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% ‘ ~ ABSTRACT
Narrative and Expository writing samples were collected
from a matched sample of male and female university studénts

-~

stuq}ing in the Science and Arts. faculties at Carleton
U;iversity, Otﬁawa,- and aqaly;ed throdgh the means of
syntactic and fhetorical instruments.in order to deterﬁine the
effects of the independent variables faculty,;mode and séx on
syntactiélperfofmaﬁce and the relationship between syntactic.
performance and.judgments oft rhetorical quality. Areas for

further research into the effects of discourse . mode and

faculty on syntactic performance are identified.
¢
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

LY

1.1 Preliminary Remarks

f

Psycholinguistic studies have/:;;ditionally maintained a
speech primacy position, treating development in writing as a

reflection of overall language development. There are, how-

~ever, important differences between the spoken and written

modes of discourse. Newman and Horowitz (1965) point to these

differences when they conclude:

Although writing and speaking can represent each
other, that fact should not be taken to mean that
they are aspects of each other. Writing and
speaking share in the manifestation and communica-
tion of language. Otherwise they are fundamentally
different - as modes of verbal Fformulation and
expression, as psychological aspects of the person,
and as channels of communication.

oo (p. 164)

r

The following have been recognized as '‘distinctive charac-

. teristics of wrfting:

1.. Writing is acquired differently than speech. Spoken
language develops both earlier and faster. 'Wherea; humans are
biologically adapted for sﬁeech and acguire 1t natur%lly,
writing is a "schooled" language, éne that must be learned
through careful instruction (Olson, - 1977, 1978; Barritt &

Kroll, 1978; Bereiter, 1980).
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‘2. Writing draws on different cognitive and motor skills

than speaking does. Hriting- is a more cdmplex activi%y,
demandi;g integration of the working of hand, eye' and brain
(Emig, 1977, 1980). 1In aghition, the physical process of
writing slows down the productioh of -wgitten< discourse,
causing ideas to run ahead of words and oftén @apsing loss of
meaning, - particulariy ’in the: case of- younger wriézrs.
SpeakKing, on the other hand, is "a much more fluent, automatic

mode of expression" (Barritt & Kroll,; 1978:50).

é. $péaking and wriﬁihg are distinguished by immediacy of
-audienée. Speakers can rely on "feedback" from their
audience, whereasfwritefs cannot. Instegd, they must éontend
with éddréssing unknown readers with uhknown\ states of
knowledge in gnknbwn contexts. This lgaas to writers'
adopting what Of?%n (1977; QOlson & Nickers&k, 3978)'refers to
as "essayist" techniqﬁé - a form of discourse characterized by
logical' entailment rather than reference to the experience

shared by writer and reader.

4, Writing may require and consequently foster a
different kind of thought from that involved in speaking
(Vygotsky, 1962; Goody & Watt, 1963; Havelock, 1973; Olson,
1977, 1978; 3Bereiter, 1980). Vyéotsky (1962) has theorized-
that ' speaking and writing are essentially difierent
psychological processeﬁxwhich use different cognitive pathwﬁys

w .

.
]
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to translate thought -into expression. He uses the term "inner
* "speech"™ to designate the verbal thought that precedes
.expression: '

]

Written. language demands conscious work because its
relationship to inner speech is different from that
of oral speech: the latter +9precedes inner speech
and presupposes its existence (the act of writing
implying ‘a translation from inner speech)....The
change from maximally compact inner speech to
maximally detailed dwritten speech requires what.
might be called delibetrate semantics - deliberate

. structuring of the web of méaning. -

| (Vygotsky, 1962:99-100) -

Although filled with implications for differences between
speaklng and wrltlng at the psychologlcal level Vygotsky's "’
hypothe51s, that writing bears a dlfferent relationship to

inner speech, has yvet to be thoroughly ;nvestigated (Qritton,

1970; Barritt & Kroll, 1978).

- -

5. Writing 1is chgracterized‘ by the. use of written
language,-one of the recognized subsystems of human verbal
behavioﬁrl Written language dist;nguishes itself from. spcken
language in théf it is usually more compact, contains more
eiaboratély specified subjects, shows less regional variation
than spoken language, and ﬁés a different distribution of
linguistic devices and usage. In addition, written discourse
involves conventions which are not pertinent to spoken

discourse - paragraph 1ndentatlon, punctuatlon, spelling, etc.

(Gleason, 1965; Allen, 1972; Bereiter, 1980)



6. Written _language and spbken languagg are. pre-
dominantlf but not excluéively‘linkgd to different modalities
(Bereiter,' 1980). Written 1language ma& be spoken, as in
giving a dictation, and spok;n language may be writ#en, as in
composing dialogue. Through a comﬁarative analysis of spoken
and written discourse, Tahnén (1982) demonstrates that
features which have been 'identified as characterizing oral
discourse are als¢o found in written discoﬁrse, and that
quintessentially literary devices (repetition of sounds and
words, use of rythm) are present in ‘o;ﬁinary spontaneoué

conversation.:

7. Because-wr;ttén discourse, unlike spoken discourse, is
a permanent recdrd of verbal behaviouf, it may be shaped ahd
'reshaped. Thus, writing lends itself to the development of
craftsmanlike skills that speaking does not (Olson, 1977;'
Olson & Nickerson, 1978; Bereiter, 1980). For the same reason
writing lends itself to complex productions (i.e. sonnets,
novels, ;cholarly works) which would be extremely difficult to
pfoduce ?h‘theloral mode (Bereiter, 1980).

@

These seven differences between the spoken and written
médes of discourse clearly establish the imporéance of
investigating writing on its own, as one manifestatioh of

human verbal behaviour which is distinet from speéch.



_1.2 Background: - Studies Investigating the Development. of

» Writing Abilities

J.

Writing has only recently become the suﬁjeéf of formal
research{-re¥atively little ig known about the factors which
influence the development of writing abirities, a?d even . less
aﬁout the facﬁors which . interact with writing performance.
Initial investigations into the development of writing

abilities have focused on.e;plicating the concept of syntactic

'maturity in writing. and on establishing the syntactic

correlates of a mature style.

antactic maturity has been identified as increased
syntactic complexity; researchers such as Hunt (1965, 1977),
O'Donnell et al. (1967) and Loban (1976) have drawn one major

conclusion: the older the individual . is, the nore

transformationally complex his written syntax will be.

The studiés cited above have‘all employed a common set of
indices to- measure syntactic maturity, based on the minimal
terminable unit (T-unit).1 Accofding to Hunt, who introduced

the measure, a T-unit is "one main clause plus any subordinate

1Although Loban termed the unit of measure he used a
"communication unit", his definition of a communication unit
is identical to Hunt's definition of a T-unit (Loban,
1976:9). .
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clause 'or non-clausal structure - that is attached to or

embedded in it" (Hunt, 1974:2). Crowhurst (1980) notes:

-

a need’' for such an index is obvious: it can be
almost as easily .-calculated for 1long discourse
samples as mean sentence length, and it is believed
to be more reliable across writers than mean
sentence length, whiech ¢an vary according to
punctuation skill or practice and writing style. -

(p. T2)

Hunt (1965) investigated 1000-word samples of the free
writing of school children in grades 4, 8 and 12, and the

writing of skilled adults who published in The Atlantic and

- Barper's. ‘He di§covered that as children -get older, their
‘mean T=unit* length increases as a function of iearning to
write longer clauses and of including more clauses per‘I—unit.
Hunt- further reported that skilled adults tend to write longer
clauses tha& grade 12 students, 'although the mean number of

clauses per T-unit tends to stabilize by grade 12.

In the 0'Donnell study (1967) writing samples collected
from children in grades 3, 5 and 7 were analyzed using Hunt's

T~unit. The investigator's findings confirmed Hunt's; at

every grade level mean T-unit length, mean clause length and -

mean number of clauses per T-unit increased.

In his twelve-year longitudinal study of'written and oral

‘language development, Loban (1976) found steady trends in
-

-

indicators of quantity and complexity in verbal output,

I8



7' .
notably mean T-unit length a}d mean number of clauses per
T-unit. Mean number of words per clause was found to be g
less reliable measure of syntactie matunxty, howcverh‘for as
the students matured they mcved away“frcmlwusing finife

. \ R \

dependent structures,. which tend to be longer, to \usmng

‘ncn finite clausal embeddings, whlch tend to. be more compact.
AThlS study 1ndlcates that in order_pc pexnp;e tc,accurﬁpely
assess ‘syntnctic maturity, clause. tfpcnﬁmust ‘be_:takennléntof‘y

..j:-. . \“

account.

Hunt (1977) reported results from a number of re—wrltlng"
experiments involving school-age chlldren in grades 37 through'
12 and skilled adults. Experlmental input was ccntnclled;
subjects were given a 1list of sentenccsc_}each sénténcey
containing only one S-constituent, énd asked Eo combine them
into .a paragraph. Hunt's research confirmed his previous
findings {(discussed above), as well ad Loban's observation
that as writers mature they use'incrcasingly morc non—finite_
embeddings. gunt further identified a high 1nc1dence of
conjoined structures as diagnostic of less mature syntax and
a high incidence of finite dependent structures as diagnostic
of an intermediate stage in written -langucge development,

characteristic of students in grades 6 through 9.

With the limited exception of the effects of sentence

combining instruction on syntactic maturity scores (0'Hare,
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1971; Kerek et al:,' 1980) the . development of \;riting
abilities beyond secondary school has been largely ignored,
due to tﬁe general assumptlon that the writing abllltles of
normal studgnts are mature by the timq'they complete their
secondary schdol education. Given that late adolescence and
early adulthood are ﬁeridds of extraordinary intellectual and
cognitive growth (Piaget, 1972), it is to be expected that
,writing .abiliiies, whiceh ‘draw. on psychological 'skills and
cognitive résources, wpu;d show éimiiar growth at this time.
~ Recent 'investigations of student and professional syntax
(Freedman & Pringle, 1980;.Pringb, -&9?9, 1980, 1981) have
suggested that students' writing abilities do indeed mature
-throughout their post-secondary careers, and beyond into their
adult years, as increasingly more éuccgspful gttémpts are made
to replicate the kind of writing  expected of one working

within a particular field.

In a paper presented at the N.C.T.E. Convefition, 1976,
Pringle discusses the differences between 13th (grade 13) and
16tk (third-year university) year student writing in four
disciplines: History, Geography, Biology _and' English. An
analysis of the synta; on the basis of an instrument scoring
-over 180 syqtactic variables shows that there are differences
by both discipline and level, suggesting both developmental

changes over time “and increasingly more successful replication
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of disciplide-specific characteristics. In a subsequent paper’
delivered -at the Conference on College Composition and
Communication, 1980; Pringte describes a case study of the
syntactic development of one student, baéed on an analysis of
" all out-of-class wrifing assignments undertaken for academic
purposes bven a five-year period. Once again differences by
discipline and level are apparent. In "Student and
Pbofessional'Writing in Four Disciplines,™ a paper presenteq
at the Conference on College Composition and Communication,
1981, Pringle discusses tﬁe results of a study which comparéd
the writing of third-year university students in History,
Geography, Biology and'English to professional writing déawn
from journals in the same fields; once again différences'in
the cholce of syntactic structures made by students and
professionals, according to the field in which they werei

"Wwriting, were delineazted.

These studies imply that, as students’ at the university
level prpceed through their education, they_ aim with
increasing success at some model. These studies suggest that
what 1s involved 1is essentially a continuation of the normal
modes of language acquisition at a more advanced level: just
as small childreﬁ work out the linéuistic structure of their
native language‘as they are exposed to it, and replicate it

with inc¢creasing success, within the constraints of

-
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developmental patterns and, presumably, universal gnghmar, S0
too -students writing at an advanced level work out for
themselves what islégpected of them'iinguistically,‘refining
details of tgeir ‘already well-established linguistic

competence until they‘can perform according to expectations.

1.3 The Effect of Discourse Mode on Syntactic Performance

The one féctor wh;ch has been positively identified as
affecting syntactic performance is discours; mode. A number
-0of studies have found that sy;tactic complexity is greafer in
expository writing than in narration (San Jose, 1973;.Perron,'
19775 Crowhurst, & P%che,‘1979). Cbowhu}ét and Piche found
that T-unit lehgtq;was significantly greater in argumentation,
one type of expogition, than in narration in'both'grades 6 and
10, and also that T-_u;it. length did not increase significantly
bétween grades b and (10 in- the narrative mode. They suggest
that the structure of equéition in general, and argumentation
in particular, inherently requires the interﬁeiatiénship of
propositions, and that this. is. expressed syntactically b;

inereased subordination of clauses and less<than-clausal

elements.

In a study of the semantic and syntactic correlates of
. their modes of discourse, Harris and Witte (1980) 1ink

narration with action, perception and the passage of time.
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. The p:incipél syntactice variables - which théy associate with
narration are verbs and adverbs. They state:
The semantic category time is mést visible in
tense/mood/aspect distinctions assoclated with
verbs, sentential adverbs of time, and adverbial
phrases,_ and clauses of time. The category place
appears in locative phrases and adjectives...action,

represented by verbs and action nominals, is
inherently assoc¢iated with narration.
(p. 95)

Harris and Witte.do not include the category exposition
in " their theory of the modes of discourse, but other
researéhers have identified inc;eased frequency of modals
(Pringle, 1980) and finite advérbial clauses of conditicon and
’cdncession (Hunt, 1977) as characteristic of the exposiéory

mode.

Crowhurst (1980) . examined the relationship Dbetween
syntacti¢ maturity scores 'and quality ratings (holistie
scores) of narrative and expository writing of pupils in
grades 6, 10 "and 12. She found that quality ratings varied
according to mode: Expository discourse of high syntactic
complexity was rated higher than expository discourse of low
syntactic complexity, buf narrative discourse of  high
syntactic complexity was not Eated higher than narrative
discourse of low syntactic complexity. This study clearly
ifdicates that mode, as well as determining specific feature;

of surface syntax, determines our perceptions of rhetorical
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quality; we have different -expectations of the degree of

syntactic pomplexity réquired depending on the discourse mode.

-
-

114 The Research Problem
-

Preliﬁinary investigations by Freedman‘ and Pringle
kdiscussed above)_have revealed quantitative differences in
the syntactic performance of university students on academic
writing tasks, and qualitative features _ of syntactie .
performance which appear ﬁo be discipline~specifie. Whether
thesq ‘results reflect differeﬁdes in subject matter or
disdoursea'purpose of the writing samples . analyzed, or
different stylistic mannerisms particular to academic writing
only, or whether they reflect cognitive differences in the way
that writers from different. disciplines c¢hoose to encode
information is not c¢lear. They do, however, raise questions
whi?h have 1important theoretical implicatgoné for further
research into the development of writing abiiities, as wel; as
for ’the fields of linguistics, education and cognitive

psychology.

.What factors influence a university student's performance
on a writing task which is non-academic in nature? Is one's
performance determined by one's academic background? Cén
discipline~specific cﬁaracteristics be detected in student

writing regardless of the‘tdpic? What relationships pertain
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be;weén faeEors which; inf}uénce syntactic performance,
. Judgtments of‘rheto}ical quality and correlates of syntactic
maturity?l These are but a few of the questions which writing
research must answer before emﬁirically testable hypotheses
caﬁ be_formulated'and inﬁestigated more formally.

1.5 The Present Study

L]

'Thelaim‘bf the present study was to compare tﬁe syntactice
performance of uhiversity students from two different
disciplines on two non-academic writing tasks in Idifferent
modes (narrative and expository) .in order to determine how:
their performance differed and whether discipline—specific'
characteristics could be delingated. Syntactic performance
and_rhetorigal quality Jjudgements were c¢ompared in order to
determine how they interact. The design of this study is
descriptive rather than experimental in ngture, but
noneﬁheless it has an ecologicai validity, for we are still at
the stage in writing research of attempting to identify those
factors which influence syntactie performance, and of

attémpting to describe how those factors interact.

1.5.1 The Dependent:-Variables

Syntactic performance in writing research has been

‘traditionally measured by syntactic matuﬁity scores, based on
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T-unit -analysis, and frequency &ournts of various iinds of
clause types (Bereiter, 1980). The'syntactic instrument used

for analysis (Appendix A) 1is based on the instrument of

analysis used by Freedman'and Pringle in their'studies, and is
more detailed than most, syntactic instruﬁents produced to
date. It provide§ for a raw frequedcy ﬁount of 189 syntactic
variébles which have Dbeen identified as diagnostic of
syntactic mﬁturity, and which- have all been operationally
defined so Ehat identification and verification are easy, and-
:, reliability very High. The analysis includes basic counts for
~words, seﬁﬁences, and T-units; all finite auxiliary
strgctures, including modals and passives; the depth oé

embé@ding for all finite and non-finite c¢lause \typesi and

rangé of clause types.

Rﬁetorical quality Jjudgements are traditionally measured
by holistic scores (Crowhurst, 1980). One problem presented
with this type of analysis is that it is inherently subjective
‘and, as a result,  experimentally uncontrollable. In this
study an attempt was made:.to isclate rhetorical variables
which might significantly affect . rhetorical quality
- judgements. The rhetorical instrument (Appendix B) includes
quality ratings for 5 rhetorical variables, unity,
organization,. development, overall stylistic effectiveness and

coherence. Pringle and Freedman (1980) have identified these
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variables as being rhet?ricaily significéht; they are defined
iﬁ terms of rhetorical scales (Appendix C). Holistic scores
were computed by summing the ratings aséigned to eaéh of the

rhetorical wvariables.

The experimenter was responsible for the syntactic
analysis; because holistic scoring is a subjective technique,'

an experienced rater was employed to undertake the rhetorical

- analysis. The reasons for employing an experienced rater who

»

was independent of the experimenter are two-fold:

1. éssigning rhetorical quality judgements which are-
consistent across groups requires training (Cooper,
1977);

2. rhetorical quality = judgements assigned by the

experimenter would be suspect on the grounds that the
experimenter could identify the writing samples with the
individual subjects and the groups to which they
belonged.

1.5.2 The Independent Variables Controlled For‘

Various studies have indicated that there are
correlations between writing abilities, as they are measured
by syntactic maturity scores, and

‘\ -
i. discipline (Freedman & Pringle, 1980; Pringle, 1979,

1980, 1981);

2.* discourse mode (San Jose, 1973; Peron, 1977; Crowhurst &
Piche, 1979%; Crowhurst, 1980);

3. sex (Barritt & Kroll, 1978; Ldban, 1976);
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y, age (Hunt, 1965, 1977; O'Donnell et ai., 1967; Loban,
1976; Crowhurst, 1980); .

5. socio-economic class-home environment (O0'Donnell et al.,
1967; Britton, 1970); :

6. I.Q. (O'Hare, 1971; Loban, 1976). Y

This study investigated the interaction of three of these
variables. Discipline was re-defined as faculty, siance
discipline'specific characteristics would présumably be even
‘more evident across faculties. The discourse modes chosen for
comparison were narration and exposition; séx was controlled

for by using a matched sample of males and females.

We were unable to control for socio-economic class-home
environment, age or I.Q. per se. Ottawa is, however, a
"government town", with no heavy industry and little poverty,
and the socio-economic level of students attending Carleton
University is uniformly high. All of the students included in
-the matched sample had entered University directly from high
school, and had been enrolled at Carleton for at least four
terms. So¢ although it was nop possible pp individually match
the . subjects for age, their ages fell within a restricted
rangé (19-23), and it was felt that random éelection of the
sample from this group would prdvide an adequate control.
Grade-Point-Average (G.P.A.) was substituted for I.Q. ‘as a

control measure; subjects were matched on a group basis. .
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1.5.3 Weaknesses of the Design

This kind of'study réises serious statistical problems.
The number of primary variables is indrdinately large, so that
large samplé sizes are required to rule out Type.1-érrors.
The difficulty.of finding suitable subjects amd matching the
sﬁbject sample limited the sample size in this study to 14
students from each faculty. Since.fhe'study is &an explorapory

one, this was considered adequate for our purposes, however.

In addition, the area within which significant

variability is conceivable is very slight. Crystal and Davy
S _

t1969) have noted:

r

...any piece of discourse contains a large number of
features wich are diffidult to relate to specific
variables in the original extra-linguistic context,
even though they may be felt to have some stylistic
value. The majority of 1linguistic features 1in
English have very 1little or no predictive power,
that 4is, they are ambiguous indications of the
situational variables in the extra-linguistic
context in which they are used, '

- (p. 62)

For this reason, most surface syntactic features which the
instrument ~provides a co&nt for and mdst rhetorical wvariables
would not be expected ﬁb-differ significantly, either across
discourse modes, .nor aéross faculties. Until an extensive
sample has been analyzed in order to determine which variables

do not differ significantly, it will be impossible to discuss
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with aay confidence the significajze—:hk any variation which
seems to point to diseipline-specific or ;odal ch&racterisﬁics
in university students’ writing. But, once again, fhis is an
exploratory study, and designed to point to areas for future

~investigation and research. :

1.6 Summary , L

i Within the area of current psycholinguistic research into.
w;iting abilitiee, we have identified the specific area of
interest for‘this‘study viz: ;he effect of the independent
vaﬁiables feculty, mode apd'sex on syntactic performance, and
the relationship of rhetorieal quality'jgdgemente to syntactic
peﬁforéance; Reasons were given for‘choosing the dependent
variables and weaknesses in the design of this study were

-

discussed.
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CHAPTER II: METHOD

2.1 Design

&£
Two, ﬁimed L?riiing tasks were assigned to a matched
sampl; of fourth-year Science and Arts students studying at
Carleton University,i Ottawa. Writing éample§ were then
'énalyzed through thelmegns of a syntactic instrument and a

rhetorical instrument in order to compare the syntactic

performance of each group on each task.

ted

2.2 Subjects

One Science course (Biology 61.335) and one Arts course
(Linguisties 29.485) were canvassed for paild voluntéers who
were native-speakers of English and who had:been educated in
Engligg,/\Courses to be canvassed were selected on the basis °
of student enrcllment and thg co-operation of the professors
teaching those courses, Students were screened.fo; fourth-
year standing, whiech was defined as having completed a minimum
of ten courses in their faculty. Twenty subjects from each
course were tested. A sample' of twenty-eight students

(fourteen from the Faculty of Science and fourteen from the

Faculty of Arts) was then selected.

Subjects were matched for sex (seven males and seven

females in each group) in order to control for differences
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attributablé to sex. Subjects were alsp matched for grade-
.point . average (G.P.A.). Thé average G.P.A. scores for -the
Faculty of Science and the Faculty of Arts differed. by .1
(Science: 7.6; Arts: 7.7), which was not considered

significant for our purposes.

There - were, then, two major subgroups -- males and
. females from: the Faculty of Science (14), and males and

females from the Faculty of Arts (14),

2.3 Procedure

Subjects were asked to write for twenty minutes edch on
Topics 4 and B dﬁring one. forty-five minute writing session.
Topic A (narrative) was administered first:

Describe an event in your life that didn't turn out

the way you thought it would.

Topic B (expository) was administered after a five-minute
break:

University students have recently been describved as R

"funetionally illiterate". Should all university v

students be required to pass an English composition
requirement before being graduated?

The two tasks were administered %o subjects at their con-

venience on an individual basis during regular school hours.

-
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Reasons for the ordering of Topics & énd B are two=-fold:

(i) Since syntactic and rhetorical competence are
achieved .earliest in ‘the narrative nmode,
subjects would be less inhibited writing in the
easier of the two modes first; hence, Topic A
was administered first. -

~

(ii) Since the problem addressed "in Topic B would
cause heightened awareness of subjects' writing
‘abilities, Topic B was administered second.

All the gubjects were told .that they were representing
their respective facultiés, Science énd Arts, and that their
writing samples were being'used to compére their choice of
grammatical structures in written discourse. Topic A was then
presented and any questions about the task were answered by
the experimenter. After twenty minutes, writing on Topic A
was terminated. Following.a five-minute break, Topiec B was

administered Jjust as Topic & had been.

Subjects were paid five dollars each at the end of the
writing session.

-

2.4 Materials

Two writing samples (one personal narrative and one
expository) were produced by each shbject in response to
Topies A and B (see 2.3).

-
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Each writing sample was subjected to two analyses:

(1) an analysis of surface syntactic structure by means of

the syntaétic instrument (Appendix A).

(ii) an analysis of rhetofica§ features by means of _the

rhetorical instrument (Appendix B).

3

2.4.1 Syntact;c Instrument

The .syntactic instruﬁent' is- subdivided inte eight
sections (A-H). Subset A includes demographic data and raw
counts of words, sentenceé aﬁd T-units. Subset B 1is concerned
with the details of the auxiliary system of eQery finite
clause, incldding raw counts of all modal, active-transitive
and passive verbs. Pringle (1981:7) has noted that fhese
syntactic variables are highly sensitive to certain aspects of

how different subjects differ in the way they handle the

données of their particular discipline. .

The remaining six subseté of the syntactic instrument
focus on details of clausal Structuge. Subset C provides for
counts of all-conjoidings of independent clauses at the level
of the'auxiliary and the predicate. Subset D provides for raw
frequency counts of all possible types of finite dependent
clause;\in English and, in cases where mobility of the clause

type with respect t£o the subordinate structure has proven
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significag;! allows for further breakdown of the clguse types,
according to their position with respect to the suberofdinate
structure. . Subset E prévides for a similar raw frequency
count of all possible types of non-finite dependent clausal
structures embedded in independent clauses, ohce again broken

down according to their. position with respect to the

-". superoordinate structure when that is relevant; Subset F

provides for an identical’ count of all non-finite c¢lausal

structuées embedded in dependent clauses. Subset G provides
for a count of instances of finite embeddings at the secondary
and tertiary levels. The last subset of the syntactlc
instrument (H) examines the rangé of. finite and non-finite
depe;deht' stru;tures used, regardless of the frequency of

pa¥ticular .structures.

The syntactic instrumenﬁ, then, provides a framework for
an extremely detailed analysis of surface structure clausal
features and auxiliary systems used in the writing samples.
collected. | New variables have been computed from the raw

variables: the raw instances of particular clause types, for

. example, were divided by the total number of T-units in order

to be expressed as propoﬁtions.
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2.4.2 Rhetorical Instrument

-t

The rhetoricai instrument used (Appendix B) is what
Cooper (fb??)_r@fers'towgs a holistic'analytig instrument: a
set of rhetorical critéﬁia are specified, and each writing
sample 1is 'évaluatgd agpord;ng to these criterié; It 1is
broadly based on the Diederich instrument of evaluation, and
is similar to. many other evaluation measures employedi in
writing research (Cboper: 19?7; Bailey et al., 1980; Freedman
et al., 1980).

The rhetorical instrument specifies five rhetorical

criteria drawn from conventional wisdom about composition:

1. Unity - Does a clearly stated thesis prevail throughout the

composition?

2. Organization - Does the composition include a logical order

of presentation?

3. Development - Does the composition include supporting
details? o |
4. Overall Stylistic Effectiveness - Is the composition

enjoyable to read?

5. Coherence - Does the writing flow, or is it choppy and

incoherent?



Each of theée eriteria .are described- in terms of
specified points on a five-point scale (Appendix C). An
experienced .rater rgted each writing sample with respect to.
Athese five cfiteria. In addition, an overall holistic¢c score
was computed for each ﬁriting sample by summing the five

rhetorical criteria scores. - -
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CHAPTER IXX: RESULTS

3.1 Statistical Analysis

Each of the dependent variables of the sjntactic
instrument (Appendix A: variables 5-194) and the rhetorical
instrument (Appendix B: variables 5-105 was considered as a
random separate variable; raw.frequencies were computed for
each variable. Scores on these variables were then. used to

test fo} the effects of the independent variables: faculty,

" .mode and sex. The 56 writiné samples were classified

according to the purpose of the particular test. The tests

were aimed at comparing the relationship Dbetween the:

independent and dependent variables in each of the four groups
- male and female Science students writing in the narrative

and expository ﬁodes, and male and female Arts students

"writing in the narrative and expository modes.

3.2 t=-Tests

Writing samples c¢ollected from the matched Vsample. of
Séience and Arts students were considered aslpaired according
‘to mode (narrative or expository), faculty (Science or Arts)
and sex. A series of t-Tests (with 26 degrees of freedom
(d.f.)) was used to test for differences in means in each of
the raw vgriables of the syntactic instrument and various

computed variables (variables grouped according to clause type

1
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.and variables computed. to expréss prOportioné). A secoﬁd'
series of t-Tests (with '26 d.f.) was used to test for
differences in means on each of the rhétorical criteria
specified on thg rhetorical instrument, as weil as differences
in means on holistic scores. Means for male and female
Science students and male and female Arts students writihg in

the same mode were compared in the same'way (with 12 d.f.).

An across-groups coﬁparison of means of Science and Arts
students writiné in the same mode was conducted; In this case
the independent variable ﬁas‘ faéﬁity; indeﬁéndent variables
whieh were controlled for were mode, sex and G.P.A. (see Tableﬁ

3.1,

Means of Science and Arts students writing in‘both modes
were compared wifhin groups in order to discern differences
attributable to mode. In this case the independent variable
was mode; independent variables which were controlled for were
faculty and sex. Subjects were.not matched for G.P.A. (see

Table 3.2).
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.

Table 3.1

t-Tests for Differences in Means

-

SGroups
Classification Criteria No. of Cases
Science Narrative : 14
Arts Narrative 14
28
Science Expository ‘ 14
Arts Expository | . 14
28
Table 3.2
t-Tests for Differences in Means

Groups .

Classification Criteria No. of Cases
Science Narrative 14
Science Expository . ' 14

28
Arts Narrative ' 14
Arts Expository 14
28

In order to discern differences attributable to sex,
across and within group comparisons of means for males and
females writing in the same mode were conducted. In the

across-groups comparison, the independent variable was
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faculty; independent variables which were. controlied for were
mode, sex and G.P.A. (see Table 3.3): In the within-groups
comparison, thé. independent variable was, sex; independént
variables which were controlled for were faculty anﬁ mode (sge

Table 3.4).

Table 3.3

t-Tests for Differences in Means

Groups
Classification Criteria ' No. of Cases
Science Narrative (males) . 7
Arts Narrative (males) -7
T8
Science Narrative (females) 7
Arts Narrative (females) 7
T \
Science Expository (males) T
Arts Expository (males) , 7
14
Science Expository (females) 7
r
Arts Expository (females) 7
75




Table33.4

t-Tests for Differences in Means

“

Groups o -
Classification Criteria No. of Cases
Science Narrative (males) - I //’ﬂ
Science Narrative (females) ' 7
. : 15
Science Expository (males) 7
Science Expository (females) 7
R0
Arts Narrative (males) 7
Arts Narrative {(females) 7
5
Arts ‘Expository (males) 7
Arts Expository (females) 7
. 5

=«

In order to facilitate comparison of ‘the four groups .
being considered, significant results for all groups will be
reported according to the subeclassification of the raw

vayiables on the syntactie and rhetorical instruments.
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3.3 Syntactic Variables

- 3.3.1 Syntactic Variables: Words, Sentences and T-Units

Means for raw scores of words, sentences and T-units are
consistently higher for Sciénce students than for Arts
students (see Table 3.5). A comparison of Science and Arts
narratives reveals a significant difference in means for all
three variables; words: t (26 d.f.) = 2.35, p < . 05;
sentences: t (26 d.f.) = 2.45, p < .05; T-units: ¢t (26 d.f.)
= 2.20, p < .05. In the expository mode, howéver, there is a
significant difference for words only, t (26 d.f.) = 3.56, §-<
.01, |

Means for both Science and Arts students é;e higﬁer in
the narrative than the expository mode. Less variation is
shown in a comparison of Arts students' writing across modes:
there are ﬁo significant differences. Science students®
ﬁriting compared across modes reveals a significant difference

for sentences, t (26 4.f.) = 2.41, p < .05, and T-units, t (26

d.f. = 3.26, p < .01, but not for words.

The computed variables %#Words/T-unit and %T-units/
Sentence show signfficant” differences for Science students'
writing across modes only (see Table 3.6); %Words/T-unit: ¢t
(26 d.fi) = 3.93, p' < .01; %T-units/Sentence: t (26 d.f.) =

3.03, p < .01, Although the direction of change for these
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variables remains constant for Science -and Arts students,

-

means for Arts students are much closer, indicating a more

consistent style across modes.

Female Science aﬁd Arts'studentS'consistently'used more
words, aﬁd T-units than their male counterparts (see Table
3.7), providing limited evidence for the .commonly held‘belief
that females tend to be moré fluent writers than males. Once
again thefe waé less vafiation in means for male and female
Afts students when compared across modes; there are no
significant differences to report. A comparison of ﬁale anﬁ
fémale Science students' writing reveals two significant
differences, however: female Science students  wrote
significantly more words in the expository mode, t {12 d.f.) =
2.9, p < .65, and significantly more sentences 1in the

narrative mode, t (12 d.f.) = 2.71, p < .05.

3.3.2 Syntaectic Variables: Finite Auxiliaries

Mode appears to be far more important in determining
combinations of finite auxiliaries used (Subset B, subsection
a of the syntactic instrument) than faculty, for a comparison
of means across faculties'reveals no significant differences

(see Table 3.8).
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sBoth Science and Arts students employed mpfe Tense +
Modal constructions in the expository mode, at the .01 level
of significance, thad in the narrative mode; S;ience students:
t (26 d.f.) = é.ST, p < .01; Arts students: t (26 d.f;) =
14.69,‘p < .01. Conversely, both groups employed more Tense +
Have EN constructions in the narra£ive mode than in the
expository mode, at the .05 level of significancé; Science
students: t (26 d.f.) = 2.34, p < .bSE-Arts students: t (26
-d.f.) = 2.1, p < .05. Science students also employed

significantly more, Tense'+ Modal + Have EN constructions in

. ¢ o
the narrative mode, t (26 d.f.) = 2.46, p. < .05.

The direction of changé fof the méans of Science and Arts '
students compared across modes remains constant. These
results underline characteristics whicﬁ are inherent in the"
two.discburse modes being compared. Time tends to be used as
an organizing principle when writing in the frarrative mode;

e : ‘
hence, means for Tense + Have EN constructions are

significantly higher in the narrative mode for both groups.
Expository discourse, on the other hand, involves formulating -
hypotheses and expressing possibility and probability; hence,

-means for Tense + Modal constructions are significantly higher

Y

in the expository mode for both groups.

.

Standard deviétions for means of real counts of modals

(Subset B, subsection b of the syntactié instrumént) are
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large, indicating a‘ﬁnﬁat dezal of vafiability among subjécts
in all groups (see T;b;e 3.9). There are So sigﬁificant
différences in means for Science and Arts studeﬁts writing in
the expository mode. A comparison of Science and Arts
narratives, héwever, reveals that Science students used could
significantly more often than Arts students did, t (26 d.f.) =
2.27, p. < .05, and. that Arts students wused would
significantly more often than Science students did, t (26

d.f.) = 2.08, p < .05.° These results are consistent with data

'from‘Pringle's study of student syntax across four disciplines

{Pringle, 1981), in which could appeared as a diagnostice
variable in Biology (Science) students' writing, and would as

a diagnostic variable in History (Arts) students' writing.

An across-modes compafisonlreveals that means for should
are g&gnificantly higher for both Science and Arts students in
the expository mode; Science students: ¢t (26 d4.f.) = 4.33, p
< .01; Arts students: ¢t (26 d.f.) = 5.59, p < .01. These

results, however, are attributable to the occurregce of the

medal should in Topie B.

What 1s more interesting 1is that Science students’
writing compared ‘across modes reveals significantly higher
meansfkn the expository mode for the modals will, t (26 d.f.)
= 2,58, p < .01, and would, t (26 d;f.) = 4,33, p < .01, and

slightly lower (albeit not significantly) means for gould. A
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cbmparison of Arté students'- writing, on' the other hand,\
reveals significantly higher means in.the expository mode for.
could, t (26 d.£.) = 2.35, p < .05, and might, t (26 d.f.) =
2.48, p < .05, and no significant difference in means for
Hgéié. The direction of change is completely unpredictable
from results obtained .in an aeross—faculties comparison of
éciep;e and Arts students' 'writiné, and fails to support
claims that could and would are- diagnostic variables‘ in
Science and Arté students' writiﬁg. It appears more likely
that choice of modals depends on the author's rhetorical

stance vis-a-vis the topic.

3.3.3 Syntactic Variables: Conjoinings

Means for the various types of conjoined independent
clauses {(Subset C of the syntactic instrument) remain fairly
constant across groups. Conjoining at the level of the verb
phrase occurs most frequently 1in all groups. Scienée

students' means for Conjoined VP's are consistently higher in

. both modes tham Arts students' means, although t-Tests reveal
no significant difference in an across-faculties comparison

(see Table 3.10).

A compariéon of Arté//;tudents' writing across modes

reveals a significantly higher number of Conjoined VP'S in the

narrative mode, t (26 d.f.)/= 2.31, p < .05, indicating that
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Arts students use conjoinings‘to help sequence events in the
narrative mode . {a process commonly referred to as 'chaining').
There are no .significant differehces in Science students'

means.

3.3.4 Syntactic Variables: Finite Dependent Clause Types

Means for finite dependent clause types (Subset D of the
syntactic instrument) tend to be small and standard deviations
large, indicating a great deal of variability between subjects
in each group. .This, in part, is a function of the wide range
of finite clause types available for use.

An across-groups comparison'of Science.and Arts students'

writing reve;ls significant differences in means 'fdr two
relative clauSe types (Subset D, subsection a of the syﬁtactic
instrument). _ Means for Science students writing 1in the
expository mode are significantly hiéher than Arts studenés'
means for restrictive reiative clauses .attached to subject.
NP's, t (26 d.f.) = .64, p < .01, and non-restrictive relative
clauses attached to objeet NP's, t (26 d.f;) = .45, p < .05

(see Table 3.11).
&

Means for restrictive relative clguses attached ¢to
subject NP's are identical for Science and Arts students

writing in the narrative mode. Comparing means within groups
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reveals different directions of change, however; Science
students used more restrictive relative clauses attached to
subject NP's'in the expository mode than the narrative, while

Arts students' used more in the narrative mode than in the

expository mode.

Arts students' means for non-restrictive’relative clauses
attached to object NP's shared little variation when compared
across modes. The mean for Science students is marginally

lower in the expository mode than it is in the narrative mode.

A series of t-Tests run on the individual means for
nominal that, nominal WH interrogétive and nominal relative
clausgs (Subset D, subsections b; ¢ and d of the syntactic
instrument) reveals no significant differepces. Computed
means for nominal that and nominal WH interrogative clauses

show little variation across the four groups.

The computed means for nominal relative clauses are
consistently higher in Science students' writing (see Table
3.12). The direction of changé is constant; both Science and
Arts students used more nominal relative clauses when writing
in the expository mode, which is consonant with Britton's
observation that more abstract topics tend to be syntactically
more complex (Britton, 1970). Means for Science Astudents

writing in the expository mode are siénificanﬁly higher than



’
§9SNEBTO
. aATYETAd
L 62 59" G* €9°1 12°1 ere S TRUTHON
‘a’s X ‘a*s X ‘a's X Sa’s % SOTQETJIEY
LJogtsodxqg e3dy SATGeJJEBN EqJAY AJoqysodxqg @ouUdfOg 9ATJEBJJIBY B2USTDGQ sdnodn

-~
. S

(pouwng) sesner) DATIBTOY TRUTWON J40] BUBOH

.

2l°E 914qey




. SR | 46
Arts studentsg’, t (26 d.f.) = 2.05, p < .05, which is contrary
to Pringle's observation (1980) that greater frequency .of

finite nominal relative clauses is a -diagnostic variadble in

‘Humanities (Arts) writing.

-

A conparisen of wmeans for finite adverbial clauses
(Subset D, subsection e of tﬁe syntactic instrumeqt) reveals
significant differences for three adverbial clause 'tygps:
time'preposed, conditional preposed and conditional final‘fsee
Table 3.13); Science students' means show greater variation
across modes than Arts students!; although the direction of

change is constant between modes across groups.

Science students used significantly more time preposed
clauses when writing in the narrative mode than Arts students,
t (26 d.f.) = 3.4, p < .01. A high incidénce of finite
adverblal c¢lauses has beén identified as_, a feature of
narrative discourée (Crowhurdst, 1980). Science students'
means compared across modes reveals significantly fewer time
preposed clauses in the expositbry mode, t (26 d.f.) = 3.98, p
< .001. ‘

Arts students' writing compared 'across modes reveals a

slightly lower mean for‘ time preposed clauses' in the

expository mode.-  What is_ more surprisiqg is the very“'low

-

frequency of time preposed clauses in the Arts narratives.

x,
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Means. for preposed and final conditional clauses are
higher in the expository mode than the narrativg:mpdé'for both
groups. Séieqce students' means are significaﬁtiyx higher;
preposed conditional clauses: t (26 d.f.) = 2.%5, p < ib1;

final conditional c¢lauses: t (26 d.f.) = 2.23, p < .05.

.There-are no significant differences in Arts students' means.

[

Both Science and Arts students indicate 'a preference for
preposed conditional clauses ‘over conditional clauses in final
position in the expository. mode.

. X
‘\
3.3.5 Syntactic Variables: Non-finite Embeddings in Indepen-

dent Clauses

A .series of t-Tests run on means for non-finite
embeddings in independent clauses (Subsét E of the syntactice
instrument) reveals no significant differences in an across
facultiés ~comparison. In an across .modes comparison three
variab;eS‘prove significant: TO restrictive relative clauses
poétposed to dominant NP's, ING noun prepositional complement
clauses and ING non-restrictive relative clauses postposed to

non-dominant NP's (see Table 3.14).
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Science students writing in the expository mode used
'significantly more ING noun prepositional complement clauses,

t (26 d.f.) = 2.8, p < .05.

Arts students writiné in the expository mode used
éignificantly more TO restrictive relative clauses postposed
to dominant NP's, t "(26 d.f.) = 2.45, p < .05. In .the
narrative mode Arts students used significantly} more ING
non-restrictive relative clauses attached to a surface NP but

not immediately postposgd; t (26 d.f.) = 2.64, p < .05, \

There are no significant differences’ to report for

E—fests run on non-finite embeddings 'grouped according to

-

clause type.

3.3.6 Syntactic Variables: Non-finite Embeddings in Dependent

Clauses

As is the case for non-fiﬁite embeddings in independent
clausés, a series of t-Tests run of non-finite embeddings in
dependent clauses {Subset F of the syntactic instrument)
reveals no significant differences in an agross-faculties
comparison, and significaqt aifferenées fop three variables in
a éomparison across modes: ING noun prepositional complement
clauses, ING adverbial clauses and ING non-restrictive
relétive clauses attachable o a surface NP but not

immediately postposed (see Table 3.15).
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Science students empédded significantly more ING noun
préppsitional complement clauses into depénde;t séructures in
the expository mode than in the-narrﬁﬁive mode, t (26 4.f.) =
2.61, p <« .05; which is also the case for .ING noun
prepositional complement c¢lauses embedded in independent
structures (see 3.3.5). Uhy“‘sciénce students 'show such a

preference for ING noun prepositional complement structures is

not clear, although the significantly higher freqpency of them

. in -the expository mode is indicativé of greater syntactice

maturity in that mode (O'Hare, .1971; Crowhurst, 1980). The

direction of change in means for ING noun prepositional
complement structures is inconsistent across faculties; Arts
students. used feﬁer of these structures in the expository mode

than in the narrative mode.

Both Science and Arts students used SLgnlflcantly more
ING adverblal clauses when writing in the exposztory mode;
Science students, t (26 d.f.) = 3.29, p < .01; Arts students,
t (26 d.f.) =‘2.59, p < .05. Means for both groups in the

narrative mode are zero.

In the narrative mode, Arts students embedded
significantly more ING non-réqprictive relative clauses
attachable td a surface NP but not immediately postposed in
dependent clauses, t (26 d.f.) = 2.12, p < .05. This data is

consonant with findings for ING non-restrictive relative

&
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clauses attachable/ to any non-dominant NP embedded in

independent clauses (see Section 3.3.5), bﬁt it conflicts with'
the resulps.#66¥ained in other syntactic maturity studies,
whic¢h sugéést that more non-finite embeddings should occur in

the expository mode.

K

3.3.7 Syntactic Variables: Range of Clause Types _ -

A series of érTests run on means for rangé of clause
types (Subset. H of ~the syntactic instrument) reveals
significant differences for one variable bnly, the range of
non—finite_ clause types embedded in dependent sfructures.
Arts students' mwmeans are consistently lower than Science
students' means (see Table 3.16), which indicates 1less
variation in their choice sf syntactic structure. From these
results it cannot be concluded that Science students' writing
is syntacticall& mopé mature, however. The difference in
means could be a function of the fact that Science students
wrote more in both modes, which inecreased .their c¢handes of

using more different kinds of clause types.

An across-Paculties comparison reveals that =Science
students used significantly mo;E non~finite c¢lause types
embedded_ in dépendent structures when writing in the
expository mode than Arts students did, t (26 d.f.) = 2:95, D

’

< .01. "Means for range of non-finite clause types embedded in
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dependent clauses are fairly constant across modes for Arts’

'students. Science students' writing compared across modes,

: ‘ f
however, . reveals a significant difference for the range of

nen-finite dependent clause types embedded Iin dependent

clauses. The mean for this variable in the expository mode 1is

significantly higher,?t (26 d.f.) = 1.93, p < .05. These

results indicate that Science students' writing shows greater

variation across modes than Arts students'.

N

3.4 Rhetorical Variables

Means for rhetorical vé%iab;es, including holistic scores
compared across- faculties reveal no significant differences
(see Table 3.17). Means for Arts students writing in the
narrative mode were consistently (albeit marginally) higher
than Science students' means. In the eprsitory modé.means

for Science and Arts students show little variation and the

‘means for+holistic scores in the two groups are identical.

Writing samples in the narrative mode of both Science and
Arts students were judged to be .superior to writing samplés in
the expository mode. .Science students' writing compared
across modes, reveals no significant differénces; the quality
of their writing appears £o be more coﬁsistent on the. two
tasks. Means for Arts students writing in éhe narrative mode

were significantly higher for three rhetorical variables;

“u
o
)
| R
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unity, t (26 d.f.) = 3.12, p < .005; development, "
= 3:03, p < .01; and holistic score, t (26°d.f.)
.01, indicating greater variability in quality

*

tasks.

.

Y
t (26 d.f.)
= 2.7%, p <

‘on the two



58
CHAPTER IV: DISCUSSION

.

4.1 The;Independeﬁt)Variables and Syntactic Perfo;mance

¢ | :

The main purpcse of this study was to compare the

syntacticlberfofméhﬁe of male and female university students,
fyom two d{fferent faculties on writing tasks in two different
modes, in order to ;observe the effect of eaéh of the
independent variables faculty, mode and sex on syntactic
5erformande. Statistical tests revealed significant dif-
ferences for on;y a small -percentage of all’ the syntactic
variables investigated, but this was 'anﬁécipated dﬁe to
weakngsses inhefent in the design.of this kind of study --
namely, tﬁe relatively -small size of the matched sample and

the very large number of variables being considered (see

Section 1.5).

Results of the present study indicate that sex of the
subject bears no relation to . Syntactic performance in
university students' writing. There are only two instances of
" means differing significantly in comparisons‘.of males and
females 'across and withig faculties: means for raw
fregquencies of ﬁords and ~sentences in Science studénts'
ériting rare significantly higher for females than males.
'These results are -anomalous, however, and would probably not

have occurred if the sample size had been larger.
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Of the three variables being ihvéstigated he}e, discourse

mode ciearly has the greatest effeét onlsyntactic performance.
Hesu;ts from the present study confirm observations wmade by'
Harris and Witte (1980) and Pringle (1980, 1981) reéarding the
relationship of particular'{finite auxiliary structures to

mode. Both Science and Arts students predictably used more

Tense + Have EN constructions in narration, and more Tense &
. A

Modal constructions in exposition.

-
s

Significant differences in means for a number of othér
syntactic variables were reported, but none of these vgriaﬁfes
were the same for both groups. - This can be explained as a
function of the large number of syntactic' variables being
considered and the small sample size. In th; narrative mode
Science students used more ppep;sed'aéverbial clauses of'fime
and Arts students moré'Conjoined VP's; in the expository mode
Science students used more ING noun preﬁositional_COmplepent
ciauses and Arts students used more TO restrictive relative
clauses. Beyond noting that tbese features of surface synta¥
have been identified ‘with either narration or exposition,
these resulté remain uninperpretable,'however. We cannot know
what it means for writers éo use more of one kind of structure
in a certain discourse mode without considering the 'semantics

of the discourse; and this tyﬁélbf investigation goes beyond

the bounds of the present study. .

i
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- ¢ Results of ﬁpe present study fail to support claims that

;he .expositéry mode is inherently " more complex (San Jose,

1973; -Crowhurst & Piche, -1979). Only one measure of syntactic

complexity proved significant: Science students writing in
the expository mode” qutél’%ignificantly longer T-units,"as
reflected in the computedﬁﬁériagle %Words/TQunit. The direc;
tion'of change~islconstaht for both_Sdiencelagé Arts‘étudgnts
acrbs§ modés,;however. Theselresults Suggest.a narrowing of
the gap betweén na?rative and expésitoﬁ& writing styles at the
uﬁZ;;rsity -level, possibly as a function of university
sgédents having to write almost éxclusiveiy in thelgxpository

mode. ' ; . L.

"The paucity of significant results in across-faculties

comparisons of Science and Arts students' driting could, at
- - ~ N >

first glance, be taken to indicate no difference in their

writing styles. The oniy significant diffgrence ‘between

it

- Science and Arts students' writing which is consistent across

modes is length: Science students wrote more words, sehtences

and T-units than, Arts students on both tasks. in the same

-

amount of time .(20 minutes per task). Since the two writing

assume that these results reflect d@fferent' degfees of
motivation towards the task's on the part of the two. groups of

sEﬂEEgts: It-would seem instead that they hint at possible.

T .
- - ‘}

A

tasks were administered uniformly, . there is no reason t&f——‘\\\
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differences in the éo@posing'strategies of Science and Arts

‘jstudenfs which'ane'wontﬁy of further investigation. Pé:haps_-
' Science studénts,- as a group, tend to be less conscious of

'théir writing than Arts students, monitoring its production

less closely and, consequently, writing more fluentiy.

All of the compositions analyzed in this study. reflect -

what Hunt (11977) terms "mature syntactic performance®. With

" the exceptiop of finding that Science students used

significantly more ING noun prépositiénal complement clauses

'embedded in both independent and dependent structures in thé_

expos{tory :méde, the _preSent' study failed to wuncover any
discipline-specific characteristices. of surface synan.
Indeed, some of the resulfs'of thé'present,study contradict
resulﬁs-reported by Pringle (1981); in the expository mqée the
modéls ggg;g_an& Eég;g do not appear as diagnostic variables
in the.w}iting of Science'and Arts students respectively, aﬁd

the frequency of nog}nalgréla&ive clauses in Science students'

exposition 1is significantly higher than in Arts students'

. exposition, which 1is ‘the' opposite of ‘what Pringle .found.

These results suggest that‘discipline-specific characteristiés
of surface syntax are more likely the function of either the
subjrgt matter being dezalt with,'or of a particular academic
e, and that any discipline-sgecific characteristics 'ofl

surface syntax which might be isoclated in studies of academic
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.

writihg-are not ‘transferred to non-academic writing tasks.

What is most interesting in 't.he‘. present study ié the
degree of variability in syntactic performance. demonstrated by
Science and' Arts .séudents writing in the narrative and
exposiforyflmodes. Arts students 'display 2? more consistent

style across modes. A comparison of Arts narrative and

‘g}positoﬁy writing Samplé@ reveals no significant differences

in length or syntactic complexity, and fewer significant
difference§ for specific surface sypté# structures identified
with le;ther .narrétion or exposition. ﬁp' across-modes
comparison of Sciénce siuQen£s' writing, on the other hand,
reveals Sigﬁi%icant differeﬁces that indicate greater length
in the narrati{re mode (as measured by sentence and T-unit
scores), greater'syntaétic comp}exity in ﬂhe expository mode
(as  measured by %Words}T-unit), and significgntly higher
frequencies for §pecific surface syntax structures identified
with narration ang exposition -=- more pﬁep;sed adverbial
clauses of fime_in the narrative mode; more nominal relative
blauses, more ING noun prépositional complement clauses and a
greater range of ndn-finite embeddings in Hependent ¢lauses in

the expository mode. J .

Science students' , writing, then, displays more
differences attributable to discourse mode than Arts students'

writing does. These results seems to indicate that Science
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stﬁdeﬂts .pérceive of the narrativé‘ an&v expoéftory modes of
discourse differently ﬁhan Arts students do. Aviva Freedman
(persénal communication) has suggested thap.this is possibly
-tﬁ;_-result of'EScience " students being required to write
sciéﬁtific reports, uhich'are narrative in nature, as well -as
.expository' éssays, whgreas Arts- students are genergliy

required to:*write in the expository mode only. The greéter
vériability in syntactic ;;rformgnée on the part of Science
-studénts may'be'thg.result of having had moré practicg writing
3in the narrative and expository modes and, consequently, of

developing a writing style which is* more influenced by

discourse mode.

4,2 Syntactic Performance and Judgments of Rhetorical Quality

' Neither Science nor Arts students' writing samples were
judged to be significantly better; Jjudgments of rhetorical
quality are consistent for both Science and Arts students
acrcoss modes; In both groups parrative writing samples were
rated higher than expository writing samples, although only in
the‘case of Arts students did a significant difference acroés

modes appear.

Results of the present study fail to indicate any
- correlation between syntactic performance and judgments of

rhetorical quality. Science students' writing, which gﬁsplays

“
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greagep  syntactice” van;ability  across modes and more

modqrspecific ‘characteristics, was Judged to be fore

'consispgnt_ in terms of rhetorical quality, while Arts

students' writing, which appears to be syntactically ‘more

'consistent,- was Jjudged to be more variable in terms of

rnetoriéal~ quality. Judgments of rhetorical quality of

univgrsitf’ students' writing, :then, do not appear to be
influenced by syntactic performance, but,‘because of the small
sample size being considered, these results cah. only Dbe

considered tentative.

4.3 Areas for Further Research

Results of the present study indicate that the writing of

Sciencé and Arts “students at the fourth-year level is more

.alike than it is different, both in terms of syntactic

performance and rhetorical quality Jjudgments. Sex apﬁears to
! ’ ) .

bear no relation to  university students' writing, and

discourse mode clearly has the greatest effect on syntactic

performance.

Although the present study failed to uncover r-any

clear-cut discipline-specific characteristics of either

Science 6r Arts students' writing, the results obtaine¢~49

hint at one fruitful area for further research -- namely,

-

investigations i1nto why Sciean students' writing appears to

-
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be more influenced by dispoursg mode than Arts students-does.
Could thié be the fesulﬁ of having had more experience writing'
.in the narrétive and expogitory modes,‘ as Freedman has-

suggested? Do Science and Arts students perceive of the

-
~

narrativg and expository modes. differently? The answers to
these questions have important implications for the teaching
of writing ét the post-secondary level, as well as for
cdgnitive psychology. How doe§ one's educational experience-'
inflﬁence one's writing :abilities and . one's writing
performance? A greater' understanding' df_ the effect of
discourse mode on syntactic performance is required, however,
béfofe any attempt to ansﬁer this important research question

¢an be made.

. -
As previously noted, results obtained in the present

study indicate that’ discipline—specific characteristics of
surface syntax which might be identifiéd in academic writing
are not Eransferrea to non-academic writihg _éasks. This
suggests that further .investigations into diseipline-specific
characteristies should focus on explicating the relationship
between the subjéct matter being dealt with in writing which

is particular to an academic field and any discipline-specific

characteristics isolated in student writing.
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CHAPTER V: :SUHHARI AND_COﬁCLUSIOH

The objectives of this study were to examine the effect

IS

- of the independent variables faculty, mode and sex .on the

syntactic pefformance of Science and Arts students‘ on two
' A o4

writing tasks which were non-academic in nature, and to

observe the relatlonshlp of syntactic performance to judgments
of rhetorical quality. Studies investlgatlng the development
of writing abilities, the notion of syntactyé complex1ty\;nd
possible dlsc1p11ne specific characteristices of surface syntax
were reviewed, as well as results of experlmental_ studies
investigating the effect of discourse mode on’ syntactic

performance. Reasons were given for choééing the dependent

variables of the syntactie and rhetorical instruments, and for

~using a sample of matched paiﬁs. Weaknesses in the design of

this study, notably the relatively.small .size of the matched
sample and the very large number Qf'syntactié variablés being

considered, were also discussed.

Two timed writing tasks, one narrative and one
expository, were assigned to a matched sample of fourth-year
Sciepce and Arts students studying at Carleton University,
Ottawa. Procedures for selection of subjects and administra-
tionlbf writing tasks were outlined. Writing samples were
theh analyzed through the means of syntactic and rhetorical

instruments and results compared by means of t-tests in order
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to observe ‘any differences in synfactic performance to_
judgments -of rhetorical quélity. -

!--Siéﬂificant results were reported for all groupé
according te the sub—classificationlof the variables on the
syntactic gnd rhetorical instruments. Sex appeared to have no
effect on syntactic performance: 0f the three independent
variables being investigated, discourse pode had the most
pronounced effect on syntactic performaﬁcé. ﬁesults of the
present study failed to identiff'characterist;cs of surface
syntax which were clearly attributable to faculty.
Differences in the 1length qf the compositions written byh
Science and Arts-students and the greater degree of variabiity
in syntactiﬁlpérforﬁance across modes on the part of Science
students seemed. to point to differences in the way that
Science and Arts students perc;ive of the narrative and
expository discourse modes, however. No correlation between

. 8yntactic performance and judgments of rhetorical quality was

found.

Results of the present study indicated two fruitful areas’
for further.reseafch'into'discipline-specific investigations

of syntactic performance:

1. further investigations into greater variability in
syntactic performance across modes for groups from

specific disciplines;
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the limitation of ‘investigations into discipline-

specific characteristics of ' surface sydtax to

academic writing samples only and further investiga-

tions into the relationship between the subject

matter being dealt with in academic prose and

syntactic performance. \ :

e
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WRITING ,PROJECT: SYNTACTIC

. SCORE SHEET

A. DEMOGRAPHICS®
CASE I.D.
CARD I.D. o
1. STUDENT NUMBER ' N,
2. FACULTY
3. MODE
4, SEX.
5. NO. OF WORDS
6. NO. OF SENTENCES
7. NO. OF T-UNITS
B. FINITE AUXILIARIES (ALL FINITE CLAUSES)

a.

Combinations:

Number of instances of:

8. Mandative subjunctive (-T)
9. T + M
10. T + have.EN
" 11. T + be ING
12. T + have EN be ING
13. T + M + have EN

(2]




4. T'+ M +.be ING__ : .

15. T + M + have EN + be ING ‘

b. Modals: (including negations):

16. will :

17. would " _

18. shall \ - Ce

. n \ : ,

19. should ‘ :
\. . r

20. can

21. could

22. may

23. might
< 24, must X ok
- 25. ought to ' T l :

26. used ﬁo :

27. am/is/are/was/were to

¢. Passivization -

28. Instances of EN

29. Instances of get EN

30. Total passive and active VI's :

[
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NEW CARD

C. INDEPENDENT CLAUSES, CONJOINED

31. Conjoined Aux (Common Main Verb): :
32. Conjoined Main Verbs (No further comp.)_ :

. "33. Conjoined Main Verbs (Common further comp.):
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. 34, Conjoined VP's

35. Conjoined Aux + V (+ further comp.)

(X

36. Conjoined Aux. + VP o - e

.

3T7. All other conjoined

Y

-38.;f0tal Words in all conjoinings

D. FINITE DEPENDENT CLAUSE TYPES

a. Relatives

Restrictive finite rélatiyés attached to:

39. Subject NP's

40. Object NP's (direct or indirect)

41, Subject complemént NP's ' :

e

L2. NP object of preposition within a prepositional
phrase modifying predicate of independent
clauses :

43, Other NP's ' :

Non-restrictive finite relatives dttached to:

44, Subject NP's :

45. Object NP's (direct or indirect) :

46. Subject complement NP's :
47. NP'object of- preposition within a prepositional
¢ phrase modifying predicate of independent .
clauses R : -

(X

L8, Other NP's

49, Sentential non-restrictive

(3]

b. Nominal THAT

50. Focus of cleft :

51. Subject




52.

53.
54.
55.
56.

57., Other_

_Adjectlve ‘complement

~

Subject extraposed

43

Subject complement

Direct object (+/- extraposed)

App051tive to NP

o°”

Nominal WH interrogative (ves/no and WH)

58.
59.
60.
61.

62.

63.
b4.
65
66.

Subject

Subject extraposed

Subject complement

Direct object (+/- extraposed)

Indirect object

Appositive to NP

Adjectife complement

Prepositional complement

(R}

Other

Nominal Relative

67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.

Subject

Object

Indirect objeet

Subject complement

Object complement

App051t1ve to NP

Prepositional complement

L]
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T4.

Other

0

e. Adverbial

75.
T6.
77.
78.
79.

80.
81,
82.
83.
81.
85.

86.
"87.
. 8.
89.
90.

Time preéposed.

Time elsewhere

Place postposed

Place elsewhere

Cohditional preposed

‘Conditional mediail
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NEW CARD

Conditicnal final

Concession preposed

Concession medial

Concession final

Reason, cause, circumstance, purpose and

result preposed

Reason, cause, circumstance,

result medial .

purpose and

Reason, cause, circumstance,

result final

purpose and

Manner, comparison, proportion and

preference

Comment Y

Total no. of words in all finite

dependent structures

(3]

(X

4
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E.

o 99. TO,Noun appositiverto NP

- NON-FINITE EMBEDDINGS IN INDEPENDENT CLAUSES

a. Catenatives

91. Catenative TO L

- .92, Catenative ING

93. batenative,ﬁ .

94, Catenative Other

b. Non—Catenatives

~ . » . v

95. TO Noun subject : .

A

96. TO Noun subject eitréposed

97. TO. Noun subjett complement

98, TO Noun.dlrect obJect (+/- extraposed)

»e

100.-TO Noun adJectlve ‘complement

101. TO ENOUGH/TOO comp. i -

102..Té Adverbial preposed - >

103. TO Adverbial medial 3 .

LX)

104, :TO Agyerbial postposed

105. TO Restrictive relatlve postposed to any
domlnant NP (as in 39-41)

106. TO Restrictive relatlve postposed to
" . other NP C 5

107.. TO Non-restrictive relatlve immediately . post-
posed to any dominant NP - - :

/R“TGB. TO Non-restrictive relatlve modlfylng dominant

NP but not immediately postposed -

- >
109l-T0 Non-restrictive relative immediately post-
i posed to a non- domlnant NP :

~ - o

)

. {s
» & .

o

<’”\
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1"

110.

11,
112,

113.

114,

115,

116.
117.
118.

- 119,

120,

121.

122.

123.

;12u.

125.

126.
127.

128.

APPENDIX A 75

TO Non- reetblctive relative modifying a non-

~ dominant NP and not immediately postposed.

ING Noun subject ? .t

ING Noun subject extraposed :

ING Noun subject complement

ING Noun direct object (+/- extraposed)
(see variable 98)

ING Noun appositive to NP

ING Noun‘adjectife complement

ING Noun prepositional ¢omplement : ':,

ING Adverbial -

ING Restrictive relatlve postposed to any
dominant NP_- . :

ING Restrictive relatlve postposed to any
other NP :

'ING Non-restrictive relative 1mmed1ately post—

posed to any domlnant NP :

INP Nonsrestrictive relative attachable to a
dominant surface NP not immedlately post-
posed . N

ING Non-restrictive relative - 1mmedlately post—
posed £o a non-dominant NP . :

INP Non-restrictive relative attachable to a
non-dominant NP not 1mmed1ately post-

posed : e

ING Non-restrlctlve relatlve net attachable to’
a surface NP :

OtHer ING - - L

EN Restrictive relative postposed to any
dominant NP : & .

‘EN Restrictive relatlve postposed to any
o er NP

-" hd
.
e
b “a o Y
-
.
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129.

130.

133.
134,
135.
136.
137.
138.
139.

EN Non-restrictive relative immediately post-
posed to any dominant NP~ :

EN Non-restrictive relative attachable to ény
dominant NP not immediately.postposed :

EN Non-restrictive relatlve 1mmed1ately post—
posed to any non-dominant NP :

-

EN Non-restrictive relative attachable to any
non-dominant NP not immediately postposed:

EN Non-restrictive relatlve not attachable to
any surface NP .

EN adyerblal

(2]

EN ‘other

Verbless adjectival

Verbless adverbial L #

Verb;ess'other

L X

Total no. of words in all non“catenatlve non-
finite structures embedded in independent

clauses :

NON-FINITE EMBEDDINGS IN DEPENDENT CLAUSES

APPENDIX A 76.

NEW CARD

a. Catenatives

140
141,
142,
143.

.;Catenative'TO ; . :

Catenative &

Catenative ING

L1}

Catenative Other

b. Non-Catenatives

144

TO Noun subject ) - s

L




145,
146.

147,

148,
149,
150.
151.
152.
153.
154,

,155.

156.

157.

158.

. 159.

| 160.
- 161.
162,

163.

164,

- : '“16_5.
166.

TO
TO,
TO
TO
TO
TO
TO
TO
0
TO

Noun
Noun
Noun
Noun
Noun
ENQUG
Adver
A&ver
Adver

Restr

subject cémplement

appositive to NP

subject extraposed

LX)

*»

direct object (+/—.ex£rapo$ed) s

adjective complement :

H/TOQ complement | ' :
< N '

bial preposed

bial medial L. .

bial postposed ' -

ictive relative postposedeto any

dominant NP . :

TO Restrictive relative postposed to

oth

er NP

-
-

et e e L T Tl

APPENDIX‘A.TT

TO Non- restrlctlve relatlve immediately post-
posed to any dominant NP . :

TO Non-restrictive relative modifying domlnant
NP but not nmmedlately postposed

TO Non- restrlctlve relative 1mmed1ately post-
posed to a non-dominant NP 1

TO Nonhrestrictive retative modifying 'a non-
dominant

ING

ING-

ING
ING
ING
ING
ING

Noun
Noun

Noun

Noun’

Noun
Noun

Noun

NP and not immediately postposed:

subject

e

subject extraposed

subject complement

direct object (+/- extraposed)

appositive to NP

adjective complement

prepositional complement



I

-

167.
168.

169.
170.

171.

172.

173.

174.

_175.

176.

177,
178.

i7g.

180.

181,

182.

183.

184,

-

ING Adverbial

ING Restrictive relative postposed to any :_
dominant NP ‘ .

ING Restrlctlve relative postposed to any
other NP .

ING Non-Restrictive relative immediately post-

‘posed to any dominant NP :

ING Non-restrictive relative attachable to é
dominant surface NP not 1mmedlate1y

postposed ' f"

ING Non-restrictive relatlve 1mmed1ately p%gt—

posed to a non- ~dominant NP

ING Non-restrictive relative attachabie to a
non-dominant NP not immediately postposed:

ING Non-restrictive relative not attachable to
any surface NP :

Other ING ) :

EN Restrictive relative postposed to any
dominant NP

EN Restrictive relative postposed to any
other NP :

EN Non-restrictive relatlve immediately post-
posed to any dominant NP :

EN Non-restrictive relative attachable to any
dominant NP not immediately postposed :

EN Non-restrictive relative immediately post-
posed to any non-dominant NP :

EN Non-restrictive relative attachable to any
non-dominant NP not immediately-postposed :

EN Non-restrictive relatlve not attachable to

any surface NP . y
7~
EN Adverbial : . 1

EN Otﬁer ' . - :

APPENDIX A 78
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185,
186.
187.
188.

Verbless édverbial

Verbless adjeptivai

»
. -

al

Verbless other

Total no. of words in all non-catenative non-
finite structures embedded in independent

clauses

G. DEPTH OF EMBEDDING

189. Instances of finite embedding within a

finite embedding

»190. Instances of finite embedding within

189 above

H. RANGE OF CLAUSE TYPES

191,
192.
193.

194,

‘structures

Range of conjoined élause
Range of finite dependent

Range of non-finite types

types :
clause types :

in independent

Range of non—finiﬁé types
structures

in dependentl
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)

RERTORICAL INSTRUMENT

Case I.D.
?aculty
Mode

Sex

. Unity
. Organization

. Development

Overall Stylistic Effectivéness
Céherence

Holistic Score

-
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APPENDIX C ) : ' 81

SCALES‘FOR RHETORICAL INSTRUMENT '

-

There is no disernible thesis, no point of view or
conclusion. Though the :entire essay may be about a
subject, it simply brings up random polints.

2. N

3. The thesis is not sufficiently restricted or unified.
For example, the writer is making two separate points
which are related but not logically integrated, although
_potentially they could be; or, he is biting off more
than he can chew -- the thesis is a little too broad for
the length available.

4.  The thesis is restricted, ‘and unified, but not always
clear. :

5. The thesis is eclear, restricted and unified.

ORGANIZATION

1. There is no disernible order of presentation, with
incoherent hopping from sentence to sentence and from.
paragraph to paragraph. Thoughts , are rambling and
uncontrolled. .

2. " There are certain small sections which have a sense of

v sequence, but no overall sense of pattern for the whole
essay. | ' .

3. There 1is an overall pattern for the essay, but within
these larger units there is frequently no pattern, no
obvious development of ideas.

L.

There is a clearly discernible order in the essay as a
whole as well as within each smaller unit, with only,
occasional %apses. .

1Adapted from "Current-Traditional" Rhetorlcal Criteria, a

system of _rhetorical scales developed by Aviva Freedman,
Carleton Unlver31ty.
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o

-

5. The order is clear and convincing, leading the reader
from idea to idea. The line of thinking begins in the
introduction and carries through .to the conclusion.
There is no aimless moeving back and forth. There is a

' general feeling of control and competence.

DEVELOPMENT ' . e

1. The paper remains a ekeleton, with no. concrete details
to support its sweeping  generalizations, ‘or what
-illustrations ete., it does use do not actually support
the generalizations, )

2. The paper has made use of some appropriate éxamples,-
illustrations, etc., but these -are not occasional and
not always relevant or convincing. -

3. There is a fair amouﬁt of supporting -detail; at the sane
time a fair number of generalizations are without any
rsupport and perhaps some of the detalls are not entlrely
relevant. .

Generally speaking, suff1c1eﬁi concrete and appropriate
material fills out the skeleton structure with only, the
occasional lapse.

5. The development is full appropriate and satlsfylng,

creating an 1mpre5310n of thoroughness.

OVERALL STYLISTIC EFFECTIVENESS

1.

The writer has little sense of language or style. One
struggles unnecessarily to grasp his meanings. He

stumbles over words and sentences.

—

There is noc actual dlfflculty readlng but the style is
undistinguished.

-

A joy to read. A sense of control and grace. Either
elegance without mannerism, or simplicity without
simple-mindedness.

]
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COBERENCE

The general effect is choppy,; .disjointed, incoherent.
g .

-

Some sections floiW. smoothly, but there is still frequent
choppiness. : ‘ ‘

<The style is smooth, with only the occasional lapse.

The writing flows.

<~
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TOPICS

TOPIC A (Narrative)
Describe an event in your life that didn't turn out the

way you-thought it would.

TOPIC B (Expository)

University students have recently been described\ as'
'functionally illiterate'. Should 'all university students be
required tb pass an English composition reduirement before

being allowed to graduate?

&
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