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The use of systematic prompting and monitoring to

increase written sentence production during a ten-minute assiguned
composition task was investigated with 78 learning disabled (LD)
students in grades 7-12. Subjects were classified as LD, were
receiving special education services, and evidenced at least a 2-year
lag in written language skills. Six experimental groups each
consisted of 13 students randomly assigned to one of two prompting
conditions: Systematic Prompt Reduction (SPR) or Random Prompt
Administration (RPA). The SPR ccndition included four levels of
prompts administered in order from most independent to most
dependent: self-initiating, motivational, content-related, and
literal. Students were also randomly assigned to one of three
monitoring and recording conditions: No Monitoring (NM), Prompt
Monitoring (PM), and Prompt and Production Monitoring (PPM). Analyses
of variance revealed no statistically significant differences in
either production or gquality of final compositions among the six
groups. It is suggested that future investigations of systematic
prompt reduction techniques include monitoring of prompts and
production in the context of a cognitive behavior modification
strategy with a more selective group of LD students. Appendices
provide the sentence production topics, the Sequential Prompt
Reduction prompts, the Systematic Prompt Reduction manual, and a
composition rating scale. Twenty-four references are also provided.
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Abstract

The use ot svstematic prompting and monitoring to
increase sentence production dwring & ten minute assigned
composition task was investigated with 783 learning disabled
(LD shudents in grades 7-172. Subjects were public school
students claszified as LI, receiving special education
services, and 2videncing ab least a Lwo vear lag in written
language skills. Siw experimental groups each conmsisted
of thirteen students randomly assiagned to one of Ltwo
prompting and one of three monitorinag conditions. The
Systamatic Frompt Resduction (SFR) condition included four
levels of prompts administered in order from most
independent to most dependent whenever a student could not
verbalize an appropriate sentance to write within twently
saconds. In the Randam Frompt Administration (RFA)
condition, when a student could not generate a
sentence within 20 seconds the prompt level randomly
preassigned to that sentence was administered first, then if
the student failed again to generate a sentence within
twenty seconds a level +our prompt was administered. The
three monitoring conditions included: Monitoring Frompts and
Froduction (MFF), in which the average prompt score and
number of sentences written were nonitored and recorded
daily by the student; Monitoring Frompts (MF), in which the

daily average prompt score was monitored and recorded hv hthe

tee
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student. and Mo Monitoring (NM), in which the student
received no feedback on his/sher performance at the

conclusion of the writing period. Following nine

instructional sessioons, students wrote a tenth composi tion
independently wikth no npromptina Laring. Analvses of
varidance using  EZxE conplets) " “torial designs were
complated +or sentence proc = aality ratings,

assianed by two outside Judges, or the final compositions.
Students in the SFR-MPF group wrote the wmost sentences (mean
production=12.%) and studentz in the RFA-NM group wrote the
least (m@an production=8.9). Analvses of variance reavealed
no statistically significant differences in either production
or quality of final compositions among the six groups. The
authors discuss limitations of the study and suggest that
future investigations of systematic prompt reduction
technigues include monitoring of prompts and production in
the context of a cognitive behavior modification strateqy

with a more selective group of LD students.
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vEraduati an
A skillzs aro reguired Across many
temic Fuccess., AL thouwah treguently
Ldly handicapped students
L7753) . tew

pust. L9975 and Falkaotk,

identitied effective strateqies for
One problem is thnat Composition 1s a

has not traditionally been detineu in

wand prablem bas teen limltations in
Ls of cateorically delineated

v handicapp=d arouds.

LD students written lsasnguage have
wtansively. Research at the kansas
Disabilities pinpointed written
@ficit skill arza consistently

w achieving versus normal secondary
2810 . Foplin, Gray. l_arsen,
0 (1980) assessed the written

dents in grades Z-3 using the Test of
) (Haminill % Larsaen, 1978). and {found
g betwenrn LD and normal students ab
aever, although normal studernts
artntainaed kheir TOWL 3 ares as bthey

-4t grades 78, LD stodents did

reached grades 7-8, LD studenhs’
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score= had fallen below the la2wel achieved 10 grages -4,
These stucies swagest a cumu! ative egucational deficit o
winioch junior hiah 1s a orrtical instruchional periad.

One wrequentlwy cirted oral (Farker and Berryvran, 19310
and wribken language skill in which handicapoed tadent s
are detioient 16 produaction. Hermreock (1979) found that
normal students (arades I-5) wrote 427 gmors: words than LR
¢tudents on the Inventceory of Written Exoression. Mviklerust
(L9773 usad the Mykisbust Ficture Storv lanquage 1235t Lo
comsAare weiting performance of normal and LD studenta. LD
stugoents scored signl ficantly lower in fYotal number ot
words and words per sentence, alchouwagh there was no
sranifizant Jdifference betwaen LD and normal students in
the number ot sentences produced. toteet (1978) . using the
same assessnant instrument, found that LD students averaged
0% less words and sentences than normal students.

[“terventions demonstrated Lo be effechkive in
increasing written language production have consigstently
contained one or both of the following elements: svstaematic
reinforcemnt and systematic feedback. Fertinent recearch
resuwlts for bhoth are reported as is an initial
investigation into the wse of a seoguential prorpt
technigur,
Reinforcemsnt. Braogham, Graubard, and Stans (1970)

investbiagated the use of a "serwentially addibive
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contingsnci2s’” ra2i1ntorcement svstam wihh 15 snudents 10 a
+14th agrade special class fthrouvabh a nndi4ied miltiple
bas211ne dest1an. The numbar o+ pornts students recelved
was crantinagent first upon duot oworkana durinog the wreiting
period, then unon the nuambe o words wrr bthen, by tha
numpbier of different words used. ang Tase by upon bhe nuanber
0Ff new words not usad 10 praviows conpost ton s, shudanks’
performanrcs improved 1n oall rein+torco.ment conditions:e
nerfaormance chanaed the nost duaeinag e numper o+ words
wrrrtten continaency phage.,

Maloney and Hophkins (19773 wused 2 zimilar orocedure and
design 1n a study of written languane wilth 14 stoadents
grades 4-6. Students first received razinforcement
contingent on participation., then for the number of
ditferent adjectives used, then +or the number of different
action verbs, and lastly for the numbar of different
adiecrtives, action verbs., and gentence begqinnings. The
number of sentences written (1Q) was & fided requiremaent.
The nunber of letters and words produced remained stable
across conditions. All target shills impraoved daring all
reinforce ment phases. The targeted continaency skill
improved significantly during each phase, althouwah the hiah
level of partaormance was not o maintained in sucecedsive
contingency conditions,

Ballard and Glyan (1927%) also uvesed a multiple bavseline
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Jerzian o o investigake the wuse of selt -racording on .a
similar set of composition components. Fourteen third
grade2 students altzrnated bztueen baseline (self-monl Loring
cnly? and intervention (self-monitoring and selt-
Fraunforcement) phiases. During 1ntervention phases sel+-
reintor ceonant was contingent on production of tarast
compasibion comnponents., As 1n Maloney and Hooukin s study,
production ot target composition component=s increasead
sianiricantly during contingent reintorcement phases.
Freivtarcaenent for the number of sentences writtsn bhad the
araatest effect on proauction of all moni ktored comoonents
(humbier of gsentences, diffarent action words, and
Jescriptive words) as well as one of the hiahest time on
task rates.

Camphbell and Willis (1979) demonstrated that even
creative characteristics of writing production can be
moditi1e2d through reinforocement. Twenty—minute compositions
af 24 normnal fifth nraders were rated on Torrencws’
measures of creativity: flevibility, fluency, elaboration
and originality. Reinforcement +or creative score and
itmprovement in the targeted creative composition
characteristics reagulbted tn a 72% 1nareasae 11 3coreas fram
baselinge. Beores in the second baseling interval were only
stiabhbly lower than (n intervention, but refleched a

downward btrend. A Follow-un phase providierg intermibtont

1 11
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ratnforsamint resulbed 10 mAINEINANCE VY A 970 TACEEAES LN
creabtivity scores +roan the 101210l Daseline level .
Retnfoercenent contingent on spaecific alamants o
written language thaeat have been esplained and demenztrated
Lo students agpears thaen to howve an rtamedt ato. D051 £ v
attect on producton, However . denenoosnece On ontarnal
raitntorcanent gsystems mav be undasirabl=2 9r vnpractical an
secondary school setting:z: (Deschler, Schumarer, & Lenz,
17284 . Teachers may not have aco=ss Lo neaninatal
raintorocers (thevy may raouuire congslstent parti1cipaciIon ot
s1anificant others, be too costly. or be ton tire-
consuming) . In addition, a fundamnental aoal of secondarv
LD programs is for students to become more i1ndependent and
rely less on cuiructure imposed by their teachers (Deschler,
Warner, Schumakter, Alley, % Clart, 1987). For thal reason,
contingent reinforcement was not emploved 1n the current
study. A sequential prompt reduction techntague. 1n which
the arount of teacher prompting and support was
svstenatically raduced as the student produced more
sentences 1ndependently, was 1nvestigatoed azs an
alternative,.
Foedback procedures. The aftects o+ reinforooment appear to
b enhanced when immediate feedback on taraget Hehaviars vg
providaed throuah self-scoring.  Yan Houbkaen, AEOM

Jarvia, and MachDomnald (1974 had £i$ty=~five . weond and

12
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fFitth araders write for a ben minute pariod. Dwing
bazeline students ware told only to wite as much ag they
could:; dwing intervention students were told to try o
beat their own hest record (For nunber of words written)
which had been posted in the front of the classroom, and o
count and record therr score at the conclusion of each
sE6si0Mn. FProduction doubled during intervention phases.

Van Hot ten and Maclellan (1981) measured writing
producton of fifty—Ffour eleventh graders by number of
thenatic units (Hunt, 19&5) produced per five-minute
composition. A thematic wunit (L—unit) consists of an
independent clause accompanied by any number of dependent
clauses; it is the minimal part of a sent=nce that could
stand alone (Hunt, 1969 . Three different interventions
were used: feaedback (including self-scoring and posting of
highest scores), instruction in sentence combining, and a
combination of ?eedback and sentence coﬁbininq instruction.
Instruction in sentence combining alone had no sigaiticant
effect on thematic unit production; however, feedback and
self-recording did. The most powerful intervention was the
combined use of s2ntence combining instruction and a
feedback coamponent that includ=sd self-scoring and public
posting of scores.

Specific performance feedback appears to provide

students with a vehis e for self—-monitoring that in turn

13
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erhances thelir responss Lo instructicnal interventions.

Thereforea, in the presant study students were also d

ta one of thres nonitoring conditions, in order ho
determine if any significant interaction existed between
monitoring and syvstematic prompt reduction (9FR)
OG5 .

Despite data demonstrating the etficacy of
rainforcement arnd feedhack procedures, there has been
limited documentation of empirical work testing the value
o+ Fading procadures in compoasition instruction. This i3
curious observation in view of the frequency with which
fading 1s discusszed 13 a potential teaching procadure in
methods texts (Swanson % Reinert, 197%9; Walker & Shea,
1980) . Schloss (19384) hazs swqgested that a ssguential
prompt procedure can be utilized by teachers to ogradually
decrease students’ reliance on lteache~ administersad prompt
as they become inore competent in a skill. Recent research
supports the use of a systematic prompt reduction
procedure in combilination with monitoring number of
sentences written to increase writing production of
emotionally disturbed adolescents (Schloss, Harriman %
Ffeifer, in press). However , fuwrther investigation of the
effects of a svstematic prosapt reduction technigue with a
larqgqer sample and other mildly handicapped students (i.e.

LDy ie naeded. In addition. the relationship beltwsaen

14

1433 el
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mant toring and promobing @b dects has n wialt e an
claritied.

The present study sought to answer three questions
concarning the use of a BFR O ka2chniques

1. Te thoere & signifticant dittference in witing
produchtion betwesn students who recelve svystematically
adninistered prompts (according to SFR guidelines) and
studenis who receive randomly administered prompts™

2. Arre there significant differences in writing
praduction betweaen students who monitor and record their
sentence procduction, those who monitor and record their
zentence praduction and dependence on teacher prompts, and

those who do not use a monmitoring procedure?

A What significant interactions or differential

effects edist betwesen the use of svstematized versus random
orompts and the use of student production monitoring

techniques?
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Method

Student:s

Students were selected according to the following criteria:
a) assigned to agrade 7-12 in a public school, ) previously
Ldentified ag LD in accordance with the Faderal reoulations for
FlL. 94~142 and Psnnsvlivania State auidelines, and o) evidencing a
discrapancy of alt least two vears between expected and actual
achievemant in the area of written language skills, The
languags achievement discrepancy had to be documented through a
current lavels of performancs statement in the student s
Individual Educetional Flan, a language arts score on a group
administered achievemant test such as the California Achievement
Test, or a score on an individually administered diagnostic test
of written language such as the Test of Written Language (See
Table 1). Fotential students weres identifi=d through teacher

referral based upon the previously stated criteria.

rercent of Students Evidencing Written Language
Deficiencies According to Designated Records
I.E.F. Fresent Levels of Ferformance 22%
I.E.F. Goals and Objectives as6%
Group Achievement Test (Lanquage Score) 9%
Individual DRiagnecstic Test (Language Score) 2874

Note. N=76



Frompting
LA

Fotantial @ubkiects for whom tntarmed consent was
obtained +rom parents participated in the study. S ouchemt o
attended six eschools in three diftrerent school districts,
Two of the schools weroe Located din A aadsiaoed cirty where the
pradominant emolovment i3 1 manutachuaring, two wears locakad
noa o small ity containing a privete collegw. and two were
located in small, rural agricultural btowns, The mean age,
arade, and @ sevel of students appears in Table 2.
Table 2

Range, and Standarnd Deviation tor Qtudents’ Age,

X S.D. Minimum Ma:<1i mum
Age (vears) 195.9%3 1.9 2. 20.9
Grade 7.08 : 1.6 7 12
Full If ?1.6 8.9 T 1135
Mote. N=76
Writing Topics
Thirty potential composition topics were collected from
a juniar high student., a secondary LD English teacher, a
secondary English teacher. a middle schoel English teachar,
an LD consultant., and a norm-educator. Froject sta+f

reviewed and edited the submitted topice to eliminate

\ 17
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duplicabian aned snsurs a conglstant format and level of
Jitticulby. & pool of nineteen acceptable topics resul ted,
Lrom wiitich ten were randomly selected for wse tn the shuaw.
Topiocs ware assigred Lo sessiong sa bhab all studants

Frocsy vad bhe topics 10 bthe same order. The regquest o

topros and a list of "opics appears 1n (app endis A,

Frompting Frocedurss

Students were randomly assignsd to one of two
inastructional prompet conditions: Systematic Fromot
Fraduction (SFRY or Random Frompt Administration (RFaA). Thes
SR condition included four levels of prompts administered
in orac. Trom most independent to most dependent: Level 1,
self-initiating., Level 2, motivational:; Level I, content-
relateds and Level 4, literal. Framples of prompts at egach
level are provided in Appendix B. A shudent was allowed
twenty seconds within which to verbalize an appropriate
sentence on the assigned topic. I+ a sentence was
articul ated verbally by the student within the desianated
time period, a prompt score of "1" was recorded for that
sentence. If a complete, appropriate sz2ntence were not
generated within twenty seconds, then a Level Z prompt was
administered following «4hich the student was again allowed
twenty seconds to verbalize an appropriate sentence. This
nrocecure was continued until either the student or the

teacher (a lLevel 4 prompt) generated a sentence to be

15
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Wit i L. s Bhe santenoa was recorded bhere Rne ostaotent
wae cued Lo genarate the nat senbteonce,

The same prampk levels were used 1n the REAG condil boon,
Dut wecn adnindstered on omancom cather than seguoentd ol
[ FCTii Fanuwoml Yy assianed promot Level:s wers peirntsaed an
gach sentence Hhax on the RFS recording forms, g 1 the
SFR condition students werse cued and then allowed twenty
saconds to generate a sentence. If.the student failed to
Aarticulate .n appropriate sentence within thalt Lime peeruod
then the Lteacher provided a prompt at whatsver level (2-4)
had been randomly preassigned to that sentencea. [+ after
twenty seconds the student still failed to produce a
sentence, then one was provided by the teacher (Level 4).
Monitoring Frocedures

Students were also randomlyv assigned to ones 0+ three
monitoring and recording conditions: Mo Monitoring (MM,
Frompt Monitoring (FM), and Frompt and Froduction
Monitoring (FFM). In the MM condition, students were not
asked to monitor or record their daily pertormance. At the
conclusion of ea session the teacher said. "Thank-you",
or "You worked well today'". However, the teacher never
nrovided specific performance feedback, encourag=2d the
student to monitor and track daily performance, or referred
to gqoal-setting.

In the FM condition, students monitored and recorded

13
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tianhiha. Tz mwacher encoowraged Bhen 2o decroasse Bhaore

prrompl soors on suecessive sessions. In addition, the

acher rmeponded positively to studant tnuhilated concerns
about how to decrease the score and goals to work towarcds.

In the FRP condition, stagents moniltored and recorvied
the total numbe of sentences werltbaen and average dally
prompt cscuare at the conclusion of @ach session. As with
the MF agroup, students were encouraaced to work towards
improved scores in each successive session.
Training Assistants

The student investigator and five research assistants
conducted ten individual writing sessions with each ot :he
78 =tudents. Firior to implementing the monitoring and
prompting procedures, assistante participated in a serie:i
of training activities. Assistants were provided with a
manual containing a list of reguired training activities, a
description of instructional proceduwes for each
experimental condition, a table describing and providing
evamples of the +our prompt levelsz, scripted directions for
each instructional session, writing topics for each

session., and sample recording forms (Appendix C). During

20
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weres bhen roaaquiraed to practies Lhe procedoraes acod retagrn b
Joagt two completsd rococding forms +or cach condrtion ohi-k
and REE) anc Ao Lwo baper2caradael S0 1ons wrhkhoat Leash
POV acouwr asv prior Lo conduoting anv sessions with progact
studenls,

The consistency with which the experimental procedures
were apnlioed was monitored throuahout the data ~ollaction
process. All sessions were tape recorded, and then
randomly seleclted Lapwes were scored by the Student
Researcher or project assistants. Each prompt administered
and the twenty second delay preceding each prompt wer.s
scored. The percent of agqreement between the person
conducting the session and the person scoring the tape was
thern computed by dividing the number of aqreements by the
number of aqreements plus the numb=2r of disagreements., and
multiplying by 100. Rate of agresement per session ranged
from .S97-1.00, with cnly three agreements less than .80,
Average inter-rater aqresment for 27V sessions was F1

percent.
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Duretng the tinal o sessoon, aumbor vaa, aloadgiein s were
tabrwoted Lo owred te on Yhe asgsigned Lopy o oandependent |y
without any proamphilog ar modtboriag. [tvr 1 b of
sentonces wrlitten Juring 2esslon ten was used as a pont-
rtast measure of production for an anal ysiz ar varitana-=,

In addition, the session ten compositions were
assignad guality ratinags by thr2e independent judges for «
sacond analysis nof variance. The udaezs had =sach taught at
tihe secondary leval for at least thr2e yearsi: the first was
an Englizsh teacher who specialiced 1n Enalish as a = -~ond
lanquage, the second was a secondary LD Resource teacher,
and the third was an LD teacher euperienced 1n composition
rasearch. The first twe judges had prior experiencs? with
analytic rating scalez such asz the cone used in the present

ztudy. Th2 judges were instruchted ho rexd throuah all 73

22

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Lttt L)

S R

bl iy

[ TYY SN

ot e rooavdaml oy o der ol v

SR TIVEC IR PRI SRR et T U1 SO P S BTSSR WS P TL WU S AP TS
f oy RN TR TS BN SN RIS I S I GENE 2T AN WEPRLGE A T P
wirrer Vs et nobk Ly P esreet o moe e ths

Cm ey L

ayvaluat

alphoy,

Judaans

o total

rrate o+

studil es

and Glvnn

oot when patang. the ratinags

R ey rraeaent ws1ng Ghronba

Fhe ratens ay aareement betwee
1 oand J: W20 Judges T oand Ty,
of 96 (Judye:z: Y, Ty and ).

adgreament ts within the rinqe

by Maloney and Hopkins (1972)

(1773) of .69,

e
o * toan v ' Y T N RN R B RN
O T 2 N N S | [T Vit AR T IS R B ] T N B T PR I SR SR
il TSI ERTE AN Vo, frye o g ajoar 4 EETTEPE T 2 R AL PERE S O AR
[ A U AR R Y | vk, Lot ’ [ o
! [T I bt | oAt "ot Prlbr e
O T S ST O Y T B T Y B I S R O N Y S S B S I B TR TS B S A
P R T I T T A S A R YE N AN S, e

Laransy ot s tnennt o |

R TN | N VI SR TR N U & B RN Y GO

NS LSRN ST AN dtiduper s

0 b et s ey

of Uhe thraoe Judoes wegres

CchnoE coetticient

nooJudgen were L Bu,

24 Judges | oand I3 tror

This overall
reparted tn sim lar

of .4& and Hallard



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PO
[T S

RESEERITST IR R S I SRR B O | -

Py o g xf 1 incerany b3 g oot s

[ P S O SR S T I T i S S U R |

ai U RN | Y I [

LI TR A [ T T .y

SIS RIS FEIE R

R TS T AR

T WY o

rt

Error

fav i

IS B Y S SR PN U JVRTT SRS BT R

e it
. RS
i MR
. e
S 1,'.:)43
P |- IR

Howevear . analysls of nran Jdata

4 LR L
BEA] LESTEN |
e i
Phiee 4o
i A

et tee o

\(tﬁ

IS !

[ B F A

i

FELINEEE|

[ SR

Ui

| ' LT ]

(IR I B AR Y S BY B i

Pape b g

s R

a2 Ly f',

revealod that the abR-MEE

(gsystematic prompts - monitoring prompts

qroup .

ot four

N

.pothesized to perrorm the bestc.

nare sentencess than the hFA-P or

and pr

aduction)

producant an Avear aqQe

AnNaom

promnptos—-no

monittoring) group. hypechesised te pert+orm the worst

{(Table

Ar QL33

The

ten post—-test compositrons.

Judae

hed
»

N

w

R Furthermore, tbtwo of ithe three

svste

matic prompt

are pnona the bhree Nn1ahast 0@r+orming Qrouns.

second ANOVA analvoed gual

and the other judaes was L

24

1ty

Lt

rat

Hecause khe

e

incs

or the sesx:zion

aareement bitwaesn

ta:tal

analvtic



. T L] N 25 U T B IO R RIS IR E [} [RLITEYRE BN y
TR A i i [N t Vot [ Ty L e s Vit . N g b
P TR INRUNE Poe1oat i (R [ORE T R W (R T R O N R t $ u
pohere PRENUEE BT ‘s

T AERT AT L RS L L PR IR T ER S [ (TS BN T TR R A B )

Py [T LA e tel i, . ! |
L
b AN N v .o . .

lable O
Group Pleans ond Standard Devvations ror Guaai by ratyogs on
frast~test per Judags

Graup SFI M 1 S 1 R I b b e M b B BN 4 | Popesa =M
Judage
Mean S | to.be AT Lev, v | S SRR

S.0D. ceutl R 1) S.2d —-3 St el
Judaoe o
Mean P 1 HS. 08 .15 R tha-te St

3.D. 1.97 PORRLARY’ 1. %4 SO PRI 1.7

Judqe I
Mean 9.46 S.ZT fo.1s L. 5,70 Gy

Mean 27.854 8. 1% 246,25 a0 0T D e NI

Q 25
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

£ 1 -

Vi ToT i iy 0 PRI 4 PRIt vobt i (IS O Y L [T S TR R Y
FERE L H \(fi, b i R HEETE N L EEIFEEY i < T 13 IS EIE R | ¥ it 11
[ A RTINS R 11 SR B TR NI P R T T G R AL I S
IR R

“
[T PR A R A B L LI AR TR E I S ST A S AT ACTRR S RN BES-S SIE SFE Pe 4

IS 18 l'jgv 7d? i1 N ‘ i v » o £ n

i | G N

t i HERI | LT
o=t - Trerod i. L
Ve or S et
Fotal a7 . ere

Dizcusston
e preceding rocults +atled (o conclunivel s aemonaster At
the erfectivaengss Of monl toring aned Prongt L peocaauess §n
stimulating 1ncreased wrating proguction by mildly handicapped
adolescents. However , the combination nfs a zvstematic prampt
reduction procedura and selt-nonitoring of the Average aumber
of prompts recelved and the number of Sent-nans Jritten per

&

i

es310n had the areatest effect on producticn, Students in
that qroup wrotse an average of 2.3%9 nore sentences JdJuring the
fimal zession than students who tad receilved random Prompts
with no monitoring. This difterence 13 comparabls to that

reporled 1 an earlisr study on sSvystematis gronpting withn ED
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a2
adoimascnnts (Schloss, Harriman % Pfeifer, Tn press) ., In )

sinalae cvnsoect mwltiple baseline desion, students wrote an
avearags of 2025 more sentences during intervention (sequential
prompty phages than duwring baseline (random prompt) phases,

Students who 1z

2ived sequential prompbts oerformned bhehter

than students who recelved random prompets, with the sexceotion

Qf the monitoring prompiis only aroups. Thiz intarachion
effoct was perhaps the most suwwprising result, In a previouws

production study, Rallard % Glynny (1973) did not identify anv
gianificant effect for self-nonitoring alaone tor a conparable
length intervention (eiaht days) i however, students in their
study did not receive any standard teacher assistance such as
rrandom promphts in the self-monitoil ing condition., Even random
prompts, in the presence of self-monitoring of prompt level,
apuear to acilitate increased independence in compaosing.
Ferthaps the lower performance of the systematic prompt and
prompt mnonitoring group can he atiributed to demand
naracteristics. Because of self-monitoring only their
prompt level, the students in thalt group may have been more
attuned to decreasing their prompt level than to increasing
the number of sentences written. This attitude may have
persisted during session ten, even though no teacher prompts
were actuwally administered. However, the differential
effects of monitoring prompts in the presence of sequential
and random prompts remains unexplained, and warrant:z furither
invaestigation.

No significant ditferences were found between che groups
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Fr-camp i nag
2

=100 ten composibtians. [t e

auality ratinas of their s
important to note that throwghout the study students were not
directed Lo tmprove the gualiby of Fhelir compositions in any
spoct Fioc way, bult rather Lo incrzasc only sentence productiaon.
Fraviows studiss wtilizing contingent rainforcamont far variouws
aspeclts of conposi tion have found bhat only thse continasnt
campenents specifiad in each phase increaased sianificantly
(Malouney % Hopkins, 1973). Thise also appearad to be the case
with prompting, with the exception as previously noted, of
segquential promots and monitoring promphs.

Thus, the use of systematic prompting, particularly in
conjunction with =zelf-monitoring of prompt-use and sentence
production cam e used to set the staoe for intervention with
various composition compornents. At least paragraph length
compositions are nacessary Lo focus on many content and
organizational features of writing in contsxt (Haley-Jones,
17279) . The SFR-MFF technigue can aid the t=sacher in
enabling students to produce such writing in a minimal amount
of time. Although direct teacher instruction i1s required
initially, the amount of teacher support is systematically
reducad as the student becomes more fluent.

In the present study, by the fourth or fifth session, some
shtudents were observed informing the tzacher of the type af the
nrompt required nmext, or prompting themselwves. Subsequent
research could investigalte the use of a cognitive behavior

modification strategy in which students were overtlwv trained to
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prompl. themselves as teachsr provided prompls were faded. SHuh
strateniss have beon used etdectively to train students to
galt-cue and reduce student dependence on bteacher prompts

.l oreed, 1990),

The odfects Pdentire o this atudy wers statistically

weter b

worak, largely due o @xoessive varlancs in
perfarmancs. both during the intervention and at the
conclusion of the writing sessions. This i3 freauently a
propBlem in research with LD students, as there can be areat
variaoility in LD stuwdents perfarmance within and ~unonag
zohools (Chandler % Jones, 1934 and Motidnnew, 1984). For
evample, stuwdents’ post-test score performance ranaged from 2
to 27 sentences, with a ztandard deviation of 4.27. 0One
posnible solution to this eorablam is to devine the taraet
population more narrowly, and following scresning retain
only those within the newly defined sample. A odecision rule
could be implemented to 2xclude students who had required
less thar thraee prompts in the first ithree sessions, or any
students who were never exposed to an entire sequence of
prompts. Zuch a procedure would ensw e & more homogencius
aroup of LD students, but would also limit the external
validity or generalizability of the resulits.

In conclusiocn, this study failed to obtain statistically
significant evidence of the efficacy of a systematic prampt
procedure. Howaver, trends in the data suggest that if the
identified methodeclogical Limitations in the current study

were to be corrected, further research wouid support sariier

9
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Fresemga 1 m)
hé

findinags that a swvetenatic prompt reduction procedura can
wused by shecial education teachors alt the secondary level

increase independent, weitten language production. Thea

3
n

technigque has now besn investigated with LD as well as ED
shudonts, Aleo. self-~manitoring of pronpt ase and nanber
sentences written was found to enbance the efdfects ot

systanatic prompting. Additional ressarch bto invastigate
interaction betbtwesn tvps of prompting and =self-monitoring

pprrompl level is suggested.
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ey e Ve een A Lt o on e U st b o Eed i 1 St ¥
AANGEA) 0 AL g ANd cantos by, Lat s, bro oo wian a ong TR all
N e PAd owacateon, Whior e el sene g What wienstd Lo o3

ViDer. vt anyoneyy woad b s oan bal aoviprn Lo

W2 FERSON

Describe  a person who has Jgone zomething that vou liboed  ar
dislit @d whon vouw Ll nevaer forget,  Ferhapgs vouwr arandmother sent
vew o en a trap to Diznevearld or vour father practiced football
Wikt o 2o o vou could mate the scheool t2am, Mavbe someonse v d
samcetning tewn l1be slazshing vour bigvecle tires or spreading
fal =2 rumars aboubt vou. Tell why vou lile nr dizlibo the parson

vou'll never +suarget. wWhat happened to make vou feel that way?

#7 SCHOOL
Tor me vt students, going from elementarv =school to Middle or

Junior High School is a big change. Do you remember how you ralt

on the first day? Describe what vou did, saw, oOr ftelt as wvou
walked into vour first class. How was vour new school different
trom elementary school? What were the teachers like™ Diga vou

ever get lost or forget vour schedule?

#4 DRUGS
T+ VoLl weres a parent, would vou talk to vour Lids about
druqs"_ I+ not. whv nct™ I[f 30, what would vou za+ ™ How would

you cdeal with vour kid 1f wvou found out ss/he were using drugs?
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hia/her/s thelr musto

s HAERITS

Do vou fonsvder vow sals A neat person ar a sloop. perzon”
Why do vyou think sou developedg thosa habi s bould vou lite to
chanae  tha way vouw arg” Descripbe szome of “he Sotationg tnat

s neatnesds habits or soneone else s bEring aboot .

#7  FAREMTS

Lots of teenaqgers have problems cetting along with one or
bhoth of their parents, How 13 vour relaticnship with wvour
parents™ Do vnu have trouble talling to vour parente’ What do
vou think caus2s problems between parents and teenagers? What aeo

vou do to solve proolems with your parents”

#8 FIGHT

If thers were a fight between twvn older z=zr ‘ents at yvour bus

stop or at school, what wouldg /mu do? Woulw vou ‘et them fiqht
ar v.ould vou try Ly stop thuae s How would vou trv to stop them

from fighting? Woulcd you tell anvone else?
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Prompt Levels

Level 1 - Self~initiated
The =tudent verDallzes an apuroprilate  SeRUeEn(s

Within twanty secongs after the taacher ques, “Tell me what
vou're quing to write firat,” or “"Tell me what you ' rfre gaing
to writ:  next,” If a student verbalizes an ngomplete
apntence, the teacher should say, "That's good, Dut 1t's not
a complete sentence. Try starting with voar “Can you
make Lt 1nto a complete sentencae?," or “Can you agg an ending?”
I[f the student verbalires a ryn=-gn <eentence, the teacher
should repsat the +#irat part of the sentence that
conatitutes 4 complete sentence, and say "That‘'s a good
sentence, write 1t." Once the student has verbalizeg a
sentence to write, then the teacher may do anvthing
neceacary to egnable the stugdent to get 1t written, Such as
provigding spelling andg reilnforcenent for getting 1% down
aquichly.

*For an incomplete asentance, sSavy, “That 3 nat a complete
sentence, cCAn you say 1t in a complete sentance™"

Level 2 - Motivational
The teoacher encourages the student to i1nitiate the task,
(EX) “Why don't you resd what you have written so far to
see what should come next?"
“"What are you Qoing to say next™"
"What would be a Qood way to start your paraqrapa”™

*For an itncomplete santence, say, “A complete gontance has
a4 subjiect and a verbd, The subject tells who or what the
sentence 1% about. The verb tells what happened. Can you

say your idea in a complete sentence™"

Level 3 - Content-related
The teacher provides content cues to stimulate student
interaction.
(EX) "How did trhrat make Jim feel™"
“How did Karen respond?"
"Describe what the car looked like."

«For an {ncomplete sentence, savy, "Your sentence has a
veard (,..) but not a subject. Who 18 the sentence about™"

Level 4 Literal
The teacher provides a sentence verbatim,
(EX) "Write: Tom decided to leave."
“"Write: The mcore i1t snowed. the colder Rav became.”

40




Appeandix C: Systematic Frompt Reduction Manual




1.

TRATMING ACTIVITIES

Read the manual describing the experimental .onditions and

procedures.

II.

III.

V.

ERIC
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Meet with the student investigator to:

&. observe a sample five minute writinag session far the

RFA condition

b. review the four prompt levels, protocols for the RFA and
SFR conditions, and personal progress charts for the FFM and
FM conditions

T complete a sample protocol while observing a five minute

writing ssssion for the SFR condition

Score a taped SFR test session achiewving 0% agreement with

a prescored key

Demonstrate the SFR  and RFA procedures to the student

investigator in sample five minute writing sessions
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INSTRUCTIONAL FROCEDURES
MONITORING

Noa Monitoring (NM)

In  the no monitoring condition, sub jects will not be asked
to monitor or record their daily performance. At the conclusion
o+f the writing session the teacher should simply sav "Thank-vou
+ o working 50 well today," or "We're all finished for todav,
I'11 see vou on Thuwsdav." General praise or ancowragement for
cooperating may be offered, but mo specific feaedback or conments
regarding the student ' s progress shouwld be made.

Prompt Monitoring (PM)

In the prompt monitoring condition, students will monitor
and record their daily average prompt score. At the end of the
ten minute writing period the teacher and student should Figure
the score together by summing the final prompt scores per

sentence and then dividing by the total number of sentences. The
student should then record the dav’'s score on the personal
progress chart. Students in this group should be encouwraged to

discuss their progress. Specific score increases may be noted and
they may be given encouragement for their accomplishments,
Aalthough the emphasis should be on self-evaluation. The teacher
should ask guestions such as: "How does your score today compare
to vesterday'’'s ?"and "Does it look like vou are starting to write
faster with Jless help from the teacher?". The session should
alwavs conclude with goal setting. The student should be asked
"Do vyou think that vou can write faster with less teacher help
next time we meet?" and "How much do vou think you can lower yvour
prompt score?".

Prompt and Production Monitoring (FFPM)

In the prompt and production monitoring condition, students
will monitor and record the total number of sentences written and
aver ..ge prompt score at the conclusion of each session.
Following the ten minute writing period, the student and teacher
should count the total number of sentences written and figure the
average daily prompt score by swnming the final prompt scores for
all sentences and dividing the sum by the number of sentences in
the composition. The student should then record both the number
0t sentences and the average prompt score on the personal record
chart.

Students should be encouraged to evaluate their own
progress, and be asked guestions such as: "Did yvou write more
sentences 1in  ten minutes today than vouw did in previous
sessions?", "Did yvou write more more sentences with less teacher
assistance?" and "What kind of pattern do vou see on vour
chart(s) and what does it mean?™". Sessions should end with goal

setting for both composition lenqQth and orompt level.
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FROMFTING

Random Frompt Administration (RPA)
In the randan condition, prompt levels 2-4 will be randomlv
agginnaed  to  each sentence scoring box prior to  the writing

SESHLon. Following the cue “"Tell me what vou're going to write
next,” the student is allowed Lwentv seconds to agenerate and
vacalize & sentence. I+ the stuwdent fails to self-initiate a

sentence within twenty seconds, then the randomly assigned prompt
leveal appearing in  the scoring box for that sentence will be
atwven, Followinag the prompt i+ the zstudent agair fails to self-
initiate a sentence within a twentv sacond  interval, then a
sEntence will be provided by the teccher (Level 4 prompt).

Systematic Frompt Reduction (SFR)

In the systematic condition i+ the student fails to self-
initiate a sentence within the specified twenty seconds, then a
series of increasingly supportive prompts is administered until a

sentence is produced. Following the cue "Tell me what vou're
going to write next," if the student does not generate a

sentence within twenty seconds., first encouragement (_evel 2
prompt) will be offered. I+ the student again fails to generate
a zsentence in twenty seconds, then content related cuestions or
suggestions (l.evel 7 prompt) will be provided. I+ the student

still fails to generate a sentence in twenty seconds, then one
will be provided by the teacher (Level 4 prompt).

Corrective Feedback

Corrective feedback should only be provided Ffor easily
corrected and obviously incorrect word uwsage or agrammatical
errors., Spelling does not need to be corrected unless the
student asks for assistance or confirmation. Usage and incorract

‘grammar should be corrected without comment by the teacher when

repeating the student's verbalized sentence. Examples would
include incorrect verb tense, use of plurals, and informal slang
such as "hafta".

I+ the student verbalizes an appropriate :ence  starting
with "and" , say "that's a4 good idea, can vyou vy the sentence
without starting with “and"? I+ the sentence 1s repeated

correctly with in the original twentvy seconds then the next
prompt is not administered.
If the student tends to use "run-on"” sentences, simply cut

the gstudent off at the conclusiorn of one i1ndependent or
independent and depmendent clause with '"that's a good sentence,
write it. You can  include vyour other ideas in  the next

sentence.

If the student verbalizes a sentence that is not appronriate
to the topic, sav "that doen’'t fit well with vour topic, can vou
tell me a different sentence?"

I+ the student vebalizes an incomplete sentence. use the
correction for that prompt level indicated by an asterisk on the
prompt chart.



Frompt Levels
Level 1 - Self-initiated
The stuwdent verbalizes an appropriate sentence
within twency seconds after the teacher cues, "Tell me whatl
vou'ire  going to weite first," or "Tell me what vouw' re qolng

Lo write next." I a student verbalizes an incomplete
sentence, the teacher cshould sav, "Thalt ' s good, bult it’'s not
a complete sentence. Try starting with oor M"Oan vauw

make ik into a complete sentence?," or "Can vou add an endina?™”
T+ the student verbalizes a run-on sentence, the teacher

should repeat the +First part ot the sentence that
constitutes a complele sentence, arnd say "That's a good
zentence, write 1t." Once the student has verbalized a
sentaence to write, then the teacher may do  anvithinag
necessary to enable the student to get it writtemn, such as
. providing spelling and reinforcement for agetting it down

gquickly.

=For  an incomplete =zentence, savy, “That ' not a complete
sentenca, can you say it in a complete sentence?"

Level 2 - Motivational
" The teacher encourages the student to initiate the task.
(EX) "Why don’'t you read what you have written so far to
see what should come next?"
"What are vou going to say next?"
"What would be a good way to start your paragraph?"

#For an incomplete sentence, say, "A complete sentence has

a subject and a verb. The subject tells who or what the
sentence is about. The verb tells what happened. Can vou

say vour idea in a complete sentence?"

Level I - Contant-related
The teacher provides content cues to stimulate student
interaction.
(EX) "How did that make Jim feel™?"
"How did bkarazn respond?”
"Describe what the car looked like."

*For an incomplete sentence, sav, "Your sentence has a
verb (...} but not a subject. Who is the sentence about?"

Level 4 Literal
The teachor provides a sentence verbatim.
(EX) "Write: Tom decided to leave."
"Write:s The more it snowed. the colder Ray became."
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Introduction to Study

Mv  nam2  is o soand Ioam a stuwdent at Fenn Btake
University, One of the thinags 1 am studving there is how to help
students  zuch  as youwrself learn to write better. The people

1 work with and myself think we have found a guick way to help
vow write more on an assigned topic in less time with less help
from the teacher.

I will be coming to work with vou ten times; each time you
will he asked to write as much as vou can on a topic in just ten

minutes. Sometimes 1t may seem boring or frustrating but it
won 't take wvervy long and 1T think vouw'll find that it will help
vou write paragraphs faster in vour other classes. You won't be

arad=d  an what vouw write, and this won’'t affect vouwr agrade in
this class. Do vyou have any questions?
O.k. Here iz the topic for todav.
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DIRECTTIONG--SFR~NM
Wher Ioatart the time you will have ten minutes Lo o wrile as
many  sentences oo vouw can, Flease sav each sentonce  aloud
beforea vou write it. I{ you can’t think of a senbtence in Lwenty
SECONCS 1 will tell you to read over what vouw have weitten o
far, then it atier Lwenty more seconds vou can’'t think of @
gentence I will ask you a question or dgive you some ideas about

what to write. Finally, 1+ afler twenty mare seconds you shtill
can’'t  think of a sentence then 1 will tell vou one. Unce vou
have said & sentence aloud [ can help vow with words cr spelling.
I will twll vouw when vouw have time for only one  or two  more

sentences.
Each time we have a writing session vou will try to think of
more sentences with less teacher help than the btime before.

DIRECTIONS—-SPR—-MP

When I start the time youw will have ten minutes to write as
many sentences as youw can. Flease say each sentence alouwd before
you write it. I¥ vyou can’'t think of & sentence 1in twenty
seconds, I will tell vow to read over whah vou have written so
far, then if after twenty more geconds yvou can’'t think of a
sentencea I will ask vou a question or give you some ideas about
whal to write. Finallv, it after twenty more seconds you still
can’'t think of a sentence then [ will tell you one. Once you
have said & sentence aloud I can help vou with words or spelling.
I will tell vou when you have time for only one or two more
sentences.

After have finished writing for ten minutes, we will
figure out ve . daily average prompt score. The prompt score is
about how many times the teacher had to help vyou before you
thought of each sentence. Each +ime we have a writing session
vou will try to get a lower prompt score and write more sentences
than the time before. A lower prompt score means that you are
thinking of sentences independently, faster.

DIRECTIONS~SFPR-MPF

bihen 1 start the time you Wwill have ten minutes to write as
many sentences as you can. Flease say each sentence aloud bafore
vou write 1it. I+ you can‘t think of a sentence 1n twenty
seconds, I will tell you to read over what you have written so
far, then if after twenty more seconds you can’'t think of a
sentence I will ask you a question or give you some ideas about
what to write. Finally, if after twenty more seconds you still
can ‘'t think of a sentence then I will tell vou one. Once vyou
have said a sentence aloud I can help vou with words or spelling.
I will tell vou when you have time for only one or two more
sentences.

After vou have finished writing for ten rminutes, we will
count the number of sentences you have written and figure out
your daily average prompt score. The prompt score is about how
many times the teacher had to help wvou before vou thought of =ach

sentence. Each time we have & writing session vou will try to
write more sentences and get a lower promot score than the time
before. A lower prompt score means that vou are thinking of

zsentences independently, faster.

47
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DIRECTTOMNS~-RPA-NM

When I oabtart thae time vouw will have ten minutes bo o weihe oo
many sentances as vouw Can. Flease say ach sentence alowd Desore
v write ik, I+ vou can't think ot a sentence in hwanty
geconds, I will help vou. Then if atter twenty more seconds vouw
can’'t think of a sentence, [ will tell vou & asentence Lo wihe,
Once yvou have said a sentence alowd § can help vow with words  or
spelling. I will tell vou when you have time for oniv one or two
more sontencas.,

Eacthh time we have 2 writing session youw will try to think of
more senbkences wikh leos bteacher help than the time hetoreae.

DIRECTIONS-RPA-MP

When I start the time vou will have ten minutes to write as
many sentences as you can. Flease say each sentence aloud before
vou write it. If vyou can’t think of a sentence in twentv
seconds, I will help vou. Then if atter twentvy more seconds vyou
can’'t  think of a sentence, I will tell vou a sentence to write.
Once youw have said a =@ntence aloud I can help youw with words or
spelling. I will tell yo when you have time for only one or two
more sentences.

Atter vyouw have finished writing for ten minutes, we will
figure out your dallv average prompu score. The prompt scote s
about how many times the teacher had to help vyvou before you

thought of each sentence. Each time we have a writing session
vou will try to get a '.wer prompt score and write more sentences
than the time before. A lower prompt score means that you are

thinking of sentences irdependently, faster.

LIRECT IONS-RPA-MPP

When I start the time vou will have ten minutes to write as
many sentences as you can. Flease say each sentence aloud before
vou write it, If vyouw can’'t think of & sentence 1n twenty
seconds, I will help you. Then if after twenty more seconds you
can‘t think of a sentence, I will tell you a sent=nce to write.
Once you have said a sentence aloud I can help you with words or
spelling. I will tell vou when you have time for only one or two
more sentences.

After vyou have finished writing for ten minutes., we will
count the number of sentences vou have written and figure out
vour daily average prompt score. The prompt score is about how
many times the teacher had to help you before vou thought of each

sentence. Each time we have a writing session vou will try to
write more sentences and get a lower prompt scare than the time
before. A& lower prompt score means that you are thinking of

sentences independently, faster.
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Wi TN RN

Thore  have been e Tot of advertosoments on Feleviestan tor
sweapabtakas and contests. Latatlv. [+ vou won & ang weel el
wupeanaes parad vacation,  whore would vou aoe’? bhat wouwld vau do?

Whao, 1f anvone, would vou take with you?

#2 FPERSON

Describe a person who has done something bthat vou ltiked or
disliked whom you'll never forget. Ferhaps youwr qrandmother sent
vou on & trip to Disneyworld or vour father practic-d J{notball
with you 30 vou could make the school *trad. Maybe somecne did
something mean like slashing vour bicycle tires or s.romading
false rumors about you. Tell wiv yvou like or dislike tne person

vou'll never forget. What bhapperied to make vou feel that way”?

#I  SCHOOL.
For wmost students, going from elementary schcol to Middle or

dorior High School is a 319 change. Do vou remember how you felt

orr the {irst dav? Describe what yow did, saw, or felt as yvou
wal.ed into your first class. How w23 yvour new school different
from elementary school? What w.2-e the teachers like? Did vou

ever qet lost or forget your schedule?

#4 DRUBGS
If wvou were a perent, would vou talk to veuwr itids about
drugs~? If not, whv not? If so. wiiat would sou 3ay™ How would

vou deal with your kid if vou found out s/he were using drugs?

43
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I N (A PN W TR S

Dosicribe yoru Foe O 1L e i G OF st ¢ e ot . Lo v
Pavorito o senaer e dewmmer, prantst or sonething el oo Wit
Farmdzn ot maste does o/he/thoy plays clasnieal,  soul, hard rock

A

1AL, couinbey o aor gomathung ol e How vl ovane fur gt hoar thoin
vihat AFG some ot vour tavor to sonogst bihat do vou Luboe atrant

Nia/he /7 tholr mus o

#6 HARITS

Do vyou consider vourself a neat person or a sloppy person?
Why do vou think you developed those habits® Would vou like to
change “he way you are? Describe some of the situations that

vour neatness habits or someone else’'s bring about.

#7 FARENTS

Lots of teenagcors have probl~ms getting alonag with one or
hoth o©of their parents. How is your relationship with vour
parents? Do you have trouble talking to yvour parents? What do
you think causes problems between parents and teenagers? What do

vou do to solve problems with your parents?

#8 FIGHT

I+ there were a fight between two older students at yvour bus
stop or at school, what would vou do? Would you let them fight
or would vou try to stop them? How would vou try to stop them

from fighting? Would you tell anvone else?

a0
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TR Ty
ot penn e thirie Fhat o watohiiog 1Y 1 0 el t o st i, L1y
WM INFIAN Ehat thor o' o ouvzthooa wmorth wabtcehtng on [V {r WAL
watoeh 1Y, wWhat < vourr  Favora Lo prodgeam’ Doy o vonr thiindk L rda wateh
Laay mugh YD
H1o SBUMMER
In aonly A tew more nontha b owr Lyer Lty ! res v
looking forward to sunmmer? Why or why not? Do vouw have anv
plans vet tor this sunmer Will vou visit frionds or relatives,
a0 to school, or work™
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COMPOSITION RATING FORM

stuclent
Hsehool
L2 oup

COMPOSITION NUMBER_

ORGANIZATION AND DEVELOPMENT
Paragraphing
Sequencing
FPurpose
Transitions

LANGUAGE USAGE
Vocabul ary
Complex sentences
Imbedded modifiers
Figurative or descriptive language
Avoids cliche’'s and jargon

MECHANICS
Spelling
Punctuation
Agreement
Grammar

AUDIENCE

KEY:

Ability to motivate and interest audience

Adaptation to audience
Emotional impact

60
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poor
below average
average

above average
excellent



