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APPENDIX 1

INFORMED CONSENT FOR PARTICIPANTS
OF RESEARCH

Title of A Comparison of Effectiveness of Structured and Non-structured

Project Strateqies of Rhetorical Invention for Written Argumentation

Produced by College Students.

Principal Investigator Alona Smolova
Chairperson/ Faculty Advisor Dr. Judith L. Shrum

| The Purpose of this Research

This research study is aimed to investigate the writing processes of the student
writers who compose argumentative essays. The focus of the study is the role of

invention (pre-writing) in the writing processes.

11 Procedures

We will meet during regular class sessions to study invention strategies over the
period of three weeks of the current semester. Y ou will be asked to: (1) give me
permission to analyze results of the survey completed by you at the beginning of this
semester; (2) write two out-of-class argumentative essays; (3) participate in one focus
group discussion lasting approximately one hour.

Y our essays will be scored by two independent raters who will not be able to
identify your names, since the papers will be coded. Y our participation in this research
study is greatly appreciated.
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The research study in which you are invited to participate does not involve any
risks. All instructional procedures will follow the general guidelines as stated in the
Course Plan and Syllabus. Data collection and analysis will not create any danger for

youl.

Benefits of This Project

There is an academic incentive of your participation in this study. You will have
an opportunity to write two argumentative essays, and only the better grade will
contribute to your final grade for this course.

During the last week of the research study, we will meet for afocus group
discussion. Snacks and refreshments will be provided. Y ou will have an opportunity to
exchange ideas about your writing process and share suggestions and comments about the
strategies of rhetorical invention (pre-writing) that you will learn during the three weeks
of the research study.

If you are interested in the outcome of the study, | will make sure that you obtain

asummary of its results upon completion of the analysis.

Extent of Confidentiality

The researcher will be the only person who will enter the data obtained from your
surveys. No other individual will have access to your responses. The two argumentative
essays will be coded and scored by two independent raters. Under no conditions will the
raters be able to identify the author of the paper or deduce the section of the English 112
course in which the author is enrolled. Y our names will never be exposed. Under no
conditions will your authorship be identified by anybody except for the researcher.

The focus group discussions will be audio taped. The tapes will be stored in alocked
filing cabinet and only the researcher will have access to them. Upon completion of the

research study all tapes will be destroyed.
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Freedom to Withdraw

Your participation in this research project is voluntary. Y our decision to

participate in it will not affect your final grade for the English 112 course.

Y ou are free to discontinue your participation in the study at any time. Y ou will not be

penalized for your decision in any way. If you decide to withdraw from the project, you

will need to notify the researcher about your decision.

Vil

Vil

Approval of Research

This research project has been approved, as required, by the Institutional Review
Board for Research Involving Human Subjects at Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University and by the Department of Teaching and Learning.

Subject’s Responsibilities

| voluntarily agree to participate in this study. | have the following
responsibilities: regularly attend class meetings, complete all assigned homework;
write two out-of-class argumentative essays; participate in one focus group

discussion.

Subject’s Permission

| have read and understand the Informed Consent and conditions of this project. |
hereby acknowledge the above and give my voluntary consent for participation in
this project.

If | participate, | may withdraw at any time without penalty. | agree to abide by
the rules of this project.

Signature Date
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Should I have any questions about this research project, | may contact

Alona Smolova (540) 674-3600
Principal Investigator Phone
Dr. J. Shrum (540) 231-5361
Faculty Advisor Phone
T. Hurd (540) 231-9359
Chair, IRB Phone

Research Division
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APPENDIX 2

Narrative Statement of Research Objectives

| am conducting a study on students' knowledge and use of strategies of rhetorical
invention (pre-writing). Participation in the study is voluntary and will not affect your
fina grade. You will be asked to: (1) complete a survey about your knowledge of pre-
writing strategies prior to the beginning of the current semester; (2) write two
argumentative essays (out-of-class assignments); (2) take part in one focus group
discussion of pre-writing lasting approximately one hour. Y our participation in the study

is greatly appreciated.
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APPENDIX 3

Writing Skills Analysis Survey

Name

Class

GPA

Is this a required course for you?

How would you describe your experience as a writer? ____not experienced
____experienced

What part of the writing process is the most difficult for you? (check all that apply)

choosing the topic

discovering ideas to write about
supporting ideas

keeping focus

revising

grammar, spelling, punctuation

Have you used any of the following prewriting strategies? (check all that apply):

freewriting
brainstorming
clustering
webbing

Burke's Pentad
Pike's Tagmemic
Larson’s heuristic

What is (are) your favorite prewriting strategy (strategies)?
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DIRECTIONS: Below are a series of statements about writing. There are no right or

wrong answers to these statements. Check the answer to the statement asit appliesto

your attitude towards writing and your experiencein it.

. | am confident with my writing skills.

. | enjoy expressing my ideas through writing.

. | am nervous about having my writing eval uated.
. | like discussing my writing with others.

1
2
3
4
5. 1 would enjoy seeing my writing published.
6. | enjoy writing better when | work with others.
7.1 enjoy writing outside of class.
8. | like criticism about my writing.
9. It takes me along time to complete a writing assignment.
10. | put alot of effort and time into a writing assignment.
11. I don’t know where to begin when starting a writing assignment
12. | have a hard time getting my message across in writing.
13. | use or have used prewriting activities to help
organize my thoughts in writing.
14. When doing awriting assignment, | just start writing until done.
15. 1 wish | were a better writer.
16. Prewriting strategies help me in writing.
17. Organizing my ideas by using prewriting strategies makes me
feel less nervous about writing.
18. | feel confident using prewriting strategies.
19 | use a pre-writing strategy (strategies) only when | have to
201 like using pre-writing strategies
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Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No

No
No
No
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APPENDIX 4

Coding of the Survey Responses

Is this a required course for you?

How would you describe your experience as a writer? 1 not experienced

2 experienced

What part of the writing process is the most difficult for you? (check al that apply)

choosing the topic 1

discovering ideas to write about 2
supporting ideas 3
keeping focus 4
revising 5
grammar, spelling, punctuation 6

Have you used any of the following prewriting strategies? (check all that apply):

freewriting
brainstorming
clustering
webbing

Burke's Pentad
Pike's Tagmemic

~N o o~ WwN R

Larson’s heuristic

Questions 1 through 20 were consistently coded as follows:
Yes 1
No 2
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APPENDIX 5

Student Directions Sheet 1
(Sample 1)

For the next class, you are to compose an argumentative essay based on the
writing prompt listed below. Y ou should strive to state your position clearly and provide
reasons to support it. You may use a dictionary, thesaurus, reference, and/or spelling
check. Y ou may use awriting implement of your choice. The final drafts of your essays
need to be typed and double spaced. Y ou will be expected to return your final draft and
al notes to the instructor on April 6, 1998.

Topic:
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APPENDIX 6

Student Directions Sheet 2
(Sample 2)

For the next class, you are to compose an argumentative essay based on the
writing prompt listed below. Y ou should strive to state your position clearly and provide
reasons to support it.

Y ou are to employ one of the two strategies of rhetorical invention: (1) Larson’s
Heuristic, or (2) freewriting. Y our essays will not be evaluated unless you attach scratch
paper with the evidence of one of the above strategies of rhetorical invention. Upon
completion of the assignment, indicate the particular strategy that you used to generate
ideas for your writing in the upper right corner of your final draft.

Y ou may use adictionary, thesaurus, reference, and/or spelling check. Y ou may
use awriting implement of your choice. The final drafts of your essays need to be typed
and double spaced. Y ou will be expected to return your final draft and all notesto the
instructor on April 29, 1998.

Topic:
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APPENDIX 7

Writing Prompts

College (or high schooal) sports place too much emphasis on winning.
Husbands of wives who work outside the home should share equally in all

housework.

3. Sterile needles should be provided to all addictsin order to stop the spread of AIDS.
4. English should be the official language of the United States.

5. People over sixty-five should be forced to retire to make room for the younger

generation.
(public speaking, wilderness survival, swimming, or whatever) should be a
required course at this college.

7. Popular music today is more (or less) exciting than it was ten years ago.

8. Occasional arguments are good for friendship.

9. Parents should pay for the damage caused by their delinquent children.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.

19.
20.

21

Money isthe key to happiness.
isthemost _ (violent, educational, racist, ridiculous) programon TV.
Condom machines should be permitted on campus.
Single people should not be allowed to adopt children.
A woman'’s career can break up her marriage.
Colleges should require computer literacy courses.
People should laugh more because laughter hedls.
Students should be allowed to attend any college course as frequently or infrequently
asthey like.
To respect al beliefs, including those of nonbelievers, prayers should not be allowed
in public schools.
People convicted of drunk driving should lose their license for one year.

company should provide for its employees.

To excel in any skill talent alone is sufficient.
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APPENDIX 8

Larson’s Heuristic

“Topics’ That Invite Comment

A.

Writing about Single Items (in present existence)

What are its precise physical characteristics (shape, dimensions,
composition, etc.)

How does it differ from things that resemble it?

What isits “range of variation” (how much can we change it and till
identify it as the thing we started with?

Doesit call to mind other objects we observed earlier in our lives? Why?
In what respects?

From what points of view can it be examined ?

What sort of structure does it have?

How do the parts of it work together?

How are the parts put together?

How are the parts proportional in relation to each other?

To what structure (class or sequence of items) does it belong?

Writing about Single Completed Events, or Parts of an Ongoing Process.

(These questions can apply to scenes and pictures, as well as works of

fiction and drama)

Exactly what happened? (Tell the precise sequence: who? what? when?
how? why? Who did what to whom? What did what to what? How?)
What were the circumstances in which the event occurred? What did they
contribute to its happening?

How was the event like or unlike similar events?

What were its causes?

What were its consequences?

What does this occurrence imply? What action (if any) is called for?
What was affected (indirectly) by it?
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What, if anything, doesit revea or emphasize about some general
condition?

To what group or class might it be assigned?

Isit (in general) good or bad? by what standard? How do we arrive at the
standard?

How do we know about it? What is the authority for our information?
How reliable is the authority? How do we know it to be reliable? (or
unreliable?)

How might the event have been changed or avoided?

To what other events was it connected? how?

To what kinds of structure (if any) can it be assigned? On what basis?
Writing about Abstract Concept (e.g. “religion,” “socialism”)

To what specific items, groups of items, events or groups of events, does
the word or words connect, in your experience or imagination?

What characteristics must an item or event have before the name of the
concept can apply to it?

How do the referents of that concept differ from the things we name with
similar concepts (e.g., “democracy” and “socialism”)

How has the term been used by writers whom you have read? How have
they implicitly defined it?

Does the word have a“persuasive’ value? Does the use of it in connection
to another concept seem to praise or condemn the other concept?

Are you favorably disposed to al things included in the concept? Why or
why not?

Writing about Collections of Items (in present existence). [ These questions
are in addition to the questions about single items, which can presumably
be asked of each item in the group.]

What, exactly, do the items have in common?

If they have features in common, how do they differ?
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How are the items related to each other, if not by common characteristics?
What is revealed about them by the possibility of grouping them in this
way?

How may the group be divided? What bases for division can be found?
What correlations, if any, may be found among the various possible sub-
groups? Is anything disclosed by the study of these correlations?

In to what class, if any, can the group as a whole be put?

E. Writing about Groups of Completed Events, Including Processes [These
guestions are in addition to questions about single completed events; such
guestions are applicable to each event in the group. These questions aso
apply to literary works, principally fiction and drama.]

What have the events in common?
If they have features in common, how do they differ?
How are the events related to each other (if they are not part of a
chronological sequence)? What is revealed by the possibility of grouping
them in this way (these ways)?
What is reveded by the events when taken as a group?
How can a group be divided? On what bases?
What possible correlations can be found among the severa sub-groups?
Into what class, if any, can the events taken as a group fit?
Does the group belong to any other structure that ssmply is alarger group
of similar events? (Isit part of a more inclusive chronologica sequence?
One more piece of evidence that may point toward a conclusion about
history? and so on)
To what antecedents does the group of events look back? Where can they
be found?
What implications, if any, does the group if events have? Does the group
point to a need for some sort of action?

I “Topics’ with “Comments” Already Attached

A. Writing about Propositions (statements set forth to be proved or
disproved)
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What must be established for the reader before he will believe it?

Into what sub-propositions, if any, can it be broken down? (What smaller
assertions does it contain?)

What are the meanings of key wordsin it?

To what line of reasoning isit apparently a conclusion?

How can we contrast it with other, similar, propositions? (How can we
changeit, if a all, and till have roughly the same proposition?)

To what class (or classes) of propositions does it belong?

How inclusive (or how limited) isit?

What is at issue, if onetries to prove the proposition?

How can it be illustrated?

How can it be proven (by what kinds of evidence)?

What will or can be said in opposition to it?

Isit true or false? How do we know? ( direct observation, authority,
deduction, statistics, other sources?)

Why might someone disbelieve it?

What does it assume? (What other propositions does it take for granted?)
What does it imply? (What follows from it? Does it follow from the
proposition that action of some sort must be taken?

What does it reveal (signify, if true)?

If it isa prediction, how probableisit? On what observations of past
experienceisit based?

If itisacal for action, what are the possibilities that action can be taken?
(Iswhat is called for feasible? What are the probabilities that the action, if
taken, will do what it is supposed to? (Will the action called for work?)
Writing about questions (interrogative sentences)

Does the question refer to the past, present, or future time?

What does the question assume (take for granted)?

In what data might answers be sought?

Why does the question arise?

What, fundamentally, isin doubt? How can it be tested? Evaluated?

187



What propositions might be advanced in answer to it?
Is each proposition true?
If itistrue
What will happen in the future? What follows from it?
Which of these predictions are possible? Probable?
What action should be taken (avoided) in consequence?
[Most of the other questions listed under “Propositions” also apply]
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APPENDIX 9

Writing Prompts
(Larson’s Heuristic)

To excdl in any skill, talent alone is not enough. Every kind of worthwhile activity
has its specia technique. What is needed is both talent and technique.

Sports help to develop character.

Working creates difficulties for the students.

Define the term “generation gap”.

Compare and contrast an amateur and a professional.

Students should be allowed to attend any college course as frequently or
infrequently as they like.

People convicted of drunk driving should lose their licenses for one year.
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APPENDIX 10

Writing Prompts
(Freewriting)

College (high school) sports place too much emphasis on winning.

Husbands of wives who work outside of home should share equally in all
housework.

Sterile needles should be provided to all addicts in order to stop the spread of
AIDS.

English should be the official language in the United States.

People over sixty-five should be forced to retire to make room for the younger
generation.

Occasional arguments are good for friendship.

A woman'’s career can break her marriage.
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APPENDIX 11
FOCUS GROUP

What is the most difficult part of the writing process for you?

What was the most difficult essay to write? Why?

Do you use invention/pre-writing strategies every time you write?

What strategy do you find helpful ?

How did you prepare yourself for the first argumentative essay? Did you do any
prewriting? What did it help you to accomplish?

What strategy did you choose for your second argumentative writing? Why?

7. What strategy, Larson’s heuristic or freewriting, did you find more difficult? Why?

Which one was more helpful ? Why?
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APPENDIX 12

WRITING SAMPLE EVALUATION SCALE

Score Point 4 The response exhibits a strong command of persuasive writing. The writer

Score point 3

Score Point 2

has identified the subject matter, has taken a positive stand about the
subject matter, and has appropriately and effectively presented persuasive
information in support of the position that he/she has taken. The writer’s
organization provides a clear sense of logical progression and overall
completeness. The composition is coherent.

The response exhibits a reasonable command of persuasive writing. Most

of these responses will have two or more adequately elaborated reasons.
However, some responses may have one reason that is well-devel oped and
well-articulated. The writer has a sense of audience and has attempted to
establish rapport with that audience through the use of persuasive
argument. The writer’s organization provides a reasonable sense of logical
progression. The response is generally coherent and complete overall,

although minor weaknesses are present.

The response exhibits a weakness of persuasive writing. The writer has

stated a position and has reasons to support that position. Some of these
responses will contain two reasons with weak elaboration. Others may
have only one reason, but that reason is moderately well-elaborated. Still
others are merely lists of reasons without elaboration. These responses
introduce ideas which are not explained or related to the argument,

causing the reader to make inferences.
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