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Abstract:

This study was designed to investigate the relationship of instruction and practice of
sentence-expansion with pictorialization on the syntactic maturity of grade six students. Of interest to
this study was the interaction of sex and prior achievement to determine whether the differentiation in
the instructional technique was beneficial to a particular group.

The procedures included development of and instruction in two parallel sentence-expansion programs
which differed in the task demand that the experimental program required students to draw each
expansion while the control program required students to only expand sentences.

In order to measure syntactic maturity four pre-writing and post-writing samples were collected from
46 grade six students who were randomly divided into two groups: experimental and control. Two
modes of discourse, narrative and expository, were examined on both free and controlled writing.

Fixty-six null hypotheses were tested in this study, fifty-four of which were accepted and two rejected.
A three way analysis of variance was used to determine if there was a significant difference between
the mean gain score of various syntactic factors.

Among the findings and conclusions were: 1. The use of sentence- expansion was found to be effective
in increasing syntactic maturity in grade six writers independent of treatment; 2. There was a
significant difference in favor of the experimental group in number of sentence transformations in
narrative free writing, the most fluent writing mode in elementary levels; 3. High achieving males
performed better in narrative free writing than did middle and low achieving males as well as all female
achievement levels; 4. Observation demonstrated that students used pictorialization as a visual
brainstorming activity, an idea sketching of what they intended to say in words. Thus, students used
pictorialization to demonstrate the verbal intention; 5. The researcher found no significant differences
in narrative controlled, expository, free and controlled writing based on sex, prior achievement and
method of instruction.
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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to investigate the relationship of. instruc-
tion and practice of sentence-expansion with pictorialization on the
syntactic maturity of grade six students. Of interest to this study was
the interaction of sex and prior achievement to determine whether the
differentiation in the instructional technique was beneficial to a par-
ticular group. :

The procedures included development of and instruction in two
parallel sentence-expansion programs which differed in. the task demand
that the experimental program required students to draw each expansion
while the control program required students to only expand sentences.

In order to measure syntactic maturity four pre-writing and post-
writing samples were collected from 46 grade six students who were
randomly divided into two groups: experimental and control. Two modes
of discourse, narrative and expository, were examined on both free and
controlled writing.

Fixty-six null hypotheses were tested in this study, fifty-four of
which were accepted and two rejected. A three way analysis of variance
was used to determine if there was a significant difference between the
mean gain score of various syntactic factors.

Among the findings and conclusions were: 1. The use of sentence-
expansion was found to be effective in increasing syntactic maturity in
grade six writers independent of treatment; 2. There was a significant
difference in favor of the experimental group in number of sentence
transformations in narrative free writing, the most fluent writing mode
in elementary levels; 3. High achieving males performed better in
narrative free writing than did middle and low achieving males as well
as all female achievement levels; 4. Observation demonstrated that
students used pictorialization as a visual brainstorming activity, an
idea sketching of what they intended to say in words. Thus, students

used pictorialization to demonstrate the verbal intention; 5. The
researcher found no significant differences in narrative controlled,
expository, free and controlled writing based on sex, prior ach1evement
and method of instruction.




Chapter I

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROBLEM

INTRODUCTION

Writing is primarily a process and only secondarily a product. As
a process writing is to research, to c]arify'informatién, to discover
one's knowledge and opinions, to learn information specifically and to
explore the self and fhe world. Chi]dfen should use writing as an aid
to their own thinking. |

In the primary grades, the child discovers that English is written'
as groups of words, each group beginning with a capital Tetter and
ending with a mark of punctuation. Then he discovers that there is a
relationship between a unit of thought and a groﬁp of words. Develop-
ing the understanding that a sentencé is a thought conveyor is-an a{d
in composing good ;entences. | -

An essential writing skill is the ability to combine more than one
idea into a sentence. According to Hunt1(1965), young children had
trouble building several related ideas into one sentence. They fe]ied
on the word and to string thoughts together és in:

I saw a dog and he was big and he was with a boy.
Older writers were more likely to combine the thoughts:
I saw the big dog that was with the boy.

Sentence-building was one of the skills that contributed to the overall




quality of writing.

| Educators need to design a program to help children develop writing
skills. Studies conducted during the 1970's by the National Assessment
of Educational Programs (1969-1974) confirmed the need for ongoing and
systematic programs through which children acquire requisite writing
skills (NAEP, 1975).

Between 1969 and 1975 the NAEP found increases in awkwardnesg,
run-on sentences and fncoherent paragraphs. Students tested in 1975
expressed themselves in only the simplest sentence patterns and with a
11mited.vocabu1ary (NAEP, 1975).

Reacting to similar findings, Hook (cited in Porter, 1972) hypothe-
sized relationships.between thought patterns,andthepunchatiqn patterns
basic to writing. He suggested tﬁat i'chﬂdren do not use more complex
construction because their thought pafterns do not require tHem and
development of such patterns may be mbre closely related to thinking
| ability than to writing instruction.” Hook proposed that learning
mechanics was not a matter of learning rules but of developing an under-
standing of what each usage could do. In this respect, the mechanics of
writing was a reflection of clarity of thinking.

When writing and:thinking are viewed as parts_of>aIWh01e, four
categories of writing skills emerge as basic in elementary programs:

The ability to present ideas logically in written form;
To compose sentences;

To punctuate and capitalize to highlight thought
patterns; :

And to choose the appropriate words to communicate
intended meanings.
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Granted the importance of teaching writing skills, how does one go ‘

about developing the task? Haynes (1978) summarized much of the research

on the teaching of writing by stating:
Historically if there has been any consistency.
in the teaching of writing in this country, it
Ties in the fact that most approaches used have
been negative (p. 82).

One of the major approaches attempted has been the teaching of
grammar. However, research studies reviewed by the Curriculum Commission
of the National Council of Teachers of English showed that knowledge of
traditional grammar had almost no relationship to the ability to speak

or write clearly (Haynes, 1978). To teach grammar was not to teach the

skills of writing.

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

A common suggestion for facilitating writing competence is to help
children develop skills through firsthand experiences with sentence-
building techniques as part of their éctua] wfiting_activity. To acquire
a sense of what a sentence is, one must be able to manipulate sentences.
Numbers of students have memofized the definitibn "a sentence is a group
of words that expresses a complete thought." Unfortunately, a sentence
is not the only way to'express complete thoughts. At times in speaking,
people express complete thoughts through single words and througﬁ
phrasés. Today, linguists-aré proposihg that a better approach to

building sentence sense is to have children manipulate sentence parts

and gradually acquire a fundamental understanding of the two-partedness

of a sentence; parts'may be called subject and verb or noun phrase and

.
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verb phrase. Once having built sentences from subject and verb parts,
children can attempt to write sentences in varied patterns as they
refine their ability to handle the basic sentence patterns. Therefore,
sentence building would seem valuable during both the prewriting and the‘
rewriting period.

Chomsky's (1957) transformational generative theory has become a
possible alternative for educators. Bdsic to Chomsky's theory wa§ a
scientific method by which he tried to discover and describe the rules
that generate all the grammatical sentences of a language as we]] as the
transformational rules that govern the arfrangement and rearrangement of
fhese kernel sentences by such processes as adjunction, substifution,
deletion and permutétion Transformationalists seldom concern themselves
with defining terms 1ike "sentence;" 1nstead they simply try to describe
our intuitive knowledge about how the language is structured, our
unconscious "sentence sense." In Chomsky's view, this was one of the
primary funptioﬁs of grammar: to describe a native speaker's unconscious
knowledge of what was and what was. not grammgtica] in the language. A
grammar should describe not merely human speech, but'tﬁe language system
which underlies acts of speech. Thus, Chomsky postulated two levels of
language structure, a surface level and a ggég_leve1. Chomsky said that
the surface 1evei consisted of a linear sequence of clauses, phraées,
words and sounds or letters. The deep level consisted of fhe underlying
propositions and the relationships among them. TransformationaTists were
concerned primarily with the processes by which deep structure was

transformed into surface structure. Hence the name transformational

grammar.
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Hunt (1973) noted the change in educationa] thinking with regard to

the changing emphasis in Tanguage instruction. He wrote:

Transformational syntax is a science of language as no

previous grammar has been. It is so scientific that

it can be shown to be wrong in some places and incom-

plete in others. And it is constantly changing at the

forefront, 1ike chemistry.... but it is right in places

too.... or at least as right as a science ever is until

the next major revision comes along (p. 112).
Thus, studies on various aspects of transformational grammar began.
Supported by the findings of other research, Hunt (1973) made the
empirical observation that a clear line of growth existed in 1énguage
skills from grades four through twelve. As students became older they
wrote sentences with an increasing number of transformations, that is,
sentences into which had beep combined a greater number of ideas than
could have been expressed in simple kernel §entences. The result was.
not merely longer sentences or greater use-of subordination but also
clauses that were more complex in that they contained a greater number
of embedded elements reduch to phrase or single word modifiers.
Therefore, a transformational grammar approached grammar through
generation or building of sentences.

Numerous studies followed investigating the effects of sentence-
building exercises on students from second grade to co]]eée level.
Recent research by Sinatra (1979, 1980) and Graves (1979) showed a new
trend, a concern for the increased use of visual literacy strategies in
the prewriting p}ocess as away to strengthen composing and comprehending
processes. Sinatra stated thatone controversial area regards television

viewing time and its effect upon learners. The second area regarded mode

of thinking and learning processes influenced by hemispheric dominance.
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Few Writing programs have currently been developed that capitalize on
the visual orientation of modern yéuth;

McCullogh (1973) indicated that prior to the age of eighteen, the
American teenager speht more time viewing television than 1in theiclass-
room. Childers and Ross (1973) pointed out in theif review of middle
elementary school pupils who watched a mean number of 3.3 hours of
television daily that the number of hours had changed very little over
the previous twenty years. At this point, there had been-no research
findings addresssing the effect of the "video craze" on students. With
these facts in mind, it became more apparent than ever before that
today's children were functioning in a visual world.

Research conducted by Willis et al. (1979) identified the brain's
role in the processes of different types of stimuli and the contribution
of each hemisphere of the brain to learning. Each hemisphere appeared to
react differently to the information received. For most people, the Teft
hemisphere processed stimuli serially, performing in a logical, analyti-
cal way by abstracting out relevant details and attaching verbal labels.
The right hemisphere's mode of pefception was primarily holistic. The
right hemisphere was primarily a synthesizer, processing many stimuli at
a time, and was more concerned with the total stimulus configuration, a
visual-spatial association. Those who performed better at verbal and
language related tasks were consideréd to be left dominant. Thoge who
seemed to perform better at visual-spatial tasks for.which the right
hemisphere was organized were considered to be'right dominant. ‘Students
differed in the way they performed various tasks depending on how

information was processed in the dominant hemisphere.
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The implications drawn from these clinical ffndiﬁgs were that schools
have overemphasized the left hemisphéric functions to the vfrtua]
deprivation of the right. ' The question that was frequently raised was
that the crisis in reading and writing skills may have been based1r1part
on, the impact of modern technology, including the visual med1a of the
twentieth century, upon children. This research has generated a great
deal of interest, but, due to its complexity, also misundérstanding and
abuse. Some educators had found in it a magic panacea to cure the ills
of the educational system. Their interest in brain research was related
to the belief that the whole educationai system was stifling creativity.
They saw creativity as the prerogafive of man. Many equated it with
right brain activity, a conclusion whiﬁh was not supported by research
(Winn et a1.;.1983).

The Alberta Elementary Language Arts Curriculum Guide (Cossitt,
1982) looked at the interrelatedness of all aspects of language arts and
integrated viewing in the mandated program. |

Children's active Tnvo]vemenf in a variety of
visual experiences cannot but help to enhance
language development and Tearning (p. 43).

Art educators as well have 1goked at the relationship between

language and viewing. Sir Herbert Read (1945) thought art.éxpression

was natural and essential to all children. Art should be the basis of

education.
Read stated:

.what is wrong with our educational system is
prec1se1y our habit of establishing separate terri-
tories and invisible frontiers. Art is the repre-
sentation, language is the explanation of the same
reality (p. 11). ~
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Read advocated integrating the Three R's curriculum into d broad program
based on art. Instead, art today is largely a tool for promoting the
learning of the Three R's. '

Goodnow (1977) stated that a great deal of thinking and communica-
ting took place visually. However, over the past twenty years analyses
of communication have concentrated primarily on words. Arnheim (1969)
pointed out that our culture was preoccupied with words. He wanted to
see words in their place and more attention given to the visual aspects
of thoughts and memory. For Sapir (]949)'words were our common and
convenient means of expression, yet often the richness of experience
lay beyond their reach. Language did more than supply stable tags that
commit sensory experiences to acknowledging certain types of phenomena.
Language interacted with the other perceptual media which were the
principal vehicles of thought; it was more than "the final label put
upon the finished thought" (p. 15). .

According to Griffiths (1973) language could be aided by art. "One
of the many functions of art is to explore, not altogether consciously,
the gaps in human experiences not covered by language" (p. 216).

Jameson (1968) summed up the value of art in education:

Art is a creative process by which experiences of
all kinds are expressed and communicated. It is
also a process out of which experiences arise.

The value of art in the educational process arises
from the fact that drawing can provide the child
with rich experiences which can be derived from no
other source. It provides the child with means of
expression - a visual language - for his own per-
sonal and social experiences (p. 19).

Dimondstein (1974) elaborated further by stating that children had

experiences which are "knowable" but did not lend themselves to verbal




description.

Thinking is expressed on two levels. On a discur-
sive level, such as in math or science, language
is communicated through logical, conventionally
accepted meanings that translate experience in
relatively definite precise terms. On a non-
discursive level the arts express experience
involving impressions and associations that stem
not only from words, but from shapes, movements,
colors, sounds and other sensory data (p. 29).

Arnheim (1969) argued in Visual Thinking that visual perception and

expression were cognitive acts. In other wofds, dfgwing; Tike'writing,
could be a way of thinking. Eisner and Ecker (1966) concurred with
Arnheim and stated that art (drawing) could contribute to education by
providing the nonverbal presentation by which comﬁunication of new con-
cepts could také place. | |

McKim (1980) stated that visual thinkfhg was c&rried on by three .
kinds of visual imagery: ' '

1. The kind that we see, "people see images, not
things" '

2. The kind that we imagine in our mind's eye,
as when we dream

3. The kind that we draw, doodle orvpaint.

Although visual thinking could occur primarily in ihe context of
seeing, or on]y.in imagination or largely with pencil and paper, visual
thinkers flexibly utilized ail three kinds of_imagery. They found that
seeing, imagining and drawiﬁg were interactive. The interactive nature

of thinking is shown diagrammatically in Figure 1.
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Figure |
VISUAL THINKING
The three overlapping circles symbolize the idea that
visual thinking is experienced to the fullest when
seeing, imagining and drawing merge into active
interplay (p. 8).

The question arose about the relationship between visual thinking
and graphic language, such as drawing. Vygotsky (1966) wrote that
schematically we may imagine thought and speech as two intersecting
circles. In their overlapping parts, thought and speech coincided to
produce what was called verbal thought. By the same analogy, McKim

(1980) reasoned that visual thinking and graphic language interacted

in graphic ideation as shown in Figure 2.

Visual Graphic
Thinking Language
Figure 2

GRAPHIC IDEATION
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The overlapping circles highlight two important
observations about the interaction of thinking and

~ language. First, not all visual thinking is
language thinking; visual thinking can utilize
operations (such as the act of synthesis), can be
represented by imagery (such as perceptual and
mental imagery), and can occur at levels of con-
sciousness (such as dreaming) outside the realm of
language thinking. Second, not all use of graphic
language involves thinking: a major use of graphic
language is to communicate the result of thinking
to other people (p. 130). .

Drawing and thinking were frequently so simultaneous that the
graphic image appeareq aimost as an organic.extensibn of mental pro-
cesses. . Hi1l (1966) likened drawing to a mirror: a drawing acts as the
reflection of the visda] mind. On its surface we can prove, test and
develop the workings of our peculiar vision. Hill addressed this notion

in The Language of Drawing:

Language functions as a means of collecting, order-
ing, relating, and retaining experience. We house

our memory-thoughts in words and faint images; and

the maze of sensations and perceptions that enter in
upon our mind are given a form through language, the
first instrument of order. Language is both an incen-
tive and means to pursue an understanding of experience;
in the same way drawing is a symbolic form functioning
toward the same end. Drawing diagrams experience. It
js transposition and a solidification of the mind's
perceptions. From this we see drawing not simply as
gesture, but as mediator, as a visual thought process
which enables the artist to transform into an ordered
consequence what he perceives in common (or visionary)
experience. For the artist, drawing is actually a
form of experiencing, a way of measuring the propor-
tions of existence at a particular moment. Because of
the directness of the drawn line and the simplicity

of the material means, it is the most expeditious form
in the visual arts. Drawing, then is seeing. And this
provides the raison d' etre of drawing (p. 8). '

For McKim (1980), drawfng not only helped to bring vague inner

images into focus, it also provided a record of the advancing thought
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stream. Furthermore, drawing provided a fuhction that Memory cannot:
the most brilliant images could not-compare a number. of 1mages,'side by
side in memory, as one could compare idea sketches tacked-upupona wall.

Drawing to extend one's thinking is frequently con-
fused with drawing to communicate a well informed
idea. Graphic ideation precedes graphic communica-
tion; graphic ideation helps to develop visual
ideas worth communicating. Because thinking flows
quickly, graphic ideation is usually freehand,
impressionistic, and rapid. Because communication
to others demands clarity, graphic communication is
necessarily more formal, explicit, and time-consuming.
Education that stresses graphic communication and
fails to consider graphic ideation can unwittingly
hamper visual thinking (p. 12).

Thus, the young child had a unique ability to learn énd fo form an
understanding of the world on his own, by observation and by acting upon
this observation. Much of this understanding of the.world and many of
the experiences that a child had can be represented in all kinds of ways,
including drawing as well as writing. brawing was not a reproduction.
1t was an image of what a child thought and understood.

Rohman (1965) explained that prewritingwas not simp]yea“fime“ which
preceded the writing. It was a matter of awareness of the wrfter toward
his subject. This awareness allowed himto draw upon h{s store of exper-
jence to select and order his matéria] in a mannef appropriate to thé
mode and purpose of the piece. The learner must be encouraged to think,
visualize, draw and then Qrite. Sentence-building with pictorializing,
then, becomes a desirable function of each individual and variation
within student's writing must be considered normal and desirable, rather
than a single stefeotyped response. ~ The findiﬁgs by Hunt (1973) suggested

that the ability to manipulate sentences was important in the teaching of
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writing. Since comparatively 1ittle timewas spentonsyntactic manipula-
tion in English classes, writing prograhs_shou]d contain an enlarged
language development component in which sentencé-building exercises
would play an important role. These ekercises would not focus onany one
sentence pattern but would exploit the entire range of syntactic a]tef—
natives allowed by the grammar of English. What the yodng writer needed
was as much practice as possible with every conceivéb]e combination of,
syntactic alternative. . | |

Students exposed to sentence-building techniques could use these
syntactic manipulative skills at the prewriting or rewriting stage in
their work or composition.

The majority of these studies addressing writiné instruction showed
a lack of research on the interaction between verbal-visual prbcesses}
thus, it seemed relevant to 1nvest1§ate the effects of visual processes,
namely 1earner-produced'd?awing as a composing activity prior to written
sentence-building practice in the writing of elementary school children..
Traditionally, drawing in the elementary school has been done after the
writing was completed. Thus, drawing was not considered a part of the

composing and thinking process of writing.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

¥

The problem of this study was to investigate whether students who
practice senten&e manipulation wifh pictorializing (drawing)would expand
kernel sentences and write compositions that could be described as more
syntactically mature from those written by similar students who practice

only expanded manipulation of sentences.
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The underlying problem of this study was, therefore, to determine
if sentence-expansion practice with pictorializing had a sighificant
relationship to the gyntactic maturity of students' ffée and controlled

writing.

HYPOTHESES TO BE TESTED

Specifically, the study was designed to test the gain scores in
regards to Mean T-units and number of sentence transformations on the
following eight dependent variables: ‘ .

1. Narrative controlled Writihg (mean T-units)

2; Narrative controlled writing (number of sentence

transformations) -

3: Expository controlled writfng (mean T-units)

4, .Expository controlled writing (number of sentence

transformations)

5. Narrative free writing (mean T-unjts)

6. Narrative free writing (number of sentence transfor-

mations)

7. Expository free writing (mean T-units)

8. Expository free writing (number of sentence transfor-

mations). '

Each of the eight dependent variables was analyzed by inclusion in
a three way analysis of variénce design using gdin scores fo examine the
difference, or change, in performance from the pfetest to the posttest.

-The basic assumpt1on was that a treatment effect would lead to more (or

less) change in the experimental group than in the. contro] group.
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(sex)

Figure 3

THREE-WAY CLASSIFICATION QUBE

Prior achievement, sex and group are the independent variables.
In the layers, H represents high achievement, Mrepresents middle
achievement and L represents low achievement. The columns represent
sex, male and female. In the rows Group A represents the control
group while Group B represents the experimental group. Three nul
hypotheses were tested for each of the eight dependent variables.
Since main effect rows, main effect columns, main effect layers,
and interaction were analyzed, seven hypotheses were generated for
each of the eight dependent variables. Therefore, fifty-six
hypotheses were tested. See Chapter IlIl for a listing of the

specific fifty-six hypotheses
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DEFINITION OF TERMS

For the purpose of this study a number of terms require definition:

Kernel Sentence. A kernel sentence is a short, simple sentence
which contains a noun phrase and a verb phrase. Any sentence which con;
tains elements other than a noun phrase and a verb phraée is no Tonger a
kernel, but a traﬁsformation (Chomsky, 1965).

Transformational Grammar. Transformational grammar is a kind of

grammar that regards the speaker orwriter ineffect as a generator of utter-
ances or sentences and views all sentences ina given language as either
essentially simple basic patterns (kernels) or combinations and permuta--
tions (transformations) of these patterns, resu]ting from the application,
step by step, of certain transformational rules (Friend, 1967).

Pictorializing. Pictorializing is drawing a pibture as part of the

thinking that goes into writing (Graves, 1979).

Controlled Writing. Controlled writing is writing which i$ maxi-

mally controlled by having all writers begin writing with the same
material and proceed to chiange the structure by expanding the same short
kernel sentences (Hunt, 1970).

Free Writing. Free writing is writing Whichis.minima]]y controlled

where the writer has a choice of subjects within a designated framework .
(as in Mellon's 1969 and 0'Hare's 1973 studies).

Terminable Unit or T-unit. The minimal terminable unit (T-unit)

consists of one main clause expanded at any of many different points by
structures that are modifiers or complements or substitutes for words in

the'main clause (Hunt? 1965),
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Nominal Clause. A nominal clause functions as a noun by acting as

a subject of a clause, direct object of a verb, predicate nominative,
object of a preposition or indirect object. It is 1htroduced by a

complementizer (that, if, whether) or by a WH-word (mainly who, what,

which, when, where, why, how).

Dumbo thinks that John will bring him peanuts.

Dumbo wonders if John will bring‘him peanuts.

Dumbo wonders who will bring him peanuts.

Dumbo wonders what John will bring him. .

Relative Clause. A relative clause functions like an adjective to

modify a noun. A relative clause is introduced by a relative pronoun

(mainly that, who, which, whose).

Turtles that are pretty are my weakness.

The man that is inside stole the money.

The woman who is coughing should see a doctor.

I want something which is unusually pretty.

Albert, whose eyes were black with hate, glared
at her angrily.

Adverb Clause. An adverb clause functions like an adverb. Usually.

an adverb clause modifies an independent clause. An -adverb clause is
introduced by a subordinating ‘conjunction. Among the most common sub-

ordinating conjunctions are the following: after, although, as, as if,

because, before, even though, if, Tike, since, so (that), though, till,

unless, hnti], when, where, wherever, whether (or not) and whi]g

(Weaver, 1979).

Syntactic Maturity. Syntactic maturity refers to a relationship

between deep structure and surface structure so that a syntactically
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~mature sentence expresses a relatively high number of underlying probo-
sitions in relatively few words (Weaver, 1979).

Sentence Transformations. The kernel sentence is subject to certain

transformations that include manipulation, expansions, inversions, and
substitutions within patterns. A sentence may be expanded with various
words and word groups, as "The girl sat down." This may be expanded with
adjectives: "The small girl, the very small girl, the very small blue-
eyed girl;" with prepositjona] phrases: "The very small b]Ue—eyedhgir1
with the red ribbon;" with clauses; "The very smai] 51ue—eyed girl on‘thé
stage with the red ribbon who had made a costume for the puppef;" and so
on. Thus an infinite variety of English sentences can be generated from

a basic pattern (Boyd, 1970).

GENERAL PROCEDURES

The general procedures that were followed are:

1. The researcher conducted an extensive review of the 1itera£ure
pertaining to student writing; specifically at the sentence level. This
review addressed studies in the following subcategories:

a. A summary of sentence manipulation activities
b. Studies addressing visual and verbal qctfvities
c. Studies addressing drawing.

2. Two classes of heterogeneously grouped grade six students at
Springbank Junior High School, Rockyview Rural School Disﬁrict, Calgary,
Alberta, Canada, were selected to participate in tﬁis study? Rockyview

4is a school division comprising a combination of rural and suburban
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communities adjacent to the City of Ca]gary. The students repfesented a
cross-section of socio-economic groups and multiple ethnic backgrounds.

Grade six students were selected for three reasons: first, empiri-
cal research by Hunt (1965) stated that there was a clear line of growth
existing in language skills from grades four through twelve to skilled
adults. Secondly, the results of Golub's and Frederick's (1971) study dﬁ
written discourse were compatible with those of Hunt and indicated that
children at the sixth grade level started to Tearn how to use adjectives and
adverb modificationmore effectively. Thirdly, sixth grade students in the
Rockyview School District received instruction within a "middle school"
concept. Thus, writing was on a rotational timetable, and therefore,
writing instruction during the experimental cycle was easier to control
as only one teacher was responsible for instruction in creative writing.

3. There were two classrooms used during the study. They were
designated as follows:

a. experimental - sixth grade students receiving
instruction in sentence-expansion and pictor-
ializing C
and

b. control - sixth grade students receiving only
instruction 1in sentence-expansion. .

4, Both the experimental and control groups were testgd in Febfuany,
1983, with the Canadian Tests of Basic Skills, Level 12, on which were
measured a student‘s achievement level in vocabulary, reading, the
mechanics of writing, method of study, and mafhematics.

Analysis of the language.scores, Test L, L-1, L-2, L-3, L-4, allowed

the researcher to differentiate both the experimenta] and control groups
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into three categories—high, middle and low Tanguage achievers. Assign-
ment of language achievement groups was determined by ranking the total
language scores by thirds. These data were used to invéstigate the
interaction between achievement levels and method of instruction.

5. The experimental and control groups were pretested in March,
1983, to ascertain their equiva]encé and level of syntactic maturity for
their free and controlled writﬁng using Hunt's Measurement of .Linguistic
Maturity (four writing samples).

6. Instructional lessons and supplementary materials in sentence-
expansion were developed and taught by thé researcher to grade six
students in both the experimental and control groups in Aprﬁ], 1983.

The instruction involved practicing sentence-expansion actiVities for
five fifty-five minute periods each week over a period of three weeks.
These activities included both oral énd written work.

Students could ekpand sentences or, as one language series put it,

they could make sentences "grow."

The wheels continued to spin....
The students were challenged to predict what might be added through a
series of questions.

The wheels continued to spin as the men worked
diligently....

What did students predict for the next transformation?

The wheels continued to §pin as. the men worked
diligently to get the racer ready....

7. The treatment for the experimental group involved the students

in pictorializing each and every expansion while changing their drawings
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to match the expansion. ‘Studeﬁts in the control group only expanded
sentences.

8. After the duration of the sentence-expanding unit, both the
experimental and control classes were posttested in May, 1983, to
measure their syntactic maturity in free and controlled writing using
Hunt's Measurement of Linguistic Maturity (four writing samples).

The primary concern was to determine if the writing of those
students exposed to sentence-expansion practice with pictorializing would
exhibit longer Terminable units (T-units) than the coﬁtro] group.'s w}it-
ing. Secondly, the researcher wanted to determine whether the number of
nominal, relative and adverbial sentence transformations would increase

as well.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

This study was Timited in the following ways: -

1. The subjects involved in this study were limited to two grade
six classes in a junior high in the Rockyview School District No. 41,
Calgary, Alberta, Canada.

2. Generalizations drawn from the data produced 1n‘the_study were
further limited as only 15 instructional lessons were used.

3. The pretest and posttest included four writing samples based on
two modes (narrative and expository) as well as two tybes (free ahd
controlled) which according to previous research (e.g.; Hunt, 0'Donnell,
Mellon, O'Hare, Perron) constituted an adequate sampling of student

writing for analysis. However, all students may not have produced writ-

ing that represented their best work or their general writing ability.
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4. The majority of references was from the Montana State
University Library, the University of Calgary Library, ;nfer-Librahy
Loan Services, and use of ERIC resources. The review of the literature
was limited to research reports for the period of January, 1965, to July,
1983. Studies Tlisted undér the following descriptors were included:
sentence manipulation,.visual stimuli, visual-verbal associations, and

children's drawing and writing.
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Chapter II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter the literaturewas reviewed in relation to investi-
gations concerned with student.writing, specifica]iy at the sentence
level, research in verbal-visual associations and children's drawing.
Findings are reported under the foliowing main headings: Literature
Related to Increasing Syntactic Matu?ity, Literature Related to Verbal-
Visual Associations, Literature Related to Children's Drawing, and

Summary of Literature Reviewed.

LITERATURE RELATED TO INCREASING SYNTACTIC MATURITY

Chomsky's publication of Syntactic Structures (1957) addressed his

transformational-generative theohywhiéh"revo]utionized grammatical
theory" (0'Hare, 1973, p. 5). Research, previous to this, had explored issues
relevant to the study of traditional grammar in relation to some aspect
of composition. Braddock (1963) summed up the consensus of most of the
studies by stating thét: |

In view of the widespread agreement of research -
studies based upon many types of students and
teachers, the conclusion may be stated in strong
and unqualified terms: the teaching of formal
grammar has a negligible or, because it usually
displaces some instruction and practice in
actual composition, even a harmful effect on

the improvement of writing (pp. 37-38).
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Thus, in view of this research, the traditional grammar programs in
the English curriculum began to be replaced or suppiemented with trans-
formational grammar.approaches and research began on their effectiveness.
Several studies conducted between 1964 and 1978 concluded that the
transformational grammar approach had a positiVe effect oﬁ gtudént‘
writing. Bateman and Zidonis (1966) conducted a study exposing ninth-
 grade students to the study of a generative-transformational grammar.
_They concluded that a study of transformational grammar increased their
students' syntactic maturity as well as reduced thé occurrence of errors.
Traditioﬁa]]y, observations on Tanguage development or syntactic
maturity had identified the lengthening of sentences and increased use
of subordinate clauses as indicators of progress toward a mature style.
Concurrent with Bateman-Zidonis' research, Hunt (1964) conducted a study.
dealing with a new measure of language development, the minimal terminable
unit or T-unit which was a refinement of Loban's (1961, 1963) "communica-
tion unit." The T-unit was one main cTausé plus any subordinate clause
or nonclausal structure that was attached to or -embédded in it. Hunt |
discovered that as stddents got older they tended to write longer
T-units. On the basis of his findings, Hunt proposed that a sentence-
building program acce]érated student syntactic deve]opment; -
Mellon (1969) examined the effects in students' writing of a
sentence-building-program Tike the one recommended by Hunt (1965).
Examining the student writing against the baseline of eipected growth in
syntactic fluency, Mellon's experimental group achieved from 2.1 to 3.5
years of growth in one year while his control group failed to show even

one year's growth. Mellon concluded that sentence-building problems, not
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a study of transformational grammar, increased the rate at which the
sentence structure of the students' writings became more highly
elaborated and thus more mature. He judged this increase in growth rate
to be of sufficient magnitude to justify using the programs that produced
it as supplements to reading, writing and discussing. |

O'Hare (1973) stated that Mellon's study Was'"quite difficult" and
"may have inhibited some students and in some Ways counteracted possible
gains" (p. 12). Thus, 0'Hare conducted research based upon Mellon's
study of sentence combining exercises. While Mellon obtained two to
three years of growth in syntactic matur%ty in'one year for his seventh
graders, at the conc]ﬁQion of O'Hare's study, the writing'of his eighth
graders was equal to that of twelfth graders in number of words per
T-unit, words per clause and a ratio of clauses to T-units. -

Working with an audio-lingual or oral-drill technique, Ney (1966),
Raub (1966) and Miller and Ney (1968) 1ndépendeﬁt]y_arr1ved at conclu-
sions similar to those of O'Hare; not only did students write sentences
of the practiced type more frequently but exhibited side effects in
over-all improvement in their written composition.

The Miller and Ney study (1968) compared the performance of a fourth
grade experimental class to regular oral and written practice in manipu-
lating syntactic structures with a fourth grade control class that had
regular lessons in reading and composition. Aftef oral practice, the
experimentai students read literary rewrites of Mark Twain's work which
provided a linguistic context for the 1$nguage exercise.

A number of recent studies have shown that some type of sentence

manipulation exercise increased the syntactic maturity of certain
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students.

Davis (1967) found significant differences in her fourteen week
study with eighth graders. The experimental group received instruction
in the kernel sentences of transformational-generative grammar and the
other group was taught parallel concepts of traditional grammar. Davis
concluded that instruction in the kernel sentences of transformational-
generative grammar promoted growth in sentence writing when tﬁree
sentence variables were considered: the noun phrase e]ement,gverb
expansion element and average 1éngth of clauses. She suggestéd that the
"new" grammar offered promise to the adolescent's understandiﬁg and
writing of matured synfactic language structures (p. 213-A). l

In comparing the complexity of syntactic structures written by fifth
graders, Gale (1968) found that those in the 1inguist1ca1]y;oriented
grammar class showed significant increase in their sentence complexity
over those in a traditional grammar class. .

Also working with fifth graders, Green (1973) compared the effec-
tiveness of three language programs: compositionwith sentence combining,
composition with.error correcting (usage and punctuation), and a tradi-
tional Tanguage program. Heconc]uded'thatsentence-combiﬁing activities
did not differentiq]]y influence written structures when compared to
other programs although the trend favored the sentence-combining group.

Young (1972) used second graders to detgrmine the effects of
sentence-expansion instruction on written composition. Also assessed was
the effect of the use of tape recorders, as one experimental group used
the recorder and the otﬁer used pencil and paper. After instruction that

involved the expansion of sentences using adverbial phrases, clauses and
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adjecfives, the trend indicated that second graders seemed to improve
their written composition through 1nstrﬁction, although most results were
not significant. Iﬁ a similar study with second graders in 1970,
Helfman's results were significant.

The syntactic maturity 1eve] of fifth, seventh and ninth graders
was significantly 1nf]uenced by Fisher's (1974) selected exefcises in
sentence-combining and embedding based on the traﬁsformétipna] grammar
theory. His treatment conéisted(yfsentence-combining exercise§ based on
twelve transformations. In the first part of the course, the students
combined the sentenqes; and in the latter part, they reversed the process
to separate complex sentences into the kérne1‘sentences from which they
were composed. Syntactic maturity was measured by T-unit 1ength, clause
length and clauses per T-unit. Fisher noted that the sentence-combining
practice helped students in all three grades equally, and intelligence
did not affect the results as all students improved.

Research by Stotsky (1975) and Combs (1977) had shown that practice
with both oral and written sentence-combining exercises resulted in more
syntactically mature sentences. Practice with manfpu]ating sentence
elements may be considered an intermediary step in composition develop-
ment. The child's attentionwas directed to app]yingziéyntactic feature
that combined the words and content already giveninthe kernel sentences.

Perron (1976) studied concrete and meaningful ways to involve fourth
graders in sentence-combining activities. Perron concluded the following:

The six month study demonstrated that a grammar- .
free program of sentence-combining lessons by

games, activities and experiential exercises in
sentence manipulation does encourage syntactic
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growth in the writing of fourth graders. It
also demonstrated that games and activities do
provide a valuable supplement to the language
arts curriculum (p. 168).

Comparing two approaches to sentence-manipulation, Jensen (1982)
indicated that the use of sentence-bui]ding techniques was found to be
effective in increasing overall quality and syntactic maturity in grade
six writers. She found sentence-combining was better for improvement of
writing qua]ity and sentence-expansion was better for syntactic develop-
ment. Thus the current research in sentence transformation has not been
concerned with how language works but in developing ways to help
students use their language.

Reservations about the effect of sentence-combining programs on stu-
dent writing have been expressed by Moffett (1968), Christensen (1967)
and Strong (1973). Moffett expressed concern that students might overlearn
the gymnastics of sentence elaboration inembedding exercises. He stated:

If he (the student) learns to coil and embed
construction as an extraneously motivated
intellectual feat, he may write his own
sentences without regard for the needs of the
whole discourse in which they occur and which
alone can provide the proper context for them
(p. 170).

He cited examples of students being instructed to subordinate
clauses in exercise sentences or to write modifier-cluster sentences
modelled on examples. These students often believed that such construc-
tions were absolutely good and concocted them for no other motive than to
comply with what seemed to be the teacher's preference, just as they

originally subordinated clauses to comply with the exercise directions,

instead of doing so because their ideas demanded such conjunctions.
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Therefore, Moffett coné]uded that the isolation sentence-combining
exercises must be tied to larger composition problems at evefy oppor-
tunity with the teacher assisting the student in makingcrj?ica]]egrnfng
connections. | -

Strong (1973) added that "experimentation in composing fs'basic to
the process, fqr without exploration there is little in the way of lin-
guistic progress” (p. 5).

Further_reservations about sentence-combining programs were
ekpressed by Christensen (1967). He argued that embedding exercises . -
might ultimately produce bad writing, which he defined as overly compli-
cated sentences, multiple-Tevels of embedding and grotesque noun phrases
similar to those found in many government documents and social ﬁcience
textbooks. Strohg (1973) stressed that teachers must be aware of this

and must help students become gradually more adept in making clear,

vigorous transformations.

LITERATURE RELATED TO VISUAL-VERBAL ASSOCIATIONS

Since language is closely linked wifh thought, the compositions that
a child constructs are outward expressions of his thinking and a crucial
part of his learning. One usua11y‘]ooks only at the éurfacestructufeoff
language, but each individual has internalized a deep aﬁd complicated -
understanding of 1ang0age. Thus, the deep structure of_]anguagecahalso
be elicited by non-verbal expressions, namely drawing or -picterializing.
Language allows us to commun{cate andlexpress; but before that, it

clarifies, connects, and forms thought. Drawing does the same.
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Relating to visual-verbal associatiohs 1é-the research of Pavio
(1971, 1981). who stated thata child developed a storehouse of images that
represented his knowledge of the world. Languagebui]t uponthisfounda;
tion remained interlocked with it. Pavio posited a dual process of
memory, which means that the learner had two independent ways of encod-
ing and storing information -- one linguistic in charécter, the other
based on images. Images may have been formed from sensory impressions of
concrete objects or events, or geherated from verbal inputs whidh name -
the objects or events. According to this view, retrieval of linguistic-
ally stored entities may have been aroused by images or vice versa.

This view was consistent with the notion that thinking was a general
term which cannot be -equated with the more specific concept of lahguage.

Pavio (1981) roted: '

Thinking can go on in the form of verbal behavior,
but it can also go on in terms of nonverbal cogni-
tive activity that may be reflected in overt non-
verbal behavior on conscious imagery. Moreover,
the verbal and nonverbal processes are-viewed as
independent although capable of influencing each
other through their interconnections (p. 265).

Therefore, sone tasks required predominantly nonverbal thoughtbro-
cesses; others required verbal processes; andstill others ‘required both
to Varying degrees. ThinkingcangO(m111nguist1ca]1y, nonlinguistically,
or both, with either system eliciting cooperative activity in the other.
According to Pavio (1981): _

..it is unjustified to conclude that thought,
language, or reality completely dominates the
others. Rather, some aspects of thought are
dominated by language, and others are dominated

by the perceptual properties of concrete obJects
and events (p 268).
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Pavio suggested that the grammars first learned by children were
"tied to" the syntax of concrete objects and events, presﬁmab1y via the
medium of imagery and only later would more abstract grammars emerge
(p. 437).

Butterworth (1977) supported the thesis that thinking can be de-
scribed by two separate but interrelated symbolic systems: a verbal
symbol system and an imagery or non-verbal system.

The definition of imagery is not restricted to
what is introspectively observable. Imagery
may be inferred and operationally defined on
the variety of measures, drawing. is one such
measure (p. 75). :

The acquisition of a drawing ability'séeméd remarkedly similar in its
developmental pattern to the acquisition of verbal language. According
to Comer (1974):

| It would appear that the.child does-not learn
words but that he invents them for the things
he wants to communicate. Furthermore, imitation
does not appear to be a mechanism of acquisition.
This does not mean that these inventions are
totally independent of the language he hears
about them; they are closely related to it, but
are nevertheless independent of it in important
respects, the most important appearing to be
the creativity which he brings to bear on the
acquisition process, and this creativity has to
do with the communication of concepts which he
is cognitively able to handle (p. 206).

Addressing visual-verbal associations from an anthropological point
of view, Hewes (1973) alleged that the communication system had both a
visual-gestural channel and a vocal-auditory channel.  The visual-
gestural channel had its origins in man's early non-verbal signals, hand
and arm gestures. Hewes believed that manual communication represented

the deep cognitive structure which not only language but all of our
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intellectual and technological achievements rested. ‘He saw gesture ndt
merely as "a kind of older retarded brother of speech" but onewhich came
into its own with the birth of drawing which he regarded as "frozen
gesture" akin to the air pictures of sign language. Historically, he
maintained, both writing systems and numerical notations arose from
drawings and pictographs.

The visual-gestural channel became the preferred

mode for advance propositional communication in

higher mathematics, physics, chemistry, biology

and. other sciences and technology, in the familiar

form of algebraic signs, molecular structure dia-

grams and all the other ways in which we represent

complex variables far beyond the capacity of the

1ineal burst of speech sounds (p. 11).

Thus, Hewes viewed drawing as another channel of communication
which went beyond the realm of 1anguage.

Some research has attempted to treat children's drawings as data
about their jmagery. In her qualitative analysis of children's drawings,
Kellogg (1970) explained that children's pictorialismwas meaningful for
its story element or for its social or psychological significance rather
than for just its aesthetic composition. In cdntrast% Goodnow (1978)
contended that drawings were not simple printouts of perception, just as
jmages could not be replays of initial sensations.

Research conducted by Freeman (1972) suggested that the child had
many items available inmemory but because of the difficulties the child
' had in retrieving them such items were not included in their drawings. The
child was temperedby his own coordination, the edge of the paper and the .

line that he executed himself. For these reasons, Freeman rejected draw-

ing as a source of direct access to the child's mental imagery. Hayes
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(cited in Kosslyn, ]980)a]sonotedfhatchildrenwereunab]efocmpict all
of the characteristics that they knew about the appearance of an object.
No matter what children's drawings 1ook Tike we
probably can posit an interpretation process
that will convert practically any internal
representations into that drawing (p. 420).

Kosslyn (1980) agreed that children's drawings did not provide
support for the view that the child's memory representations are pictor-
jal images. Kosslyn's model differed from Pavio's dual-coding process
which represented information in memory.

Images have two major components. The "surface
representation” is the quasi-pictorial entity in
active memory that is accompanied by the exper-
jence of "having an image." The "deep represen-
tation" is the information in long-term memory
from which the surface image is derived (p. 139).

Sinatra (1980) advocated restructuring language art activities to
include a visual composition which would help children in the composing,
writing, and comprehending process. A visual composition is a sequence
of commercial pictures, photos or slides, that tells or infers a complete
story or theme. The objective in structuring a visual composition is to .
coordinate a series of single pictures so that learners can use written
language to compose the story seen in the viéual sequehce. Sinatra
(1980) believed that the visuals provided concrete stimuli to bridge the
gap between the idea and the visualization of the idea, strengthening the
memory bond between language and experience. When teachers combine a
visual mode of presentation with associated verbal explanation,. they
provide a powerful tool for fhinking and language expansion.

Tuttle (1978) -also suggested a media approach. to stimulate writing

through the use of pictures,. slides and cartoons. Students should
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participate 1n-pre—wr1ting activities by translating visual ideas into
verbal ideas.

Language arts and bilingual teachers also used\pictures and pic-
torial sequences, as suggested by Sohn (1969, 1970) and Leavitt (1969)
to increase student's visual awareness and to spark imaginative oral and
written compositions. |

0f particular interest is the research of Golub, Fredérick and
Bargent (1970) who found that when children used concrete,pictureé in the
pre-writing activities, they used more adverb1a1 clauses and adverbial
modifications in their writing than those produced by abstract pictures.
However, thé viewing of commercial pictures, slides and cartoons about
which the children write was not’ the same prdcess as the child visualiz-
ing and drawing his own images ana writing his own thoughts. This
suggests that there is a difference between visually receiving an image:
and visually producing an image. dn]y in the research.conducfed by
Graves and Sowers (1979) did the learners produce their own drawings in
the pre-writing activities. One of the activities was pictorializing,
which is drawing a picture as part of the thinking that goes into
writing. Before a child writes, he draws a picture and explains it.
Then he writes about what he drew and begins the same sequence for the
next episode. Becduse pictorializing appeared to be a natural way 1”.
which young children plan ahead as they write, Graves et al. felt that
such activities should be encouraged as part of pre-wrifing.

Graves reported:

Children need to rehearse before they write.

They may need to draw, play or talk before
they write. A change or elaboration in
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rehearsal such as drawing in profile, planning
a story or composing aloud may Tead to a more
sophisticated piece of writing (p. 835).
Similar research is being conducted in other curricular areas. In

mathematics, children were encouraged to express mathematical ideas

thrdugh their own drawings. Dirkes (1980) stated:
Pictures and concrete objects serve to communi-
cate mathematics in a way that words and symbols
do not match (p. 10).

Working .with bilirgual students, Castallanos (1980) supported Dirkes:

Many culturally different children are gifted in
nonverbal communication. They draw and interpret
visuals more readily than other content. In some
cases their drawings aid diagnosis, for pictures
compensate for vocabulary deficiencies (p. 16).

LITERATURE RELATED TO DRAWING

There have been more descriptive than experimental researchvstudies
conducted on the topic.of drawing. Drawings are ndrma]]y seen as.the
performance that ends with a product. Thus, it is the performance that
tends to be measured, not the thought behind it. This is limiting in
many ways because the type of know]edge most useful for guiding educq-
tional practice is not simply a description, but an indentification of
casual relationships. As educators, one is interested not only in under-
.standing children, but in helping them develop. The most useful research
for bringing such change is the type that will indicate the probable con- -
sequences of a particu]ar educational action. Such knowledge is most
1ikely to be secured from experimental studies. At present, this
researcher has identified no published studies examihing'the relation-

ship between drawing and the writing process.
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Numerous researchers have studied drawings as.indices of mental
maturity, memory for visual form and genera1 personality. In recent
years, there have been some attempts to relate drawing‘to'cogﬁition, par;
-ticularly 1anguagé development. Included in this reviéew wefe several
peripheral studies addressing drawing. Lansing (1979) demonstrated that
drawing contributed to the deve]bphent of mental rebresentations which
he ultimately suggested hadvimplications for language deve]opmenf, Lan-
guage could be facilitated if children possessed more highly differen-
tiated mental representations. Words could then be connected with more
recognizable things, have more meaning, be easier to recall and use.
Research Tlooking at Tlinks between oral language and drawing %nc]ude

that of Martin (1981) who déve]oped an assessment index which measured
growth in the pictorial-narrative statements of Kindergarten children.
Results of this study showed parallel growth in verba] and visual forms.

As children invent and create sequences of

personally significant pictorial-narrative

statements, they seem to understand their

experiences and display new learnings in

both visual and verbal form. As the indi-

vidual grows in awareness and understanding

about the relationships among self, life,

and environment, the complexity of the state-

ments seem to increase as new statements are

" made to express new learnings,. personal

visions of 1ife and the world are adjusted

and refined and new structures and complexi-

ties emerge (p. 164).
Examining first‘grade drawings and the oral stories the children told
about them, Stull (1982) reported that children whose drawings were rich
1n detail also exh1b1ted verbal 1anguage that was rich in deta11 More

1mportant Stull observed that children solved ‘problems through communi-

cation both in verba] language and in drawing.
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SUMMARY OF LITERATURE REVIEWED

INCREASING SYNTACTIC MATURITY

Results of recent studies (Mellon, 1969; O'Hare, 1973) have sub;
stantiated the hypothesis that sentence-manipulation increased the rate
at which the sentence structure of the student's writing became more
mature. Pefhaps, of greatéf significance, the O'Hare (1973) and Miller
and Ney (1968) studies conc]uded,thatfpractice at a sentence level was
transferred to general {mprovement in larger units of writing.

Students from grade two to grade twelve had been exposed to some
type of sentencé—manipu]ation exercises (Gale, 1968; Green, 1973;.
Fisher, 1974; Stotsky, 1975; Combs, 1977; Perron, 1976) and all studies
have favored the experimental groups. '

Research with sentence building techniques (Hilfman, 1970; Young,
1972) that required students to add gramhatica] structures to kernel
sentences indicated that this method of teaching composition showed
promise and that further research was warrantéd.

In order that sentence-manipulation curricula be of optimum value
to the students, Moffett (1968), Christenson (1967) and Strong (1973)
stressed that isolated sentence-building exercises be tied to larger
composition problems and that exploration with many forms of sentence

combinations be encouraged.
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VERBAL-VISUAL ASSOCIATIONS

Research studies (Pavio, 1971, 1981 and Butterworth, 1977) have
suggestgd that thinking cqu]dbe described by an interrelated dual symbol
system: verbal and non-verbal. Theysaw language and thought as related.

In part, they suggested that Tanguage is thought, but the converse is not

necessarily true, since some thinking goes onnon-linguistically. Non-

11nguist1cthihkingmightoccur1n1magesor‘H:cou]dinitiateverbalactivitm '

To accommodate for this dual coding system, Golub, Frederick and

_ Bargent (1970), Sinatra (1978, 1980), Tuttle (1978), Grayes (1979) and

Dirkes(]980) advocated incorporating visual strategies within the
writing and composing activities.

Other researchers (Freeman, 1972; Goodnow, 1978; Hayéé, 1980 and
Kosslyn, 1980) rejected the notionthatdrawingwasnére]yeaprintout of
what the child has stored in memory. DraWingwastemperedbyeux1nterpre-

tive procesé as well as handicapped by the process of retrieval.

DRAWING

At present, the researcher has not identified any published studies

looking at the links between drawing as a pre-writing activity and

written composition. However, some studies (Lansing, 1979; Martin, 1981;

and.Stull, 1982) addressed the relationship between drawing and cogni-
tion, particu1ar1y language development. These studies suggested that
drawing could facilitate growth in language development. As drawing

grew rich in detail, oral language deyeloped as well.
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" Observations by Stull (1982) déemonstrated that grade. one children

solve language problems through drawing.
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Chapter III
PROCEDURES

INTRODUCTION

.This study was designed to test the effect of a- three weekperiod of
oral and written sentence—expansion.practice with pictorializing kinde-
pendent of students' formal knowledge of grammar) on the rate of growth
in syntactic maturity ref]écted in grade six students' free and control-
led Writing. ‘ |

Differences in T-unit (Terminable unit) Tlength and numbér of
sentence-transformations (involving both nominal, relative and adverbial
structures) were fhe two factors considered in the pre and posttesﬁs.

The procedure used for conducting this study is outlined Under the
following categories:

1. Population Description and Samb]ing,Pr0cedures
2. Desigh of the Study |

3.. Treatment

4, Test Instruments

5. Collection and Organization of Data

6. Statistical Hypotheses

7. Analysis of Data
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POPULATION DESCRIPTION

In order to compare the two sentence-expansion teahniques, stqdents
in two grade six c]asses in Springbank Junior High School, Rockyview
School Division #41, Calgary, Alberta, Canada were assigned to one of
two groups-—experimenta] or contro]. The experimental group received

instruction and practice in sentence-expansion and pictorialization.

This group was composed of 23 students of whom 13 were girls and 10 were

boys. The control group received sentence-expansion instruction and
practice. This group was combosed of 23 students of whom 16 were girls
and 7 were boys. The total number of aubjects involved in this study
was 46 of whom 29 were girls and 17 were boys. |

Rockyview is aischoo] division comprising a combination of rural
and suburban communities adjacent to the City of Ca1gary. The students
represented a broad cfoss section of socioeconomic groups and multipte
ethnic backgrounds.

This particular school was selected from among the general Calgary -
_Schoo] divisions for two reasons: First, the majority of grade six
classes in the Calgary area was grouped by ability; however, students in
this school were_heterogeneous]y grouped. Secondly, the researcher had
access to this school to conduct the’'study. At Springbank Junior High,
there were four grade six language classes, two classes were taught by
the same teacher and the femaining two classes were each taught by a
different teacher. In order to e1ih1nate teacher variable, which could
_have contaminated the study, the researcher decided that both classes

taught by the sahe teacher would be used in the study. Enrollment had
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declined in the Calgary area school division during 1982-1983 due to the
depressed economic climate. Thus, a smaller numbef of students than
anticipated participated in the study. The experimental and control

groups were determined\by a coin toss.

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Both the experimental and control groups were given a pretest.(y])
on the dependent variable, the syntactic maturity assessment. A One Way
ANOVA was done to Qetermine and verify the equiva]eném of the groups on'
selected syntactic factors. After three weeks ofhinstructidn the stu-
dents were given a ﬁosttest (yz) on the dependent variable. The average
difference between the postfest and the pretest (yz-y]) was fou;d for
each group and then these average difference scores were compared in
order to ascertain whether the experimental treatment resulted in a
significant difference in the mean T-unit gain'scores and number of
sentence transformations in the writing samples.

The design had three characferistics:'

1. The independent variable, which was the method of

~instruction with pigtoriaiizﬁng

2. The dependent pariab]e, which was the gain score

determined by subtracting pre from post scores on
the syntactic maturity test

3. Controls, classes which were randomly assjgned tO‘.

two groups, which differed only in the additibn

of pictorializing during instruction.




43
TREATMENT

Teaching sentence expanding techniques was used to develop syntac-
tic maturity in student writers. Research had demonétrated that praé— ,
tice with both oral and written sentence-expanding exercises promoteé”
more syntactically mature sentences.(Mi11er and Ney, 1968; Yoﬁng,'1972;
Stotsky, 1975; Combs, 1977 and Jensen, ]982). Essentially researchers
had sought to promote syntactic growth through sentence—ekpanding
"oroblems." Children were provided with a series of exercise materials,
each of which 111ustra£ed a sentence-expaﬁding techniqué and was fol-
lTowed with practice activities utilizing that technique. Sentence;
building activities also included exercises that focused on changing
meaning, usually by extending or making the kernel sentence more pre-
cise. For example, children were asked to describe what they "saw" or
what came to mind when they heard or saw this sentence:

The cat ran along the fence. |

Children were asked directed questions.— What kind of cét it was,
what kind of fence it was, where the fence was, and whether the cat was
running fast. Children were then asked to write a sentence that con-
veyed the images brought to mind specifically and clearly. One response .
might have been:

The Siamese cat ran along the redwood fence.

Another might have written:

An enormous calico cat paced back and forth along
the picket fence,

Children could have then extended this process by rearranging the words
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in the sentence:

Pacing along a picket fence was an enormous
calico cat, or

The cat, enormous and calico, baced along the
picket fence.

Weiner (1978) pointed out that the context of all sentence-bui]djng
activities should be orientated towards the children's interests. COn-‘
sequently, teachers must devise the activities themselves. These
activities stemmed from the notion that power in written expression grew
from active manibu]atibn of language rather than from study about lan-
guage as an abstract system. Practice with manipulating sentence-
elements might be considered as an intermediary step in composition
development.

In an effort to apply the findings of the research studies men-
tioned above, the researcher attempted -to include severdl features of
these in the sentence-expanding programs developed for the present study.

‘Impressed by the findings of previous research into sentence-

. building, this researcher designed a program tb extend 'some 1ines of the
research and combine other areas of research in the area of compositiqn
development. In this study an attempt was made to 1ncorporate'the best
features of these studies and to extend them in the following ways:

1. To involve a grade six class

2. To fécus on embedding and additional problems in both

cued and uncued formats
3. To include oral practice
4. To present exercises in series which result in

paragraph development
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To construct a variety of sentence patterns in a
developed, organized fashion
To take a linguistic approach to produce 1oﬁger
T-units and more sentence transformations
To deve]op games, poems, slides, tapes to augmenf
student writing |
To compare the use of éentence-expansion with pictor-

ializing to sentence-expansion.

INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES

The instructional objectives of this unit were as follows:

1.

To establish an awareness of the need for writing longer, more

complex sentences

.To provide activities that would develop skill in writing

lTonger, mére complex sentences than those previously constructed
To provide activities that would develop skills iﬁ expanding
short choppy sentences

To provide activities that wod]d encourage the application of

those sentence-expénsion skills taught in this unit.

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

Upon completion of this unit, the students would be able to do the

following:

1.

2.

Expand given sentences through modification using words and
word groups ~

Create complex sentences by following a given pattern
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3. Expand and vary sentence structures
4. Expand sentences using nominal, relative and
adverbial transformations which convey precise

information and feelings.
LESSON OBJECTIVES

Lesson objectives were developed in an order which was consistent
with the curricwla developed by Perron (1974) as well as outlined by

Lindfors (1980). These lesson objectives are listed below in Table 1:

Table 1
LESSON OBJECTIVES

Lesson ‘Sentence-Expansion Technique

1 The student will be able to practice and expand compound sen-
tences by joining two kernel sentences together using and, or,
but, either-or, neither-nor and so.

2 The student will be abie to practice and expand sentences
through subordination using "joining words" such as often, as,
before, since, until, when, while, as soon as, just when,
although, because, if, since, though, -unless.

3 The student will practice and expand kernel sentences making
transformations at the beginning, middle and end.

4 The student will pract1ce and expand kernel sentences through
mod1f1cat1on us1ng cue words.

5  The student will pract1ce and expand kernel sentences by
inserting who, which and that.

6 The student will. listen to a story and then practice expanding
the short choppy sentences to increase their syntactic maturity.

7 The student will pract1cé and expand kernel sentences using
adjectives of size, shape, texture, color, feelings and condi-
tions. :
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11

12

13

14

15
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The student will view a slide sequence and will practice and
expand imperative kernel sentences. :

The student will practice and expand sentences using alliter-
ation. .

The student will practice and be able to use clues to construct
a story through sentence expansion procedures.

The student will be able to practice and expand sentences by

-using participles in their transformations.

The student will be able to practice and expand sentences by
using appositives in their sentence expansions.

The student will practice and be able to expand sentehces by
answering questions using a clue word (who, why, what, where,
when, how).

The student will be able to practice and expand sentences
using the possessive (my, mine, his, her(s), our(s), your(s)
and their(s)). ‘

The student-will practice and expand sentences using similes
and metaphors in their transformations..

The student will practice and expand sentences using adverbs
of time, place, manner, cause, condition and comparison.

Samp]és of the program features are inc]uded in Appendix D.

SUMMARY OF TREATMENT

Impressed by the findings ‘of previous research into sentence-

building, this researcher designed an activity program that included

nominal, relative and adverbial transformations.

The respective program differed in the task demand in that in the

experimental program, the students were required to pictorialize each

and every expansion while in the control program students were only

required to expand sentences.
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TEST INSTRUMENTS

CANADIAN TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

The Canadian Tests of Basic Ski]i; pfovided a éomprehensive and
continuous measurement of growth in- the fundamental skills.* The
Language Battery of the Canadian Tests of Basic Ski]]; was administered
to all students in the study during February, 1983, the month prior to
the inception of the study. The Language Battery (Test L) was made up
of four subtests: spelling (L-1), capitalization (L-2), punctuation
(L-3),land usage (L-4). The tests in this battery yielded a measurement
of growth in the mechanics of writing.

The scores obtained were used to determfne high, mediuh and lTow
language achievers. Assignment of language achievement groups was deter-
mined by ranking the total language score, Test L, by thirds. The scores
obtained were used in this study to_examine the interaétion of prior
language achievement and pre-posttest scores of selected syntactic

factors found in the writing samples.

* The Canadian Tests of Basic Skills are adapted from test materials -
which were originally designed and constructed by the staff of the
College of Education at the University of Iowa. This professional
measurement project in test development and utilization has been a
continuous endeavour since 1935, - The Canadian project began in the -
early 1960's under the direction of Dr. Ethel King at the University
of Calgary. Canadian educators reviewed the placement and relative
emphasis in the basic skills which led to the publication of Forms
1 and 2 in 1966. Since that time curriculum innovations and other
changes in educational methods and philosophy have been under con-
stant review. The placement and content specifications of the
present forms reflect the contributions of consultants and profes-
sional colleagues, analysis of Canadian curriculum guides and text-
books, and the comments and suggestions of the teachers and admin-
istrators who use the tests (p. 9). :
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Two test instruments were used in this study in order to collect a

representative sample of student's writing.
SYNTACTIC MATURITY TEST

The test of syntaétic maturity was devised by Hunt (1970) in order
to "test more directly the students' proficiency in sentence embedding"
(1970, p. 10). In this instrument, two passages consisting of extremely
short sentences were presented to students who were directed to "pewrite
inabetter way." The instrument was designed to control what the subject
said but not how he said it. Therefore, differences dueAto content or
subject matter were ruled out, the only difference in the output of one
writer as compared to another wou]d.Be written by the writer himself.

There were three features to this test:

1. A1l students were given the same passage, therefore, all

students wrote about the same thing. The difference lay
in how they said it.

2. Because all sfudents were writing about the same theme,

the number of writing samples was smaller.

3. To eliminate external influences on writing, the

writing activity wés conducted- in oﬁe class périod.under
teacher supervision.

Identical prétests and posttests for the controlled writing were
used, so the memory factor over the experimental period should have been
minimal. The test for expository controlled writing was that used by
Hunt (1970) and the one for narrative confro]]ed writing waS'from‘Mulder

(1975) (Appendix B). Both contained the same number of kernel sentences
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of connected discourse. Each senténce was a single clause for an
average of four words per sentence:. :Thé éXtreme]y short sentenceé were
chosen to give abundant'opportunitiesffér the student to use many of the
sentence-expanding transformations. . S
The writing produced on the'Syntégtic Maturity Test was evaluated
by segmenting into T-units and'countiﬁg”the;numbeﬁ 6f sentence - transfor-

mations.

FREE WRITING TEST

Hunt (1976) advised researchers to use both the Syntactic Maturity
Test (controlled writing) and collections of free writing samples in
order to measure maturity in hand]ing syntactic structures.

Free writing representing two modes of discourse, expository and
narrativg, was based on the format used by Mellon (1969) and 0'Hare
(1973) for their free writing collections. Stimulus topics weré pro-'
vided in each of the two modes. For each mode, the students were asked
to select one topic from four suggested topics, and then were given one
hour to write on that topic. Specific directions for the Pretest-
Posttest are provided in Appendix B. The writing produced on the Free
Writing Test was evaluated by segmenting into T-units and counting the

number of sentence transformations.
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COLLECTION AND ORGANIZATION OF DATA
WRITING SAMPLE COLLECTION

In order to measure the syntacticnmaturity of the subject's writing,
a reprgsentative sample of that writing was collected. This wfiting
represented two modes of discourse, narrative and expository, and free
and controlled. Samples were collected for the two modes, acknowledging
that a wrjter's performance could vary according to the mode in which he
was writing (San Jose, 1972). A pretest (see Appendik A and B) was given
to all students on.their free and contro]]ed.writing (four samples)
before they began the experimental treatment; and a posttest (see
Appendix A and B) on free and controlled writing (four samples) was given
to the same students after 15 fifty minute class meetings of instruction.
Both the pre and posttests were administered by the classroom teacher
who was trained by the researcher in test administration.

The writing examined on the pre and posttest was of two‘types:. one
maximally controlled (controlled writing) by having all writers expand
the same short kernel sentences; and oﬁe minimally controlled (free
writing) where the writer had, within a designated framework, a choice
of stimulus topics (the students were asked to select one topic from
four suggested topics). Both controlled and free writing tests were
used because instruction was directed, first, to a very structured
situation where the séudent followed specific directions. In the second
instance, it was speculated that the controlled practice would trangfer

to a freer situation.
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_ There were specific reasons for using this procedure to collect
writing samp]es.' Maimon and Nodine (1978) questioned whether there
would be differences in syntactic skill. attributable to differences in
types of writing assignments. While they found that {ncreases in scores
on both Hunt's Syntactic Maturity Test and Free Writing essays were sig-
nificant, college freshmen wrote lTonger T-units on the Free Writing than.
they did on the Controlled wfiting. Concurﬁing with Maimon and Nodine
(1978), the researcher felt it was necessary to test both types of

writing with grade six students.
RATERS

" Two independent raters scored the pre and posttests in thié study.
" The raters were language arts teachers who were given specific instruc-
tion in the scoring procedures requested by the researcher. The raters
" were given materials to study regarding‘the'syntaétic features of compo-
sitions, a scoring guide prep;red by the researcher, sample paragraphs
sco?ed by the researcher, a list of definitions.re]evant to the scoring
procedures and a supp]y'of felt pens to be used to color code the
syntactic factors found in the writing samples. The scoring guide is
presented in Appendix C. |

Initially, one rater scored all the pre and pdsttest writing |
samples. To ensure the accuracy of the syntactical analysis, the second
rater checked every sixteenth writing sample. These papers were randomly
selected from the 368 pre and post writing samples. Each rater did a |
cumulative count of the total numbef of words, number of T-units and

number of sentence transformations which included nhominal, relative and
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adverbial transformations. Between rater 1 and rater 2 there was a

product-moment correlation coefficient of 1.000 on all measures.

SCORING

The writing was scored by raters in terms of selected syntactic
factors. Scores weré obtained for T—unit Tength and number of sentence
transformations for each of the four writing samples. This procedure
ensured that a substantial number of words was written by each student
so that a thorough assessment could be made of thé writigg. ‘

The writing samples underwent a quantitative assessment performed

by the same independent raters. The writing was segmented -according td:

the methods described in Indexes of Syntactic Maturity (Dixon, 1970a).

The following syntactic factors were measured:

1. _ Mean Length of T-units
A. Total Number of Words
B. Number of T-units
II. - Number of Sentence Transformations
A. - Number of Nominal Transformations
1. __ _ Noun + Adjective
2. __ Noun + Possessive *
“3. ____ Noun + Relative Clause
4.._______Noun + Preposition Phrase
5. . Noun + Infinifive Phrase
6. __ Noun + Participle Phrase
7. . Noun + Adverbial

B. - Number of Relative Transformations
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1. Adjective of size
2. Adjective of color
3. ______ Adjective of shape
4. Adjective of feel (texture)
5. Adjective of fee]iﬁgs
6. Adjective of cdndition (old, tired)
7. Adjective of motion
C. Number of Adverbial Transformations
1. Adverb of Time
2. Adverb of Place
3. Adverb of Manner
4,  Adverb of Cause
5. Adverb of Condition
6.  Adverb of Comﬁarison

The first independent rater did a detailed anaiysis.of each compo-
sition. A count was done of the number of words and the segmenting of"
T-units ignoring all punctuation and using a]f the words written in the
sample. In addition, a tally was made of the frequency of occurrence of
each of seven nominal transformations, seven relative transformations and
six adverbial transformations. These tallies and counts were entered on
the Syntactic Maturity Analysis Sheet (Appendi* c).

In the analysis referred to above, the following kindé of word
counting, interpretation and segmentation procedures were-used:

1. A T-unit was considered_to consist 6f one independent

clause with all the subordinate clauses attached to it.

Segmenting into T-units cuts each compound sentence or
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compound-complex sentence into two or more T-units.
T-units were marked by placing brackets around them.
Sentence fragments, if they were intelligible and
syntactically related to another T-unit were included
as part of that T-unit. ,
Unintelligible word groupings, words, or unattached
fragmeﬁts, that Hunt (1965) referred to as "garb]es,f
were omitted from the word count and the analysis.
Contractions were counted as two words

(e.g., don't).
Proper names were counted as one word

(e.g., McMahon Stadium).
Dates were counted as one word, as were times

(e.g., June 21, 8:00 a.m.).
If days were included with a date, they were counted
separately

(e.g., Saturday, June 9 [two words]) .
Compound nouns written as one word were counted as one
word

(e.g., storehouse).
Compound nouns written as two words and hyphenated word
pairs were counted as two words

(e.g., ice cream [ two words]);

(e.g., jack-knife [hyphenated word pair]).
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8. Adverbs of negation, fijlers, such as now and well and

exclamatory words tHat introduce Tonger expressions
were included in the word count.

9. Lists set out in a numbered or listed format were
considered as though they were items in a series
separated by commas in a T-unit.

10. A direct quotation which was part of a sentence
containing a speaker tag was included along with
the speaker tag as part of the same T-unit.

Direct quotations which had no speaker tag or which
occurred in sentences deparated from their speaker
tag were considered as separate T-units.

11. When the conjunction "so" was used to join two
otherwise independent.c1auses, and when it was
clear that thére was a causal relationship between
the two clauses or that "so" was équiVa]ent to
"in order that," it was considered to be a éubf
ordinating conjunction and the two c]au;es it
joined were considered to be one T-unit.

(e.g., Tie up the cénoe so it stays close

to shore.).

TIME SCHEDULE

The school guidance counsellor administered the Canadian Tests of
Basic Skills in February 1983 over a period of three weeks and analyzed -

the Language Battery (Test L). This test yielded ameasurement of growth
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in the mechanics of writing. High, middle and Tow achievement groups
were attained by ranking the experimental and control groﬁps by thirds.

The classroom teacher administered the pretest wiich 1nv01vea the
collecting of four writing samples in four sessions,'two sessions per
week for a total of two weeks. Students were not told the purpose of
these exercises. Pretesting was begun during the third week of March
and was completed by the first week in April. These papers were collec~
ted and given to the raters in random order for scoring.

The experimental program was conducted for three weeks beginning
the second week of April.

The researcher was responsible for the design and pfepaﬁation of all
Tearning materials as well as fhe classroom instruction during the éntire
period of the study. These lessons were.used in the presentation to both
the experimental and control groups.. One of these groups (the experi-
mental) had additional instruction with pictorializing bj producing
drawings prior to the changes in sentence transformations.

At the conclusion of the experimental program, the classroom
teacher once again collected féur writing samp]es‘in four sessions, two
sessions per week for a total of two weeks. Poéttesting began the first
week in May and proceeded until all samples were co]]eéted by the
beginning of the third week (See Table 2). All writing samples were
given to the rater who was instructed to mark the samples in the same way
that she had marked the pretest sample and to’cqmplete'the data sheets
in the same fashion as previously fnstructed.

Thus, a period of four months elapsed between the administering of

the achievement test and the collecting of the posttest writing samples.
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Table 2

TESTING AND INSTRUCTION TIME SCHEDULE

TIME IN GROUPS
DATE %Eéﬁ?n?gggi) EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL
Feb.1-25 4 Canadian Test of Basic Skills Pretest
March 21 A Syntactic Maturity Test
April 1 Expository Controlled Writing
Narrative Controlled Writing
Narrative Free Writing
Expository Free Writing
INSTRUCTION
April 11 1 - Lesson one: coordination
April 12 1 Lesson two: subordination
April 13 1 Lesson three: rearrangement
April 14 1 Lesson four: relative clauses
April 15 1 Lesson five: modification
April 18 1 Lesson six: rewrite '
April 19 1 Lesson seven: adjectives
April 20 1 Lesson eight: imperafive ;entences
April 21 1 Lesson nine: alliteration
April 22 1 Lesson ten: participles
April 25 1 Lesson eleven: appositives
April 26 1 Lesson twelve: W5 + how
April 27 1 Lesson thirteen: possessives
April 28 1 Lesson fourteen: figurative language
April 29 1 Lesson fifteen: adverbial transformations
May 2- 4 Post test
May 13 same as Pretest

1
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Figure 4 outlines scheduling and analysis and their relationship to

answering the research hypotheses.

Classroom

February 1983
Canadian Tests of
Basic Skills

*o

March 1983

Pretest Experimental
and Control Groups with
Syntactic Maturity Test

April 1983

Instruction and Practice
with Experimental and
Control Groups

May 1983

Posttest Experimental
and Control Groups with
Syntactic Maturity Test

Figure 4

Analysis and Outcome

Determination of high,
medium and low language
achievement levels

Analysis of Syntactic
Maturity Pretest to
establish base-line
scores and to determine
group equivalency

Comparative Analysis of
Pre and Post Tests of
Syntactic Maturity

Answer to Nul |
Hypotheses | - 56

SCHEDULING AND ANALYSIS
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STATISTICAL HYPQTHESES

There is no significant interaction in mean T-urit gain score in
expository controlled writing between sex of the student and
method of instruction.

There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
expository controlled writing between students who receijve
instruction in sentence-expansion with pictorializing and stu--
dents who receive instruction only in sentence expansion.

There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain'score in
expository controlled writing between male and female students.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in

expository controlled wr1t1ng between prior achievement and

method of instruction. S
There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in

expos1tony controlled writing between sex of the student and

prior achievement.

There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
expository controlled writing among high, medium and low achieve-
ment groups.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
expository controlled writing among method of instruction, sex
of student and prior achievement.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative controlled writing between sex of the student and
method of instruction.

There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative controlled writing between students who received
instruction in sentence-expansion with pictorializing and stu-
dents who receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.

There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative controlled writing between male and female students.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative controlled writing between prior achievement and
method of instruction.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative controlled writing between sex of the student and prior .
achievéement.
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There is no s1gn1f1cant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative controlled writing among high, medium and Tow achieve-
ment groups.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative controlled writing among method of 1nstruct1on, sex
of student and prior achievement.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative free wr1t1ng between sex of the student and method of
instruction.

There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative free writing between students who receive instruction
in sentence-expansion with pictorializing and students who
receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.

There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative free writing between male and female students.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative free writing between prior achievement and method of
instruction.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative free writing between sex of the student and prior
achievement. '

There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative free writing among high, médium and Tow achievement
groups.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
narrative free writing among method of instruction, sex of
student and prior achievement.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
expository free writing between sex of the student and method of
instruction.

There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
expository free writing between students who receive instruction
in sentence-expansion with pictorializing and students who
receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.

There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
expository free writing between male and female students.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
expository free writing between prior achievement and method of
instruction.
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There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
expository free writing between sex of the student and prior
achievement. ’

There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
expository free writing among high, medium and Tow achievement
groups.

There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
expository free writing among method of instruction, sex of
student and prior achievement.

There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
formations in expository controlled writing between sex of the
student and method of instruction.

There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-
formations in expository controlled writing between students who
receive instruction in sentence-expansion with pictorializing
and students who receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.

There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-
formations in expository controlled writing between male and
female students.

There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
formations in expository controlied writing between prior
achievement and method of instruction.

There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
formations in expository controlled writing between sex of the
student and prior achievement.

There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-
formations in expository controlled writing among high, medium
and low achievement groups.

There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
formations in expository controlled writing among method of
instruction, sex of student and prior achievement.

There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
formations in narrative controlled writing between sex of the
student and method of instruction.

There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans- -
formations in narrative controlled writing between students who
receive instruction in sentence-expansion with pictorializing
and students who receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.
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‘There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-

formations in narrative controlled writing between male and
female students.

There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
formations in narrative controlled writing between prior
achievement and method of instruction.

"There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-

formations in narrative controlled writing between sex of the
student -and prior achievement.

There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-
formations in narrative controlled writing among high, medium
and low achievement groups.

There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
formations in narrative controlled writing among method of
instruction, sex of student and prior achievement. '

There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
formations in narrative free writing between sex of the student
and method of instruction. o ’

There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-
formations in narrative free writing between students who receive
instruction in sentence-expansion with pictorializing and stu-
dents who receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.

There isnosignificant difference in number of sentence transfor-
mations in narrative free writing between male and female students.

There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
formations in narrative free writing between prior achievement
and method of instruction. '

There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
formations in narrative free writing between sex of the student
and prior achievement.

There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-
formations in narrative free writing among high, medium and Tow
achievement groups.’ :

There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
formations in narrative free writing among method of instruc-
tion, sex of student and prior achievement.

There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
formations in expository free writing between sex of the student
and method of instruction.
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H0 = There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-
51 formations in expository free writing between students who
receive instruction in sentence-expansion with pictorializing
and students who receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.

H0 = There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-.
52 formation in expository free writing between male and female
students.
H = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-

%53 formations in expository free writing between prior achievement
and method of. instruction.

HO = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
54 formations in expository free writing between sex of the student
and prior achievement.
H = There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-
955 formations in expository free writing among high, medium and Tow
achievement groups.
HO = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
56 formations in expository free writing among method of instruc-
tion, sex of student and prior achievement.
In the event that there was a significant interaction, main effect
rows, columns and layers hypotheses were not considered for analysis in
that specific three wéy design. A1l hypotheses were tested at the .01

level of significance.

ANALYSIS: OF DATA

Raters assessed student writing for se]ectéd syntactic factors.
The data from this study were analyzed in the following ways: First,
the means for T-unit length were calculated. Then, a one way analysis of
variance was used to determine whether initial performance between the two
groups was significantly different. The test was uséd to compare the
pretest mean scores of the two groups. Next, three way ana1yses of var-

i
iapce were completed to determine significant differences testing 56 null
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hypotheses. E_ratio§ were tested for significance set at the .01 lTevel
of confidence throughout.

To answer questions one through twenty-eight (Ho]'— H028)5three wa}
analyses of variance tests were used to determine the mean T-unit gain
score in both the narrative and expository free and controlled writing
of grade six students.

To answer questions twenty-nine to fifty-six (H029 - H056), three
way analyses of variance tests were used to determine the gain in number
of sentence transformations (nominal, relative and adverbial) in both the
narrative and expository free and controlled writing of.grade six stu-
dents.

A1l collected datawere key-punched on 80-column 6ards, processed and .
stored for analysis of data. Each student was identified by number,
group, sex and prior achievement. There was one cérd cdded for each
student, which contained mean T-unit scores and number of sentence trans-
formations for the pretest and for the posttest. |

The analyses were done at the University.of Calgary, Alberta, Canada,

using the SPSS program (Statistical Package for the Social Science).

PRECAUTIONS TAKEN FOR_ACCURACY

An independent rater, who had no prior knowledge of the research
method or the materials used, tallied the pre and posttest scores. To
ensure the accdracy of the grammatical analysis, a-second rater, a lan-
guage instructor from the Calgary Board .of Education,checked every six-
teenth writing sampde. These papers.were randomly selected from the 368

pre and post writing samples.
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Chapter IV
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The major purpose of this.study was to determine whether grade six
students who practiced sentence-expansion with pictofia]izationrwould
expand kernel sentences and write compositions that could be described
as syntactically different from those written by grade six students
exposed to only sentence-expansion practice. AQditioﬁa11y, the selected
variéb]es of prior achievement, sex and method of instruction were
analyzed to determine if there was a significant level of interaction.

The study focused on the following questions:

1. Is there a significant difference in the length of T-units

n grade six students' controlled and free writing (both
expository and narrative modes) aftef sentence-expansion
with pictorialization exercises?

2. Is there a significant difference in the number of sentence

transformations (nominal, relative and adverbial) in grade
six students controiled and free writing.(both expository
and narrative‘modes) after sentence—expansion with pictor-
jalization exercises?
In addition, the following six sUb;questions were considered in associa-
tion with each of the preceding major research questions:
3. Is there a significant interaction between the method of

instruction and sex?
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4. TIs there a significant interéction between method of

instruction and prior achievement?

,5.‘ Is there a significant difference among high, medium

and Tow achievementé

6. Is there a significant difference between male and

female students?

7. Is there a significant interaction between sex of the

student and prior achievement?

8. Is there a significant interaction among method of

instruction, sex of the student and prior achievement?-

To investigate the comparative relationship of two techniques for
increasing sentencé maturity in grade six writers, 56 null hypotheses
were formulated. A three way ana]ysi§ of variance was used to determine
if there were any significant differences between the mean gain score of
the various syntactic factors: words per T-unit and number of sentence
transformations. In this analysis differences wére looked for in mean
change between the two groups. The level of significance was set:at
p <(:01. |

Before determining whether significant syntactic changes occurred in
the subject's writing, it was necesséry to determine whether the random
selection process had been successfully used to place students'of equal
syntactic ability into the experimenta1:and.contr01 groups. To do,this,
a one-way analysis of variance was used to compare the pretest mean
scores of the two groups. In the analyses student writing variables
were considered in comparing the pretest mean scores on each of the eight

dependent variables for both groups. In Table 3 the results of this test
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Table 3

Comparison of Pretest Mean Scores on the Variables of Syntactic Develop-
ment for Controlled and Free Writing: Experimental and Control Groups
(One Way ANOVA) - ’

Experi-
Variables mental Control p
n=23 n=23 F df Value

Means Means

Syntactic Factqrs

Mean T-unit lengths:
expository controlled 5.765 5.652 - 0.18 1, 44 0.6743 NS
narrative Eontro]ied 5,570 5.326 1.65 1, 44 0.2063 NS
narrative free | 7.452 7.583 0.10 1, 44 0;7478 NS
expository free 7.534 7.875 0.48 1, 44 0.4934 NS

Number of Sentence

Transformations:
expository controlled 12.13 11.35 0.50 1, 44 0.4846 NS
narrative controlled 13.26 10.83 7.11 1, 44 0.0107 NS

narrative free 21.52 20.83 0.06 1, 44 0.8137 - NS
expository free 24.83 14.78 17.78 1, 44 0.0001 *
* = gignificant at the .01 Tevel

NS = not significant
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i]]ustrated that the two groups were sufficiently similar to be consid-
ered equal. However, in the analysis of one of the eight dependent
variables, the number of senfence transformations in expository free
writing, it was demonstrated that the experimental group scored signifi-
cantly better than the control group. THe experimental group, those
students who at a Tater time received instruction and practice in
sentence-expansion with pictorialization, had a pretest mean of 24.83.
"The control group, thoge who at a Tater time only received instruction
énd practice in sentence expansion, had a pretest mean of 14.78. In the
one way analysis of variance an F ratio of 17.78, a statistic that was

significant beyond the .01 level (p = .0001) was yielded (Table 3).

RELEVANT DATA AND FINDINGS

In order to determine the effectiveness of the treatments, the
students' writing samples before treatments and those written following
treatments were analyzed. Tabulations of specific syntactic features
within the compositions were made, and gain scores were calculated for
each student on these variables:

1. Mean length of T-units

2. Number of sentence transformations which was a

cumulative score of:

a. Number of nominal transfbrmatiohs (e.g.,
noun plus adjective, possessive; relative
clause, prepositional phrase, 1nfjn1tive

phrase, pafticiblerhfase,andadverbia])g
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b. Nuhber of relative transformations (e.g.,
adjectives of sjze, color, shape, feel
(texture), feelings, condition (old) and
motion);
c. quber"of adverbial transformations (e.g.,
| adverbs~of time, place, mannef, cause,
condition and comparison).
In analyzing syntactic development, hypotheses.were organized

according to syntactic features and modes of writing.
MEAN T-UNIT AND MODE OF WRITING

Question one: Is there a significant difference in the length of
T-units in grade six students' controlled and free writing (both
expository and narrative modes) after~$entence~éxpansion with pictor-
ialization exercises?

Twenty-eight hypotheses were tested using a three Way analysis of
variance to determine the effects of treatment, sex, prior achievement
and the interaction of these variables. In this section arereported the

analysis and results of hypotheses H  to H_ .
%1 %8

Expository Controlled Writing

H = There is no signifiéant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in .
% expository. controlled writing between sex of the student and
method of instruction.

The comparison of the sex of a student with method of instruction
was used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly

/

higher gain scores when instructed with a particular method. The data
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Table 4

Means and Standard Deviation for Gain Scores for Mean T-unit Length for
Free and Controlled Writing (Expository and Narrative)

mean mean mean
N gain S.D. N gain S.D. N gain S.D.
score score score
GROUP EXPERIMENTAL ~ CONTROL
expository {23 1.265 1.124 | 23 0.752 1.447
controlled .
narrative 23 2.435 1.352 123 2.135 1.186
controlled , ‘ .
narrative 23 1.187 1.392 | 23 1.087 2.539
free
expository 23 1.452 1.271 | 23 0.830 2.617
free
SEX MALES FEMALES
expository 18 0.900 1.324 | 28 1.079 1.316 -
controlled
narrative 18 2:150 1.333 |28 2.371 1.239
controlled :
narrative 18 0.833 1.608 | 28 1.414 2.252
free
expository 18 1.489 2.128 |28 0.918 2.020
free
ACHIEVEMENT HIGH : MIDDLE . LOW

expository 15 1.107 1.180 | 16 1.513 1.489 f5 0.373 0.999
controlled '

narrative 15- 2.527 1.261 16 2.656 1.471 15 1.647 0.769
controlled

narrative 15 1.513 1.830 |16 1.106 2.836 | 15 0.947 1.017
free

expository 15 0,653 1.760 16 1.1§3 1.994 | 15 1.607 2.404
free .
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obtained by this analyses indicated no significant interaction between
sex and method of instruction (Table 5). This finding led to the
retention of the null hypotheses, Ho]'
H = There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
2 expository controlled writing between students who receive
instruction in sentence-expansion with pictorializing and students
who receive instruction only in sentence expansion.

The mean T-Qnit gain score for the experimental groub in sehtenpe—
expansion with pictorialization was‘1.265 with a standafd deviation of
1.124; The mean T-unit gain score of the control group in sentence-
expansion was 0.752with a standard deviation of 1.447 (Table 4). The
three way analysis of variahce yielded an F ratio of 1.27, a statistic
that was not significant beyond the .01 level (p = 0.2668) (Table 5).
This finding_]ed to the retention of thg nu]llhypotheSes, H02
H = There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in

3 expository controlled writing between male and female students.

The mean T-unit gain score for maie students fn expository con-
trd]]ed writing was 0.900 with a standard deviation of 1.324. The mean
T-unit gain score for female students in exposﬁtory controlied writing
was 1.079 with a standard deviation of 1;316 (Table 4).' The three way
analysis of variance yielded an F ratio of 0.10, a statistic that was
not significant beyond fhe .01 level (p = 0.7573) (Table 5). This
finding Ted to the retention of the null hypothesis, H03.
H = There.is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in

4  expository controlled writing between prior achievement and method
of instruction.

The comparison of prior achievement with method of instruction was
used to determine if high, middle or low achievers could achieve signifi-

cantly higher gain scores when instructed with a particular method. The
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data obtained by this analysis indicate no significant interaction
between prior achievement and method of instruction (Table 5). This

finding Ted to the retention of the null hypothesis, H0

4.
Ho = There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
5 expository controlled writing between sex of the student and

prior achievement.

The comparison of the sex of a student with prior achievement was
used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly higher
gain scores when analyzed by high, middle or Tow achievement groups.

The data obtained by this analysis indicated nb signfficant interaction
betweéh sex and prior achievement (Table 5). This finding ied to the

retention of the null hypothesis, H0 .
5

HO = There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
6 expository controlled writing among high, medium and low

achievement groups.

The mean T-unit gain score for high achievefs in expository con-
trolled writing was 1.107 with a standard deviation of 1.180. .The mean
T-unit gain score of middle achievers was 1.513 with a standard deviation
of 1.489. While the mean T-unit gain score of low achievers was 0.373
' with a standard deviation of 0.999 (Table 4). The three way analysis of
variance yielded an_F ratio of 1.66, a statistic that was not significant
beyond the .01 Tevel (p = 0.2056) (Table 5). This finding led to the

retention of the null hypothesis, H0

6.
H = There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
07 expository controlled writing among method of instruction, sex

of student and prior.achievement.
The comparison of the method of instruction, sex of student and
prior achievement was used to determine if male or female students as

high, middle or Tow achievers could achieve significantly higher gain
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Table 5

Three-way ANOVA Comparing Gain Scores for Mean T-unit Length in Exposi-
tory Controlied Writing

Sum of Mean
Source Squares . Squares P
Group 2.306 1, 34 2.306 . 1.27 0.2668 NS
Sex 0.176 1, 34 0.176 0.10 0.7573 NS
Achievement 5.998 2, 34  2.999° 1.66  0.2056 NS
Group X 0.105 1, 38 0.105 0.06 0.8111 NS
Sex’
Group X - 0.574 2, 34 0.287 0.16 0.8540 NS
Achievement_ .
Sex x 1.454 2, 34 0.727 0.40 0.6721 NS
Achievement
Group X Sex 0.208 2, 34 0.104 ~ 0.00 0.9990 NS
X Achievement : .
Error 61.509 34 1.809

*
1

significant at the .01 level

NS

not significant
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scores when instructed with a particular method. The data obtained by
this analysis indicated no significant interaction between method of
instruction, sex of student and prior achievement (Table 5). This find-

ing led to the retention of the null hypothesis; H0
‘ 7

‘Narrative Controlled Writing

H = There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
8 narrative controlled writing between sex of the student and
method of instruction.

The comparison of the sex of a student and method of instruction-
was used to determine if males or females could achieve significant1y
higher gain score when instructed with a particular method. The data
obtained by this analysis indicated no significant interaction between
sex and method of instruction (Table 6). This finding led to the
retention of the null hypothesis, H0 . |

8
H0 = There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in :
9 narrative controlled writing between students who receive instruc-
tion in sentence-expansion with pictorializing and students who
receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.

The mean T-unit gain score for the experimental group in sentence-
expansion with pictoria]ization was 2.435 with a standard deviation of
1.352. The mean T-unit gain score of the control group in sentence-
expansion was 2.135 with a standard deviation of 1.186 (Table 4). The
three way analysis of variance yielded an F ratio of 0.39, a statistic
that was not significant beyond the .01 Tevel (p = 0.5390) (Table 6).
This finding led to-the retention_of the null hypotheses, H0 .

_ 9
H = There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
10 narrative controlled writing between male and female students.
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The mean T-unit gain score for male students in narrative controlled
writing wés 2.150 with a standard deviation of 1.333. The mean T-unit
gain score for female students in narrative controlled writing was
© 2.371 with a standard deviation of 1.239 (Table 4). Thé three way
analysis of variance yielded an F ratio of 1.41, a statistic that was
not significant beyond the .01 level (p = 0.2428) (Table 6). This
findingiled to the retention of the nu11‘hyp0thesis, HQ]O.
HO = There js no signjficant-ipteraction in mean T-gnit gain score in

11 narrative controlled writing between prior achievement and method
of instruction.

The comparison of prior achievement with method of instruction was
used to determine if high, midd]é 6r low achievers could achieve signifi-
cantly higher gaiﬁ scores when instructed with a particular method. The
data obtained by this analysis indicated no significant interaction

between prior achievement and method of instruction (Table 6). This

finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis, HO

11 _
H = There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
012  narrative controlled writing between sex of the student and prior

achievement.

The comparison of the sex of a student with prior achﬁevement was
used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly higher
gain scores when analyzed by high, midd]e or low achievement groups. Thé
data obtained by this analysis indicated no significant interaction
between sex and prior achievement (Table 6). This finding led to the
retention of the null hypothesjs, HO]Z.
H = There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in:

013 narrative controlled writing among high, medium and Tow achieve-
ment groups. '
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Table 6

Three-way ANOVA Comparing Gain Scores for Mean T-unit Length in Narrative
Controlled Writing

Sum of P Mean

Source Squares Squares P

Group - 0.557 1, 3 0.557 0.39  0.5390 NS
Sex . 2.045 1, 34 2.045 1.41 0.2428 NS
Achievement 9.22] 2,34  4.611 3.19  0.0539 NS
Group x 0.130 0.130 0.09 0.7664 NS
Sex

Group X 6.159 . 2, 34 3.080 2.13 0.1346 NS
Achievement

Sex X 1.018 2, 34 0.509 . 0.35 0.7061 NS
Achievement

Group X Sex 5.465 2,34 2,733 1.89  0.1669 NS
X -Achievement - : o :

Error 49,204 34 1.447

*
U

significant at the .01 level

U

NS = not significant A
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The mean T-unit gain score for high achievers in nérrative control-

led writing was 2.527 with a standard deviation of 1.261. The mean
T-unit gain score of middle achievers was 2.656 with a standard devia-
tion of 1.471. While the mean T-unit gain score of low achievers was
1.647 with a standard deviation of 0.769 (Table 4). The three way
analysis of varianée yielded an F ratio of 3.19, a statistic that was
not significant beyond the .01 level (p = 0.0539) (Table 6). This find-
ing led to the retention of the null hypothesis, Ho]3'
Ho = There js no significant-ipteraction in mean Ttunit_gajn score in

14 narrative controlled writing among method of instruction, sex

of student and prior achievement.

. The comparison of the method of fnstructiop, sex of student and
'prior achievement was used to determine if male or female students as
high, middle or low achievers could achieve significantly higher gain
scores when instructed with a particular method. The data obtained by
this analysis indicated no significant interaction among method of

instruction, sex of student and prior achievement (Table 6). This find-

ing led to the retention of the null hypothesis, H0 .
' ' 14

Narrative Free Writing

H = There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score
015 in narrative free writing between sex of the student and method
of instruction.
The comparison of the sex of a.student with method of instruction
was used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly
higher gain scores when instructed with a particular method. The data

obtained by this analysis indicated no significant interaction between

sex and method of instruction (Table 7). This findihg led to the
[ . .
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retgntion of the null hypothesis, HO]SP
H = There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in

16  narrative free writing between students who receive instruction
in sentence-expansion with pictorializing and students who
receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.

The mean T-unit gain score for'the experimental group in sentence-
expansion with pictorialization was 1.187 with a standard deviation of -
1.392. The mean T-unit gain score of the control group in sentence-
expansion was 1.087 with a standard deviation of 2.539 (Table 4). .The
three way analysis of variance yielded an F ratio of 6.31, a statiétic
that was not significant beyond the .01 Tevel (p = 0.582é) (Table 7).
This finding led to the retenfion of the null hypothesis, H°16.
H = There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in

917  narrative free writing between male and female students.

The mean T-Qnit gain score for male students in narratfve free
writing was 0.833 with a standard deviation of 1.608. The mean T-unif
gain score for female students in narrative free writing was 2.371 with
a standard deviation of 1.239 (Table 4). The three way analysis of
variance yielded an F ratio of 0.73; a statistic that was nqt significant

beyond the .01 level (p = 0.3980) (Table 8). This finding Ted to the

retention of the null hypothesis, H0

17 .
H = There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
18 _narrative free writing between prior achievement and method of
instruction.

The comparison‘of prior achieveﬁent with method of instruction was
used to determine if hiéh, middle or low achievers could achieve signifi-
cantly higher gain scores when instructed with a particular method. The
data obtained by this analysis indicated no significant interaction

between prior achievement and method of instruction (Table 7). This led




80
Ato the retention of the null hypbthesis, H618.
HO = There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
19 narrative free writing between sex of the student and prior
achievement. :

The comparison of the sex of a student with prior achievement was
used to determine if males or females coutd achieve significantly higher
gain scores when aha]yzed by high, middle on low achievement groups.

The data obtained by this apalysis tndicated no significant interaction
between sex and prior achievement (Table 7). This finding Ted to the

retention of the null hypothesis, H0

19 :
H0 = There is no significant difference in mean T- un1t ga1n score in
20 narrative free writing among high; medium- and Tow achievement

groups.

The mean T-unit gain score for high achievers in narrative free
writing was 1.513 with a standard deviation of'1.830. The meanATjunit
gain score of middle achievers was 1.106 with a standard deviation .of
2.836. While the mean T-unit gain score of low achievers was 0.947 with -
a standard deviation of 1.017 (Table 4). The three way ana]ys1s of
variance yielded an F ratio of 0.77, a stat1st1c that was not s1gn1f1cant
beyond the .01 level (p = 0.4731) (Table 7);: This finding led to the

retention of the null hypothesis,‘Ha .
20

H = There is no s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on in mean T-unit gain score in

021 narrative free writing’ among method of 1nstruct1on, sex of stu-- -
dent and- pr1or ach1evement ‘ 2 .

The compar1son of the method ofl1nstruct1on sex of student and
prior ach1evement was used to determ1ne ffmhaie or female student as
high, middle or Tow ach1evers cou]d ach1eve s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher ga1n
scores when 1nstructed w1th a part1cu1ar method The data obta1ned by

th1s analysis 1nd1cated_n0:swgn1f1¢ant;1nteragt1on amongfmethod of
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Table 7

Three-way ANOVA Comparing Gain Scores for Mean T-unit Length

Free Writing .

in Narrative

Sum of d Mean F

Source Squares Squares P

Group 1.515 1, 34 1.515  0.31 0.5822 NS

Sex 3.597 1, 34 3.597 0.73 0.3980 NS

Aqhievement 7.515 2, 34 3.758 0.77 0.4731 NS
~ Group X 1.230 1, 34 1.230 0.25 0.6199 NS

Sex

Group X 3.013 2, 34 1.507 ° 0.31 0.7378 NS .

Achievement ‘

Sex x 10.284 2, 34 5.142 1.05 0.3620 NS

Achievement

Group X Sex 2.431 2, 34 1.216 0.25 0.7821 NS

X Achievement

Error 166.949 34 4.910

*
il

NS

not significant

significant at the .01 level
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instruction, sex of student and prior achievement (Table 7). This

finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis, H0
. 21

Expository Free Writing

HO = There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
22 . expository free writing between sex of the student and method of
instruction.

The comparison of the sex of a student with method of instruction
was used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly
higher gain scores when instructed with a particular method. The data
obtained by this analysis indicated no significant interaction between
sex and method of instruction (Table 8). This finding led to the reten-
tion of the null hypot%esis, H . ‘

022
H0 = There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
23  expository free wr1t1ng between students who. receive instruction
in sentence- expans1on with p1ctor1a11z1ng and’ studentswhoyece1ve
instruction only in sentence-expansion.

The mean T-unit gain score for the experimental group in sentence-
expansion with pictorialization was 1.452 with a standard deviation of
1.271. The mean T-unit gain score of the control group in sentence-
expansion was 0.830 with a standard deviation of 2.617 (Table 4). The
three way analysis of variance yielded an F ratio of 0.02, a statistic
that was not significant beyond the .01 Tevel (p = .8967) (Table 8).
This finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis, H0 .

23
H = There is no s1gn1f1cant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
24 expository free writing between male and female students.
The mean T-unit gain score for male students in expository free

writing was 1.489 with a standard deviation of 2.128. The mean T-unit

gain score for female students in expository free writing was 0.918 with
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a standard deviation of 2.020 (Table 4). The three way analysis of
variance yielded an F ratio of 0.44, a statistic that was not significant
beyond the .01 Tevel (p = 0.5119) (Table 8). This finding led to the

retention of the null hypothesis, HO .
24

H0 = There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
25 expository free writing between prior achievement and method of

instruction.

The comparison of priof achievement with method of instruction was
used to determine if high, middle or Tow achievers could achieve signifi-
cantly higher gain scores when instructed with a particular method. The
data obtained by this analysis indicated no significant interaction
between prior achievement and method of 1nsfrﬁction (Table 8). This

finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis, Ho .
25

H0 = There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score in
26  expository free writing between sex of the student and prior

achievement.

The comparison of the sex of a student with prior achievement was
used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly higher
gain scores when analyzed by high, middle or low achievement gfoups. The
data obtained by this analysis indicated no significant interaction
between sex and prior achievement (Table 8). This finding led tb the

retention of the null hypothesis, Ho .
26

H = There is no significant difference in mean T-unit gain score in
027 expository free writing among high, medium and iow achievement

groups.
The mean T-unit gain score for high achievers in expository free
writing was 0.653 with a standard deviation of 1.760. The mean,T-uﬁit .
gain score of middle achievers was 1.163 with a standard deviation of .

1.994. While the mean T-unit gain score of low achievers_was 1.607 with
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Table 8

Three-way ANOVA Compéring Gain Scores for Mean T-unit Length in Exposi-
tory Free Writing

Sum of - df Mean

Source Squares Squares ‘ P

Group "~ 0.608 1, 34 0.608 0.02 0.8967 NS
Sex 1.561 1, 34 1.561 0.44 0.5119 NS
Achievement 4.969 2; 34 2.484 0.70 0.5040 NS
Group X : 9.468 1, 34 9.468 2.66 0.1118 NS
Sex ‘ .

Group X 6.797 2, 34 3.399 0.96 0.3943 NS
Achievement )

Sex X . 17.636 2, 34 8.818 2.48 0.0986 NS
Achievement ‘ :

Group x Sex 1.872 2, 34 0.936 0.26 0.7700 NS
x Achievement

Error 120.798 34 3.553

*
H]

'significant at the .01 level

NS = not significant
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a standard deviation of 2.404 (Table 4). Thé.three way analysis of
variance yielded an F ratio of 0.70, a statistic that was not signifi-
cant beyond the .01 level (p = 0.5040) (Table 8). This finding led to

!

the retention of the null hypothesis, H027.
H0 = There is no significant interaction in mean T-unit gain score
28 in expository free writing among method of 1nstruct1on, sex of
student and prior achievement.

The comparison of the method of instruction, sex of student and
prior achievement was used to determine if male or female students as
high, middle or Tow achievers could achieve significantly higher gain
scores when instructed with a particular method. The data obtained by
this analysis indicated no significant interaction among method of
instruction, sex of student and prior achievemgnt (Tab]e.8). This

finding led to the retention of the null hypbthesis, H0 .
28

NUMBER OF SENTENCE TRANSFORMATIONS AND MODE OF WRITING

Question two: Is there a significant difference in the number of
sentence transformations (nominal, relative and adverbial) in grade six
students' controlled and free writing (both expository and narrative
modes) after sentence-expansion with pictorialization exercises?

Twenty-eight hypotheses were tested usingla three way ana]ysis'of
variance to determine the effects of treatment, sex, prior ééhievement
and the interaction of these variables. In this section ére-reportedthe

analysis and results of hypotheses H toH .
29 %56
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Table 9

Means and Standard Deviation for Gain Scores for Number of Sentence Trans-
formations for Free and Controlled Writing (Expository and Narrative)

mean

mean mean
N gain S.D.- N gain S.D. N gain S.D.
score score score
GROUP EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL
expository 23 11.57 15.16 |23 ~ 7.043 5.261
controlled .
narrative 23 26.65 14.86 |23 20.48 14.86
controlled ,
narrative | 23 26.13 14.33 |23 19.87 13.02
free \
expository 23 14.87 18.88 (23 14.78 18.33
free -
SEX MALES FEMALES
expository 18 9.500 16.31 {28 9.179 7.149
controiled
narrative 18 20.89. 12.63 |28 '25.29 15.36
controlled -
narrative 18 21.39 . 15.03 |28 24.04 13.31
free . ‘ - '
expos1itory 18 12.61° 10.97 |28 16.25 16.09
free ' c
ACHIEVEMENT HIGH MIDDLE Low'
expository 15 9.667 7.306}16 9.000 6.47 | 15 9.267 17.97
controlled :
narrative 15 26.80 13.89 {16 25.38 16.591 15 '18.40 11.51]
controlled | _ _
narrative 15 22.67 15.87 {16 24.94 14.81}115 .21.27 "11.25
free . : ' ' ' , ~
expository 15 11.60. 14.57 |16 18.44 "17.44 {15 14.20 9.526
free :
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Expositony Controlled Writing

HO = There is no éignificant interaction in number of sentence trans-
29 formations in expository controlled writing between sex of the
student and method of instruction.

The comparison of the sex of a student with method of instruction
was used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly
greater number of sentence transformations when instructed with a parti-
cular method. The data obtained by this analysis indicated no signifi-
cant interaction between sex and method of instruction (Table 10). This
finding led to the retention of the null Hypothesis, Ho .

29 :
H0 = There is no significant difference when using number of sentence
30 transformations in expository controlled writing between students
who receive instruction in sentence-expansion with pictorializing

and students who receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.

The mean gain score for number of sentence transformations for the
experimental group in sentence-expansion with pictorialization was 11.57
with a standard deviation of 15.16. The mean gain score for number of
sentence transformations for the control group in sentence-expansion was
7.043 with a standard deviation of 5.261 (Table 9). The three way
analysis of variance yielded an F ratio of 0.54, a statistic beyond the
.01 Tevel (p = 0.4690) (Table 10). This finding led to the retention of

the null hypothesis, H_ .
930 :

H = There is no significant difference in number of sentence transfor-
037  mations in expository controlled writing between male and female
students.

The mean gain score for number of sentence transformations for male
students in expository controlled writing was 9.500 with a standard
deviation of 16.31. The mean gain score for number of sentence transfor-

mations for female students in expository controlled writing was 9.179
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with a standard deviation of 7.149 (Table 9).’ The three way analysis of
variance yielded an F ratio of 0.17, a statistic beyond the .01 level
(p = 0.6808) (Table 10). This finding led to the retention of the null
hypothesis, H_ .
931

H0 = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-

32 formations in expository controlled writing between prior achieve-

ment and method of instruction. .

The comparison of prior achievement with method of instruction was
used to determine if high, middle or Jpw achievers could achieve signifi-
cantly greater number of sentence transformations when instructed with a
particular method. The data obtained by this analysis indicated no
significant interaction between prior achiévement and method of instruc-
tion (Table 10). This finding led to the-retention of the null hypo-
thesis, H_ .

932
H0 = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
33 formations in expos1tory controlied writing between sex of the = .
student and prior achievement.

The comparison of the sex of a student with prior achievement was
used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly greater
number of sentence transformations when ana]yzed by ‘high, middle or Tow
achievement groups. The data obtained by this analysis indicated no
significant interaction between sex and prior achievement (Table 10).
This finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis, H0 .

33
H = There is no significant difference -in number of sentence transfor-
934 mations in expository controlled writing among high, med1um and
low achievement groups.

The mean gain score for number of sentence transformations for high

achievers in exposifory controlled writing was 9.667 with a standard

deviation of 7.306. The mean gain score for number of sentence
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Table 10

Three-way ANOVA Comparing Gain Scores for Number of Sentence Transforma-
tions in Expository Controlled Writing

Sum of ' Mean
Source Squares ' Squares F p
Group | 79;470 1, 34 79.470 0.54 0.4690 NS
Sex 25.5189 1, 34 25.5189 0.17 0.6808 NS
Achievement 17.516 = 2, 34 . 8.758 0.06 0.9427 NS
Group X 0.199 1, 34 0.199 0.00 0.9710 NS
Sex | .
Group -Xx 207.933 2, 34 103.967 0.70 0.5028 NS
Achievement
Sex x 15.533 2, 34 7.771 0.05 0.9490 NS
Achievement
Group x Sex 182.980 2, 34 91.490 0.62 0.5453 NS
X Achievement
Error’ "~ 5038.500 34 148.191

significant at the .01 level

NS = not significant
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transformations for middle achievers was 9.000 with a standard deviation
of 6.47. While the mean gain score for number of sentence transforma-
tions of low achievers was 9.267 with a standard deviation of 17.97
(Table 9). The.three way analysis of variance yielded an F ratio of
0.06, a statistic that was not significant beyond the .01 Tlevel (p =
0.9427) (Table 10).
Ho = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-

35 formations in expository controlled writing among method of

instruction, sex of student and prior achievement.

The comparison of the method of instruction, sex of student and
prior achievement was used fo determine if male or female students as
high, middle of Tow achievers could achieve significantly greater number
of sentence transformations when instructed with a particular method.
The data obtained by this analysis 1ndicated’no significant interaction
among method of instruction, sex of student and prior achievement |

(Table 10). This finding Ted to the retention of the null hypothesis, -

HO .
35

Narrative Controlled Writing

H - = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
36 formations in narrative controlled writing between sex of the
student and method of instruction.
The comparison of the sex of a student with method of instruction
was used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly

greater number of sentence transformations when instructed with a par-

ticular method. The data obtained by this analysis indfcated no signifiQ.

cant interaction between sex and method of instruction (Table 11). This

finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis, Ho .
' ' 36
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H0 = There is no significant difference when using number of sentence
37 transformations in narrative controlled writing between students
who receive instruction in sentence-expansion with pictorializing
and students who receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.
The mean gain score for number of sentence transformations for the
experimental group in sentence-expansion with pictorialization was 26.65
with a standard deviation of 14.86. The mean gain score for number of
sentence transformations for the control group in sentence-expansion,
was 20.48 with a standard deviation of 14.86 (Table 9). The three way
analysis of variance yielded an F ratio of 2.56, a statistic beyond the

.01 level (p = 0.1192) (Table 11). This finding led to the retention of .

the null hypothesis, H_ .
37

H = There is no significant difference in number of sentence transfor-
938  mations in narrative controlled writing between male and female
students. .

The mean gain score for number of sentence-transformations for male
students in narrative controlled writing was 20.89 with a standard
deviation of 12.63. The mean gain score for ndmber of sentence transfor-
mations for female students in narrative controlled writing was 25.29
with a standard deviation of 15.36 (Table 9). The three way analysis of
variance yielded an F ratio of 0.06, a statistic beyond the .01 Tlevel
(p = 0.8149) (Table 11). This finding led to the retention of the null

-

hypothesis, H_ .
938 , .
H = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence transfor- .
039  matjons in narrative controlled writing between prior achievement
and method of instruction.

The comparison of prior achievement with method of instruction was
used to determine if high, middle or low achievers could achieve signifi-

cantly greater number of sentence transformations when instructed with a
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particular method. The data obtained by this analysis indicated no sig-
nificant interaction between prior achievement and method of instruction
(Table 11). This finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis,
H .
039 ,
H0 = There 1is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
40 formations in narrative controlled writing between sex of the
student and prior achievement.

The comparison of the sex of a student with prior achievement was
used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly greater
number of sentence transformations when analyzed by high, middle or low
achievement groups. The data obtained by this analysis indicated no

significant interaction between sex and prior achievement (Table 11).

These findings led to the retention of the null hypothesis, H0 .
- 40

H = There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-

g1 formations in narrative contro]]ed wr1t1ng among h1gh medium
and Tow. ach1evement groups.- ' .

The mean gain score for numberﬂof'sehtence‘transformations for high
achievers in narrafive cbntrolled‘wrﬁtihg was 26.80 with a standard
deviation of 13.89. The mean gain score for ﬁumbef'of sentence transfor-
mations for middle achievers was 25.38 with a standard deviationof.-16.59.
While the mean gain score for number of sentence trans?ormafions of low
achievers was 18.40 with a standard deviatien of 11.57 (Table 9). The
three way analysis of varfance yielded an‘F ratio of .1.73, a statistic
that was not significant beyond the .01 Tevel (p = 0.1924 (Table 11).
This finding led fo the retentien of the ne1]'hypothesis, Ho4]'
H = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-

042 formations in narrative controlled writing among method of

instruction, sex of student and prior achievement.

The comparison of the method of instruction, sex of student and
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Table 11

Three-way'ANOVA Comparing Gain Scores for Number of Sentence Transforma-
tions in Narrative Controlled Writing

Sum of Mean
Source Squares df Squares P
Group 486.149. 1, 34 486.149 2.56 0.1192 NS
Sex 10.587 1,34  10.587  0.06  0.8149 NS
Achievement 658.586 2, 34 329.293 1.73  0.1924. NS
Group X ' 5.033 1, 34 5.033 0.03 0.8718 NS
Sex o " ‘ . o
Group X 622.596 2, 34 311.298 1.60 0.2160 NS
Achievement . | :
Sex x 150.123 2, 34 75.061 0.39 0.6770 NS
Achievement -
Group x Sex 934.251 2, 34 467,125 2.46 0.1009 NS
X Achievement : - '
Error 6468.633 34 190.254

* = significant at the .01 level

NS = not significant
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prior achievement was used to determine if male or female studenfs as
high, middle or 16w achievers could achieve significantly greater number
of sentence transformations when instructed with a particular method.
The data obtained by this analysis indicated no signifiéant interaction
among method of instruction, sex of student and prior achievement
(Table 11). This finding led to the retention of the null hypothésis,

Hoo.
%42

Narrative Free Writing

Ho = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
43 formations in narrative free writing between sex of the student
and method of instruction.

The comparison of the sex of a student with method of instruction
was used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly
greater number of sentence transformations when instructed with a parti-
cular method. The data obtained by this analysis indicated no signifi-
cant interaction between sex and method of instruction (Table 13), This
finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis, Ho .
: 43

Ho = There is no significant .difference when using number of sentence
44 transformations in narrative free writing between students who
: receive instruction in sentence-expansion with pictorializing
and students who receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.

The mean gain score for number of sentence transformations for the
experimental group in sentence-expansion with pictorialization was 26.13
with a standard deviation of 14.33. The mean gain score for number of
sentence transformations for the control group in sentence-expansion was
19.87 with a standard deviation of 13.02 (Table 9). The three way -

analysis of variance yielded an F ratio of 8.89, a statistic beyond the
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.01 Tevel (p = 0.0053) (Table 13). This finding led to the rejection of
the .null hypothesis Hb44' There is a difference in number of sentence
transformations in narrative free writing between students who receive

instruction in sentence-expansion with pictorialization and students who

receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.

HO = There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-
45  formations in narrative free writing between ma]e and female
students.

The mean gain score for number of sentence transformations for male
students in narrative free writing was 21.39 with a standard deviation
of 15.03. The mean gain score for number of sentence transformations
for female students in narrative free writing was 24.04 with a standard
deviation of 13.31 (Table 9). The three way analysis of variance yielded
an F ratio of 0.00, a statistic beyond the .01 level (p = 0.9528) (Table
13). This finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis, H0 .

45
H = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
%6 formations in narrative free writing between prior achievement
and method of instruction.

The comparison of prior achievement with method of instruction was
used to determine if high, middle or low achievers could achieve signifi-
cantly greater number of sentence transformations when instructed with a
particular method. The data obtained by this analysis indicated no
significant interaction between prior achievement and method of instruc-
tion (Table 13). This finding led to the retention of the null hypo-
thesis, H_ .

' %46
H = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
%7  formations in narrative free writing between sex of the student

and prior achievement.

v
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The compérison of the sex of a student with prior achievement was
used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly greater
number of sentence transformations when analyzed by high, middle or Tow
achievement groups. The déta obtained by this analysis indicated there
was a significant interaction between sex and prior achievement (Table
12). -The three way ana]ysfs of variance yielded an F ratio of 4.75, a
statistic beyond the .01 level (p = 0.0052) (Table 13). This finding Ted
to the rejection 6f the null hypothesis, H047. Males thé? werg high
achiévers performed better than midd]e_or low achievers, male or females.
The mean gain score for number of sentence tranéformations for high

achievement males was 40.34. Females that were middle and low achievers

" performed better than middle or low achieving males (Table 12).

Table 12

Means for Number ‘of Sentence Transformations for the Interaction of Sex
and Achievement in Narrative Free Writing

Achievement ‘ High Middle Low
N Mean N~ Mean N Mean
Males 4 40.34 4 17.50 10 17.00
Females 11 19.7 12 25.50 5 30.5
H = There is no significant difference in number of sentence transfor-

%48 mations in narrative free writing among high, medium and low
achievement groups.

The mean gain score for number of sentence transformations for high

achievers in narrative free writing'was'22.67 with a standard deviation
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Table 13

Three-way ANOVA Comparing Gain Scores for Number of Sentence Transforma-
tions in Narrative Free Writing

' Sum of Mean
Source Squares f Squares P
Group 1489.980 1, 34 1489.980 8.89 0.0053 *
Sex 0.597 1, 34 - 0.597 0.00 0.9528 NS
Achievement ' 369.374 2, 34 184.687 1.10 0.3439 NS
Group X 580.769 1, 3 580.769 3.46 0.0714 ° NS
Sex
Group x 622.596 2, 34 311.298 1.86 0.1716 NS
Achievement - :
Sex X 1591.43 2, 34 795.713 4.75  0.0052 *
Achievement
Group x Sex 355.546 2, 34' 177.773 1.06 0.3575 NS
X Achievement :
Error 5699.533 34 167.633

*
n

significant at the .01 level

NS = not significant
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of 15.87. The mean gain score for number of sentence transformations
for middle achievers was 24.94 with a standard deviation of 14.81.
While the mean gain score for number of sentence transformations of low
achievers was 21.27 with a sténdard deviation of 11.25 (Table 9). The
three way analysis of variance yielded an F ratio of 1.10, a statistic
that was not significant beyond the .01 level (p = 0.3439 (Table 13).
This finding led to the retention of the null hypqthesis, H°48.
H0 = There js no.significqnt 1nterac?iqn in number of sentence trans-

49 formations in narrative free writing among method of instruction,

sex of student and prior achievement.

The comparison-of the method of instruction, sex of student and‘
prior achievement was used to determine if male or female students és
high, middle or low achievers could achieve significantly greafer number-.
of sentence transformations when instructed with a particular method.

The data obtained by this analysis indicated no significant 1ﬁteraction
among method of instruction, sex of student and prior achievement

(Table 13). This finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis,

Ho .
049

Expository Freé Writing

H = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
50 formations in expository free writing between sex of the student
and method of instruction.

The comparison of the sex of a student with method of instruction
was used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly
greater number of sentence transformations when instructed with a par-
ticular method. The data obtained by this analysis indicated no signifi-

cant interaction between sex and method of instruction (Table 14). This
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finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis, H°50.
H0 = There 1is no_signjficant Qifference when using number of sentence
51 transformations in expository free writing between students who
receive instruction in sentence-expansion with pictorializing and
students who receive instruction only in sentence-expansion.

The mean gain score for number of sentence transformations for the
experiment&] group in sentence-expansion with pictorialization was 14.87
with a standard deviation of 18.88. The mean gain scofe for number of
sentence transformations for the control group in sentence-expansion was
14.78 with a standard deviation of 18.33 (Table 9). The three way
analysis of variance yielded an F ratio of 0.58, a statistic beyond the
.01 Tevel (p = 0.4517) (Table 14). This finding led to the retention. of

the null hypothesis, H_ .
%51

H0 = There is no significant difference in number of sentence transfor-
52 mations in expository free writing between male and female stu-
dents. '

The mean gain score for number of sentence transformations for male
students in expository free writing was 12.61 with a standard deviation
of 10.97. The mean gain score for number of sentence trénsformations for
female students in expository free writing was 16.25 with a standard
deviation of 16.09 (Table 9). The three way analysis of variénce yielded
an F ratio of 1.21, a statistic beyond the .01 level (p = 0.2786) (Table
14). This finding led to the retention of the null hypothesié, H052.
H = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-

053 . formations in expository free writing between prior achievement
and method of instruction.

The comparison of prior achievement with method of instruction was

used to determine if high, middle or low achievers could achieve signifi-

cantly greater number of sentence transformations when instructed with a
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particular method. The data obtained by this analysis indiicated no
significant interaction between prior achievement and method of instruc-
tion (Table 14). This finding led to the retention of the null hypo-
thesis, H . |
953
H0 = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-
54 formations in expository free writing between sex of the student
and prior achievement. .

The comparison of the sex of a .student with prior achiaVement was
used to determine if males or females could achieve significantly greater
number of sentence transformations when analyzed by high, middle or low
achievement groups. The data obtained by this ana]ysfs_indicated no
significant interaction between sex and prior achievement (Table 14).
This finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis, H054.
H0 = There is no significant difference in number of sentence trans-

55 formations in expository free writing among high, medium and
low achievement groups. _

The mean gain score for number of sentence transforﬁations for high
achievers in expository free writing was 11.60 with a standard deviation
of 14.57. The mean gain score for number of sentence transformations for
middle achievers was 18.44 with a standard deviation of 17.44. While the
mean gain score for number of sentence transformations of Tow achievers
was 14.20 with a standard deviation of 9.526 (Table 9). The three way
analysis of variance yie]deq an F ratio of 1.41, a statistic that was not
significant beyond the .01 Tevel (p = 0.2582) (Table 14). This finding
led to the retention of the null hypothesis, H055.
H = There is no significant interaction in number of sentence trans-

056 formations in expository free writing among method of instruc-
tion, sex of student and prior achievement.
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Table 14

Three-way ANOVA Comparing Gain Scores for Number of Sentence Transforma-

tion 1in Expository Free Writing

.Sum of : Mean
Source Squares df Squares P
Group 113.485 1, 34 113.485  0.58 0.4517 NS
Sex 237.388 1, 34- 237.388 ' 1.21 0.2786 NS
Achievement 552.002 2, 34 276.001 1.41 0.2582 NS
Group X 410.104 1, 3¢ 410,104 2.09  0.1570 NS
Sex
Group X 887.328 2, 34 443.664 2.27  0.1192 NS
Achievement '
Sex X 340.234 2, 34 170.117 =~ 0.87 0.4286 NS
Achievement
Group x Sex 88.161 2,34 44,080 0.23  0.7996 . NS
x Achievement '
Error 6657.867 34 195.819

*
il

significant at the .01 Tevel

NS = not significant
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The comparison of the method of instruction, sex of student and
prior ‘achievement was used to determine if male or female students as
high, middle or low achievers could achieve significantly greater number
of sentence transformations when instructed with a particular method.
The data obtained by this analysis indicated no significant interaction
among method of instruction, sex of student and prior achievement (Table

14). This finding led to the retention of the null hypothesis, Ho .
56

RELATED OBSERVATIONS

In this study, T-unit length was used as one measure of the depen-
dent variable, syntactic maturity. Expository free writing produced the
Tongest T-units, narrative free writing produced the next longest,
narrative controlled writing the next Tongest and expository controlled
writing the shortest. From examination of Table 15, it appears that
positive changes occurred in the writing of both experimental and con-

trol groups. The pretest mean T-unit length for the experimental group

was 6.58 words and the posttest mean T-unit ]engtH was 8.17 words. The -

pretest mean T-unit length for the control group was 6.60 words and the

posttest mean T-unit 1ength was 7.79.
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Table 15

Summary of Mean T-unit Length
mean T-unit length

mean T-unit Tength

pretest Gain Score posttest
Experimental
expository controlled 5.765 1.265 7.03
narrative controlled 5.570 2.435 . 8.01
narrative free 7.452 1.187 8.64
expository free 7.534 1.452 8.99
X = 6.58 x = 1,58 x = 8.17
Control
expository controlled 5.652 0.7522 6.40
narrative controiled 5.326 2.135 7.46
narrative free 7.583 1.087 8.57
expository free 7.875 0.8304 8.71
X = 6.60 x =1.20 X =-7.79

Number of sentence transformations was used és a second measure of
the dependent variable, syh;qctic matuhity. Children pfoduced.the-greét-'
est number of sentence‘transformatibns in narrative free writing, the “
next éreatest in narrative controlled writing, the ﬁext Qreatest in
expo;itory_free writing anq children produced the 1eqst in expository
controlled writing. Thus chi]dreh produced a greater- number of sentence
fransformations in narrative writing than.they did in expository wrifiﬁg.
For the experimental group, the pretest 6vera11 meén‘humber of sentence
trahsformations was 17.94'wqrds and the posttest overall mean was 37.74
words , while the control group's overall pretest meaﬁ was 14.44 and the
posttest mean was 29.99. From examination of Table 16, it appears that
positive changes oc&urred in the narrative and expository free ahd con-_’

trolled writing.
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Table 16

Summary of Number of Sentence

Transformations

Mean Number of

Mean Number of

Sentence . Sentence
Transformations Gain Score Transformations
Pretest Posttest
Experimental
expository controlled 12.13 11.57 23.70
narrative controlled 13.26 26.65 . 39.91
narrative free 21.52 26.13 47.65
expository free 24.83 14.87 . 39.70
x =17.9 Xx = 19.80 X = 37.74
Control .
expository controlied 11.35 7.04 18.393
narrative controlled: 10.83 20.48 31.31
_narrative free 20.83 19.87 40.70
expository free 14.78 14.78 29.56
X = 14.44 X = 15.04 X = 29.99

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The researcher has reported the findings related to the relation-

ship of the independent variables of sex, prior achievement, and group

on the dependent variables of mean T-unit length and number of sentence

transformations in narrative and expository free and controiled writing.

The following summarizes these relationships.

1. Both experimental and control groups made gains on selected

syntactic factors.

2. There was no significant difference in mean T-unit gain scores

between the four modes of wfjting, but observation of the means showed

that those students who received 1n§truction and practice in sentence-
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expansion with pictoria]ization'had higher gains than those students who
received instruction and practice in only sentence-expansion.

3. There was a significant djfference in number of sentence trans-
formations and narrative free writing. Students who received instruc-
tion and practice in sentence-expaesion and pictorialization were signi-
ficantly higher than those students -who received instruction and prac-
tice in only sentence-expansion. |

4. There was no significant difference in number of sentence trans-
formations and the three other modes of writing bet the observed number
of sentence transformations was higher for the experimental group.

5. There were few significant interaction effects; the gains made
by the students were not influenced by whether the students were in oﬁe
group or the other, whether they .were male or female, or their prior
achievement. There was a significant interaction between sex and pr1or
achievement in narrative free writing., High-achieving males performed
better than middle or low achieving males or females.

6. Children produced the greatest number of senfence transforma-
tions in narrative writing.

7. Children prodﬁced the 1east syntactic gains in expesitory .
controlled writing. _

8. The mean length of T-units was affected.by the mode of Writing.
The direction of the effect was as follows: Expositohy Free> Narrative
Free > Narrative Controlled> Expository Controlled.

g. The number of sentence transformat1ons was affected by the mode
of writing. The direction of the effect was as follows: Narrative

Free > Narrative Controlled> Expository Free > Expository Contro]]ed.
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Chapter V
IMPLICATIONS AND.RECOMMENDATIONS

This study was designed to determihe the relattonship.of instructidn..
and pract1ce of sentence expans1on w1th p1ctor1a11zat1on on the syntact1c
maturity of grade s1x students The wr1tten compos1t1ons of these stu-
dents were compared w1th wr1tten compos1t1ons of grade s1x students who
had received 1nstruct1on and pract1ce 1n on]y sentence expans1on of
interest to th1s study was the 1nteract1on of sex and pr1or ach1evement
to determ1ne whether the d1fferent1at1ons 1n the 1nstruct1ona] techn1ques
were benef1c1a1 to a part1cu]ar group L , ':

As a result of the ana]ys1s of the data presented in Chapter IV
several conc]us1ons were reached in terms of sentence- expanding programs,

pictorialization and student writing.
_ CONCLUSIONS -

1. A significant difference_uas found between the two sentencee
expansion techniqueslin only ene mdde, narrative tree.writing.-VStudents '
who received instruction and practice in sentence-expansion and pictor- .-
jalization produced more sentence transformations than those.students
who received instruction and practice in on1y'sentence—expansion;

There was rio significant difference in the numbertof sentence trans-

formations in the other three modes of writing: narrative -controlled;
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expository free and controlled writing. However, the observed number of
sentence transformations was highér for the experimental group.

There was no significant difference in mean T-unit gain scores in
the four modes of writing, but those sfudentswhoreceived instruction and
practice in sentence-expansion with pictorialization had higher‘gaihs
than those students who received instruction and practice in on]y'
sentence-expansion.

The main observation emerging from the findingswas that both tech-
niques were effective in increasing syntactic maturity as represented by
selected syntactic factors, mean T-unit lTength and number of sentence
transformations in all writing modes. Thus, it may be concluded that

both techniques are appropriate for elementary language arts programs.

2. In this study, T-unit length was used as one measure of syntac- -
tic maturity. Data from other gtudies were used to compare mean T-unit
scores. Although both groups in this study made gains (posttest minus
pretest), Tﬁappears that students in this study wrote shorter T-units in
free writing than did students inother studies. In Hunt's (1965) study,
grade fbur students averaged 8.60 words per T-unit. Perron (1976) found
that grade four students averaged 8.15 words per T-unit. Grade seven
students in O'Hare'§ (1973) investigation averaged 9.66 words per T-unit.
These differences may be accounted for by the fact that these three
studies developed a year long instructional program of transformational
grammar activities, while it appeared that students in the present study
were able to appropriately increase their syntactic performance as measured

by T-unit length ina relatively short instructional period. Furthery in
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previous studies of sehtenceébui]dind,,reSearchers utilized a combina-
tion of sentence manipuiation‘programs'which‘1nc1dded sentence-combining,
sentence-expansion énd sentence-sub;titution while this study Was Timited
to only sentence-expansion techniques. |

An observation of the - resu]ts revea]ed that students who practiced
sentence- expans1on and p1ctor1a11zat1on had h1gher mean T unit gain
scores in contro]]ed writing thar those students who practiced only
sentence-expansion. However, the dyffehenCeS‘cqu1d not. be statistically
differentiated. In comparing data from Hunt's (1970) study of control-
led rewriting, it was found that grade’six'studEnts averaged 6.84 wofds
per T-unit. It appeared that the experimental group in this study wrote
longer T-units, 8.17 words per T-unit, than students in the Hunt (1970)
study; while the control group in this study scored about the same, |

7.79 words per T-unit, as Hunt's grade six students.

\ 3. An additional measure of syntactic maturify was the number of
sentence transformatidns. Overall observations demonstrated that stu-
dents in both the experimenta] and control groubs almost doubled the
number of sentence transformations in both controlied and free writing
from pretest to the posttest (Table 16). _

Both Hunt (1965) and 0'Donnell (1967) investigated the number of
sentence-combining transformations dnd discovered that the number of
transformations increased as subjects grew older. Hunt (1965) reported

that the most important developmental trend was an increase in adjective

clauses (a four fold increase from grade four to grade twelve). He




109

further stated that the nominal and adverbial transformations also
increased ‘significantly. |

In examining the data for sentence transformations 1f appeared.that
students could be helped to write longer, more mature ana interesting
sentences in their composition through 1nstructioﬁ and practice in
sentence~-expansion. If is beyond the scope of this study to formulate -
which type of transformation (nominé],-re1at1ve and adverbial) produced
the highest gain. The data were analyzed for cumulative transformations
only. It may be that further analysis of these data could demonstrate
which type of transformations were affected by the sentence—bui]ding_

programs .

4. Researchers have indicated the need to investigate the re]atidn- |
ship of varying typeé of writing to syntactic complexity. Braddock \
(1963) stated that variations in modes of discourse mdy have mofe effect
than variations in topics.

San José (1972) found that different modes differed significantly
in T-unit measures. She found that children producéd more mature lan-
guage in expository writing than in narrative writing and that the mode
was the significant relationship that contributed to syntactic complexity
rather than other variables such as sex, intelligence, or reading scores.

Consistent with San José's findings (1972), this study confirms that
writing mode is the variable that contributed‘to'syntactic maturity in
the ‘two sentence-building programs. In this study, children produced
the highest mean T-unit gain scores in expository free writing and

produced the greatest number of sentence transformations in narrative

1
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writing, both free and controlled. Children produced the least syntac-
tic maturity in expository controlled writing, as.measufed by mean
T-unit gain scores and number of sentence transformations, These find-
ings also substantiate research by Maimon and Nodine (1978) who conclu-
_ded that differéﬁces in syntactic skill could be attributable to types

of writing.

5. Since the éxpansion and drawing activities were sequential in
nature, they generally followed a narrative free writing mode; each com;
pleted set of expansions told a story. This may have been a factor that
contributed to the signifigant difference found in the number of séntence
transformations between the two sentence-expansion programs in narrative
free writing. |

A second factor as Moffett (1968) and Perron (1976) suggested was
that elementary school students were most fluent in narrative writing
because that was the mode in which they have had most practice, both in
writing and in-reading. (Examples of sentence-expansion with pictorial-

jzatijon appear in Appendix E).

6. This study was an exploration into the relationship of visual
and verbal associations. Language according to Bruner (1967) bredis;
poséd the mind to certaiﬁ modes of thought. Dfawings, however, augmented
and embellished the specific referents that go beyond words. In this
study, observations suggest that pictorialization embodied a viewpoint,

a way of looking at reality; by encoding ideas in drawing, the students
in the experimental group were able_ to represent an idea more completely.

Students were able to acquire a language flexibility, by using pictorial
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symbols tb move thinking and expression from abstract to concrete mean-
ings; constructing drawings that wére deliberate, detailed and sequen-
tial. Thus, the learner-produced dréwings stimulated expansions and
increased the number of embedded structures. (Examples of sentence-
expansion and sentence-expanéion with pictorialization are found in
Appendix E).

Pictorialization not only revealed information about the student
but also the nature of thought and problem-solving. Students in the
experimental group, those who received instruction aﬁd practice in
sentence-expansion with pictorialization used drawing as a pre-writiﬁg
activity, a kind of rough map or <idea sketching of what they intended. to
say in words. Pictorialization was the representation of an idea; lan-
guage gave it its exp11cit meaning. .Thus, students had access to two
language systems, verbal and visual. If one language did not facilitate
their thinking, they could use the other.

Initially students were instructed to draw their idea and then write
a. kernel sentence to describe the idea. Students were to continue draw-
ing pictures to develop the initial idea and generate sentence-
expansions. However, observations during the practice activities demon-
strated that some students began with a drawing-writing sequence but
would often reverse the process, writing first then drawing as expansions
begén to flow. Whenever ideas began to stagnate or "they were stuck" fbr
new expansions, these students wou]d.réturp to a drawing first sequence.
Students were using pictorialization to conceiQe, nurture and expand
ideas. In other words, students were visually talking to.themse1yes in

order to discover and develop an idea worfh communicating. Students used
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drawing as a braingtorming activity. Althbugh brainstorming was usually
a verbal idea-generating aﬁtivity, it could also take a visual form.
According to McKim (1980) visual brainstorming was a basic strategy for
exploratory graphic ideation and a éemedia] strategy whenevef ihjnk%ﬁg
had become stale. Thus, students in the experimental group translated
thinking into both graphic and verbal fangdage and were forced to con-
sider and expand their concept in both modes. Thérefore, pictorializa-
tion is recommended as a problem-solving activity, to help "get ideas

off the ground."

7. The nature of.the 1essons‘was a unique feature of this study in
that a multiplicity of methods, materials (including ﬁuppets) and exer;
cises were used. SimiTar to Perron's (1976) conclusion, it appeared |
that these activity-orientated lessons were not only successful in
encouraging syntactic growth, but théy were also successful in motiva-
ting the students to manipu]ate_]anguage in an enjoyable fashion. The
gains achieved by both groups demonstrated the value of semi-structured
materials and games for a language arts curriculum. The informal nature
of these activities combined with the structural exercises allowed for
experiential language manipulation. The experientia] exercises together
with discussion concerning the reasons for and ways of manipulating
sentences, phrases and parts of stories appearéd to contribute to-the.
overall gains.

In summary, the program seems to have been succeésfu] in the appli-
cation of the point that "grammar needs to be combined with rhetoric"

(Weaver, 1979, p. 87). Students need not only to practice ways of
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building sentences'but to discuss which ways are more effective and the
reasons why. Thus, if can be concluded that an integrated instructional
program in sentence building which fnvo]ved the use of oral practice,
cued and uncued linguistic approaches and a mu]tip]jcjty of methods,
materials and exercises was successful in 1ncre3$1ng syntactfc fluency

in the writing of grade six students.

8. Although the study did not measure attitude of the sfudents
toward the two sentence-expansion instructional programs, observation of
the experiential activities demonstrated that both programs were success-
ful in motivating the stuﬂents to manipulate Tanguage. Al11 grade six
students participating in the study were always eager to practice
sentence-expansions or sentence-expansions with pictorialization. Stu-
dents were keen to expand kernel sentences, add more specific details,
and embed structures as well as orally share efforts with classmates.
The classroom teﬁcher identified four Tow achieving students (3 male, 1
female) in the experimental group who had previously been reluctant to
participate in any oral or written language activities and as a result
of overall low grade six performance'were being retained for an addi-
tional year of remedial instruction. These four reluctant students
participated willingly, vo]unfeering to share their sentence-expansions
and made gains in all measures of syntactic maturity. After three weeks
of instructional programs, students in both groups wrote a collaborative
Tetter to the researcher, which demonstrated the general student atti-

tude toward the program. - A sampTe is included in Appendix F.
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9. These data concerning the relationship between gtudents' sex
and other variables Ted to the conclusion that sex was a factor in nar-
rafive free writing. High achieving males performed significantly
better than any of the other groups in the number of senfence transfor-
mations. This finding confirms the research of Young (1971) who sﬁgges-
ted that a differentiation of instructional techniques might be advisable
for male students in writing instruction. High achieving males can
apparently be helped to write 1onger; more mature and interesting sen-
tences in their narrative compositions through instruction and practice

)

in sentence-expansion techniques. -

10. Correlations between prior language achieVement_scores and
syntactic factors found in free writing and controlled rewriting indica-
ted that gains were found at all ability levels. Students who scored_1ow'
on prior achievement appeared to have an equal chance of gaining in
syntactic maturity with both sentence building techniques. It may be
concluded that such techniques were useful for improving student writing
at any ability level. The Canadian Test of Basic §k111s does nof pre-
dict which students will make gains in syntactic maturity. A

The findings of this study suggested that sentence-building tech-
niques are effective and valuable during prewriting, writing; and rewrit-
ing stages, since they encourage writing that contains increased number

of modifiers and embedded structures, as well as more specific details.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR INSTRUCTION

Results of this study have added further support that there is value
in having students préctice-sentence-bui]ding techniques, SinCG both
sentence-expansion programs were demonstrated fo Be effective, educators
could find these programs beneficial for implementation in elementary
language arts curriculum.

As noted earlier, pictorialization should be considered an important
part of the writing process. Educators néed to be cognizant that a great
deal of thinking and communicating takes place visually. Drawing helps
to sketch ideas, to bring vague images into focus and to formu]éte the
written word. |

The nature of the instructional program‘which utilizes a raﬁge of
multi-sensory approaches had implications for motivating students to

write effectively as well as to improve their writing skills.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

1. There was syntéctic growth produced by both sentence-expansion
treatments. Further research should determine whether gainé made pos-
sible by this sentence-building program remain With the students over a
tonger period of time. Longitudina]lstudies are necessary in this-
regard.

2. Further research into the benéfits'of usiné sentence-expansion
with pictorialization at the prewriting stage would be useful. It would
be relevant to discover if younger students in the early stages of the

| writing process respond similarly to sentence building treatments.
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3. Further research should be undertaken to determine the benefits
of using sentence-expansion with pictorialization at thé rewriting stage.

4, The three week period utilized by this study was a short period
of time. Would éiﬁi]ar results occur if the study took place over a
forty-week period (the normal period of instruction for students to
progress from one grade level to tﬁe next)?

5. Further research should be conducted to analyze wﬁich type of
'.sentence transformations (nomina], relative or adverbia]) are affected-
by instruction and practice in sententeeexpansion with pictorialization.

6. A further question of interest relates to measgfing student
attitude towards language manipulating activities including sentence-
expansion with pictorialization.

7. Researchers have confirmed that'syntactic counts change from one
writing mode to another. Further research is necessary to determine if
" pure modes occur to sﬁch an extént that syntactic deve]opment‘measureé
can have predictable Tevels of attainment over the grades.’

8. Further research needs to be undertaken to determine the effect
of pictorialization as a pre-writing activity in longer modes of dis-
course, such as in stories.

9. Castallanos (1980) demonstrated that pictures compensated for
language difficulties. Further research is needed to determine if

sentence-expansion with pictorialization would be of benefit to English

as a second language students.
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APPENDIX A

TEST INSTRUMENTS FOR CONTROLLED WRITING
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WRITING EXERCISE

Read the following passage all the way throughwithyour1nstruc£or
and be sure to ask questions if you want anything exp]aine& further. You
will notice that the sentences are short and choppy. Study the passage,
and then rewrite it in a better way. You may combine sentences, éhange
the order of words, and omit words that are repeated too many times, but

try not to leave out any of the information. Use rough paper to jot down

and organize your ideas. You have until the end of the period to complete .

the exercise.

Aluminum

Aluminum is a metal. It is abundant. It has many uses. It comes
from bauxite. Bauxite is an ore. Bauxite looks like clay. ‘Bauxite
contains aluminum. It contains several other substances.' Workmen extract
these other substances from the bauxite. They grind the bauxite. They
put it in tanks. Pressure is in the tanks. The other substances form a '
mass. They remove the mass. They use filters. A 1liquid remains. They
put it through several other processes. It finally yiers a chemical.

The chemical 1is pbwdery. It is white. The chemical is alumina. It is a
mixture. It contains aluminum. It contains oxygen. Workmen separate
the aluminum from the oxygen. They use e]ectriéity. They finally produce
a metal. The metal is light. It has a luster. The luster is bright.".

The Tuster is silvery. This metal comes in many forms.
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WRITING EXERCISE

Read the following passage all the way throughwifhyour1nstructor
and be sure to ask questions if you want anything egplained further. You
will notice that the sentences are short and choppy. Study the passage,
and then rewrite it in a better way. You may combine sentences, change
the order of words; and omit words that are repeated too many times, but'
try not to leave out any of the information. Use rough paper to jot down
and organize your ideas. You have until the end of the period to complete .

the exercise.

A Fishing_Trip

John went fishing. He went to Ghost Dam. His brother also went.
They left Calgary at 6 a.m. It was cool. They took their boat. They
took lunch. At noﬁn they landed on an island. Storm clouds formed. They
were in the west. A p]ané flew overhead. The sky became cloudy. Thé
wind began to blow. They saw a plane. It flew near the watér. It dis-
appeared. John jumped into the boat. He started the mbtor.: He headed
toward the plane. Large waves rolled. John spotted the p]ane; Two men
clung to the wing. John got closer. One man héd a bloody face. John
jumped into the water. He pu]]ed'the men from ﬁhe water. They c1ung'to.
the plane wing. Five hours péssed. A helicopter flew overhead. It

spotted them. They lowered a rope. They were rescued.
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APPENDIX B

TEST INSTRUMENTS FOR FREE WRITING
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A
WRITING EXERCISE

Plan your writing so that it is as clear as possibie, Qse rbugh
paper to jot down and organize your ideas. Write your finished copy on
the -lined paper supplied. You have until the end of theperiédtocomp]ete
the exercise. | _ ‘

Read the following passage all the way throughwﬁthyour1nstruetor

and be sure to ask questions if you want anything explained further.

A man 1ike Daniel Boone was an expert on transportation in his)
day. He knew all about horses, coaches, canal boats and ships - andmostly
his feet.. Pretend that a time machine is bringing Daniel Boone back to
visit the modern age. Your task is to bring him up-to-date on developments

in transportation since his time. Write a report that you could giVe him,

telling him about several means of tfansportation that have been 1nVented

between his day and our own. Tel] him how they work; what they can do,

where they go -- everything you think he would want to know.
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A

WRITING EXERCISE .

Plan your writing so that it is as clear as possible. Use rough
paper to jot down and organize your ideas. Write your finished copy on
the lined paper supplied. You have until the end of the period tocomplete
the exercise.

Read the following passage all the way throughwithyourinstructor.

and be sure to ask questions if you want anything explained further.

IWe all enjoy an unusual story, especially the kind which holds
our interest and makes us wondér what will happen next. Below are listed
four titles. Choose the one which seems most interesting. to you, andwrite
a story that fits the title. Use your imagination fo fill in the details,
and make sure you tell the-comp1ete story, frbm beginning to end. Try to

make it sound as if it really happened.

Stranded in a Ghost Town
Winning the Olympic Lottery
Trapped on a Roof

The Strangest Day Ever
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B
WRITING EXERCISE

Plan your writing so that it is as clear as possible. Usé rbugh
paper to jot down and organize your ideas. Write your finished copy on
the Tined paper suppfied. You have until the end of the period to complete
the exercise. | .

Read the following passage all the way througﬁwithyourinstructor

and be sure to ask questions if you want anything exp]ainéd further.

A man like Benjamin Franklin was an expert on.gadgets and appli- '
ances for the home in his day. He even 1hvented a few new appliances
himself, such aé the famous Franklin stove. Pretend that a time machine
is bringing Benjamin Franklin back to visit the modern age. Your task 1§
to bring him up to date on developments in the home since his time. ﬂﬁiﬁg

a report that you could give him, telling about several home appliances

and gadgets that have been invented between his day and our own. Tellhim

how they work and what they can do - and everything else abput them that

you think he might want to know about.
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B
WRITING EXERCISE

Plan your writing so that it is as clear as possib1e.' Use rough
paper to jot down and organize your ideas. Write your finished copy on
the Tined paper supplied. You have.until the end of the period to complete

the exercise.

Read the following bassage all the way throughwithyourinstructor '

and be sure to ask questions if you want anything explained further.

Unusual stories are enjoyable. We all Tlike stories wh{ch hold
our attention and make us wonder what is coming next. Choose one title
from the four listed below, the one which is most interesting to you.
Fill in the details fﬁoﬁ your own 1magination; and be sure fo tell the
whole story, from start to finish. Try to make it sound as if it really
happened. |

A Million Dollar Surprise
Caught in an Elevator
What an Unusual Day

Lost on Evil Island
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APPENDIX C

SYNTACTIC MATURITY ANALYSIS SHEET
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SCORING GUIDE
SYNTACTIC MATURITY ANALYSIS

Analyze the student writing samples by dividing them into T-units.
ignoring all punctuation and using all words written in the sample. A
T-unit is a main clause plus any subordinate clause or non-clausal
structure that is attached to or embedded within it. Use Perron's
(1974) rules for the T-unit segmentation. |

In addition, take the following frequency counts to proviae a more
thorough syntactic analysis.

Freqguency Counts

1. Total number of words

2. Total number of f-units--segment with red brackets

3. Mean T-unit length (number of words per T-unit)

4. Total number of nominal transformations--underline with
green ben

5. Total number of relative transformafionsQ;underl1ne with
blue pen

6. Total number ofradverbial transfdrmations-—under]ine with
organe pen ‘_ ”

7. Total number 6f,$entence Transformations--by adding 4, 5-
and 6.

Put each total on the score sheet in the approﬁfiate place after com-

pleting the above frequency counts.
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NAME OF WRITING

SYNTACTIC MATURITY ANALYSIS SHEET

I. : Mean Length of T-units
Total Number of Words

B. Number

II. Number
A. Number
Noun +

Noun +
Noun
Noun

Noun
Noun

~N O AN~

LR

¥
+
Noun +
+
+

Number

~N Oy o AW N~
« e s e = s e

C. Number

Adverb
Adverb
Adverb
Adverb
Adverb
Adverb

L

.O\O'I-P-w_l\)-—'

of T-units

of Sentence Transformations

of Nominal Transformations =

Adjective
Possessive
Relative Clause
Preposition Phrase
Infinitive Phrase
Participle Phrase
Adverbial

of Relative Transformations -
Adjective of size

Adjective of color

Adjective of shape

Adjective of feel (texture)
Adjective of feelings

Adjective of condition (old, tired)

Adjective of motion

of Adverbial Transformations
of Time

of Place

of Manner

of Cause

of Condition

of Comparison
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FEATURES OF THE PROGRAM
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FEATURES OF THE PROGRAM

1. Both cued and uncued problems were developed in the instruc-
tional lessons. Cued problems required the students to perform specific
grammatical transformation, while uncued problems allowed the students
to decide on the specific transformationé to be used.

Students manipulated sentence frames; adding words f?dm their own
vocabulary in specific grammatical structures as signalled in the exer-
cises as well as in positions of their choice in the sentence. _An

example from the program illustrates this point:

—

(1) CUED: The Hippo ran along thé path.

The _ 1 Hippo ran Tong the path. (add a de-
’ : scriptive word)

"The 1 2 Hippo ran along the path.
— (add a 2nd descriptive word)

The 1 2 Hippo 3 along the path.
(use a better action word)

The 1 2 Hippo 3 4 along the path.
(add a word to describe his action)

The 1 2 Hippo 3 4 along the path

5 . ‘(where is the path? Next to, beside,
near)
The 1 2 Hippo 3 4 along the path
5 . _ 6 (when?)
7 (why?)

8  (what happened next?)
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Rearrange: Using this model

7

The 1 2 Hippo 3 4 .
path 5 8 )

along the

The gorilla tripped on the trapeze wire.

- that there was a large audience.

circus. .

Add: - that the gori]]a:was at the circus.

- that the gorilla was wearing a pink tu-tu.

The gorilla, wearing a pink tu-tu, tripped on the
trapeze wire in front of a large audience at the

Another cued activity was building sentences by adding

sensory words. Sensory words are words that convey sensory

impressions: sound, smell, sight (color and action), touch

and taste.
UNCUED: Sensory Expansion
Word Adda Adda Adda . Adda Make a
color sight touch sound sentence
size texture '
shape
" condition

Example:

snhorting roller skated down the sidewalk.

alligator green gargantuan prickly snorting

The gargantuan green alligator who was prickly and
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2. Problems were presented individually as well as 1n'ﬁho1e
discourse sets. Exercises were given where students were required to
add to a series of basic kernel sentences in order to create effective

paragraphs and short stories. Examples are presented below:

Indivfdua] Prob]emé:
The ghost floated lightly.

(expand kernel sentence)

Whole Discourse Sets: .
In the early morning, they walked quietly like a

panther through the woods searching for extra-terrestrial

visitors when . Suddenly a sleeping
(expand sentence) -
green giant who jumped out from
{expand sentence)
behind a tree . They shivered in

(expand sentence)
fear and

(expand sentence) -

3. Rewriting exercises required specific structures to be used '
in order to improve a giveh sentencé, paragraph or longer units of dis-

course, as demonstrated:
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Rewriting Exercise:

Can you rewrite this story by expanding the short and
choppy sentences.

. The Dog and His Ref]ection.]

A dog stole a lamb chop. He took it from His mas-
ter's table. He rushed out of the house. He ran'unti]
he reached the woods. He carried the chop over a bridge.
The dog looked into the stream. He saw his reflection.
It looked Tike another dog. The other dog had a bigger
lamb chop. He was greedy. He wanted that lamb chop.
The dog made a loud growl. He opened his mouth. He
tried to grab the lamb chop. The lamb chop fé]] into
the water. It sank out of sight. Instead of two Tamb
chops, the dog héd_nothiné.

CAN YOU WRITE A MORAL TO THIS TALE

1 - adapted from Aesop's Fables.

4. The use of grammatical terminology was mfhimized_and all
terms were carefully definéd in simpie terms accompanied by illustrative

examples. This aspect of the,program‘is_demohstrated below: .

Bears..bicycle. e
Wherez - - SRRV

Bears bicycle to Banff.“‘f- -
When? ‘
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On Tuesdays, bears bicycle to Banff.
Describe bears.

On Tuesdays, big brown bears bicycle to Banff.
Why?
On Tuesdays, big brown bears bicycle to Banff
looking for blueberry bushes.
Can we rearrange the sentence
giving all the parts?
Big brown bears bicycle to Banff on Tuesdays
looking for blueberry bushes.
Add a new beginning.

STowly but surely big brown bears bicycle to
Banff on Tuesdays looking for blueberry bushes.

5. Activities were developed which were experiential as well as
semi-structured. . These activities represented an attempt to put the
practiciné of isolated sentence problems into context so that students
could be shown when and where to use them in meaningful situations, thus
dealing with Moffett's (1968) concerns. For example, the game "Grab Bag"
was adapted from his Interaction (1973) program, for use in the sehtenée—
expansion component of this program. The task involved students reaching
into the bag, grabbing an object and describing what they felt. Students
were then asked to add more details to their initial statements. This
.approach satisfied in parts, the requirements for content—onientated,
natural use of language. Another approach was the distribution of an
anima]lhand puppet fo each student and haQing them generate an'a111tefa-
tive kernel sehtehce describing theif animal such as: |

Brontasauraurus bakes
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Students then added more alliterative transformations:

Big beautiful brontosaurauruses from Balzac
bake biscuits for breakfast

Throughout the program, the focus was on active involvement in
the writing process, either through student's writing the best combina-

tions or discussing alternatives. An example of semi-structured trans-

parency activity is presented here:

Semi-Structured Activity

Write a sentence about this cowboy. Then add details to

your sentence to describe the cowboy.

What kind of a cowboy is it?

What is this cowboy doing?
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Who is he riding?
- Where do cowboys usually ride?
When is the cowboy riding?

How is the cowboy riding?

6. Systematic oral exercises were provided which invoived stu-

dents in the discussion of options for writing. Concepts were- reinforced

Ll

through reciting sentence solutions, listening to options available, and .

making judgments and selections after discussing alternatives presented.

This aspect of the program is exempiified below:

'Sentence Strip

The class will be divided into groups of four stu-
dents in each row. The first student will begin by
writing a kernel sentence and passing the sentence
strip to the next student in thé'row. Each student
will add an expansfon. When finished, students will

share their sentences.

7. A mu1t1p1ic1ty of instructional methods and materials were
used to develop the concepts. Poems, games, slides, tapes, overhead

transparencies, pictures, word cards, and concrete objects were used 1in
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a semi-structured manner. Examples of this are listed below:

Poem:

I 1ike colors -

The green of the grass after a warm
spring shower.

The blue of the sky on a cool summer day

The brown 1ike a beach on a scorching
afternoon. '

The orange of the fire as it spits on
the hearth

I 1Tike colors.

Make a new poem:

Try
I 1ike sounds -
I like shapes -

I 1ike hockey -

Game:

Sentence Clothesline
Object of the Game: The students will expand kernel
" sentences making transformations at the begin-
ning, middle and end.
Number of Players: whole class
Materials Needed: Clothesline, blank cards, felt

pens, clothespins
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Directions for Play: Each player is given a blank
card, felt pen and clothespin. A clothesline
is strung across the room containing a kernel

sentence such as:

[The] [motorbike| [stalled.|

Players will expand the kernel sentence by
taking turns pinning on their word, arranging -

and rearranging each and every expansion.

Overhead Transparency sample:

Writers use interesting comparisons to make.
their writing more colorful. Sometimes they
use similes to:suggest,that fwo things are
alike in some way. Similies often use the

words like or as.

Eyes like diamonds

A voice as loud as thunder

Similes .
As cold as What is the coldest thing
you know?
As soft as

As sharp as

As big as
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IAs rough as
As dirty as
As juicy as
As sneaky as

Write an expansion using a simile.

Stories:

Listen to the story of Pegasus, The winged Horse,

on the tape. Write one sentence telling what
happens in the story. Add to your originai
sentence using sentence-expansion techniques. 'Be
prepared to share your sentence with your class-

mates.

Use of Concrete Objectsf
- P0pcorﬁ' |
Teacher bopé fregh‘pbpﬁorh”jh:the"cﬂaés.
Each:studeni is gfven éomeffresh pdpcdrn gnd told
to observe it c1osé1y¥"
Start.with sight. |
Writé7a‘§ensory description of what is obseryed.
The pdpdorh i06k§’ffkef1jtt1e pillows. .

Now, touch it.

Write a sensory description of what is observed.
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Popcorn feels like soft bed sheets.

Now taste it.

Write a sensory description of what is observed.
Popcorn tastes like mountains of butter.

Now smell it.

Write a sensory description of what is observed.
Popcorn smells like a circus.

Now listen to it as you crunch it.

Write a sensory description of what is observed.
Popcorn sounds like loud cannons.

Students then make popcorn shaped booklets to

write their observations.

SEQUENCE OF THE LESSONS

In general, sentence-building programs tend to present the
various syntactic constructions to be taught in several different ways
and sequences. The researcher developed a sequence of instructional
lessons which addressed nominal, relative and adverbial transformations

as well as introducing conjunctions and connectors.
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APPENDIX E

STUDENTS' WRITING SAMPLES
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APPENDIX F

STUDENTS' LETTERS
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