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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Schools reflect little awareness of the primacy that 

modern linguists place on oral language. The normal sequen-

tial development of speaking to writing is quickly forgotten 

when the child masters the barest fundamentals. The average 

primary child can use oral language effectively and enthusi-

astically, but typically his ideas lose their flavor when 

written down. This weakness carries over into the inter-

mediate and upper grades, resulting in difficulty in com-

municating real ideas in written form (13, p. 571). 

Seemingly, the student loses sight of what he wants to say 

when confronted with paper and pencil. This study investi-

gated experimentally at the intermediate level the value of 

discussing those ideas before attempting to write them. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was an investigation of the 

effects of oral preparation on certain quantitative aspects 

of composition in a fifth-grade classroom. 

£ 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to analyze written com-

positions of fifth-grade students in order to ascertain the 



value of discussing ideas before writing. Compositions 

written with no previous oral planning, compositions written 

after total class discussion, and compositions written after 

paired students discussed their ideas were compared on com-

plexity, quantity, and relatedness of sentence structure and 

richness and precision of vocabulary. The effects of each 

pre-writing preparation were considered jointly and separately 

for high, middle, and low-ability students to determine if 

one method was superior to another. 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were tested in this study: 

I. There will be significant differences among the 

three compositions written by the combined subjects on 

measures of 

A. sentence quantity, 

B. richness of detail, 

C. precision of vocabulary. 

II. There will be no significant differences among the 

three compositions written by the combined subjects on mea-

sures of 

A. sentence complexity, 

B. sentence relatedness. 
* 

III. Significant differences found in combined subjects' 

compositions in Hypothesis I will show compositions written 

after class discussion and paired-student discussion superior 

to compositions written with no discussion. 



IV. There will be no significant differences between 

compositions written after class discussion and compositions 

written after paired-student discussion for combined subjects 

on any measure. 

V. There will be no significant differences among the 

three compositions written by high-ability students on mea-

sures of 

A. sentence complexity, 

B. sentence quantity, 

C. sentence relatedness, 

D. richness of detail, 

E. precision of vocabulary. 

VI. There will be a significant difference among the 

three compositions written by the middle-ability students 

on 

A. sentence quantity, 

B. richness of detail, 

C. precision of vocabulary. 

VII. There will be no significant differences among 

the three compositions written by the middle-ability students 

on • 

A. sentence complexity, 

B. sentence relatedness. 

VIII. There will be a significant difference among the 

three compositions written by the low-ability students on 



A. sentence complexity , 

B. sentence quantity, 

C. sentence relatedness, 

D. richness of detail, 

E. precision of vocabulary. 

IX. Significant differences found in the middle- and 

low-ability students' compositions in Hypotheses VI and VIII 

will show compositions written after class discussion and 

paired-student discussion superior to compositions written 

with no discussion. 

X. Significant differences found in low-ability stu-

dents' compositions in Hypothesis VIII will show compositions 

written after paired-student discussion superior to those 

written after class discussion. 

Significance of the Study 

The National Council of Teachers of English Commisgrion 

on the State of Knowledge about Composition reports that 

much research on composition is dismally weak (19, p. 192). 

A survey of the studies at the elementary level reveals an 

almost total lack of interest in researching the effects of 

teaching techniques. Undoubtedly one major handicap has 

been the lack of quantitative measures to evaluate changes 
£ 

in pupil achievement. In this study, a unique combination 

of quantitative measures were assembled to attempt to dis-

criminate the pre-planning procedure which would result in 

the most mature compositions. 



The need for more specific knowledge on the relation-

ship of planning to the writing process has been pointed out 

by Meckel in Handbook of Research on Teaching (16, p. 985). 

Although the desirability of discussion before writing is 

commonly advocated by authors in the field (1, pp. 336-337; 

2, p. 281; 3, p. 32; 5, p. 16; 6, pp. 27, 67, 69; 7, p. 229; 

8, p. 41; 10, pp. 281-282; 12, p. 92; 18, p. 128), there is 

no concrete evidence to substantiate their opinion that oral 

preparation does alter the written product. Further, assum-

ing that oral preparation does make a difference, there is 

no evidence to show whether it is the verbalizing of ideas 

held by a given individual or the assimilation of many other 

students' ideas which results in the more mature composition. 

This study took on added significance because it was the 

first which compared compositions written after the whole 

class shared ideas to compositions written after each child 

had an opportunity to verbalize his own ideas while hearing 

ideas from only his partner. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following definitions 

were established: 

T-unit is a minimal terminable unit made up of one 

main clause plus the subordinate clauses attached to it or 

embedded within it (11, p. 49). 

2* Adjective is a single word that fits either or both 

slots: The noun is very . 



3* Movable is a word included in any of five classes 

of words (17, p. 20): 

a. The "there" group—an expression of place 

b. The "how/so" group—an expression of manner 

c. The "then" group—an expression of time 

d. The "because/if" group—an expression of 

purpose or cause 

e. A preposition plus the indirect object. 

4*. Type-token ratio is the number of different words 

used in relation to total number of words (14, p. 22). 

5* High-ability group is composed of those subjects 

who scored 115 or more on the California Short-Form Test of 

Mental Maturity. 

Middle-ability group is composed of those subjects 

who scored between 96 and 114 on the California Short-Form 

Test of Mental Maturity. 

"!• Low-ability group is composed of those subjects who 

scored 95 or less on the California Short-Form Test of Mental 

Maturity. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study was limited to a quantitative analysis of 

fifth-grade compositions of a narrative discourse written on 

three occasions. A subjective analysis of creative style 

was not included. 



Assumptions 

The basic assumptions of this study were 

1. that the three stimulus films had equivalent motiva-

tional interest and 

2. that the subjects cooperated in discussion and 

writing. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

Sample 

Three fifth-grade classes in north central Texas were 

used in this study. Classes having moderate experience in 

group work were selected. From the eighty-two students in 

the classes, those who were present for all three writing 

occasions constituted the experimental sample. Results on 

the California Short-Form Test of Mental Maturity were used 

to divide them into high, middle, and low ability groups for 

data analysis. 

Procedure 

Arrangements for collecting data were made with the 

classroom teachers. They were provided a film, guide ques-

tions, and standardized instructions for each writing session. 

Data were collected during the same time period on three 

consecutive weeks. The California Short-Form Test of Mental 

Maturity was administered by the experimenter two weeks prior 

to the first writing session. 
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Three short films with no narration were used as 

stimuli for writing. To counterbalance possible order 

effects in movie interest and practice effects in writing, 

a Greco-Latin Square was used to pair movies and pre-writing 

techniques (20, p. 515). 

Fifteen minutes were allotted for class or paired-

student discussion; forty-five minutes were allotted for 

writing 14, p, 9). Compositions were given to the experi-

menter and two assistants for analysis. 

Analysis of Data 

Each composition was analyzed to establish quantitative 

measures in five areas of language maturity (9, p. 436). 

1. Sentence complexity: A mean value for each com-

position was found by assigning numerical value to each 

sentence type: 

0 = unintelligible or incomplete sentence 

1 = simple sentence 

2 = compound sentence 

3 = complex sentence 

4 = compound-complex sentence. 

2. Sentence quantity: The number of T-units in the 

whole composition was counted. The average length of T-units 

was determined. 

3. Sentence relatedness: The average number of sub-

ordinate clauses per main clause was computed. 



4. Richness of detail: The number of different 

single-word adjectives used in the first 100 words was 

counted. (If compositions were less than 100 words, adjusted 

scores were calculated on the basis of words used.) The 

number of movables used in the first 100 words was counted. 

(If compositions were less than 100 words, adjusted scores 

were calculated on the basis of words used.) 

5. Precision of vocabulary: The type-token ratio was 

calculated for the first 100 words. (If compositions were 

less than 100 words, adjusted scores were calculated on the 

basis of words used. 

Procedures for the Treatment of Data 

Data were treated jointly and separately for each ability 

group and an average was found for each quantitative measure. 

These means were then tested for significance using analysis 

of variance with repeated measures (20, pp. 105-132). The 

tenability of Hypotheses I, II, V, VI, VII, and VIII was 

determined by the resultant F values. When F's were found 

significant at the .05 level, Hypotheses III, IV, IX, and X 

were tested using the Newman-Keuls procedure (20, pp. 80-85). 
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CHAPTER II 

RELATED LITERATURE 

The related literature pertinent to this research is 

presented in four sections: (1) the interrelationship of 

speech and writing, (2) different factors concerned with 

motivation for writing, (3) quantitative analysis of written 

communication, and (4) summary of the previous sections. 

Interrelationship of Oral and Written 
Communication 

Linguists from differing philosophies agree that oral 

symbols are the language (6, p. 16). It is the spoken word 

which is primary in language development, not only in the 

maturation of the individual, but also in the evolution of 

a language. Without a spoken language, there can be no 

graphemic representation of it. Even in the English language 

where the correspondence of phoneme and grapheme is complex, 

the alphabetic system is ultimately dependent on the sounds 

of the language. The writing system, however, does not con-

vey all the meaning that is in speech. Much that happens 

in oral communication—gestures, inflections, intonations— 

are not shown by standard written symbols. Speaking, there-

fore, cannot be considered deterministic for writing, but 

speaking and writing can be considered interacting related 

activities (21, p. 360; 40, p. 59). 

12 
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Speaking and writing represent the expressive phase of 

language capacity; listening and reading represent the im-

pressive phase (11, p. 24) . Children normally learn to 

listen, speak, read, then write. In this sequential develop-

ment, listening and speaking serve as a basis for achievement 

in reading and writing {24, p. 40). The vocabulary, sentence 

patterns and organization of ideas that the child has mastered 

orally transfer to his later written expression (11, p. 31). 

Greene and Petty in Developing Language Skills in the Elemen-

tary School list skills common to oral and written communica-

tion; usage of verbs, pronouns, redundancy and antecedents; 

grammatical skills for self-editing; vocabulary; use of 

dictionary, reference books, index and table of contents; 

bibliographies; credit to sources; and rhetorical skills of 

sentence structure, clarity, unity, interest and organization 

(14, p. 134). 

In spite of the commonalities, writing is a much more 

difficult process than speaking because one must organize 

his thoughts before he begins to write. In speech, a person 

can edit as he goes along, can change direction in mid-

sentence or start over, but a written sentence must be a 

well-structured unit from the moment of output (38, p. 100). 

The permanence of the written word requires a more rigid 

structure, a greater need for clarity and precision, for it 

must stand alone to represent the thoughts of something 

that could be spoken in the language. Smith notes the 
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fallacy in ultimately equating speaking and writing: "We 

should never allow our students to write "just the way they 

talk1 any more than we should try to teach them to talk the 

way they have to learn to write" (34, p. 369). 

Nevertheless, for the young child, the spoken language 

can serve as a bridge to written competency. To him, writing 

is a laborious, complex, solitary process. He needs to 

learn graphemes that represent elements of the spoken 

language, to master the necessary muscular coordination, to 

deal with the complexities of written punctuation, pauses and 

intonations, and to follow conventions of writing, such as 

spacing, letter and line alignment, and capitalization (40, 

pp. 59-60). It is the rare child in the elementary school 

who has mastered these complexities sufficiently to write 

better than he speaks (36, p. 264). Anderson (2, p. 413) 

believes that many students who have trouble writing, whose 

writing is halting, monotonous, and syntactically tangled, 

do not have difficulty speaking. They do know how to 

manipulate speech, but the school has not taught them to 

see the similarities of the spoken language that underlie 

the written form. Rosenson suggests that written sentence 

sense can be based on natural sentence sense of speech, that 

having something to say is more important than "correct" 

sentences (32, p. 430). Johnson also emphasizes the neces-

sity of the teacher becoming concerned with the close 

relationship of the thought process to written expression 
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(23, p. 571). Since writing symbolizes speech which in turn 

symbolizes thought, writing is communication twice removed 

from the original thought (40, p. 59). It is natural that 

speech should, therefore, serve as the intermediary between 

thought and writing. 

* n Language and Mental Development of Children, 

Watts states that the child must try out his thoughts by 

uttering them aloud before he is sure that he knows what 

they are (41, p. 20). Unless he can tell about his thoughts 

and experiences in an organized way, he will have difficulty 

writing about them (20, p. 92). Burrows (6, p. 19) believes 

that the first obligation of the school is to extend, refine 

and enhance the oral skills the child already possesses so 

that he can use them to develop efficiency in reading and 

writing.. If the oral ideas of the child are meager, immature, 

and lacking in clarity, his writing will exhibit these same 

characteristics but to even greater measure (36, p. 265). 

The Commission on the English Curriculum of the National 

Council of Teachers of English takes the position that since 

clear thinking is essential to clear writing, most written 

work at the elementary level needs to be tailked over before • 

writing begins. To do so helps the student plan the form 

ajjd wording of what he is to write so that the thoughts and 

written product will be of as high quality as possible (9, 

p. 229). 
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Motivation for Writing 

The more a person knows about a subject, the greater is 

the readiness to speak or write about it. Many teachers 

neglect the idea intake necessary for fluent, concise verbal 

output. Dawson, Zollinger, and Elwell suggest that children 

profit from preliminary group discussions when they are 

asked to write descriptions, explanations, or historic 

reports, because the discussion period gives them a chance 

to clarify their thinking, correct wrong impressions, and 

organize thoughts before starting to writes (11, pp. 24-25, 

31), In Freeing Children to Write, Applegate concurs, call-

ing the discussion an "idea mix" where particularly the 

middle group of writers in a classroom can get ideas of 

their own while other ideas are being exchanged (3, p. 32). 

Anderson advises teachers to plan three-day sequences to 

foster creative writing in the intermediate grades. The 

first period would be devoted to stimulation of ideas, dis-

cussion of various words and story organization before asking 

children to write on the second day and revise on the third 

CI, pp. 336-337). 

Research on the value of discussion to writing is 

minimal. Taylor conducted one loosely-controlled experiment 

ill England C39) . Subjects in the fourth year of three junior 

schools wrote compositions on two topics judged to be equiva-

lent. The first, which was unprepared, was "I Broke It: How 

It Happened: Before and After"; the second, for which the 
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teacher led a thirty-minute preparatory discussion, was "My 

Accident: How It Happened: Before and After." Two hundred 

of the compositions were analyzed in terms of originality, 

ability to deal with complex ideas, ability to convey mean-

ing with vitality and force, and total composition construc-

tion. The ratings resulted in overall higher marks and 

smaller deviation of marks on the prepared compositions than 

on the unprepared compositions. Lower ability students 

particularly appeared to profit from the period of prepara-

tion . 

Often what teachers consider class discussion is not. 

Instead of class participation, pupils talk to the teacher, 

not to one another. Concern centers on getting right 

answers, on winning the teacher's approval. The teacher 

needs to provide opportunities for informal conversation and 

discussion, often in small groups {30, pp. 108-109). Dale 

thinks that buzz sessions are the answer. In them, each 

writer can discover something to write about (10, p. 41). 

Maurer favors paired-learning to stimulate and involve stu-

dents so all can talk and take part (28, p. 609). Either 

technique would enable students to verbalize their own ideas 

while limiting the intake of different people's ideas. 

2 When standard stimulation is needed to trigger oral or 

written composition, the film can be used. Braddock, Lloyd-

Jones, and Schoer judge it to be a good means for motivating 

more original, spontaneous language (5, p. 52). Heider and 
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Heider produced their own short motion picture to serve as 

the subject matter for 1,118 compositions written by deaf 

and hearing children (16, p. 47). Harrell used two ten-

minute, black and white sound movies to motivate children to 

write compositions which ranged from 86 words to 632 words 

in his study which compared the development of oral and 

written language in school-aged children (15, pp. 17, 28). 

Witty and Martin (42) used a film with no narration, The 

Hunter and the Forest, to promote creative written expression 

in elementary school children. After analyzing the composi-

tions for expressions of genuine feeling, sensitivity to the 

value of particular words and phrases in expressing feeling, 

response to the filmmaker's intent and to materials and 

symbols presented, and correct and appropriate use of 

English, the researchers concluded that the film was suitable 

for children of all abilities, that the film approach was 

unusually successful in getting all children to express 

themselves creatively. 

Quantitative Analysis of Written 
Composition 

Research literature on oral language development far 

outweighs that available on written language development. 

Major researchers who have contributed to an understanding 

of the elementary child's written language development are 

LaBrant, Heider and Heider, Chotlos, Watts, Harrell, and, 

more recently, Hunt, Strickland, and Loban. The latter, 
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particularly, have taken an innovative approach to the 

analysis of children's oral and/or written language. 

Strickland and Loban coordinated their studies using a 

linguistic analysis of syntax refined and validated by five 

linguistic specialists at Indiana University in 1959 (37, 

p. 17). The influence that linguistic analysis has had in 

normative and developmental studies of child language 

behavior is cited by Carroll: 

These linguistic approaches enabled the in-
vestigators to dispense, for the most part 
with the older, cruder measures of language 
such as sentence length and to present a more 
nearly precise picture of the ways in which 
children differ in their language achieve-
ments (7, p. 120). 

Major emphasis remains, however, on describing language 

development rather than estimating language achievement 

derived from different teaching methods (31, p. 364). 

Immature writing has been differentiated qualitatively 

from more mature writing. The mature writer is one who is 

able to grasp the overall pattern, relating back minor ideas 

to the major purpose. To do so requires a consciousness of 

form, relationships, and organization (35, p. 542). Frazier 

lists five areas he considers indicative of immature writing * 

(12, p. 436): (a) over-abundance of simple and compound 

sentences, (b) lack of subordination and relatedness of ideas 

within a sentence, (c) paucity of transitional devices, 

(d) few enriching adjectival and adverbial forms, and (e) 

general and imprecise vocabulary choice. Quantitative re-

search results substantiate his judgment. 
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Studies in which sentence complexity is analyzed con-

sistently show a marked decrease in simple sentences and an 

increase in complex sentences as the subjects mature. Heider 

and Heider (6, p. 54) found that hearing children at age 

eight use 53 per cent simple sentences to 31 per cent com-

pound, 8 per cent complex, and 8 per cent compound-complex. 

In contrast, the twelve-year-olds used 30 per cent simple 

sentences to 41 per cent compound, 13 per cent complex, and 

15 per cent compound-complex. Frogner's study followed the 

trend through grade seven, where 47.2 per cent of the 

sentences were simple and 33.9 per cent complex, to grade 

eleven, where 38.4 per cent were simple and 39.0 complex 

(13, p. 743). 

Bear found that in first grade, 90 per cent of all 

sentences used in stories were simple sentences; by sixth 

grade, 39 per cent of all sentences used were simple. She 

noted that the decrease in ratio was not due to a reduction 

in the number of simple sentences used but rather to an in-

crease in the total number of sentences contained in the 

story, the added length of the story being made up of com-

pound and complex sentences. The complex sentence usage 

rose from 4 per cent in first and second grade to 33 per 

cent in eighth grade. Her study indicated that use of the 

complex sentence correlates as closely as any other factor 

with maturity in language ability (4, pp. 314-316). Williams, 

in analyzing the oral language achievement of preschool 
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children, attempted to quantify complexity of sentence 

structure by assigning weighted scores: unintelligible = 0, 

simple sentence = 1, compound sentence = 2, complex sentence = 

3, and compound-complex sentence = 4. McCarthy, who reports 

Williams's study in Manual of Child Psychology, states that 

his method deserves more attention (29, p. 535). 

If the child uses more complex sentences, obviously he 

is using more subordinate clauses. LaBrant (25, pp. 482-484) 

originated the subordination index which is computed by 

dividing the number of subordinate clauses by the total 

number of clauses written. She found that the subordination 

index was more closely related to chronological age than 

mental age, concluding that subordination is a measure of 

linguistic maturity. Other studies (15, 16, 18, 37, 41) con-

firm the developmental trend in subordination. Watts (41r 

pp. 123-124) cautions, however, that mere increase in the 

percentage of dependent clauses used is not the best index 

of progress in writing. More subordination does not neces-

sarily make a better product. As children become more mature 

writers there is a concomitant tendency to use prepositional 

phrases, infinitive expressions or more precise vocabulary 

as alternatives to subordination. Sampson, in her study of 

written compositions of ten-year-olds, nevertheless, did 

find a positive .627 correlation between the subordination 

index and the children's ability in composition as judged by 

impression marking (33, p., 147) . 
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Hunt, who studied grammatical structures written at 

fourth, eighth and twelfth grades, found that fourth graders 

produce adjective, noun, and adverb clauses with ease and 

fluency, although they do not produce as many as the older 

subjects. His study of subordination differed from that 

proposed by LaBrant, for he was concerned with the ratio of 

clauses to T-units which he computed by dividing the number 

of subordinate clauses plus number of main clauses by the 

number of main clauses (18, pp. 33, 91). The T-unit was 

created by Hunt to quantitate the thought units in a composi-

tion. He disagrees with the generally accepted notion that 

the length of the sentence is the most objective and reliable 

single index for measuring language development (29, p. 574). 

Citing a fourth-grade composition filled with "and" as evi-

dence, he shows how the sentence length can be a misleading 

measure, proposing instead that the composition be analyzed 

in terms of minimal terminable units. These units are exactly 

one main clause plus whatever subordinate clauses are attached 

to it. He found that fourth graders average more T-units 

per sentence than adults do merely because they string ideas 

together with conjunctions. For this reason, he feels that ' 

his T-unit measure is a better index of maturity than sentence 

length (19, p. 737). 

Loban has concluded that real proficiency with language 

can be measured by analyzing the flexibility and modification 

of ideas used within grammatical sentence patterns (27, p. 9 7). 

He and Strickland have established a word class called 
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movables—expressions of place, manner, time, and cause 

which can usually, though not always, be placed at different 

places in the sentence—to use in their analysis of speech 

and writing of elementary school children (26; 37, p. 32). 

Strickland suggests that children need to learn to use these 

enrichment elements to weave ideas together into longer well-

constructed sentences (36, p. 271), although in her study 

she did not find the number of movables used to be a statis-

tically significant measure of oral language maturity (37, 

p. 76). Sampson and Hunt looked at noun modification in 

their studies. After counting different nouns, verbs, and 

adjectives appearing in the first hundred words of ten-year-

olds' compositions, Sampson found that the use of adjectives 

best differentiates advanced written language development. 

She counted from zero to nine different adjectives in each 

composition, the average percentage being between three and 

four. Most adjectives were of a pedestrian sort indicating 

size, shape, or color (33, p. 148). Hunt found that the use 

of single word adjectives increses with maturity, the eighth 

graders using 150 per cent more than the fourth graders do 

(19, p. 734) . 

Chotlos and Johnson share credit for popularizing the 

type-token method, a measure of total vocabulary diversity. 

By using it, the number of different words in any grammatical 

category can be related to the total number of words (tokens) 

in the sample (33, p. 144). Loban points out that the number 
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of words considered for each subject must be kept equal if 

the subject who uses only a few words repetitiously is to 

receive lower scores than those using a widely varied choice 

of words (26, p. 39). The number of different words used by 

a writer is taken to indicate a sample of his verbal resources 

and the extent of his motivation to use them (33, p. 148). 

That a given child's writing does fluctuate from one 

writing situation to another has been shown in four quanti-

tative studies. When Clark studied writing situations to 

which children respond, she found sixth graders wrote longer 

sentences and more dependent clauses in their highly personal 

writing, concluding that children write best structurally 

when they thoroughly understand a subject and feel strongly 

about it (8). Howell found seven-year-old children write 

longer compositions and use more different words when they 

write about shared experiences than when assigned a topic 

(17). Nelson found similar results with primary children 

who preferred a self-selection program to the assigned topic 

approach (31). Johnson discovered that sentence variety 

and composition length changed with the type of discourse, 

narrative topics providing greater stimulation for writing 

than descriptive or explanatory topics (22). 

Summary 

The review of literature pertinent to this study reveals 

that while many language experts theorize that written com-

munication should be related to oral communication, little 
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research has been conducted to show concretely the values of 

so doing. 

Some disagreement exists as to how closely writing 

should approximate speech; no disagreement exists as to how 

closely thought must precede writing. Since speech is the 

medium for expressing thought, it can be concluded that 

verbalizing ideas should result in superior written communi-

cation. 

Various classroom and/or research techniques to stimulate 

the student to write have been compiled. Large group dis-

cussion remains the more popular approach, and the one 

research study done to test its value gives credence to its 

use, A few authors, however, are calling for more small 

group discussions, assuming that more direct verbal involve-

ment will be more beneficial. The use of the film as a 

standard stimuli for evoking compositions appears well 

established as a research procedure. 

No such established approach can be taken in the analy-

sis of the compositions written. The preponderance of the 

language studies done in the past have been developmental 

studies that have accumulated normative data. Measures of 

productivity, subordination, and word choice predominate. 

Current researchers such as Hunt, Strickland, and Loban are 

incorporating the thinking of linguists into their analyses. 

Particularly promising is the T-unit designation initiated 

by Hunt. 
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The field of elementary composition is ripe for re-

search. Studies comparing teaching techniques are desperately 

needed; methods for finding quantitative differences within 

the child's daily writing must be sorted out from those 

developed for ascertaining language development. The present 

study was designed to yield data in these two areas. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR OBTAINING AND TREATING DATA 

This chapter presents in detail a description of the 

subjects, the procedures used for collecting data, the 

methods employed in analyzing the data, and the statistical 

treatment of the data. 

Description of the Subjects 

Pupils in three fifth-grade classrooms in a small north 

central Texas city were the subjects for this study. Class-

rooms were selected from three buildings in different sections 

of the city to insure as much diversity of ability as pos-

sible. All classes chosen had had a moderate amount of 

previous experience in group work. 

The California Short-Form Test of Mental Maturity, 

Level 2_ was administered to the classes by the experimenter 

two weeks prior to the collection of the other data. The 

tests were hand-scored and interpreted according to the test 

manual (2), The total intelligence quotient was used to 

divide the subjects into the high-, middle-, and low-ability 

groups shown in Table I. The low ability was defined as 
% 

IQ of 95 or less, middle ability as 96 to 114, and high 

ability as 115 or more. 

31 
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TABLE I 

DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS BY ABILITY 

Number of 
Group Subjects 

Low ability 22 
Middle ability 28 
High ability 28 

Total 78 

Any student not present for the three writing occasions 

was eliminated from the study. Complete data were compiled 

for seventy-eight of the original eighty-two subjects. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

Data were collected over a three-week, period. The 

classroom teachers were consulted to find an acceptable 

uniform time for each of the three weekly writing occasions. 

Standardized instructions (see Appendix A) and film guide 

questions (see Appendix B) for each experimental situation 

were provided a week prior to the collection of data. Films 

used were brought weekly by the experimenter. 

Three Encyclopaedia Britannica films designed to 

stimulate creative writing were shown the subjects. All had 

no narration but did have natural noise and music soundtracks, 

Since two of the films, An Autumn Story; Mrs. Pennypacker's 
v* 

Package and The Little Mariner, were longer than the third, 

The Hunter and the Forest, similar length episodes complete 

in themselves of approximately ten minutes were used from 

the longer films. 
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Order effects in movie interest and practice effects in 

writing were counterbalanced by utilization of a Greco-Latin 

square (3, p. 515). Ordinal position of classes was determined 

Techniques 

ax = writing with no discussion. 

a2 = writing with whole class discussion. 

a3 = writing with paired-student discussion. 

Stimuli 
bi = The Hunter and the Forest. 

b2 = The Little Mariner. 

b ̂  = Mrs. Pennypacker's Package. 

Class X Class Y Class Z 

First testing session 

Second testing session 

Third testing session 

a1b1 a2b2 a3b3 

a2b3 a 3b -y axb2 

a 3b 2 aib3 a2bl 

Fig. 1—Greco-Latin square experimental design 

by alphabetizing teachers' names and ordinal position of 

movies by alphabetizing titles. 

After the class saw a film in the classroom, the 

teacher followed the technique scheduled in the Greco-Latin 

square. If there was to be no discussion, the teacher read 

the guide questions and the class began to write immediately. 

If there was to be whole-class discussion, the teacher con-

ducted it for ten to fifteen minutes, using the guide ques-

tions as a basis for generating responses before the class 

began to write. If there was to be paired discussion, the 
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teacher announced the pairings which had been randomized by 

the experimenter. After the students met their partners, 

the teacher read the guide questions which the pairs could 

consider during their ten-minute discussion period. 

Each student was provided three sheets of notebook 

paper. The teacher and experimenter circulated around the 

room with pad and pencil to spell any word that a pupil re-

quested. The class was given forty-five minutes writing 

time, individuals handing in their papers when they completed 

their compositions. 

Analysis of the Data 

Compositions were analyzed by the experimenter and two 

assistants on seven measures: sentence complexity, number 

of T-units, average length of T-units, subordination ratio, 

number of different single-word adjectives, number of dif-

ferent movables and type-token ratio. Perfect inter-scorer 

reliability was established for number of T-units, subordina-

tion ratio and number of adjectives; correlations of .96 to 

.99 were established for the sentence complexity, average 

length of T-units, number of movables and type-token ratio. 

Sentence complexity was quantified by computing the 

mean of the numerical values assigned to each sentence type: 

0 = unintelligible or incomplete sentence. 

1 = simple sentence. 

2 = compound sentence. 
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3 = complex sentence. 

4 = compound-complex sentence. 

The child's punctuation and capitalization was ignored. 

Run-on sentences were analyzed in terms of the thoughts pre-

sented. If "and" was used at the beginning of the thought 

unit, the sentence was considered part of a compound sentence. 

Where the writer had obviously omitted a word, such as "The 

caught the train," the sentence was considered a complete 

one. 

A T-unit was identified according to Hunt's definition 

as a minimal terminable unit made up of one main clause plus 

the subordinate clauses attached to it or embedded within it 

(1, p. 49). The subordination ratio was computed by dividing 

the number of subordinate clauses by the T-units. No dif-

ferentiation was made among adjective, noun, or adverb clauses, 

To find the average length of the T-units, words within 

T-units were counted and averaged. The following arbitrary 

guidelines were followed: 

1. Contractions were counted as one word. 

2. Proper nouns were counted as one word. 

3. Compound words, when conventionally spelled as one 

word, were counted as such regardless of the writer's spacing. 

5 4. Words written as compound words that are conven-

tionally spelled as two words were counted as two words. 

The last three measures, number of adjectives, number 

of movables, and type-token ratio, were computed for the 
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first 100 words only. Before counting the words to consider, 

a, an, and the were eliminated. Words were then counted in 

accord with the previously mentioned guidelines. If any part 

of a movable phrase was included in the first 100 words, that 

movable was added to the count. If the compositions did not 

contain 100 words, compilations were made of the available 

words and adjusted to show the equivalent proportion based 

on 100 words. Only different words and phrases were con-

sidered in tabulating the three measures of vocabulary 

diversity. Words that had the same root but different 

affixes were considered different words. If homonyms were 

spelled incorrectly, they were analyzed in terms of their 

correct spelling. No allowance was made for the different 

meanings of the same word. 

Statistical Treatment of the Data 

In order to test the hypotheses of this study, data for 

each subject were compiled from the set of three compositions 

analyzed. Analysis of variance with repeated measures was 

used to test for significant differences in means of the 

scores obtained under the three experimental techniques. 

Hypotheses I and II were tested using the means of the 

entire experimental population, Hypothesis V using the means 
* 

of high-ability subjects only, Hypotheses VI and VII using 

the means of the middle-ability subjects only, and Hypothesis 

VIII using the means of the low-ability subjects only. 
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Because significant F values of .05 or less were found, the 

Newman-Keuls Method, which tests the differences between all 

the possible pairs of means to find where the significant 

differences exist, was employed to determine the tenability 

of research Hypotheses III, IV, IX, and X (3, p. 114). 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The basic purpose of this study was to determine the 

relative effectiveness of three techniques of pre-writing 

preparations, no discussion, whole-class discussion, and 

paired-student discussion, as determined by quantitative 

analyses. In this chapter, data gathered on sentence com-

plexity, number of T-units, average length of T-units, 

subordination ratio, number of different adjectives, number 

of different movables and type-token ratio will be presented 

and discussed. Results for total subjects, high-ability 

subjects, middle-ability subjects, and low-ability subjects 

will be considered separately. 

Findings for Total Subjects 

Research Hypotheses I, II, III, and IV predicted find-

ings for the combined subjects. It was anticipated that 

there would be significant differences among the three com-

positions written by the combined subjects on measures of 

sentence quantity, richness of detail and precision of 

vocabulary. No significant differences were predicted for 

sentence complexity or sentence relatedness. Those signifi-

cant differences found were expected to show that while class 

discussion and paired-student discussion were equivalent, 
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both would be superior to no discussion. The means and 

standard deviations for the total subjects on each of the 

quantitative measures are presented in Table II. These data 

TABLE II 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR QUANTITATIVE MEASURES OF 
TOTAL SUBJECTS ON THREE PRE-WRITING TECHNIQUES 

Techniques 

No Class Paired-Student 
Discussion Discussion Discussion 

Measure Mean S.D. Mean S ,.D. Mean S.D. 

Sentence complexity 1.74 .44 1.67 .34 1.77 .41 

Number of T-units 20.63 8.81 22.77 9. 74 25.99 12.81 

Average length of 
T-units 9.48 2.15 9.13 1.88 9.18 1.54 

Subordination ratio .27 .16 .25 .15 .27 .17 

Number of adjectives 2.58 2.05 1.67 1.35 2.13 1.92 

Number of movables 12.82 3.53 10.42 2.76 12.10 3.06 

Type-token ratio .62 .06 .63 .06 .61 .06 

were subjected to further analysis to determine in which 

measures there was a significant difference among the means 

for the three techniques. To do this, analysis of variance 

for repeated measures was utilized. 

Hypothesis I-A stated that there was a significant 

difference among the compositions written by combined sub-

jects on measures of sentence quantity. The two criteria of 

sentence quantity were number of T-units and average length 

of T-units. Table III shows the analysis of variance data 
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TABLE III 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF NUMBER OF T-UNITS FOR 
TOTAL SUBJECTS USING THREE TECHNIQUES 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 15438.16 77 
Within subjects 11968.00 156 

Techniques 1135.10 2 567.55 8.07* 
Residual 10832.90 154 70.34 

•Significant at the .01 leve] of conj iidence. 

for number of T-units. The F ratio of 8.07 reveals that the 

difference among the groups could not have occurred by chance, 

The Newman-Keuls test was used for further analysis of the 

data. 

Table IV shows that the number of T-units written after 

paired discussion was significantly larger than the number 

TABLE IV 

NEWMAN-KEULS TEST ON DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PAIRS OF MEANS 
FOR NUMBER OF T-UNITS 

Techniques 
No 

Discussion 
Class 

Discussion 
Paired 

Discussion 

No discussion 
Class discussion 
Paired discussion 

Totals 1609.14 1776.06 2027.22 . 

No discussion 
Class discussion 
Paired discussion 

1609.14 
1776.06 
2027.22 

* • • • 166.92 • • * * 418.08* 
251.16* * • • • 

No discussion 
Class discussion 
Paired discussion 

q.95 (r, 154) 2.77 3.31 

418.08* 
251.16* * • • • 

No discussion 
Class discussion 
Paired discussion 

74.07 205.17 245.17 

418.08* 
251.16* * • • • 

•Significant at the .05 level of confidence. 
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of T-units in compositions written after class discussion 

and no discussion. Although the number of T-units in compo-

sitions written after class discussion was larger than that 

written after no discussion, the difference was not statis-

tically significant at the required .05 l€;vel. 

A summary of the analysis of variance for average 

length of T-units is presented in Table V. Since the F ratio 

TABLE V 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF AVERAGE LENGTH OF 
T-UNITS FOR TOTAL SUBJECTS USING THREE TECHNIQUES 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 497. 19 77 
Within subjects 327. 41 156 

Techniques 5. 38 2 2.69 1.29* 
Residual 322. 03 154 2.09 

*Not significant at the .05 ] Level of confidence. 

is not significant, it can be concluded that there were no 

differences in average length of T-units among the three 

pre-writing techniques. 

Hypothesis I-B stated that there would be a significant 

difference among the three compositions written by the com- ' 

bined subjects on measures of richness of detail. The number 

of different adjectives and the number of different movables 

in the first 100 words were indicative of that richness. 

The analysis of variance summary for adjectives is in Table 

VI. The significance found indicates that some differences 
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TABLE VI 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENT ADJECTIVES 
FOR TOTAL SUBJECTS USING THREE TECHNIQUES 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 334.07 77 
Within subjects 455.33 156 

Techniques 32.32 2 16.16 5.88* 
Residual 423.02 154 2.75 

•Significant at the .01 leve] of conj Eidence. 

in the number of adjectives in each pre-writing technique 

did exist. The Newman-Keuls test identifies these in Table 

VII. The number of different adjectives used in compositions 

TABLE VII 

NEWMAN-KEULS TEST ON DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PAIRS OF MEANS 
FOR NUMBER OF DIFFERENT ADJECTIVES 

Techniques 
Class 

Discussion 
Paired 

Discussion 
No 

Discussion 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

Totals 130.26 166.14 201.24 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

130.26 
166.14 
201.24 

• • • 35.88 • • 70.98* 
35.10 • • * 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

q.95 (r, 154) 2.77 3.31 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

14.65 40.58 48.49 

•Significant at the .05 level oj : confidence. 

written after no discussion was significantly greater than 

those used after class discussion. Although the number of 

adjectives used after no discussion was greater than those 



44 

after paired discussion, and those after paired discussion 

greater than those after class discussion, these differences 

did not reach significance. 

The analysis of variance for the second measure of 

richness of detail, the number of different movables, is 

presented in Table VIII. The highly significant F value of 

TABLE VIII 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENT MOVABLES 
FOR TOTAL SUBJECTS USING THREE TECHNIQUES 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 973.22 77 
Within subjects 1560.67 156 

Techniques 236.18 2 118.09 13.73* 
Residual 1324.49 154 8.60 

*Significant at the .01 leve] of coni cidence. 

13.73 means that a definite difference in amount of movables 

from one pre-writing technique to another did exist. The 

Newman-Keuls method for testing differences between pairs of 

means illustrated in Table IX shows where these differences 

lie. Although there is no significant difference between 

the no discussion technique which produced the most movables 

and the paired-student discussion which produced the second 

highest amount, both produced significantly higher results 

than the class discussion technique. 

The testing of Hypothesis I-C, which predicted that 

there would be significant differences among the three 
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TABLE IX 

NEWMAN-KEULS TEST ON DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PAIRS OF MEANS 
FOR NUMBER OF DIFFERENT MOVABLES 

Techniques 
Class 

Discussion 
Paired 

Discussion 
No 

Discussion 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

Totals 812.76 943.80 999.99 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

812.76 
943.80 
999.99 

* • • 131.04* 
• m • 

187.23* 
56.19 • • • 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

q.95 (r, 154) 2.77 3.31 

187.23* 
56.19 • • • 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

25.9 71.74 85.73 

187.23* 
56.19 • • • 

*Significant at the .05 level oJ confidence. 

compositions written by combined subjects on precision of 

vocabulary as measured by type-token ration, is summarized 

in Table X. The findings refute the hypothesis, but the 

TABLE X 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TYPE-TOKEN RATIO FOR 
TOTAL SUBJECTS USING THREE TECHNIQUES 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects .4534 77 
Within subjects .3949 156 

Techniques .0135 2 .0067 2.72* 
Residual .3815 154 .0025 

*Not significant at the .05 ^ Level of confidence. 

F ratio is large enough to safely state that a strong trend 

is evident. An inspection of the group mean scores in Table 

II reveals that class discussion provided the highest 
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type-token ratio, followed closely by no discussion, and 

paired-student discussion produced the lowest type-token 

ratio. 

Hypothesis II-A stated that there would be no signifi-

cant differences in sentence complexity among the three com-

positions written by combined subjects. Table XX confirms 

this prediction. Again, a trend is evident from the size of 

TABLE XI 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SENTENCE COMPLEXITY 
FOR TOTAL SUBJECTS USING THREE TECHNIQUES 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 23. 40 77 
Within subjects 14. 78 156 

Techniques . 39 2 .1957 2.09* 
Residual 14. 39 154 .0935 

*Not significant at the .05 ] Level of confidence. 

the F ratio. The mean scores in Table II indicate that 

paired-student discussion resulted in greatest sentence com-

plexity and class discussion in lowest sentence complexity. 

Hypothesis II-B stated that there would be no significant 

differences in sentence relatedness among the three composi-' 

tions written by total subjects. Table XII summarizes the 

analysis of variance computed for the subordination ratios. 

The resultant F value does not approach significance; there-

fore, it can be concluded that there were no significant 

differences in sentence relatedness. 
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TABLE XII 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SUBORDINATION RATIO FOR 
TOTAL SUBJECTS USING THREE TECHNIQUES 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 3.14 77 
Within subjects 2.76 156 

Techniques .016 2 .0081 .45* 
Residual 2.744 154 .0178 

*Not significant at the .05 ! Level of confidence. 

In conclusion, research hypotheses predicting signifi-

cant differences in sentence quantity and richness of detail 

can be accepted, as can the two null research hypotheses for 

sentence complexity and sentence relatedness. The hypothesis 

that precision of vocabulary would significantly change in 

accord with pre-writing techniques must be rejected. Hypoth-

esis III which predicted that compositions written after 

class discussion and paired-student discussion would be 

superior to compositions written after no discussion must be 

partially rejected. While paired-student discussion produced 

the most T-units and no discussion the least T-units, the 

numbers of adjectives and movables used with no discussion 

were significantly greater than those used with either other 

technique. Hypothesis IV which predicted no significant 

differences between compositions written after class discus-

sion and paired-student discussion must be totally rejected. 
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Findings for High-Ability Subjects 

Projected findings for high-ability subjects when con-

sidered separately were detailed in research Hypothesis V. 

No significant differences among the three compositions were 

anticipated in any of the measures whose means and standard 

deviations are presented in Table XIII. An analysis of 

TABLE XIII 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR QUANTITATIVE MEASURES 
OF HIGH-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Techniques 

No Class Paired-Student 
Discussion Discussion Discussion 

Measure Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Sentence complexity 1.65 .36 1.72 .,33 1.80 .38 

Number of T-units 24.18 9.37 25.04 10.44 28.82 11.53 

Average length of 
1.48 T-units 9.69 2.70 9.14 1.97 9.17 1.48 

Subordination ratio .27 .16 .28 .16 .30 .16 

Number of adjectives 3.04 2.13 2.04 1.40 2.46 1.97 

Number of movables 14.11 3.06 9.86 2.33 12.29 3. 21 

Type-token ratio .65 .04 .65 .06 .63 .05 

variance for repeated measures was computed for each of the 

measures to test the null hypotheses. 

* The hypothesis that there is no significant difference 

in sentence complexity among the three compositions written 

by high-ability students is proven by the data in Table XIV. 

The F ratio is high enough/ however, to look at the trends. 
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TABLE XIV 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SENTENCE COMPLEXITY 
FOR HIGH-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Source of Variation 
Sums of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square 

F 
Ratio 

Between subjects 
Within subjects 

Techniques 
Residual 

6.53 
4.63 
.31 

4.31 

27 
56 
2 
54 

.1564 

.0799 
1.96* 

*Not significant at the .05 level of confidence 

Inspection of the means given in Table XIII reveals"that 

paired-student discussion resulted in the highest sentence 

complexity and no discussion in the lowest sentence complexity. 

Sentence quantity, measured by number of T-units and 

average length of T-units, also was not expected to differ 

significantly from one technique to another. The analysis 

of variance for the repeated measures for the number of 

T-units is given in Table XV. While not significant at the 

TABLE XV 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF NUMBER OF T-UNITS 
FOR HIGH-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 5846. 99 27 
Within subjects 3726. 00 56 

Techniques 341. 81 2 170.91 2.73* 
Residual 3384. 19 54 62.67 

*Not significant at the 

i i 
IT) 
O
 • Level of confidence. 
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.05 level required, the F ratio of 2.73 is significant at 

less than the .10 level. If ordered largest to smallest, 

the means in Table XIII would appear paired-student discus-

sion first, class discussion second, and no discussion last. 

The other measure of sentence quantity, average length 

of T-units, did not show any tendency toward significance. 

Data are recorded in Table XVI. It can be concluded that 

the null hypothesis on sentence quantity was substantiated. 

TABLE XVI 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF AVERAGE LENGTH 
OF T-UNITS FOR HIGH-ABILITY STUDENTS 

Source of Variation 
Sums of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square 

F 
Ratio 

Between subjects 
Within subjects 

Techniques 
Residual 

245.00 
134.06 
5.43 

128.64 

27 
56 
2 
54 

2.714 
2. 382 

1.14* 

*Not significant at the .05 level of confidence 

The research hypothesis of no significant differences 

in sentence relatedness was investigated with means computed 

for the subordination ratios. Analysis of differences among 

the means is in Table XVII. The small F ratio of .35 con-

firms the null hypothesis. 

% 

The number of different adjectives and different 

movables were analyzed to ascertain any differences among 

the three compositions written by high ability students in 

richness of detail. Data used to test the null hypothesis 
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TABLE XVII 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SUBORDINATION 
RATIO FOR HIGH-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 1.139 27 
Within subjects .961 56 

Techniques .012 2 .0061 .35* 
Residual .949 54 .0176 

*Not significant at the .05 ] Level of confidence. 

for number of different adjectives is given in Table XVIII. 

The F ratio of 1.84 is not large enough to allow the researcher 

TABLE XVIII 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENT ADJECTIVES 
FOR HIGH-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 83. 65 27 
Within subjects 221. 33 56 

Techniques 14. 10 2 7.048 1.84* 
Residual 207. 24 54 3.838 

*Not significant at the .05 ] Level of confidence. 

to reject the null hypothesis, but it does approach signifi-. 

cance sufficiently to warrant investigation of a possible 

trend. When means for numbers of different adjectives are 

compared, the number of adjectives written during no discus-

sion is greater than those written during paired discussion, 

and both no discussion and paired discussion resulted in 

more adjectives than class discussion. 
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The number of different movables follows a similar 

pattern, but the null hypothesis of no difference among the 

three pre-writing techniques must be rejected according to 

the data in Table XIX. The highly significant difference 

TABLE XIX 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENT MOVABLES 
FOR HIGH-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 319.08 27 
Within subjects 637.33 56 

Techniques 254.60 2 127.30 17.96* 
Residual 382.74 54 7.09 

•Significant at the .01 level of conJ Eidence. 

among means for the movables was further analyzed by the 

Newman-Keuls procedure detailed in Table XX. Movables 

TABLE XX 

NEWMAN-KEULS TEST ON DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PAIRS OF MEANS 
ON MOVABLES FOR HIGH-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Techniques 
Class 

Discussion 
Paired 

Discussion 
No 

Discussion 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

Totals 276.08 344.12 395.08 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

276.08 
344.12 
395.08 

• • • 68.04* • • • 119.00* 
50.96* 

m m * 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

q.95 (r, 54) 2.83 3.40 

119.00* 
50.96* 

m m * 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

14.09 39.87 47.91 

119.00* 
50.96* 

m m * 

•Significant at the .05 level oi confidence. 
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written in compositions after no discussion were signifi-

cantly greater than those written in compositions after 

paired-student or class discussion; those written after 

paired-student discussion were significantly greater than 

those written after class discussion. 

The last measure for which no significance was predicted 

for high ability subjects was precision of vocabulary. 

Analysis of Variance Table XXI refers to the data gathered 

TABLE XXI 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TYPE-TOKEN RATIO 
FOR HIGH-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects .0915 27 
Within subjects .1342 56 

Techniques .0107 2 .0053 2.34* 
Residual .1235 54 .0023 

*Not significant at the .05 ] Level of confidence. 

using type-token ratio. The difference between the means 

for type-token ratio did not reach significance, but the 

mean for the no discussion composition was slightly higher 

than the mean for class discussion compositions and much 

higher than the mean for paired-student discussion composi-

tlons. 

To summarize, four of the five sub-hypotheses of 

research Hypothesis V can be accepted. There were no sig-

nificant differences among the three compositions written by 
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high-ability subjects on measures of sentence complexity, 

sentence quantity, sentence relatedness and precision of 

vocabulary. Only sub-hypothesis IV-D which predicted no 

significant difference in richness of detail was proven in-

accurate. Trends identified from the mean data indicate 

that paired-student discussion and no discussion more often 

produced greater results than class discussion. 

Findings for Middle-Ability Subjects 

Research Hypotheses VI and VII were written to prognos-

ticate the findings for the middle-ability subjects. Mea-

sures of sentence quantity, richness of detail, and precision 

of vocabulary on the three compositions written were expected 

to differ significantly; measures of sentence complexity and 

sentence relatedness were not expected to differ signifi-

cantly. In research Hypothesis IX, those results found sig-

nificant were predicted to show compositions written after 

class discussion and paired-student discussion superior to 

those written with no discussion. 

Table XXII contains the means and standard deviations 

of the middle-ability subjects on the seven 'measures used 

for analysis of the three pre-writing techniques. Further 

analysis was necessary to determine which of the means 

differed significantly. 

The hypothesis that there would be a significant differ-

ence among the three compositions written by middle-ability 
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TABLE XXII 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR QUANTITATIVE MEASURES 
OF MIDDLE-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Techniques 

No Class Paired-Student 
Discussion Discussion Discussion 

Measure Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Sentence complexity 1.82 .42 1.67 .34 1. 77 .39 

Number of T-units 20.00 7.11 23.75 7.62 24.39 11.13 

Average length of 
T-units 9.39 1.82 9.13 1.82 9.37 1.73 

Subordination ratio .28 .18 .25 .14 .27 .15 

Number of adjectives 2.46 2.10 1.75 1.35 1.71 1.73 

Number of movables 12.82 3.01 10. 75 3.24 12.75 3.07 

Type-token ratio .61 .06 .62 .05 .61 .06 

subjects on sentence quantity was tested by the findings on 

number of T-units and average length of T-units. A summary 

of the analysis of variance for the number of T-units is 

given in Table XXIII. The insignificant F ratio is high 

TABLE XXIII 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF NUMBER OF T-UNITS 
FOR MIDDLE-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Source of Variation 
Sums of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square 

F 
Ratio 

Between subjects 2174.48 27 
Within subjects 4648.67 56 

Techniques 3.5121 2 157.61 1.96* 
Residual 4333.45 54 80.25 

*Not significant at the .05 level of confidence 
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enough to suggest that a trend is present. Data in Table 

XXII confirm that the means did vary, paired-student discus-

sion producing the most T-units, class discussion the second 

greatest amount, and no discussion the least. 

No such trend is evident in the average length of 

T-units. The nonsignificant data for the analysis of vari-

ance computed for the average length of T-units is presented 

in Table XXIV. Therefore, it can be concluded that there 

TABLE XXIV 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF AVERAGE LENGTH 
OF T-UNITS FOR MIDDLE-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sura of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 168.27 27 
Within subjects 101.18 56 

Techniques 1.20 2 .598 . 32* 
Residual 99.99 54 1.852 

*Not significant at the .05 I Level of confidence. ft 

was no significant differences among the three compositions 

written by middle-ability subjects on either measure of 

quantity. 

The number of different adjectives and movables, both 

measures of richness of detail, were also predicted to differ 

significantly for the three pre-writing techniques. The F 

ratio computed for the number of ajectives in Table XXV 

almost reached that significance. An F ratio of 2.73 is 

significant at less than the .10 level of confidence. 
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TABLE XXV 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENT ADJECTIVES 
FOR MIDDLE-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 158. 62 27 
Within subjects 109. 33 56 

Techniques 10. 02 2 5.012 2.73* 
Residual 99. 31 54 1.839 

*Not significant at the .05 ] .evel of confidence. 

A glance at the means for number of different adjectives 

used clearly shows no discussion scores higher than the 

class or paired-student discussion scores for middle-ability 

subjects. 

The differences among numbers of different movables was 

tested by the analysis of variance data recorded in Table 

XXVI. Since the difference among the means was significant, 

TABLE XXVI 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENT MOVABLES 
FOR MIDDLE-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 293.37 27 
• 

Within subjects 594.67 56 
Techniques 77.43 2 38.71 4.04* 
Residual 517.24 54 9.58 

*Significant at the .05 leve] . of cond fidence. 
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the data were further analyzed using the Newman-Keuls pro-

cedure. Calculations to test the difference between pairs 

of means for number of movables appear in Table XXVII. 

TABLE XXVII 

NEWMAN-KEULS TEST ON DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PAIRS OF MEANS 
ON MOVABLES FOR MIDDLE-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Techniques 
Class 

Discussion 
Paired 

Discussion 
No 

Discussion 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

Totals 301.00 357.00 358.96 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

301.00 
357.00 
358.96 

• • • 56.00* • * • 57.96* 
1.96 • • • 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

q.95 (r, 54) 2.83 3.40 

57.96* 
1.96 • • • 

Class discussion 
Paired discussion 
No discussion 

I ..ii. 
16.38 46.36 55.69 

57.96* 
1.96 • • • 

•Significant at the .05 level oj confidence. 

Again it was found that no discussion produced the largest 

number of words to add richness of detail, its mean being 

significant over that of class discussion but not signifi-

cantly greater than that produced with paired-student dis-

cussion. The mean for paired-student discussion was also 

significantly greater than that of class discussion. 

The last measure where significance was expected was 

precision of vocabulary. Analysis of type-token ratio data 

is shown in Table XXVIII. The hypothesis of significance 

for precision of vocabulary must be rejected for the middle-

ability subjects. 
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TABLE XXVIII 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TYPE-TOKEN RATIO 
FOR MIDDLE-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Source of Variation 
Sums of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square 

F 
Ratio 

Between subjects 
Within subjects 

Techniques 
Residual 

.1612 

.1280 

.0036 

.1244 

27 
56 
2 
54 

.0018 

.0023 
.78' 

*Not significant at the .05 level of confidence 

No significance was anticipated for the measure of 

sentence complexity. Table XXIX validates that prediction. 

TABLE XXIX 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SENTENCE COMPLEXITY 
FOR MIDDLE-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 7.792 27 
Within subjects 4.924 56 

Techniques .310 2 [ .1548 1.81* 
Residual 4.615 54 .0855 

*Not significant at the .05 I Level of confidence. 

The trend that the F ratio indicates exists can be seen in 

the means listed in Table XXII. No discussion and paired-

student discussion resulted in very close mean scores with 

class discussion scores somewhat lower. 

Sentence relatedness which is measured by the subordina-

tion ratio was to show no significant differences among the 
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three compositions written by the middle-ability students 

either. Table XXX records the findings. The analysis of 

variance results substantiate the null hypothesis. 

TABLE XXX 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SUBORDINATION 
RATIO FOR MIDDLE-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 1.371 27 
Within subjects .726 56 

Techniques .014 2 .0068 - .51* 
Residual .713 54 .0132 

*Not significant at the .05 I Level of confidence. 

In brief, two of the three sub-hypotheses of Hypothesis 

VI must be rejected. There were no significant differences 

in sentence quantity or precision of vocabulary for the 

middle-ability subjects. Both parts of Hypothesis VII can 

be accepted. There were no significant differences in 

sentence complexity or sentence relatedness. Only in rich-

ness of detail did the three pre-writing techniques produce 

significant differences in compositions written by middle-

ability students. On that measure, no discussion produced 

the highest quantity of adjectives and movables. Therefore, 

Hypothesis IX which predicted class discussion and paired-

student discussion to be superior to no discussion must be 

rejected. 
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Findings for Low-Ability Subjects 

A significant difference among the three compositions 

written by low-ability subjects was predicted on all measures 

of sentence complexity, sentence quantity, sentence related-

ness, richness of detail, and precision of vocabulary in 

research Hypothesis VIII. Those differences were to show 

class discussion and paired-student discussion superior to 

no discussion according to Hypothesis IX, and paired-student 

discussion superior to class discussion according to Hypoth-

esis X. 

The means and standard deviations for the pertinent 

measures are set down in Table XXXI, When the data were 

TABLE XXXI 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR QUANTITATIVE MEASURES 
OF LOW-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

• * -i t:T—r. •• •• 
Techniques 

No 
Discussion 

Class 
Discussion 

Paired-student 
Discussion 

Measure Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Sentence complexity 1.76 .54 1.62 . 36 1.74 .46 
Number of T-units 16.91 8.30 18.64 9.97 24.41 15.47 
Average length of 

T-units 9.31 1.66 9.12 1. 84 8.96 1.32 
Stibordination ratio .25 .13 .22 .14 .23 .19 
Number of adjectives 2.14 1.77 1.09 1.04 2.23 1.98 
Number of Movables 11.18 4.00 10.73 2.49 11.05 2.53 
Type-token ratio .60 .06 .61 .06 .60 .07 
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analyzed to find which measures had significantly different 

means, analysis of variance for repeated measures was used. 

The possibility that the three pre-writing techniques 

would produce significant differences in sentence complexity 

for low-ability subjects was refuted by the data presented 

in Table XXXII. An F ratio of 1.00 is evidence that there 

TABLE XXXII 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SENTENCE COMPLEXITY 
FOR LOW ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 8.997 21 
Within subjects 5.232 44 

Techniques .238 2 .1189 1.00* 
Residual 4.994 42 .1189 

*Not significant at the .05 ] Level of <: confidence. 

was no difference in sentence complexity when writing after 

no discussion, class discussion, or paired-student discussion. 

The number of T-units and average length of T-units 

were computed to test for the significant differences in 

sentence quantity. Table XXXIII contains the analysis of 

variance calculated for the number of T-units. The F ratio 

confirms that the number of T-units did differ significantly 

for the pre-writing techniques. The Newman-Keuls method in 

Table XXXIV identifies where those differences lie. Paired-

student discussion produced the highest number of T-units 

which was significantly greater than those produced by class 
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TABLE XXXIII 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF NUMBER OF T-UNITS 
FOR LOW-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

• Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 6051.65 21 
Within subjects 3593.33 44 

Techniques 678.76 2 339.38 it*
 

• 00
 *
 

Residual 2914.58 42 69.39 

•Significant at the .05 leve] of conj Eidence. 

TABLE XXXIV 

NEWMAN-KEULS TEST ON DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PAIRS OF MEANS 
ON NUMBER OF T-UNITS FOR LOW-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Techniques 
No 

Discussion 
Class 

Discussion 
Paired 

Discussion 

No discussion 
Class discussion 
Paired discussion 

Total 372.02 410.08 537.02 

No discussion 
Class discussion 
Paired discussion 

372.02 
410.08 
537.02 

• • • 38.06 • • # 165.00* 
126.94* 

No discussion 
Class discussion 
Paired discussion 

q.95 (r, 42) 2.86 3.44 

165.00* 
126.94* 

No discussion 
Class discussion 
Paired discussion 

39.07 111.74 134.40 

165.00* 
126.94* 

•Significant at the .05 level oJ confidence. 

discussion or no discussion. No significant difference 

appeared between the class discussion T-units and the no 

discussion T-units. 
* 

The average length of T-units resulted in no such sig-

nificance. Analysis of Variance Table XXXV shows the data 

compiled for the low-ability subjects. 
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TABLE XXV 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF AVERAGE LENGTH 
OF T-UNITS FOR LOW-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 82 .223 21 
Within subjects 92 .158 44 

Techniques 1 .290 2 .6451 . 30* 
Residual 90 .868 42 2.1635 

*Not significant at the .05 ; Level of confidence. • 

The differences in the subordination ratios which mea-

sured the degree of sentence relatedness were even less sig-

nificant than the differences in average length of T-units. 

Table XXXVI records that data. On the basis of the evidence, 

TABLE XXXVI 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SUBORDINATION 
RATIO FOR LOW-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects .5442 21 
Within subjects 1.0732 44 

Techniques .0102 2 .0051 .20* 
Residual 1.0630 42 .0253 

*Not significant at the .05 ] Level of confidence. 

the hypothesis that there would be a significant difference 

among the three compositions written by low-ability students 

on sentence relatedness must be rejected. 
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The hypothesis that richness of detail would vary sig-

nificantly among pre-writing techniques was tested by count-

ing the different adjectives and different movables. 

Significance of the comparisons of the means for the different 

adjectives for low-ability students is found in Table XXXVII. 

TABLE XXXVII 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENT ADJECTIVES 
FOR LOW-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Source of Variation 
Sums of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square 

F 
Ratio 

Between subjects 
Within subjects 

Techniques 
Residual 

71.152 
124.667 
17.546 

107.121 

21 
44 
2 

42 
8.773 
2.551 

3.44* 

*Significant at the .05 level of confidence. 

An F ratio significant at the .05 level of confidence requires 

that the data be inspected in greater detail in Table XXXVIII 

to see which pairs of means differ significantly. Although 

TABLE XXXVIII 

NEWMAN-KEULS TEST ON DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PAIRS OF MEANS 
ON ADJECTIVES FOR LOW-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Techniques 
Class 

Discussion 
No 

Discussion 
Paired 

Discussion 

Totals 23.98 46. ,86 49.06 

Class discussion 
No discussion 
Paired discussion 

23.98 
46. 86 
49.06 

• • * 22. 
• 1 

.88 • • 25.08 
2.20 

+ m m 

g.95 (4, 42) 2.86 3.44 
7.49 21.42 25.77 
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the paired-student discussion produced the greatest mean, it 

| was not significantly different from the no discussion mean, 

nor was it large enough to be significant when two steps 

removed from the class discussion mean. 

Data gathered on the number of different movables can 

be examined in Table XXXIX. No evidence of differences in 

TABLE XXXIX 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENT MOVABLES 
FOR LOW-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects 302. 318 21 
Within subjects 328. 667 44 

Techniques 2. 394 2 1.1970 .15* 
Residual 326. 273 42 7.7684 

*Not significant at the .05 ] .evel of confidence. 

number of movables as a result of pre-writing technique can 

be discerned. 

The last measure for which significant differences were 

anticipated was precision of vocabulary. Its analysis of 

variance summary is in Table XL. From the small F ratio, 

it is apparent that the different pre-writing techniques did' 

not significantly affect the type-token ratio measure of 

precision of vocabulary. 

To review, the sub-hypotheses of Hypothesis VIII of 

significant differences among the three compositions written 

by low-ability students on measures of sentence complexity, 
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TABLE XL 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TYPE-TOKEN RATIO 
FOR LOW-ABILITY SUBJECTS 

Sums of Mean F 
Source of Variation Squares df Square Ratio 

Between subjects .1324 21 
Within subjects .1327 44 

Techniques .0035 2 .00175 .57* 
Residual .1292 42 .00307 

*Not significant at the .05 ] Level of confidence, 

sentence relatedness, and precision of vocabulary must be 

rejected. Similar sub-hypotheses on measures of sentence 

quantity and richness of detail can be accepted. Differences 

did not show both class discussion and paired-student dis-

cussion to be superior to no discussion as Hypothesis IX 

stated but did follow the projected pattern of compositions 

written after paired-student discussion being superior to 

those written after class discussion as Hypothesis X stated. 

Summary of Findings 

Detailed analyses of the statistical treatment of the 

quantitative measures for total subjects, high-ability sub-

jects, middle-ability subjects, and low-ability subjects 

have been presented in this chapter. Table XLI draws together 

those data to show the overall significance of the measures. 

Three measures, number of T-units, number of different 

adjectives, and number of different movables, stand out as 

differing significantly from one writing occasion to another. 
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TABLE XLI 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR QUANTITATIVE MEASURES 
ON THREE PRE-WRITING TECHNIQUES 

Measures 
Total 
Subjects 

High-
Ability 
Subjects 

Middle-
Ability 
Subjects 

Low-
Ability 
Subjects 

Sentence complexity * * * 

Sentence quantity: 
No. of T-units 

Average length of 
T-units . 

* * * * * * * 
Sentence quantity: 

No. of T-units 

Average length of 
T-units . 

Sentence relatedness 

Richness of detail: 
No. of adjectives 

No. of movables 

* * * * * * * 
Richness of detail: 

No. of adjectives 

No. of movables "kic ic •k * Jc * * 

Precision of vocabulary * * 

*Trend of .20 or I Less • 

••Significant at the .05 level of confidence, 

***Significant at the .01 level of confidence. 

Paired-student discussion produced the greatest quantity 

of T-units and no discussion the smallest quantity consis-

tently. For total subjects, no discussion produced the most 

adjectives; for low-ability subjects, paired-discussion pro-' 

duced the most adjectives. In both cases, class discussion 

produced the least adjectives. Everywhere that significance 

in number of movables appeared, no discussion produced the 

greatest amount and class discussion the least. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

This research study was an investigation of the effects 

of oral preparation on certain quantitative aspects of com-

position in a fifth-grade classroom. Compositions written 

with no discussion, compositions written after total class 

discussion, and compositions written after paired-student 

discussion were compared to determine the value of discuss-

ing ideas before writing. This chapter contains a summary 

of the methods and procedures used to obtain the data, a 

review of the findings, conclusions, implications, and 

recommendations for educational practice and future research. 

Summary of Methods and Procedures 

Three fifth-grade classes participated in the study 

which extended over a three-week period. Each week the 

seventy-eight subjects were asked to wi;ite a composition. 

Short films with no narration and pre-writing techniques 

were paired as shown in Figure 1 (p. 33) to stimulate the 

children to write. Compositions were then analyzed to 

determine which pre-writing technique—no discussion, class 

discussion, or paired-student discussion—resulted in the 

most mature writing. Quantitative measures used in the 
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study were sentence complexity, number of T-units, average 

length of T-units, subordination ratio, number of different 

adjectives, number of different movables and type-token ratio. 

Ten hypotheses had been formulated to predict where 

significant differences among the compositions would appear 

for total subjects, high-ability subjects, middle-ability 

subjects, and low-ability subjects. Quantitative measures 

were grouped into five categories: (a) sentence complexity, 

(b) sentence quantity, which included the number of T-units 

and the average length of T-units, (c) sentence relatedness 

measured by the subordination ratio, (d) richness of detail 

judged by the number of different adjectives and movables, 

and (e) precision of vocabulary quantified by type-token 

ratio. Analysis of variance for repeated measures and the 

Newman-Keuls test were used to establish statistical sig-

nificance. 

Summary of the Findings 

In Chapter IV where each of the hypotheses was separately 

considered, tables are given for the analysis of variance 

computations. If the F ratio indicated that the three com-

positions written differed significantly, the data were 

investigated further by the Newman-Keuls procedure to find 
* 

exactly which pairs of means differed. Results of such 

investigations can be summarized in the following findings: 
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1. For total subjects, the number of T-units as a 

measure of sentence quantity and the number of adjectives 

and movables as measures of richness of detail differed 

significantly for the three writing occasions. 

2. For high-ability subjects and middle-ability sub-

jects, richness of detail, as measured by the number of 

movables, differed significantly for the three writing 

occasions. 

3. For low-ability subjects, the number of T-units as 

a measure of sentence quantity and the number of adjectives 

as a measure of richness of detail differed significantly 

for the three writing occasions. 

4. When the number of T-units differed significantly 

for the three writing occasions, it was paired-student dis-

cussion which resulted in the greatest productivity and no 

discussion which resulted in the least productivity. 

5. When numbers of adjectives differed significantly 

for the three writing occasions for total subjects, no 

discussion resulted in greatest productivity and class dis-

cussion resulted in the least productivity. For low-ability 

subjects, paired-student discussion produced the most adjec-

tives and class discussion produced the least adjectives. 

i 6. When numbers of movables differed significantly for 

the three writing occasions, no discussion resulted in 

greatest productivity and class discussion resulted in the 

least productivity. 
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7. Measures of sentence complexity, average length of 

T-units, subordination ratio and type-token ratio did not 

differ significantly for any group. 

Conclusions 

Analyses of the findings of this study of fifth-grade 

compositions written after three pre-planning techniques 

led to the following conclusions: 

1. The number of T-units and the number of different 

adjectives and movables are discriminant quantitative mea-

sures which can be used to evaluate variations in a given 

child's compos itions. 

2. Student participation in pre-planning leads to 

greater written productivity, the greater the degree of 

participation, the longer the resultant compositions. 

3. Class discussion does not stimulate subjects to 

incorporate richness of detail in their compositions. 

4. Private thought or verbalization of one's own ideas 

is more conducive to mature writing than is listening to 

other's ideas. 

5. Paired-student discussion is particularly effective 

with the low-ability subjects who seemingly clarify their 

thinking by verbalizing their ideas. 
* 

Implications 

The following educational implications were drawn from 

the findings and conclusions of this study: 
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1. Large-group discussion about a topic may result in 

a centralization of thought which limits the child's creativ-

ity or to a familiarity with the topic where he no longer 

feels a need to set the stage when writing his own story. 

Therefore, total class discussion as it is now conducted 

should be given less emphasis as a motivator for writing. 

2. Teachers should become aware that class discussion 

may not be a discussion among the class members but an indi-

vidual pupil-teacher exchange. If it is to be a more effec-

tive technique, the teacher must learn methods to convert it 

to a pupil-pupil exchange. 

3. Since the theory that oral communication of ideas 

clarifies a child's thinking was substantiated, more paired-

student activity should be introduced into the language 

program, particularly for the low-ability student who lacks 

language facility. 

4. Average and above-average students should be given 

opportunities at times to write their ideas with no previous 

discussion and encouraged to refine the richness of detail 

they use naturally. 

Recommendations 

Emanating from this study are the following recommenda-

tions for further research: 

1. Verbal stimuli rather than the non-verbal film 

should be used to see if the resultant compositions follow 

the same tendencies identified in this study. 
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2. Compositions based on actual experience rather than 

on vicarious experience should be analyzed and compared to 

the results found in this study. 

3. The best procedure for pairing students for optimum 

verbal-written transfer should be investigated, comparing 

random method, sociometric choice, ability grouping, and 

interest selection. 

4. An effort should be made to discover the optimum 

number of students who should be grouped together for best 

verbal preparation for writing. 

5. A qualitative analysis should accompany the quanti-

tative analysis to see how closely the two compare. 

6. When measuring quantitative variations in a child's 

short-term written language products: 

a. Use T-units instead of sentence boundaries. 

b. Do not expect average length of T-units or 

subordination ratio to vary. 

c. Include the number of T-units, the number of 

different adjectives and the number of movables as dis-

criminating measures. 

d. Use the type-token ratio for a particular 

class of words rather than for total vocabulary. 

* 7, Similar investigations are needed at other grade 

levels to determine if the findings for fifth graders 

reported in this study can be generalized to other elementary 

grades. 



APPENDIX A 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR CLASSROOM TEACHER 

Introduction for first week's film: 

"Today you are going to see a short film about 

It is different from most films you have seen because it will 

have no speaking. You will be the one to write the story for 

this film. Please watch the movie closely and remember as 

much as you can so that you will be able to write the story 

when it's over." 

Introduction for second week's film: 

"Last week we had a film about ? today's film 

is going to be about . Again it will have no one 

telling the story, so you will be able to make up your own 

story to go with the pictures. Watch carefully and remember 

as much as you can so that you will be able to write the 

story when it's over." 

Introduction for third week's film: 

"We've had films on and for you 

to write stories about. Today's is a different kind of film, 
£ 

one about . Again you can use your imagination to 

make the story go with the pictures you see. Watch care-

fully and remember as much as you can so that you will be 

able to write the story when it is over." 
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Follow-up on film, Technique A 1—no discussion: 

"Now I'd like you to write a story aibout what you saw. 

This is not a test. Your paper will not be graded. I'm 

primarily interested in your ideas. Do not worry about your 

spelling. Sound out words as best you can, or raise your 

hand and I will come around to spell words for you. I'll 

give you three pieces of notebook paper. Write only on the 

front of the sheet. If you need more, pick it up from my 

desk. You have forty-five minutes to write your story. You 

may want to think about these topics before you write." 

(Read guide questions for appropriate film.) 

Follow-up on film, Technique A2—class discussion: 

"Before you write, let's talk about what you saw." 

(Use the guide questions for the film to direct the children's 

thinking. Encourage as many children as possible to share 

their ideas and feelings. After fifteen minutes, say:) 

"Now I'd like you to write your own story about what you 

saw. This is not a test. Your paper will not be graded. 

I'm interested in your ideas. Do not worry about your spell-

ing. Sound out words as best you can, or raise your hand 

and I will come around to spell words for you. I'll give 

you each three pieces of notebook paper. Write only on the 

front of the sheet. If you need more, pick it up from my 

desk. You have forty-five minutes to write your story." 
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Follow-up on film, Technique A 3—paired student discussion: 

"Before you write, I'd like you to talk about what you 

saw with a classmate. Listen to find out who your partner 

will be. You will meet at the desk of the person whose name 

I read last. Any questions?" (Read the list of randomly 

assigned pairs to the class. Check to insure that each stu-

dent knows where he goes.) "You might like to discuss these 

questions." (Read guide questions for particular film. 

Allow ten minutes for discussion. Circulate around the room 

to encourage children to discuss the film. Ask children to 

return to their seats.) "Now I'd like you to write your own 

story about what you saw. This is not a test. Your paper 

will not be graded. I'm primarily interested in your ideas. 

Do not worry about your spelling. Sound out the words as 

best you can, or raise your hand and I will come around to 

spell words for you, I'll give you each three pieces of 

notebook paper. Write only on the front of the sheet. If 

you need more, pick it up from my desk. You have forty-five 

minutes to write your story." 

During writing period: 

Circulate around the room with small pad and pencil. 

Write the words that a child wants spelled for him on a 

sheet of paper and leave it at his desk. 

When the child finishes, he may hand in his papers. 

Make sure his name is on each sheet. 
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Announce when forty minutes have passed so children 

can conclude their stories if they have not done so. 



APPENDIX B 

GUIDE QUESTIONS FOR FILM DISCUSSION 

The Hunter and the Forest 

1. What do the animals do when they sense the hunter 
is in the forest? 

2. How does the hunter approach the animals? 

3. What kind of a day is it? 

4. How did the man feel when he prepared to shoot the 
deer? 

5. Why did he throw away the feather in his hat and 
replace it with a flower? 

The Little Mariner 

1. How did the Coast Guard know that the little boy 
was alone in the sailboat? 

2. How do you know the boy would like to be a real 
sailor? 

3. Why did he run away from the fishing wharf? 

4. How would you describe the day? 

5. How did the boy feel during his stay in the amuse-
ment park? 

Mrs. Pennypacker's Package 

1. Why did Mrs. Pennypacker make the phone call? 
a 

2. How did the messenger boy show he was hurrying? 

3. What season of the year was it? How could you tell? 

4. Why did the police help the boy? 

5. How do you think the woman felt as she rode away in 
the train? 
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