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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
This study of student achievement in language is based
upon an analysis of written compositions.

Motivation for the

effort stemmed from the fact that educators have long recognized
communication as a keystone to the understanding of child (and
man) in terms of development of mental processes, needs, and
personality.

La Brant has said that the intimate relationship

between language and the thought processes makes a study of
language development important (7, p. 393).

Understanding of

the needs of children changes with such rapidity that every
decade brings some modification in content and procedures of
education.

More than two thousand years ago Aristotle said,

"All men do not agree on what they would have children learn,"
(8, p. 12) and his statement is still valid.

Nevertheless,

language must always be the keystone of the curriculum
because it is the medium of communication and enlightenment
through which much of the child's learning takes place in
home and school.
Concern for language development is not new.

Urban, in

a philosophic treatise on language, has called reflection on
language "one of the oldest and most constant preoccupations

of the human mind" (13» P. 12).

Earlier students of language

were interested in language largely from the philosophic
point of view.

Modern educators are more interested in its

function, its development by children, and its effect upon
their lives and personalities.
Statement of the Problem
In this study the problem was to ascertain the language
achievement of children in a large metropolitan public school
system.

Achievement was measured on the basis of fifth-grade,

eighth-grade, and eleventh-grade groups in order to establish
progression in skill on a comparative basis.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose set for this study was to define tentative
standards of achievement through the analysis of compositions
written by fifth, eighth, and eleventh-grade students in terms
of quantity and quality.
Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were tested in this studyj
I.

The eighth-grade students will achieve a significantly

higher score than the fifth-grade students on measures of
A.

sentence complexity,

B.

sentence quantity,

C.

richness of detail.

II.

The eleventh-grade students will achieve a significantly

higher score than eighth-grade students on measures of

III.

A.

sentence complexity,

B.

sentence quantity,

C.

richness of detail.

The high-ability eighth-grade students will achieve a

significantly higher score than high-ability fifth-grade
students on measures of

IV.

A.

sentence complexity,

B.

sentence quantity,

C.

richness of detail.

The high-ability eleventh-grade students will achieve a

significantly higher score than high-ability eighth-grade
students on measures of

V.

A.

sentence complexity,

B.

sentence quantity,

C.

richness of detail.

The middle-ability eighth-grade students will achieve a

significantly higher score than middle-ability fifth-grade
students on measures of

VI.

A.

sentence complexity,

B.

sentence quantity,

C.

richness of detail.

The middle-ability eleventh-grade students will achieve

a significantly higher score than middle-ability eighth-grade
students on measures of

A.

sentence complexity,

B.

sentence quantity,

C.

richness of detail.

VII.

The low-ability eighth-grade students will achieve a

significantly higher score than low-ability fifth-grade
students on measures of
A.

sentence complexity,

B.

sentence quantity,

C.

richness of detail.

VIII.

The low-ability eleventh-grade students will achieve

a significantly higher score than low-ability eighth-grade
students on measures of

IX.

A.

sentence complexity,

B.

sentence quantity,

C.

richness of detail.

The eighth-grade students will achieve a significantly

higher qualitative score than fifth-grade students on the
basis of teachers' markings.
X.

The eleventh-grade students will achieve a significantly

higher qualitative score than eighth-grade students on the
basis of teachers' markings.
Background and Significance
As a result of the importance of language, scholars and
researchers are constantly adding to the accumulation of

material relating to it (11, p. 1).

Language is the medium

of communication through which much of teaching and learning
takes place in home and school.

It is important, therefore,

that parents and teachers recognize, understand, and interpret the stage of language development in which a child is
operating in order to adjust their guidance and teaching to
the level of his comprehension, his developmental needs, and
his interests.
Language is defined as the accumulation of meanings and
word-pictures which are stored in the minds of all individuals
and which have commonly held values.

It is a system for

organizing data and thought (6, p. 355)•

Language is neces-

sary to the understanding of experience and to adjustment to
it (11, p. 6).

Since an understanding of language and skill

in using it are essentail to the mastery of all subjects, a
child's ability to express himself competently in written
English may well prove of crucial importance.

Trying to

educate children surely means making them as fully aware of
their experiences as possible.

To be alive to the potential-

ities of language and to encourage children to use language
as a means of coming to terms with their communication with
others would be the minimum aim of education (9, p. 12).
A student who fails to achieve competence in language and
communication faces life with an unfair handicap for which
the school must accept some responsibility (1, p. 1),

The interrelatedness of language skills is well established.

Speaking and writing represent the expressive phase

of language capacity} listening and reading represent the
impressive stage.

Children normally learn to listen, speak,

read, and then write.

Writing is the capstone of the communi-

cation process (3* P» 2).
Attempts to measure the complex abilities involved in
actively using the language to convey ideas, as these abilities
are used in composition, have met with small success.

The

National Council of Teachers of English Commission on the
State of Knowledge about Composition reports that much research
on composition is weak (13t P« 192).

Undoubtedly, one of

the major handicaps has been a lack of quantitative and qualitative measures which can be used to evaluate improvements in
pupil achievement.

Evaluation by means of objective testing

has been attacked by critics.

These critics have challenged

the validity of using an objective test "about writing" to
measure a person's actual ability "to write" (3> p. 99)•
In this study a combination of recently developed quantitative and qualitative measures were assembled in an attempt •
to establish the actual development of language skills on the
basis of compositions of students in the fifth, eighth, and
eleventh grades.

Probably the most significant purpose of

this study was to establish levels of development and

achievement so that further research may be predicated for
these three grades.
Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study, the following definitions
were established.
1.
slotsi
2*

Adjective is a single word that fits either or both
The

noun is very

.

Movable is a word included in any of five classes of

words (12, 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 purposes

or cause.
e.
3»

A preposition- plus the indirect object

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

main clause plus the subordinate clauses attached to it or
embedded within it (7, p. 20).
Sentence complexity is based on the scheme of simple,
compound, complex, and compound-complex structure and is
evaluated by assigning a numerical value for each sentence type.
5*

Sentence quantity is based on the number and average

length of the T~units contained in each composition.

;

8
6.

Richness of detail is based on counting the number

of different single-word adjectives and the number of movables
for the first 100 words of each composition.
7.

High-ability fifth, eighth, and eleventh-grade groups

are composed of those students who scored in the top one-third
of the randomly selected fifth, eighth, or eleventh-grade
students on the basis of the scores they made in response to
the verbal section of the California Short-Form Tests of Mental
Maturity.
8.

Middle-ability fifth, eighth, and eleventh-grade

groups are composed of those students who scored i'n the
middle one-third of the randomly selected fifth, eighth, or
eleventh-grade subjects on the verbal section of the
California Short-Form Tests of Mental Maturity.
Limitations of the Study
The following limitations were placed on this studyi
1.

Only quantitative and qualitative analyses were

made of fifth, eighth, and eleventh-grade narrative compositions,
2.

Only those students who had attended the same large

metropolitan school system since entering the first grade
were considered.
3.

The students were selected from one large high

school, its two feeder junior high schools, and its eight
feeder elementary schools.

Basic Assumptions
The following basic assumptions were xaadet
1.

Stimulus film provides equivalent motivational interest

for all students at all three grade levels.
2.

Students cooperate and perform at their best level.

3.

Students at other schools of similar populations do

not significantly differ from those included in this study.
Procedures for Collecting Data
During the spring of 1970, permission to conduct the
study was requested from the superintendent of a large
metropolitan school system.

In this system, permission was

then requested from the principal of a large metropolitan
high school, from the principals of the two .feeder junior
high schools, and from the principals of the eight feeder
elementary schools.

The students who formed the three groups

used in the study were selected from eleventh, eighth, and
fifth-grade populations of these schools.
All students in each English section of the eleventhgrade class in the selected high school were assembled in
the auditorium during their regular English class period.
Instructions were given to the students.

The Hunter and

the Forest, a short film without narration, was shown as a
stimulus for writing.

A thirty-five-minute period was

allowed for writing immediately after the students viewed

10
the film.

Compositions were collected at the conclusion of

the allotted time.

This procedure was replicated in the two

feeder junior high schools with all eighth-grade students
in attendance and in the eight feeder elementary schools with
all fifth-grade students in attendance.
The population was limited before selection of students
"began by checking cumulative records of each writer and setting aside the compositions of all students who had attended
school districts other than the one being investigated.

For

the purposes of this study, only students who had attended
the same large metropolitan school system from the first
grade to the time of the testing were considered.

Prom the

above specified total population, sixty fifth-grade students,
sixty eighth-grade students, and sixty eleventh-grade students
were selected by listing their names alphabetically, assigning
numbers to the names on the basis of a serial selection, and
utilizing a table of random numbers (15» PP« ^16, ^-17). The
language section of The California Short-Form Test of Mental
Maturity was given to determine the top one-third, the middle
one-third, and the bottom one-third of each group of sixty
students on the basis of language scores from this instrument.
As soon as all 180 randomly selected compositions were
assembled, each composition was typed exactly as written by
the students.

These typed copies were randomly assigned

11
identifying numbers.

This procedure was followed to avoid

any possible bias as to name, grade level, sex, or handwriting on the rater's part.
Each composition was then analyzed to establish quantitative measures in the following three areas of language
maturity (5, pp. if.35-lf.38) 1
1.

Sentence complexityj

A total value was found for

each composition by assigning numerical value to each sentence
type 1
0—unintelligible or incomplete sentence
1--simple sentence
2-—compound sentence
3—complex sentence
^-compound-complex sentence
2.

Sentence quantityi

The number of T-units in the

whole composition was counted.

The average length of T-units

was determined.
3.

Richness of detaili

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

The number
If composi-

tions were less than 100 words, adjusted scores were calculated
on the basis of number of words used.
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Quality was judged by a panel of three English teachers.
They completed several practice trials before they actually
judged the compositions, and they were instructed to evaluate
quality on the following criteria established by Diedrich
(See Appendix A) (^, p. 2^)i

Ideas

1 — 5 points

Form

1 — 5 points

Flavor

. 1—-5 points

Mechanics . . . . . . . . .

1 — 5 points

Wording

1 — 5 points
5—25 points

After each rater had independently rated each composition,
the ratings of the three readers were averaged.

In order to

lessen the cumulative effects of fatigue, raters scored only
thirty papers at one sitting.
Procedures for Treatment of Data
After analysis and grading of the compositions to establish
the qualitative measure and each quantitative measure, the
resultant data were processed on the basis of each ability
group, grade level, and sex.

Criteria were assigned on the

basis of each of the quantitative measures in hypotheses I
through VIII and on the qualitative measure for hypotheses
IX and X.

The hypotheses were tested to establish their

significance by using a complex analysis of variance, first

13
testing for significance of the main effects of rows and
columns and then testing for the interaction effects of rows
and columns (10, p. 2^*7) •
The tenability of hypotheses I through X was determined
by the resultant P values.

Where significant F values were

found, the Scheffe test (10, p. 239) was used to determine
which group means differed significantly.
All hypotheses were restated in the null for testing.
The .05 level of significance was required.
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CHAPTER II
RELATED LITERATURE
The related literature pertinent to this research is
presented in five sectionsj

(1)

the interrelationship of the

language skills, (2) visual stimulus as a motivation for
writing, (3)

quantitative analysis of written communication,

(k)

qualitative analysis of written communication, and

(5)

a summary of the previous sections.
Interrelationship of the Language Skills
The tendency of a child to categorize, to bring order

to his personal world, seems to be intuitive (51, p. 70).
The manner in which the individual categorizes or establishes
order is a matter of theory, but at an early age he can sort
out aspects of his total environment, bring certain ones
together as a focus for a response, and eliminate others.
As he matures, he comes to realize that certain things are
related and constitute a unit of experience.
make associations and differentiations.

He learns to

He learns that events

have beginnings, a main part, and a conclusion.
As a child grows, he also develops a command of the
language.

When he comes to school, he brings with him the

foundations for growth in the composing processi
16

a background

f
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of experiences, the ability to make associations and discriminations, a vocabulary through which either literally or metaphorically he can express a wide range of meanings, a knowledge
of the syntax of the language, and the ability to use all of
s/

these capabilities in simple oral compositions (51, P» 72)«

Writing is the one communication skill the child may lack when
he enters school.

Listening, speaking, and even, to some extent,

reading are natural acts because they depend on natural tools-the ears, the eyes, and the voice.

Writing involves the use

of an artificial tool and an active rather than a passive
ability to turn symbols into meaning (9, P« 3)*
Children normally learn to listen, speak, read, and then
write.

In this sequential development, listening and speaking

^

serve as a basis for achievement in reading and writing (29, p. ^).
The vocabulary, sentence patterns, and organization of ideas,
which the child has mastered orally, are ultimately transferred
to his later written expression (11, p. 3)•

Green and Petty

list skills oommon to oral and written communication!

usage

of verbs, pronouns, redundancy and antecedents} grammatical
skills for self-editingj vocabulary? use of dictionary, reference
books, index and table of contents? bibliographies, credit to
sources? and rhetorical skills of structure (19, p. 13*0 •
Unlike some other skills, composition is an inventive art
even at the most elementary level.

Drill, in the sense of

merely repeating what others have written, can never lead

1 3

students to the fundamentals of composing.

Even the beginning

writer must put things together—words, ideas, experiences,
arguments—that have never been put together before.

Students

will not learn to write real sentences until they have learned
to devise real thoughts (30, p. 58)*

Tiedt points out that

writing is thought transferred to paper (50, p. 1^5)•
writes or speaks only as well as one thinks.

On©

Thinking and

speaking or vjriting takes place simultaneously in most selfexpression (k6, p. 7)•

Speaking cannot be considered deter-

ministic for writing but speaking and writing can be considered
interacting related activities (26, p. 360$ 53» P» 59) •

Rosensen 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 (39, p. ^30).
Johnson also emphasizes the necessity of the teacher's becoming
concerned with the close relationship of the thought process
to written expression (28, p. 571)* Since writing symbolizes
speech, which in turn symbolizes -thought, writing is communication
twice removed from the original thought (53» p. 59)•

Watts

states that a child must try out his thoughts by uttering them
aloud before he is sure he knows what they are (5^» P« 20).
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 discussed before writing begins.
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Use of this approach helps the student plan the form of what
he Is to write so that the thoughts and the written product
will be of as high a quality as possible (8, p. 229).
As La Brant statesi
Writing put down--word by word--selected ideas to a
selected audience is a labor, often painful, an ability
to be improved by repetition, an act carrying both
privilege and responsibility. It is neither learned
nor taught without effort...But writing...is the culmination of language skills (32, p. 256).
When a student sits down to write, he starts a truly
astonishing set of motor and intellectual activities!

the

accurate drawing of letters; the correct use of the different
sets of graphic signs that stand for the sound of words and
that indicate relationships among words and ideas In the written
forms of the language; the exercise of the powers of observation
and analysis, of phantasy and imagination; the purposeful
synthesis of all these and more in the production of a more
or less public document (20, p. 1).

Shuman states that the

preschool child is remarkably fluent, but as his formal
V'

education progresses, he withdraws into some sort of shell
which stands between him and communication (4-1, p. 393).
Writing is a much more difficult process than any of the
other language skills.

Smith notes the fallacy in ultimately

equating speaking and writing by pointing out that students
should not be allox-red to- write exactly the way they should speak
any more than students should be allowed to talk the way they
have to write (k2, p. 369).

20

Composition is learned through a gradual process of
development and practice (^KL, p. 393)*

Kitzhaber suggests

the art of composing depends upon habits of observation,
discrimination, and imagination--the skills of understanding
about the world or whatever part of it one chooses to communicate about (30, p. 59).

Conscious composition must begin very

early in a child's education and must progress through logical
stages if writing is to become a natural means of communication
for him (*KL, p. 39^) • Only through continued and constant writing will the child ever become a competent xcriter (^1,
p. 398).

Applegate suggests that English teachers become more

like art teachers, in that they help each child to improve in
his writing power and clarity through suggestion and praise
and further teaching.

As she says, "Comments on creative

writing must be appreciative} they must be positive; they must
give children goals to work for . . . M (2, p. 5^).

In fostering

a good classroom atmosphere, teachers must create an environment
free from fear.
Visual Stimulus as Motivation for Writing
Probably the basis of all writing, creative as well as
practical, is accurate, detailed, specific, and full observation of the world.

As Erich Fro mm says, "The art of seeing

is about the most Important act one can perform in one's life"
(1^, p. 22).

Human beings do not naturally see in detail but
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rather in broad outline.

Detailed perceptions must be learned

and so must the need for them.

Effective communication is

never purposeless; hence, the student should have a clear idea
of the rhetorical purpose of each writing (30, p. 57) • A
thoughtful writer can write a lively, original work about a
common subject because he sees and understands the subject
in a lively, original way.

His seeing and understanding are

strengthened by the ideas he has accumulated through experience,
reflection, and wide reading (30, p. 57) • All that a writer
has to draw upon for the content of his composition is his own
experience, and all he can do is present his ideas as he sees
them (51, p. 71).
Carlson did a comparative study whose results indicate
that it might be possible to classify stimuli according to
their relative effectiveness in encouraging "writing of high
quality" (6).

She found that an experimental group wrote more

original stories in four of eight situations.

The situations

involved writing compositions based on gross stimuli, such as
toys, books, pictures, and records.

Berry found no difference

between the quality of children's creative writing induced by
a film and that induced without benefit of the film (4).
Stein and Meer used Rorschach ink blots to measure creative
thinking abilities and found a significant coefficient of
correlation between Rorschach data and supervisory judgments

•
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of creativity (4-3). Results of this study indicate that an
unorganized stimulus would be an appropriate device for inducing
creative writing.

Drews, however, found that highly creative

adolescents like to make original interpretations of common
phenomena. (15) •
When standard stimulation is needed to motivate written
composition, the film is often used.

Braddock, Lloyd Jones,

and Schoer judge it to be a good means for motivating more
original, spontaneous language (5» P* 52).

Heider and Heider

produced their own short motion picture to serve as the subject
matter for 1,118 compositions written by deaf and hearing
children (22, p. ^7).

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 comparative
study of the development of oral and written language in
school-aged children (21, pp. 17-28).

Witty and Martin (55)

used a film without narration, The Hunter and the Forest. to
promote written expression in elementary school children.
After analyzing the compositions for expressions of genuine
feeling, sensitivity to the value of particular words and
phrases in expressing feeling, response to 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 and that the film
approach was unusually successful in getting children to express
themselves creatively.
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Quantitative Analysis of Written Compositions
The available research on written language development is
lacking in comparison to research on oral language development.
It is significant that in their recent report, "Research in
Written Composition," the NCTE Committee on the State of
Knolwedge about Composition, limiting their study to published
and unpublished researches in which some actual writing was
involved, chose only five studies, which they believed were
"soundly based, superior investigations" (52, p. 191)•

Some

of the major researchers who have contributed some understanding
of the child's written language development are La Brant, Heider
and Heider, Chotlos, Watts, Harrell, and more recently, Hunt,
Strickland, and Loban.

The latter, particularly, have taken

an innovative approach to the analysis of children's oral and/or
written language.

Strickland and Loban coordinated their

studies by using a linguistic analysis of syntax refined and
validated by five linguistic specialists at Indiana University
in 1957 (^7, p. 17)•

The influence that linguistic analysis

has had in normative and developmental studies of child language
behavior is cited by Carrolli
These linguistic approaches enabled the investigators to
dispense, for the 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 achievements (7* p. 120),
Major emphasis remains, however, on describing language development rather than estimating language achievement derived from
different teaching methods (JQ, p. 36b).

2k
Immature writing has been differentiated qualitatively
from more mature writings

The mature writer is one who is

able to group the overall pattern and relate minor ideas back
to the major purpose.

This process involves a consciousness of

form, relationships, and organization

9» P» 5^2).

Frazier

lists five areas he considers indicative of immature writing
(17, p. ^36)1
sentences, (b)

( a ) over™abundance of simple and compound
lack of subordination and relatedness of ideas

within a sentence, (c)

paucity of transitional devices, (d)

few enriching adjectival and adverbial forms, and (e)
and imprecise vocabulary choice.

general

Quantitative research results

substantiate his judgment.
In first grade, according to Bear (3» pp# 31^-316), 9.0
per cent of all sentences used in stories were simple sentences;
by sixth grade, 39 per cent of all sentences used were simple.
She pointed out that the decrease in ratio was not due to a
reduction in the number of simple sentences used but rather to
an increase in the total number of sentences contained in the
storyj the added length of the story was made up of compoundcomplex sentences.

The complex sentence usage rose from U per

cent in first and second grade to 33 per cent in eighth grade.
Her study indicated that use of the complex sentence can be as
closely correlated as any other factor with maturity in
language ability.

Williams, in analyzing the oral language

achievement of preschool children, attempted to quantify
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complexity of sentence structure by assigning weighted scorest
unintelligible=0, simple sentence=l, compound sentenced,
complex sentence=3» and compound-complex sentenced.

McCarthy,

who reports William's study in Manual of Child Psychology*
states that his method deserves more attention (36, p. 535)•
Studies in which sentence complexity is analyzed consistently show a marked decrease in simple sentences and an increase
in complex sentences as the subjects mature.

Heider and Heider

(22, p. 5^) found that hearing children at age eight use 53
per cent simple sentences to 31 per cent compound, 8 per cent
complex, and 8 per cent compound-complex.

In contrast, the

12-year-olds used 30 P©** cent simple sentences to 1V1 per cent
compound, 13 per cent complex, and 15 per cent compound-complex.
Frogner's study followed the trend through grade seven, where
^7.2 per cent of the sentences were simple and 33•9 per cent
complex, to grade eleven where 38.^ per cent were simple and
39*0 per cent complex (18, p. 7^3) •
Hunt, who studied grammatical structures written at
fourth, eighth, and twelfth grades, created the T-unit to
quantify the thought units in a composition.

He disagrees

with the generally accepted idea that the length of the
sentence is the most objective and reliable single index for
measuring language development (36, p. 57^).

Citing a

fourth-grade composition filled with "and" as evidence, he
show3 now sentence length can be a misleading measure, proposing
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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
(25, 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 (3^, p, 97).
He and Strickland have established a word class called movablesexpressions of place, manner, time, and cause which can usually,
though not always * be placed at different places in the sentenceto use in their analysis of speech and writing of elementary
school children (33» 37, p. 32).

Strickland:suggests that

children need to learn to use these enrichment elements to
weave ideas together into longer well-constructed sentences
(^8, p. 271), although in her study she did not find the number
of movables used to be a statistically significant measure of
oral language maturity (4-7, p. 76).

Sampson and Hunt looked

at noun modification in their studies.

After counting dif-

ferent 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
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different adjectives in each composition, the average per cent
being between three and four*

Most adjectives were of the

pedestrian sort that Indicate size, shape, or color (^0, p. 1^8).
Hunt found that the use of the single-word adjective increases
with maturity, the eighth graders using 150 per cent more than
do the fourth graders (25, P« 73^)*
Qualitative Analysis of Written Communication
A comprehensive review of studies of the reliability of
grading English compositions for writing ability appears in
Huddleston (23).

The consensus is that grading essays for

writing ability, even under the most carefully controlled
conditions, is extremely unreliable.

If the charcteristics

of writing that are universally accepted as "good" can be
discovered, objective criteria can be applied to student
papers.

In a recent study conducted at the University of

Connecticut, a number of English professors gave subjective
grades to a set of student themes., A computer was programmed
to "read" the essays and to make counts of a variety of
linguistic structures, such as adverbial clauses, prepositional
phrases, noun clauses, and infinitive phrases, which investigators thought might be indices of writing maturity.

The

various frequency counts were correlated with the professors'
grades, and the computer "learned" how to place grades on the
papers simply by counting the various numbers and kinds of
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linguistic structures and applying a formula.

The computer

did well; in a subsequent test the grades which it supplied
were indistinguishable from those of the professors (10).
This experiment clearly shows that by knowing the signs
of good writing, the teacher can grade objectively by making
frequent counts and applying the formula to arrive at a grade.
Students can be given concrete instructions on-exactly what
they must do to improve their work.
The computer method can be used to locate the signs or
objective correlates of good writing, but only a teacher can
explain to the student why certain techniques or structures
contribute to the effectiveness of an essay.

Clearly, the

teacher ought to avoid making subjective pronouncements about
the student's work and should try to show him how he can
improve his writing.

Pisher is a strong advocator of removing

the teacher from the role of evaluator.

He suggests that

students want response but they do not necessarily want criticism.
In writing, as in art, students seek teacher approval as well
as personal satisfaction.

Warmth, support, and appreciation

will generally free the child for further exploration (16, p. 209)*
Work for improvement in quality must be increased (17,
P* ^35).

A major source of difficulty in evaluating a sample

of students' writing ability is that two processes are involved.
First there is the problem of assessing or describing as
objectively as possible what a student has done.

Secondly,
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there is the process of deciding the value of what he has done,
a process which involves the value system of the Judge as well
as the behavior of the student (44, p. 58).
Unfavorable results in grading essays, particularly in
the case of College Entrance Examination, led to a study by
Diedrich (13» p. i).

This study was expected to serve as a

stepping stone toward closer agreement among judges of
student writing on the basis of revealing common causes of
disagreement.

About 600 short papers were secured from

freshmen in three colleges in which the College Entrance
Examination Board Tests were required.

Ten representatives

known to be concerned with student writing, from each of six
fields, participated as readers.

The six fields included

college English teachers, social scientists, natural scientists,
writers and editors, lawyers, and business executives.

It

was found that there was a substantial core of common agreement
on the general merit of the papers and that a small number of
"schools of thought" would account for most of the systematic
differences in grading standards.

It was concluded that the

task of qualitative evaluators would be simplified by using
five "schools of thought" in which emphasis was placed oni
I.
II.
III.
IV.
V.

Ideast relevance, clarity, quantity, development,
persuasiveness $
Formi

organization and analysis;

Flavor;

style, interest, sincerity;

Mechanics 1 specific errors in grammar, punctuation, etc,
Wordings

choice and arrangement of words.
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Summary
The review of the literature reveals that many language
experts concur in regard to the interrelatedness of the language
skills and the thought processes.

Since written communication

is the most difficult of the language skills, teaching of
composition must begin early so that the child may "be fluent
in this medium.

There is some disagreement among authorities

as to how closely the written language should approximate the
spoken language.

No disagreement exists concerning how closely

thought must precede writing.

It can be concluded that, as

the child matures and has undergone carefully directed practice
in composition, his writing skills will improve.
To motivate children to write, many different approaches
have been utilized in the classroom.

Most authors agree that

students write best about the things with which they are the
most familiar.

The writer*s experiences, reading habits,

reflectiveness, and accurate observations of the world around
him seem to contribute to the quality of the finished product,
Many types of motivators are used, but when standard stimuli
for evoking compositions are needed, the use of film appears
to be x<rell established as a research procedure.
Quantitative analysis of written compositions is not new.
Current researchers, such as Loban, Hunt, Strickland and
Frazier, are being influenced by the thinking of linguists
in developing improved methods of analysis.
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Evaluating compositions for quality has always been
nebulous as far as reliability is concerned.

Diederich's

scale appears to be a definite step toward a more reliable
measure for readers who are attempting to establish a quantitative score for quality in writing.

It is a helpful aid in

assisting graders to quantify objectively qualitative schools
of thought.
A focus of current research is the measurement of
compositional ability through the use of the new qualitative
and quantitative measures (*i4f p. 57)* These new and more
precise measures were used in this study to help establish
mean development and achievement levels at three different
grade levels.

It is anticipated that students may be given

more concrete instruction for improving their writing skill
on the basis of data analyzed during this study.
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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
Students were selected from a large metropolitan high
school, its two feeder junior high schools, and its seven
feeder elementary schools.

The area in which the schools

were located was considered to be predominantly white.

The

social class of the neighborhood was defined by using Warner's
"Revised Scale for Rating Occupations" (5» pp. 1^-1-1^2).

The

occupations of the parents were obtained from the cumulative records of the students and were analyzed according to
Warner's Scale.

All classes on the seven-point Warner's Scale

were represented, with the highest occupations being assigned
the numerical value of one and the lowest being assigned a
numerical value of 7»

The mean value for the total selected

population was 3,2 or, according to Warner's Scale, middle to
upper middle class.
A total of 180 students were selected}

sixty fifth-grade

students, sixty eighth-grade students, and sixty eleventh-grade
37
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students.

The appropriate level of language sections of

The California Short-Form Test of Mental Maturity was administered to the students following the selection of the students.
The answer sheets were computer-graded, and each grade-level
group was divided into the highest one-third, the middle onethird, and the lowest one-third, based on the raw scores in
response to this test.

Table I shows the number of students

of each sex for each grade level and the ability group to
which they were assigned.
TABLE I
DISTRIBUTION OP SUBJECTS BY GRADE LEVEL,
ABILITY AND SEX
Ability Group
Grade Level

Hljgfr

Middle

Low

Boys

Girls

Boys

Girls

Fifth

8

12

7

13

9

11

Eighth

8

12

9

11

9

9

Eleventh

9

11

7

13

11

11

25

35

23

37

29

31

Totals

.

Boys

Girls

The raw- scores ranged from fourteen to fifty-three in the
high school, from nineteen to fifty-three in the junior high
schools, and from fifteen to fifty-three in the elementary
schools.
students.

Complete data were compiled for all 180 selected
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Procedures for Collecting Data
Data were collected over a six-week period.

Principals

of all the schools involved were consulted, and acceptable
schedules were agreed upon for each school.
All students in attendance in each English section of
the eleventh-grade class in the selected high school were
assembled in the auditorium during their regular class period.
Three sheets of paper x^ith an identifying tab attached to the
upper left-hand corner were distributed to each student at
the beginning of the period.

Standard instructions (see

Appendix B) were given to the students by the examiner before
the showing of the film.
The Hunter and the Forest was shown as a stimulus for
writing.

This was an eight-minute, black-and-white film

without narration.

The film had a musical sound track which

included natural sounds and animal noises.

According to the

Encyclopedia Britannica film catalogue (2, p. 9), the film
has an equivalent motivational level for upper elementary,
junior high, and high school students.

A thirty-five minute

period was allowed for writing immediately after the students
viewed the film.

Compositions were collected at the conclusion

of the allotted time or whenever the student completed the
composition, whichever occurred first.

This procedure was

replicated in the two selected junior high schools with all

eighth-grade students in attendance and in the eight selected
elementary schools with all fifth-grade students in attendance.
Approximately five per cent of the students at each grade level
did not have sufficient time to complete their compositions.
The population was limited before selection of students
began by checking cumulative records of each writer and setting aside the compositions of all students who had attended
at any time school districts other than the one being investigated.

For the purpose of this study, only students who had

attended the same large metropolitan school system from the
first grade to the time of the testing were considered.

Prom

the remaining 311 fifth-grade compositions, 285 eighth-grade
compositions and 225 eleventh-grade compositions, the compositions to be analyzed were selected.

The 311 fifth-grade com-

positions were arranged in alphabetical order according to
the students' last names and then assigned serial numbers
beginning with one until all compositions were numbered.
A table of random numbers (6, pp. ^16-^-17) was then
utilized to select the sixty fifth-grade compositions to be
analyzed.

This procedure was repeated with the 285 eighth-

grade compositions and with the 225 eleventh-grade compositions
so that the compositions used for final analyses numbered
sixty at each grade level, or 180 total.
As soon as all 180 randomly-selected compositions were
assembled, each composition was typed exactly as written by

*n
the student.

These typed copies were then randomly assigned

identifying numbers, but there were no other identifiable marks
on the typed copy.

This procedure was followed to avoid any

possible bias as to name, grade level, sex, or handwriting on
the rater's part.

Attached to the back of each typed composi-

tion was a scoring sheet for each rater's use.
Analysis of the Data
Compositions were analyzed on six measuresi

sentence

complexity, number of T-units, average length of T-units,
number of different single-word adjectives, number of different
movables, and quality.

The qualitative score was determined

first so that it would not be biased by the quantitative
determinations.
Quality was judged by a panel of three English teachersi
one high school teacher, one junior high school teacher and
one elementary school teacher.

All judges were teachers of

at least five years' experience in the field of language arts
or English and had completed a minimum of thirty hours beyond
the Master's Degree,

They studied the rating procedure,

agreed on its use, and completed several practice trials
before they actually judged the compositions.

Quality was

evaluated on the following criteria established by Diederich
(see Appendix A) (1, p. Zk) $

;

hz
Ideas
Form

1 — 5 points
. . . . . . . . . . . .

1 — 5 points

Flavor

1 — 5 points

Mechanics

1 — 5 points

Wording

1~~ 5 points
5—25 points

Total scores of each rater x^ere then averaged to give a single
index of quality for each composition.

Four eleventh-grade,

four eighth-grade and four fifth-grade compositions were then
judged for practice and in order to establish inter-scorer
reliability.

Correlation coefficients of . 9-l» «9^ and .96

were established between the judges* ratings.

Perfect inter-

scorer reliability was established for the quantitative
measures.
Sentence complexity was quantified by computing the total
score of the numberical values assigned to each sentence typej
0=unintelligible or incomplete sentence
l=simple sentence
2=compound sentence
3=complex sentence
4=compound-complex sentence
Punctuation and capitalization were ignored, and run-on sentences
were analyzed in terms of the thoughts presented.

If "and"

was used at the beginning of the thought unit, the sentence
was considered part of a compound sentence.

Where the writer

k3
had obviously omitted a word, such as "The went into the forest,M
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
(3, p. ^9).

Total number of T-units was reported.

To find the average length of the T-units, words within
T~units were counted and averaged.

The following arbitrary

guidelines were followedi
1.

Words written in a title for the composition were

not counted.
2.

"A," "an," and "the" were not counted.

3.

Proper nouns were counted as one word.
Contractions were counted as one word.

5.

Compound words, when conventionally spelled as one

word, were counted as such regardless of the writer's spacing.
6.

Words written as compound words that are conventionally

spelled as two words were counted as two words.
The number of single-word adjectives and the number of
movables were computed for the first 100 words only.

Words

were counted according to the previously mentioned guidelines.
If any part of a movable phrase was included in.the first 100
words, that movable i-ras 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

*i4
considered in tabulating the two measures of vocabularydiversity.

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
After analysis and grading of each composition to
establish the qualitative measure and each quantitative measure,
the resultant data for each composition were processed on the
basis of each ability group, grade level, and sex.

Criteria

were assigned on the basis of each of the quantitative measures
in hypotheses I through VIII and on the qualitative measure
for hypotheses IX and X.

The hypotheses were tested by using

a complex analysis of variance, first testing for significance
of the main effects of rows and columns and then testing for
the interaction effects of rows and columns (^, p. 24-7).
Hypotheses I, II, IX and X were tested by using the means
of the entire experimental population, hypotheses III and IV
by using the means of high-ability students only, hypotheses V
and VI by using the means of middle-ability students only, and
hypotheses VII and VIII by using the means of the low-ability
students only.
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The tenability of hypotheses I through X was determined
by the resultant F values.

Because significant P values of

.05 01- less were found, the Scheffe statistic, which tests
the differences "between all possible pairs of means to find
where the significant differences exist, was employed to
determine which group means differed significantly (^J-, p. 239)
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CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
The basic purpose of this study was to determine the
relative difference of written compositions at three different
grade levels as determined by quantitative and qualitative
analyses.

In this chapter, data gathered on sentence com-

plexity , number of T-units, average length of T-units,
number of different adjectives, number of different movables,
and quality will be presented and discussed.

Results by

grade level for total students, high-ability students,
middle-ability students, and low-ability students will be
considered separately.

Non-hypothesized data will be

reported in a separate section.
Findings for Total Students
Hypotheses I, II, IX and X predicted findings for
combined students at each grade level.

It was anticipated

there would be significant differences between fifth-grade
students' compositions and eighth-grade students' compositions,
and between eighth-grade students' compositions and eleventhgrade students' compositions on measures of sentence complexity,
sentence quantity, richness of detail and quality.

The means

and standard deviations for the total students in each grade
4?
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level on each of the quantitative measures and. the qualitative
measure are presented in Table II.
TABLE II
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR QUANTITATIVE
AND QUALITATIVE MEASURES OF TOTAL STUDENTS
AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

Grade Level
Five
Measure

Eight

Eleven

Mean

S.D.

Mean

S.D.

Mean

S.D.

Sentence
Complexity

26.03

11.72

31-73

12.11

27.28

12.19

Number of
T-Units

19-00

8.72

20.77

8.36

17.^0

7.99

Avg. Length
of T-Units

8.82

2.83

10.51

2.96

11.23

2.96

Number of
Adjectives

6.62

3-03

7.42

3.74

9.20

3.92

Number of
Movables

15.72

4.10

14.95

3.89

15.00

3.92

Qualitative

10.68

2.63

13.33

3-21

15.20

3.58

These data were subjected to further analysis to determine
the significant difference among the means for the three
grade levels.
Hypothesis I-A stated that there was a significant difference between fifth-grade and eighth-grade compositions on
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measures of sentence complexity.

Hypothesis II-A stated that

there was a significant difference between eighth-grade and
eleventh-grade compositions on measures of sentence complexity.
Table III shows the complex analysis of variance data for
sentence complexity.
TABLE III
SUMMARY OF COMPLEX ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF
SENTENCE COMPLEXITY FOR TOTAL STUDENTS

Source of
Variation

Sums of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

Grade Level

10??.10

2

538.55

4.48*

Ability

4019.69

2

2009.84

16.71**

Sex

801.71

1

801.73

6.67*

Grade Level—
Ability

126.99

4

31.75

0.26

84.66

2

42.33

0.35

Ability—Sex

462.99

2

231.50

1.92

Grade Level-Ability—Sex

99^.13

4

248.53

2.07

Within

19^83.66

162

120.27

Total

27050.95

179

Grade Level—Sex

^Significant at the .05 level of confidence.
^Significant at the .01 level of confidence.
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The F ratio of ^.48 reveals that the difference between grades
probably did not occur by chance.

The Scheffe statistic for

multiple comparisons was used for further analysis.
Table IV shows that the compositions written by eighthgrade students were significantly different from those written
by fifth-grade students on the measure of sentence complexity.
TABLE IV
SCHEFFE STATISTIC FOR MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
SENTENCE COMPLEXITY FOR TOTAL STUDENTS

8

Grade Level

5

5

0.0

^•.05*

0.19-

8

^.05*

0.0

z.k?

0.19

ZA?

0.0

11

11

d.f.
(2), (177)

^Significant at the .05 level of confidence.
Although the eighth-grade compositions scored higher than the
eleventh-grade compositions, the difference was not statistically
significant at the .05 level of confidence.
Hypothesis I-B stated that there was a significant difference between fifth-grade and eighth-grade compositions on the
measures of sentence quantity. Hypothesis II-B stated that
there was a significant difference between eighth-grade and
eleventh-grade compositions on the measures of sentence
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quantity.

The two criteria of sentence quantity were number

of T-units and average length of T-units.

Table V shows the

complex analysis of variance data for number of T-units.
TABLE V
SUMMARY OF COMPLEX ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE OF
T-UNITS FOR TOTAL STUDENTS

Sums of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

340.31

2

170.16

2.84*

14-08.02

2

704.01

11.74**

281.04

1

281.03

4.69*

Grade level—
Ability

99-57

4

24.89

0.42

Grade level-~Sex

53.13

2

26.56

0.44

Ability—Sex

368.29

2

184.15

3.07*

Grade level—
Ability—Sex

662.25

4

165.56

2.76*

9714.83

162

12927.44

179

Source of
Variance
Grade Level
Ability
Sex

Within
Total

59*97

•^Significant at the .05 level of confldence.
**Signifleant at the .01 level of confidence.
The F ratio of 2.84 reveals that the difference among groups
could not have occurred by chance.

The Scheffe statistic for

multiple comparisons was used for further analysis of the data,
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Table VI shows that eighth-grade students scored significantly higher than eleventh-grade students on the number
of T"-units. The eighth—grade students also scored higher
than the fifth-grade students, but the difference was not
statistically significant at the required .05 level of
confidence.
TABLE VI
SCHEFFE STATISTIC FOR MULTIPLE COMPARISONS OF
T-UNITS FOR TOTAL STUDENTS

r

Grade Level
5

0.0

0.78

0.64 •

8

0.78

0.0

2.84*

0.64

2.84*

0.0

11

d.f.

11

8

5

—.——.—

(2), (177)

*Significant at the .05 level of confidence.
The second measure of sentence quantity vias the average
length of T-unlts. Table VII shows the complex analysis
of variance for average length of T-unlts. The F ratio
of 10.96 indicates that the difference among groups could
not have occurred by chance.

The Scheffe statistic for

multiple comparisons was used for further analysis of the
data.
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TABLE VII
SUMMARY OF COMPLEX ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF
AVERAGE LENGTH OF T-UNITS
FOR TOTAL STUDENTS

Sums of
Squares

Source of
Variance

df

Mean
Square

2

92.12

10.96**

69.89

2

34.94

4.16*

0.53

1

0.53

0.06

Grade levelAbility

19.54

4

4.88

O.58

Grade level—Sex

32.04

2

16.02

1.91

Ability—Sex

26.53

2

13.27

1.58

Grade levelAbility—Sex

20.39

4

5.09

0.61

Within

1362.14

162

8.41

Total

1715.30

179

18k.2k

Grade Level
Ability
Sex

F
Ratio

•^Significant at .05 level of confidence.
"^Significant at .01 level of confidence.
Inspection of Table VIII reveals that eighth-grade
and eleventh-grade students scored significantly higher
than fifth-grade students on the measures of average length
of T-units.

Although the eleventh-grade students scored

higher than the eighth-grade students, the difference was
not statistically significant at the required .05 level of
confidence.

5'+
TABLE VIII
/

SCHEFFE STATISTIC FOR MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
AVERAGE LENGTH OF T-UNITS
FOR TOTAL STUDENTS

8

11

Grade Level

5

5

0.0

5.14**

8

5.14**

0.0

0.91

11

10.38**

0.91

0.0

IO.38**

d.f.
(2), (177)

**Signifleant at .01 level of confidence.
Hypothesis I-C stated that there was a significant
difference "between fifth-grade and eighth-grade compositions
on measures of richness of detail.

Hypothesis II-C stated

that there was a significant difference between eighth-grade
and eleventh-grade compositions 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 complex analysis of variance summary for

adjectives is shown in Table IX.

The F ratio of 8.47 Indicates

that the differences found probably can not be attributed to
chance.

The Scheffe statistic identifies these in Table X.

The eleventh-grade students scored significantly higher than
the eighth-grade students and the fifth~grade students on
the number of different adjectives used.

Although the eighth-

grade students scored higher than the fifth-grade students,
the results were not significantly different.
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TABLE IX
SUMMARY OF COMPLEX ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE OF
NUMBER OF DIFFERENT ADJECTIVES
FOR TOTAL STUDENTS

Sums of
Squares

Source of
Variance

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

Grade level

209.88

2

104.94

8.47**

Ability

164.72

2

82.36

6.64**

O.63

1

0.06

0.01

Grade levelAbility

94. 42

4

23.60

1.90

Grade level—Sex

1^.15

2

7.07

0.57

Ability--Sex

16.42

2

8.20

0.66

Grade levelAbility—Sex

16.67

4

4.17

0.34

Within

2007.92

162

12.39

Total

2524.24

179

Sex

~**Significant at .01 level of confidence
TABLE X
SCHEFFE STATISTIC FOR MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
NUMBER OF DIFFERENT ADJECTIVES
FOR TOTAL STUDENTS

Grade Level

8

5

11

d.f.

!

I
i

"

8
11

O•
O

5

0.77

8.08**

0.77

0.0

3.85*

8.08**

3-85*

0.0

^Significant at .05 level of confidence.
**Significant at .01 level of confidence*

(2), (177)
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To complete the analysis of richness of detail, the
number of different movables in each composition was considered.
Table XI shows the complex analysis of variance of number of
different movables.

The F ratio of .73 discloses there was

no significant difference to be found between any of the
three grade levels.
Hypothesis IX stated that there was a significant difference between fifth-grade and eighth-grade compositions on
a qualitative measure.

Hypothesis X stated that there was a

significant difference between eighth-grade and eleventh-grade
compositions on a qualitative measure.

The complex analysis

of variance summary is shown in Table XII.

The P ratio of

39*75 indicates that the differences between grade levels
probably can not be attributed to chance.

The Scheffe statistic

Identifies these differences in Table XIII.

The eleventh-

grade students scored significantly higher than eighth-grade
students and fifth-grade students on the qualitative measure.
The eighth-grade students scored significantly higher than
the fifth-grade students on the qualitative measure.
In conclusion, research hypothesis I-A and I-B predicting
significant differences between fifth-grade and eighth-grade
compositions on the measures of sentence complexity and
average length of T-units can be accepted.
Hypothesis I-C predicting difference In richness of
detail must be rejected.

The eighth-grade students did score

higher on the measure of number of T-units, but the difference
was not statistically significant.

57
TABLE XI
SUMMARY OF COMPLEX ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE OF
NUMBER OF DIFFERENT MOVABLES
FOR TOTAL STUDENTS

Sums of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

P
Ratio

Grade level

22.08

2

11.04

0.73

Ability

21.07

2

10.54

0.69.

3.90

1

3.90

0.26

Grade levelAbility

140.31

4

35.08

2.33

Grade level-—Sex

110.06

2

55.03

3-65*

Ability—Sex

37.79

2

I8.89

1.25

Grade level—
Ability—Sex

81.30

k

20.33

1.35

Within

2440.59

162

15.07

Total

2857.ll

179

Source of
Variance

Sex

•^Significant at .05 level of confidence.
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TABLE XII
SUMMARY OF COMPLEX ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF COMPOSITION
QUALITY FOR TOTAL STUDENTS

Sums of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F
Ratio

Grade level

618.14

2

309.07

39.75**

Ability

295-49

2

147.75

19.00**

Sex

136.53

1

136.53

17.56**

Grade level—
Ability

23.72

4

5.93

0.76

Grade level—Sex

43.83

2

21.91

2.81

Ability—Sex

30.28

2

15.14

1.95

Grade level*—
Ability—Sex

12.59

4

3.15

0.40

Within

1259.48

162

7.77

Total

2420.06

179

Source of
Variance

**Signifleant at .01 level of confidence.
TABLE XIII
SCHEFFE STATISTIC FOR MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
COMPOSITION QUALITY FOR TOTAL STUDENTS

Grade Level

5

5

0.0

8
13.55**

11

d.f.

39.36**

8

13*55**

O«
O

6.72**

11

39.36**

6.72**

O«
0
1
i
i

* * S i gni f i cant at .05 level of confidence.

(2), (177)
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Hypothesis IX predicting that there would be a significant difference on the qualitative measure between fifthgrade and eighth-grade was accepted as was hypothesis X
predicting a significant difference between eighth-grade
and eleventh-grade compositions on the qualitative measure *
It is noteworthy, however, that the increase of mean scores
between the eighth grade and the eleventh grade was not
as great as between the fifth grade and the eighth grade.
Findings for High-Ability Students
Projected findings for high-ability students were
considered separately in research hypotheses III and IV.
The means and standard deviations for all quantitative
measures of the high-ability students are presented in Table
XIV.
The summary of the complex analysis of variance for
sentence complexity shown in Table III indicates that an
F ratio of 16.71 as related to ability groups probably did
not occur by chance.

The Scheffe statistic identifies

these differences in Table IX.

Inspection of Tables XIV

and XV reveals that although high-ability eighth-grade students scored higher on sentence complexity than either the
fifth-grade students or the eleventh-grade students,
hypothesis III-A and IV-A must both be rejected because
the differences did not reach the required .05 level of
confidence.
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TABLE XIV
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR QUANTITATIVE
MEASURES OF HIGH-ABILITY STUDENTS
AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

Grade Level
Eight

Five
Measure

Mean

S •D•

Eleven

Mean

S.D.

Mean

S.D.

Sentence
Complexity

32.25

13.67

38.05

11.07

32.25

14.79

Number of
T--Un.lt s

22.35

10.84

25.55

7.82

20.05

10.76

Avg. Length
of T-Units

9.88

3*05

11.08

3.81

12.23

3.05

Number of
Adjectives

6.70

2.55

8.65

4.15

11.55

3.36

16.30

3.82

15.30

3-^5

13.^0

3.30

Number of
Movables

Hypothesis III-B predicted that high-ability eighthgrade students would score signlflcantly higher than highability fifth-grade students on measures of sentence quantity
Hypothesis IV-B predicted that high-ability eleventh-grade
students would score significantly higher than high-ability
eighth-grade students on measures of sentence quantity.
The two criteria for sentence quantity were number of Tunits and average length of T-unlts.

The means and standard
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deviations of these two measures for the three grade levels
are shown in Table XIV.

The complex analysis of variance

for number of T-units is Indicated in Table V.

The complex

analysis of variance for average length of T-units is
indicated in Table VII.

The resultant F-values of 11.74

and 4.16 indicate that these differences probably did not
occur by chance.
TABLE XV
SCHEFFE STATISTIC FOR MULTIPLE COMPARISON OF
SENTENCE COMPLEXITY FOR HIGH-ABILITY,
MIDDLE-ABILITY, AND LOW-ABILITY
STUDENTS AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

d>f. = (8),: (171)
Ability,
Grade
Level

H

M

L

H

M

L

H

M

L

5

5

5

8

8

8

11

11

11

.38
.01
•35

0.0
.50
1.42

.13
.12
.68

1.33
.19
.01

H 5
M 5
L 5

0.0
.50
1.42

.50
0.0
• 23

1.42
.23
0.0

H 8
M 8
L 8

•35
.01
.38

1.69
.34
.01

3.18*
1.13
.49
• 35 1.47

O•
O

H 11
M 11
L 11

.01
•35
1.69
.34
3.18* 1.13
.49
0.0
.24

1.47
.24
0.0

• 35 .92
.01 .06
• 38 .06

3.04*
1.04
.30

0.0
.01
.50 1.42
• 38 0.0
•35
.13
.68
.11
.06
.06
.13
.92
.13 0.0
.01 3.04* 1.04
.19
.62
1.33
.30
1 33
L
I *Signifleant at .01 level of confidence.

1-33
. 62
0.0
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The Scheffe statistic for multiple comparisons of T-units
for all three ability levels is revealed in Table XVI.
TABLE XVI
SCHEFFE STATISTIC FOR MULTIPLE COMPARISONS OF
T-UNITS FOR HIGH-ABILITY, MIDDLE-ABILITY,
AND LOW-ABILITY STUDENTS
AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

d.f. = (8), (171)
Ability,
Grade
Level

H

M

L

H

M

L

H

M

L

5

5

5

8

8

8

11

H

11

• 35 .7^
0.0
.07
.07 0 . 0

.21
1.11
1.75

.12
.05
.25

.61
.03
.01

0.0
.65
1.56

.65
0.0
,17

1.56
.17
0.0

.63 1.17
0.0
.07
.20 .02

2.73*
.68
.18

.63 0.0
1.17
.07
2.73* .68

.20
.02
.18

0.0
.08
.08 0.0
.74 .33

.73
• 33
0.0

H 5
M 5
L 5

0.0
.35
.7^

H 8
M 8
L 8

.21
.12
.61

1.11
.05
.03

1.75
.25
.01

.11
•39
1.^2

.07
0.0
.36

.28
.06
.11

H 11
M 11
L 11

.11 • 39 1. 'f-2
.07 0 . 0
.36
.28 .06
.11

"^Significant at the .01 level of confidence.
Inspection of Tables XIV and XVI shows that high-ability
eighth-grade students scored higher than either high-ability
fifth-grade or high-ability eleventh-grade students even
though the differences did not reach the required .05 level
of confidence.
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Table XVII indicates the Scheffe statistic for multiple
comparisons of average length of T-unlts for all three ability
groups. A review of Tables XIV and XVII reveals that even
though high-ability eighth-grade students did score higher
than high-ability fifth-grade students and that high-ability
eleventh-grade students did score higher than high-ability
eighth-grade students, the differences were insufficient to
reach the required .05 level of confidence.

Hypotheses

III-B and IV-B must be rejected on both criteria of sentence
quantity.
TABLE XVII
SCHEFFE STATISTIC FOR MULTIPLE COMPARISONS OF
AVERAGE LENGTH OF T-UNITS FOR HIGH-ABILITY,
MIDDLE-ABILITY AND LOW-ABILITY STUDENTS
AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

d.f. = (8), (171)
Ability,
Grade
Level

H

M

L

H

M

L

H

M

L

5

5

5

8

8

8

11

11

11

.03
.39
.90

.23
.87
1.59;

H 5
M 5
L 5

0.0
.20
.61

.20
0.0
.11

.61
.11
0.0

.21
.83
1.54

0.0
.24
.67

.05
.^5
1.01

.82
1.84
2.84*

H 8
M 8
L 8

.21
0.0
.05

.83
.24
.45

1.54
.67
1.01

0.0
.17
.06

.17
0.0
.03

.06
.03
0.0

.20
.72
.49

.08
.01
0.0

0.0
.18
.07

.82
.03
.23

1.84
.38
.87

2.84* .20
.08
.90
1.59 0.0

.72
.01
.18

.49
0.0
.07

0.0
.52
.18

.54
0.0
.10

.18
.10
0.0

H 11
M 11
L 11

*Signlfleant at the .01 level of confidence.
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Richness of detail is the third quantitative measure to
be considered.

Hypothesis III-C and IV-C predicted that the

high-ability eighth-grade students will achieve significantly
higher scores on richness of detail than will high-ability
fifth-grade students and that high-ability eleventh-grade
students will achieve a significantly higher score than highability eighth-grade students on the same measure.
The two criteria for richness of detail were number of
different single-word adjectives and number of different movables for the first 100 words of each composition.

A review

of Table IX with the resultant F-value of 6 . 6 4 for ability
groups assures that the differences could not have occurred
by chance.

The Scheffe statistic for multiple comparisons

of ability groups at three grade levels appears in Table XVIII.
Examination of Table XIV and Table XVIII suggests that highability eighth-grade students did score higher than highability fifth-grade students and that high-ability eleventhgrade students did score higher than high ability eighth-grade
students.

These differences, however, did not reach the

required .05 level of confidence.
Table XI indicates that there is no significant difference
in ability groups in number of different movables.

Table

XIV reveals that high-ability fifth-grade students scored
higher than either high-ability eighth-grade students or highability eleventh-grade students.

In conclusion, research

hypotheses III-C and IV-C must be totally rejected.
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TABLE XVIII
SCHEFFE STATISTIC FOR MULTIPLE COMPARISONS OF
NUMBER OF ADJECTIVES FOR HIGH-ABILITY,
MIDDLE-ABILITY, AND LOW-ABILITY
STUDENTS AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

li
!!

I 1

d.f. = (a), (171)

I
1

Ability,

H

M

L

H

M

L

H

M

L

Grade
Level

5

5

5

8

8

8

11

11

11

H 5
M 5
L 5

0.0
.00
.02

.00
0.0
.03

.02
.03
0.0

.38
.32
.57

.14
.11
.25

.08
.11
.03

2.37*
2.23*
2.78**

.23
.18

.36

.13
.10
.24

H 8
M 8
L 8

.38
.14
.08

.32
.11
.11

.56
.25
.02

0.0
.06
.83

.06
0.0
.44

.83
.44
0.0

.85
1.31
3.40**

.02
.01
• 59

.06
.00
.43

.84
2.3?* 2.23* 2.78*
.18
• 36 • .02
.23
,24
.06
.10
.13

1.31
.01
.00

3.40** 0.0
1.13
• 59
.43
1.38

1.13
0.0
.01

I.38

H 11
M 11
L 11

.01
0.0

*Significant at .05 level of confidence,
^'Significant at .01 level of confidence.
Findings for Middle-Ability students
Research hypotheses V and VI predicted findings for
middle-ability students at three grade levels on five quantitative measures.

Means and standard deviations for middle-

ability students at three grade levels are revealed in
Table XIX.
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TABLE XIX
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR QUANTITATIVE
MEASURES OF MIDDLE-ABILITY STUDENTS
AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

Grade Level
Five
Measure

Mean

Eight
S • D.

Eleven

Mean

S.D.

Mean

S.D.

Sentence
Complexity

25.30

7.73

31.10

12.25

28.65

10.52

Number of
T-Units

18.25

5*76

19.89

7.27

18.05

6.11

Avg. Length
of T-Unlts

8.71

2.69

10.00

2.29

10.32

2.65

Number of
Adjectives

6.85

3.83

7.89

3.96

8.20

3.60

16.00

4.03

15.89

4.18

15.25

3.71

Number of
Movables

Hypothesis V stated that middle-ability eighth-grade students
would score significantly higher than middle-ability fifthgrade students on measures of sentence complexity, sentence
quantity, and richness of detail.

Hypothesis VI stated that

middle-ability .eleventh-grade students would score slgnlficantly higher than middle-ability eighth-grade students on
measures of sentence complexity, sentence quantity and
richness of detail.

An examination of Tables III, V, VII,

;

6?
IX. and XI indicates significant F-values on the criterion
of ability except for Table XI, number of different movables.
The Scheffe statistics for multiple comparisons of sentence
complexity, number of T-units, average length of T-units,
and number of different adjectives are shown in Tables
XV, XVI, XVII, and XVIII. A study of these tables reveals
that although there are differences, none is significant
at the required .05 level of confidence. In summary,
research hypotheses VI and VII must be totally rejected.
Findings for Low-Ability Students
Anticipated findings for low-ability students at three
grade levels were considered separately in hypotheses VII
and VIII on five quantitative measures. Means and standard
deviations for measures of sentence complexity, number of
T-units, average length of T-units, number of adjectives,
and number of movables for low-ability students are shown
in Table XX. The complex analysis of variance for these
five measures is found in Tables III, V, VII, IX, and XI.
Significant F-values on the criterion of ability for all
measures of quantity except number of movables (Table XI)
/

were indicated. The Scheffe statistics for multiple
comparisons on all five quantitative measures are shown
in Tables XV, XVI, XVII»and XVIII.

Inspection of these

tables reveals that although there were differences found

68
between low-ability fifth-grade and low-ability eighthgrade students and between low-ability eleventh-grade
and low-ability eighth-grade students, the differences were
not significant at the .05 level of confidence.

Research

hypotheses VII and VIII must be totally rejected.
TABLE XX
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR QUANTITATIVE
MEASURES OF LOW-ABILITY STUDENTS
AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

Grade Level
Five
Measure

Mean

Eight

S • D.

Eleven

Mean

S.D.

Mean

s .D.

9.82

26.29

9.95

20.95

7 .05

Number of
T-Units

16.40

7.70

17.00

7.53

14.10

4

Avg. Length
of T-Units

7.86

2.32

10.44

2.42

11.13

2 .85

Number of
1
Adjectives

6.30

2.49

5.81

2.28

7.85

3 .66

14.85

4.27

13.76

3.70

16.35

4 .11

Number of
Movables

ON

20.55

•

Sentence
Complexity
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Summary of Findings
Detailed analyses of the statistical treatment of the
quantitative measures for total students, high-ability students,
middle-ability students and low-ability students and of the
qualitative measure for total students have been presented
in this chapter.

Since no statistically significant dif-

ference appeared in the -ability groupings, only those data
concerning total students at each grade level will be
considered.

Table XXI draws together those data to show

the overall significance of the measures.
The most significantly differentiating measures were
those of quality and average length of T-unlts.

The number

of different movables was the only measure used that showed
no signifleant difference at any grade level.
Non-Hypothesized Data
The criterion of sex was considered at each grade level
for each measure but was not included in the research hypotheses.

The means and standard deviations for five quanti-

tative and one qualitative measure for boys and girls separately and totally at three grade levels are presented In
Tables XXII, XXIII, XXIV, XXV, XXVI, and XXVII.

The resultant

P-values from the complex analysis of variance for each
measure and the Scheffe statistic locating the differences
are also presented In each table.
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TABLE XXI
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR QUANTITATIVE AND QUALITATIVE
MEASURES FOR TOTAL SUBJECTS AT THREE
GRADE LEVELS

Grade Level
Measures
Sentence
Complexity

Five

Eight

Eleven

8 > 5*

Sentence
Quantity:
No. of
T-Units

8 > 11*

Avg. Length
of T-Units

8 > 5**

11 > 5**

Richness of
Detail:
No. of
Adjectives

11> 8* 11> 5**

No. of
Movables
Quality

8 > 5**

11 > 8** 11 > 5**

*Slgnifleant at the .05 level of confidence.
^Significant at the .01 level of confidence.
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TABLE XXII
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F VALUES OF SENTENCE
COMPLEXITY FOR MALES AND FEMALES, SEPARATELY
AND TOTALLY, AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

umber

Sex

Grade
Level

Mean

S.D.

M

5

22.58

8.53

36

F

-5

28.33

12.93

26

M

8

29.31

12.23

3k

F

8

33.58

11.69

27

M

11

25.59

11.61

33

F

11

28.66

12.48

77

M

Total

25.91

• 11.30

103

F

Total

30.17

12.62

F Value

-AZ2-

_i22L

6.66*

•^Significant at .05 level of confidence.
An examination of Table XXII reveals that females scored
higher than males on sentence complexity at each grade level.
The differences were enough to reach significance at the
.05 level of confidence only when the total groups were
compared.
Females scored higher than males at every grade level
on number of T-units.

Table XXIII shows that these dif-

ferences reached significance at the .05 level of confidence only when the total groups were considered.

?2
TABLE XXIII
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F VALUES OF NUMBER
OF T-UNITS FOR MALES AND FEMALES, SEPARATELY
AND TOTALLY, AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

Grade
Level

F Value

Mean

S. D.

5

16.54

7.18

F

5

20.64

.81

26

M

8

20.04

9.26
8.82

34

F

8

21.32

7.93

.08

27

M

11

16.22

8.51

33

F

11

I8.36

7.39

77

M

Total

17.61

8.42

103

F

Total

20.14

8.36

Number

Sex

24

M

36

* Significant

.23

4.69*

at .05 level of confidence.

Table XXIV indicates that fifth-grade and eighth-grade
females scored higher than fifth-grade and eighth-grade
males on average length of T-units.

The eleventh-grade

males scored higher than the eleventh-grade females.

Total

females scored higher than total males, but none of the
differences on this measure was statistically significant.
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TABLE XXIV
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F VALUES OF AVERAGE LENGTH
OF T-UNITS FOR MALES AND FEMALES, SEPARATELY AND
TOTALLY, AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

Grade
Level

Mean

Number

Sex

26

M

5

8.80

2.9^

36

F

5

8.83

2.76

26

M

8

9.78

2.31

3k

F

8

11.07

3.26

27

M

11

11.63

3.07

33

F

11

10.90

2.82

77

M

Total

10.12

- 3.03

103

F

Total

10.23

3.13

S.D.

F Value

.0003

—•.52—

.19

.06

V/ith respect to the number of different adjectives,
eleventh-grade males scored higher than eleventh-grade females,
and the total males slightly outscored total females.

At

both fifth and eighth grades, the females outscored the
males.

Table XXV shovjs that none of the differences was

statistically significant.
Eighth-graide males scored higher than eighth-grade
females on number of movables.

Table XXVI discloses that

at every other grade level and for total groups the females
scored higher than the males.

None of the differences reached

the required .05 level of confidence.
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TABLE XXV
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F VALUES OF NUMBER OF
ADJECTIVES FOR MALES AND FEMALES, TOTALLY AND
SEPARATELY, AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

M
F
M
F
M
F
M
F

36
24
34
27
33
77
103

5

Mean
6.58

S.D.
2 . 9 6

5

6,6k

3.08

8
8

7 . 0 0

3 . 1 1

7 . 7 4

4 . 1 3

11

9 . 5 5

k,26

11

8.91

Total
Total

F Value

7 . 7 6

3 . 5 9
3 . 7 6

7 . 7 2

3 . 7 3

. 0 0 0 7

O

24

Grade
Level

9

Sex

O
O

Number

TABLE XXVI
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F VALUES OF NUMBER OF
MOVABLES FOR MALES AND FEMALES, TOTALLY AND
SEPARATELY, AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

Number

Sex

Grade
Level

Mean

S.D.

24

M'

5

1 4 . 5 4

4 . 2 0

36

F

3k
26

M

5
8

1 6 . 5 0
1 6 . 0 0

8

1 4 . 1 5

3 . 8 3
3 . 0 8
4 . 2 4

1 4 . 5 9

4 . 0 8

1 5 . 3 3
1 5 . 0 5

3 . 7 6
3 . 8 7
4 . 0 6

27
33
77

103

F
M
F
M
F

11
11
Total
Total

1 5 . 3 5

F Value

.73

. 1 1
.26
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TABLE XXVII
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND F VALUES OF QUALITY FOR
MALES AND FEMALES, TOTALLY AND SEPARATELY
AT THREE GRADE LEVELS

Grade
Level

Mean

S.D.

5

10.08

2.66

F

5

11.08

2.53

26

M

8

12.00

2.67

3^

F

8

14.35

3.21

27

M

11

13.89

3.34

33

P

11

16.27

3M

77

M

Total

12.06

• 3.30

103

F

Total

13.83

3.74

Number

Sex

Zk

M

36

F Value

—

2.10

-20Z.

17.66*

^Significant at .001 level of confidence,
Table XXVII exhibits the qualitative measures.

Girls

scored higher at each grade level, but the differences were
not quite statistically significant.

However, when the total

groups were considered, the females scored higher than the
males at better than the *001 level of confidence.
In summary, on measures of sentence complexity, number
of T-units and quality, females scored higher at each grade
level than males.

When considered in total groups, the

females scored higher than males on each of these measures
at the .05 level of confidence or higher.

On the measures
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of average length of T-units and number of adjectives, the
females scored higher than the males on all levels except
the eleventh grade.

None of the differences was statis-

tically significant.

On number of movables, the eighth-

grade and the eleventh-grade males scored higher than the
females of the same grade level.

However, when total groups

were considered, the females scored higher than the males.
differences did not reach the .05 level of confidence.
In this study the most significant differentiating
measure was quality.

The differences were in the hypothe-

sized direction with the eighth grade scoring higher than
the fifth grade and the eleventh grade scoring higher than
the fifth grade and the-eighth grade.

The improvement

between the fifth grade and the eighth grade was more pronounced than the improvement between the eighth grade and
the eleventh grade.
The quantitative measures which seem to conflict with
these results were sentence complexity, number of T-units
and number of different movables.

On sentence complexity

the eighth-grade group scored higher than both the fifth
grade and the eleventh grade group although the differences
were significant only between the fifth grade and the eighth
grade.

The eleventh grade mean for sentence complexity was

only slightly higher than the fifth grade mean.

The eighth-

grade students scored higher than both the fifth grade and

The
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the eleventh grade on number of T-units.

The differences

between the fifth grade and eighth grade were not statistically significant, but the differences between the eighth
grade and eleventh grade were significant, favoring the eighth
grade.

These findings represent an actual regression from

fifth grade and eighth grade for the eleventh-grade students.
The final conflicting measure to be considered is
number of different movables, as a measure of richness of
detail.

The findings seem to indicate that fifth-grade

students actually use more different movables in the first
100 words of their compositions than do eighth-grade or
eleventh-grade students.

According to current research theories,

the number of different movables should be a discriminant
measure to help determine maturity in writing.

The outcome

in this study was just the reverse.
The quantitative measures which appear to correlate
positively with the qualitative evaluations are number of
different adjectives and the average length of the T-units.
The number of different adjectives used as a measure of
richness of detail progressed in an orderly manner from fifth
grade to eighth grade and from eighth grade to eleventh grade.
The progression was not statistically significant, however,
until the comparison of the eighth grade and the eleventh
grade.

The eleventh grade students scored significantly

higher mean values than the fifth-grade students or the
eighth-grade students.
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The other measure which appeared to correlate positively
with the qualitative findings was the average length of Tunits.

The eighth-grade students and the eleventh-grade

students scored significantly higher than the fifth-grade
students on this measure.

There was an increase between the

eighth grade and the eleventh grade but not enough to reach
statistical significance.

This appears to indicate that

although the eleventh-grade students tend to write fewer
thought units than either the fifth-grade students or the
eighth-grade students, the thought units that they write are
much longer and more complex.

This could tend to support the

outcome concerning the eleventh grade measure of quality as
compared to the other two grade levels.
Considering the sex variable in relation to the quantitative and the qualitative measures, the most significant
differences were found when Investigating sentence complexity,
number of T-units and quality.

Females scored higher at each

grade level on each of these measures than did males.

The

differences did not reach statistical significance between
the males and females at each separate grade level.

The

significant statistical differences reported came from
consideration of the total male and female populations.
The most statistically significant differences, so far
as the sex variable was concerned, yjere on q\iality.

The

differences were practically negligible between the fifth-grade
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males and the fifth-grade females.

The differences "between

the eighth-grade males and the eighth-grade females were
more pronounced and the differences between the eleventhgrade males and the eleventh-grade females were still more
pronounced.

The most important inference drawn from these

findings was that although males do tend to narrow the
differential with females in general quantitative writing
skills with increasing maturity, the quality of the compositions of males and females tend to widen with each succeeding grade level.

A possible explanation for this

apparent trend might be the sharper delineation of male and
female roles in this society at each succeeding grade level
with writing skills being considered more effeminate than
many other academic skills.

CHAPTER V.
SUMMARY» CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This research study was an investigation of language
achievement of fifth-grade, eighth~grade, and eleventh-grade
students as determined by certain quantitative and qualitative
measures of compositions written by students at these three
grade levels.

This chapter contains a summary of the methods

and procedures used to obtain the data, a review of the
findings, conclusions, and recommendations for future analysis.
Summary of Methods and Procedures
One high school, its two feeder junior high schools, and
its seven feeder elementary schools participated in this study
over a six-week period.

The fifth, eighty and eleventh-grade

students from these schools were asked to write a composition
immediately following the viewing of a short film without
narration.

Compositions were then analyzed to determine

the achievement level at each grade by using five quantitative
and one qualitative measure.

The five quantitative measures

were sentence complexity, number of T-units, average length
of T-units, number of different adjectives, and number of
different movables.

The qualitative measure employed was

devised by Diederlch and Included general areas of Ideas,
form, flavor, mechanics and wording.
80
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Ten hypotheses had "been formulated to predict where
significant differences among the compositions would appear
for total students, high-ability students, middle-ability
students» and low-ability students at each of the three grade
levels.

Quantitative measures were grouped into three

categories:

(a)

sentence complexity, (b) sentence quantity,

which included the number of T-unlts and the average length
of T-units and (c) richness of detail, judged by the number
of different adjectives and the number of different movables.
Complex analysis of variance and the Scheffe test were used
to establish statistical significance.
Summary of the Findings
In Chapter IV, where each of the hypotheses was separately
considered, tables are given for the complex analysis of
variance computations.

If the F ratio indicated that there

were significant differences, the data were investigated
further by the Scheffe statistic to determine exactly which
pairs of means differed.

Results of such Investigations can

be summarized in the following findings:
1.

The total group of eighth-grade students had

significantly higher mean scores on sentence complexity and
average length of T-units, as measures of quantity, than
did the total group of fifth-grade students.
2.

The total group of eighth-grade students had signif-

icantly higher mean scores on number of T-unlts than did
the total group of eleventh-grade students.
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3•

The total group of eleventh-grade students had

significantly higher mean scores on number of different adjectives, as a measure of richness of detail, than did the total
group of eighth-grade students.
The total group of eighth-grade students had
signlficantly higher mean scores on quality than did the
total group of fifth-grade students.
5*

The total group of eleventh-grade students had

significantly higher mean scores on quality than did the
total group of eighth-grade students.
6.

The increase in quality was greater between the

total group of fifth-grade students and the total group of
eighth-grade students than between the total group of eighthgrade students and the total group of eleventh-grade students.
7.

The total group of females had significantly higher

mean scores on sentence complexity and number of T-units, as
measures of quantity, than did the total group of males.
.8.

The total group of females had significantly higher

mean scores on quality than did the total group of males.
Conclusions
Analyses of the findings of this study led to the
following conclusions:
1.

Sentence complexity, number of T-units, average

length of T-units, and number of different adjectives are
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discriminant quantitative measures 'which can be used to
evaluate written compositions.
2.

The qualitative scale used Is a discriminant

measure "which can be used to evaluate written compositions.
3.

Number of different movables Is not a useful measure

for evaluating written compositions at any one of the three
grade levels Investigated.
4.

Results of this study tend to refute the theory

that maturation alone contributes most to writing skills.
5»

Results of this study tend to refute the theory

that boys become equal to girls in language skills at or
about the eleventh grade although the differences between
the sexes in regard to language skills do appear to diminish
with age.
6.

Students' abilities to use movables appear to

decrease at each succeeding grade level.
Recommendations
Emanating from this study are the following recommendations for further analysis:
1.

This study should be repeated to discover the mean

gains of each fifth-grade student and each eighth-grade
student at each succeeding grade level.

This technique would

enable a researcher to locate the exact grade levels where
the decline in writing skills begins.
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2.

Should this study be repeated, the total number In

each ability group at each grade level should be increased
so that differences would have a better likelihood of being
significant when a trend in any given direction is indicated.
3.

English teachers at upper grade levels should use

these or similar measures in order to evaluate more objectively
a given student's compositions.
4.

Teachers need to be aware of the decreases of the

means of some of the quantitative measures for students as
they mature and should try to identify the causes of the
decreases.
5*

A study of the number of different movables used

would be helpful.

More information is needed to determine

why there was only slight difference in the three grade
levels with the fifth-grade students scoring higher than
either of the other two grade levels.
6.

The group mean values established at each grade

level for the various measures used in this study should
now be employed to determine how much a given student's
ability to write deviates from the group.

This information

should be helpful in determining the most successful ways
to teach a student writing skills.

APPENDIX A
CRITERIA FOR JUDGING QUALITY OF COMPOSITION
Categories of Comments
I.

IDEAS
Relevance
Concise-Wordy
Clarity of Ideas
Development
Too Brief or Long
Persuasiveness
Ending
Generality . . . .

II.

1 — 5 points

FORM
Spelling
Clarity of Expression
Organization
Coherence of Ideas
Reader Agreement
Analysis
Maturity

III.

1 — 5 points

FLAVOR
Quality of Ideas
Style (general)
Mechanics (general)
Originality
Interest
Beginning
Sincerity
Introduction and Illustrations

IV.

1 — 5 points

MECHANICS
Punctuation
Grammar
Sentence Structure
Phrasing, Idiom. .

1 — 5 points
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V.

WORDING
General
Word Choices
Logic
Cliches
Jargon-Slang

1 — 5 points
TOTAL POINTS

5—25 points

APPENDIX B
INSTRUCTIONS TO THE STUDENTS
You have been selected to participate in an important
experiment in writing.

Teachers are interested in improving

how they teach writing and in how to help you to write better.
The results will depend on your willingness to do your best.
Today you are going to see a short film entitled The
Hunter in the Forest.

It is different from most films you

have seen because it will have no speaking, only music and
natural sounds.

I want you to write your impressions of this

film.
Before we begin, I would like you to fill out the small
sheet attached to the paper you were given when you came into
the auditorium.

Put your name, grade level, teacher's name,

school, and date on the appropriate line.

Do not put your

name on the paper on which you write the story.
a test.

Your paper will not be graded.

This is net

I am interested in

your ideas.
Write only on the front of the paper you were given.
you need more paper, raise your hand and I will bring you
more.

You will have 35 minutes to write your story.

may begin as soon as the film is over.
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You

If
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When you finish, raise your hand, and I will pick up
your paper.

Please remain seated until the end of the period

so you will not disturb the others who have not finished
writing.
Are there any questions?
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