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! Abstract .
o . A CpristenSen-oriented, "generative rhetdric" approach ¢

-

- L
Lo sentence skills was used in two ESL composition courses.

- 4-_, . [ o
. To evaluate its effectiveness, two measures were used on a = .,

Pre-and-post basis: _a sentence-combining task (controlled - -

. stimulus passage) and a  punctuation test. Students showéa

. . - ) L

-

desired improvements in words per t-unit, t-unit standard

’ . \ 4
deviation, free modrflers as a percent of all structures, Eree

“modifker, words as a percent of all words, var1ety of structural
\

tynes; punctuatlon ‘acguracy, and punctuation test score. | -
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Generative Rhe;orid_ih,E%L Composition classes'

1 ' ' L ‘
Structural 11ngu1$tics ané generatlve transformat1ona1 g:ammqr

have transformed ESL teaching in ways recently summarlzed by |

Haskell (19?3). Modern grammars have a1$o(had an impact on college
. . ; ‘ ’ ' 'y . _‘
compogition courses for native speakers of English--particularly.

through the sentence-combininggapproach of Mellon (1969) and Daiker,

I'/;erek, and Mdrenberg (1978) and through the gener%trve—rhetorlc 3 . '

+

approach of Christensen (19?8) and’ Falgley {1979) . But while ESL
applications of sentence- comblnlng have been reported by Dav;dson

(19??), Kameen (1978), and Zamel (1980), wuse of generatlve rhetoric

in ESL composition classes has not yet been described, despite

Faigley's estimate.of the approaoh's!ﬂde-myetifyinj" value in

conventional composition courses:. "The experiment demonstrates ‘that

generagive-rhetoric»inséruction has the potential to affect greatly . '
/

the sentences of college students and to improve, their writing in

general. ., . .Instead of a Godfgiven gift, writing becomes a E Lt

. " - v

complex skillfslike Q}aying'a musical instrument, which can be ’
C. :acquired,through’graptice“,(1&79: 176, 181). . " . : )
ook . C, . ¢ ) ] &
e To see whether it mig?t show equal promise ih ESL composition
’ v ‘. ey s - .

. Eogr%es, tﬁe gener;tive-qpetoric.approach was utilized under
) duasi-;kperimental conditions in two ESL courses at Wichita State
University in 1980. These sections consisted oE\approximately'SO “ Jﬂ
percent Middle Eastern.students, 35 %ercent Boutheast Aeian
séudénts, aad iS percent African and South American students: ﬁExcept
for a few students who wére reEu%ees from Southeast Asia, all had . ‘ -//

écored 500 or better on the Test o% English as a Foreign Language

(TOEFL). .

+ oo
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- - Method of- Instruction . .

The mefhod of instruction-was based on* the twelve~step

ppocedﬁre reported in Broadhead and Beflin (1981). Sinée that

article désgri?ig,thé apprdach in-consideréble detail, only a very - *

+
L]

brief outline#will be, presented Here, along with summaries of .

adjustments made in each step to meet the needs of ihte;national

students, . i e s,

! “ 7 Step 1. .Language is a system of st%pctufes,gand control of B -
writing is aided by an understandirg of this systenm. ' P
\ - N . - . Fi . ) N
Step 2. Most written‘%entencebiinlEnglrsh are based on four é@“

basic senzspcelpattertf {(noun/verb, qbun/&erb/ noun, . .

noun/linking-;erb/goﬁn,‘noun/linki§§~u¢rb7‘adj;cﬁivé). T
While most international stgdenfs‘h;d'been exposed to the

stﬁucghraL cues of English, mosg pf@fitted from an eﬁphasis oh the-

article--when to use one, which one to use, .and how to handle
. AN .. . .
"count™ and "non-count” nouns. Also, analy®is of major parts of (

3

\\\\\\speech (nouns, verbs, adjectives,'édyerbs, prepositions)”was

3

integrated with vocabulary and spglliﬁg instruction.

Step 3. Three bound modiﬁférs'(gdquti%es, adverbs, .
pfepositional pﬁrasgs) méy Pe jns?iteﬁ.thgo a BSP to form an ' .
independeht clause, where the key idia:of.a é?ntence usually  fam
aPéears. : T S - ~ ot (\

’ oy
attention to idiomatic uses of- prepositions.

Ly . T + -

. In this steF,.interngtioEal students requireqwﬂénsiderable

~
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Step 4. Of twelve kinds of. free modi fier (FM), the first is

th subordinate claugi} created by adding a clduse subordinator
k] N .

- L3

" (e.g., “when,“ "becaush," "if") to an*independent’é}auee. (Im the
:( follow¢ng examples, the structuyre being 1{}ustrated is. prlnted
in capital éetters ) . 0 S :

WHEN HE HEARD THE NOISE, Jim opéned the doot.
’ - . v

. While 1nternaF1Qnal students had. little trouble with

" widely-used clause subordinators such asgs "because,” "when," and \

"if," egplanation of appropriate tense sequencest?as necessary for

words such as "unless” and *since.”
. . - k]
Step 5. Four types of free modifier are made through a “cr?ss-
. . 5 ' . ) J v
6ver" pattg}n: the predicate is transformed appropriately and moved

to the front of the sentence (and later to other p051t10ns, too),

-wh11e the orlglnal subject- noun becomes the subject ‘ndun 1n a new
_y

independent clause. These cross-over FPMs include the -1ng verb
cluster (participial'phfase), the -ed/men/pr passive:voiee verb
. ! 1 3 - - . . +

, cluster, the "to" or infinitive verb cluster’, the noun cluster.

(app051t1ve), the list cluster, and the“adjective cluster.

Beginning with 1ndependent clauses such ag "Jim whlstled softly," A

+

noigse alarmed Jim" ("Jim was alarmed by a»n01se "}, "Jim got N
<%
outside,” "Jim waS.an expert repalrman," "The two things were a door

t

and a W1ndow,"land "Jim was curious about the noise," the cross-over \

4

* -

-pattern would result in the follgwlng examples: . '“ -




"hHIéTLxmg SOFTLY, Jim opened’ the goor .
- hLARMﬁD BY, A Ndisﬁ Tim epened tﬁe door .
' T0 GET OUTSIbE, Jim opened the dogr.
* . Jim, AN EXPERT REPAIRMAN, Opened the door. |
Jlm\openea two thanS' A DOOR AND. A WINDOW. “
CUR;OqS ABOUT THE NOISE, Jim+opened the door. ; ) °
While the method of p}odueing verb, noun,.and adjective

. \\‘/ _
clusters was clear to international students, extra attention was
4 -

-

devoted toesredundancy, in order to repair such sentences as "A smgcrt boy,'
) i L . 11 3
Mohammed is intelligent” (which became "A smart boy, Mphammed laughs

— at his teacher's jokes"). , | / 5
Step.ﬁ.' f;o t}icky FMsS are theagbsolute (created by remoang a

‘helping 6: ;ink}ng verb) and a reiatibe clause jc;eafed b§ replaciﬁg ,

a noun with.a relativelpronoun’such asf“who“ or'“which“). "

«' ", HIS HANDS TREMBLING, Jim opéned the door. *

. Jim opened the door, WHICH ﬁAb BEEN SEALED SHUT. o e

L]

;nternat10na1 students, like many Amer1can stuﬁents, had a good
A H

i

deal of d;fflCUltY.EECOgﬂlZl?g natural-soundlng absolutes, which ='I

'cannét be generated simply by rule. [But they produced many usable

sentences by app1y1ng the Eormula of beg1nnrngtw1th a posseSS1ve

- f v
]

pronoun plus a noun sub]ect, and theP e11m ating the helplng verb

"is" or "was": "Her knees were shakyng" becomes "Her Knees shfk1ng,

Mary de11vered her speech.”

Je (f SN
|

i/ .
‘.‘ " -
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Although mor e familiar than absolutes, relative clauses ténJ;d -

-

to evoke sentences.with unnecessary pronouns (duplicating the noun

\ serving as subject): "My sister, wha lives.in Lebanon, she i% a°

~ - ) .

v . teachef.“ ‘ ‘ ’ . . .
Sgep??. A finaligroup,of bery é}equently'uspd FQ; consists of
free'adverbs';hd-free Prepésfp}onal phrasésf . . '
, + . SLOWLY AND CAREFULLY,.Jim opéned the door. . . )
. AFTER A WHILE, Jim opened the door. S _

Step- 8. ‘{Fee modifiers may occur. before, within, or after an
¥ x ) -

indepenﬁent.clagsq {(i.e., in initial; mEfdla,:oq f?hal'poéitibnlf.

4

and should be checked for clarity‘of mo ification.

-, N . N v j.
'3. S - AN EXPERT REPAIRMAN, Jim opened the door. .

-

*  Jim, AN EXPERT REPAIRMAN, opened, the door. ,
- : § ‘ ) Tt
N .

. N .
- ' THe, door. was opened by Jim, AN EXPERT' REPAIRMAN.

. \- . ’ . . ‘,.. .
P Step. 9. * Sequences of parallel free modifers indicate the ¢
. . . - w .
logical relationships of the.ideas they express. That is, the
structural similarity of the members of the sequence ush - ignals }

o \ . ; -~ . ’ .
v that they are all providing the§si§3rkind of information (modjifying N v,
. 7 .

~ . .

the same.structure in the.same way). Sy
[ -

2 SKIING DOWN JMiE HILL,

2 PLANTING HER POLES-MECHANICALLY, .
¥ "‘

1 she.strivéd to.gerfect'hér Style. - : ) . .
. : " ¢ - . t,
. \ - — . -
F - . - . : ’ ¢
t { - ‘I‘\ : M v !
- S ’ d — e i . v . ~




+
- ' 6
. + . -

. .

Internigional students had tﬁe greatest difficultyﬁ»ritind

dentences with p&rallel*sequences of free modifiers (and also with '

the non- parallel sequences dlscussed 1n Stéé 10} . Some students”’
« first’ eEforts-were qu1te good:‘"Sway1ng her hips, Swrnging_her )
. %purse, a;d puffing on a cigar, she‘made quite‘an impress}qn on -her
in-laws." Others‘,' howéJer, produced formally adequate but
semantlcally stra;nedhsentences 'such as thlS' "Happy with his. hife,
excrted by hls present, hungry frqm the nlce smell in his house,
John has a nIce\w1fe:f Such sentences were best dealt wltw by
re-c6nvert§ng free modifiers to their 1ndependent-cl&use’form,;and
then devising an appropriete generalizatién or ther'type of concept
for them: "&ohn led h&s family‘to the feast,” B R

Step 10. sequénces'pf non-parallel free modifiers signal that

‘the free modifiers are modif?ing one -another. e -

v

2 WHEN HE PLANTS HIMSELF BEHIND THE LECTERN,

1
» . »’ . [y

. S 3 SQUAT AND POWERFUL, S\
2 ‘ 4 HIS ROUND FACE BREAKING INTO ELAUGHTER,
. 1 his listeners both love and believe him. - g
N ' ) - :

gtep 11. Five rules show how internal punctuation signals’the

- - -

‘relataonshlps between varlodg kinds. of free modifiers” and .

* independent clauses.' 3 s

~ Step 12. Free modifiers ere used both to ﬁevelop ideas in
1ndependent clauses (by providing new 1nformat10n) and to lirnk ideas

Q\nlfferent structures {sentences, paragraphs, and the like). =
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Methods of Measurlng Change
Two 1nstruments were used to measaore %pe effect of this
instructlon. The first was a patr of narrative .sentence- comblnlng

task$:r "The Chlcken," develbped by Kellog Hunt (pre test), and "%he

e

1

*Nightingale?" develqgfd by Broadhead and Berlip (post-teé%). in
bqth, students were éresented with strings of short senfénces-(baéig :
sentence patterns) and were asked to rewritq the passages in a
.. S -
The-secdgdtmeagure was a 90-item test:célled the piagnosis f

of Syntax and Pufictuation Awarenes§ (DSPA). Each item on this /

. test.consisted of a sentence with a $Tash mark in it; students were

better way. . : . .

-

L] i

to decide what punctuation would be appropriate where the slash mark

appeared (cemma, semicolos, colon, dash, non-punctuation, comma or
S S . X .

dash,. colon or dash, colon or semicolon, and SO forth).

. * t
-
i

. .
El ra

Results and Conclusions , . _ R .

. - e B
As shown in Table 1, students’ per formance on the sentence-
: .4 : v cor
combining. tasks showed improvement in seven of nine areas measured.
| ” ' . F1 ’ L . J
Statistically significéht gains (one-tailed t-tegt) were made 'in

measures of length, varletyq and punctuation accuracy. Of the v

.renght-orlented items in Table 1, for example, i provement was shown

in item (2), the number of wqrds per t-unit ("terminable unit,”:

consisting of an independent clause and it;w?reg modifiers), and in

- f ) R .. )
item (3), Lhe standard deviatipn of the T-unit mean, showing

flexibility in use of long and shoqt,T—units. A‘statistically -3

" ‘ .
non-signficant gain occurred in _it'em (4), the number of.worQs per .

sentende. Improvement wastalso evident in the thrze méasures of

. Y . EA

’ S b I ‘ B S -

i L] ” o X 0




L =

variety: item (Sff the number Bf free modifiers, expresséﬁ as a

percent)of the total number of structures, item (6) ‘t@e number of

words 1n free modifiers, éﬁ\ressed ajfé percent of the total number
of words, and 1tem (7), the variety df structural types (treatlngf,
;-each klnd of free modifier“in each pos1t10n as a separate typﬁ

-

~along with several semantic types ‘of 1ndependent.clause,_such as

-~

repeating clauses Tntrodueed by a colon). Finally, item (8) shows
~ Vel * * R K ] .
that punctuation (including terminal marks)- improved on the
sentence-comblning tasks,

- “ . . ® . 5 : N

L3

. On the Diagnosis of Syntax and Punctuation Awareness tedt, too,
‘ N
thebstudents 1mproyed in the desired dlrectlcn, from a.39 8 avetrage

Y

on the prertest to a ,66.6 averdage on, the post test (an alternate

yersion previously shown .to correlate with the pré-test version at’

L4 L4

the 95 level) . . . -t )

' A further perspectlve on these ga;ns.forﬁpoth meaSures_ls

provtded by comparlson with results for nat1ve=speakers using the

L

syllabus (Broadhead & Berlln 1982} In regard to percept of free

. modifiers uséd, natlJ; speakers used 34 percent free modifiers. . )
. N . ’ .
‘before 'instructidn and 39 percent after (a stgnificant gain); . y ] ¥

international'students‘inéreiaed fsee modifiér use from 23 to 38

-
Vo F o . - PR N .

percent.” In regara to words per T-unlt, native speakers increased

. from an 11.49 mean to 15.123 international students increased from
. / . . T ) Y. . ’ t

, 9.72 to 11.36. 1In regarq to structural variety, native speakers’ -

. * r ! . _' " - ]
increased from 30 percent of avalkale-types to 32 percent (a

e significant gain); internat{onal students increased from 18 percent
‘ L ) T . ! .




-

-
. -

to 27 peréent. Ahd in regard éo puhctuatibn écburacy ;as measuﬁed

-

. . . | {

by the DSPA), nabive speakers increased from 44 correct (oEa;g .
items) to 57 Correct; international students increased from”30

¢ . A

N . .
correct to 67 correct. In several “important areas, then, the

L >

genepptiée—rhgtoric approach helped to narrow the gap between
native and non-native speakers? | ) s,
Several pieces of data suggest that the geéenerative-rhetoric. .

approach must belfﬁ}thqr adapted for ingernatioﬁél students. First

L4 L]

of ayir independent clauses were slightly shorter in post-treatment

/. - : L. .
tha7‘1n pre-treatment. Second, despite an impréessive gain in T-unit

»

length, the jnternational students' ‘mean still fell about one .word - )

1

shprt of the native speakers' mean.! Finally, there was no-
' . . ' )

. significant gain in clauses per T-unit. ALl of thiiwnggésts that . _

) f rth;: growth in inteqnational_studénts' writing ght begf bé‘ ' -
cqomplighed by increased instructioh and préébic; in the useof . . .
mbedded-aﬁd bound clauses, probabiy by'incorpogating more '

éen?ence—combininé éxer;ises in, the sjllab?s.' ' 2 > . /

. - ‘ N ! . , ] -
But while some changes migh&_improve the method used.in these- -

L} [

classes, the ‘data appear to confirm ti#fat the =;|<=.'n<=.'1:a!:iw.'--rhe:tori.c_~
‘ . | , S .
approach gan be.applied'iuccessfully to ESL composition classes at
. - R ‘I £ . . . .
the college level. Both directl& and indirectly,.inteknatiqnal_

students report that this approach removes much <{not all) of the

- ] . . e . . 3
mystery about sentencing and punctuatihg-in an English composition.

. . >
N . . ., '
- - . ' -

-
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"Table 1 g:hanges on Sentence—Cmbiping and~Punctuation ’i‘askét ; :.' o ’
_ w " (with t-Test Significance Levels) S |
. . : ’ ) Pre- 5 Post- ' - ﬁ\lfferehcie/
. .‘ Treatment , Treatment Significance .
1. Words pe;i independent clause 8.40 L 7.?9 - o‘.41
2. Words per T-unit e 9.72 - 11.36 + 1,64 *
3. T-unit standard déviation . . 4.60 © 5.9 +1.35 .
4. words per sentence - ’ £ 13.33 .' 14.32, +‘0,‘9§
SFMS as percent of ali str.qu’L‘lfe s + 15% *x+
‘6. M words as percent of all word ":1'3?%? S ‘28%‘ T4 1'5%_*5*
?.} Variety; of Strl.;f':tural types -7 .
(8 Of 44 kinds/positions). , - 1 T a4 oy xin
‘B, Punctpat ion ac.;cu.racy ) “74% ' é% + 113 **
9 DSPA score (90 ifems) - 9.8 - 66.6 +26.8 #+
r - .t : ’ Y .
. % s=0.05 | R L L
. A s=001 - " . '
! w2 0000 ) ‘ .
. ‘ * ‘ B
] ' [l -




