frou the
former population, 12 subjects were identified as vernacular Black
dialect speakers, using the revised measure of standard Eeglish
proficiency noted above (M = 21.67; SD = 5.99). Subjects scoring ten or
more on this measure were assumed to be vernacular Black dialect
speakers,

The second year of the study the subjects were again distributed I

Idencifying Black-Vernacular Speakers

We hypothesized that dialects or codes may be related to exophoric
reference. Evidence suggests that speakers of Black English vary
considerably, both as individuals, and as a group, in the nunber and
kinds of forms they produce in varying circumstances (Carroll and
Peigenbaum, 1967; DeStefano, 1973; Dillard, 1972; Labov and Cohen, 1967).

Tep assure chat subjects spoke vernacular Black English, three I
alternative screening techniques were considered: (1) technical dectailed
linguistic interviews (Labov, Cohen, kobins, and Lewls, 19683 Fasold and
Wolfram, 1970); (2) semi-informal interviews (Shuy, Wolfram, and Riley, l
1968)3; and (3) sentence repetition tasks (Garvey and McFarlane, 1970;

Politzer, Hoover, and Brown, 19745 Rentel and Kennedy, 1972). Given the

inter- and intra-subject variabilicy noted above, sentence repetition I
tasks were employsd because these tasks discriminate among subgroups on

items where a difference exists between thne form presented, and a form

—- habicually used by a subject and offered as a substit -e, with relacively '_
high reliability (Garvey and McFarlane, 1970). In a. ition to the

advantages of increased discriminability and reliabilicy, sentence

repectition tests require less time and less exacting training for cheir

proper adminisctration. Ten scructures from the Garvey and McFarlane '
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scale with reliabiiicy coefficients greater than .55 were selected and
included in the scale, (four repetitions of each struccure) for a total

of 40 items (see Appendix A).

Determining Socio~Economic Status

During the first few weeks of the study (February 1979), the
socio~economic status of those children for whom parental permission
forms were received was deterpined by using a modification of the Ilndex
of Status Charactecistics (Warner, Meeker, and Ellis, 194%), a scale
which rates occupation, source of income, house type and dwelling area
(see Appendix B). Because Warner's occupation ratings are dated,
Hollingshead’s Job Scale was substituted and weightings ad justed.
Weighted totals of the four subscales comprised the SES score for each
subject. The total scale had a range of 12-84.

All 20 of the vernacular speakers fell wichin the bottom quartile of
the SES distribution, leading to the conclusion that, at least within
this populaticn, their dialect was socially constrained-—that is, a
sociolect (DeStefano, 1973). From this popularion, six males and females
were drawn at random (M = 71.00; SD = 8.51). Middle class subjects were
drawi from both, the same inner cicy sctool, and from a suburban school,

wahy

(six males and six fewrules from each) iun order t5 contrast school ana
contrel for class differences.

Dugan (1977) found that first-grade buys differ-d significantly from
first-grade girls bocth, in the amount, and kinds of information they
incorporated into ctheir retellings of stories. Sex also appears to be a
factor in the nusbar of vernacular black forms produced by a speaker
(Wolfram, 1969), women using fewer Black English forms than their mule,
ghetto counterparts. 7To control for these expected difierences, sex was
incorporated into the design of the study as a blocking variable.

One of the most vexing problems .n lcngitudinal research is, of
course, subject mortality. To compensate for the possible loss of
subjects from the group of 36, initially drawa at random from the total
stratified subject pool, two additional subjects were drawn randomly froa
each level of the pool=--as not 1 earlier, stratified by
dialect/socio~economic class, sex “and school=-and assigned to each level
of the design. Data were obtained .= chese 12 replacement subjects, all
blind to their identi y as replacements. Thus, eight subjects were
assigned to each celi constituting the blocking variables in the study.
Two subjects were lost from the lower class, female, vernacular-speaking,
urban—=school cell. Two also wers lost from the middle class, female,
nonvernacular-speaking, urban~school cz21l. To obtain equal numbers
eithin each cell, two subjects were dropped at random from the remaining
four cells in the desiyn for a total of 36 subjects.

To determine the extent to which the assignment of replacement

svhlects to the design had affected the composition of these levels,
scores for middle class subjects from the Index of Status Characteristics
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were subjected to an analysis of variance having two between-subject
comparisons-—sex and school. The results of this analysis are presented
in Table 1.

Table 1

ANOVA of Socio~Economic Class by School and Sex

Source df M8 F p<
School (A) 1 222.04 5.39 05
Sex (RB) 1 35.04 .05

School X Sex (A x B) 1 22.05 .54

Error- (W/Ss) 20 41.19

Total 23 47.95

As can be seen from Table 2, subjects from the suburban school
scored significantly lower on the Index of Stacus Characteristics. As
indicated by Table 1, there were no other significant effects.

Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations of Socio—Economic Class by School and Sex

Index of Status Urban Suburban
Characteristics School Schoel
Mean 38.33 32.25
Standard Deviation 7.47 4.41

Quice obviously, replacing subjects in the uroan schoo]l population
unbalanced the equality that had been established wichin the middle class
population for the two schools. This finding of school differences, thus
necessitated a design arrangement wherain the suburban population had to
be treated as a distinct subgioup. Therefore, daca from the suburban
school were analyzed, both separately, and in a school replication
arrangenent for all MANOVAS, ANOVAS, and discriminant function analyses.
These design arrangements are discussed in later sections of this

chapter.
L}
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The Import of this difference between the urban and suburban middle
class populations must be kept in perspective. The Index o1 Status
Characterisctics, the socio~economic scale emplcyed in this sctudy, has a
weighted score range of 12 cto 8B4. Both mesans reported in Table 2 resc
well below the midpoint of the scale (48), and clearly within the "middle
class” spectrum on the scale. Whether or nol treating cliss extremes
such as "middle class™ or "lower class” has any greater impoit for
language variation than significant differences found to exist within
these larger categories has not been established. But, there is no good
reason for ignoring such “within-class” variations. Therefore, the
finding that middle class children in Che two schocls differed
sigoificantly on the Index of Status Characteristics argued for the
inclusion of a school replication study as a minimue and sepzarate
analyses for each school, as necessary, where differences in the
replicacion sctudy were obtained.

Data Collection Procedures

During the early weeks of the study, research associates worked in
the classrooes with individvals and smal groups of children. They read
stories to them, invited children to retell the stories, or to teil
others “they knew.” The research assoclates aiso encouraged them to
write, often providing materials in ¢he form of colored paper, booklets,
or flow pens. Children also were ziven the opportunity to dictate
stories of their own composition, with the researcher acting as scribe.
The oral story retellings, as well as the dictated stories, frequently
were audiotape recorded to prepare the way for the recording to he domne
as a part of cthe lacer data collection. These activities were carried
out in the regular classroom or other available vacant rooms in the
schools. Prior to the actuval data collection, all chfldren had the
opportunity to hear, tell, and dictate stories.

The language samples in the three modes were collected in March
1979, October 1979 and May 1980. Seven research assotiates participated
in the data collection, but all had teew working in the classrooms and
were kpown tc the children as visicting teachers. At least one associate
workeéd regularly with each classroom and knew the children well. All
resea;chers were trained itn data collection procudures (see appe-liices C
and D).

Story retelling data wsually were collected in a single day at
scaool, this was followed by the collection of dictation data, which
required three or four days in each school. Every effort was made to fit
the diccation and writing experiences into the orngoing life of the
classroom. The writing was carried out in the ciassrooms, with the
teachers discussing the assignment with ctheir children.
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Story Retelling

Three very different folktales were chosen for the retelling
experience., The quality of the story, reasonable length for retelling,
and children's lack of knowledge of the tale, were among the criteria
that influenced selection (see page 35 for others).

In small groups of four to six, children were taken out of the
clagsroom to 2 room in the school where the stimulus story could be read
without interruption. One member of the research team served as story
“"reader” and the others as "listeners” for the retellings. The children
were told they would be read a new story that the reader had enjoyed and
wanted to share with them. The reader also told the children they would
each have the opportunity to share the story with a visiting teacher when
the reading was finished. The reader then read the story as it typically
would be read in the classroom, providing enough time so that the
pictures could be viawed. Upon completion of the story, the reader went
through the book a second time, showing each page in tuin, not commenting
but accepting any spontaneous comments about the story from the childran.
I1f, at any time, a child indicated concern about belng able to remember
everything about the story, in retelling it to another, he was reassured
that it w2s all right to retell only what he could remember.

Following the reading each child was taken to a "listener” member of
f.he research team who was introduced as a teacher who did not know the
story that had just been read. The number of listeners matched the
nunber of children in each story reading group so that no child was made
to wait, i.e., the time and activity between the end of the reading
session and the retelling was uniform for each child. In introducing the
listener, the reader explained to each child that the visiting teacher
did not knoir the story that had just been read and stated that the
tescher would like to hear it. The reader then left the room, Cthe
listener reaffirmed the task, explaining that the retelling would be tape
recorded for the purpose of sharing ic with other teachers who were
interested in stories. Once the child began his retelling, the listener
tried not to interrupt the child's narrative. The listener was
attentive, but did not collaborate in the child's rext production. The
intent was to ailow the child to construct his Swn text and ro avoid
additions by the listener to the content or structure of the narrative.

Dictated Story Data

Dictated stories were collected at the two schools during the
two~week data collection period, exclusive of the two days devoted to
story retelling., Expectations for aictating original stories to members
of the research team had been established prior to the data collection;
all children had previous experience in dictating stories to a researcher
who acted as scribe while being tape recorded as an ongoing classroom
activity. The child was told that his story was to be written for thim,
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that it could be as long (or as short) as he wanted, and that it could be
about anything that interested him/her. Emphasis was placed on composing
“your very own story,” rather than retelling a well-known one (2.g., “The
Three Little Pigs") or a recently-viewed TV carcoon.

The story was taken down in manuscript writing by the researcher.
The child was aware that his words were being written and could see the
actval writing if s/he wished. Children were given an unobstructed view
of the scribe’s activities and ample opportunity to observe the scribe
take down their dictations.

Dictation proved to be a falrly popular sctivity in first grade,
with most children requesting a turn with the seribe. Generally the
order of data collection foliowed a volunteer pattern, with the scribes
working with children who indicated their readiness with a story. At the
time of collection each child went with a scribe to an available room in
the school where a tape recorder had been set up. The dictation session
‘was tape recorded, and the child was teld that the purpose of the
recording was to check on the accuracy of the scribe's copy before it was
typed and placed in the classroom storybook. Cnce the child began
dictating, the researcher attempted to keep up with the child's dictation
pace, accepting any comments or instructions the child gave regarding the
scribe’s performance and/or the writing process, Lut was careful not to
iaterrupt the child's narrative. In cases when a child dictated an
obvizus retelling of a known story or rhyme the scribe elicited a second
dictouad text after encouraging the ¢hild to t=2il his/her own story (see
Dictarion Procedures, Appendix D).

Story Writing Procedures

ra

During the two~week observation period, an "assigned writing" sample
was collected from each subject. Every eifort was made to make this
activity & natural part of the ongoing work of the classrcoms. But in
aome situations, particularly in the early ccllections in grade one, the
children were not accusctomed to writing original stories. In fact, many
did very little writing, and what was prodwced often was copied from
chartg or the chalkboard. In the beginning, it was therefore necessary
to develop, with the teachers, conditions that would interest chilidren
and cause them to write a stcry within 2 period of one or two days.
Emphasis was placed on writing stories. Thus, children were Ziven
colored paper or paper folded into booklets to further establish the
story context. Teachers discussed the writing assignment with the
children and tried to link it to work and experiences that childran were
currently involved in. Sometimes the discussion ceuntered about stories,
a wordless picture book, or a recent particular experience-=~s visit to a
grocery store, or a performance by a mime. The contexts were varied, but
a first priority of the investigutions was te work within the curriculum
and cnonstraints of each classroom.




Sessions for assigned wricing were not limited in time.
Nevertheless, the children normally were to begin in early morning and
continue for an hour or more, or until most children were finished.
Anyone who had not finished and wished to do so, kept his story to work
on through the afternoon and next day. The researcher, as well as che
classroom Cteacher, was available in cthe initial writiong sessioun. The
researcher then returned che next day to sit down with the auchors and
read through the stories. This last step wac essential because children
were encouraged to use their personal, creative, or invented spellings.
Occasionally these renditions were beyond interpretation without the help
of the author. The exact word intended was essential for the cohesion
and story structure analysis, as well as for the spelling coding.

As scon as the writing was obtained, two copies were made and the
original returned to the classroom, if so requested by the teacher. In
most instances, however, the original script was retained.

Preparing the Oral and Written Texts fcr Coding

Preparation of the transcriptions of the auvdiotaped oral narratives
producad in the two tasks (story retelling and story dictatiou) proceeded

in two stages.

In the first stage, a complete transcription of each audiotaped data
collection session was made. The stream of speetch was initially
gegmented at cthe level of the orthographically realized word.
Transcriptions were typed in traditional orchography with capitalization
of proper nouns and the firsct-person singular pronoun. No punctuation
was included in the cypescripts. These original typescripts were
medited and included all verbalizations recorded during the sessions.
Filled pauses, word and phrase repetitions, stutters, corrections and
false starts were included, as were any verbal interactions between child
and listener/scribe. Interjections by the adult were rare, but when they
did occur, interjections typically consisted of indications of continued
interest suwch as "tmm” or vepectition of the child's most recent words
following an extended pause. Unintelligible words or segments of text,
which occurred very rarely, were noted in the following manner on the
typescripts: ( ... ), for what appeared to be a single word, and
( «ee «se ), for longer utterances. Lines of typed text were nuubered
sequentially and words spoken by the listenet/scribe were idencified with
the letters: IN. (An example of an original cypescript appears in
Appendix °F.)

Using both the prepared typescripts and the audiotapes, a research
associate, working with a secnnd researcher, edited the typescripts in
preparation for coding. First, each cnild’s narrative text was
absctracted from the total language recorded during che taping sessions.
There was no difficulty in determing text boundaries; the twoe editors
agreed in all cases. Context supported by the children's use of
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narrative conventions suych as “once upon a time...” or “there was
once...” and "they lived happily ~ver after,” facilitated boundary
decisions. Also of help in many language samples, was a shift into a
"story voice" distinct from the conversational language intonation
preceding and following the narrative text. Marked for exclusion from
the analysis were non-silent phenomena such as filled pauses, unmotivated
repetitions, and abandoned forms. These non-silent phenomen. correspond
to what have been called "mazes” (Loban, 1963), or “garbles” (Hunt,
1964), ia descriptions of child language. Editors also macked
listener/scribe inter jections and child asides (examples of the latter:
"1 wanted ’landed'”; "did I say ‘pigs'?"; “"you like writing, don’t you?l")
for exclusion from the narrative texts. Examples of verbalizations
excluded from the narrative texts (marked by brackets and asterisks) are
given below. The first example is from the retelling corpus and the
second.is from the dictatien corpus.

{2.1] once there was an old woman and her little
girl and they were really poor and they only
had {a little] a tiny loaf of bread and then
every day the little girl would go out {to
find] to the woods to find some nuts and

berries «e. * !

[2.2] ees [um] the witch {um] went to feed the
hogs then {um] the witch went to feed the
chickens then the horses* did I say pigs
did I say pigs*

INs**you said hogs*#*
*oh then pigs* [she went to feed] she went
to feed the pigs ...

Editing also involved identifying and marking the units upon which
the subsequent cohesion and story structure analyses were to be basad.
While cohesion, Halliday and Hasan (1976) point out, is not limited to
relations “above the sentence,” the present study focused on the means
whereby structurally unrelated units of language are linked together.
Balliday and Hasaa refer to this “intersentence cohesion™ as “the
variable aspect of cohesion” (1976, p. 9)« The analysis of
“non-structural™ cohesion requires the identification of sentences or
sentence-like units in the language to be analyzed. Linguists point out
the difficulty of defining the "seatence” (Allerton, 1969; Crystal, 1976;
Garvin, 1964). 4As Allerton notes, traditional definitions of the
sentence are made in terms of the conventionalized written language,
i.e4, a3 a sequence of words lying between punctuation marks. Such
traditional definitions were not useful for the oral language data of
this stvdy; therefore, an operational definition of a sentence-like unit
that coula deal with spoken English was selected: the "T-unit.” As
deiined by Hunt (1964), the T-unit is a complex clause consisting of one
independent or main clause with any dependent or subordinate clauses
attached to it or embedded iag it. The T-uni® has been used in many
studies of child language development~—in both speech and writing--
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because of its efficacy and reliabilicy. This kind of reliabilicy is

particularly important to the present study of che cohesive relations
between non~structurally related elements of children's oral narratives.

An addicional edicing procedure lavolved segmenting, or parsing, the
texts into the T-units, upon which the cohesion analysis was based. Also
at this point, selected symbols, found to be helpful during cohesion
analysis in interpreting text and making coding decisions, were added co
the typescripts. The full notational system used in editing the
typescripts is presented in Figurte 1. And an example of an edited
original typescript appears in Appendix F. Following the editing
procedure, typescripts were retyped, and coded identification number
replaced all other identification on the protocols.

One copy of the children's writing was kept in ics original sctate
for analyses related to concept of message, spelling, and ocher wricing
" conventions. The second copy of all chose scripts judged to be a cext
were cast into T-units, edited, and transcribed (with z11 spellings
correct), following the procedures used for the oral iexts. Story
structure and cohesion coding were done on the typed scripts that had
been parsed into T-units.

Cohesion Coding and Analyses

Coding of the edited narrative ctexts followed the scheme set out in
Cohesion in English (Halliday and Hasan, 1976). The five categories
identified by Halliday and Hasan which represent ctypes of cohesion
(reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical cohesion),
provided the framework ror coding. All insctances of exophoric, as well
as endophoric, presupposition, within these categories, were coded.
While not contributing directly to the integration of a text (l.e.,
¢ohesion, as technically define ', exopnora does contribute to the
creation of text through linking language with features of the larger
textual environment and, as such, bears on the question of interest in
this study: what options do rnildren use in creating their texts? All
coding was done by two research assoclates and one principal
investigactor. A reliabilicy check was run on a sample of ten
randomly-selected teXxts, five representing each task. A research
asgsociate tralned in cohesion analysis also coded the ten texts. The
correlation coefficient calculated for cthe two coders was .96 (SPSS
Subprogram Reliabilicy).

-

As noted earlier, exophora is a type of phoricity which takes one
outside the text. Exophoric icems are presupposing textual elements,
whose intended, more precise meanings, are pediated through
extra-linguiscic factors. While it is possible for the presupposition
involved in reference, substitution, and ellipsis to be exophoric,
occurrences in the latter two categories are rairly infrequent (Halliday
and Hasan, 1976).
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uaderlining

Used to mark the boundaries of each narrative cext.

Used o mark non—silent phenomena {filled pauses,
unmotivated repetitions, abandoned forms, etc.)
and, following Hunt, considered extraneous to the
T-unit.

This mark identifies liscener/scribe interjections
or child asides not considered a part of the child’s
intended narrative text.

Used to mark any responses to inter jections or asides
not considered a part of che narrative texc.

Slashes matk T-unit boundaries and are numbered
sequentially.

Question and exclamation marks were added to the
typescript when the child's intonation warranted

it and Proved helpful in subsequent cohesion
analysis {no other terminal punctuation was marked).

Quoted speech in the text for which a speaker is
lexically idencified.

Quoted speech in the text which is unot lexically
attributed to a speaker but which can be
actributed to a speaker based on conteXt or the
child?’s use of a role voice.

Quoted speech in the ctext which is ambiguous with
respect to speaker,

Underlining is used tec mark contrastive stress or
other kinds of emphasis used by the c¢hild which
could aid cthe cohesion coder in interpretating che

Cext.

Figure 1: Notational System for Editing
Oral Language Trauscripts
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A system for subcategcrizing exXophoric reference was adapted from l
Basan's forthcoming work (in press) on semantic styles. The
subcategorizacion Is based on che type of situacional knowledge required ‘
for interpretation of the exophoric item. Using che criteria and I
terminology proposed by Hasan, the following subcategories of exophoric
reference were coded in the data of this study: l

Formal Exphora~-Those items which are only technically exophoric.
One's knowledge of the language and a shared culcural context
allow an adequate interpretatiou. Thus, upon hearing or
reading the utterance, "On her way home from school the
reluctant scholar dropped her books in che Sstreet,” one does
not feel compelled to identify what street. Specific
idencificacion of the entity marked by che definite arcicle
is, in this instance, irrelevant. "Generalized" exophoric
reference {"You {i.e., one] shouldn't feed the animals at
the zoo"), "institutionalized” exophora ("Jim went to see the
police”), and "homophora” (reference to a whole class or to a
uvnique member of a class, such as the stars, the moon) were
included in chis category.

Instantial Exophora--Those items whose presuppositions arz mediated
via some elements in the immediate situation: reference is
being made to some aspect of the here-and-now. For example,
if an author begins his story with, "I went to Mars on a
spaceship and had a great adventure,” full identification of
the referent of the pronoun is situationally possible. Even
if not present at the text's creation, a partial idencification
of "author” 1is possible and usually adequate. In the narrative
texts of chis study, instantial exophorics were limicted to
first~ and second~person pronnuns. -

Restricted Exophora~-—-Those items whose intended meanings go .
completely beyond cthe immediate sitwition and are available
to the listener/reader only on the 2asis of shared knowledge
mediaced by past experience. Thus, in a story retelling chac i
begins, "They didn't have any food--just cthis litcle plece of
bread. She went out to look for nuts and berries,”
identification of “"chey” and "she” 1is not possible wicthout
recourse to xlowledge chat goes beyond chis retelling sicua- .
tion and this text. (If the illustrated story on which the
retelling is based were present during che retelling, and cthe
plctures were pointed to, then tchese exophora would be .
considered instantial. The book, wich its illustracions, was
not available to che child during che retelling task in cthis .

.

. study.)

The semantic constraints involved in telling a story to another who
claims not to know cthe story, require chat one talk in such a way chat
one's meanings are available to the listener. The use of formal eXophora

N and certain instantial exophora (those representing speech roles in che
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situacion) in the tasks of this study, were seen as uvnambiguous in these
contexts of narration. However, the use of restricted exophora relative
to the characters and events in the stories, was seen as ambiguous. 1In
this study, formal and instantial exophora, whose meanings were
considered available to the listener, were included for purposes of data
analysis in the category of endophoric reference. Restricted exophora
formed a spearate category for tabulating purposes. Thus frequencies
within six categories of presuppositional “ties” were tabulated:
reference, restricted exophoric reference, ellipsis, substitution,

conjunction, and lexical cohesion. Appendix G contains an edited,

retyped dictation text, along with a sample of the coding record for chis
text.

Analygis of the Cohesion Data

Differential use of cohesive ties in writing was compared in three
separate MANOVAs where dialect, school, and sex served as the
between~cubjects factors and ¢bhservatlion analyses, the within-subjzccts
factor. MANOVA (Jones, 1966) was selected becauvse {t permits th:z testing
of group differences {n terms of multiple dependent variables conridered
simultaneously. MANOVA packages the dependent variables into 2
transformed composite variable, Y, which represents a linzar combination
of the response variables welghted Co maximize a discriminant criterion.
A significant MANQVA test stacisgic suggests rejection of the null

hypothesis of no difference among group centroids. If overall
differepces among groups are found, follow-up techniques allow the

assessment of the relative contribution of each of the dependent
variables to those differences.

Three separate comparisons were made because, in each instance,
there was no comparable population. In one comparison, the objective was
to explore differences between schools; in another, differences between
dialects within a single school; and in the third, differences between
sex over observations. They are listed below:

MANOVA 1 School X Sex X Observation
MANOVA 2 Dialect X Sex X Observation
MANOVA 3 Sex X Observacion

Figure 2., Cohesion Multivariate Analyses of Variance

Text length was free to vary in the narrative tasks of this study.
To allov for differential text length, fiequencies of ties within the gix
categories identified for coding were expressed as a proportioca of total
ties for each text. Following the coding, it was observed that
reference, conjunctiony and lexical cohesion were used extensively by all
children in the tasks. Ellipsis and restricted exophoric reference were
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vsed by most of the children. Moreover, use of these latter two
categories of linguistic devices involved mocre than one instance in the
great majority of cases, although their reiative frequency of use did not
approach che magnicude found for reference, conjunction, and lexical
cohesion. Substitution, towever, as a text forming device, was used by
few children in the samples, and even fewer had more than one instance of
substitution in cheir texts. Therefore, chis category was eliminaced
from che mulcivariate analysis of variance, performed on the proportion
scores of the remaining five categories. These categories were:
exophoric resctricted reference, ellipsis, conjunction and lexical

¢ohesion.

Since proportion scores wete to be used in the MANOVA, the: weras
subjected to an arcsine transformation to conform to the assumptions of
the multivariate normal discribution. The arcsine transformation resulcs
in a variable chac is normally discributed with a constant variance.
Computer program CANOVA, a component analysis of variance (Clyde
Computing Services, 1973) was vsed for the MANOVA analysis. The test of
significance employed was Wilks's likelihood ratio criterion, transformed
into Rao's approximate F.

Story Scruvcture Coding and Analvses

Texcs may be cthought of as having fixed and variable elements. /The
purpose of text anmalysis is to characterize these two properties. , Propp
(1968) attempted to specify the fixed properties of Russian fairy tales
according to the functions of the dramactis personna, focusing upon what
characters do rather vhan uvpon who carries out actions or upon how
actions are acconplished. Functions abstractly represegt actions. They
are defined wichout reference to the character who performs them. A
person who helps the hero satisfy a need can vary from tale to tale. The
helper can be a witch, the hero's friend, or a sctranger. The underlying
action is che same. But since the action does fake place within the
overall set of actions that go to make up the tale, a given act caan have
different meanings. Someone who helps the herc obtain an agent necessary
for satisfying a peed renders a service far different from a person who
helps lure cthe hero into a ctrap. Thus identical acts can represent quite
different functions. And quite different acts may have the same meaning.
For example, a warning to a child not to go into the forest dirfers
significantly from one ygiven to a combatant in the course of a conflicct.
A funccion is always defined relative to its significance for the course

of the aGction.

Funccions, therefore, serve as fixed elements in a tale. They are
the basic constictuents of the story. Propp identified 3] funccions. Not
all funccions, however, must occur in a single tale. When functions do
oceur in a tale, they ordinarily do so in a parcticular order. Thus,
order constitutes a second fixed element in a tale. Order grows out of
the elemental logic of actions. Help ¢2nnot be given wichout some
pre~exiscing need for it or without some circumstance
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evein the hero’s plight is made obvious. Likewise, the transfer of
money must be preceded by a clear need or a rendered service. Thus,
order derives not from convention, but from the logic of events and
actions. Tales with the same functions and orders are most likely
representative of the same genre. Byt £oo much should not be made of
order. Even in Propp's analysis of Russian tales, he was forced to posit
the notion of transformations to .-sount for tales whose functions
appeared in a noncannonical order. If the order of fuynctions follows
logically from the naturz of the actions, then it is not necessary to
preserve cannouical order.

Subsidiary or minor tales may be embedded within, or follow upon,
the gajor tale., Propp referred to thes¢ subsidiary tales as moves. The
terminology is not critical. Thus, we toc referred to all suwh
subsidiary actions as moves. What i3 significant about Cuem is that
parallel, repeated, and sequential moves, complicate a tale, giving rise
to the question of how -uch subsidiary moves are to be coded and %caled.
Propp, of course, solved the problem bv bracket’:2 moves. He specified

that two functions were the basis for assigaing a bracke:, i.e., villainy
and lack. In addition, two pairings--struggle, coupled with victory, and
a difficult task, coupled with its solutiou~~constitute mutually
exclusive elemenrs, distinguishing vill 'ny tales from seeker tales. A
tale, conceivab. -, could contain both pairs, one pair, or neither  air.
Their presence simply helps to distinguish between moves, but in no way
should be considered obligatory. What is obligatory is villainy or lack.

Functions may have double meanings. For example, in Magic Porridge Pot,
the mother lacks knowledge of the witch's interdiction, which. of course,

she cannot help but violate. Both lack and violation of an ‘ -erdiction. .

were coded becaur . both meanings were inherent in tne action L.at ensued,
A text also may be vague ln terums of the actions of a character wl :n, in
turn, wakes functions difficult to assign. For example, the text says:
"Mother Goose was going out.” But no further mention is made of her
acrions, 1Is this sufficient as a case of absention? Coding in these
instunces was governed by the principle of assigning functions on the
basis of cousequences. Did the tale proceed as if absention occurred?

If so, then the meaning of the function was absention and so coded. If
the tale continued with subsequent actions .ndicating Mother Goose did
not go out, then absention was not coded. Questions of this sort were
always resolved by defining the functior according to its cousequences.

Inter judge Reliabilities for Coding Proppian Functions

On separate occasions, the same pair of Jjudges coded two sets of
prote~ ls from two different story retellings. Interjudge reliabilities

‘were computed for each set of 20 protocols (.85, .89). Dictation

protocols (36) were coded by a different pair of judges, who achieved 2
slightly higher level of reliability than the first pair (.9°. Overall,
however, reliabilities were sufficiently high to warrant contidence in
function definitions and coding procedures (see Appendix H).
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Genre Classificacion

After judges had been trained and Iinter judge reliabilicles had been
extablished, each protocol then was classiflied as to its genre of
discourse., For, even though task instructions to the children had
specified chat they tell or write storles, many children produc.d other
genres of ctext. Protocols, thus, were classified as follows:

1. No Text--No utterance produced by the child.

2. Statement/Label~~A single wo.d or phrase defining or
describing somathing in the immediate environment. For
example, “It was a duck,” or "Desk.”

3. Composition--A present tense depiction of a child'¢ cucrent
experience. Compositions are closely identified wich the
clrcumstances, in and for which, they are produced, i.e.,
coripleting a writing assigmment for the teacher. To
illustrace: "My mom is nice. I go to school. My mom loves
me.”

4., Interaction=—A text with many elements of a dialogue having
an inmplied listener with whom an eXperience is being shared.
For example: "First, you draw a circle. Ti:n you draw a line.
Then you make another line here.”

5. Chronicle~~Narrative that parallels real events in a child's
life, yet expressed in a story frame with conventions such as,
"Once a litcle girl and boy went to Disneyl:ind.” Characters
and actions that parallel non-fictive eXperlence and themati-
unicy, characterize these CteXts.

6. Tale--Narrative that sets forth <vents and circumstances that
may reflect real life but without essential dependence on
historical fact. They have thematlc unity, conventional story
markers, and fantastic characters, as well as fantastic events.
They are fictive 1n nacture.

Following genre classification, chronicles and tales were coded and
scored for Propplan functions by five judges blind to subject ldenticy
but aware of context variations. There was no way to conceal *base
diffsrences entirely, because retellings, of cours , were about ctle -ame
well known storles. Only retellings and dictations were compared.
Despite instructions to the contrary, many children fajled to produce
cirnnicles and tales in the writing context, thus Precludiag comparisois
with a measure cthat presumed a story genre. As reported above,
interjudge reliabilicles were moderately high. Still, occasiocil coding
problems and questions arose. Two judges resolved such questions and
assigned a function as agreed. It should be noted that In scoring the
retellings, no attempt was made Co assess recall. Only the functioms
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found in the children's texts were scored, regardless of whether or not a
counterpart for a given function could be found in cthe tale the children

had heard. The present study sought only to compare "packaging” and
production of Funcctions. Studies of zthe role of memory and cowprehension

in production are under consideration for later analyses, and one
completed study will be presenzed in Chapter 6.

Selecting Stories for Retellings

In selecting stories for retelling, a maln concern was to find
stories chat were not known to our subjects, but would likely interestc
theia. Qur subjects varied grestly in their experiences wich tradicional
licerature, They ranged frozc one group, that seemed to have some
acqiinctence with almost all stories considered, to another whose
backgrounds were meagre. Selecting stories became more of a problem than
originally ancicipaced,

At the onset of the proj.cc, most Russian falry tales were too long
and complex for some of our subjects. We looked for well-formed and
artfully illuscrated folktales, especially for recently publisihed ones or
new versions of old tales. To heighten interest, we ciose to use picture
bocks, but this decision constralned our choice of storles.

Three very different stories were eventually selected for scory
retelling-—~a wodern fable, a folktale, and a Russian fairy tale.

Squawk to the Moon, Litcle Goose, by Ednz2 Mitchell Preston,
illustrated by Barbara Cooney (Viking, 1974).

Magic Porridge Pot, by Paul Caldcne (The Seabury Press, 1976).

Salt, by Harve Zemach, illustrated by Margo Zemach (Holt, Rimehart
and Winston, 1967), .

Squawk to the Moon, Little Goos) is a story of lack that has,
enbedded wichin it, cthree brief ctales of villainy which provide the
trebbling element found {n many folktales, The story also contains
folktale features of trickery, and also r2frain, as with Licctle Goose's,
"Good's good and bad's bad.”

In Proppian analysis, the tale had two moves.
a (beginning situation) '

2 (intevdiction) coupled with 1 (absentation)

8a (lack: maturity and insight) and 3 (violation of interdiction)
6 (crickery) counled with 7 {complicity)

8b (villainy)

10 (counteraction)

11 (deparcure)

12 (preparaction)
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13 freaction)

15 {(ctranslocation)
8b (villainy)

9 (mediation)

" 10 (counteraction) coupled with 14 \receipt}
18 (viztory) coupled with 19 (liquidation)
20 (return)

30 (punishmeni)
31 (equilibrium)

Magic Porridge Pot is one version of th: magic pot tales that a2xist
in seveiul different cultures. It is especlasly appealing to children
beciuse it is the mother sho uses the magic pot without permission and as
a 'esult creates a huge problem which the daughter solves,

Actually, Magic Porridge Pot is two tdales, conjoined by an
interdiction given in the first, and violation of the interdiction, in
the second. In Propp's terms, it is a tale with two moves:

a (beginning situation)

8 (lack) joined with 11 (deparcture)

8 (mediation)

12 (function of donor} and 2 {interdicction)

14 (receipt of magic agent) and 15 (transference)
19 {lack liquidated) and 3! (equilibriws)

The final sctate of happiness in the first tale provides the beginning for
the second.

1 {absention)
8a (lack) and 3 .violation of interdiction)

20 (return)
19 (lack liguidated)
31 (equilibrim)

Salt is a story of the younger brother, "the fool,” swceeding in
making his fortune while his zwo older brothers curn to villainy and
fail. It is a tale of lack——lack of status, success~-in which a tale of
villainy is embedded. The villainy rale is interrupted Uy a glant's
story, a tale of interdiccion and lack.

a (beginning situation)

8a (lack), 11 (departure) and 12 (donor)

14 {(magic agent) 15 (transference)

25 (difficult task) and ° (solution of task)
30 {reward to hero) and 2! (promise of marriage)

a (beginning situation) and 11 (departure)
5 (delivery of vicrim to villain) 8 (villainy)
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(beginning, giant’s tale)

a
8 (lack of cransport, giant's lack of happiuess)
2 (interdiction) 15 (ctransference)

20 (recturn home) .

27 (recognition of hero)
28 f(exvosure of false hero)
30 (villainy punished) 31 (wedding)

3 (interdicction violated)
25 (difficult task)

26 (solution)

31 (equilibrium)

These stories were analyzed to determine their comparability ii.
terms of Propp's functions. The criteria on which they were compared
were; (a) total number of functions in a story, (b) the number of
different ctypes of functions in a story, and (¢} the number of moves in a
storys As noted earlier, a givern function may occur :»n a story more than
once, either tfhrough trebbling, or additional wmoves, roughly reflecting
the tale's length. On the other hand, the number of different types of
functions suggests something of che tale's richness while number of moves
may indicate complexity. As can be seen frow Table 3, Salt and Squawk to
the Moon, Little Goose are equally rich, though Sait is shorter and
somewhat more complex. They differ considerably, however, from Magic
Pogzzdgg Jot, a fairly straightforward and brief story with a slight
ifonic twist in the second move. Both Salr aad Squawk to the Moon,. .
Liccle Goose contain farallel action and multiple embedding. While
Squawk to the Moon, Little Goose embodies the simple, but clear, moral -
ambiance of a fable for children, Salct has all the atmospherics of a true
Russian fairy cale. Thus, each story constituted a rather different
experience for each reteliing.

Table 3

Number of Functions, Typnes, and Moves in Three Stories

Stories Funcctions Types Moves
Squawk to the Moon, Little Goose 29 18 2
Magic Porridge Pot 15 12 2
Salt 22 i8 3
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Analysis of Story Structure Data

Both multivariate and univariace analyses of variance were employed
for story structure comparisons. For the multivariate analyses, as with
cohesion, computer program CANOVA (Clyde Computing Services, 1973) was
used. This program tests for significant differences with Wilks's
liklihood ratio cransformed to Raco's approximate F. Significant
multivariate differences were followed—up w'cth univariate analyses of
variance.

Number of functions, function types, and moves, served as dependent
variables in six complementary multivariate analyses of variance
performed on the story structure data. In the first of these analyses,
144 scorez for each dependen: variable were organized into a mixed
design, where sex (six wales and six females) and dialect (six vernacular
and six nonvernacular) served as hetueen—subjects comparisons, and where
modes of discourse (retelling and dictation) and observation periods
(Spring 1979, Aucumn 1979, Soring i980) constituted the within-subjects
comparisons. This study was designed to compare factors within the urban
school setting. Similar design arrangements were emploved in a second
anslysis whose purpose was to compare the urban with the guburban school
controlling for dialect. While only middle class children from the two
schools were compared, the two populacions did differ on che index of
status characteristics wich £ (24 df) = 2,79 (p < .01). Children from
the suburban sunool averaged from middle to upper-middle class on the

"index™ (M = 33.33; SD = 4.37). VWhile those from the urban school,
averaged somewhat higher scores on the scale (M = 38.33; sD = 7. 79). The
two populations had been equated on the scale at the outset of the study,
but because of subject mortality and replacement, this inicial equalicy
was lost necessitating a school comparison., For this comparicon,
dependent variables were organized into a 2 x 2 x 2 x 3 mixed d=sign
where sex and school were the betueen-subject.: factors and where modes
and observations were the within-subjects factors. A chird mulctivariace
analysis of variance then was employed to examine® only the suburban
schrol. As before, number of functions, funccion types, and moves, ware
orgunized into a mixed design wich one between-subjects comparison--sex
(8ix males and six females)--and two within-subjects comparisons-~modes
and obsgervacions.

Three additional mulctivariate analyses of variance focused upon
dictacion. Retelling was removed as a comparison in order to obtain a
clearer view of dictaction over the three observation periods--recelling
differenc. s having potentially spurious origins in the variance
assocliated with apriori story ciffereances. 1In ail other respects, design
goals and arrangements were identical to those reported above.

.Significant MANOVA test statistics were followed up by univariate
analyses of variance. These designs compdred the same variables,
organized in che same ways reported above, for the multivariate analyseus.
Significant univariate F ratios were subjected to Geisser-Greenhouse

-
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conservative F corrections for repeated-measures designs. Post hoc
comparisons were made using Tukey's H.S5.D. procedure.

Procedures for Coding Concept of Message

Two additionmal univariate analyses of variance were performed on
functions and finction types from texts produced by a sample of subjects
who were able to compose unequivocal fictional narratives. Just l4
subjects were able to do so by mid-first grade. This number rose to 27
at the end of grade two. The point of these two analyses was to obtaln
developuental data controlled rigorously for genre. Other genres of text
were excluded from these analyses to eliminate genre as a contaminating
source of variance.

During the early scages of becoming literate, young children begin
to gain control over basic concepts about the organization of surface
features of written language. They learn the specifics of how texts
convey information, e.g., that the groups of letters, not the pictures,
carry the message, or that particular patterns of letters correspond to
particular spoxen words (Clay, 1975; Henderson, 1980). Simultaneously,
they also internalize aud use the rules governing direct physical aspects
of text, e.g., conventions of spacing and directionality. As part of
this study, samples of children’s writings were examined to see how
ch’ 'ren differed in their understanding and use ¢f these principles.

Sets of exhaustive, mutuvally exclusive categories, were developed
far cach of the three dimensions of Concept ot tessage, Directionality,
and Spacing. (These will be described in greater detail in the secction,
Results and Discussion: Conventions of Print.) Based on their writing
samples, each subject was classified as being in one category, for each
dimension, for each of the five observations. Because of the explicit
nature of the categories (e.g., percent of word boundaries observed,
string of random letters), a single investiga:ion--working with the
wricing samples and data collectors’ written comments~-classified the
data. No assumptiouts have been made about the linear or progressive
nature of the categories. It was expected nowever, that, in a general
way, subjects would be classified in the higher number caregories as they
gained more control over the conventiong. The number and parcentage of
children per category was tabulated by sex, dialect, school, and
observation. These data will be reported in Chapter 3.
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APPENDIX B

Cohesion MANOVAs by Mode and Grade
for Urban and Suburban Schools
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APPENDIX B
Cohesion MANOVAs by Mode and Grade
for Urban and Suburban Schools

The tables which follow are included in this report for the reader
who may wish to examine the bases for decisions to analyze dictation,
wrliting, and grade level data in separate multivariate analyses. These
tables show significant, multivariate, urban-school effects for grade,
dialect, mode and observation; significant second-order interactions
for grade by sex by ohssrsation, grade by mode by observation, and

sex by mode by observation; and significant first-order interactions
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for sex by mode, sex by observaticn and mode by observation.

Tables containing relevant means and standard deviations also are

included in Appendix B.
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. Table B.1
Cohesion MANOVA by Grade, Dialect, Sex, Mode, and Observation in
Dictation and Writing at Urban School (K-1/1-2)

Source df  dfHYP dfERR F p.<
Between Subjects 39
Grade (a) 1 5.00 28.00 4.14 .006
Dialect (B) 1 5.00 28.00 3.01 .03
Sex (C) 1 5.00 28.00 .55 T4
Grade by Dialect (AB) 1 5.00 28.00 2.29 .07
Grade by Sex (AC) 1 5.00 28.00 3.90 .008
Dislect by Sex (BC) 1 5.00 28.00 1.11 .38
vrade X Dialect X Sex 1 5.00 28.00 .70 .63
(ABC)
S/ABC 32
Wichin Subjects 20C
Mode (D) 3 5.00 28.00 27.75 .00l
Grade X Mode (AD) N 5.00 28.00 2.86 .03
Dialect X Mode (BD) 1 5.00 28.00 2.79 .04
Sex X Mode (CD) 1 5.00 28.00 1.30 .29
Grade X Dialect X
Mode (ABD) 1 5.00 28.00 4.02 .007
Grade X Sex X Mode (ACD) 1 5.00 28.00 .30 .91
Dialect X Sex X Mode (BCD) 1 5.00 28.00 77 .58
Grade X Dialect X Sex
X Mode (ABCD) 1 5.00 28.00 1.16 .36
SD/ ABC 32
Observation (E) 2 10.00 120.00 7.14 .001
4.00 60.50 4.12 .005
Grade X Observation (AE) 2 10.00 120.00 2.0 .03
4,00 60.50 .96 .44
Dialect X Observation (BE) 2 10.00 120.00 .60 .81
4.00 60.50 .24 .91
Sex X Observation (CE) 2 10.00 120.00 1.55 .13
4.00 60.50 1.57 .20
Grade X Dialect X
Observation (ABE) 2 10.00 120.00 1.04 .41
4.00 50.50 43 .79
186
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Cohesion MANOVA at Urban School (Cont.)

Source 4f  dEHYP 4fERR F . <
Grade X Sex X
Observation (ACE) 2 10.00 120.00 .84 ;59
4.00 60.50 .40 .81
Dialect X Sex X )
Observation (BCE) 2 10.00 120.00 1.46 .18
4.00 60.50 .83 .51
Grade X Dialect X Sex :
% Observation (ABCE) 2 10.00 120.00 .13 .99
4.00 60.50 .05 .99
SE/ABC 64
Mode X Observation (DE) 2 10.00 120.00 4.05 .001
4,00 60.50 2.30 .07
Grade X Mode X .
Observation (ADE) 2 10.00 120.00 1.46 .16
4.00 60.50 .40 .81
Dialect X Mode X
Observation (BDE) 2 10.00 120.0¢ .35 .85
4.00 60. 50 L0t .99
Sex X Mode X
Observation (CDE) 2 10.00 120.00 .72 .70
4.00 60.50 A3 .79
Grade X Dialect X Mode X
Observation (ABDE) 2 10.00 120.00 .81 .60
4.00 60.50 .40 .81
Grade X Sex X Mode X
Observation (ACDE) 2 10.00 120.00 47 .90
4.00 60.50 .28 .89
Dialect X Sex X Mode X
Observation (BCDE) 2 10.00 ' 120.00 .83 .61
4.00 60.50 .40 .81
Grade X Dialect X Sex X 2 10.00 120.00 .50 .89
Mode X Observation {(ABCDE) 4,00 60.50 .39 .82
SDE/ABC N 64
TOTAL 239
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Table B.2

Means and Standard Deviations for Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed Variables)
for Urban School (K~1/1~2) ~-- by Grade, Dialect, and Mode

Grade Dialect Mode R Exo Ref Reference Eilipais Conjunction Lexical
¥~ s ¥ s ® S H 55 H 8
K-1 .06 .18 .38 .30 .01 .02 .10 .11 .29 .23
Vernacular .08 .24 .38 .36 ‘.01 .02 .10 a1 .25 .23
" Dictation .05 .05 42 120 .01 .02 .18 .08 .37 .20
Writing .11 .33 .34 .50 .00 .01 .02 .06 .12 .20
NOnV&rnaCl.ll&r LTy 005 009 038 022 101 .03 .10 012 033 '21
) b
— }
> Dictation .05 .10 .42 .15 .02 .03 .16 A2 .38 .13
J Writing .04 .09 .34 .27 .01 .02 .05 .09 .27 .26
1-2 008 026 136 120 102 .Ozl 115 111 132 .17
Vernacular 10 .24 .33 .22 .01 .03 .13 13 .31 .19
Dictation .05 .08 42 .16 .02 .04 .19 .10 .34 .09
Writing .15 .32 .23 .23 .01 .01 .07 12 .28 .25
& .
Noavernacular .06 .21 .40 .18 .03 .06 A7 .09 .32 .15
‘Dictation .02 .02 .40 07 .02 .02 .21 .05 .38 .08
Writing .10 .30 41 «25 .04 .07 .13 .10 .27 .18
]_823 Dialect Means: Vernacular .09 .24 .35 .30 .01 .02 11 .12 .28 .22
* Nonvernacular .05 17 .39 .20 .02 .04 14 .11 .32 .18189
Mode Means: Dictation .04 07 41 13 .02 .03 .18 .09 .37 0 .13
Writing .10 .28 33 0 .33 .01 .04 .07 .10 .24 .23
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Table B.3

Means and Standard Deviations of Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed Variables)
in Dictation and Writing for Urban School (K-1/1-2) -~ by Grade and Observation

Grade Observation R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjunction Lexical, . '
M SD M sp M SD ¥ SD M sD
K-1 1 .09 .13 .32 .26 .01 .03 .08 .10 .20 .18
2 .02 .03 .38 .30 .02 .02 .14 .14 24 .19
3 .08 .28 44 .33 .00 .01 .09 .09 A2 .25
1-2 1 .18 .36 30 .21 .01 05 7 .12 .10 .27 .19
2 .02 .04 .40 .22 .03 .04 .15 .11 J31 .18
3 .03 .08 .41 .17 .02 .05 .18 .11 37 .13
'L
o
o
! Observacion
Means: 1 .13 .28 .31 .24 .01 .04 .10 .10 24 .19
2 .02 .04 .39 .26 .02 .03 .14 .12 .28 .18
3

.06 .20 42 .26 .01 .04 14 . .11 39 .20
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Table B.4

Means and Standard Deviations of Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed
Variables) for Urbanm School (K-1/1-2) ~- by Grade and Mode

Gradeb Mode R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjunction Lexical
M sD M sb M sD [ sD ¥ s
K-l .06 .18 .38 .30 .0l .02 .10 .11 .29 .23
Dictation .05 .08 42 .13 .02 .03 .17 .10 .38 .17
Writing .07 .24 .34 .40 .0l .02 .03 .08 20 .24
é 1-2 .08 .23 .36 .20 .02 .04 .15 .11 32 .17
0 Dictation .04 .06 .4l A2 0 L02 .03 .20 .08 .36 .09
Writing .12 .31 .32 .26 .02 .06 .10 .11 27 .22
Grade Means: K-l .06 .18 .38 .30 .0l .02 .10 .11 .29 .23
1-2 .08 .26 .36 .20 .02 .04 .15 .11 32 .17
133
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Table B.5

Means and Standard Deviations of Coheaion MANOVA (Transformed Variables)
for Urban School (K~1/1-2) ~-- by Dialect and Mode

Dialect Mode R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjunccion lexical
M sD M s M 8D ¥ sD M 5D
Vernacular Diccation .05 .06 42 14 .02 .03 .18 .09 .36 .15
Wricing .13 .32 .29 .39 .00 .01 .04 .10 20 .24
Nonvernacular
: DiccaCiOﬂ 004 Uo? 041 011 002 003 018 009 038 011
i
a Writing 07 .22 37 .26 .03 .06 09 .11 27 .2
1
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Table D.&
Monns and Standard Deviations of Cohealon HANOVA {Transformed variables)
oy Urban School (K-1/1-2% -- by drade sud Sox
Grada Sex ’ K Exo Ret Refetonce Ellipuis Conjunct fon Laxleal
EE R T T T
K~}
Maien .06 .14 .35 .28 il .03 .10 12 .31 .25
Femalus ¥ .21 A1 31 01 .02 i 11 .26 A9
1-2
Malzae . 10 30 .30 W22 L0l 04 17 .12 .20 17 .
Femnley .05 12 37 .19 .03 .05 .13 1% .35 17
137
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Table B.7

Means and Standard Davistiouns of Toheslon MANOVA (Transformed Variables)
far Urban School (K-1/1-2) ~- by Mode and Observation

R ———— — " —_—

HMode Observation R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjunction Lexical
) M SD H sb M 8D H SD M SD
Dictation
1 .08 .10 W39 .12 .01 .03 .17 .08 .36 .10
2 .03 .03 43 A2 .03 .03 .21 A1 I3 .07
3 .02 .03 42 .15 .01 .02 .17 .08 42 .19
Ariting
L 1 .19 .37 24 .29 .0l .03 .02 .06 A1 017
o 2 .01 .04 L34 .35 .01 .01 .08 .10 231 L24
i 3 .09 .28 .41 .34 .02 .05 10 .12 A7 .21
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Table 8.8 '
Cohesion MANOVA by Grade, Sex, Mode, and Observation l
in Dictation and Writing at Suburban School (K-1/1-2) .
Source daf  dfHYP dfERR F Pe<¢ '
Between Subjects 23 i
Grade (A) 1 5.00 16.00 2.53 .07 )
Sex (B) 1 5.00 156.00 2.5 0/
Grade X Sex (AB) 1 5.00 16.00 1.20 .13 '
S/AB 20
Within Subjects 120 . .
Mode (C) 1 5.00 16.00 5.717 .003 .
Grade X Mode (AC) 1 5.00 16.00 1.78 .18
Sex X Mode (BC) 1 5.00 16.00 3.20 .03
Grade X Sex X Mode (ABC) 1 5.00 16.00 1.38 .28 '
SC/AB 20
Observation (D) 2 10.00 72.00 4.28 .001 .
4,00 36.50 1.56 21
Grade X Observation (AD) 2 10.00 72.00 3.04 .003 l -
4,00 36.50 90 47
Sex X Observation (8D) 2 10.00 72.00 2.14 .03 l
4,00 36.50 55 70
Grade X Sex X 2 10.00 72.00 2.01 .04
Observation (ABD) 4,00 36.50 .98 .43 '
SD/AB 40 n
Mode X Observation (CD) 2 10.00 72.00 3.38 .001.
4 .00 36.50 81 53
Grade X Mode X 2 10.00 72.00 2.58 .01 !
Observation (ACD) 4.00 36.50 .48 .75
Sex X Mode X 2 10.00 72.00 2.38 .02 l
Observation (BCD) 4,00 36.50 1.04 40
Grade X Sex X Mode % 2 10.00 72.00 1.61 12 l
Observation (ABCD) 4.00 36.50 .97 A4
SCD/AB 40 '
o TOTAL 143 pARY .
s — ~165~
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Table B.9
Means and Standard Deviations of Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed Variables)
in Dictation and Writing for Suburban School ~~ by Grade and Observation ’
Grade Obgervation R Exo Ref Raference Ellipsis Conjunction Lexical
¥ s M Sb M sD M SD ¥ s
K~-1 1 .03 .07 46 .34 Q1 .02 .12 .10 .26 .19
2 04 .15 .4l .20 .08 .32 .15 A2 .38 16
3 .00 01 A7 .14 .03 .06 .15 .09 .38 A2
1-2 1 .03 07 .52 .27 .01 .01 .14 .11 .37 .18
2 .02 .03 .40 .10 .02 .03 .21 .08 .37 .10
3 01 .01 .38 .08 01 .02 .17 07 .45 .10
Grade Means:
K“l 002 M 09 - 65 024 .04 .19 014 . 011 . 34 017
1-2 .02 .05 Y .18 .01 .02 17 .09 .39 .14
Obgervacion Means:
1 .03 .07 .49 .31 01 .02 .13 .10 .32 .19
2 .03 .11 .4l .16 .05 .23 .18 .11 .37 .13
3 .00 .01 +43 +43 02 .04 .16 .08 .4l .11
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Table B.10

L9

Means and Standard Deviations for Cohesion MANOVA (Transformed Variables) in Diccation

and Wricing for Suburban School -~ by Grade, Sex, and Observation

Grade Sex Observation R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjuncction lexical
M sp M s0 M 5D N 5D M 5D
K-1 Males 1 04 .10 .60 .37 .0l .03 .13 .08 .29 .21
2 .01 .02 .36 .19 .15 .45 14 12 A1 0 17
3 .00 .00 47 .13 .02 .04 .17 .09 37 .11
Females 1 01 .03 .32 .26 .00 .01 A1 .11 .23 .18
2 .06 .21 46 .20 .01 .0l .16 14 .35 .15
3 .00 01 47 .15 .03 .08 14 .10 .38 .13
1-2 Males 1 .05 .10 .58 .36 .00 01 .15 A2 36 .22
2 .02 .03 42 .09 01 .02 .24 .07 33 .09
3 .01 .0l .37 .09 .01 .0l .21 07 A3 .09
Females 1 .0l .02 .46 .13 .0l .02 .13 .10 43 .09
2 .01 .02 .38 .11 .04 .03 .18 .09 A4l A1
3 .0l .0l .39 .06 .02 .02 .14 .05 46 .12
Observation Means: 1 .03 07 .49 .31 .01 .02 .13 .10 .32 .19
2 .03 A1 4l .16 .05 .23 .18 A1 .37 .13
3 .00 01 .43 .12 .02 .04 .16 .08 .41 A1
204
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Cohesion MANOVAs for School, Mode and Observation (K-1)




APPENDIX C

Cohesion MANOVAs for School, Mode and Observation (K-1)

The decision to analyze kindergarcen cohesion daca by individual
schools was based upon a series of school comparisons. In these mulci-
variate analyses of variance and companion discriminant-univariate
follow~ups, cohesion data were organized into a design where school and
geX were ctreated as between-subjects factors and mode and observation
were created as wicthin-subjects factors. As shown in Table C.1,
significant MANOVA test statistics were indicated for che school factor
and two school-relacted, first-order interactions: school by observation
and school by mode. Follow-up multivariate analyses for both dictacion
and writing produced no significant effect for dictation (See Table C.2 )
but a significant second-order interaction in writing for school by sex
by observation (See Table .3 ). Univariace analyses of variance indicated
a significanct second-order interaction for referemce: F (2, 32) = 5.68,
p.< .008. This interaction is graphed in Figure C.1l. Tukey post hoc,
tests indicated that suburban boys employed higher proportions of reference
ties at observacion one than suburban girls, urban girls, or urban boys.
Firsc-order, school by observation and seXx by observation interactions were
not significanc.

‘The significant mulcivariake test statiscic for che observation
factor in writing (See Table C.4 ) was followed-up by the usual discrimi-
nant and univariate analyses (See Table C.5 ). Discriminant analysis

indicaced that lexical cohesion made the largest contribuction to the

l--—ﬂ_n—m-an-mme-

RIC
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function followed by reference and ellipsis--the latter two, failing

to achieve significance on univariate tests, probably contributing to

the discrimination through their contrasting relative stability. Re-
stricted exophoric reference, conjunction, and lexical cohesion did
achieve designated univariate alpha levels (See Table C.5.) for the
observation factor. Exophoric reference proportions decreased sig-
pificantly over observations--the sharpest drop at observation two, the
beginning of second grade. Conversely, conjunction proportions increased
at the beginning of second grade, then dropped slightly. Lexical cohesion
proportions increased uniformly over observations-—the significant
difference shown between grade one and the end of grade two. Means and
standard deviation for the observation factor in writing are displayed

in Table C.6.

The cohesion MANOVA for the urban school population produced
significant multivariate test statistics for the mode and observation
factors (both roots) and for the firsi-order mode by'observation inter=~
action. Therefore, separate follow-up MANOVAs were performed for each
mode, that is, dictation and writing (See Table C.7 ).

The MANOVA for dictation at the urban school indicated a significant
multivariate test statistic for both roots of the observation factor (See
Table C.8 ), and no first- or second-order interaction effects. Univari-
ate and dis;riminant follow-ups (See Table C.9 ) indicated that lexical
cohesion and reference contributed strongly to the function through the
first toot,and all variables except ellipsis contributed strongly to the

function through the second root. Reference was the only univariate

variable not to achieve significance for the observation factor in dictationm.
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Means and standard deviations, given in Table C.10, indicate a significant
decrease in exophoric reference proportions at observation two and a
significant decrease in ellipsis at observation three. Conjunction
proportions decreased at observation three while lexical cohesion pro-
portions increased significantly at observation three.

The urban school MANOVA for writing produced a significant multi-
variate test statistic for the dialect and observation factors (See
Table C.11 ). The usual follow-up procedures indicated lexical cohesion
and reference proportions, in that order, made the strongest contribution
to the discrimination for the dialect factor; however, only lexical

cohesion reached a significant univariate alpha criterion  (See Table €.12 ).

cohesion proportions (See Table C.14 for means and standard deviations)
indicated that nonvVernacular subjects used higher proportions of lexical
cohesion in their texts than Vernacular subjects. For the observation
factor, lexical cohesion and conjunction proportions achieved signifiéant,
univariate, alpha levels (See Table C.13)--increases in lexical proportions
having occurred at observation three; and significant fncreases in con-
juncetion proportions having occurred at observation two, persisting through
observation three (See Table C.10),

Similarly, suburban-school cohesion data for dictation and writing
were first compared in a multivariate design (MANOVA) where sex was the .
between-subje«ts factor and yhere mode and observation were within-subjects
factors. Significant MANOVA test statistics were obtained for the mode
and observation factor as well as the first-order mode by cbservation
interaction (See Table C.15 ). Significant mode and mode by observation

l Tukey post hoc comparisons of mean differences fer kindergarten lexical

effects led to the decision to analyze dictation and writing in separate




MANOVAs., The MANOVA for dictation data produced no significant main

or interaction effects (See Table C.16 ) for kindergarten cohesion
proportions at the suburban school. However, the suburban-school
cohesion MANOVA for writing produced a significant test statistic for
the observation factor (See Table C.17). -Discriminant and univariate
follow-up analyses indicated that lexical cohesion proportions made the
largest contribution to the discrimination, followed by ellipsis,
exophoric reference and conjunction  (See Table C.18). Only lexical -
cohesion and conjunction, however, were implicated in the univariate
analyses of variance. Mean differences (See Table C.19) demonstrated
conjunction proportions increased significantly at observation two and
continue; to climb gradually at observation three. The same pattern was
indicated for lexical cohesion proportions. Tukey pgst hoc comparisons
indicated that lexical cohesion proportions increaged significantly at

observation two followed by a smaller increase at observation three-- -

both, however, significantly higher than observation one.
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Table C.1

Cohesion MANOVA in Dictation and Writing by School,
Sex, Mode, and Observation -- (K-1)

Source df

df  AfHYP  JfERR F P <
Between Subjects 19
School (A) 1 5.00 12.00 5.82 .006
Sex (B) 1 5.00 12.00 1.37 .30
School X Sex (AB) 1 5.00 12.00 .73 .62
s/aB 16
Within Subjects 100
Mode (C) 1 5.00 12.00 13.05 .001
School X Mode (AC) 1 5.00 12.00 3.39 .04
Sex X Mode (BC) 1 5.00 12.00 .79 .58
School X Sex X Mode (ABC) 1 5.00 12.00 .29 91
sc/aB 16
Observation (D) 2 10.00 56.00 4.81 .001
4.00 28.50 2.09 .11
School X Observation (AD) 2 10.00 56.00 2.14 04
4.00 28.50 .90 .48
Sex X Observation (BD) 2 10.00 56.00 1.09 .39
4.00 28.50 .68 .61
School X Sex X Observation (ABD) 2 10.00 56.00 .70 72
4.00 28.50 .62 .65
sn/aB 32
Mode X Observation (CD) 2 10.00 56.00 3.02 004
4.00 28.50 1.42 .25
School X Mode X Observation (ACD) 2 10.00 56.00 1.31 .25
4.00 28.50 .63 .65
Sex X Mode X Observation (BCD) 2 10.00 56.00 1.00 .45
4.00 28.50 .51 .73
School X Sex X Mode X 2 10.00 56.00 .50 .88
Observation (ABCD) 4.00 28.50 .33 .86
scn/as ‘ 32
TOTAL ’ 119




Table C.2

Cohesion MANOVA in Dictation by School, Sex, and
Obgervation -~ (K-1)

Source - df  dfHYP dfERR F p. <
Between Subjects 19
School (A) 1 5.00 12.00 2.16 .13
Sex (B) 1 5.00 12.00 1.18 .37
School X Sex (AB) 1 5.00 12.00 .31 .76
S/AB 16
Within Subjects 40
Observation {C) 2 10.00 56.00 1.70 .11
4.00 28.50 1.74 17
School ¥ Observation (AC) 2 10.00 56.00 1.389 .07
4.00 28.50 1.31 .29
Sex X Observation (BC) 2 10.00 56.00 .34 .97
4,00 28.50 .20 94
School X Sex X Observation 2 10.00 56.00 72 .70
(ABC) 4.00 28.50 .53 .72
sc/ a8 3z
TOTAL 59




Table C.3

Cohesion MANOVA in Writing by School, Sex, and
Observation -- (K-1)

Source daf dfHYP dfERR F p. ¢
Between Subjects 19
School (A) 1 5.00 12.00 1.99 A5
Sax (B) 1 5.00 12.00 .31 .90
School X Sex (AB) 1l 5.00 12.00 1.05 .43
S/ AB 16
Within Subjects 40
Obsexrvation (C) 2 10.00 56.00 4.18 .001
4.00 28.50 1.08 .38
School X Observation (AC) 2 10.00 56.00 1.53 .15
4.00 28.50 .57 .68
Sex X Observation (BC) 2 10.00 56.00 .89 .55
4.00 28.50 .53 .71
S2zhool X Sex X 2 10.00 56.00 2.72 .008
Observation (ABC) 4.00 28.50 1.89 14
SC/AB 32
TOTAL 59
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Table C.4

Standard Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs
on Use of Cohesion Categories in Wricing for School by Sex by

Observation -~ (K-1)

Digscriminanc
Function Univariate F Tests
Cohesion Category Coefficients (2, 32) P <
Restricted Exophoric Reference 469 1.72 .20
Reference 1.001 5.68 .008
Ellipsis .370 1.43 +25
Conjunction +303 1.10 .35
Lexical Cohesion .659 1.19 .32
Table C.5

fcandard Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs on
Use of Cohesion Categories in Wricing for Observation -- (K-1)

Discriminant

Function Univariate E Tescs
Cohesion Category Coefficients (2, 32) P«
Restricted Exophoric Reference .192 6.53 .004
Reference -.528 .15 .86
Ellipsis -.572 1.03 .37
Conjunction -.467 4.54 .02
Lexical Cohesion -.821 18.78 001

-177-




Table C. 6

Means and Standard Deviations of Cohesion Categorles in Writing
by Scheol, Sex, and Observation ~- (K~1)

School Sex  ‘Observation R Exo Ref Reference Fllipsais Conjunction Lexical

X s ¥ s X S X sb X sp

Urban .05 .10 .38 .22 .01 .03 .10 .12 A3 .21

Mzles .03 .09 .33 .25 .01 .03 .11 A4 33 .24

1 .05 .11 .17 .38 .00 .00 .00 00 .00 .00

2 .00 .00 .23 .27 .00 .00 .02 04 .19 .26

3 .00 .00 46 .23 01 .02 .09 A3 .49 .11

1.3 Females .06 .10 43 .18 .02 .02 .10 A0 .33 .19

o0

! 1 .15 .16 49 .20 00 .00 .00 00 .22 .25

2 .03 04 4l 24 .03 .04 .13 .15 .22 .15

3 .00 .00 .29 A7 .02 .02 .03 o4 50 .30

Suburban .01 .05 46 .25 04 .20 .15 Al L34 .16

Males .02 .06 49 .28 07 .29 .15 .11 .34 .17

1 .08 .15 .81 43 .02 .03 .04 04 17 .17

2 .01 .02 .32 .30 .33 .69 .13 .17 36 .25

3 .00 .00 46 .21 .00 .00 .19 .12 .39 .10

Females - .01 .02 A4 .22 01 .05 14 .11 33 .15

. 1 .02 04 .26 .35 .00 .00 .02 .05 .12 17
215 2 .00 .00 59 .26 00 .00 .06 00 .41 1216

3 .00 00 .52 24 05 11 .10 A0 37 .17

Observation Means: 1 .07 12 43 A1 .01 .03 ...0 .10 My .19

-2 .01 .02 .39 .21 .06 .25 .16 14 .33 .16

3 .01 .02 b .18 .02 .05 .13 A0 42 .17
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Table C.7

Cohesion MANOVA in Dictation and Writing by Dialect
Sex, Mode, and Observation —- at Urbam School (K-1)

Between Subjects 19

00 12.00 1.67 .22
.00 * 12.00 1.48 .27
.00 12.00 .58 .71

Dialect (A)
Sex (B)
Dialect X Sex (AB)

(e
nunun

' Soutce daf dfHYP dfERR F p.4

$/AB 16

Within Subjects 100

Mode (C) 1
DMalect X Mode (AC) 1
Sex X Mode (BC) 1
Dialect X Sex X Mode (ABC) 1

.00 12.00 19.25 .001
.00 12.00 1.77 .19
.00 12.00 .88 .53
.00 12.00 1.32 .32

wninunin

SC/AB 16

.79 .001

Observation (D) 2 10.00 56.00
. .13 .009

£ o

=

.00 56.00 .09 .39

4.00 28.50 .61 .66

3% ]
[
o

Dialect X Observation (AD)

Sex X Observation (BD) 2 10.00 56.00 1.42 .20
4,00 28.50. 1.74 A7
Observation (ABD) 4.00 28.50 .67 .62

SD/AB 32

Mode X Observation (CD) 2 10.00 $6.00 2.45 .02
4.00 28.50 .25 .91

Malect X Mode X P 10.00 56.00 1.10 .38
Observation (ACD) 4.00 28.50 .46 .76

Sex X Mode X Observation 2 10.00 56.00 .57 .83
(BCD) 4.00 28.50 .22 .93

Dialect X Sex X Mode X 2 10.00 56.00 .99 .46
Observation (ABCD) 4.00 28.50 .27 .90

SCD/AB 32

I Dialect X Sex X 2 10.00 56.00 .98 47
|

TOTAL ’ 119




Table C.8

Cohesion MANOVA in Dictation by Pialect, Sex, and
Observation ~~ at the Urban School (K-1)

Source df dfHYP dfERR F p.< I
Between Subieccs 1¢ l
Dialect (A) 1 5.00 12.00 14 .98
Sex (B) 1 5.00  12.00  1.11 .41 '
Dialect X Sex (AB) 1 5.00 12.00 .65 .67
s/aB 16 '
Within Subjects 40 .
Observacion (C) 2 10.00  56.00  3.36 .002 .
4.00 28.50 3.39 .02
Dialect X Observation (AC) 2 10.00 56.00 70 .72 l
4.00 28.50 .37 .83
Sex X Observation (3C) 2 10.00 $6.00 71 .69 .
4.00 28.50 40 .81
Dialect X Sex X Observation 2 10.00 56.00 .68 .74 .
(ABC) 4.00 28.50 .37 .83
sc/as 32 '
TOTAL . 59
213 '




Table C.9

Standard Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs on
Use of Cohesion Categories in Dictation for Observation at Urban
School (K-1)

Discriminant Function

' Coefficients Univariate F Tests
Cohesion Category RiOt Rgot (2, 32) p.< i
Restricted Exophoric Reference 0.034 ~1.337 5.24 .01 |
Reference -1.332 -3.366 .12 .88
Ellipsis 0.326 -0.736 3.05 .06
Conjunction -0.649 -2,913 3.84 .03
Lexical Cohesion -1.664 -2.971 5.57 .008




Table €,10

Means and Standard Deviations of Cohesion Categories
by Mode and Observation at the Urban School (K-1)

Mode Observatioq R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsis Conjunction Lexical
¥ s X s X s Y ) X s
Dictation .05 .08 A2 .13 .02 .03 17 .10 .38 A7
1 .10 12 42 .11 .02 04 15 .09 .32 .09
2 .03 04 42 14 .02 .02 .21 .12 .33 07
3 .03 .03 .40 .18 .01 .01 .14. .08 A7 .24
Writing .07 24 34 40 .01 .02 .03 .08 .20 24
1 .08 .15 .23 .33 .00 .00 .00 .00 .07 .16
2 .01 .02 .33 40 .01 .03 .06 .10 .15 .22
3 14 .39 A7 Jab .01 .01 .04 .08 .36 .25
Observation
Overall: 1 .09 .13 .32 .26 .01 .03 08 .10 .20 .18
2 .02 .03 .38 .30 .02 .02 .14 14 24 .19
3 .08 .28 b .33 .00 .01 .09 .09 A2 .25
229
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Table C.11

Cohesion MANOVA by Dialect, Sex, and Observation
in Writing for Urban School (K-1)

Source daf dfHYP dfERR F p. <
Between Subjects 19
Dialect (A) 1 5 .00 12.00 3053 003
Sex (B) 1 5.00 12.00 0.76 +60
Dialect X Sex (AB) 1 5.00 12.00 1.49 +26
S/AB 16
Within Subjects 450
Observation (C) 2 10.00 56.00 5.02 .001
4.00 28.50 2.22 .09
Dlalect X Cbservation 2 10.00 56.00 1.23 + 29
(AC) 4,00 28.50 +66 +62
Sex X Observation (BC) 2 10.00 56.00 1.16 +34
4,00 28,50 ° N1 +46
Dlalect X Sex X 2 10.60 56.00 1.37 $22
Observation (ABC) 4,00 28.50 +87 +49
.SC/4B 32 )
TOTAL 59




Table C.12

Standard Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs on
Use of Cohegsion Categories in Writing for Dialect at Urban School (K-1)

Discriminant
Function Univariate F Tests
Cohesion Category Coefficients (1, 16) B.<
Restricted Exophoric Reference 0.607 1.40 26
Reference 1.215 .00 .99
Ellipsis -0.410 3.57 .08
Conjunction 0.069 1.55 .23
Lexical Cohesion -1.301 6.95 .02
Table C.13

Standard Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs on
Use of Cohesion Categories in Writing for oObservation at Urban School (K~1)

Discriminant
Function Unfvariate F Tests

Cohesion Category Coefficients (2, 32) B <
Restricted Exophoric Reference 0.411 1.39 .26
Reference 0.747 2.66 .09
Ellipsis =0.042 2,37 N
Conjunction 0.067 3.19 .05
Lextcal Cohesion 1.024 13.10 001

[y
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Table C.14

Means and Standasrd Deviations of Cohesion Categories ip
Writing by Dialect at Urban School (K~1)

Dialect R BExo Ref Reference Ellipais Conjunction Lexical

X s X s X s X ) X s
Vernacular .08 .24 .38 .36 .01 .02 .10 Al 25 .23
JNonvernaculat .05 .10 .38 W22 .01 .03 10 .12 .33 .21
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Table C.15

Cohesion MANOVA in Dictation and Writing by
Sex, Mode, and Observation -~ Suburban School (Kﬁl)

Source df dfHYP 4dfERR ¥ P- <

Between Subjects 13
Sex (A) 1 5.00 8.00 .66 .67
S/A 12
Within Subjects 70
Mode (B) 1 5.00 8.00 4.04 04
Sex X Mode (AB) 1 5.00 8.00 1.29 .36
SB/A 12
Observation (C) 2 10.00 40.00 3.34 .003
4.00 20.50 .73 .58
Sex X Observation (AC) 2 10.00 40.00 .74 .69
4.00 20.50 .45 17
SC/A 24
Mode X Observation (BC) 2 10.00 40.00 2.48 .02
4.00 20.30 . .66 .63
Sex X Mode X 2 10.00 40.00 97 49
Observation (ABC) 4.00 20.50 .63 .64
SBC/A 24
TOTAL 83
q -
<2y
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Table C.16

Cohesion MANOVA {n Dictation by Sex and
Observation at the Suburban School (K-1)

Source af dfHYP dfERR ¥ p- <
Between Subjects 13
Sex (A) 1 5.00 8.00 1.42 .31
s/a 12
Within Subjects 28
Observation (B) 2 10.00 40.00 1.46 .19
4.00 20.50 .43 .79
Sex X Observation (AB) 2 10.00 40.00 .65 .76
4.00 20.50 .35 .84
sB/a 24
TOTAL 4l
Table C.17
Cohesion MANOVA by SeX and Observation
in Yriting at Suburbanm School (K-1)
Source daf . dfHYP dfERR F p.<
Between Subjects 13
Sex (A) 1 5.00 8.00 0.87 .54
s/a 12
Within Subfects 28
Observation (B) 2 10.00 40.00 2.95 .007
4.00 20.50 0.64 .64
Sex X Observation (AB) 2 10.00 40.00 0.96 .49
. 4.00 20.50 0.60 .67
sB/a 24
TOTAL 4l
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Table C.18

Standard Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANQVAs
on Use of Cohesion Categories in Writing for Observation at
Suburban School (K-1)

Discriminant

Function Univariate F Tests
Cohesion Category . Coefficients (2, 24) P.<
Restricted Exophoric Reference -.584 .83 .45
Reference -.400 .16 .86
Ellipsis -.634 .89 .43
Conjunction -.560 4.03 .03
Lexical Cohesion -.985 10.74 .001

N |
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Table C.19

Means and Standard Deviatfons of Coheafon Categories
by Mode and Obaervation at the Suburban School (K-~1)

Mode Observation R Exo Ref Reference Ellipsia Conjunction Lexical
¥ s X s X s X s X sp
Dictation .01 .01 42 .12 .01 .03 21 .06 37 .11
1 .01 .02 42 .19 .01 .02 .21 .05 .38 .15
2 .01 .01 .38 .06 .01 .02 .22 .09 L0 .09
3 .00 .00 a7 .06 .02 .04 .20 .08 34 .10
Writing .03 .12 .48 .35 .05 .24 .10 A1 .29 .20
1 .03 .09 52 .53 .01 .02 .04 .06 A3 .17
2 .06 .19 .44 .26 A2 W42 .11 .13 .35 .20
3 .00 .00 .48 .19 .03 .07 .15 .12 .38 .15

Obaervation )
Overall: .02 .07 A7 .39 .01 .02 .12 .10 .26 .20

.03 .14 .4l .19 .07 .30 .17 12 .37 .15
.00 .01 47 .14 .02 .06 .17 .10 .36 .13

W b
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APPENDIX D

Story Structure MANOVAs in Retelling Dictatiom and Writing
at Urban (K-1) and Suburban Schools (K-1)
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APPENDIX D
Story Structure MANOVAs in Retelling Dictation and Writing
at Urban (K-1) and Suburban Sch.ols (K-1)

Seven multivariate analyses of variance, followed up by discriminant
and univariate analyses, were employed to compare story structure data.
In the first of these MANOVAs, frequencies of function types, functions,
and moves for urban-~school dictation and writing were organized into a
design where dialect and sex were between-subjects factors and where
mode und observation were within-subjects factors. Subsequent urban-scﬁool
MANOVAs analyzed stoYY¥ structure data for each mode separately using

-

essentially the same designs, with, of course, the mode factor eliminated as

followed the same pattern,without 2 dialect comparison. In the suburban-
school MANOVAs, sex was the between-subjects cowmparison, while mode an;-l

observation served as within-subjects factors. In subsequent separate

i

1

i

i

i

1

i

i

i

. a comparison. The guburban school MANOVAs for story sgtructure data

i

i
comparisons for each mode, observation served as the within-subjects

l factors.

' . The first MANOVA, comparing urban-school diccation and writing data,
resulted ir a significant multivariate test statisZic for the mnde and

' observation factors (See Table D.l ). No significant first- and second-
order interactions were indicated by this analysis. Univariate follow-up

. procedures resulted in significant test statistics for the mode factor on

l function types, functions and moves (See Table D.2 ). Dictation means were
significantly higher than writing means (See Table D.4) for all three

i

dependent variables. Moves, made the strongest contribution .. *he

discriminant function followed by functions, then function types.
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Follow-up procedures for the observation factor alsc indicated that
all three deoendent variables contributed about equally to the discriminant
function, and that all three increased sigrnificantly over observations.
Tukey post hog comparisons of means (See Table D.4 ) for moves indicated
that number of moves increased significantly at observation two, but
declined slightly at observation three -- still, however, significantly
higher than observation one.

The story structure MANOVA for dictation at the urban school produced
a significant effect for the observation factor (See Table D.5 ). After
removal of the effects associated with the first root for the observation
factor, a signifizant discrimination remained for the second root. The
first root appeared to be composed mainly of variance associa.ed with
function types while the second root appeared to be composed of variance
assoc?ated with functions and moves. All three story structure variables
achieved significanc univariate test statistics fof the observation factor
(See Table D.6 ). Tukey post hog comparisons for function t¥pes indicated
a significant increase in frequencies at observati~. two and a significant
decrease in frequencies at observation three. Function types followed
the same pattern. Moves increased significantly at observation two but
declined slightly at observation three but still significantl} higher at
observation .three than at observation one. Means and standard deviations
are displayed in Table D.4.

Ro significant effects were indicated by the urban school.HANOVA for
writing (See Table D.7 ).

The kindergarten MANOVA for stolryY structure data in retelling produced
significant main effects for the observation fartor, a significant second-

order dialect by sex by observation interaction, and a significant

<3y
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first-order dialect by observation interaction. Follow-up discriminant
and univariate analyses of the dialect by sex by observation interaction
(See Table D.9 ) indicated no significant ynivariate effects for function
types, function; or moves. Therefore, the second order interaction was
probed with follow-up techniques (See Table D.10 ) for the dialect by
observation interaction indicating significant univariate test statistics
for function types and functions. (See Table D.10 ). Tukey pest hec.
comparisons for retelling means dewonstrated that nonvernacular means
decreased gigrificantly at observation two and increased significantly

at observation three, while vernacular means for function types increased
significantly at observation two, then remained stable through first
grade. A similar interaction was indicated for functions (See Figure
D.1.). Means and standard deviations for dialect by observation are dis-
played in Table D.9. Tukey post hog comparisons of mean differences for
the functions interaction indicated that vernacular means increased
significantly at observation two, then declined with no significant
difference re iining between observations one and three. Nonvernacular
means increased significantly at observation three producing differences
between observations one and three and two and three.

Observation factor follow=-ups were not pursued given the significant
disordinal dialect by observation interaction.

The suburban-school story structure MANOVA for dictatiom and writing
produced no significant multivariate test statistics (See Tables D.11,
D.12, and D.13 ). Only the story structure MANOVA for retelling produced
a significant multivariate effect--2 signifiéant test statistic for the

observation factor (See Table D.14 ). After effects associasted with the




leading root for observation were removed, a significant discrimination
remained. The first root appeared to be composed primarily of wvariance
associated with moves, which declined significantly between observations
one and two and between observations one and three, and with function
types, which decreased significantly between observations one and two
but increased significantly betweeﬁ cbservations two and three. Function
types and functions contributed strongly to the second root=—function
types and functions following very different patterns across observations
(See Table D.13). Means and standard deviations for suburban school (K-1)

story structure variables by observation are presented in Table D.16.

A
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Table D.1

Story Structure MANOVA in Dictation and Writing
by Dialect, Mode and Observation at Urban School (K-1)

Source ' df dfHYP  dfERR

=1
to
A

Between Subjects 9

Dialect (A) 1 3,00 ©  6.00 .15 .92
s/a 8

Within Subiects 50

Mode (B) 1 3.00 6.00 20.00 .002
Dialect X Mode (AB) 1 3.00 6.00 1.22 .38

SB/A 8

Observation (C) 2 6.00 28.00 3.62 .009
2.00 14,50 2.35 .13

2,00 14,50 .22 .80

SC/A ' 16

Mode X Observatior (BQ) 2 6.00 28.00 1.93 +11
2.00 14.50 1.60 W22

Dialect X Mode X 2 6.00 23.00‘ .38 .38
Observation (ABC) 2,00 14,50 «56 .58

sBC/aA 16

TOTAL 59

l Dialect X Observation (AC) 2 6,00 28.00 .89 .51
™
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Table D.2

Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs as
Follow-up to Mode Effect for Urban School (K-=1)

’ Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests
Criterion Punction Coefficients F p.<
Ty'pes . ' 0 0091 41 027 0001
Functions -0.359 37.13 .001
Moves 1.199 77.50 .001
Table D. 3

DMMscriminant Punction Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs as
Foliow-up to Observation Effect for Urban School (K-1)

Standard Discriminant Univariate ¥ Test
Criterion Function Coefficients F p.4
Types 1.457 4,29 .03
Functions -1.616 4.80 .02
Moves 1.428 7.05 .006
]
<34

-196-




Table D.4

Means and Standard Deviatiocws of Story Structure
.Data for Urban School by Mode and Observation

Mode Observation Functions Types Moves
X sD X s X D
Plictation 6.82 7.17 4.42 3,79 1.53 1.38
1 4,50 6.03 3.40 4,52 .95 1.05
2 10.25 8.11 6.35 3.27 1.95 1.28
3 5.70 6.17 3.50 2.76 1.70 1.63
Writing 77 1.91 73  1.79 +25 .51
1 .20 .89 .20 89 .05 22
2 .85 2.01 75 1465 .30 57
3 1.25 2.43 1.25 2.43 .40 .50
Observation
Means :
1 , 2.35 3.43 1.80 2.78 37 .98
2 5.55 6.10 3.55 1.89 1,12 1.09
3 3.97 4.24 2.37  2.51 1.05 1.03
«39
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Table D.5

Story Structure MANOVA in Dictation by
Dialect, Sex, and Observation -- for Urban School (K-1)

Source ‘ af dEHYP dfERR F B-<
Between Subjects 19

Dialect (A) 1 3.00 -14.00 .72 .55

sex (B) 1 3.00 14,00 1. 64 .23

Dialect x Sex (AB) 1 3000 11}.00 1038 029
S/AB 16
Within Subjects 40

Observation (C) 2 6,00 60,00 3.05 .01

2.00 30.50 .23 .05

Dialect X Observation (AC) 2 6.00 60.00 .85 54

2.00 30.50 .49 .62

Sex X Observation (BC) 2 .00  60.00 96 .48

2.00 i0.50 1.15 .33

vialect X Sex X 2 6.00‘ 60,00 1.02 42

Observation (ABC) 2,00 . 30.50 . 80 .46
So/AB a2
TOTAL 59
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Table D.6

as Follow-up to Observation Effect in Dictation for
Urban School (K-1) ~= Story Structure

l Discriminant Punction Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests
Criterion Function Coefficients . F P. 4
Root 1 Root 2
T« neg .917 .069 6.31 .005
- Functions -.120 1.087 5.03 .01
. Moves .315 -1.514 4,42 .02
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Table D. 7

Story Structure MANOVA in Writing by Dialect,
Sex, and Observation -- for Urban School (K-1)

Source af dfHYP  dfERR F p. <
Between Subjects 19
Dialect (A) 1 3.00 . 14.00 1.31 .31
Sex (B) 1 3.00 14.00 +53 .67
Dialect X Sex (AB) 1 3.00 14.00 a7 .71
S/AB 16
Within Subjects 40
Obgexrvation (C) 2 6.00 60.00 1.83 .11
2.00 30.50 1.37 .27
Dlalect X Obgervation (AC) 2 6.00 60.00 1.24 .30
2.00 30.50 .70 .51
Sex X Obgervation (BC) 2 6.00 60.00 +45 .84
2.00 30.50 .34 W72
Dlalect X Sex X 2 6.00 60.00 &7 .83
Observation (ABC) 2.00 30.50 .34 .71
Sc/AB 32
TOTAL 59
-
<38
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Table D. 8
Story Structure MANOVA in Retelling by Dialect,
Sex, and Observation -~ for Urban Schucl (K-1)
Source daf dfHYP dfERR F p.<
Between Subjects 19
Dialect (a) 1l 3.00 14.00 1.52 .25
Sex (B) 1 3.00 14.00 .10 .96
Dialect X Sex (AB) 1 3.00 14.00 1.30 .31
S/AB 16
Within Subjects 40
Observation (C) 2 6.00 60.00 5.89 .001
2.00 30.50 .53 .59
Dialect X Observation (AC) 2 6.00 60.00 6.13 .001
2.00 30.50 1.74 .19,
Sex X Observation (BC) 2 6.00 60.00 2.05 .07
2.00 30.50 1.24 .30
Dialect X Sex X 2 6.00 60.00 2.35 .04
Observation (ABC) 2.00 30.50 45 . 64
SC/AB 32
TOTAL 59
233
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Table D.9

Means and Standard Deviations for Function Types and Functions
at Urban School (K-1) by Dialect and Observation

Dialect Observation Function Types Functions
[ SD) [ 5D
Vernacular
1 6.50 3.77 7.30 4.09
2 8.00 2.62 10.03 3.82
3 7.20 4.69 9.60 7.43
Nonvernacular
1 9.50 4.54 13.40 7.79
2 8.10 2.71 10.90 5.21
3 13.30 4.79 19.40 8.97
Overall 8.77 4.53 1l1.82 7.47
1 8.00 4.26 10.35 6.68
2 8.05 3.25 10.60 5.10
3 10.25 5.63 14.50 9.55
244
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Table D.10

Discriminant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANOVAs
as Follow-up to Dialect by Observation Interactiecn in
Retelling for Urban School(K-1l)-- Story Structure

Standard Discriminant Univariate F Tests
Criterion Punction Coefficients F P.<
Types 0,704 9,48 001
Functions 1,026 5.28 .01
Moves ~1,392 1,81 .18

24]
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Figure D.1. Observation as a Function
of Dialect at Urban School (K-1)
for Function Types an: Functions
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Table D.11

Story Structure MANOVA by Sex, Mode, and
Observation ~- for sSuburban School (K-1l) «~ Dictation and Writing

Sourca ‘ df dfHYP  dfERR F P. <
Between Subjects 9
Sex (A) 1 3.00 6000 1032 035
S/A 8
Within Subjects 50
Sex X Mode (AB) 1 3.00 6.00 3.75 .08
SB/A 8
Observation (C) 2 6.00 28.00 91 .50
2.00 14.50 Jd2 .89
Sex X Observation (AC) 2 6.00 28.00 .49 .81
2,00 14.30 .08 .94
SC/A 16
Mode X Observation (BC) 2 6.00 28.00 1.37 .26
2,00 14.50 .82 46
Sex X Mode X 2 6.0 28.C0 52 .19
Observation (ABC) . 2.60 14.50 35 .71
SBC/ A 5
TOTAL
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Table D.12

Story Structure MANOVA in Dictation by
Sex and Observation -~ for Suburban School (K-1)

Source af dfHYP dfERR F P <
Between Subiects 9
Sex (A) 1 3.00 6.00 3.47 .09
S/A 8
Within Subjects 20
Observation (B) 2 6.00 28.00 42 .86
2.00 14.50 .21 .81
Sex X Cbservation (AB) 2 6.00 28.00 52 .79
2,00 14.50 .18 .84
SB/A 16
TOTAL 29

. 244
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Table D.13

Story Structure MANOVA In Wyiting by
Sex and Observation =-- Suburban School (K-1)

Source 4af dfnyp dfERR F p.<
Between 3ubjects 9
Sex (A) 1 3.00 6.00 1.17 .40
s/a 8 |
Within Subjects 20
Observation (B) 2 6.00 28,00 1.92 .34
2.00 14.50 31 74
Sex X Observation (AB) 2 6.00 28.00 79 .58
2,00 14.50 A5 .86
sB/A 16
TOTAL 29
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Table D.14

Story Structura MANOVA in Retelling by Sex
and Observation -~ for Suburban Schoel (K-1)

I
e
A

Source daf dfHYP  JfERR

Between Subjects 9

Sex (A) i 3.00 6.00 1.80 .25
s/A 8

Within Subjects 20

Observation (B) 2 6.00 28.00 8.49 .001
2.00 14.50 3.63 .05

Sex X Observation (AB) 2 6.00 28.00 2.36 .06
' 2000 16050 1.53 025

TOTAL 29

246
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Table D.15

Diserimlnant Function Coefficients and Univariate ANQVAs ars
Follow-up to Observation Effect in Retelling for Suburban
School (K-1) -- Story Structure

Standard Discriminant

Univariate T Tests

Criterion Ponction Coefficients ¥ B. %
Root i Root 2

Types 1.091 -2.044 4.13 .04

Functions 0.921 2,787 2.06 .16

Meves -2.066 -0.552 5.70 .01
247
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Table D.l6

Means and Standard Deviations of Story
Structure Data in Retelling for Suburban

School by Observation (K-1)

Observation Punctions Types Moves
X s X s X s
1 i6.20  5.87 12.00 4.03  2.40 .70
2 12.70  5.89 8.80 3.19 1.70 .48
3 17.10  6.59 13.20 5.05 1.50 .53
y ¢
<43
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APPENDIX E
Text Length and Syntactic Complexity

Text length and syntactic complexity have been employed in a
variety of language acquisition studies as convenient measures to
equate 1anguage'samp1es being studied. Both of these measures have
been the subjects of considerable discussion regarding their meaping,
utility, and reliability. But, because utterance length and syntactic
complexity have been so widely utilized, they have become benchmarks
to the field, and, accordingly, length of dictated and written texts,
measured by number of T-Units, and syntactic complexity of these texts,
measured by mean T-Unit length, have been analyzed to provide a basis
for comparison with other language development research and earlier
writing research. While we question whether text length and mean
utterance length shed much light on writing development, these measures
and comparisons may be of interest to other researchers in the field.

Text Length: Dictation and writing

Three separate ANOVAsS were employed-;o compare length of dictated
and written texts produced by: (1) kindergarten children in both
urban and suburban schools, {2} kindergarten children in the urban
school, and (3) kindergarten children in the suburban school. Three
additional ANOVAs were employed to compare length of dictated texts
produced by: (1l) kindergarten children in both schools, {2) kinder-~
garten children in the urban school, and (3) kindergarten children in
the suburban school. Conservative F tests were employed for all
significant effects involving within-subjects factors, and for all
Tukey follow~-up comparisons.

School comparisons: School and sex served as between-subjects

factors while mode and observations served as within-subjects factors
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for this comparison. Table E.l presents means and standard deviations
of text length for dictation and writing produced by kindergarten

children at both schools. Significant test statistics were obtained

Table E.1

Means and Standard Deviations of Text length in Dictation
and Writing for both Schools (K-1) -~ by Mode and Qbservation

Mode . Observation Mean ]3]
Dictation 22.22 26.40
1 12.00 10.76
2 25.60 32.11
3 25.05 29.10
Writing 6.32 6.15
1 2.45 2.09
2 6.05 S5.20
3 10.45 7.24
Ohaservation
Overall: 1 7.23 9.05
2 15.83 24.77
3 19.75 22.95

for the observation and mode factors (See Table E.2). As might be
expected, dictated texts were significantly longer than written texts.

Tukey post-hoc tests indicated that texts were significantly longer

at gach observation.




Table E.2

ANOVA of Text Length in Dictation and Writing
by School, Sex, Mode, and Observation (K-1)

Source af M5 F P.<
Between Subjects 19
School (A) 1 952.05  3.00 .10
Sex (B) 1 172.78 .54 47
School X Sex (AB) 1 17.64 .06 .82
S/AB 16 317.75
Within Subjects 100
Mode (C) 1 7584 .09 22.58% .001
School X Mode (AC) 1 770.10 2.29 .15
Sex X Mode (BC) 1 20.83 .06 .81
School X Sex X Mode (ABC) 1 258.12 A7 .39
SC/AB 16 335.8%
5.62% .008
School X Observation (AD) 2 594.61 2.04 .15
Sex X Observation (BD) 2 617.54 2.12 .14
School X Sex X
Observation (ABD) 2 1038.78 3.56%% .04
SD/AB 32 291.99
Mode X Observation (CD) 2 304.65 1.05 .36
School X Mode X
Observation (ACD) 2 578.58 1.99 .15
Sex X Made X
Observation (BCD) 2 3461.08 1.18 .32
School X Sex X Mode X
2 921.77 3.18 .06

Obsarvation (ABCD)
SCD/ AB 32 290.11

TOTAL ) 11%

* (Geisser-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of freedom
(1, 16) was significant at p. ¢.05.

%% Geisser-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of freedom
(1, 32) yas not significant at p. <.05.

l Observation (D) 2 1641.55
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Urban school: In the urban school ANOVA for text length, dialect

. and sex were between subjects factors and mode and observation were

within-subjects factors. Table E.3 presents means and standard

Table E.3

Means and Standard Deviationg of Text Length in Dictation and
Writing at Urtan School (K-1)~--=by Sex, Mode and Observatiom

SCD.

»di

Mode Sex Cbgervation

Dictation 27.93 31.13

Male 27.53 32.87
17.80 19.7i
16.50 12.49
48.30 47.08

L B

Female 28.33 29.85
12.70 13.91
48.10 42.21
24.20 13.07

W N

Male 4.13 6.26
0.60 1.08
3.60 6.42
8.20 7.18

L

Female 5.00 6.98
2.20 2.53
4.50 7.09
8.30 8.91

[FLI

Sex
Overall:
Males ]
9.20 10.40
9.46
28.25 24,08

W N
i
o
[ ]

o
un

Femalzs

7.45 8.22
24.65
16.25 10.99

[ 3 r)
]
(=)}

[ ]
s

Cbservation
Overall:

9.44
+18.18 20.48
21.85

—
xR
.

[* ]
(¥ ]

[#1]
~
[ ]
L]

~n
(V. ]

R33
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l deviations for text length by mode, sex, and observation. Significant
l test statistics were obtained for a second-order, sex by mode by
observation interaction, for a first-order, sex by observation inter-
l action, and for mode and observation main effects (See Table E.4).
Table E.4
l ANOVA of Text Length in Dictation and Writing at
the Urban School -~ by Dialect, Sex, Mode, and Observation
l Source df MS F p.<
Between Subjects 19
l DPialect (A) 1 83.32 .15 71
Sex (B) 1 20.83 04 .85
l Pialect X Sex (AB) 1 19.20 .03 .86
S/AB 16 561.67
l Within Subjects 100
Mode (C) 1 16379.65 27.58% .001
l Dialect X Mode (AC) 1 172.79 .29 .60
Sex X Mode (BC) 1 .03 .00 .99
Plalect X Sex X Mode (ABC) 1 128.12 .22 .65
l sC/aB 16 593.87
Observation (D) 2 2050.17 5.06% .01
l Dialeet X Observation (AD) 2 381.25 .94 40
Sex X Observation (BD) 2 2045.11 5.05% .01
Dialect X Sex X
l Observation (ABD) 2 29.17 320 .73
sp/ap | 32 405.14
l Mode X Observation (CD) 2 679.39 1.70 .20
Dialeet X Mode X .
Cbservation (ACD) 2 270.46 .68 .52
l Sex X Mode X
Obe >rvation (BCD) 2 1966.16 4.92% 01
Dialect X Sex X Mode X
l Observation (ABCD) 2 18.26 05 .96
SCD/AB 32 399.37
l TOTAL 119
*  Gelgser—Creenhduse conservative F test using reduced degrees oI Ireedom

r o (1, 16) was significant at p. <.05.
. «
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The significant second-order, sex by mode by observation interaction
is graphed in Figure E.l. Females dictated significantly longer texts

at observation 2 than at observation one or three while males dictated
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Figure E.1 Observation as a Function of Sex and Mode on Text Length for Urban
‘Schoel (K=-1)
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significantly longer texts at observation 3 than at observation one

or two. Tukey post hoc tests indicated that girls dictated signifi-
cantly longer texts than boys at observation 2 while boys dictated
significantly 1onger texts at observation three thanp did girls. As
shown in Figure E.!, overall girls produced siznificantly longer

texts at observation 2 than they did at observation !. Girls' texts
at observation 2 were significantly longer than boys' texts at either
observation 1 or observation 2. Boys produced significantly longer
texts at observation 3 than at observation 2, and significantly longer
texts at observation 2 than they did at observation 1. Tukey follow-up
procedures for the mode effect indicated that dictated texts (M=27,93)
were significantly longer than written texts (M=4.57). Because the
pattem for text length across the three observations was not the same
for boys and girls, no attempt was made to interpret the main effect

for observation.

Suburban school: Design arrangements for the suburban ANOVA on

dictation and writing were similar to school and urban comparisons

noted above: sex served as a between-subjects factor ‘while mode and
observation served as within-subjects factors. Table E.5 presents

means and standard deviations for text length in the suburban kinder-
garten texts, Table E.6 su&marizes the ANOVA results~-main effects for
sex and mode, and a significant first~order, sex X mode interaction.

The sex X mode interaction (See Figure E.2) indicated that girls dictated
significantly longer texts than boys but wrote texts of roughly the same
length that boys wrote. Because the patterns of text length differed

for boys and girls in dictation, no attempt will be made to interpret

che main effect for sex, but Tukey post hoc tests indicated that dictated
texts were significantly longer than written texts for both sexes, thus
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accounting for the significant uode factor effect. l
' Table E.5 .
Mears and Standard Deviations of Text Length in
DPletation and Writing by Sex, Mode, and Observation I
at Suburban School (X-1)
p Sex Mode Observation X Sb .
Males 9.82 6.76
Dlctation 13.40 6.91 l
1 15.00 10.84
2 14.00 5.70 I
3 11.20 2.68
Writing 6.33 4.50 =
1 2.80 1.30 .
2 6.40 2.97 .
3 9.80 5.45
Females 13.03 12.28 .
Dietation 20.33 13.48
1 15.60 9.24 I
2 16.20 11.84 )
3 29.20 16.21
Writing 5.73 4.06 l
2 7.60 2.88 l
3 7.60 4.22
ade E
»l: Dietation: 16.87 11.10 )
Writing: ‘ 6.03 4.22 .
Luser;:at::.on '
Overall: 8.85 .39




Table E. 6

ANOVA of Text Length in Dictation and Writing at the
Suburban School by Sex, Mode, and Observation (K-1)

im
to
M

Source df M

Between Subjects 13

Sex (A) 1 192.01 4.77 .05

s/a 12 40.26

Within Subjects 70

Mode (B)
Sex V. Mode (AB)

3132.92 71.63 % .001
398.67 9.12 .01

=

SB/a 12 43.74

l Observation (C) 2 297.74 AR .02

Sex X Observation (AC) 2 57.44 .85 A
sc/a 24 67.51

Mode X Observation (BC) 2 72,75 .93 AN
Sex X Mode X
Observation (ABC) 2 122.24 1.55 .23

SBC/A 24 78.66

TOTAL 83

* Geisser~Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of
freedom (1,12) was significant at p. ¢ .05.

%% Geigser~Greenhouse conservative F teget using reduced degrees of
freedom (1, 12) was not significant at p. <.05.
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Figure E.2 Mode as a Function of Sex on Text length for Suburban School
(R-1)

Text Length in Dictation Only

Three additional ANOVAS were employed to analyze tge text length
varizble iu dictation only, apain comparing schools, sex and dialect as
hetyeen-subjects factors and chservation as a within-subjects factor in
the three respective designs. No significant main or interaction effects
were obtained on the school ANOVA (See Table E.7), but for the urban
school ANOVA, a significant first-order, sex X observation effect was
indicated (See Table E.8), an interaction graphed earlier in Figure E.l.
Means and gtandard deviations were presented in Table E.3. Tukey post~
hoc comparisons indicated that girls dictated longer texts at observation
two than at one or three while males dictated significantly longer
texts at observatioun thiee than at one oy two. “irls dictated signifi-
cantly longer texts than bovs at observation two while boys dictated
significantly longer .exts at ooservation three than did girls. For the

suburban school ANOVA, a main effect for sex was indicated (Sec Table E.9J.
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Table E.7

ANOVA of Texc Length in Dicctacion by School,
Sex, and Observation (K-1)

Source df MS F p.<

Between Subjects 19
School (A) 1 1717.36 2.78 .12
Sex (B) 1 156.82 25 .62
School X Sex (AB) 1 205.35 .33 «57
S/AB 16 617.50

Wichin Subjects
Observation (C) 2 1625.18 2.91 .07
School X Observacion (AC) 2 1135.93 2.04 .15
Sex X Observacion (BC) 2 932.18 1.67 .20
School X Sex X

Observation (ABC) 2 1958.72 3.51% .04

sc/ B 32 558.07

TOTAL

* Geisser~Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of
freedom {1, 32) was not significanc at p.< .05.
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Table E.8

ANOVA of Text Length in Dictation by Dialect,
Sex, and Observation at the Urban School (K-1)

Source af MS F p-£

Between Subjects 19
Dialect (A) 1 8.06 .007 .93
Sex (B) 1 9.60 .01 93
Dialect X Sex (AB) H 24.07 .02 .89
S/ AB 16 1117.41

Within Subjects 40
Observation (C) 2 2490.99 3.21% » 05
Dialect X Observation (AC) 2 596.60 W77 47
Sex X Observation (BC) 2 4008.56 $.17 %% .01
vialect X Sex X

Observation (ABC) 2 114.52 .15 .86

sc/AB 32 776.05

TOTAL 59

~223-

* Geisser-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of
freedom (1, 16) was not siznificant at p. <.50.

**Ceisser-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of
freedom (1, 16) was significant at p. < .05.




Table E.9

ANOVA of Text Length in Dictation at Suburban
School (K~1) by Sex and Observation

Source at M F p.<

Between Subjects 13
Sex (A) 1 572.02 8.83 01
S/A 12 64.79

Within Subjects
Observation (B) 2 220.50 1.56 .23
Sex ¥ Observation (AB) 2 169.30 1.20 .32
SB/A 24 141.15

TOTAL 41

Means and g:-undard deviations for text length in dictation were pre-
gsented in Tabie E.5. Tukey post hoc comparisons indicated that girls
dictated longer texts than boys at the subirban school.

Syntactic Complexity: Dictation and Writing

Three geparate ANOVAs were employed to compare mean T-unit length
for dictated and written texts produced by kindergarten children as
above at both the urban and gsuburban schools and within each school.

School comparizon: School and sex served as between-subjects
factors; mode and observation served as within-subjects factois 1in
this comparison. This analysis produced five significant effects
(See Table £.10): s~hool, mode and observation factors plus a second-

order interaction for school by gex by observation and & first-order
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Table E.l0

ANOVA of Syntactic Complexity in Dictation and
ting by School, Sex, Mode, and Cbservation (K-1 Population)

Source ) af MS F B+ <
Between Subjects 19
School (A) 1 50.84 - 6.00 .03
Sex (B) 1 4.05 48 .50
School X Sex (AB) 1 22.01 2,60 .13
S/AB 16 8.48
Within Subjects 100
Mode (C) 1 278.92 43,34 % .001
School X Mode (AC) 1 5.71 .89 .36
Sex X Mode (BC) 1 .01 90 .97
School X Sex X Mode (:BC) 1 A1 .02 .90
SC/aB 16 6.44
Observation (D) 2 21.34 6.02 .006
School X Observation (AD) 2 .98 .28 .76
Sex X Observation 2 2.83 .80 .46
School X Sex X
Observation (ABD) 2 16.01 4,51** .02
SD/ AB 32 3.55
Mode X Observation (CD) 2 34.62 10.15%% .001
School X Mode X
Observation (ACD) 2 11.09 3.25%%% .05
Sex X Mode X
School X Sex X Mode X
Observation (ABCD) 2 1.37 W40 .67
$CD/ AB 32 3.41
TOTAL 119

* Geisser-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of
freedom (1, 16) was significant at p. < .05.
** Geisser~Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of
freedom (1, 16) was not significant at p. <.0S5.
***Ceigser-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of
" freedom (1, 16) was not significant at p. < .05.
| <63
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interaction for mode by observation. Note that the Geisser-Greenhouse

conservative F test for the school by mode by observation interaction

failed to reach significance.

Table E.1l

Means and Standard Deviations of Syntactic Complexity in
Dictation and Writing by School, Sex and Observation (K-1)

School Sex (bservation Mean s.D.
Urban 5.68 3.29
Males 5.07 3.22
1 4.03 1.49
2 4.91 3.43
3 6.27 1.61
Females 6.29 3.29
1 6.91 2.40
2 5.07 2.63
3 6.90 2.57
Suburban 6.98 2.32
Males 7.23 1.80
1 7.39 1.81
2 6.97 0.85
3 7.32 0.94
Females 6.74 2.75
1 5.70 2.63
2 6.33 0.94
3 8.19 2.47
Sex -
Overall
Males
1 5.71 1.65
2 5.94 2.19
3 6.80 1.28
Females
1 6.31 2.52
2 5.70 1.79
3 7.55 2.52
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Tukey post-hoc tests, comparing the means (See Table E.1l1) of
the school by sex by observation interaction indicated that urban~

school girls produced texts of greater syntactic complexity than urban

8.5 8.50
. 8.00
790 7,50 0 03
7.00 0, 7.ool 04 ' ,
6.50 4550 6.50 0
5.50 5.50 0
5.00[ o0, — 02 2.00h
4.50 iy .30
4.00f 0, /’/ 4.00
3,50 3.33
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Figure E.3. Observation as a Function of Sex and School in Dictation
and Writing (K-1) O
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1

boys at observation one while the converse held at the subvrban
school: boys produced texts of greater syntactic complexity than
girls. But, at ogbservation three, suburban girls produced texts of
greater syntactic complexity than suburban boys (See Figure E.3).

The disordinal ch-aracl:er of this int2raction is further indicated by
the significant decrease in syntactic complexity for urban girls
between observations one and two followed by a significant increase
between observations two and three with no significant net gainr in
syntactic complexity over observations. On the other hand, syntactic
complexity means for urban boys increased significantly between
observations one and three. Conversely, at the suburban school,
syntactic complexity means for boys did not vary significantly from
observation to observation while for suburban girls, syntactic complex-
ity means increased significantly between observations one and three
and two and three. The patterns indicated by this interaction are so
mixed that interpretations for both observation school féctors are
too risky to al:l:'empl:.

For the mode b observation interaction, Tukey post hoe comparisons
of means (See Table E.12) indicated that while writing means for syntactic
complexity increased significantly at each observation, dictation means
declined significantly between observations one and two, only to
increase significantly between observations two and three to a level
commensurate with observation one (See Figure E.4). Syntactic complexity
means for dictation were significantly higher than for writing at every
observation. The significant main effect for mode, therefore, indicated
that dictated texts were significantly more complex syntactically than

were written texts (See Table E.12).
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Table E.12

Mesns and Standard Deviations of Svntactic Complexity (K-1)--by
Mode and Observation

Mcde Cbservation X s.D
Dictation
| 8.61 2.30
2 6.80 1.81
3 8.17 1.7
Writing
| 3.4l 2.49
2 4.84 2.09
3 6.18 2.31
Mode Dictation 7.86 2.22
Overall Writing 4.81 2.72
10| '
09 DICTATION
Q7
06 - -~
03 — =" WRITING
04 —
03
02
0l
1
0l 02 03

Figure E.4. Mode as a Function of Observation in Dictation and Writing
(K-1)

Urban school comparison: Dialect and sex served as between—

subjects factors while mode and oéservation served as within-subjects
fa&tors in this analysis of syntactic complexity in children's dictated
and written texts. This analysis produced two second-order interactions,
dialect by sex and mode by observation, and significant effects for

the mode and observation factors (See Table E.13).
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Table E.13

ANCVA of Syntactic Complexity in Dictation and Writing
at the Urban School (K~1) by Dialect, Sex, Mode, and Observation

Source daf MS F p.-<
Between Subiects 19
Dialect (A) 1 3.22 .38 .54
Sex (B) 1 .00 .00 .99
Dialect X Sex (AB) 1l 44 .66 5.33 .04
s/ A8 16 8.39
Within Subjects 100
Mode (C) 1l 556.71 61.10% .00L
Dialect X Mode (AC) 1 20.29 2.23 .16
Sex X Mode (BC) 1 .56 .06 .81
Dialect X Sex X Mode (ABC) 1 .26 .03 .87
sc/aB 16 9.11
Obgervation (D) 2 28.05 4.90% .0l
Dialect X Observation (AD) 2 5.50 .96 .39
Sex X Obgervation (BD) 2 3.93 .69 .51
Dialect X Sex X
Observation {(ABD) 2 9.09 T 1.99 .22
SD/ AB 32 5.73
Mode X Observation (CD) 2 56.04 12.37 . .001
Dialect X Mode X
Obsexrvation (ACD) 2 14.63 3.23** 05
Sex X Mode X
Observation (BCD) 2 .19 .04 .96
Dialect X Sex X Mode X
Observation (ABCD) 2 2.87 .63 .54
SCh/AB 32 4.53
TOTAL 119

* Gelsser-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of freedom
(1, 16) was significant at p. <.05.

** (Geigger-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of freedom
(1, 16) was not significant at p. £.05.
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For the dialect by sex interaction, Tukey post hoc comparisons
(See Table E.l4) indicated that syntactic complexity means were sig=-
nificantly higher for nonveracular girls than for vernacular girls,

which, indead, was the only significant difference produced in this

set of post hoc comparisons (See Figure E.5).

Table E.14

Means and Standard Deviations of Syntactic Complexity in
Dictation and Writing at Urban School (K-1) by Dialect and Sex

Dialect Sex Mean S.D.
Vernacular
Male 5.96 2.70
Female 4.75 2.49
Nonvernacular
Male 5.07 2.69
Female 6.29 2.83
oy NONVERNACULAR
06 —r - -
05 - —
04 VERNACULAR
03
‘02
01
00] | |
| I
MALE FEMALE

Figure E.5. Dialact as a Function of Sex in pPictation and Writing
at Urban School (K-1)

Simjilar post hoc comparisons of syntactic ccmplexity means (See
Table E.15) for the significant mode by observation interaction showed
that syntactic complexity of dictated texts. decreased significantly
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between observation one and observation two, but did not differ signifi-

cantly between observations two and three or between observations one and

three, Syntactic complexity in written testsm however, increased signifi-

cantly between each observation and over all observations (See Figure E.6),

but despite these increases, wr..ting means for syntactic complexity

remained significantly lower than dictation mrans (See Table E.15),

Table E.15

Means and Standard Deviations of Syntactic Complexity in
Dictation and Writing at Urban School (K-1) by Observation

Mede Ohservation Mean S.D.
Dictation

1 8.33 2.51

2 7.15 2.52

3 7.54 2.14
Writing

1 1.59 2.16

2 3.19 2.95

3 5.41 2.99
Observation

Overall

1 4.92 2.34

2 5.17 2.74

3 6.48 2.57
Mode Dictation 7.67 2.39
Overall: Writing 3.37 2.70

10

09

08 T~ DICTATION

07

06 .

05 -

04 PR

03 P WRITING

02 P

ol

00

01 02 03

Pigure E.6. Mode as a Function of Observation at Urban School (K-1)
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Because syntactic complexi .y patterns for dialect, sex, and mode, inter-
acted disordinally, no attempt will be made to interpret significant

effects for the mode and observation factors.

Suburban school comparison: Design arrangements for thi. comparison

were similay to those given above, the difference being the ahsense of 2
Table E. 16

ANOV3 of Syntactic Complexity in Dictation and
Writing at Seburhan School by Sex, Mode, and Observation

(R-1)
Source daf Ms F 2 <
Betwe _n Subjects 13
Sex (A) 1 5.46 .68 W42
s/a 12 7.99 ‘ '
Within Subjects 70
Mode (B) 1 214,99 43.87* .001
Sex X Mode (AB) 1 1.99 . 716 +40
SB/A ¢ 12 2.62
Observation (C) 2 10.34 4,51%% 02
Sex X CObservation (AC) 2 7.69 3,36% .05
SC/A 24 2.29
Mode X Observation (BC) 2 3.68 2,00 A3
Sex X Mode X
Observation {(ABC) 2 6.31 3.42** .05
SBC/A 24 1.85
TOTAL 83

* Geissei~Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of
freedom (1, 12) was significant at p. < .05,

**  “eisser-Greenhouse conservative F test using reduced degrees of
t-eedom (1, 12) was not significant at p,<¢ .05,
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l vernacular population at che suburban school, leaving just sex as a

l between~subjects factor with mode and observation remaining as within-
' subjects factors. Only a significant test statistic for mode was
| l obl:ainel;‘. (See Table E.16). ©Note that the conservative F tests for the

' Table E.1?

Yeans and Standard Deviations of Syntactic
Complexity in Dictation and Wricing by Sex, Mode, and

) Observaction at Suburban Scheol (K-i)

' ' Sex Mode Observation X SD
: Males Dictacion 8.50 1.43
" l 1 8.77 1.92

2 8.36 .75
. l 3 8.3%6 1.66
) Wricing 3.95 1.09
i 1 6.02 1.71
2 5.599 .94
3 6.27 .22
' l Females Dictation 8.08 1.70
1 7.87 2.01
2 7.0 .59
3 9.28 1.63
l Wricing 5.39 2.99
N 1 3.53 3.25
l 2 5.55 1.29
3 7.10 3.31

l Mode Overall:
Diccacion: 8.29 1.56
I Wricing: 5.68 2.23
(bservacion Overall: 1: 6.355 2.95
2: 6.65 1.47
) l 3: 7.75 2.20
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observation factor, the first-order sex by observation interactisn, and
the second-¢ “der sex by mode X obgervation interaction failed te¢ reach
significance. Tukey post hoc comparison of means for syntactic com=-

plexity were significantly higher for dictation than they were for 1

writing (See Table E.17).

Children wrote longer texts at each observation regardless of

school, sex, or dialect. The picture is not as clear for dictation.

N
Summary: Text length and Syntactic Complexity I
In dictation no stable pattern for text length was discernsble, owing l
largely to opposing fluctuations in means for boys and girls over

observations both between and within schools. Typically, dictated texts

|/

decreased in length at the outset of second grade for bovs but increased

for girls. Yet, by the end of second grade at the urban school, boys

1
and girls did not differ in the leugth of texts they dictated; at the ' 1
suburban school they did with girls dictating longer texts than boys.
Since the F values for interactions involving sex were usually marginal, I
interpretation of this urban-~suburban reversal between buys and girls .
was too risky to attempt. Then too, variability in all calls w3 ex- E
ceptionally high which further underscored the futility of tiying to
interpret dictation differences for tex: length.

Syntactic complexity was defined as mean number of words per T-unit.
This meagure vas included as a dependent variable to provide other
researchers a well-known basis for characterizing language development
and for comparing these texts with those obtained in other studies
of language development.

In general, syntactic complexlity uweans were higher for diccation

ERIC 2273

than for writing. Across observations, mean T-unft length in dictation l




did not increage significantly; however, in writing mean T-unit
length did increzse significanctly across observactions. Again, a
complex pattern of interactions characterized the differences between
boys and girls for syntactic complexity. There was simply no basis

for a reasonable interprecation of these patterns.
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