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AN ANALYSIS OF SELECTED SYNTACTIC PRACTICES OF SEVENTH-GRADE
STUDENTS IN ORAL AND WRITTEN DISCOURSE

CHAPTER T

THE PROBLEM
Introduction

Basic research descriptive of grade norms for various
populations is fundamental to curriculum design. In 1965
OtDonnell and associates said that "™ . . . we need research
on basic process at this time almost more than we do research
in teaching methods and curricula, which logically should
stem from basic research."l Hilda Taba, a leading authority
on curriculum design, further emphasized the need for
diagnosis.

e « o diagnosis should be a continuous part of ongoing
curriculum and teaching. There is a continuous need to
accommodate different types of learners, to introduce
new materials or a new emphasis. These adjustments
should be made not blindly, but according to definite
diagnostic checks on what the students know and can

understand, what skills they have, or what mental pro-
cesses they have mastered.?

lRoy C. O'Donnell, William J. Griffin, and Raymond C.
Norris, Syntax of Kindergarten and Element ary School Children:
A Transformational Analysis (Champai IIIinols: National
Council of Teachers of éﬁgIlsh 1967 p. .

2Hilda Taba, Curriculum Develcpment (New York: Har-
court, Brace & World, 2), Pe 2
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Morsey (g. 201), Hartung (p. 194), Kraus (p. 339),
The Florida State Department of Education (p. 442), Meckel
(pp. 984-85) and Fooley (p. 202) appiied Taba's general
remarks to language-arts instruction. Their statements may
be summarized by observing that: ™A truly functional pro-
gram is based on the exact status of the pupils in each
class and should therefore vary from school to school and
from year to year."3

A sequence of study may develop from research which
describes the linguistic usage of the students. %If we do
not know what we can realistically expect of most children,
we cannot decide what should be cmphuasized at each grade
level."™ 0'Donnell (pp. 100-101), Pooley (p. 193), and
Templin (pp. 3-4) agreed that the study of discourse should
be restricted to limited areas organized in a grade segquence
compatible with the language ability of the students in each
grade and sub=-group.

Templin further indicated the value of such hormative
data for "the clinical child psychologist, the school psy-
chologist, the school nurse, and the pediatrician, among

others . . . to provide as a standard against which the

3Mildred A, Dawson, Marian Hollinger, and Ardell
Elwell, Guiding Lan e Learning (New York: Harcourt, Brace
& World, Inc., I§3§§, P. 47 o

by, §. Hook, "If a Curriculum Is To Be Sequential,"

Teaching Enggish in Today's High Schooly, ed. by Dwight L.
rton and John S. Simmons (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and

Winston, Inc., 1965), p. 453.
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language status of any individual chiid may be evaluated.”’

Such normative data for Grade 7 and its sub-groups are not

currently available.

A search for normative data must also include inves-
tigation of the relationship between speech and writing.
Educators have assumed that skills in both media were inter-
related. The O'Donnell study indicated that sucin was the
case until Grade 7 when the writing skills caught up with
the students' abilities in speech. Tne implication of the
O'Donnell study was that normative data must be considered
in relation to the medium of communication.

Therefore, the needs which supported this study were
summarized as follows:

{1) A foundaticn of basic research was necessary to
support sound curricular decisions aimed at
adjusting instruction in the language-arts to
student abilities.

(2) A foundation of basic research was necessary
for curricular decisions related to scope and
sequence of subject matter.

(3) Knowledge of language structure peculiar to one
medium of expression was sufficiently limited

to curtail instruction in structure peculiar to
that medium.

Statement of the Problem

The problem stated in the form of a question was:
What diversity of linguistic ability is exhibited by seventh-

grade students. A sub-problem was: Do such variables as sex,

5MJ'(.ldred C.lTempl%n, Certain Languaﬁe Skills in
Children (Minneapolis: The University o nnesota Press
1§5”, Pe L. ’
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measured intelligence, socioeconomic status and/or bilingual-
ism promote deviation of sub-groups from the norm?

More specifically, the designers of curricula cannot
establish instructional expectations until they first deter-
mine what level of language proficiency each student brings
witn him to the classroom. When the teacher faces a hetero-
geneous group of students, he should have some knowledge
concerning what varied levels of language skill his students
possess. In order te secure such information, it was neces-
sary to perform two tasks: (1) to determine the range of
oral and written language ability in Grade 7 as related to
the variables of sex, measured intelligence, socioeconomic
status, and bilingualism; and (2) to compare written and
oral language communications to discover structures which
are more peculiar to one medium of expression than to the

other medium.

Hypotheses Tested

In order to attack the problem, it was necessary to
test several null hypotheses. They were:

H _--There is no statistically significant difference
91 petween nominal structures used in oral express-
ion and those used in written composition by

seventh-grade students.

H _-=There is no statistically significant difference
O<  petween the sexes in their use of nominal struc-
tures in Grade 7 in orsal or written discourse.

--There is no statistically significant difference
anong the various socioeconomic classes in Grade 7
in their use of nominal structures in oral or
written discourse.

HoB
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--There is no statisticaily significant difference

ok between student groups of varied measured intel-

H

o5

Hoé

ligence in their use of nominal structures in
oral or written discourse in Grade 7.

-~There is no statistically significant difference

between monolinguals and bilinguals in their use
of nominal structures in Grade 7 in oral or
written discourse.

--There is no statistically significant difference

between measurements of language usage expressed
'in terms of clause length or length of T-units.

Major Assumptions

The assumptions necessary for the pursuit of this

study were:

(1) The T-unit device as described by Hunt and supported

(2)

(3)

by the research of both Hunt and O'Donnell was an

adequate measurement of language adbiiitye.

The indices of socioceconomic status used in this
study were sufficient to stratify students into
the four divisions of the lower- and middie~class
groups.

Students develop in linguistic ability just as

they do in the physical, emotional, and social
areas.

Limitations

Certain limitations existed in this study. These

included:

(1)

(2)

No attempt was made to evaluate language usage by

reference to structures other than T-units, clauses,
phrases, and nominal structures. No evaluation was
made of word choice, organization, style, effective=~ -
ness, nor other areas of language ability.

The subjects studied were limited to students enter-
ing the first semester of Grade 7 at Memorial Junior
High School, Kingsviile, Texas.

(3) No attempt was made to control the variable of

chronological age.
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Treatment of Data

There was no reason to believe that those students
who were studied were significantly different from other
groups of seventh-grade students in other cities. However,
there was no statistical information to describe the total
population, even though the study dealt with a sample of a
specific population. As a result, it was impossible to deter-
mine whether the sample used in this analysis was indeed
typical of the total population. As a result, the statistical
analysis chosen to examine the data employed a conservative
approach.

Three statistics were used. Clause length and length
of T-units were compared by use of the Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient. The relationship between mean clause
length and mean T-unit length was explored by use of the
t-test.

Sub-group usage of nominals and T-units was explored
by using the t-test and Chi square statisties. Significance
was determined by a .05 level of confidence. The formulas
used for the t-test were the following ones from the Weinberg

and Schumaker text, Statistics An Intuitive Apprnach:

2
2 zx2 - (£X)

N -1 "N(N - 1)

2 [
- - 1)S
! 1)3. + (N - 1S
: W/ V4
‘f

S

w
"

- 2 1 2
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Since the standard deviation of the total population

was unknown, it was necessary to compute 2 (sample variance)

in order to compute S;, an estimate of the standard deviation
of the theoretical distribution of differences. Once the
estimate of the standard deviation was calculated, it was
possible to compute the significance of the difference between
means. This was a conservative approach to statistical
analysis. There were several instances when one t statistic
was not significant, even though the difference between the
two means was greater than the difference between two other
means which gave a significant t statistic. Had the same
standard deviation been used for both calculations, both
differences between means would have been significant.

The formula used for the Pearson product-moment cor-

relation coefficient was:

r = NEXY - (3X) (5Y)
‘V&:xz - (xX)? :'\/er? - 3Y7)?

Definition of Terms
Definitions of the more important terms used in this
study included the following:

T~unit -=-A syntactic structure consisting of an
independent clause plus all of its
dependent clauses and phrases.

Clause --A group of words which have a subject
and predicate and which function as a
group to convey meaning or to modify
meaning.
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Sentence- --The embedding of a kernel sentence
combining into another in ways determined by
transformation the rules of grammar. The embedding
increases the information carrying

power of the sentence.

Example: The bo§ stumbled. He began
to cry. Embedded: aving stumbled,
the boy began to cry. e result is
one T-unit rather than two.

Embedding --The act of using all or part of one
sentence as a phrase or clause in
another sentence--an act of combining
sentences.

Nominal --Words or groups of words used as nouns.
Typical nominals include nouns, pro-
nouns, infinitives, infinite phrases,
gerunds, gerund phrases, noun clauses,
appositives. Nominals typically appear
as subjects, objects, and complements.

Language --The degree of 2 student's mastery of
ability the syntax of the English sentence.
Prepositional --A group of words which is introduced
phrase by a preposition--such as, in, of,

for-~-and which is used as one part of
speech.
Genitive -=-A noun substitute which is used to
pronoun show ownership.

Example: His book . » .

Genitive ~-A nominal which is used to show owner-
noun ship.

Example: The girl's hat . . . Girl
is normally a nominal but is used in
this case to modify by showing owner-

ship.
Adjective -~A word used to modify a zominal.
Participle -~A verbal or verd form used as a
modifier.
Coordinate -~-Two or more rnominals in series con-
nominals nected by commas and/or coordinate

conjunctions--e.g., and, but, or, nor.
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Main clause --A word used t» join two independent
coordinator clauses--e.g., and, but, however.
Bilingual --A student who used Spanish predom-

inantly at home,



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In order to develop an effective language-arts curri-
culum, curriculum supervisors had to know what abilities the
students brought with them to the classroom. In an effort
to solve this problem, educators searched for a reliable
measurement of language ability. The search considered
length of response, sentence length, subordination, usage
error tabulation, vocabulary tabulation, sentence type
(simple, complex and/or declarative, interrogative) and
innumerable lesser areas of usage and structure.

The results have been disappointing. As early as
1930, Bushnell recognized the inadequacy of measurement and
sought to coﬁpare oral and written English ®"by means of a
new technique.” He concluded his discussion of instrumenta-
tion by saying: "The value of a study of this sort is
obviously contingent . . . on the availability of appropriate
techniques of measurement and comparison."6 He evaluated
"overloadedness-disjointedness,” %"logical errors,™ "repeti-

tion-wordiness®--areas of composition which demanded subjective

6Paul Bushnell, An Analytical Contrast of Oral with
Written English (New York: Columbia University Teachers
ollege Bureau of Publications, 1930), p. 1.

10
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evaluation. As a result, later researchers avoided Bushnellt's
"new technique,™
As late as 1957, Templin echoed the call for instrumen-
tation. She said, "Of primary importance in future study is
the development and exploration of techniques used in the
study of language."7 The fact that Templin had no adequate
instrument available is obvious in her expression of hope for
the future in the following statement:
Another reason wh{ no present normative study of
language can be really definitive is related to the
units of measurement used in the analysis. 1In the
study reported here, the traditional units--sounds,
words, c¢lauses, etc.--have been used in the measure-
ment of growth in the language areas. Within a
relatively few years different types of measurement 8
may well be found more ussful for such investigation.
What seemed to be a "break-through®™ toward finding
reliable instrumentation came in 1964. Experiments dealing
with sentence length and clause length had been somewhat
disappointing as measures of language ability. In 1964,
Xellog Hunt experimented with a "minimum terminable unit"
whiech he called a T-~unit. The T-unit consisted of an inde-
pendent clause plus all phrases and/or clauses related to it.
A compound sentence containing two independent clauses was
considered as two different T-units.
Hunt based his instrumentation on the research of
Chomsky and his followers who have made tremendous strides

in development of "generative” linguistic study invelving

7 Templin, op. cit., p. 151. 8Ibid., p. &
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sentence transformations. The resulting grammars are fre-
quently called generative or transformational grammars.
The movement gained impetus with the appearance of Chomsky's

Syntactic Structures in 1957. Hunt applied Chomsky's

research to the development of instrumentation for language
study. His comparison of the T-unit to sentence and clause
length resulted in affirmation of the T-unitv as the most
reliable measurement of linguistic ability.

O'Donnell, Griffin, and Norris retested Hunt's
observations in 1967. They concluded their research by
saying: "This investigation supports the finding by Hunt
that when fairly extensive sampiss of childrent®s language
are obtained, the mean length of T-units has special claim
to consideration as a simple, objective, valid indicater of
development in syntactic control.n?

The recency of instrument development rendered
obsolete most of the studies which occurred prior to 1964.
Early research explored either subjective measurement or
measurement devices with questionable reliability. Analysis
of "errors™ (Randolph, 1917; O'Rourke, 1930) was discarded
as a measurement when linguists pointed out that error was
relative to level of usage in different social classes and
geographic areas.

Studies of sentence patterns, length, and types (Lull,
1929; Frogner, 1933; Smith, 1935; Heider and Heider, 1940)

90tDonnell, Griffin, and Norris, op. cit., pp. 98-99.
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were questioned when research uncovered two facts: (1} Even
pre-school children use most of the sentence patterns and
types currently recognized in linguistic study; and (2) Young
children show fondness for stringing clauses together by
using the coordinate conjunction and--increasing the length
of the "sentence”" without corresponding improvement in
maturity of expression.,

Studies of c¢lause structure were equally fruitless.
However, research shows that there is some basis for con-
sidering clause length and subordination ratio as fair
measurements. The research of LaBrant (1933), Davis (1941),
(1967) support the use of zlause length as discriminatory
of linguistic ability. The O'Donnell study did not consider
clause length. The failure to compare it to T-unit length
is regrettable since Hunt found the T-unit more effective
and no further studies have validated his claim. However,
OtDonnell considered subordination and raised a question
about its "sensitiveness™ as a measure of growth.

Among past studies there have also been deficiencies
of research design. As shown in Table 1, Templin and Harrell
were apparently the only two who controlled all three
variables. Both researchers used clauses as the target of
their investigations. Tbe earliest research (Randolpn, Lull,
O*'Rourke, Bushnell) used no controls for I.Q., sex, or social
class. Later studies by Smith and Heider and Heider were

equally deficient.
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF VARIABLE CONTROLS USED IN PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Analyzed Analyzed I.Q. Sex Class
Date Researcher(s) Speech  Writing Control Control Control

1917 Randolph yes no o no no
1929 ILull yes yes no no no
1930 O'Rourke no yes no no no
1630 Bushnell yes yes no no no
1933 LaBrant no yes yes yes no
1933 Frogner no yes yes no no
1935 M. E. Smith yes no no no yesd
1941 E. A. Davis yes yes yes no no
1948 Heider and

Heider no yes no no no
1957 Templin yes no yes yes yes
1957 Harrell yes yes yes yes yes
1964  Hunt no yes neb ves no
1965 Riling yes yes no yes no
1965 Sam and Stein no yes no yes ne
1965 O0'Donnell,

et. al. yes yes y€s yes ne
1967 Golub yes . yes no yes no
1967 Graves yes yes no no no

ASmith did have 55% "professional™ and 20% "lower"
class. Riling controlled for race only. O'Donnell restricted
his study to the white middle class. Graves contrasted the
extremes of upper and lower classes.

YHunt restricted I.Q. to 90-110, Golub restricted
his study to the white upper-middle class.

The variable of social class was not controlled by
those who applied the T-unit as a measurement. Hunt exerted
no control at all. O'Donnell restricted his study to white
middle-class children. Only Graves referred to social class
comparisons, but he restricted his comparisons to two classese-

the extreme upper and lower class students which he contrasted.
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His research was descriptive not of language ability but

rather of differences in usage between the two extremes of

social class.

and grades covered.

A second research deficiency appeared in the ages

Even though Grade 7 marked the beginning

of intensive training in composition, Table 2 shows that

research related to that grade is scarce.

TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF AREAS COVERED IN PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Ages or Grades Number of Examples of
Bate Researcher{s) Covarad jecte Items Studied
1917 Randolpb usage errors
152G Lul Grades 3,4,5,5 350 fragments, case
forms
1930 O'Rourke Grades 7 thru 12 usage errors
1930 Bushnell Grade 10 100 overloadedness
1933 LaBrant Grades 4 thru 9 482 subordination
1933 Frogner Grades 7, 9, 11 sentence type
1935 M.E. Smith Ages 18 to 72 mos. 22 sentence type
1941 E.A. Davis Ages 5%, 6%, 9% 436 subordination
1948 Heider and Deaf: Ages 11-17 301 length of
Heider Hearing: Ages 8 sentence
to 14 817
1957 Templin Ages 3, 4%, 6,8 480 clause usage
1957 Harrell Ages 9 thru 15 580 clause usage
1964 Hunt Grades 4,8,12 54 T-unit, varied
lengths
1965 Riling Grades 4 thru 6 300 clauses, error
1965 Sam & Stein Grades 4, 5, 6 300 clauses, usage
1965 O'Donnell Grades K, 1, 2,
3, 5, 7 180 T-unit, clauses
1967 Golub Grade 11 clauses and
Ages lé 17 55 tenses
1967 Graves Grade 8 80 T-units,clauses




16

Most research dealing with language development has
concentrated on infants, pre-schoolers, and students in the
early grades of elementary school. Consideration of language
ability in older students is a recent concern.

O'Rourke's study covered Grade 7, but his research
dealt with percentage of errors-~a poor measurement of
ability. LaBrant's research also touched Grade 7, but it was
"inclusive"--giving no breakdown by grade level. Frogner
investigated Grade 7 by discussing sentence length and type--
measuring devices that have proved unreliable. Harrell's
study crossed Grade 7, but he discussed his results in terms
of Hunt gkipped the grade entirely in hie inves-
tigation of T-units.

Only the C'Donnell study dealt with Grade 7 by apply-
ing adequate instrumentation. However, O'Donnell gathered
his data in March, 1965--toward the end of Grade 7. His
objective was to establish the validity of the T-unit as a
measuring device. He did not try to develop normative data
for any grade. No study dealt with the language ability used
by the students who entered Grade 7 for their first month of
intensive language study.

A third research deficiency appeared in the number of
subjects. When O'Donnell considered Grade 7, he investigated
only 30 white middle-class students. Hunt studied 18 students

in each of three grades. Graves considered 80 students, but

they were enrolled in Grade 8.
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Furthermore, it has been necessary for past researchers
to limit their populations. A detailed analysis of oral and
written compositions would have been an extensive undertaking
with large samples. The alternatives were: (1) limit the
number of samples {or, subjects) in order to research numerous
aspects of syntactic control; and (2) iimit the areas of
syntactic development studied in order to include the communi-
cations of larger numbers of subjects. Most researchers chose
the first alternative--to explore numerous aspects of develop-
ment in search of the best indicator of ability. Normative

studies are actually nonexistent.

interrelationships. Educators have long suspected that speak-
ing and writing skills wers interrelated. However, only sight
previous studies have compared language ability in both media.
Hunt ignored oral expression in his research. O'Donnell and
Graves tested both media with the T-unit measurement., Other
pertinent studies included Davis (1941), Harrell (1957),
Riling (1965) and Golub (1967)--studies which investigated
clause usage in both media.

In summary, a survey of the literature revealed defi-
ciencies in variable control, observation of students in
Grade 7, number of subjects, and media interrelationships.
An adequate, reliable measuring device was not available until
Hunt's research in 1964. His procedure has not been applied to
determine the range of ability which could be expected in the

early months of Grade 7.



CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Source of Data

One hundred three seventh-grade students were asked
to write expository essays dealing with problems which they
considered important. A list of suggested topics was offered
to stimulate the students' thinking., The list of suggestions
appears in Appendix A of this volume. However, their topics
were not limited to those suggested. Additional written
samples came from book reports and other normal classroom
assignments in the students' English and Social Studies class-
rooms. These assignments required narrative and deseriptive
writing skills.

BEach student was also asked to respond to questions in
an oral interview situation. Samples of the gquestions asked
appear in Appendix B. A tape recording of each student's
response was transcribed for intensive analysis and comparison
with the student's samples of writing. Garbled expressions
were omitted from both oral and written communications.

Samples in both media were collected during the first
two mcnths of the subjects' seventh-grade year in 1970,

Grade 7 was selected because it marks the beginning of exten-

sive language-arts instruction in many school systems.

18
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Transcriptions of both media were analyzed to determine the
quantities of nominal structures, T-units, clauses, and
nominal modifiers which each student used in both media.

Statistics related to sub-groups were then compared
under the variables of sex, measured intelligence, socio-
econcmic status and bilingualism. Measured intelligence was
determined by scores on the Seience Research Associates!?
Primary Mental Abilities Tests administered in October, 1970,
to the subjects involved in this study. Therefore, the data
on measured intelligence and language skills in both media
were collected at approximately the same time.

The SRA battery was used because it is regularliy admin-
istered by the Kingsville Public Schools where the study was
made. The PMA test literature showed a reliability coeffieient
of .91. The test validity was established by correlating PMA
scores with various grade-point averages. Original standard-
ization of the test was based on results from 32,708 students

in 73 schools and 39 scheol systems across the natien.

Socioeconomic Classifjcation
Each student's sociozconomic status was based on the
occupation and educational level of the adult with whom he
lived. In most cases, the father was the family financial
support. However, in some cases, the principal source of
income was the mother--usually divorced--or a guardian. Two
scales were devised to classify the heads-of-households

according to occupation and educational level.
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In devising the occupational scale, consideration was
given to local community attitudes toward occupations, to the
NORC (National Opinion Research Center) findings for the
South regarding occupational social status, to the "Socio-
economic Index for Occupations in the Detailed Classification
of the Bureau of the Census: 1950," and to the North-Hatt
Scale of Prestige based on 2,920 interviews.

In preparing'the scale for educational standing, con-
sideration was given to data drawn from surveys conducted by
the New York School of Social Work at Columbia University
Teachers College. The two scales used appear in Appendix C
and Appendix D.

After applying the two scales, typical individuals
appeared. The typical upper-middle-class individual was a
college graduate either with or without an advanced degree.
He was a professional person or a wecrker employed in a
managerial position. The typical lower-middle-class individ-
ual had completed high school and possibly some college work.
He worked in either a skilled, small managerial, or secre-
tarial occupation. The typical upper-lower-class person had
completed at least grade seven and possibly grade eleven.

He worked in a semi-skilled or service occupation. The lower-
Jower-class individual had completed grade six or less and

worked in an occupation requiring unskilled labor or accepted

public welfare.
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These descriptions compared favorably with classifica-
tions by Cloward and Jones, researchers who drew their data
from surveys conducted by the New York School of Social Work,
Columbia Teachers College. They based their meaéure of social
class "upon the educatiocn and occupation of the head of the
household, and the total family income, adjusted for the
number of persons living on that income.,"10

Research by Reiss excluded income data because "income
and occupation are functionally related."ll Because Reiss
indicated so close a relationship between income and occupa-
tion, it seemed unnecessary to consider both indices.
However, because of the influence of racial issues in the
community used for this study, it was necessary to retain
educational classifications--contrary to the implications of
Reiss' study. At the same time, limiting the indices to two
provided a degree of simplicity to the research itself. Dis-
tributions of the samples broken up into the various sub=-groups
appear in Table 3.

No attempt was made in this study to control for chron-
ological age. However, figures were developed to note the
mean measured intelligence and the mean chronological age for

each sub-group. These statistics appear in Table 4.

10Richard A. Cloward and James A. Jones, "Social Class:
Educational Attitudes and Participation,” Education in Depressed
Areas, ed. by A. Harry Passow (New York: Columbia University
Teachers College Press, 1966), pp. 195-6.

Liivert J. Reiss, Jr., Occupations and Social Status
(New York: The Free Press of Glencoe, Inc., 1961), p. L16.
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TABLE 3
DISTRIBUTIONS OF SAMPLES

|
Classif- Written Oral || Classif- Written Oral
ication Samples Samples | ication Samples Samples

i
-

i
]

LL Class 20 20 i IQ 70-79 7 7
UL Class 42 L2 || IQ 80-89 19 20
LM Class 29 30 (1 IQ 90-109 38 38
UM Class 11 11 || IQ 110-120 22 22
TOTALS 102 03 | IQl2lu _1 I%f
1 TOTALS
|
Boys 50 51 | Bilingual 46 L7
Girls _52 _52 || Monolingual 56 56
TOTALS 102 103 | TOTALS 102 103

TABLE 4
MEAN 1I.Q. AND MEAN AGE FOR ALL SUB-GROUPS

e — e ——— —
Sub-group I.Q. Mean Age MeanliSub-group I.Q. Mean Age Mean

I
Boys 101.5 12:10 | LL Class  89.4

| 13:2
Girls 101.4 12:9 | Class 100.5 12:9
Bilingual 93.5 12:11 || LM Class 107.3 12:8
Monolingual 108.0 12:8 || UM Class 110.2 12:4
TOTAL GROUP 101.4 12:9 ﬁ

Note: Month numbers are separated by a colon from year numbers.

Since several researchers in the past noted ranges of
intelligence and age, statistics were also developed to show
the ranges in both areas as they relate te this study. These
statistics appear in Table 5. However, no attempt was made to

compare these statistics to other studies.
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TABLE 5
AGE AND I.Q. RANGES FOR ALL SUB-GROUPS

Sub-group I.Q. Range Age Range

Sub~group I.Q. Range Age Range

TOTAL GROUP 70

i
|
I
l
i
|
f

Boys 71 - 137 11:3-14.5 {[LL Class 70 - 113 1222« 14:5
Girls 70 - 133 11:11-14.5/[UL Class 71 - 131 12:0-14:5
Bilingual 70 - 133 12:1-14:5 ![IM Class 83 - 137 12:1-13:10
Monolingual 81 - 137 11:3-13:10;/UM Class 92 - 131 11:3-13:10

137 11:3-14:25

p - ——

Syntactic Structures Investigated

In order to increase the numbers of samples considered,
only nominal structures and T-units were iavestigated. The
specific syntactic areas covered included: (1) Word-length of
clauses and T-units; (2) Percentage of long T-units {nine
words or more long); (3) Use of main-clause coordinators;

(4) Incidence of nominals formed by sentence-combining trans-
formations; (5) Nominal modifiers consisting of adjectives,
prepositional phrases, participles, genitive forms and a com-
bination of all medifiers used; and (6) Frequency of coordinate
nominals within T-units. Each of these areas has proved at
least partially definitive of language ability. Each of these
areas was investigated in both written and oral communicationse.

Primary consideration was given to nominal structures
over other types because language research indicated that
individuals have greater knowledge of nominals. Nominals name.

The vocabulary of the pre-school child is filled with nominals.
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His development of language skills and vocabulary are closely
tied to the percentage of nominals used. The appearance of
verbs and connectives follows the child's knowledge of nominals.
It seems fairly evident that the English sentence itself is
based on the interrelationships of nominals embedded in various
positions in the sentence. The nominal is of essential impor-
tance and seemed to be the logical point of departure for
describing normative data at any grade level.

Once the number of nominals or nominal modifiers were
tabulated, the means of the sub-groups were compared statis-
tically to determine the significance of their differences.

The sub-groups were compared in their uses of: (1) length and
use of T-units; (2) main clause coordinators; (3) sentence-
combining transformations; (4) coordinate nominals; (5) nominais
modified by a participle; (6) nominals modified by a genitive
pronoun; {7) nominals modified by an adjective; (8) nominals
modified by a genitive noun; (9) nominals modified by a

prepositicnal phrase; and (10) total modifiers used.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Differences between Oral and Written Expression

Sub-group variables in the use of long or short T-units
in both media were checked by use of the Chi square statistic.
The total number of T-units used in each medium by each sub-
group was divided into two groups: T-units using eight words
or less and T-units using nine or more words. The shorter
length was considered a short unit by both Hunt and O'Donnell
in their research. The longer unit was considered "medium"
or "long"™ by both men.

When the two media were compared, the results showed
that every sub-group produced a difference in usage which was
significant at either the .0l or .05 level of confidence with
one degree of freedom. OSignificance in this case meant that
there was a strong relationship between the length of the
T-units and the mode of expression. The subjects used a much
longer T-unit and a much larger percentage of long T-units in
written material than in oral discourse. Table 6 gives an
indication of the significance and importance of differences
between media in use of T-units,

These results compared favorably with the research of

Hunt and O'Donnell. Differences could be accounted for by the

25
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fact that neither study included a heterogeneous group.
However, as shown in Table 7, the results of the three
studies were remarkably similar,

Differences between mean length for oral and written
expressions would have widened in the present study if the
subjects had conquered their tendency to use numerous main
clause coordinators in speech. Over 72 per cent of all
T-units expressed orally contained a main clause coordina-
tor--usually or, but, or and. Such coordinators appeared
in only 27 per cent of the written T-units. Data for both
media appear in Table 8. This tendency to bridge thoughts
with coordinate conjunctions lengthened the speecni T-units
and brought the means and percentages of both media closer

together.

TABLE 6
LENGTH AND USE OF T-UNITS IN BOTH MEDIA BY ALL SUB-GROUPS

Written Dis- Oral Dis-

course course
Mean % of Mean % of Level of
Sub-group T-unit Units T-unit Units Chi? Signifi-
Length Which Length Which cance
Were Were
Long Long
Boys 10.41 56.9 8.69 39.0 5.86 .05
Girls 10.74 57.5 8.0 36.3 8.84 .01
Monolingual 10.12 60.1 .% . 2.08 .01
ngual lO.gZ ga.l . . .g .05
LL Class 9. .g .2 . 5. g .05
UL Class 10,95 59. 8.43 37.4 10.5 .01
IM Class 10035 55-8 8.76 39.1 5.78 005
UM Class 10.77 58.9 9.29 L44.9 3.92 .05
I.Q. 70-89 10.0 52.5 8.09 35.2 6.26 .05
IOQO 90"109 1009 5903 8055 380 90 8 oOl
I.Q. 110 up 10.70 58.5 8.83 40.1 7.20 .01
TOTAL GRCUP 10.58 56.5 8.56 37.8 7.22 .01
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TABLE 7

COMPARISON OF T~UNIT LENGTH IN ORAL AND WRITTEN MEDIA
IN PAST AND PRESENT STUDIES

Percentage of
Research Grade Mean T-unit Units which

Media Study Level Length Were Long
Writing Hunt's
study L 8.6 38.1
8 11.5 6l.1
12 1L.4 76.8
OtDonnell's
5 9.3 48.7
7 9.9 52.5
Present
study 7 10.5 56.5
Speech O'Donnell's
study 3 8.7 39.6
5 8.9 39.2
7 9.8 45.7
Presernt
study 7 8.5 37.8
TABLE 8

RATE OF OCCURRENCE PER 100 T-UNITS OF MAIN CLAUSE COORDINATORS

Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ- Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-
ten ence ten ence
Boys 70.3 26.3 4+ 44.0 ||Bilingual 69.9 30.5 +39.4
Girls 73.8 27.9  + 45.9 noling. 73.8 24.2 +49.6
LL Class 66.7 30.0 +36.7 ||IQ 70-89 67.1 32.6 +34.5
IM Class 79.2 21.8 +47.9 {jIQ 110 up 77.1 21.3 +55.8
UM Class 79.2 21.8 +57.4 {f. TOTAL 72.0 27.1 +44.9
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The t-test was applied to differences between the mean
numbers of main clause coordinators in both media. The results
were significant at the .0l level of confidence. The tendency
to bridge thoughts in writing by using coordinate conjunctions
was significantly less than it was in speech in Grade 7.

While the use of coordinate conjunctions operated to
close the gap between media, other factors operated to widen
the distance to the point of significance. One of these
factors was the use cof sentence-combining transformations.
Such transformations use the embedding process to combine
thoughts from two sentences into a single expression. For

example, consider the following two sentences: 1 see a dog.

The dog is brown. They may be combined by modifying the

nominal dog: I see a brown dog.

Table 9‘shows that the tendency to use such transforms
was greater in writing than in speech. Application of the
t-test produced a significant difference between media at the
.01 level. Such significance indicated that the samples of
writing possessed greater linguistic maturity in use of this
structural technique than the samples of oral material.

Another operant whicn influenced the mean length of
written units was the use of coordinate nominals within units.
Just over 6 per cent of the spoken units contained coordinate
nominals. The figure was 9.4 per cent for the written units.
Application of the t-test produced results which were signif-
icant at the .0l level. The extent of usage for coordinate

nominals is illustrated in Table 10.
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TABLE 9
RATE OF OCCURRENCE PER 100 T-UNITS OF

———

————

Differ-HSub-group Oral Writ-

Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-
ten ence H ten ence
o
Boys 42.1 61.6 - 19.5 :IBilingual 39.0 54.5 - 15.5
Girls 43.7 59.8 - 16.1 |Monoling. 46.1 65.9 - 19.8
LL Class 30.5 41.1 - 10.6 jIQ 70-89 39.6 50.2 - 10.6
UL Class 44.3 66.0 - 21.7 !|IQ 90-109 41.6 62.7 - 21.1
UM Class 69.7 105.7 - 36.0: TOTAL 42.9 60.7 - 17.8

TABLE 10

RATE OF OCCURREXCE PER 100 T-UNITS OF
COORDINATE NOMINALS WITHIN T-UNITS

Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-{{Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-
ten ence ten ence
Boys 5.8 8.6 - 2,8 Bilingual 4.9 8.0 - 3.1
Girls 6.3 10.9 - 4.6 |Monoling, 7.0 1l.3 = 4.3
LL Class 4.4 6.4 - 2.0 IQ 70-89 5.2 7.2 - 2.0
UL CIaSS 50Lfv lool‘- - 500 IQ 90-109 5.1} 1009 - 5.5
IM Class 7.9 10.8 - 2.9 IQ 110 up 7.1 10.5 - 3.4
UM CIaSS 70‘0' 907 - 203 TOTAL 600 908 - 308

¥hen nominal modifiers were considered, results showed

another strong influence operating to produce differences

between media.

types of nominal modifiers.

The t-test was applied to the use of several

for use of participles nor genitive pronouns.

two modifiers appear in Tables 11 and 12.

The results were not significant

Data for these
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TABLE 11

RATE OF OCCURRENCE PER 100 T-UNITS
OF NOMINALS MODIFIED BY A PARTICIPLE

Sub-group Oral Writ- DifferJ Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-
ten ence ! ten ence
BOYS .1#1 066 - 025 E‘Bilingual 035 062 - 027
Girls 47 .55 - .08 |(Monoling. .59 .59 00
LL Class .55 A4k + 11 IQ 70-89 .50 .88 - +38
UL ClaSS olbg 1-05 - 056 3§IQ 90-109 050 070 - .20
IM Class .60 .12 + .48 {|IQ 110 up .48 .36 + .12
M Class .00 .52 - .52 i TOTAL 48 .60 - .12

i
11

TABLE 12

RATE OF OCCURRENCE PER 100 T-UNITS OF NOMINALS
MODIFIED BY A GENITIVE PROKOUN

y—

Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-|Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-
ten ence ten ence
Boys 13.6 20.0 - 6.4 {IBilingual 14.3 18.5 - 4.2
Girls 16.2 18.3 - 2.1 |{Monoling. 15.3 19.7 = L.4
UL Class 15.0 19.3 - 4.3 IQ 90-109 14.8 18.6 - 3.8

Other types of nominal modifiers showed significant
differences in usage between media. The t-test was applied
in all cases. Differences based on the use of adjectives was
significant at the .01 level. The rate of use, as noted in
Table 13, favored a greater use of adjectives in written

material.
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TABLE

13

RATE OF OCCURRENCE PER 100 T-UNITS
OF NOMINALS MODIFIED BY AN ADJECTIVE

l
Differ-|

Sub-group Oral Writ- Sub~-group Oral Writ- Differ-
ten ence ten ence
Boys 31.9 42.4 - 10.5 {{Bilingual 27.0 35.6 - 8.6
Girls 29.5 41.0 - 11.5 ||[Monoling. 33.8 46.9 . 13.1
LL Class 24.0 36.0 - 12,0 {{IQ 70-89 27.2 343 - 7.1
UL Class 29.0 41.4 - 12.4 jJIQ 90-109 30.4 L44.8 = 1h.4
IM Class 35.9 39.9 - 4,0 §IQ 110 up 33.2 43.5 - 10.3
UM Class 37.9 53.1 - 15,2 i TOTAL 30.7 41.3 - 10.6

The use of genitive nouns in both media showed a

difference which was significant at the .05 level.

However,

the quantity of genitive nouns may not have been great enough

to warrant much enthusiasm over the level of significance.

Table 14 shows that the small difference which did exist

favored written material.

TABLE 14

RATE OF OCCURRENCE PER 100 T.-UNITS
OF NOMINALS MODIFIED BY A GENITIVE NOUN

Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-||Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-
ten ence ten ence
Boys .86 1.93 - 1.07 {iBilingual 1.03 1.71 - .68
Girls 1.35 2.34 - .99 iMonoling. 1l.l1 2.52 - 1.41
LL Class 1.25 1l.33 - .08 ||]IQ 70-89 .88 1.03 - .15
UL Class 1.02 2.54 - 1.52 IQ 90-109 1.09 2.71 - l1l.62
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The presence of nominal modifiers in the form of prep-
ositional phrases was both more apparent and signifiéant. The
percentages appear in Table 15. The difference between media

in the use of prepositional phrases was significant at the

.01 level.

TABLE 15

RATE OF OCCURRENCE PER 100 T-UNITS OF NOMINALS
MODIFIED BY A PREPOSITIONAL PHRASE

Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-||Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-
ten ence ten ence
Boys 9.3 18.0 - 8.7 |[iBilingual 8.1 19.8 - 11.7
Girls 10.3 16.7 - 6.4 |Monoling. 1i.2 14.5 = 2.3
LL Class 7.0 14.0 - 7.0 {IQ 70-89 7.5 14.3 - 6.8
UL Class 9.2 1:6.6 - 7.4 {IQ 90-109 10.0 17.5 - 7.5
IM Class 11.9 19.3 - 7.4 |jIQ 110 up 10.7 19.1 - 8.4
When all nominal modifiers were combined, the differ-
ences between media were significant at the .05 level of

confidence. The percentages of total modifiers used appears

in Table 16.

TABLE 16
RATE OF OCCURRENCE PER 100 T-UNITS OF ALL NOMINAL MODIFIERS

Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-||Sub-group Oral Writ- Differ-
ten ence ten ence
Boys 72.3 105.7 =~ 33.4 [{Bilingual 63.7 91.5 - 27.8
Girls 7&'3 tholf - 3001 MOnOlingo 8009 11605 - 3506
UL Class 69.0 106.2 - 37.2 !IIQ 90-109 73.6 112.0 - 38.4
UM Class 95.0 130.0 - 35.0 TOTAL 73.1 105.0 -~ 31.9
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The results of this study pointed toward rejection of
the first null hypothesis. The difference between nominal
structures used in oral expression and those used in written
composition by seventh-graders was statistically significant.
The results agreed with the statement from O'Donnell's study
in his summary related to T-unit length. He said:

These facts are consistent with a number of others
indicating that syntactic control of third graders was
much weaker in writing than in speech, but that in the
upper grades there was a reversal cf relative mastery
in the two modes of expression.l2

Sex Differences

Sex differences in language ability proved relatively

O

insignificant. Where significant differences did appear, the
boys showed greater ability. |

In the use of long T-units, boys were superior tec girls
in oral discourse. Over 39 per cent of all T-units used by
boys in speaking were long. The girls used long T-units 36.3
per cent of the time. The difference proved significant at
the .05 level of confidence.

The only other difference between the sexes appeared in
the use of adjectives. This difference, significant at the
.02 level, again favored the boys. The oral disccurse by the
boys showed a greater tendency to use adjectives. However,
no significant difference appeared in use of adjectives in

writing. Also, there were no significant differences in either

oral or written material in the use of any other modifier.

12O'Donnell, Griffin, and Norris, op. cit., p. 48.
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When all nominal modifiers were combined, the differences
between the sexes were again insignificant.

In the use of main clause coordinators, transforma-
tions, and coordinate nominals, no significant differences
appeared in either medium.

As a result of such overwhelming lack of significant
differences, the second null hypothesis was accepted. There
seemed to bve no great differences between the sexes in
Grade 7 in use of nominal structures.

The results agreed with previous research. Minor
variations appeared in the numbers of certain syntactic
expressions per 100 T-units, but neither Hunt nor O'Donnell
noted many sigrificant differences between the sexes in use
of nominals. OfDonnelifs study showed the number of coor-
dinate conjunctions used in initial position in the sentence.
Per 100 T-units in speech, the boys had 71.5, girls 78.6.
The present study showed boys with 70.3 and girls with 73.8.
In written copy, O'Donnell showed 21.5 for boys, 24.5 for
girls. The present study showed 26.3 for boys, 27.9 for
girls. However, differences were negligible between the two
studies, and both studies agreed that differences between the

sexes in their use of nominals were minimal.

Socioeconomic C;§§s Differences

Differences among the various socioceconomic classes
were frequently significant. The number of significant differ-

ences might have increased if a total population standard
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deviation had been known. As shown in Table 17, the differ-
ences between means increased in size, but the t statistic
declined. The decline was caused by fluctuation in the size
of the Sy, the "estimated" standard deviation of the total
population. Since the Sy statistic was divided into the
difference between the means, the fluctuation of that statis-
tic influenced the size of the resulting t statistic. If the
Sd had always been the same figure, the t-test would have
shown an increasing level of significance to accompany the

increase in size of mean differences.

TABLE 17
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS FOR COORDINATE NOMINALS IN WRITING

Sub-groups Compared Means Difference t-score Signif-

icance

Level
LL Class--IM Class 1.45-3.07 1.62 2.60 .02
LL Class--UM Class 1.45-3.36 1.91 2,12 .05

In the case of the data in Table 17, this problem was
not troublesome because all comparisons proved significant.
However, in other cases the fluctuation of the Sd resulted .
in no significance for a difference between means that was
larger than another difference which produced a signifi-
cant t. For this reason, the statistical analysis employed

in this study could be considered conservative.
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In spite of the conservative approach to analysis,
differences among social classes were often significant.
The significance frequently showed one or two classes oper-
ating in isolation from the rest of the group. Table 18
shows an example of such isolation. In this case, the
LL Class was relatively isolated from the rest of the group.
Such cases appeared several times when the isolation was

much more severe than the one noted in Table 18.

TABLE 18
USE OF LONG T-UNITS IN WRITING BY SOCIAL CLASSES

Sub-groups Compared Means Difference
LL Class-~UL Class 11.3 -- 16.1 b o 8%%
LL Class-~IM Class 11.3 -~ 15.8 LoS5*

LL Class-~UM Class 1l.3 -- 20.3 9. 0%%

UL Class-~LM Class 16.1 == 15.8 o3

UL ClaSS--UM ClaSS 1601 - 20.3 11»02

* Significant only at the .10 level.
** Significant at the .05 level.

The isolation of the LL Class in the use of long
T-units was further apparent in the percentages of all
T-units which were long. The data appear in Table 6. The
LL Class used significantly fewer long T-units in writing.
No significant differences appeared when speech samples

were compared. However, percentages gradually increased
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when the table was arranged in order from the LL Class down
to the UM Class in the speech column of Table 6.

In the use of main clause coordinators, the only
significant difference appeared at the .02 level between the
UL and 1M classes in speech. At nc other point in either
medium was the difference significant.

A move toward greater language ability usually shows
a decline in use of coordinate conjunctions such as and and
but at the first of the sentence. Table 8 shows that the
LL Class used fewer such coordinators per 100 T-units than
any other class. The inference would be that the LL Class
had greater ability in speech than other ciasses.

However, the factor of bilingualism entered the
picture here. The bilingual student in the oral interviews
was slow in response. As a result, he used fewer coordinates
to connect main clauses. This fact was supported by the data
in Table 8 which shows bilinguals using fewer coordinate con-
junctions than monolinguals in speech but not in writing.

This factor may also have influenced the writing. The
mean for the LL Class in writing (6.7) was lower than the
UL Class mean (8.2). Even the number of coordinators used in
writing per 100 T-units was slightly lower (30.0 to 30.5).
However, bilinguals did not differ significantly from mono-
linguals in this area in writing.

The general trend among the entire group was to move

toward less frequency of usage in writing until the low of
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21.8 coordinators per 100 T-units was reached with the
UM Class. In spite of the decline in use from one class
sub-group to another, the differences were insignificant.

The data concerning coordinators compared favorably
with 0'Donnell's research. O'Donnell found seventh graders
using 75.1 main clause coordinators in speech per 100
T~-units. The class sub-groups in the present study ranged
from the LL Class low of 66.7 up to the UM Class high of
79.2. The group total was 72.

O'Donnell's seventh graders used 23.0 coordinators
per 100 T-units in writing. The range in the present study
was from 21.8 to 30.5 with a 27.1 total group score. Hunt
found that 17.6 per cent of the T-units written by eighth
graders included an introductory coordinace.

In all three studies, the use of sentence-combining
transformations proved more significant and discriminatory
of ability. In the present study, the UL and LM classes
seemed to be segments of the same group. The difference
between the means of the two classes was small in both media.
All other differences in both media proved significant. The
results, shown in Table 19, indicated three distinct groups
when the UL and IM classes were combined.

Since transformations develop as a result of using
modifiers, the data showed less use of modifiers by the
LL Class. The ™ Zlass used modifiers frequently. Table 9

shows a steady and substantial increase in percentages of
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transformations used per 100 T-units when the class sub-

groups were placed in rank order from LL to UM.

TABLE 19

DIFFERENCES AMONG CLASS SUB-GROUPS IN USE OF
- SENTENCE-COMBINING TRANSFORMATIONS '

Writing Speech
Differ- Means Differ-
Sub-groups Compared Means ence ence

LL C].aSS—~UL ClaSS 902"17 9 8. 7* 1901}'2709 8. 5*
LL Class--LM Class 9.2-19.0 9.8% 19.4-29.5 10,1%
UL Cl&SS-*L«M Class 170 9’1900 lo l 270 9'290 5 2 olb

UL Class--UM Class 17.9-32.2 18.6* 27.9-40.9 13.0%

IM Class--UM Class 19.0-3 17.5 29,5-40.9 1l.4%=*

* Significant at the .0l level.
*¥ Significant at the .02 level.

Analysis of the use of coordinate nominals within
T-units showed the LL Class functioning again in relative
isolation. The isolation was complete in written samples.
When compared to each of the other three sub-groups, the
LL Class showed a difference which was significant at the
.05 level or greater.

In spoken T-units, there was no significant differ-
ence between the LL and UL classes in their use of coordinate
nominals. ' However, the differences between the LL Class and
the two upper ¢lasses were significant at the .05 level. The

affinity between the LL and UL groups was the only relationship
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which kept the LL Class from being completely isolated from
the rest of the group. No other significant differences
appeared between class sub-groups in the use of coordinate
nominals.

In the writing samples, the use of nominal modifiers
resembled the use of nominal transformations. The two middle
classes, UL and LM, showed a difference between means of only
.3. All cther comparisons between social class sub-groups
were significant at the .05 level or better. In effect, there
were three groups distinctly evident. The UL and LM classes
formed a central group. The other two ciasses formed the
extremes. iae ievels of significance indicated 2 strong
dichotomy among the three groups.

In speech, the differences were not as great. Only two
comparisons proved significant: UM-LL and UM-UL., The ten-
dency of all sub-groups was to use fewer modifiers in speech
than in writing.

When the total number of modifiers was broken up into
specific types, the significant relationships changed rad-
ically. No significant results appeared in the use of genitive
nouns by class sub-groups in either medium. The only signif-
icant difference in use of participles appeared at the .05
level in speech between the UL-UM classes. But the frequency
of participial usage per 100 T-units was so small that even
this one instance would not seem to imply a serious difference

among the sub-groups.
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In the use of prepositional phrases, again only one
comparison was significant. The difference between the
LL-LM classes in writing was significant at the .05 level.
No significant reéults appeared in speech.

In the use of genitive pronouns, strong differences
appeared at five points. JSignificance at the .05 level
occurred betwsen the LL-UL and the UL-UM classes in writing
and between the LL-UM and the LM-UM classes in speech. The
LL-UM classes differed in writing at the .0l level.

When adjectives alone were considered, significance
appreared at several points, as shown in Table 20. The UL
and IM classes again showed an affinity. Ths othe

frequentiy showed significant differences in both media when

contrasted with the two middle groups.

TABLE 20
DIFFERENCES IN USE OF ADJECTIVES BY CLASS SUB-GROUPS

Writing Speech
Differ- Differ-
Sub~-groups Compared Means ence Means ence
LL Class--UL Class 8e.l-v11.2  3.1%x% 15.3-18.2 2.9
LL Class--1M Class 8.1-11.3 3.2 15.3-19.7 g.b**
LL Class--UM Class 8.1-18.3 10.2% 15.,3=22.2 9%
UL Class-~IM Class 1l.2-11.3 .1l 18.2-16.7 1.5
UL ClaSS--—UM ClaSS 11.2-1803 701* 18.2-2202 1}00

¥ Significant at the .0l level.
*% Significant at the .05 level.
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There were strong, significant differences among the
social class sub-groups in use of long T-units in writing
and in use of sentence-combining transformations, coordinate
nominals, and nominal modifiers in both media. The results
recommended rejection of the third null hypothesis. There
were statistically significant differences among sociceconomic

classes in their use of nominal structures in both media.

Differences Among I.Q. Sub-groups

The occasional isolation of the LL Class from other
socioeconomic classes was similar to the isolation of the
lowest I.Q. group. The students who composed both groups
were essentially the same persons. Therefore, the results of
the research in these two subdivisions were highly similar.

In written discourse, the lowest 1.Q. sub-group
isolated itself from the other groups in numbers of T-units
used. The differences between the lowest group and the other
five groups were significant at the .0l and .05 levels with
the exception of the comparison between the top and bottom
groups. Between those groups, significance appeared only at
the .10 level.

The isolation of the lower I1.Q. group was not apparent
in speech. Only two significant differences appeared in
numbers of long speech T-units used. The 80-89 I.Q. group
differed from the 12l-up group at the .05 level. The 90-109
group differed from the top group also at the .05 level. No
other statistics were significant in the use of long T-units

in speech.
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However, a quick reference to Table 6 shows a consis-
tent upward trend in the percentage of long T-units per 100
units in speech. However, it is important to note the erratic
behavior of the companion statistics in the written samples.
In general, there seemed tc be little significant difference
among l.Q. groups in their use of iong T-units.

In the use of main clause coordinators, it was the
121-up I.Q. group which seemed to function in isolation. 1In
written discourse, the top group differed from the 80-89, the
90-109, and the 110-120 groups at the .05 level of signifi-
cance or better. No other relationships were significant.

In the use of coordinators in speech, a similar isola-
tion appeared. The top group differed from the 80-89 and the
90-109 groups at the .05 and .02 levels. The top and bottom
groups differed only at the .10 level. No significant differ-
ence appeared between the two top groups nor at any other
point of comparison in speech.

The isolation of the 12l-up group was violated by the
lowest I.Q. group. The means of the two groups for written
samples were 5.5 and 4.3 for the bottom and top groups
respectively. In speech samples, the difference between the
two groups was significant only at the .10 level. The lower
group used fewer main clause coordinators than any other group
except for the top group in writing. It is used fewer than
any other group in speech except for the 80-89 group.

Data related to use of sentence-combining transforma-

tions in writing showed the lowest I.Q. group again functioning
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in isolation. The difference between the two lowest groups
was small (significant only at the .10 level), but the other
relationships differed at the .05 level or better. No other
significant differences appeared in writing and none appeared
anywhere among sub-groups in speech.

In written discourse, the lowest I.Q. group contrasted
at the .0l and .05 levels with the top two groups in their
use of coordinate nominals within T-units. No other compari-
sons were significant. In spoken samples, it was the upper
two groups which leaned toward isolation. The top differed
from the 80-89 and the 90-109 groups at the .02 level. The
110-120 group differesd {rom the 90-109 group at the .05 level.
The means for the written coordinate nominals increased
steadily as the I.Q. rose. However, the lowest group used
more coordinates in speech than either of the next two groups.

In the use of adjectives in writing, the lowest group
again tended to isolate itself with differences between it
and higher groups at the .10, .05, .01, and .10 levels. No
other sub-group relationships were significant. In the speech
samples, significance at the .0l and .02 levels existed between
the 80-89 group and the top two groups. No other differences
were significant.

There were no significant differences among I.Q. groups
in their use of participles or genitive nouns in either medium.
However, reference to Table l4 will show a steady increase in

use of genitive nouns as I.Q. increased.
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In the use of genitive pronouns, there were no signif-
jcant differences among the speech samples. In the written
samples, the 110-120 group differed from the lowest and the
90-109 groups at the .05 level. No other relationships in
the writing samples were significant.

Prepositional phrases were used significantly less in
writing by the’iowest I.Q. group than by the other four groups.
Significance appeared at the .05, .10, .05, and .10 levels.
When speaking, the lowest two groups differed from the top two
groups with significance at the .05 level and lower. Neither
the top nor bottom groups differed with the median group
significantly. However, Table 15 shows that the progression
toward more extensive use of prepositional phrases increased
with the rise in I.Q. level.

The final category--total modifiers used--again showed
the lowest 1.Q. group in relative isolation. It differed
with the next three higher groups in writing at the .05, .05,
and .0l levels. It differed from the top group at the .10
level. In speech, the only significant differences appeared
between the 80-89 group and the top two groups. It was some-
what of a curiosity, as shown in Table 16, that the top I.Q.
group used slightly less modifiers in writing than the middle
group. The movement toward greater use of modifiers in speech
increased with I.Q.

When the total research was reviewed, the null hypothe-

sis fell. Significant differences did exist among student
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groups of varied measured intelligence in their use of nominal
structures in both media. The hypothesis would fall princi-
pally because of the tendency of one group or another to
become isolated from the rest of the students. The written
samples from the lowest group were relatively isolated in the
use of long T-units, transformations, coordinate nominals,
adjectives, prepositional phrases, and total modifiers.

The top groups seemed isolated in use of main clause
coordinators in both media, in use of coordinate nominals in
speech, and in use of prepositional phrases in speech. Basic
differences were not numerous, but they appeared with a fre-
quency which wculd reject the null nypothesis of no signifi-

cant difference.

Influences of Bilingualism

Differences between bilingual and monolingual students
in writing appeared significant only at the .10 level in the
use of main clause coordinators, coordinate nominals within
T-units, number of adjectives, and total number of nominal
modifiers. No area showed a significance greater than .10,
and most of the areas showed no significance at all.

Comparisons in speech provided a different picture.

The two groups differed at the .01l level in their use of main
clause coordinators, frequency of coordinate nominals within
T-units, use of adjectives, and use of total nominal modifiers.
Significance appeared at the .02 level in use of prepositional

phrases as nominal modifiers. The difference in use of
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sentence-combining transformations was significant at the
.05 level. No significant differences appeared in either
medium in use of long T-units, participles, genitive nouns,
or genitive pronouns.

The problems caused by bilingualism thus seemed more
important in the area of speech than writing. The fifth
null hypothesis fell when the medium of speech was considered.
However, there was no reason to reject the null hypothesis
when it was applied to the samples of writing. No signifi-
cant differences appeared in writing. The bilinguals showed
greater ability in writing than in speech. In fact, they
were relatively equal to their monolingual peers in writing
skills,

However, all garbles were removed from both speech and
writing samples prior to analysis. The bilinguals had a
tendency to write incomplete units or garbled expressions
which would lead a reader to believe that they were incapable
of using the English language adequately. However, when such
garbles were removed, the nominal structures used by the
bilinguals in writing were approximately the same as those of
their monolingual classmates.

Differences appeared. As noted in Tables 9 through 16,
the monolinguals showed greater ability in nearly every cate-
gory in both media. Even though the differences were often

statistically slight, they were present.
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language Maturity in Clause Length and T-uvnit Length

Both OtDonnell and Hunt sought to prove that the T-unit

length was an adequate measurement of language maturity. Both
men agreed that it was the best measuring device available.
Hunt *s research considered another alternative device, clause
length, which was prominent in previous research. He also
considered the ratio of clauses per T-unit as a possible
measuring device.

Since both studies indicated that T-unit length was a
superior device to differentiate among grade levels, it was
necessary to see whether the unit was adequate for research
among sub-groups within the same grade level. A quick glance
at Table 21 raises some questions. In samples of oral com-
munication, T-units and clauses showed an increase in length
as the social class or I.Q. level moved upward. However, the
ratio of clauses per T-unit showed extremely small differences
among social class groups and actually fluctuated among the
I.Q. groups.

When written samples were considered, Table 21 shows
that all three measurements failed to show consistency in
differentiating among sub-groups within the same grade. No
measurement in this study seemed sensitive enough to do the
job better than the other two.

When clause and T-unit lengths were compared by use of
the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient, the data

produced an r of .98 for written material and .94 for oral
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TABLE 21
WORD LENGTH OF CLAUSES AND T-UNITS

Mean Number Mean Number Ratio
of Words of Words of Clauses
Per Clause Per T-unit Per T-unit

Sub-group Spoken Written OSpoken Written Spoken Written

Boys 8.24 9.41 8.69 10.41 1.26 1.52
Girls 8.09 8.54 8.40 10.74 1.25 1.60
Bilingual  8.39 9.75 8.83 10.97 1.26 1.54
Monoling. 7.90 9.16 8.23 10.12 1.25 1.57
LL Class 7.76 8.93 8.21 9.91 1.25 1.54
UL Class 8,06 9.69 8.43 10.95 1.25 1.62
LM Class 8.33 9.32 8.76 10.35 1.26 1.52
UM Class 8.98 9.84 9.29 10.77 1.27 1.47
IQ 70-89 7.77 9.22 8.09 10.08 1.25 1.55
IQ 110 up 8.39 G.48 8.83 10.70 1.26 1.5%
TOTAL 8.17 9.48 8.56 10.58 1.25 1.5

discourse. Clause length and T-unit length seemed to be more
closely related in the written copy, perhaps because there
was a tendency to use longer dependent clauses in writing than
in speech.

However, when the two measuring devices were compared
with the use of the t-test, the results were significant at
the .0l level for both media. Hunt's reasoning proposed that
the difference favored T-units because the percentages
increased more rapidly. For example, he showed that the aver-
age length of clauses in grades 4, 8, and 12 increased from
77 per cent to 94 per cent to 100 per cent. The average

length of T-units for these grades increased 60 per cent to
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80 per cent to 100 per cent. The percentages increased with
greater increments for T-unit length.

When this line of reasoning was applied to the present
research, the percentages were erratic when moving from the
LL Class up to the UM Class. When the technique was applied
to the more uniform speech material, the social class per-
centages increased from 86.4 to 89.7 to 92.7 to 100 per cent.
The increase for T-unit length for the same groups was: 88.3,
90.7. 84.2, 100 per cent. Clause length increased at a
greater rate than T-unit length. When the same reasoning was
applied to the I.Q. levels, the clause length in oral discourse
increased from 92.6 to 97.6 to 100. The increases for T-unit
length were 91.6, 96.8, 100 per cent. The larger increases
favored the T-unit,

In view of the discrepancies involved, it was difficult
to believe that T-unit length could be considered much more

effective than the length of clauses.

Seventh-Grade "Norms”

The "norms" for the seventh-grade students in this
study in their use of T-units were as follows: (1) average
length of T-units: writing 10.58, speech 8.56; and (2) per-
centage of communication using long T-units: writing 56 per
cent, speech 37 per cent. The "norms"” for use of nominal
structures per 100 T-units were: (1) main clause coordinators:
speech 72, writing 27; (2) sentence-combining transforma-

tions: speech 42, writing 60; (3) coordinate nominals within
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T-units: speech 6, writing 9; (4) adjective modifiers:
speech 30, writing 41; (5) prepositional phrases: speech 9,
writing 17; and (6) all nominal modifiers: speech 73,

writing 105.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to determine the diversity
of linguistic ability among seventh-grade students in their use
of nominals, nominal modifiers, T-units and clauses. The study
explored the influence of sex, measured intelligence, socio-
egonomie status; and bilingualism on each of the structures
analyzed in written and spoken communications.

The need for the study was established by pointing out
that curriculum design requires knowledge of the student's
abilities at a given grade level. Scope and sequence arrange-
ment of subject matter should be based on such knowledge.

The review of research and related literature revealed
deficiencies in variable control, in observation of students
in Grade 7, in number of subjects, and in media interrela-
tionships. An adequate, reliable measuring device was not
available until Hunt's research in 1964. His procedure was
never applied to devermine the range of ability which could be
expected in the early months of Grade 7.

The following null hypotheses were derived from the
problem of the study:

52
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Hol--There is no statistically significant difference
between nominal structures used in oral express-

jion and those used in written composition by
seventh-grade students.

H _--There is no statistically signifiecant difference
02 petween the sexes in their use of nominal struc-
tures in Grade 7 in oral or written discourse.
H _--There is no statistically significant difference
o3 among the various socioeconomic classes in
Grade 7 in their use of nominal structures in
oral or written discourse.
H --There is no statistically significant difference
o4 between student groups of varied measured intel-
ligence in their use of nominal structures in
oral or written discourse in Grade 7.
. H _--There is no statistically significant difference
0> between monolinguals and bilinguals in their use
of nominal structures in Grade 7 in oral or
written discourse.
H _--There is no statistically significant differencs
06 between measurements of language usage expressed
in terms of clause length or length of T-units,
One hundred three seventh-grade students in a Kingsville,
Texas, junior high school were asked to write and to respond to
questions in an oral interview in September and October, 1970.
The communication samples were collected during the first two
months of the students' seventh-grade year. Garbled express-
ions were removed. Tabulations of each student's syntactic
usage provided the data which was tested by use of the t-test,
Chi square, and the Pearson product-moment correlation coeffi-

cient. The variable of measured intelligence was determined
by the SRA Primary Mental Abilities Test. Each student's
socioeconomic status was determined by applying two classifi-
cation indices which ranked the head of the household according

to his vocation and his educational level.
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analysis of data resulted in the following findings:

The students studied demonstrated greater syntactic
control in writing than in speech. Differences in
use of nominal structures between the two media

were significant in every sub-group at the .05 or
.01 levels. Differences overwhelmingly favored
writing as the medium showing the greater linguistic
sophistication at the seventh-grade level.

When sex differences were explored, the results were
insignificant. Boys were superior to girls in use
of long T-units and adjectives in the speech medium.
All other differences were minimal and not signif-
icant at any level.

Several differences appeared among sub-groups in
the socioeconomic and I.Q. classifications. The
most notable result was the comparative isolation
of the Lower-Lower Class and the lowest I.Q. group
from the rest of the subdivisions in each classif-
ication. The LL Class was isolated from all others
in use of long T-units, coordinate nominals, and
nominal modifiers in writing. The group was
isolated in both media in use of sentence-combining
transformations,

The UL and LM socioeconomic groups stood close
together in use of transformations in both media
and in use of nominal modifiers in writing. The

UM Class appeared in isolation in both media in the
use of transformations. In use of spoken nominal
modifiers, the group differed from the lower two
classes only. The isolation of the group was
complete in the use of written nominal modifiers.

In the area of measured intelligence, the lowest
group appeared isolated in use of transformations,
adjectives, prepositional phrases, and total
modifiers in writing. In written coordinate
nominals, the lowest group differed from only the
top two groups. In speech, the lowest two groups,
I.Q. 70-79 and 80-89, differed significantly from
the top two groups, i.Q. 110-120 and 12l-up, in
their use of coordinate nominals and prepositional
phrases. Other differences appeared but not with
consistency. ;

Bilingualism produced significant differences in
language ability only in the medium of speech.
The bilinguals often showed slightly less ability
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than monolinguals in both media, but the differ-
ences were insignificant in writing. In speech,
the differences appeared at the .05 level or
greater in the use of main clause coordinators,
coordinate nominals within T-units, adjectives,
prepositional phrases, transformations, and total
modifiers., Only in the use of main clause coor-
dinators did the results favor the bilingual.

When the measuring devices of clause length and
T-unit length were compared, the results were
ineonclusive. The correlation coefficient was a
little over .98 for written copy and .9 for
speech material. The t-test showed differences
significant at the .0l level in both media.

When Hunt's percentage method was applied, neither
measurement showed superiority.

On the basis of these findings, null hypotheses one,

three, four, and five were rejected. Null hypotheses two and

six could not be rejected.

Conclusions

The conclusions drawn from this study pertain only to

the sample studied in Kingsville, Texas. The ccnclusions

may be stated in order of significance as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3)

The seventh-grade student exhibits greater syn-
tactic control in writing than in speech. Even
though the student's ability in speech was far
superior when he entered the first grade, the
elementary grades reversed his abilities.
Research by Hunt and O'Donnell in other parts

of the country indicated that the reversal
occurred after grade five and before grade seven
or eight.

Language-arts teachers in Grade 7 need to emphasize
the development of oral communication skills. Such
emphasis should begin in the late years of elemen-
tary school.

The variables of measured intelligence and socio-
economic status influence the development of
language skill in writing more than in speech.
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The lower groups in both classifications were often
isolated from the rest of the groups. The isola-
tion was more frequent in writing than in speech.
The variation of results between media indicated
that students in the lower groups have the ability
to control syntax as effectively but not as fre-
quently as their peers.

(4) Bilingual students possess the ability to control
syntax effectively when given an abundance of time
in which to think. They control syntax better in
writing than in speech. The ability is present.
But the bilingual student cannot use his ability
as quickly as the monolingual student.

(5) The variable of sex does not influence development
of syntactic control sufficiently to be worthy of
consideration.

(6) The T-unit is nc more effective than the clause

in discriminating among sub-groups within a single
grade level.

Recommendations for Instruction

In view of the data presented in this study, several
recommendations seemed important to improvement of instruction
in Grade 7. However, the recommendations stated here apply
only to the school system and the sample studied. Replication
of the study in other systems would be necessary for broader

applications of these recommendations.

(1) Language-arts teachers and supervisors should
emphasize development of oral language skills
in Grade 7. The oral skills which at one time
far surpassed the writing skills have fallen
behind by the end of Grade 6.

(2) Language-arts curricula should avoid teaching
definitions of grammatical entities such as noun,
pronoun, noun clause, etc. The 3tudents used
such nominal structures adequately.

(3) The students who have low I.Q. scores and who come
from the Lower-Lower Class should receive training
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in the following areas: (a) Use of modifiers in
both media~-especially adjectives and preposi-
tional phrases; (b) Use ~f coordinate nominals;
and (c) Use of sentence-combining transformations.

(L) Those students in the Upper-Lower Class and the
I.Q. 80-89 groups should receive training in the
use of sentence-combining transformations.

(5) The upper class students should be used as teacher
aides in order to develop their critical skills
more fully and to give weaker students more indi-
vidual help.

(6) Bilingual students should receive training in the
elimination of garbled expressions in both media.

(7) Bilingual students should receive extensive train-
ing in oral communication skills in the following
areas: (a)! Use of nominal modifiers; and
(b) Expression oi nominal relationships with main
clause coordinators, coordinate nominals, and
sentence-combining transformations.

Reconmendations for Further Study

In view of the results of this study, several recommenda-
tions seemed important to further research.

(1) Replication of this study in other school systems
would be important to further the establishment of
normative data.

(2) Replication of this study in other school systems
would be important to further establish the
influence on language ability by the variables of
measured intelligence, socioeconomic status, and
bilingualism.

(3) Further research needs to consider measurements
of linguistic ability which are more discrimina-
tory than T-units or clauses within a single grade.
While such measurements may be effective in dis-
criminating among grade levels, they seem to lack
sufficient precision to differentiate adequately
among sub-groups within the same grade level.

(4) Further research needs to use heterogeneous groups
to establish whether the T-unit or the clause is
the superior measurement of language ability.
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(5) The effect of student bilingualism on teacher
attitudes toward the student deserves exploration.
Change in the teacher's attitude toward teaching
the bilingual student may depend on whether the
teacherts attitude is affected by the student's
skill in speaking and/or writing.
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APPENDIX A
SAMPLES OF QUESTIONS USED FOR WRITING

What is your opinion about drugs?
Should pets be penned up?
Deseribe your most frightening experience.

Briefly describe what the story was about in
your book report.

If you could change one thing at Memorial
Junior High, what would you change and why?

Do you think teachers give too much homework?
If so, why?

%ﬁogld we have schcol twelve months each year?
&4

Why do you think water and/or air pollution
is bad?

Describe your most embarrassing moment.

Do you think smoking is bad? Why?
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APPENDIX B
SAMPLES OF INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
1. What kind of pets do you have, and what inter-

esting things do they do?

2. What do you do when school is out in the after-
noon? During summer vacation?

3. What exciting things happened on your last
vacation or trip?

L. Why do you like Boy Scout/Girl Scout camp?

5. What subject in school do you like best and why?
£. What do you dislike mest about school and why?
7. What happened at the last football game?

8. Tell me the story of the last book report you
gave.,

9. Tell me about your favorite T.V. show.
10. Tell me about your favorite movie.

11. What is Kour best friend like, and what do you
do together?

12, What is the difference between going to junior
high and elementary school?
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APPENDIX C

CLASSIFICATION OF OCCUPATIONS

LEVEL 1

Phycician

Dentist

Lawyer

University Professor

LEVEL 2

Engineer (mechanical, industrial)
Pharmacist

Mgr. Insurance Agency
Commissioned Officer in Military
Veterinarian

Building Contractor

Minister

School Administrator

LEVEL

Teacher, Librarian
Railroad Engineer
Civil Service Director
Department Store Head
Mgr. Furniture Store
Mgr. Small Store
Draftsman

Secretary

LEVEL 4

Machinist
Carpenter
Bookkeeper
Policeman

Railroad Conductor
Postman

Plumber
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LEVEL 5

Deliveryman
Practical Nurse

Factory Machine Operator

Shipping Clerk
Technician

LEVEL 6

Auto mechanic
Barber

Painter
uanper

AW &

Cook

Store Clerk

Truck Driver

Laundry Worker
Filling Station Att.
Taxi Driver

Yardman

Cowboy

NCOt's in Military
Railroad Station Hand

LEVEL 7

Bartender
Waiter
Janitor
Porter

Weight Checker

LEVEL 8

Public Relief



APPENDIX D

CLASSIFICATION OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

LEVEL 1:
LEVEL 2:
LEVEL 3:

LEVEL 4:
LEVEL 5:¢
LEVEL 6:
LEVEL 7:
LEVEL 8:

Advanced college degree
Graduate of a four-year college program

Some college training but not a college
graduate

High School graduate

Completed grades 10 or 11
Completed grade 7, &, or 9
Completed grade 6 or less

Never attended school
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