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PREFACE

This study is concerned with ﬁhe abilities of indi-
vidual stﬁdehts to use the American Englisﬁ language effec-
tively. Studies and‘commoﬁ experience show‘that many of
today’s young Ameficans are un;ble to ekpress themselves
meaningfully. This study’eiplofes a mnemonic method to
determine whethér the method has an impact on teaching and
emphasizing gramﬁar to adults with a limited background in
the subject.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background

A report by the Educational Testing Service, Crossroads

in American Education (Applebee, Langer & Mullis, 1989),

indicates that students’ abilities £5 communicate
effectively are poor. The report was published in February,
1989, and the students reflected in the report were the col-
lege freshman class of 1990.

Many studenis consider English an incomprehensible set
of rules that can only be understood and used effectively by
an elite few. Many adult students seem to view English
grammar only as having a dollar value in the employment mar-

ket. Warfel (1952) indicated in Who Killed Grammar? that

Americans should be able to speak and use the English lan-
guage the way the rest of the world speaks and uses English.
A review of literature indicated the plight of American
English instruction in the United States results from an
1nability of traditional and progressive educators to com-
promise on a method for the instruction of English grammar.
The Grammar Key, the grammar method studied in this paper,

1s a method that falls in between these two camps.



Rationale

The Grammar Key was developed by Conklin (1987), an
English teacher who views the basic grammar patterns as
having a primary position in the understanding and creative
use of the English language. His method attempts to unlock
the doors of grammar for his stu&ents from the first moments
of the first class. :The Grammar Kéy uses clues that help
students see fhe "secrets" of grammar in their own work, as
well as in the ;brk sheets provided with‘phe package. The
program emphasizes total senpenpe develgpmeht, something
that is often férgotten in today’s classrooms at all levels.
All ;ffort is directed towardfunderstanding the sentence
without going bevond the studénts’ abilities. The Grammar
Key uses mnemonic devicés to help students identify parts of
speech according to théir relationship to other words in a
sentence. Conklin says students learn to understand the
sentence as a body of felatgd skills working together, much
as an effective athletic team works together.

Most traditional methods teach only one skill at a time
in disconnected serial sequencing, while many progressive
methods seek to emphasize the students’ abilities to express
themselves in their own ways. The Gramﬁar Key helps grammar
become a workable proceés students can appl&’to their own
writing. The program includes Qisual, verbal, and auditor&
a1ds keyed to a schematic to reinforce the recall and

understanding of the process.



Statement of the Problem

Educators need to find more effective ways to teach
English proficiency and to have confidence that these means

of instruction are related to meas@rable improvement.
Purpose of the Study

The pur?dse bf tﬂis study qu'to.détermine whether The
Grammar Key, an innovative methbd of teaching English gram--
mar, would effeptivély help aault étudents buiid or improve
a foundation of Eﬁglish grammar,skilig which could be under-
stood, applied, and then measured;undef differing condi-
tions. Researcﬁllh this‘areé\will help insﬁitutions deter-
mine whether The Grammar Key can effectively enhance their

English programs..
Objectives

The major research questibns;identified in this study
were as follows:
1. Can the grammar skills taught in The Grammgr‘Key

be understood in each of three conditions?

2. Can the learned skills be applied?
3. Can the acquired skills be measured?
4, Can the companiqn,test for The Grammar Key be

w

validated?
The objective of this study is tovanswer the four

questions listed above.



Connors (1983), in a paper presented to the Annual
Meeting of the National Council of Teachers of English said
that the real problem in teaching English today is striking
a happy medium between traditiénal methods and progressive
methods of teaching EnglishAgfammar.

Conklin (1987), in fhe‘Grammar Key ‘formerly The Four
Steps to English), had récorded‘amazing gain scores in the
understanding of English grammar uéing his companion test,.
In this study, it was necessary to determine wﬁether
Conklin’s instrument could be validated against a known
instrument, as well as to mgasﬁfe gain scores of students.
It was feared fhatkConklin’s instrﬁment, his companion test
‘to,The Grammar Kev, -only reflected what he wanted to see:
success.,

It appeared that The Grammar Key could be that "happy
medium" between traditional and progressive teaching mgthéds
of which Connors spoke. The Grammar Key does not go into so
much detail in the analysis of sentence structure that the
student becomes lost in English jargon. It also does not
allow the student simply to express himself without analyz-
ing what he has written.

It shouldn’t need to be‘argued'that effective grammar
skills improve almost anyqnefs abilipy to find gainful
employment ané to achieve a measure of success in life. It.
could be argued, however, that a good working knowledge of
English is more than useful, it is a necessity in the modern

world. Therefore, the research questions posed in this



study become the vehicles for determining the value of The
Grammar Key to the junior college environment. The answers

to those questions are the central issues at hand.
YScope of the‘Study

The researcher identified a numbervef studies dealing
with the problems of teaching gnamman skills to post-second—
ary students. In all cases the resultant gains from various
programs were marginal at best. \The Gremmar Key addresses
many of the problems et their roots. It asks over and over
again, "What part does this word piay in the sentence?" It
was felt that if The Grammar Key ppeved useful to institu-
tions in two dif{erent cities, it also had application
throughout the n.tion.

This study concerned‘itself with two junior colleges;
one in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, andvone in Tulsa, Oklahoma.
Based on the findings ef a.North Central Association Self
Study reported by a metropolitan Oklahoma junior college
{the Jjunior cellege that conducted the Self Study denied
permission to have its name used in this stud&);'these two
Junior colleges represent typical metropolitan Oklahoma
junior college populations with one exception: the two
junior colleges in this study had a'larger minority
enrollment than the other colleges in the Self Study.

The Self Study findings were reported en eight junior
colleges in Oklahoma City and Tulsa and the surrounding

areas. These findings included the two junior colleges that



are part Qf this study.

The compiled average age of students in the Self Study
findings was 27.6. The average age of the students in this
study was 28. Other student éharacteristics that were
typical of all eight junior colleges we;e as follows:
approximately 65 percent female and 35 percent male student
enrollments. Six of the junior qolleges surveyed in the
Self Study reported approximately 16 percent minority
enrollment, while the two junior colleges in this study
reported approximately‘BO percentkmbnﬁrit§ enrollment.
These findings indicéted that student charécteristics‘at all’
eight Jjunior collegestincluded in‘the Self Study were
similar.

The subject: used inlﬁhe sfudy were students enroiled
in English classes at(thg two Jjunior colleges used for the
experiment. The Gfammar Key was qffered as an English
grammar workshop in thexclassroom énvirohment.

While, as Ward (1925) said, "Most textbooks were writ-
ten in a literary atmésphere as different from schoolroom
necessities as astronomy is from simple décimals" (p. 17),

The Grammar Key was developed in the classroom itself.
Assumptions

The assumptions made in this study include the follow-
ing:
1. That the two junior colleges in this study are

similar to other Jjunior colleges in Oklahoma, and



that the grammar problems these two schools

encounter are similar to grammar problems found in

other junior colleges in the nation.

2. The effective usage of grammar skills is an impor-

tant job-related skill in today’s world.

3. Analysis of.Variance (ANOVA) is an appropriate

statistical tool for comparison of methods of

delivery and between gain scores within groups,

and

4, The Pearson Correlation Coefficient (Pearson r) is

an effective tool for comparing and evaluating the

companion test to The Grammar Key with the CPAt.

Definition of Terms

The following are definitions of terms
study.
CPAt. The CPAt is a comprehensive set

developed at the University of Iowa (by/the

the American College Testing program) which

used in this

of tests
developers of

is used for

junior college entrance. This study will utilize only the

Language Usage portion of the CPAt.

The Grammar Key companion test (TGK).

The companion

test is the instrument used by the author of The Grammar Key

to show gain scores of students undergoing instruction using

his method.



CHAPTER 11
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

A review of the literature relevant té_this étudy is
contained in this chapter. The locus of this review is that
understanding and focus are desirabie and necessary in
preparing students to use- the English language effectively.
The review of literature indiéatea that there is a need for
programs that are compatible withyboth traditional grammar
instruction and jprogressive langpage instructiqn.

The Grammar Key is a method of'teaching English grammar
that tries to combine the best of the traditional methods
with the best of the progressive methods. According to Ward
(1925), neither accuracy first or creative expression first
is right . . . understanding is th; key: "The English-
teaching world has always ‘directed its telescope toward the
stars’ and has 1gnored the facts of illiteracy" (p. 19). |
Ward says that the following statements were true: h

1. It is hard to teach bright students about spelling

and verbs.

2. All that can be expected of a bachelor’s degree is

"reasonably decent spelling and punctuation."”



3. Only about one-third of‘unlversity freshmen could
tell the difference between a phrase and a
sentenéé.

Ward was writing in 1925. He was disturbed by tﬁe so-
called progressive methods of teaching‘English that were
working their way into the system. »”Fifty‘years from now
the student of educational histor& will be puzzled to know
what schools thought they were doing ip,fhe first quarter of

the twentieth century" (p. 25).
Historical Background

The progressive;movement in ‘education, including Eng-
lish education, seemé'to para}lel the political progressive
movement of the Jate’ninetégnth and early twentieth cen-
turies.

Hardly had the twentieth century dawned on the
ethnically and racially mixed American people than
they were convulsed by a reform movement, the like
of which the nation had not seen since the 1840s.,.
The new crusaders, who called themselves
‘progressives,’ waged war on many evils, notably
monopoly, corruption, inefficiency, and social
injustice . . . The ‘real heart of the movement,"’
explained one of the progressive reformers, was
*to use the government as an agency of human
welfare,’. The ground swell of the new
reformists wave went far back--to the Greenback
Labor party of the 1870s and the Populists of the
1890s . . . (Bailey and Kennedy, 1987, p. 631).

In 1892 the National Education Association recommended
that English should be taught to prepare students for col-
lege and for life (Stahl, 1965, p. 20-21). During this time

investigations were underway to revise grammar instruction.
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Stahl (1965) says that between 1820 and 1890 English
was finally established as an important part of the‘stuay of
the humanitiesln He goes én to say ﬁhat compared to Greek,
Latin and math, English was a compafativeiy new subject
which was not considered worthy of lengthy study 'in the
eighteenth century. |

The thread of argument that runs throughout the litera-
ture from the progressive side indicates that the
progressives believed workers didn’t~réally need to know the
rules for grammar, or at least the‘cbmpiete rules, to make a
living. They believed*it was more iméortant for workers to
learn to express themselves in their ownkways'since
participants in many occupations ére not required to
understand the f_ne éoints of English grammar in order to
communicate on the job.

Stahl (1965) said, "Dﬁring the period from 1800 to 1850
formal grammar was the dominant type of language study" (p.
45). From 1850 to 1900 investigations revealed a need,
according to étahl, to revise grammér iﬂstrgction, which he
called the "science of lanéuagé;" Less eﬁpﬁasis was placed
on memorization of rules (however,inow; over 100 years
later, the revision is still underway).

Modern schools of English grammar deQeloped:

1. Traditional Grammarians--strict word analysis.

2. Structural Linguists--value found in the spoken

language over the written.
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3. Natural Method Advocates--more concerned with
teaching students to express themselves than with
describing the languagef‘ They encouraged reading
to studehts and encouraged them\to put on paper
what they really thought and felt (Stahl, 1965,
p. 59-62).

Stahl (1965) said(that in the beginning, English was
pnpopular because it was inflexible. He indipatés £hat
progressive methods made the subjéét,easier to accept and
that by the 1960s it was a centrél field of study in most
high schools in the United States. But problems still
existed in students’ abilities to’hse<their language
effectively.

As a rafionale for this problem,; Stahl says that ;he“
first half of the twentieth centur& was ‘spent getting more
students into school; Thié b£oqght more and more average
and below-average students into the classroom, causing fhe
problems that were surfacing in the effective usage of
gramﬁar. |

By 1911, the National Council of Teachers of English
formed in Chicago to study the organigation of English
studies in high schools tthelpystudents prepare for college
and for life (Stahl, 1965, p. 23). World War T interfered
with the formation of any programs. According to Stahl, "In
November 1929, the National Council of Teachers of English
appointed a Curriculum Commission to build a course .in

English from kindergarten through the graduate school.”
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The next stumbling block to progressive English educa-
tion was the Great Depression. However, during World War
II, according to Stahl (1965), therNational Council
reorganized Eﬂglish\into the following separate areas:
English Language Arts, Language Arts for thldren, English
Language for Secondary Schools,'College English, and
Preparation of Teacheré of English Languagé Arts.

By 1954 virtually?every high schodl:in the;United Statés
required Engiish for graduation and prbgressive English
education had the foothold it hadlbeen\trying to establish
since 1911. | | |

"By the mid-1950s everyone éeemed aware of the ‘new
- science’ program' (Shane, 1967, p. 1). And along with new
math and new scirnce came new ‘English, called linguistics.
Apcording to Shane, by the,mid1i9§ds linguistics changed the
way English was taught: It changed;the ?mphasis from gram-
mar to expression, and Warfel (1952) blames this change on

the National Council of the Teachers of English who he

t £

linguists™ (p.

calls, "a small group of self-called ‘new
8). He claims that their methods "killed grammar."
Arguments

In his 1952 text,/Who Killed Grammar?, Warfel quotes a
progressive who was also a colleague, Fries, who said,

The National Council of Teachers of English sup-
port the scientific study of the English language,
and realizing the importance of the results of
that study in freeing our teaching from wasteful
and harmful practices, recommends that, in the
training of teachers, both prospective and in
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service, opportunities be provided to acquaint

English teachers with the principles, methods,

results, and applications of modern linguistic

science (p. 9).

Warfel had this to say about Fries ideas of scientific
study:

« « + [T]he scientific student of usage (1)

collects all the facts and describes them, (2)

subjects these facts to historical analysis, (3)

urges teachers to utilize the facts and the

methodology employed in gathering facts, "and (4)

seeks to substitute for the traditional methods of

analyzing sentences a new approach. The true
scientist (1) gathers facts and names, (2) codi-

fies them and gives names to classes of fact, (3)

draws conclusions in terms of norms, and (4)

leaves the business of applying the results of his

investigations to technologists (p. 9).

Warfel goes on to say "new linguists" assert that "grammar
is rule-ridden ard that . . . rules are always hateful and
[that] books containing rulesr§iolate the spirit of
progressive education"?(p. 10).

Ward (1925) said'that some English rules are a bad
imitation of Latin grammar -but agrees with Warfel that a
basic understanding of the rules is necessary. Warfel
(1952) said that ﬁO'one damns ‘chemistry for tuleé, He says
there are rules that aré necessary and helpful for eQeryday
life and that grammar is a discipline that has necessary
rules. He goes on to say that new linguists falsify the
truth of grammar by asserting that English has only two

tenses. New linguists believe,nhe said, that children

should cut their own paths in the jungle of usage and by



this write their own rules of grammar. He said this is a
means for a child to stumble, not to grow.

Language is a tool like a kitchen stove. Tutelasge
and experience can go hand in hand. That a child
should be encouraged to play with a gas range
without awareness of some fundamental rules seems
unwise. That a child should play with language
without benefit of a few rules seems pedagogically
unsound. -That child should be dependent on a *

teacher . . . [t]lhe fact is students need guidance
in language exactly as in chemistry, physics, or
sociology . . . (p. 16).

. . [Tlhe whole solution to the problem is one
which requires a reorientation of the research
programs of our scholars and the teaching methods
in some of our schools. A strong breed of
teachers must.arise to do the task. A new set of
textbooks may be needed. The problem is capable
of solution . . . (p. 16). : '

A language belongs to an individual, it is true;
but he is a member of a joint stock company. His
investment determines his profits; his conduct can
nullify the investment of others. He can debase
the currency. Language is the coin of the realm
of thought (p. 70).

Warfel said that new linguists blame traditional methods for
the decline in studehts; abilities to speak and use English.
He blames progressive methods for the decline.

On progréssive methodg in science, Fe?nman (1983), a
Nobel Prlze—winniné physicist, said in an interview on the
television series NOVA, |

Because of the success of science, there is a kind
of, I think a kind of pseudo science.that

Social Science 1s an example of a science which is
not a science. They don’t do scientific . . .
they follow the forms . . . , or you gather data,
vou do so-and-so and so forth, but they don’t get
any laws, they haven’t found out anything. They
haven’t got anywhere yet. Maybe someday they
will, but it’s not very well developed.

But what happens is on an even more mundane level.
We get experts on everything that sounds like
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they’re sort of scientific experts. They’'re not
scientific. They sit at a typewriter and they

make up something like, oh, food grown with
fertilizer that’s organic is better for you than
food grown with fertilizer that’s inorganic.

Maybe true; may not be true, but.it hasn’t been
demonstrated one way or the other. But they’11
sit there on the typewriter and make up all this
stuff as if it’'s science and then become an expert

on foods, organic foods and so on. There’s all
kinds of myths and pseudo-science all over the
place.

I may be quite wrong; maybe ‘they do know all these
things. But I don’t think I’m wrong. You see, I
have the advantage of having found out how hard it
is to get to really know something -- how careful
you have to be about checking the experiments, how
easy it is to make mistakes and fool yourself. I
know what it means to know something. And
therefore I can’t . . . I see how ‘they get their
information and I can’t believe they know it.

They haven’t done .the work -necessary, haven’t done
the checks necessary, haven’t done the care neces-
sary. I have great suspicion that they don’t know
. + . and they’re -intimidating people by it . . .
(p. 15). '

Chisholm, in his book'The*NeQ‘Enqlish (1969), said

that, "the new Englishf? linguistics, frees students from:
the drudgery of memorizing ancient "rules" and that students
"will enthusiastically embark upon the oldest and best
learning of all, discovery" (p. 3). But aré the new.
"linguists" discovering all fﬁéy should discover? Are the
tradlfionalisﬁs?

Sherwin {1969) believed the fﬁpdamental disagreement
between the traditional and pfogréséive‘schools'of thought
was the issue of what grammar should be and do. He said,

» Like traditional grammar, lingﬁistics seeks to

reveal the way the language is put together, its

structure, and the way the language works, its

mechanics. Both deal with syntax . . . The

fundamental disagreement is over the issue of what
grammar, any grammar, should be and do
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Traditional grammar is prescriptive and

linguistics descriptive. The one formulates rules

based on assumptions about what English should. be,

and it propounds rules for speakers and writers to

follow. The other derives principles by which the

language operates at a given time and place and in

a given cultural environment (pp. 135-136).

Sherwin goes on to say, and in this he agrees with Feynman,
that educational research is new, that it is not as well
thought out and defined as it is in chemistry or physics.
Laboratory conditions are hard to achieve in social
sciences. Scientific inquiry is the correct approach, he
said, but the difficulty is in épplxing it to the human
condition, "education hasn’t done the job it should have"
(pp. 188-189).

Ward (1925), who supports the traditionalists, believes
they have their fault in the problem: "The case against
grammar is stronger [than most grammarians know]" (p. 122).
He says that many grammarians are "heathens who worship

rules as if they were deities" (bm 122) and "The longer you

remain in the temple of grammar, the more vou will dread the

[

place” (p. 123)g
Wérd summed éhe enfire problem when helsaid, if a
student does not know what a sentencé is, his skills at
composition are crippled and so is his ability to
communicate with his fellow men. Hé aléé éomménts about the
state of English in 1925 which still may be true now: "What
1s English? It is a mess. We live in a time when precedent
counts for nothing . . . The world we live in has not gone

mad about English" (p. 124).
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Ward goes on to explain that there are other things in
the world, such as science and scientific discoveries which
are more exciting than English grammar, He explains that
fifty years before (in 1875), scighce took a back seat to
the humanities. What people see ahead of"them is much more
exciting than English. He says to teach them what they need
to know to get started and then to let it go, that there
will be plenty of time for literature and writing if stu-
dents choose it.

Ward said that it takes a lifetime to understand what
English is, but there aren’t so very many rules that have to
be known to begin the journey.

But, in addition to the teaching of English, what does
English mean in he world of 19907? Lederer (1989) said,

English is the most widely spoken language in the

history of our planet, used in some way by at

least one out of every seven human beings around

the globe. Half of the WOrlde books are written

in English, and the majority of international

telephone calls are made in English. English is

the language of over sixty percent of the world’s

radio programs . . . more than seventy percent of

international mail is address in English and

eightv percent of all computer text 1s stored in

English (p. 11).

English is the languége of today’s world. Effective

usage of the English language 1s more important now than it

ever has been.
The Grammar Key

The Grammar Key makes an important concession to the

progressives: it allows students to examine both the
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teacher’s and fheir own sentences for content, and it only
concerns itself with past and present tenses. This is an
important concession. It is one that might anger tradition-
alists. But, The Grammar Key is sé tradiéional in its
method, it is just-as likely to ﬁbset progressives. Conklin
believes that students can communiéaté most needs and wants
knowing and unde}standing past and présent tenses; ~He
allows students to examine parts of their language without
having to delve infé all the intricate rules of>grammar.

The Grammar Key gives students enoﬁgh'information to con-

struct logical and wofkable sentcncesl

Pulaski, (1974) in her text Step-By-Step Guide to

English said,

Many people have a spéaking‘knowledge of the
language bu?' do not understand what the basic
parts of a sentence are or why certain forms are
used.. Learning to write‘correctly also helps you
speak correctly. ® Words are the building blocks of
language (p. 5).
Warfel (1952) adds that grammar is the handmaiden of logic
and not of expression. He said understanding grammar is a
declaration of indepehdence/fér the individual.
It seemed The Grammar Key met most of the requirements

of both the traditionalist and the progressives, but the

real question is, "How well does it meet student needs?"
Summary

The review of literature indicated that there are many
methods of teaching English to students. The problem is

that many programs available to adults are either so simple
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as to be insulting or too difficult. The basic programs

fall into the following categories:

1. Collége English composifioﬂ'cbgrses

2.‘ High sphqol equivaléncy ﬁrSgramé

3. Self—help guidéé | -

4. So;called adult prograhs;whléh are, in many cases,

too elementary for nativé speéking adulté who have
attendea‘échools for many yéars; I

5. So-called simplified fundameﬁial courses which use
techniques which may Ee‘fairly complicated, and
are similar to what didn’t work for many students
in elemehtar& and high school.

Conklin (19¢7)-said The Grammar/Key differs from these
programs in seve' al &ayé. He ééld it 6ffers students
immediate benefits from the first hour of class, it can be
used independently prrwith the help of a teacher, and 1t
does not speak down ta édqlts.‘ Cdnklin also said the
program is short, simple, and uses keys to spur a student’s
memory. The key £o The Grammar Key, he sa&s, is that the
basic clues as to whaﬁ foliows Wha£ in’a'sentence are
presented i1n a unique énd‘loglcallmanner.

As simple gnd,useful,as The GrammarNKey seemed, it had
never been validated agalnst‘ofher achie?ement tests. Its
companion test' had never been validated. This study at-
tempted to test whether the combination of traditional and

progressive methods incorporated in The Grammar Key are
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effective in teaching English grammar to adults in the

junior college environment.
References Not Included as Cited Works

The researcher felt that a’lisf of references on the
subject of English wquld be of great uée to instructors who
needed to teach grammar, whether or not they were Ehglish
teachers. Various authors whose works were included in the
review of literature indicated tha# unless grammar is rein-
forced in other classes, students will fall back into their
old patterns. Included in the Bibliography are references
to aid those who may be looking for a special method or idea

for teaching grammar and writing.



CHAPTER I11I
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

This chapter includes a discussion of subjects,
instrumentation, and’procedures used in‘this;study. The
research design and-the statistical‘analysis of the data
also are described.

The Grammar Key wésﬁdesigned by Conklin (1987), an
English teacher i1n northeastern Oklahoma. It was developed
over a number of years in the classroom. The program was
intended to help students and instructors identify basic
sentence patterns and parts of speech using a "key" provided
in the learning packet. Conklin believes that understanding
the language patterns 1s a'critical step in understanding
grammaf.

Conklin agreed to allow research to be performed using
his method. He agreea to have his progranm analyzed in a
manner that could lend some validation £o his concept and to
his i1nstrument for testing that concépt. Research in this
area would help institutions determine whether The Grammar

Key can effectively enhance their English programs.

21
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Description of the Grammar Key

The Grammar Key is a self-paced classroom program. It
involves the aid of schematics in grammatical recognition
and the labeling of all words in a sentence. Each packet

includes the following:

1. (A clue reference card
2. Independent practice sheets
3. Answer keys (which may either be left with the

packet for individual study or removed by the
instructor for classroom instruction). It
appeared thatxindependent study would be too
difficuvlt for théﬁaverége or below average
student , theréfére all packets used for this study
had the¢ answer keys removed, as all instruction
took place in the cléssroom environment (students
were encouraged to study at home, however).
Conklin (1987) had this to say about his program:

The Grammar Key promotes the instruction of all
grammar objectives. It combines mechanics skills
with practice drills through the use of a simple
schematic and four easy-to-memorize word groups.
The aim is to develop awareness of the consistent
similarities that characterize English, as many
words follow predictable rules. Therefore, a
knowledge of these words and rules..can help
students increase grammar skills.

Designed for students having difficulty, for
teachers who are not necessarily English majors,
for the teacher who wants alternatives in teaching
English grammar, and as a second language program,
[The Grammar Key] becomes a unique approach to
beginning English grammar, one that builds on the
students’ will to succeed, and the value the
teacher places on instruction.
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Designed to provide a starting point for instruc-
tion [The Grammar Key] allows you to work at
different skill levels for slower, average, and

faster achieving students -- but without
compromising equality of instruction for all
students.

The visual, verbal and auditory reinforcement

creates a multi-directed approach into recall and

understanding of memory clue groups. . Students may

combine activities from [The Grammar Key] with any

English text or similar instructional material.

The Grammar Key] builds on. students’ knowledge of

the English language and motivates by showing how

much they already know. It provides the ’

flexibility needed for teaching and learning

according to individual needs -- your needs and

those of your student.

Conklin says that our languagé has rules, but he says
his program helps the rules work for. the student. Using his
key takes some of the guesswork out of grammar. All clues
are found in The Grammar Key instructional manual, and they
must be committed to memory.  The understanding of this key

and the memorization of some lists of key words, along with

instruction, completes The Grammar Kev.

Background on the CPAt (Careers

Programs Assessment Test) =
The Careers Programs Assessment Test is the assessment
exam used by both junior colleges which are part of this
study.

The Career Programs Assessment (CPAt) is a testing
program designed to measure the entry-level skills
of students planning to attend career schools and
colleges and other post-secondary institutions
offering specific, job-related educational
programs (CPAt User’s Guide, p.1l).
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CPAt shows a completion rate of .84 for the Language Usage
portion. It is a timed, 15-minute exam. In the CPAt User'’s
Guide (1989), the Language Usage portion indicated a .89
reliability coefficient. Keppel (1982) says that a
reliability coefficient of at least .8 is necessary to
establish reliability.

The Language Usage test measures basic skills in the
areas of punctuation, grammar, sentence structure,
capitalization, séelling, and logic and organization. CPAt
was normed in 1987 at 18 different career schools and
colleges across the nation both in rural and urban areas.

The makeup of the sample populafion when the CPAt was normed

in 1987 is found 1n’Table’I;

TABLE I

SAMPLE POPULATION WHEN CPAT WAS NORMED IN 1987

Breakdoﬁn for Age

Under 21 50 percent
21 to 30 ’ 35 percent
over 30 , , 15 percent

Breakdown for Gender
Male 30 percent

Female 70 percent

Breakdown for Race
White 50 percent
Black 30 percent
Other 20 percent
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Methodological Considerations

With the méin purposes of the research defined, a
number of methodological problems "had to be considered
before the data  were colledted, tb include the following:

The scope of the study

Subjects

Major research design

The conduct of the study

The hypotheses

. How the research was analyzed

Problems with implementing the program

OO WD

The Scope of the Study

The purpose of the study was to determine if The Gram-
mar Key was effective in instructing adults in English
grammar using the threé cgnditions shown in the schematic of
the research des. sn. The Grammar Key was tested in a
classroom environment in fwo Oklahoma junior colleges.

Students were taught The Grammar Key as an internal

workshop during English class. Each of three classes at
each school constituted a group. There was no effort to
randomly assign a student to any partiéular class. Classes

were randomly assigned to a method.

One group at each site was taught by the author of the
program, Conklin. The second éroup was instructed by the
use of video tape with a facilitator on hand to answer ques-
tions. The third group was instructed by the same selected
instructor in both Oklahoma City and Tulsa.

The two instructional sessions (Oklahoma City and

Tulsa) lasted for approximately four hours, with the pre-
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testing and post-testing scheduled to take place the weék
before and the week .following the instruction. All data
were collected within a two-week time4frame at each
institution.

There were 31 students in thé Oklahoma City group, and
35 students in the Tulsa group.>yhesults were compiled to

measure the gain scores- for the analysis.

Sub,jects

The subjects for the study were;stqdents eﬁrolled ih’
required freshman-level English courses, therefore they were
subjects of convenience. Three English classes were
selected at each of two Okléhoﬁa junior colleges. The
colleges were located in Oklahoﬁa<City and Tulsa. At éach
school the classes were randomly assigned to one of three
teaching methods.

The three English'classeshat,Each school were selected
for their expected enrollment and their similar start times.
The ciasses begén between ‘8:50 A.M, and 12;50 Pwﬂ. Only day
classes were used for this study. Each ciass Had an
expected enrollment of 20 to- 30 students. Arrangements for
the research were made in April, 1990,\and the research was
conducted in June, 1990. |

There were 81 subjects who began with the pre-test.

The description of the population as they sat for pre-

testing are found in Table II.
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TABLE I1

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE GRAMMAR KEY SUBJECTS FOR
OKLAHOMA CITY AND TULSA

Oklahoma City Tulsa

Average Age: 28 Average Age: 28

Breakdown fdr\Gender
Male: 10 Male: 16
Female: 21 Female: 34

Breakdown for Race'

White: 22 ‘ White: 37
Black: 7 Black: 10
Other: 2 Other: 3

Of the 81 subjects,/ﬁﬁ cohplefed the entire program.
Thirty-one of the subjects were.in Oklahoma City and 35 of
them were in Tulsa. Because these subjects were identified
only by the last four digits of their student identification
numbers, there was"no means of depermining the race, age, or

gender of those whb did not complete the program.d

Major Research Designs

The major research designs used in this study were two-
factor Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) and three-factor mixed
Analyses of Variance (ANOVA). (See Figure 1) These
methodological designs are widely used and very sensitive to

real differences that may exist between groups. The three-



28

factor mixed ANOVA design, according to Keppel (1982), is
"extremely popular in the behavioral sciences, and for good
reason: [it] examines[s] the affects of several independent
variables manipulated simultaneously and offer[s] greater
sensitivity than other designs" (p. 409).

All analysis was evaluated at the .05 level of signif-
icance. The evaluation of the insﬁrument,kone coﬁponent of
this study, wés cénducted using thg Pearson r.' There was a
separate set of hypotheses developed for asseséing the
companion fest,of The Grammar Key.‘ (See h&pothéses) The
evaluation of this ihstrument was cbndueted’to provide
psychometric information“oh the properties of the test.

As necessary, thé;results from the analyses were
followed by appropriate post hoc tests, planned comparisons

and interaction comparisons.
Procedure

The procedure for conducting The drammar Key
instruction islshéwh‘ip Tables'III'énd IV. AStudentg weré
pre-tested during the last class period of thé week,
instructed during class periods of the‘fdllowing week, and
then were scheduled fop postjtesting during the first class
period of the follbwiné week. Only students who completed
both pre-testing and post-testing were included in this
study.

Students were allowed to keep all materials given to

them during instruction to aid them in their future school
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A = Author
V = Video
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F.2 -2 7. Analvses of Variance (ANOVA) Designs Used 1n

Study.
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work however, they were not allowed to use any additional
aids during either the pre-testing or the post-testing.
The Grammar Key's companion fest, the internal eval-
uative instrument, had not béen validated’in any way. It
was decided that not only must the teaéhlng ﬁefhods be
analyzed, but also the ipstrument used to determine gain
scores for The Grammar Key. The companion test to The

Grammar Key was compared with the CPAt using:Pearson r.

The Conduct of the Study

Students were identified for data collection purposes
by the last four digits of the student identification
numbers. The names of the individual students were not
recorded. The l:.st four digits of the student
jdentification numbers did #ot repeat. Using those numbers
helped ensure the confidentiality of thé students and also
ensured that students remembered fheir numbers from one
class mecting to the next. All informa£ion was kept
confidential .and was representéd in the(sfudy dnly as
necessary for the analysis of the data for presengation in
this document.

The research involved an in-class grammar workshop
during the month of June, 1990, at two locatlong, one in
Oklahoma Caity, Oklahoma, an the other in Tulsa, Oklahoma.
Approximately six class periods were utilized. A class
period, for the purposes of this paper, was one hour. The

following description of time usage was followed at both
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schools. Session one consisted of two pre-tests, one for
the CPAt and the other for The Grammar Key. The second,
third, fourth, and fifth class periods were utilized for
instructional purposes. The sixth class period consisted of
post-testing for both tﬁe CPAt and The Grammar Key.

The instruction involved thrée Eniglish classes at each
institution. At each institution two of the three classes
were taught by English instructors.‘ The third clasé af each
institution utilized a video tape demonstfatiné The Grammar
Key. The classes involving the video tape were monitored by
a facilitator who was familiar with The Grammar Key and
capable of answering students’ quesfions about the method.
Tables III and I\ show the proposed schedule of events for

both junior colleges involved in the study.
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TABLE. III

PLANNED AGENDA FOR RESEARCH COLLECTION
AND INSTRUCTION FOR THE GRAMMAR KEY:
JUNIOR COLLEGE, OKLAHOMA CITY

May 30, 1990 (Wednesday), class period one (approximately 45
minutes): 12:50-1:35 p.m., Group 2 pre-test.*

May 31, 1990 (Thursday), class period one (approximately 45
minutes): 10:50-11:35 a.m., Group'l pre—test.*

May 31, 1990 (Thufsday), class'pefibd one (approximately 45
minutes): 12:50-1:35 p.m., Group 3 pre-test.¥

June 4 and 6, 1990 (Monday| Wedhesday)y‘cléss periods two,
three, four, and five (approximately four hours): 12:50-
2:40 p.m., Group 2 instruction. v

June 5 and 7, 1990 (Tuesday,,Thursday),Jclass period two,
three, four, and five (approximately four hours): 10:50
a.m.-12:40 p.m:, Group 1 instruction.

June 5 and 7, 1990 (Tuesday, Thursday), class periods two,
three, four, and five (approximately four hours): 12:50-2:40
p.m., Group 3 instruction. ‘

June 11, 1990 (Monday), cléés period six (approximately 45
minutes): 12:50-1:35 p.m., Group 2 post-test.

June 12, 1990 (Tuesday) class period six (approximately 45
minutes): 10:50-11:35 a.m., Group 1 post-test.

June 12, 1990 (Tuesday) class period six (épproximately 45
minutes): 12:50-1:35'p.m., Group 2 post-test.

*Note: Group 2 is the video group. Group one is always
taught by the author of The Grammar Key as the instructor.
Group two is always taught by the selected English instruc-
tof. . A’ ’ ) ¢ l ‘
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TABLE IV

PLANNED AGENDA FOR RESEARCH -COLLECTION
AND INSTRUCTION FOR THE GRAMMAR KEY:
JUNIOR COLLEGE, TULSA, OKLAHOMA

June 13, 1990 (Wednesday), class period one (approximately
45 minutes): 8:50-9:35 a.m., . Group 3 pre-test.*

June 13, 1990 (Wednesday), class period one (approximately
45 minutes): 10:50-11:35 a.m., Group 2 pre-test.¥*

June 14, 1990 (Thursday), class period one (approximately 45
minutes): 8:50 -9:35 a.m., Group one pre-test.¥

June 18 and 20, 1990 (Monday, Wednesday), class period two,
three, four and five (approximately 3.5 hours): 8:50-10:30
a.m., Group 3 instruction.

June 18 and 20, 1990 (Monday, Wednesday), class periods two,
three, four and five (approximately 3.5 hours): 10:50
a.m. - 12:30 p.m., Group 2 instruction.

June 19 and 21, 1990 (Tuesday, Thursday), class periods two,
three, four, and five (apprpximately 3.5 hours): 8:50-10:30
a.m., Group 1 irstruction.’

June 25, 1990 (Monday), class period six (approximately 45
minutes): 8:50-9:35 a.m.,. Group 3 post-test.

June 25, 1990 (Monday), class period six (approximately 45
minutes): 10:50-11:35 a.m., Group 2 post-test.

June 26, 1990 (Tuesday), classxperiod six (approximately 45
minutes): 8:50-9:35 a.m., Group 1 post-test.

*Note: Group 2 is the video group. Group one is always
taught by the author of The Grammar Key as the instructor.
Group two is always taught by the selected English instruc-
tor. ' ‘




The Hypotheses

Hypotheses for

H
1

i
%

Methods:

There is
teaching =
Oklahoma City or Tulsa.

There is no significant difference
teaching methods using The Grammar
either Oklahoma City or Tulsa.

There is no significant difference
post-test raw scores across method
either Oklahoma City or Tulsa.

There is no significant difference
post-test raw scores across method
in either Oklahoma City or Tulsa.

Hypotheses for Instrument:

i
05

Og
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no significant difference between the three
methods using CPAt gain scores in either

between the three
Key gain scores in

between pre-test and
‘on the CPAt in

between pre-test and
on The Grammar Key

There is no significant relationship between the pre-

tests using the Language Usage portion of the
the companiocn test of The Grammar Key and the
tests using the Language usage portion of the
the compani._n test ofiThe Grammar Key for the
treatment group.

CPAt and
post-
CPAt and
author

There is no significant relationship between the pre-

tests using the Language Usage portion of the
the companion test of The Grammar Key and the
tests using the Language Usage portion of the
the companion test of The Grammar Key for the
treatment group. ‘

CPAt and
post-
CPAt and
video

There is no significant relationship between the pre-

tests using the Language Usage portion of the
the companion test of The Grammar Key and the
tests using the Language Usage portion of the
the companion test of The Grammar.Key for the
teacher treatment group.

CPAt and
post-

CPAt and
selected
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How Data Were Analyzed

All information was colleéted by the researcher and his
assistant. All data were analyzed by the researcher. Data
were analyzed using the Guyl Statpak (1983) for ANOVA and
for the Pearson r, and the 0OSU Paé'(1989)sfor the post hoc
analyses. Statistical tables used for evaluating data came

from Witte (1985).
Problems with Implementing the Program

There were very few problems ih implementing the prog-
ram. Both juﬁior colleges were very wiiling to see English
grammar research performed’on their campusés. The author of
The Grammar Key was very helpful in providing materials
needed to teach {hé method. Both assistants to the re-
searcher had degfees in English, and both were excited to be
involved in a fesearchlprojéct.

Students’ tardiness in coming to class as well as some
absences were the.major p;oblems with implementing the
program. It was impéssible to know how much benefit was
lost due to tardiness, both from. the viewpoint of the late
student and from the viewpoint of fhe students alfeady in
class who were disturbed, no matterrhow sllgﬁtly by the late
entry. In Tulsa, the sixth claés period was cut from the
schedule due to the junior‘co;lege’s time constraints which
caused the post-tests to be given immediately after the

fifth class period rather than at the scheduled time.



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Introduction

The results of the statistical analyses along with an
interpretation of the data collected are presented in this
chapter. A summary of the results is provided at the

conclusion of this chapter.
Analysis of Hypotheses

The descriptive statistics conducted in this study will
be presented in tabular, graphical, and textual form
throughout this chapter as the data relate to the
hypotheses. The statistical tests of all hypotheses are
also presented. Information by hypothesis will be provided

in the following order: design, post hoc, and description.

Hypothesis 1

Holz There 1s no significant difference between the
three teaching methods using the CPAt gain scores in either
Oklahoma City or Tulsa.

An 1nitial analysis of the first hypothesis using a

two-factor Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), with subjects

nested in both teaching method and city, indicated no

36
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significaht interaction nor difference in gain scores
between the three teaching methods or the two cities using
the CPAt. (See Table V) Additional evidence of this
finding is inserted in Table VI, Descriptive Statistics on
CPAt (By method)., As noted there, although the range of
scores was quite different, fheif ﬁeans are close, the
standard deviation is approxi@ately the same, and there was
not much gain. These aéta weré further explored (See Tables
VII, VIII, and IX) by teaching method and city. Once again,
it can be seen from these tables tﬁax méan gains by method

were small, as well as the mean gains by city.

TABLE V
ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE FOR CPAT GAIN SCORES

Source ss Df MS F

A. Method 1.434753 2 .7173767 .004538 NS
B. City .3319397 1 .3319397 .002100 NS
A X B 38.44669 2 19.22334 1.216184 NS
F (2,60) = 3.25 (.05)
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TABLE VI
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR CPAT (ALL SUBJECTS)
Standard
n Mean Deviation Range

CPAt-Pre 66 43.717 8.65 2 to 56
CPAt-Post 66 45,80 8.53 5 to 58
CPAt-Gain 66 2.03 3.88 -5 to 13

TABLE VII

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS ON CPAT (BY METHOD)

Sténdard

n Mean Deviation Range
CPAt-Pre ‘
Author 15 138.80 12.00 2 to 56
Video 20 43.50 6.95 25 to 53
Teacher 31 46.35 6.29 32 to 56
CPAt-Post X
Author 15 41.27 12.63 5 to 58
Video 20 45.60 7.08 28 to 57
Teacher 31 48.13 5.50 36 to 56
CPAt-Gain ‘
Author 15 2,47 4,70 -5 to 13
Video 20 2.10 3.32 ~4 to 10
Teacher 31 1.77 3.75; -4 to 11
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TABLE VIII
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE CPAT (OKLAHOMA CITY)

Oklahoma Standard Range

City n Mean Deviation

CPAt-Pre 31 43.71 11.03 2 to 56

CPAt-Post 31 45.48 10.46 5 to 58

CPAt-Gain 31 1.77 4.01 -5 to 13
TABLE IX

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE CPAT (TULSA)

Standard Range
Tulsa n Mean Deviation
CPAt-Pre 35 43.83 4.76 32 to 56
CPAt-Post 35 46.09 6.34 31 to 57
CPAt-Gain 35 2.26 3.74 -4 to 10
Hypothesis 2
Hozz There is no significant difference between the

three teaching methods using The Grammar Key gain scores in
either Oklahoma Cityv or Tuisa.

An initial analysis of<Hypothesis 2 using a two-factor
ANOVA i1ndicated that although there was a non-significant
interaction term, there was a statistically significant

difference between the gain scores in Oklahoma City and
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Tulsa (See Table X), but there was no significant difference

between teaching methods.

TABLE X
' ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE FOR TGK GAIN SCORES

Source © - Ss - , Df - LMS : F

A. Method  577.125 2 ' 288.5625 .8119715 NS
B. City = 3695.594 . 1 3695.594  10.39885%
A x B ' 1.617188 2 ..8085938  .0022752 NS

S/A x B . 21323.1 60 ' 355.3851
*F (1,60) = 4.00 (.05)

No formal'post poc was\cqndUCted to follow up the statisti-
cally significant‘fiﬂding bééause only two levels were
involved. The dapa wgfé iﬁtérpreted difectiy from the means
for city: .

Oklahoma City mean: 29.84762

Tulsalmean: 46.18522
It is evident that the grogp in fulsa‘perfo;hed,at a higher
level than the group in Oklahoma City.\ Addifional evidence
of this finding is insqrfedaianable XI, Descriptivé Statis-
tics for The Grammar Kéy (all subjects). As noted there, a
gain of froﬁ é to 91 points’in the scores and a mean gain of
38.86 was realized. Please note that’some of The Grammar

Key means in the tables are listed in negative numbers which
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indicate the directionality of the scale. The Grammar Key

is graded by points missed while the CPAt is graded by items
marked correctly. For example, the means on Tables XI, XII,
XIII, and XIV for pre—testing and post-tésting show negative

numbers, however, the gain is positive.

\TABLE XI

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE GRAMMAR KEY
: (ALL SUBJECTS)

1 'Standard
n Mean - Deviation Range
TGK-Pre 66 -93.74°  28.87 -143 to -10
TGK-Post 66 - =55.30 o 29.75 -120 to -5

TGK-Gain 66 38.86 19.85. 3 to 91



TABLE XII
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS ON THE GRAMMAR KEY (BY METHOD)

Standard
n Mean Deviation Range
TGK-Pre
Author 15 -101.13 . 35.50 -134 to -27
Video 20 -95.65 25.14 -127 to -34
Teacher 31 . . -88.94 26.58 ' -135 to -10
TGK-Post : -
Author 15 -64.67 32.10 -115 to -8
Video 20 -60.25 27.73 -120 to -15
Teacher 31 -47.58 27..80 -104 to -5
TGK-Gain | |
Author 15 36.87 21,04 15 to 91
Video 20 35,90 17.01 - 3 to 65
Teacher 31 41.74 20.55 5 to 79
TABLE XIII

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE GRAMMAR KEY
“ (OKLAHOMA CITY)

Oklahoma ' Standard Range

City n Meén Deviation
TKG-Pre 31 -97.16 29.19 ¥ -134 to -27
TKG-Post 31 ~67.26 31.43 -120 to -8

TKG-Gain 31 30.61 17.44 3 to 59
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' TABLE XIV

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE GRAMMAR KEY (TULSA)

Standard

Tulsa n Mean Deviation Range
TGK-Pre 35 -90.71 | 28.25 -132 to -10
TGK-Post 35 -44.,71 23.57 -90 to -5
TGK-Gain - 35 46.17 18.98 5 to 91
Hypothesis 3

H031 There is no significant difference between pre-

test and post-test raw scores across method on the CPAt in
either Oklahoma (1t&ror Tulsa:

Hypothesis .. Was analyZed using a three-factor mixed
ANOVA with subjgects nested in teaching methods and city and
crossed with test administration. While this hypothesis was
not specifically testing for method, 1t did uncover a sig-
nificant differenqe that impacted Hypothesis 1. There was

also a significant differenqe‘between pre-testing and post-

test scores for the CPAt. Since there was only a single
degree of freedom for "C" (tests), 1t was possible to inter-
pret a difference directly from the source table. (See

Table XV) This analysis indicated that none of the interac-

tion terms was statistically significant.
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TABLE XV
ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE FOR CPAT

Source SS Df MS F

A. Method 1125.012 2 562.5059 4,193518%
B. City 9.829739 1 9.829739  .007328135 NS
C. Tests 100.5824 1 100.5824 12.72734%%
A x B 142.8893 2 71.44475 5326253 NS
AxC .7571564 2 3785782  .004790392 NS
B x C .175766 1 .175766 .0222408 NS
Ax BxC 19.1863 2 9.593148 1.213882 NS
S/A x B ‘ 8048.22 60 134.137

C x S/A x B 474.1719 60 7.962865

XF (2,60) = 3.15 (.05)
*¥F (1,60) = 4.00 (.05) p. < .001

The main effect relating to the pre-testing and post-testing
on the CPAt indicated that there was a significant differ-
ence for "A" (Method).

A poét hoc analysis using Planned Comparisons (Keppel,
1982) (See Table XVI) indicated that there was a significant
difference between the author method and the selected teach-

er method-
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TABLE XVI
PLANNED COMPARISONS

Comparison Difference MS F.
1. A vs., V -4,630001 235.806 1.757949
2. Avs., T . =7.760002 : 662,394 4.93819%

3. Vwvs. T ~3.130001 . 107.766 .8034023
*F = 3,15 (.05) ‘ \

Legend for Table XVI

A = Author of The Grammar Key -
V = Video o N
T = Teacher

Hypothesis 4

H04: There is no significant difference between pre-

and post-test raw scores across method on The Grammar Key in
either Oklahoma City or Tulsa.

The analysis §f Hypofhesis 4 using a three-factor mixed
ANOVA shows that there\waé a main effect for "C" (test), but
it cannot be interpreted because of the interaction at B X
C. (See Table XVII). While there was no main effect for
method, there was an interaction aﬁ Method X City (A X B).
(See Table XVII). A post hoc of A X B using Interaction
Comparisons (Kepﬁel, 1982) éhoWed tke greatest difference

between classes conducted by the author of The Grammar Key



and classes conducted by the teacher.
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(See Table XVIII and

Figure 2)
TABLE XVII

ANOVA SUMMARY TABLE FOR TGK
Source SS Df . MS 'F
A. Method’ 4725.469 2 2362.734 1.76568 NS
B. City 1755.021 1 1755.021 1.311534 NS
C. Tests 39040.32 1 39040.32 281.0349%
A x B 9256.828 2 4628.414 3.458832%
A x C 318.9297 2. 159.4649 .943099 NS
B x C 2009.754 1 2009.754 11.89369%
AxBxC . 3828125 2 .1914063 .001132738 NS
S/A x B £0288.62 60 - 1338.144
Cx S/AxB  10138.59 60  168.9766
*F (1,60) = 4.00 (.05) p. < .001
**F (2,60) =

3.15 (.05) .
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TABLE XVIII

INTERACTION COMPARISONS

Comparison Df MS F

A vs. V 1 3746.657 2.79989 NS
Avs., T 1 10891.38 8.1139167%
Vvs., T 1 1862.08 1.39154 NS

*F (1,60) = 4,00 (.05) p. < .01

Legend for Table XVIII

A = Author of The Grammar Key
T = Teacher
V = Video
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Oklahoma City

Tulsa

Figure 2. Gréph of Interaction Means of Method-City for The

Grammar Key.

Legend for Figure 2

A = Author of The Grammar Key
V = Video
T = Teacher

(Note: a mean of 55.2 for
the purpose of this

graph is a significantly
better score than 93.3)

Both Table XVIII and Figure 2 showed the difference

between the classes taught by the author of The Grammar Key

and the classes taught by the selected teacher.

Hvpotheses 5, 6, and 7

B

o;: There is no significant relationship between the

pre-tests using the Languége Uségeiportion of the CPAt and

the companion test of The Grammar Key and the post-tests

using the Language Usage portion of the CPAt and the compan-

1on test of The Grammar Key for the author treatment group.
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Hoﬁz There 1s no significant relationship between the

pre-tests using the Language Usage portion of the CPAt and
the companion test of The Grammar Key and the post-tests
using the Language Usage portion of thé CPAt and the compan-
ion test of The Grammar Key for the video treatment group.

H07: —Thgre is no significant relationship between the
pre-tests using the Languagé‘Usage‘pdrtion of the CPAt and
the companion test of The Grammar Key and the post-tests
using the Language Usage portion of the CPAt and the compan-
ion test of The Grammar Key for thé selecfed teacher treat-
ment group.

Hypotheses 5, 6, and 7 were tested using the Pearson r
(as shown in Tablé XIX). This table indicates that only
non-significant :elationships existed between the CPAt and
The Grammar Key pre-tésts ih(the video teaching method.
Although the remaining‘relatibnships reached statistical
significance, it should be;notéd that these relationships
were weak at best (a range df r2 from .12 to .26). These
relationships only acéounted for from one to seven percent

of the variability.
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TABLE XIX

MATRIX OF PEARSON CORRELATIONS BETWEEN
CPAT AND THE GRAMMAR KEY (TKG)

Pre—Testéh Post-Tests
Author . 469% o .512%
Video -~ .246 NS . .352%
Teacher | «345% . - .383%

¥.06 = .250, p < .01 = .323

Legend for. Table XIX

Author relates to h%

Video relates to Ho6

Teacher relates to Ho7

Table XIX plovides the result of the correlation analy-
sis, and as noted thére,fthére was virtually no relationship

between the two tests.&
rLimiﬁations

As in many freshman ciésses at the junior college
level, many gthdents who enrolled did not' actually sit for
the class, but'b§ tﬁatwtlmé tﬁé ciéésés had alréady been
selected and arrangementg had beenimade for offering The
Grammar Key instruction. |

Those students that droppéd:afférﬁthé class began, but
before The Grammar Key instruction, left for a variety of

unrelated reasons: illness, pregnancy, transportation
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problems, and child-care difficulties. Those who started

The Grammar Key instruction but did not take the post-test
apparently failed to attend class for a variety of reasons
unrelated to the instructional methods involved. An infor-
mal poll showed\théy had job conflicts, they over slept or

they had "personal problems." However, there were 66 sub-
jects who apﬁended the -instruction and completed both the
pre-testing and post-testing.

There was a small numbgr of subjects in some cells,
therefore the findings are tentative.‘ In some treatment
combinations there were less than ten shbjects. "Each class

that was part of the study was selécted based on the time

period in which 3t occurred and the expected enrollment.
Summary

A summary of the fipdings can probably best be de-
scribed in histogramﬁform. (See Figure 3)

A scale has been addéd to show where the junior college
students who took The.Grammar Key instruction fell in rela-
tionship to the national mean average when the CPAt test was
normed in 1987 (Careers Programs AésesSment;User’s Guide,
1989). The CPAt norm\in Figure 3 relates only to the Lan-
guage Usage portion of thé CPAt. The students’ scores were
much lower than the national average, however, it is possi-
ble to see in the graph that some gain was made. The main

problem may be that the students were just too far below
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the national average to gain much knowledge after receiving
only short-term instruction. CPAt Pre-tests and
CPAt Post-tests sections of Figure 3 lend support to the
case that both populations were similar.

A similar strategy was used to deal with The Grammar
Key scores. .The scores wépe changedwintoupercentages for
ease in graphing (See Fiéure 4). This histogram showéd
gains were made oﬁ The Grammar Key scores.

The results of correlationallanalysisxrevéal that}the
CPAt and The Grammar Key instrumenta had'very,little in
common even though they wefé b;;h designed to test basically
English skiilé, It appeared\tﬁat The Grammar Key is the
harder test of‘abllity. *

In summary, the fesultsdqf this study were presented in
this chapter whipﬁ‘jncludgdythe statigtical analyses as well
as interpretation oflthé data collected. Two—féctor ANOVA

was used to apdlyze B

ol‘anq~ﬂoz. However, an analysis of Ho3
using a three-factor mixed ANOVA uncovered- a significant

difference for method.
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i

The three-factor ANOVA design used to analyze‘o3 and

Ho4 showed that students did perform better on the post-test

for both tests.

Also, it showed that those who performed

better on the pre-test also performed better on the post-

test.

Hypothesis 5, 6, and 7 were analyzed using Pearson r.

The results indicate no real relationship between the two

tested instruments.

Although there were statistically
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significant relationships between the variables of interest,
there was very little practical significance in these rela-

tionships.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to determine whether
instruction in English using The Grammar Key could indicate
learning by influencing CPAt test scores and by answering
the major research questions identified in this study:

1. Can the grammar skills taught in The Grammar Key

be undcrstood in each of three conditions?

2. Can the learned skills be applied?

3. Can the acquired skills be measured?

4. Can the companion te§t for The Grammar Key be
validated?

This study involved two junior colleges, one in Oklaho-
ma City, Oklahoma, and the\other in Tulsa, Oklahoma. The
students who were given instrqction in The Grammar Key self-
selected their English classes, but the assignment of teach-
ing method for the classes was made randomly.

The subjects for this study were 66 junior college
students who attended classes with start times between 8:50
A.M. and 12:50 P.M. These start times were separated by
four hours. Only three classes at each junior college met
this criteria. Originally all of the classes had between 20

56
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and 30 students enrolled. Because two of the cells ended up
having less that ten subjects, the results of this study are
tentative.

The seven hypotheses generated for this study were as
follows:

H01: There is“no significant difference between the
threelteaching methods using CPAt gain écores in either
Oklahomé City or Tulsa.

H02: There is no significant difference between the
three teaching methods using‘The Grammar Key gain scores in
either Oklahoma City or Tulsa.

H03: There is no significant difference between pre-
test and post-test raw scores across method on the CPAt in
either Oklahoma fitylor Tulga. ‘

H04: There is no significant difference between pre-
test and post-test raw scores across method on The Grammar
Key in either Oklahoma City or Tulsa.

H05: There isﬂno significant relationship between the
pre-tests using the Language Usage portion of the CPAt and
the companion test of The Grammar Key and the post-tests
using the Language Usage portion of the CPAt and the compan-
1on test of The Grammar Key for the author treatment group.

H06: There is ﬁoksignificant'reiationship between the
pre-tests using the Language Usage portion of the CPAt and
the companion test of The Grammar Key and the post-tests

using the Language Usage portion of the CPAt and the compan-

1on test of The Grammar Key for the video treatment group.
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Ho7: There is no significant relationship between the
pre-tests using the Language Usage portion of the CPAt and
the companion test of The Grammar Key and the post-tests
using thé Language Usage portion of the CPAt and the compan-
ion test of The Gfammar Key f;r the sélected teacher treat-
ment group..

Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) with andalpha level of .05
were usedﬁfor the statisticai analysisfof fhe data. Statis-
tically significanf differences were found for the first
four hypotheses. The usagé of The Grémmap,Key did result in
significant difference in regard to student gain-scores
between pre-tests and post;fests. For the last three hy-
potheses, no significant relationship was found between the
two instruments. Although-thé two instruments basically
test for the same thing, thefe is apparently very little
relationship between the two instruments.

A

A summary of eaqh hypothesis follows:

Hypothesis 1:

Using a Two-Factor Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) design,
no significant interaction nor difference in gain scores was
indicated between the two cities using thé CPAt exam. No
post hoc was conducted because there were no statistically
significant differences between either the methods or the
cities. Howeve;, Hypothesis 3, using a three—factor mixed

ANOVA, a more sensitive design, did uncover a significant
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difference for method on the CPAt, therefore, Hypothesis 1

is not retained.

Hypothesis 2:

Using a Two-Factor Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) design,
there was a statisticallylsigniflcanf difference between
gain scores in Oklahoma City and Tulsa. The group in Tulsa
performed at a higher“level than @id the group in Oklahoma
City. Several factors may haveé been_inyolved;

1. The author of The Grammar Key was not accustomed
to dealing with edult stndents‘and the instruction
in Oklahoma City came before instruction in Tulsa.
He may have been more comfortable with the adult
student s in the Tulsa group because by then he was
experienced with dealing with adult students.

This factor may reflect Wand’s (1925) opinion that
it is even hand'to teach spelling ana grammar to
bright students.v

2. The selected teacher was experienced in dealing
with adult students, however she was not that
familiar‘wi;h The Grammar Key, and it may be sup-
posed that ehe was mere comfortable with the mate-
rial by the time she worked with the Tulsa group.

In interpreting these data, it was noted that a graph
of the means (See Figure 5) lent suppert to the case that
some change may have taken place. It can be seen on graph

that the selected teacher attained higher gain scores with
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her students than did the author of The Grammar Key or the
video instruction for both the CPAt and The Grammar Key.
Improvement for The Grammar Key should be visualized as
negative numbers. For example, the closer The Grammar Key
score is to zero the better. Since all The Grammar Key
scores were negative (i.e., fhe same"direction), it was
possible to plot them on the same scale as the CPAt. The
lower 89y Vy, and t3 scores indicgte improvémént. It should
be noted that the graph also indicated the groups that
performed at a higher level on the pre~teéts also performed
at a higher level on the post;tests.')This is indicated
across the board for all testsvon Figufe 5.

In addition. because the video gain scores were not
significant in e ther«analysis for hypothesis 1 or hypéthe—
sis 2, support may be lent to the cése that the two popula-
tions were similér.‘ In all the analyses the video portion
was not a significant factor. The video may not have been a
factor because it was not a professionally produced commer-
cial-quality video. 'Also, the video was iﬁcapable of react-
ing to students. It could neither improve nor reduce the
quality of its instruction. It could not know where stu-
dents might have problems. Aiso, because the video teacher
could not respond to students"questions, he may have made
English seem inflexible. As Stahl (1965) indicates (See
page 11), inflekibility makes‘the study of English unpopular
with students. Both the teacher and the author of The

Grammar Key had the advantage of seeing how their students

<
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ayy Vi, and t2 represent gain since TGK Pre-Test.
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reacted. Also, the author of The Grammar Key and the teach-
er, as real people, might have been more enjoyable and
interesting to the students or even more foreboding. Fur-
ther, the author of The Grammar Key and the teacher could
have asked students questions and responded to them, but the
video did not have that capability.

The two-factor design showed no significant difference
between téaching methods for The Grammar Key; however,
because there was a difference between ga;n écores in Okla-

homa City and Tulsa, Hypothesis 2 is not retained.

Hypothesis 3{

This hypothegis was anal&zea using a three-factor mixed
Analysis of Vari-nce (ANOVA) énd it uncovered a significant
difference between pre-test and post-test gain scores for
the CPAt. None df the interaction terms were significant.

There was also a main effect relating to pre-test and
post-testing for method. A bdst hoc analysis using planngd
comparisons 1indicated a significant difference between the
author-teaching method and the sglected-téachef method.
This differeﬂce‘may be explained‘by the fact that Conklln,
the author of The Grammar Key, was not used to dealing with
adult students, whereas the seleéted teacher was. Also,
Conklin had a mental instructional script that he followed
while the selected teacher felt free to react with the

students 1n her own way. Hypothesis 3 is not retained.
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Hypothesis 4:

This hypothesis was analyzed using a three-factor mixed
Analysis of Variance XANOVA) design. This design, while
detecting no sign&ficant main effeét for methqd, indicated a
significant difference between method and éity. A post hoc
analysis showed the greatest difference between classes
taught by the author of The‘Gpammar Key and the selected
teacher for Thg Grammar Key in Tulsa. vAgain, this may be
explained by The Grammar Key aﬁthor’s—lack of familiarity in
dealing with adult students and b& the selected teacher’s
growing familiarity with The Grammar Key. The comparison of
Author vs. Teacher in Figure 2 showed that the vidéo method
falls between thr a#thor—taﬁéht group and the selected
teacher-taught g:.oup. ' In addition, it did show, however,
that the students in fhe‘videb—taught class may not have
related well to the. teacher in the video and that possibly
they did not learn asyWell'bedause they did not have an
interactive teacher. N

Once again, the failure of the video method to be
significantl& different from elthér the author method or the
selected teacher method lends supbort tolthe case that the
populations between the two groups (Oklahoma City and Tulsa)

were similar. Hypothesis 4 is not retained.

Hypotheses 5, 6, and 7:

These hypotheses were tested using the Pearson r (See

Table XVII) There was no statistically significant rela-
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tionship for the video pre-test. While there was a statis-
tically significant relationship at the other five variables
of interest, they oﬁly accounted for from one to seven
percent of'the variabilityf Ninety-three to 97 percent of
the cause of variability is unknown.

Figure 6, using the mean data frém Tables VII and XII,
showed that there was virtually no relatiﬁnship between the
two instrumgnis. The analyses further‘showed that the
interaction was ordinal and could not be interpreted except
to say that The Grammar Key results are reported in higher
{unscaled) scores than the ‘CPAt. H&potheses 5, 6, and 7 are

retained.
Conclusions

Based on the‘findings qf)this study, the following
conclusions are qffered: |

1. The results of this sfudy indicated that The Gram-
mar Key instruction can)effectively influence CPAt scores in
a short-term instructiohéi sitﬁation. The evidence indi-
cates that the instruction is most efféctive when taught by
an'instruétor who is familiar with tegching aduit students.
The video treatment, while not statistically significanﬁ,
did show a slight improvement in students’ scores, there-
fore, the video itself might serve as an out-of-class rein-

forcement for in-class instruction.
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2, In addition, this study indicated that there was no
significant relationship between the CPAt test on Language
Usage and the companion test for The Grammar Key for either
the author of The Grammar Key trgatment group, the video
treatment group, or the selected teacher treatment group.
While The Gfémmar Key companion test seemed to be more
difficult than the Language Usage portion of the CPAt, the’
CPAt did not appear to in any/wéy~validateﬁThe Grammar Key
companion teét. The CPAt tests for abilities in language
usage, while the companion test for The Grammar Key tests
for specific kpowledge of the language. The instruction for
specaific knowledgé of the English language provided in The
Grammar Key inst uction seems to have been a factor in the
improved Language Usage scores on the CPAt post-test.
Therefore, there is'sdme evidence that new skills can be
applied and measured. |

3. The companion fest to The Grammar Key had never
been subjected to any type Sf validation test and had never
been normed, thereby making‘all findings in this study
tentative.

4., Finally, the results indicated that the-students
sampled at the two jdnior colleges fell significantly below
the national average on CPAt‘scoreé on both the pre-tests
and the post-tests, even though significant improvement was
made. (See Figures 5 and 6) These results indicated that

even though improvement was made, the subjects’ low abili-



67

ties in language usage may have been less than if the sub-
jects had originally met or expeeded the national norm. It
would seem that for these subjects an extended instructional
time frame would be necessary to obtain clear-cut results,
because, as Stahl (i965) explained, more and more average
and below-average students have been brought into the class-
room, causing the broblems that have surfaqed in the teach-

ing of the effective usage of grammar.
Recommendations for Future Research

Although significant differences were found for method,
it would seem that the study could\be re-designed in the
following manner:

1. The samrle shquld be broadened to include students
from other regioﬁal juniqr colleges, both public and pri-
vate.

2. The instrucﬁional prbgram should be lengthened to a
summer semester of to a‘fuil 12-week trimester or even to a
16-week seméster.

3. Unless a series-length professiqnally-produced,
commercial-quality video can be méde available, the video
portion should be dropped from further research. Consider-
ation could be madé for prodﬁcing én interactive video
program.

4, Testing for instrument validity and reliability

should be included in any further research.
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5. Norm profiles should be developed for The Grammar
Key.

The Grammar Key may be an effective tool for grammar
enhancement. An institution endeavoring to use or adapt The

Grammar Key to the classroom environment, as either a devel-
opmental course for pre—collége English or as a supplement
to English composition, may find it helpful to present it in
workshop form to Jjunior college faculty before presenting it
to a class. When the faculty tﬁroughout an institution
understands what their students\are learﬂing in English, it
may be much easier to reinforce th;t learning in other
courses. The Grammar Key is a tool thaﬁ may have its place
in both traditional.and non-traditional classrooms. While
further research is recommended for The Grammar Key, indi-
vidual teachers may Se able to judge the value of the pro-

gram to their students’ needs.
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