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PREFACE

This study is concerned with the effectiveness of using specific
proofreading exercises in a college-level typewriting course. Twenty
proofreading exercises were designed, based on literature concerning
common types of proofreading errors by typists. These proofreading
exercises were used in a typewriting class in an effort to assess the
value of developing and including this type materiél in a typewriting
course.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Proofreading has an illustrious background that has been traced to
times preéeding the invention of movable types.l The art of proofread-
ing grew concurrently with the-invenfion and development of printing.
The need for the improvement of manuscripts and the printed page
stimulated a desire for more technical knowledge about proofreading as
early as the Se;ond Century; the first known volume_on the subject of
proofreading is a treatise in Latin by Jerome Hornschuch, a doctor of

medicine.
Purpose of the Study

Complaints have been heard from teachers and businessmen that
typists cannot proofread accurately, but there are few materials
available for the teacher's use in developing this skill. The objec-
tives of this study were (1) to develop proéfreading materials for use
in a college-level production typewriting course, and (2) to determine
if the use of directed proofreading practice in a college-level produc-
tion typewriting course is significantly more effective in improving

proofreading skill than indirect proofreading practice in a college-

1Joseph Lasky, Proofreading and Copy-Preparation (New York, 1954),
p. 1.

21bid., p. 15.



level production typewriting course.
Importance of the Study

Many problems can be caused by a typist's inability to proofread
accurately. The meaning of a sentence can be changed in many ﬁays,
such as by typing an incorrect word, by transposing a dollar amount,
perhaps at considerable expense to the writer, or problems can arise
by typing incorrect street addresses, possibly causing letters to be
undeliverable. Any error that is undetected by the typist could cause
an individual or a business a great deal of embarrassment as well as
possible financial loss.

While business teachers, businessmen, and typists themselves
wouldvprobably agree that accurate proofreading is extremely important,
very 1ittle work appears to have béen done that is specifically design-
ed to improve this skill. The literature found involving the actual
use of proofreading exercises was in subject areas other than business.

It is sometimes difficult for a teacher to have time to present
all the material in a typewriting textbook that appears to be important,
.and it ié even more difficult to have additional time for extra practice
on areas such as proofreading. Although it is frequently recommended
that students get additional practice to improve their proofreading
skill, there is little evidence to indicate that this practice does
provide a significant improvement in the skill.

This study involved the development of proofreading exercises and
a study of their effectiveness, in an attempt to determine the value of
taking the additional time reqﬁired to prepare and use specific proof-

reading exercises. The proofreading materials developed for this



study have additional value in that they can be used as supplementary
exercises for other courses or can be used on an individual basis with

students who need proofreading practice.
Delimitations

The study was delimited to those students who enrolled in Office
Management 2313, Production Typewriting, 12:30 p.m. section, during
the Fall and Spring semesters of the 1974-1975 school year at Oklahoma .

State University.
Limitations

Data were collected and analyzed for only those students who
participated in the two proofreading tests and who completed at least
75 percent of the timed writings and production measurements during

the course.
Assumptions

The following assumptions are noted:

1. Students enrolled in Office Management 2313 (Production
Typewriting) at Oklahoma State University in the 12:30 p.m.
section during the 1974-1975 school year will have success-
fully completed one year of high school typewriting or one
semester of college typewriting.

2. There is no significant difference in ability of students
who enroll in Office Management 2313 in the Fall semester
and students who enroll in Office Management 2313 in the

Spring semester.



Definition of Terms

Production typewriting. Production typewriting is a course design-

ed for college students who have some previous training in typewriting
(at least one year of high school typewriting or one semester of
college typewritiﬁg); with emphasis placed on producing a variety of
typed materialé (such as letters, reports, tables, and business forms)
with all errors corrected.

Timed writing. A timed writing is a typewriting test for a speci-

fic length of time where speed and accuracy rates are determined and
errors are not corrected, using materials that are straight paragraph

copy, as opposed to such materials$ as business forms and tables.

Production measurement. A production measurement is a typewriting
test for a specific length of time (usually 20 to 30 minutes) using
such materials as business forms and tabies, where all errors are
corrected and a rate is determined based on the amount of work completed
in the specific length of time involved.

Proofreading skill. Proofreading skill is the ability to recognize

all types of errors in completed copy, such as misspelled words, omis-
sions or additions of letters or words, and errors in numerical informa-
tion.

Proofreading exercise. The proofreading exercises referred to in

this study are materials designed specifically for .use by students in
practicing to improve proofreading skill.

Directed proofreading practice. Directed practice on proofreading

is specific practice using proofreading exercises, with instructions by

the teacher.



Indirect proofreading practice. Indirect proofreading practice is

practice that students traditionally receive by checking their own work
and having it evaluated by the teacher, with the teacher reporting to
each student any proofreading errors that were made.

Control EEQEE- The control group in this study is the group of
students in production typewriting who receive indirect proofreading
practice but no directed proofreading practice.

Experimental group. The experimental group in this study is the

group of students in production typewriting who receive indirect proof-
reading practice, and, in addition, receive directed proofreading

practice.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

While there is little specific literature on the actual use of
proofreading exercises, there is a great deal of literature indicating
the importance of improving proofreading skill, on specific proofread-
ing difficulties, on methods of teaching proofreading, and on proof-
reading in areas other than business subjects. The literature on

proofreading will be discussed bglow.

Literature on the Need for Proofreading Skill

by Typists in Business

Some of the literature réviewed ind?cated a need for good proof-
reading skill by typists in business. 0Odell and Stuant stated in their
_book on teaching typewriting that the typist is responsible for proof-
reading the letters he types in the business office.1 According to
Rowe, employers seldom complain if typists make errors but are very
concerned when the errors are not located and corrected.2 Winger

stated that the teacher who permits inaccurate proofreading is being

1William R. Odell and Esta Ross Stuart, Principles and Techniques
for Directing the Learning of Typewriting (Boston, 1935), p. 174.

2Joh_n L. Rowe, "Typewriting in the Seventies--An Overview,"
Effective Secretarial Education, National Business Education Yearbook,
No. 12 (Reston, Virginia, 1974), p. 63.




unfair to the student who does a good job, and that teacher is not
going to turn out students who will be in great demand in the office.3

Wise observed some large companies and concluded that although
speed and accuracy in typewriting were considered necessary, the abili-
ty to proofread and produce mailable copy was of primary concern to the
businesses.4 Ryan made a survey of executives concerning qualifica-
tions wanted in secretaries and found that one of the five main "pet
peeves'" listed by executives was "lack of proofreading for meaning in
letters."5

The literature discussed above seemed to indicate a need for

improvement in typists' proofreadin erformance in business offices.
P

Literature on the Most Common Types

on Proofreading Errors

In studying possible methods‘oftimproving proofreading skill,
literature on the most common types of proofreading errors seemed
helpful.

A study by Wong indicated the m&st common types of proofreading
errors, in order, are: (1) transposition of words within sentences,
(2) spacing errors—-omission of extra space, (3) substitution of one

small word for another, (4) omission of one of a pair of doubled

3Fred E. Winger, "Skill Building in Typewriting,' Effective Secre-
tarial Education, National Business Education Yearbook, No. 12 (Reston,
Virginia, 1974), p. 67.

4Elva Lea Wise, "Training for Today's Office,'" The Balance Sheet,
Vol. LV, No. 6 (March, 1974), pp. 257-260.

5LaVerne C. Ryan, '"Wanted: Secretary," Business Education Forum,

Vol. 28, No. 8 (May, 1974), pp. 35-36. !




letters, (5) omission of a letter within a word, (6) doubling of small
words or of syllables within a word, (7) transposition of letters with-
in a word. She also found that errors on the left half and bottom half
of a page are more‘difficult to detect.6

According to Peterson and Staples, the types of errors likely to
be undetected are: (1) errors in headings or subheadings, (2) near
beginnings or at ends of lines, (3) toward\the bottom of the page,
(4) in long words that occur rather frequently, (5) additions or
omissions, (6) transpositions, (7) captions or footnotes, (8) proper
nouns, (9) vertical enumerations, and (iO) number combinations.

The literature discussed above indicated some specific locations
when proofreadiné errors commonly occur which could be useful in

determining areas of concentration in proofreading practice.

Literature on Methods of Teaching Proofreading

in Typewriting Classes

Some of the literature reviewed suggested methods of teaching
proofreading in typewriting classes.

Sobolik listed a number of specific suggestions for classroom
practice to improve proofreading, such as (1) assuming the possibility
of the existence of errors, (2) taking whatever time and effort are

needed to locate errors, (3) proofreading several times, and

6Shirley Wong, "A Study to Compare the Effects of Three Different
Methods of Reading Copy When Proofreading Straight Paragraph Copy by
First-Year Typewriting Students' (unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Oregon State University, 1971).

7John C. Peterson and John Staples, ''Declare War on Undetected
Typing Errors," Business Education World, Vol. 49, No. 7 (March, 1969),
pp. 9-10.




(4) proofreading backwards letter by letter or word by word.8

According to Peterson and Staples, students should have the oppor-
tunity fo practice proofreading skills freqﬁently. They recommended
that the teacher prepare a series of short proofreading exercises for
the students to complgte and that short pfoofreading projects bé
assigned throughout the course. They also mentioned that even though
these exercises should be fairly short, the student should be allowed
sufficient time for careful proofreading.9

Ashby stated.that homework assignments could be made in the area
of proofreading. She suggested that students be given mimeographed
problems prepared by the teacher to be done outside the class and re-
turned.to the teacher. These homewo%k éssignments were suggested so
students could deveiop more skill than is possible in the average
class period.l

In discussing collegiate typewriting, Harris and Rainey also sug-
gested the use of homework assignments to supplement class sessions.
They stated that the teacher can design proofreading exercises which
include all types of errors to be used throughout intermediate and

advanced tybewriting aﬁd that proofreading exercises completed outside
of class can be quite effective. They stated that this out-of-class
work should be reinforced with some teacher instruction in the class-
room and by strict adherence to high standards of perfection in class-

room typing assignments.

8Gayle A. Sobolik, "It Pays to be Sure--Proofread," The Journal of
Business Education, Vol. 50, No. 5 (February, 1975), pp. 188-189.

9John C. Peterson and John Staples, pp. 22-24.

10Patricia Ashby, "Assign Typewriting Related Activities Outside
the Classroom," The Balance Sheet, Vol. LII, No. 8 (May, 1971),pp.346-7.

’11Clyta L. Harris and Bill G. Rainey, '"Collegiate Typewriting--Fact
or Fiction," The Balance Sheet, Vol. LII, No. 5 (February, 1971),
pp. 214-215.




10

Robinson stated that proofreading is a much neglected basic skill
competency that needs to be given more attention. He further stated
that a student should proofread his own work and his proofreading skill
should be evaluated and graded.12

Odell and Stuart also felt that evaluation of proofreading work
was important. They stated that most poor proofreading results from
carelessness or laziness and reported that they had not found a student
who had not learned to proofread accurately when he knew he would fail
the course if he did not.13

In discuséing the teaching of typewriting in their textbook,
Harms, Stehr, and Harris also indicated that evaluation of proofreading
is important and that it can be used effectively. They stated that we
often let proofreading go without careful checking, so stu&ents learn
not to penalize themselves by proofreading their work too carefully.
Their suggestion was that we use a different approach in evaluation and
sometimes-not consider the errors at all but have the student's grade
depend on his proofreading ability.14

The literature discussed above suggested the use of such items as

short proofreading exercises in class homework assignments, and an in-

creased emphasis on proofreading in all phases of class activities.

2Jerry W. Robinson, Editor, Strategies of Instruction in Type-
writing, (Cincinnati, 1972), p. 46.

13William R. Odell and Esta Ross Stuart, p. 172.

14Harm Harms, B. W. Stehr, and E. Edward Harris, Methods of Teach-
ing Business and Distributive Education, Third Edition, (C1nc1nnat1,

1972), pp. 101-102.
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Literature on Developing Proofreading Skill

on Other Subject Areas

Several studies concerned the develdpment of proofreading skill in
subject areas other than business.

A study by Holmés of the effect of direct instruction in proof-
reading on the spelling accuracy of fifth grade children indicated that
those children receiving the direct proofreading practice showed a
marked gain in spelling accuracy over the other children. Both groups
displayed improvement in discovering errors in their own compoéitions,
but the experimental group (with the direct proofreading practice) made
significant gains in spelling accuracy over the control group.15

Laubner found that the use of a proofreading card, constant proof-
reading and immediate reference to a corrected copy produced statisti-
cally significant gains in the use of capitals and punctuation for
elementary children involved in the study.16

Oswalt found that proofreading instruction improved achievement of
fifth grade pupils in recognizing misspelled words and reproducing them

correctly. He recommended that systematic instruction in proofreading

for spelling errors be incorporated into language arts programs.

15Elizabeth Haworth Holmes, "An Analysis of the Effect of Direct
Instruction in Proofreading Upon Spelling Accuracy of Fifth Grade Chil-
dren as Reflected in Improvement in Basic Vocabulary Lists" (unpub.
doctoral dissertation, Temple University, 1962).

6George Francis Laubner, "The Effect of a Series of Lessons on
Proofreading Abilities in Capitalization and Punctuation" (unpub.
doctoral dissertation, Boston University, 1964).

17William W. Oswalt, '"The Effect of Proofreading for Spelling
Errors on Spelling Achievement of Fifth Grade Pupils' (unpub. doctorax
dissertation, Temple University, 1962).
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The studies discussed above indicated improvement in the schoolwork
of elementary students through the use of specific proofreading in-

struction.
Summary of the Literature

It appears from reviewing the literature that there is general
agreement that proofreading skill is important and needs more emphasis.
Suggestions about the teaching of proofreading included giving frequent
teacher-made proofreading exercises, assigning proofreading homework,
and evaluating and grading proofreading work. Other literature mention-
ed specific types of common proofreading errors, information which
could be used in designing proofreading exercises. Also mentioned in
the literature were methods of teaching proofreading in the typewriting
classroom, methods which could be used in coordination with teacher-
made proofreading exercises.

While there were recommendations in the literature reviewed indi-
cating that teacher-made proofreading exercises should be used in type-
writing classes, there was nothing to indicate that the writers
recommending this practice had actually tested their hypotheses. The
only literature found that involved actual use of proofreading exercises
was in other subject areas.

Because of the lack of information and the apparent need for better
proofreading skill by typists, this study was conducted in an effort to
detefmine the value of using‘certain teacher-prepared proofreading

exercises in a college-level typewriting class.



CHAPTER TII
PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY

Selection of Participants

This study was conducted at Oklahoma State University during the
Fall and Spring semesters of the 1974-1975 school year. Since one of
the purposes was to study the effectiveness of using specific proof-
reading materials, the groups,being compared needed to be as similar
as poésible in areas which might have an effect on their proofreadiﬁg
performance. Factors which could be controlled included the type of
course, the’instructbr, the class meeting days, and the class meeting
time. The course in which the aboﬁé factors could be controlled was
Office Management 2313 (Production Typewriting), and the study partici-
pants were those students who enrolled in the 12:30 p.m. section of the
course in the Fall and Spring semesters. Both classes were taught by
the researcher, and both classes met each week on Monday, Tuesday,
Wednesday, and Thursday. The Fall section was the 'control" group,

and the Spring section was the "experimental' group.
Development of Proofreading Materials

The proofreading exercises used in this study were designed by the
researcher and were based on the literature concerning common types of

proofreading errors, so students would get practice using materials in

which proofreading errors appear to occur most often. The materials

13



used were presented in four different forms to give students proof-
reading practice under varying circumstances. Listed below are brief

descriptions of the twenty proofreading exercises used in this study:

Exercise Type of Form of
No. Material Presentation

1 Numerical figures Original copy typewritten;
final copy typewritten

2 Straight paragraph Original copy typewritten;
copy final copy typewritten

3 Dollar amounts Original copy typewritten;
final copy typewritten

4 Business letters Original copy typewritten;
final copy typewritten

5 Names and addresses Original copy typewritten;
' final copy typewritten

6 Numerical figures Original copy handwritten;
final copy typewritten

7 Straight paragraph Original copy handwritten;
copy .final copy typewritten

8 Dollar amounts Original copy handwritten;
final copy typewritten

9 Business letters Original copy handwritten;
‘final copy typewritten

10 Names and addresses Original copy handwritten;
final copy typewritten

11 Numerical figures Original copy typewritten;

final copy student typed

12 Straight paragraph Original copy typewritten;

copy final copy student typed

13 Dollar amounts Original copy typewritten;

final copy student typed

14 Business letters Original copy typewritten;

final copy student typed

15 Names and addresses 'Original copy typewritten;

final copy student typed

16 Numerical figures Original copy handwritten;

final copy student typed

17 Straight paragraph Original copy handwritten;

copy final copy student/typed

18 Dollar amounts Original copy handwritten;

final copy student typed

19 Business letters Original copy handwritten;

final copy student typed

20 Names and addresses Original copy handwritten;

final copy student typed
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In Exercises 1 through 5, both the original énd final copies werev
prepared in advance by the researcher and were in typewritten form.

The student was to compare the original copy with the final copy and
circle on the final copy any differences found.

In Exefcises 6 through 10, both the original and final copies were
prepared in advance by the researcher, with the original copy hand-
written and the final copy typewritten. The student was to compare the
original copy with the final copy and circle on the final copy any
differences found. |

In Exercises 11 through 15, the original copy was prepared in
advance by the researcher and was in typewritten form. The final copy
was to be typed by the student, with any differences in the two copies
circled on the final copy.

In Exercises 16 throﬁgh 20, the original copy was prepared in
advance by the researcher and was in handwritten form. The final copy
was to be tybed by the student, with any differences in the two copies
circled oﬁ the final copy.

The first ten exercises were used during class to provide ﬁore
instructor direction and to provide immediate féedback to the students.
The final ten exercises, which were to be typed by the students and
required more time to complete, were done as homework assignments and
were evaluated by the instructor before the final proofreading test,

given as a post-test near the end of the semester.
Treatment of the Experimental and Control Groups

The control group used no special proofreading materials. The

students were told that 10 percent of their grade would be based on
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their proofreading skill. Their five-minute timed writings and twenty-
‘minute production measurements were evaluated and returned to them tob
give them feedback concerning the number of proofreading errors made,
if any. Two proofreading tests were given during the semester, one
near the beginning of the éemester (pre-test) and one near the end of
the semester (post-test). The pre-test was the production measurement
from Lesson 87, and the post-test was the production measurement from
Lesson 141 in the textbook used for the course.l These proofreading
tests were similar.in nature to the production measurements, but stu-
dents were informed that this work would be evaluated and graded
based on their proofreading skill.

The experimental group used basically tHe same procedure as the
control groﬁp. They were told that 10 percent of their grade would
be based on.their proofreading skill.. The same five-minute timed
writings and twenty-minute production measurements were used as in the
control groub and were evaluated and returned to them to give them
feedback concerning the number of proofreading errors made, if any.
The éame two proofreading tests were given to the experimental group
and to the control group at the same learning stages in the éemester.

The one difference in the treatment of the two groups was the
addition of twenty proofreading exercises to the course work of the
experimental group. These students were not told that they were in an

experimental group. The proofreading exercises were designed by the

1D. D. Lessenberry, S. J. Wanous, and C. H. Duncan, College Type-
writing, 8th ed., (Cincinnati, 1969), pp. 153-154, 244-245,
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researcher and were short, untimed, and scattered throughout the semes-
ter, beginning after the first proofreading test and ending before the
final proofreading test. The proofreading exercises were short to
avoid consuming much class time and werebuntimed to give étudents
proofreading practice that would be éomewhat similar to work in a
business office and to give stﬁdents with varying abilities sufficient
time to complete the exercises as accurately as possible.

Students in both groups were encouraged throughout the course to
work to improve their préofreading skili. This was emphasized fre-
quently through“the feedback given concefning proofreading errors on
timed writings and on production measurements. It was further empha-
sized in the experimental group through the use of the proofreading
exercises. With this continual emphasié on proofreading in the two
groups, attendance became very important. Students with poor attend-
ance records would not receive the proofreading training that was an
essential part of the study, and their scores on the pre-test and post-
tesf would not be good indicators of the value of the proofreading
practice. Because of this, only those students who completed at least
75 percent of the five-minute timed writings given in class and at
least 75 percent of the twenty-minute production measurements given in
class were included in the study. In addition, only those students in
the experimental group who completed at 1ea§t 75 percent of the special
proofreading exercises designed by the researcher were included in the

study.
Statistical Analysis

Since one of the major purposes of the study was to determine the
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value of using specific proofreading exercises, it was necessary to
make several comparisons of the two groups involved to determine
whether or not there were differences in the two groups that were
statistically significant.

A proofreading pre-test was given near the beginning of the
semester and a t-test was used to determine if there was any statis-
tically significant difference in the two groups in their proofreading
performance at that time.

Other data were collected concefning the backgrounds of the
students, such as their grade point averages, ACT scores, majors, and
grade classifications. A t-test was used to determine if there was any
statistically significant differénce in the two groups in their grade
point averages and ACT scores. Differences in majors and grade
classifications were studied by comparing percentages of students in
each group.

During the semester, data were collected concerning students'
proofreading records on five-minute timed writings and on twenty-minute
production measurements. A t-test was used to determine if there was a
. statistically significant difference in the proofreading performance
of the two groups on timed writings and production measurements during
the semester.

A record of absences from class was also kept for each student,
and a t-test was used to determine if there was A statistically signi-
ficant difference in the number of absences from class in the nwd
groups.

Near the end of the semester, a proofreading post-test waé given

to the two groups. A t-test was used to determine if there was a



statistically significant difference in the proofreading performance

of the two groups on the post-test.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
Background Information About the Students

In order to help determine how much similarity existed between the
two groups of students being studied, data were gathered on the students
in addition to their proofreading records during the semester. Addi-
tional data used included grade point averages, ACT scores, majors,
grade classifications, and the number of absences from the typewriting
class.

An analysis of the grade point averages of the two groups indicated
that there was very little difference. As shown in Table I, the control
group had a mean grade point average of 2.792, and the experimental
group had a mean grade point average of 2.849, a difference in the two

groups of 0.057.

TABLE I.

GRADE POINT AVERAGES

Control Experiméntal s/ns
Data Group Group t-test
- .01
Mean Mean
N=42 N=42 -
Grade Point Average 2.792 2.849 456 ns

Difference in means = 0.057; df = 82; critical value = 2.638

20
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A t-test was ﬁsed to assess the difference in the grade point
averages of the two groups. The t-test value was .456. As shown in
Table I, this value indicated that there was no statistically signifi-
cant difference in the grade point averages of the control and experi-
mental groups at the .01 level of significance.

The individual grade point averages of each student in the two
groups are shown in Table XVIII in Appendix B, page 81.

ACT scores were also obtained to help in making comparisons of the
background information of the two groups. As Table II indicates, the
mean ACT score of the control group was 18.868, and the mean ACT score

of the experimental group was 18.371, a difference in the two means of

0.497.
TABLE II
ACT SCORES
Control Experimental
Data Group Group t-test n/ns
' Mean Mean .01
N=38 N=36
ACT Score 18.868 18.371 .917 ns

Difference in means = 0.497; df = 72; critical value = 2.648

A t-test was used to assess the difference in the ACT scores of
the two groups. As shown in Table II, the t-test value was .917. This
value indicated that there was no statistically significant difference
in the ACT scores of the tontrol and experimental groups at the .01

level of Significance.
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The individual ACT scores for the students in the two groups are
showﬁ in Table XIX in Appendix B, page 82.

Another area of background information studied was the majors of
the students in the two groups. They were classified for purposes of
this study as either business majors or nonbusiness majors. As shown
in Table III, business majors made up 92.857 percent of the students
in the control group and 80.952 percent of the students in the

experimental group.

TABLE III

BUSINESS VERSUS NON-BUSINESS STUDENTS

Control Experimental
Data Group Group
No. Percent No. Percent
Business Majors 39 92.857 34 80.952
Nonbusiness Majors 3 7.143 8 19.048
Totals 42 100.000 42 100.000

Percentages were used in this area for ease of comparison of the
two groups. By inspection of these percentages, it appeared that the
difference in the majors of the control and experimental groups was not
great enough to have an appreciable effect on the results of the study.

Specific information as to the majors of the individual students

in the two groups can be found in Table XX in Appendik B, page 83.
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Another area of background information considered was the grade
classifications of the students. As can be determined by studying the
information in Table IV, 90.477 percent of the students in the control
group were freshmen and sophomores, while 83.333 percent of the'students
~ in the experimental group were freshmen and sophomores. All other
students in the two groups were classified as juniors, seniors, or
special students. (Special students are regularly enrolled in the

course but are not taking the course:to satisfy a degree requirement.)

~ TABLE IV

GRADE CLASSIFICATIONS

Control Experimental
Grade Classification . ___ Group Group

No. Percent No. Percent

Freshman - 28 6€.667 23 54.762
Sophomore 10 23.810 12 28.571
Junior 2 4.761 3 7.143
Senior 1 2.381 3 7.143
Special 1 2.381 1 2.381
Totals 42 100.000 42 100.000

Percentages were used in this area for ease of comparison of the
two groups. By inspection of these percentages, it appeared that the
difference in the grade classifications of the control and experimental
groups was not great enough to have a significant effeét on the results

of the study.
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Specific information concerning grade classifications of the
‘'students in the two groups can be found in Table XXI in Appendix B,
page 84.

Another area of comparison was the number of males and females in
each group. As shown in Table V, there were 41 females and 1 male
student in each group. Since the groups were identical in fhis area,

no statistical testing was done.

TABLE V

MALE/FEMALE RATIO

Control. Experimental
Data Group Group
N=42 ' : N= 42
Number of Males ‘ i1 1
Number of Females : 41 41

Totals 42 42

Another aréa studied was the number of absences from the type-
writing class by each student. As shoﬁn in Table VI, the mean number
of absences of the control group was 4.929 and the mean number of
absences of the experimental group was 9.506, a difference in the means
of the two gfoups of 4.571.

A t-test was used to assess the difference in the class absences

of the two groups. 'As shown in Table VI, the t-test value was 3.800.
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This value indicated that there was a statistically significant differ-
ence in the number of class absences of the control and experimental
groups at the .01 level of significance.’ This significant difference
occurred althoﬁgh the students who had not completed 75 percent of the
classwork had been eliminated from the study and were not included in

this comparison.

TABLE VI

CLASS ABSENCES

Control Experimental
Data Group * Group t-test s/ns
Mean Mean
N=42 N=42
Class Absences 4.929 9.500 ’ 3.800 s

Difference in means = 4.571; df = 82; critical value = 2.638

Specific numbers of absences by each student in the two groups are
given in Table XXII in Appendix B, page 85.

As previously indicatéd, there was no significant difference in
the backgrounds of the students in the control and experimental groups
in their grade point averages, ACT scores, majors, and grade classifi-
cations. However, there was a statistically significant difference
indicated in the number'of absences from class, as the experimental
group had an average of class absences that was almost double the

N

number of class absences of the control group. These absences from
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class could have had a considerable effect on the results of this study.
Pre-Test

A pre-test was given to the two groups at the same stage of learn-
ing in the course to determine if there was a significant difference in
their proofreading abilities before the beginning of the specific proof-
reading instruction. Students in both groups were instructed that the
evaluation of the test would be based on their proofreading skill.

As shown in Tabae VII, the mean number of proofreading errors on
the pre-test by the control groug was 2.143, and the mean number of
proofreading errors on the pre-test by the experimental group was

3.095. The difference in the means of the two groups was (0.952.

TABLE VII

PROOFREADING ERRORS ON PRE-TEST

Control Experimental
Data Group Group t-test n/na
Mean Mean .01
N=42 N=42
Proofreading Errors 2.143 ‘ 3.095 1.440 ns

Difference in means = 0.952; df = 82; critical value = 2.638

The number of proofreading errors made on the pre-test by each stu-
dent in the two groups is shown in Table XXXV in Appendix E, page 105.
A t-test was used to determine if there was a significant differ-

ence in the means of the control and experimental groups on the
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pre-test. As shown in Table VII, the t-test value was 1.440. This
value indicated that there was no statistically significant difference
in the pre-test proofreading error means of the control and experi-

mental groups at the .01 level of significance.
Proofreading Records During Course

During the semester (after the pre-test but before the post-test),
numerous production measurements and straighﬁ—copy timed writings were
given to fhe two groups. Identical @aterial was used for the two
groups, and this material included fourteen production measurements and
nineteen timed writings. Records were kept of the number of proofread-
ing errors made by each student, and this information is shown in
Tables XXITI, XXIV, XXVI, and XXVII in Appeadix C, pages 87, 89, 92,
and 94, respectively.

From the proofreading reéord for each student, several comparisons
were made. Proofreading error averages were determined for egch student
on the timed writings ds well as on the production Measurements. Proof-
reading error averages were also determined for the two groups on each
timed writing and on each production measurement. These data were
compared to determine if there was a significant difference in the
proofreading performance of the control and experimental groups on
their regular classwork during the semester.

As shown in Table VIII, the mean number of proofreading errors on
timed writings by students in the control group was 1.872, compared
with a mean of 1.581 for the experimental group. This was a difference

in means of 0.291.
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TABLE VIII

STUDENT PROOFREADING ERROR AVERAGES
ON TIMED WRITINGS

Control Experimental
Data Group Group t-test s/ns -
Mean Mean
N=42 N=42
Proofreading Error Average
by Student i 1.872 1.581 .793 ns

Difference in means = 0.291; df = 82; critiéal value = 2.638

A t-test was used to assess!the difference in the average number
of proofreading errors by each sfudent in.the control and éxperimental
groups. As shown in Table VIII, the Efﬁest_value was .793. This value
indicated that there was no statistically significant difference in the
average number of proofreading erroré on timed writings by students in
the two groups at the .01 level of significance.

A comparison was also made of the proofreading error averages by
students in the two groups on productionvmeasureménts during the semes-
ter. As inéicated'in Table IX, the mean number of proofreading errors
on production measurements by students in the control group was 1.918,
compared with a meanvof 2.608 for students in the experimental group.
This was a difference in meané of 0.690.

As shown in Table IX, the t-test value was 2.226. This value
indicated that there was not a statistically significant difference in
the average number of proofreading errors on production measurements

by students in the two groups at the .0l level of significance.
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STUDENT PROOFREADING ERROR AVERAGES
ON PRODUCTION MEASUREMENTS
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: Control Experimental
Data Group Group t-test s/ns
: Mean Mean .01
N=42 N=42
Proofreading Error Average
by Student :
(42 students per group) 1.918 2.608 2.226 ns
Difference in means = 0.690; df = 82; critical value = 2.638

In addition to the comparisons made of proofreading error averages

'by each student, comparisons were also made of the average number of

proofreading errors on each timed writing and production measurement.

As shown in Table X, the mean number of proofreading errors made on

timed writings by the control group was 1.927, compared with a mean of

1.553 for the experimental group. This was a difference in meaﬁs of

0.374.

TABLE X

AVERAGE NUMBER 'OF PROOFREADING ERRORS

ON TIMED WRITINGS

Control Experimental

Data Group Group t-test s/ns
Mean Mean
N=42 N=42
Proofreading Error Average
(19 timed writings) o 1.927 1.553 2.125 ns

Difference in means = 0.374; df = 82; critical value = 2.638
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As shown in Table X, the t-test value was 2.125. This value indi-
cated that there was not a statistically significant difference in the
two groups in the average number of proofreading errors on timed
writings at the .01 level of significance.

The comparison that was made of the proofreading error averages
on production measurements by the control and experimental groups is
shown in Table XI. The mean number of proofreading errors on produc-—
tion measurements by the control group was 1.894, compared with a mean

of 2.598 by the experimental group, a difference in means of 0.704.

TABLE XI

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PEOOFREADING ERRORS
ON PRODUCTION MEASUREMENTS

Control  Experimental
Data Group Group t-test n/ns
Mean Mean
N=42 N=42
Proofreading Error Average
(14 production measurements) 1.894 2.598 2.029 ns

Difference in means = 0.704; df = 82; critical value = 2.638

As shown in Table XI, the t-test value was 2.029. This value
indicated that there was not a statistically significant difference in
the two groups in the average number of proofreading errors on produc-
tion measurements at the .0l level of significance.

Analysis of the data in Tables VIII, IX, X, and XI indicates that
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the experimental group had a lower average number of proofreading
errors on timed writings, and the control group had a lower average
number of proofreading errors on production measurements during the
course. While there were differences iﬁ the means of the two groups
on their proofreading work during the course, these differences were
not statistically significant.

The individual student information used for Tables VIII, IX, X,
and XI can be found in Tables XXIII, XXIV, XXV, XXVI, XXVII, XXVIII,
XXIX, and XXX in Appendix C, pages 87, 89, 91, 92, 94, 96, 97, and 98.

Since two types of data about students were being studied.(back-
ground information and proofreading records), some comparisons were
made between specific areas of background information and students’
proofreading records. As some méasufe of proofreading performance was
needed for this comparison, the proofreading records on production
measurements during the semester were used. The production measure-
ment data were used as an indicator of student proofreading performance
during the semester because that type of material seemed more repre-
sentative of realistic proofreading sitUatiops, because it represented
proofreading performance over an entire semester, and because it was
the same type material as that used for the pre-test and post-test.

The first comparison made was of students' grade point averages
and their proofreading performance on production measurements. In
making this comparison, the record of each student was compared with
the mean in that category and determined to be either above the mean
or below the mean.

As shown in Table XII, 38.095 percent of the students in the-

control group were above the grade point average mean and below the
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proofreading error mean, compared with the same percentage for the
experimental group; There were 19.048 percent of the students in the
control group above the proofreading error mean and below the grade
point average mean, compared with 30.952 percent for the students in
the experimental group. All other students in both groups were either
above both the grade point average mean and the proofreading error mean

or below both means.

TABLE XII

COMPARISON OF GRADE POINT AVERAGE
AND PROOFREADING ERROR AVERAGE*

' Control Experimental
Data Group ’ Group
' No. Percent No. Percent
Above Grade Point Average Mean/
Below Proofreading Error Mean 16 38.095 16 38.095
Below Grade Point Average Mean/
Above Proofreading Error Mean 8 19.048 13 30.952
Above Grade Point Average Mean/
Above Proofreading Error Mean 6 14.286 4 9.524
Below Grade Point Average Mean/
Below Proofreading Error Mean 12 28.571 9 21.429
Totals 42 100.000 42 100.000

*Proofreading error average on production measurements

If the grade point average were a predictor of proofreading per-
formance, it seems logical that thpse students who were above the grade
point average mean would be below the proofreading error mean, and vice

versa. As shown in Table XII, a majority of the students in each group
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showed this to be the case; over half of the students who were above
the grade point average mean were below the proofreading error mean
and vice versa.

Specific information gathered for use in making the comparisons
shown in Table XII can be found in Table XXXI in Appendix D, page 100.

A comparison was also made of the business and nonbusiness majors
and their proofreading error aﬁerages on production measurements. As
shown in Table XIII, 33.333 percent of the business majors in the con-
trol group were above the proofreadingberror mean and 66.667 percent
were below, compared with 38.235 percent of the business majors in the
experimental group who were above the proofreading error mean and
61.765 percent below. Nonbusiness majors in the control group had
33.333 percent who were above the prééfreading error mean and 66.667
percent below. In the experimental group, 50.000 percent of the non-
business majors were above the proof?eading error mean and 50.000 per-
cent were below the proofreading error mean.

It would seem that business majors might indicate a better proof-
reading performance than nonbusiness majors. This was the case with
the experimental group, but there was no difference in the.;omparison
in the control group.

Specific information showing the comparisons of individual
business and nonbusiness majors with their proofreading error averages
is shown in Table XXXII in Appendix D, page 102.

Another comparison made was of the grade classifications of the
students and their proofreading error averages on production measure-
ments. As indicated in Table XIV, 39.286 ﬁercent of the freshmen in

the control gfoup were above the proofreading error mean and 60.714



TABLE XIII

COMPARISON OF BUSINESS AND NONBUSINESS MAJORS

WITH THEIR PROOFREADING ERROR AVERAGES*
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Control Experimental
Data Group Group
No. Percent No. Percent
Business Majors
Above Proofreading Error Mean 13 33.333 13 38.235
Below Proofreading Error Mean 26 66.667 21 61.765
Total Business Majors 39 100.000 34 100.000
Nonbusiness Majors
Above Proofreading Error Mean 1 33.333 4 50.000
Below Proofreading Error Mean 2 66.667 4 50.000
Total Nonbusiness Majors 8 100.000

3

100.000

*Proofreading error average on production measurements



COMPARISON OF GRADE CLASSIFICATIONS
WITH PROOFREADING ERROR AVERAGES*

TABLE XIV

35

Control Experimental
Data Group Group
No. Percent No. Percent
Freshmen
Above Proofreading Error Mean 11 39.286 9 39.130
Below Proofreading Error Mean 17 60.714 14 60.870
Total Freshmen 28 100.000 23 100.000
Sophomores
Above Proofreading Error Mean 3 30.000 6 50.000
Below Proofreading Error Mean A 70.000 _6 50.000
Total Sophomores 10 100.000 12 100.000
Juniors
Above Proofreading Error Mean -0 0.000 1 33.333
Below Proofreading Error Mean 2 100.000 2 66.667
Total Juniors 2 100.000 3 100.000
Seniors '
Above Proofreading Error Mean 0 0.000 1 33.333
Below Proofreading Error Mean 1 100.000 2 _66.667
Total Seniors 1 100.000 3 100.000
Special
Above Proofreading Error Mean 0 0.000 0 0.000
Below Proofreading Error Mean 1 100.000 1 100.000
Total Special 1 100.000 1 100.000

*Proofreading error average on production measurements
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percent were below, compared with 39.130 percent of the freshmen in the
éxperimental group who were‘above the proofreading error mean and
60.870 percent below. On the sophomore level, 30.000 percent in the
control group were\above the pfoofreading error mean and 70.000 percent
were below, while 50.000 percent in the experimental group were above
the proofreading error mean and 50.000 percent were below. There were
no juniors, seniors, or special students above the proofreading error
mean in the control group, so in all three cases 100.000 percent were
below the mean. At both the junior and senior levels in the experimen-
tal group, there were 33.333 percent of the students above the proof-
reading error mean and 66.667 percent below. In the special student
category in the experimental group, 100.000 percent of the students were
below the proofreading error ﬁean.

Upperclassmen (juniors and seniors) migﬁt be expected to have a
better proofreading performance than freshmen and sophomores. This was
found to be true in this study. Table XIV indicates that in both groﬁps
.the juniors and seniors had a higher percentage of students who were
below the proofreading error mean than was the case with freshmen and
sophomofes.

Specific information concerning individual students' grade classi-
fications and their proofreading error averages can be found in
Table XXXIII in Appendix D, page 102.

Another comparison made was of the number of absences by each
student Qith'his proofreading error record on production measurements.
If attendance had an effect on performance, it seems logical to expect
that students with a high absencelrate would also have a high proof-

reading error average, and those with a low absence rate would have a
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low proofreading error average.

As Table XV indicates, 33.333 percent of the students in the con-
trol group were below the absence mean and below the proofreading
error mean, combared with 40.476 students in the experimental group who
were below both means. In the control grouﬁ, 9.524 percent of the
students were above both the absence mean and the proofreading error
mean, and in the experimental group 21.428 percent of the students
were above both means. All other students in the two groups were above

the mean in one category and below the mean in the other category.

TABLE XV

COMPARISON OF CLASS ABSENCE AVERAGES
WITH PROOFREADING ERROR AVERAGES*

Control Experimental

Data Group Group
No. Percent No. Percent
Above Class Absence Mean/
Below Proofreading Error Mean 14 33.333 8 19.048
Below Class Absence Mean/
Above Proofreading Error Mean 10 23.810 8 19.048
Above Class Absence Mean/
Above Proofreading Error Mean 4 . 9.524 9 21.428
Below Class Absence Mean/
Below Proofreading Error Mean 14 33.333 17 40.476
Totals 42 100.000 42 100.000

*Proofreading error average on production measurements

It would be expected that students with high absence rates might

not perform as well as those with lower absence rates. In other words,
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students who were above the méan of class absences would be expected
to be above the mean of proofreading errors and vice versa. This was
not true in the control group but was true in the experimental group,
with approximately two-thirds of the students either above both means
.or below both means.

Specific information concerning individual students' class absence
averages and their proofreading error, averages can be found in

Table XXXIV in Appendix D, page 103.
"Post-Test

Near the end of the semester, a post-test was given to the two
groups éf students. It consisted of.production-type material of a
similar nature to the work complefedfduring the semester. Both groups
were informed that their work would be evaluated based on their proof-
reading performance.

As shown in Table XVI, the mean number of proofreading errors by
the control group on the post-test was 2.786, and the mean number of
proofreading errors by the experimental group on the post-test was
2.595. This was a difference in the two means of 0.191.

The number of proofreading errors made by each student in the two
groups on the post-test is shown in Table XXXVI in Appendix E, page 107.

| A t-test was used to assess the difference in the post-test scores
of the-two groups. As shown in Table XVI, the t-test value was .31l.
This value indicated that there was no statistically significant differ-
ence in the proofreading performance of the two groups on the poét—test

at the .01 level of significance.
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PROOFREADING ERRORS. ON POST-TEST
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Control Experimental
Data Group. Group t-test s/ns
Mean Mean .01
N=42 N=42
Proofreading Errors
(Post-Test) 2.786 2.595 311 ns
Difference in means = 0.191; df = 82; critical value = 2.638
For ease of comparison, Table XVII was prepared to show the mean
number of proofreading errors by the control and experimental groups
on both the pre-test and post-test. As Table XVII indicates, the
experimental group had a mean difference of 0.952 more proofreading

errors on the pre-test than the control group. However, on the post-

test, the experimental group had a mean difference of 0.191 f

proofreading‘errors than the control group.

TABLE XVII

COMPARISON OF PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS

ewer

Control Experimental
Data Group Group
Pre-Test Proofreading Error Mean 2.143 3.095
(Difference = 0.952)
Post-Test Proofreading Error Mean 2.786 2.595
(Difference = 0.191)
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It appears from analysis of the information in Table XVII that the
experimental group's proofreading performance improved in relation to
that of the control group. This improvément occurred even though the
experimental group had a poorer performance than the control group on
proofreading of the same type of material (production measurements)
during the semester. In addition, the experimental group's improved
performance occurred even though they had a class absence average that

was almost twice as high as that of the control group.



CHAPTER 'V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary

Since a definite need for improvement in proofreading skill of
typewriting students seemed apparent, this study was conducted to
develop some prooffeading materials for classroom use and to evaluate
the effectiveness of using these maferials. This study was done at
Oklahoma State University during ‘the 11974-1975 school year and involved
two intermediate typewriting dlasSés? The approach used was to give a
pre-test to both groups, to use some specific proofreading exercises in
the experimental group, and to give é post~test to both groups near the
end of the semester. |

Background information was obtained about the students in the two
groups to determine how much similarity seemed to exist between the
groups. In the area of scholastic abilify, the information obtained
indicated that the exPerimentél group had a slightly higher grade point
average than did the control group, but thehcontrol group had a slightly
higher mean ACT score than did the experimental group. In studying
other background information, it was determined that there were more
business majors in the control group than in the experimental group,
and there were more upperclassmen in the experimental group than in the
control group. There was no statistically significant difference in

the two groups in their grade point averages and ACT scores at the .01

41
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level of significance, indicating that there was no significant differ-
ence in these areas that would have an effect on the results of the
study.

The other area of information studied that did not deal specifi-
cally with proofreading was the number of absences from the typewriting
class. The experimental group, which met during the Spring semester,
had almost twice as many average absences from class as did the control
group, which met dufing the Fall semester. A t-test was used to deter-
mine if there was a significant difference in the class absences of the
two groups, and it was found that the difference in class absences was
statistically significant at the .Ol'leQel of significance.

In studying the proofreading records of the two groups, it was
determined that the control group had a lower average number of proof-
reading errors on production measurements than did the experimental
group. However, the experimental group had a lower average number of
proofreading errors on timed writings than did the control group. A
t-test was used to assess the difference in the two groups on timed
writings and production measurements, and no statistically significant
difference was found in the proofreading performance of the two groups
at the .0l level of significance on either the timed writings or the
production measurements.

After making comparisons of students' background information with
their proofreading error records on production measurements, there did
not appear to be large differences between the two groups in any area
except attendance. There was a considerably larger percentage in the
experimental group who had more absepces than the mean and also had more

proofreading errors than the mean. The control group had a higher
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percentage of students who were above the mean in number of absences

and beldw the mean in number of proofreading errors, but the mean
number of absences being used for the control group was lower than that
for the experimental group because of the difference in absence rates of
the two groups.

The pre-test and post-test given to the two groups consisted of
production-type work, with the students being instructed in advance that
the evaluation of their work would be based on the accuracy of their
proofreading. These two tests were used as the basis for determining
any change in proofreading ability which might have occurred during the
course. The results of the pre—testvind}cated that the mean number of
proofreading errors by the experimental group was somewhat higher than
that of the control group, but the difference in the means of the two
groups was not statistically significant at the .01 level of signifi-
cance. The post-test results indicatéd that by the end of the semester
the experimental group had a mean nuﬁber of proofreading errors that was
lower than that of the control grbup, but the difference in the means
of thé two groups was not statistically significant at the .01 level of"

significance.
Conclusions

", Based on the literature reviewed and on the number ofvproofreading
errors made by students in the study, there is an apparent need for
improvement in proofreading skill.

Background information about the students in the areas of grade
point averages, ACT scores, majors and grade classifications did not

appear to have a significant effect on the results of the study.
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However, the number of absences from class could have had an effect on
the results of this study sigce the average number of absences by the
experimental group was almost twice as high as the average number of
absences by the control group. It is conceivable that the experimental
group'sbproofreading record could have been better if their attendance
record had been better.

Although there was not a statistically significant difference in
the means of the two groups on the post-test, there did appear to be a
noticeable change indicated by the results. Some improvement in proof-
reading skill was indicated by the experimental group in relation to
the control group. The control group had a lower mean number of proof-
reading errors on the pre-test than the éxpérimental group, but the
experimental group had a lower mean number of proofreading errors on the
post—-test than the control group. Since there was an indication that
improvement was made by the expefimeﬁtalzgrdup in comparison with the
control group, it is possible that the improvement could have been
greater if the experimental group's attendance had been as good as that

of the control group.
‘Recommendations

Emphasis should continue fo be placed on efforts to impfove proof-
reading skill of typists, as there is evidence of a need for more skill
in this area. Further studies should be made at the beginning level of
typewriting skill before proofreading hahits have been formed so that
proofreading materials can be used as a teaching, device rather than as
remedial training.

Any further studies of this nature should give consideration to
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having both groups in the study meet during the same semester to avoid
possible attendance variations between Fall and Spring semesters.

Further studies should be considered in which only those students
are included who demonstrate a need for improvement in proofreading
skill; when an entire class is used, there may be some students included
who are already accurate proofreaders and who have little or no room for
improvement.

As there appeared to be some improvement indicated by the group
which had access to proofreading exercises when compared with the group
which did not use the proofreading exercises, the use of the supplemen-
tary proofreading exercises should be considered for further development

and implementation into typewriting courses at the collegiate level.
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 1

Instructions: Compare the original copy with the final copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on the final copy.

Original Copy

42375
11211
41091
3655
5878

1020
35563
744111

772881
899093

711171
450947
328504
3535535
900733

4300419
821235
82330194
1551551
4017931

3241124
743233

6736773
2150550
3585853



Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 1

Final Copy

42375
1211
41091 .
3566
5878

1020
35563
74411
778211
399093

711171
459047
328304
3535535
907333

4300019
821235
32230194
1551551
4017921

3241124
743223
6736773
2150550
3585855



Name
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Instructions:

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 2

Compare the original copy with the final copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on the final copy.

Original Copy

Dale Carnegie has written many books and articles
on how to win friends and influence people. He
also has established training courses to help
people win friends. The recommendations that

he gives in one of his books for making people
like you are to become genuinely interested in
other people, to smile, to remember that a man's
name is to him the most important sound in any
language, to be a good listener, to talk in terms
of the other man's interest, and to make the

other person feel important.



Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 2

Final Copy

Dale Carnegie has written many books .and articles

on how to win friends and influence people. He

aslo has established training courses to help

people win’freinds. The reccomendations that

he gives in one of his books for making people
like you are to become genuineley interested in
other people, to smile, to rememember that a man's
mane is to him the most important sound in any
language, to be a good lisetener, to talk in terms
of the other mans' interéSt, and to make the

other person feel important,

53
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Inst;uctions:

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 3

.Compare the original copy with the final copy. If there
‘are any differences, circle them on the final copy.

Original Copy

23.77
15.60
1,472.64
16.34
92.86

121.75
122.21
33.30
94.55 -
166.38

8,344.42
423.67
18.96
221.77
5,680.21

314.05
6,780.44
275.98
44,365.81
12,220.02

657,321.85
3,714.25
57,222.31
72.22
565.02



Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 3

Final Copy

23.77
1.56
1,472.64
16.34
98.86

121.57
121.21
33.00
94.55
166.38

8,344.42
422.67
81.96
221.79
5,680.12

134.05
6,780.44
275.98
44,653.81
12,220.00

 857,321.85
3,714.25
51,222.31
72.22
565.02
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 4

Instructions: Compare the original copy with the final copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on the final copy.

Original Copy

292 Peachtree Street
Atlanta, GA 30308
May 5, 1975

Sheraton-Plaza Hotel
Copley Square
Boston, MA 02116

Attention Reservations Desk

Gentlemen:

Please reserve a single room for me in the $25 a day
range from Friday, May 16, until Monday, May 19. I
expect to arrive at the Sheraton-Plaza sometime
after 6 p.m. on May 16 and plan to leave about

3 p.m. on May 19.

Please send a confirmation of this reservation
to my office at the above address.

Very truly yours,

Horace 0. Ransom



Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 4

Final Copy

299 Peachtree Street
Atlanta, GA 30038
May 5, 1974

Sheraton-Plaxa Hotel
Copely Square
Boston, MA 02116

Attention Reservations Desk

Gentleman:

Please reserve a single room for me in the $35 a day
range from Friday, May 16, until Monday, May 19. I
expect to arrive at the Shereton-Plaza sometime
atfer 6 p.m. on May 16 and plan to leave about

3 p.m. on May 19,

Please send a confirmation of this reservations
to my office at the above address.

Very truly yours

Horace Q. Ransom

57
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 5

Instructions: Compare the original copy with the final copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on the final copy.

Original Copy

Mr. Harold Hite
1816 Willow Road
Troy, New York 12180

Mrs. Allice Hanson
3655 Duncan Drive
Atlanta, Georgia 30318

Mr. Jerry Walters
935 Harris Avenue
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53216

Mr. Richard Peters
1336 Christine
Fremont, CA 94538

Mrs. Ramona Craben
73 Perry Place
New York, New .York 10017

Mr. Ronald Meeker
522 Ellen Lane
Collegeville, Maine 04192

Mrs. Mary Lloyd
2775 Central Avenue
Hartford, Connecticut 06100

Mrs. John Simmons
401 Maple Avenue
St. Petersburg, Florida 33713

Mr. Milton Morris
1221 West Lincoln
Atlanta, GA 30312

Mrs. Gary Lambe
2101 Evanston
Newkirk, Alabama 35213



PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 5
Final Copy-

Mr. Harold Hite
1815 Willow Road
Troy, New York 12180

Mrs. Alice Hanson
3655 Duncan Drive
Atlanta, Georgia 30318

Mr. Jerry Walters
935 Harris Avenue
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 52316

Mr. Richard Peters
1336 Christine
Fremont, CA 94538

Mrs. Ramona Graben
73 Perry Place
New York, New York 10017

Mr. Ronald Meaker
522 Ellen Lane
Collegeville, Maine 04992

Mrs. Mary Lloyd
2775 Central Avenue
Hartford, Connecticutt 06100

Mrs. John Simons
401 Maple Avenue
St. Petersburg, Florida 33113

Mr. Milton Morris
1212 West Lincoln
Atlanta, CA 30312

Mrs. Gary Lambe
2101 Evanston
Newkirk, Alabama 35123
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 6

Instructions: Compare the original copy with the final copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on the final copy.

Original Copy

[LER007 14T
5155155/5 1
1890000 &50
3y 35

544544

14R007/47

LéSLSee
YYss 4Ly 34 5¥Y

242117265752
2/9000 73 902

S04 77721739
5332353253
6006 706 777
314 597526
F532/4¢

5979773
665625933
L1 7711 4411
1459 73258
L6 335¢ 86

7934365/
19416655 43
9¢ 466 3295
EEVEIE LS
RE5 Y777 e/



Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 6

'Final Copy

1482007147
515515151
129000650
34113511
4544544

142002147
6656566
44554434544
342111726552
21900073000

80477762939
5332353523
6006766777
314579826
5832144

5979973
665635933
4414177114411
145972288
66338686

79343651
7941665543
654663295
923659148
2554977612
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 7

Instructions: Compare the original copy with the final copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on the final copy.

Original Copy
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 7

Final Copy

When you apply for a job you will
be asked to state what you can do. Most
Jjobs require some special skill. For
examlpe,'some firms may want to now if
you can typewrite, and others of you can
handle figures. Most firms will want to
know something about your as a person~-
whether or not you are lézy, how will
you can work with ohters, and how much

pride you have in you work.
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 8

Instructions: Compare the original copy with the final copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on the final copy.

Original Copy

777 $88. <21
é&;faa/. /¥
37/,737. 37

' 6’.27 Y27,
65'/ 3272, 00

5, 35504
754, 365.99
6, 424 00
37, 514,94
83, 533,38

b, 341. 1/

l, 411.77
I27. 49
992,000, 47
4, 27191

32, 584. &1
44, 761.07
23,509.7¢
6, 446,53
4, §35.92

¢s, A2/.84
7/, FHo.00
24, 856,63
44 22/, /5
7//, 35¢.29



Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 8

Final Copy

777,888.12
65,321.14
371,237.37
8,827.40
657,312.00

1,533.04
152,365.99
99,424.00
37,514.92
83,883.38

66,341.00
1,411.77
327.49
992,000.47
64,277.01

32,584.61
47,161.07
32,509.76
1,446.83
141,835.92

56,221.84
71,340.00
29,856.63
44,221.15
771,356.29
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" Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 9

Instructions: Compare the original copy with the final copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on the final copy.

Original Copy

M W 1T7ST

77/1]»(4..4 e A
Ay A

Cueete, 20 SO
Apan 7N iao x/mtlw |
j/LM%M ‘7444/-/ Qe 73\3 e‘aia,u,a Zﬂ%&% %/221;4746‘;&/
/, W/W X/mﬂ_ Aawddaceod, # e

b Leon) prapirbocd & a5

d /szu ﬂ ZM% Wd F 4,5

ciié%” /ézdiplﬁ;»vua 42»L¢~»dva3/L¢£2£) 67;/b¢¢&uﬁ?f”11¢2%€f
Zdo/i«,,wma, | titf pddnsgacd 2t
%7

Al L pplbees ‘ g 4 wu,a) Ze



Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 9

Final Copy

July 15, 1975

Mrs. Lynn Kosetar
4707 Westmont Drive’
Cripple Creek, CO 80813

Dear Mrs. Kosater

Thank you for your order of 3 copies of Walden by
Henry David Thoraeu. We have in stock 3 editions
of this book:

1. Modern Library Edition, hardbound, $2.69
2. Doubleday Edition, paperback, $,95
3. Peter Pouper Press Edition, hardbound, $5.60

All editions are complete; differences in prices
represent differences in quality of books. The
Peter Pauper editoin is the only one that has
attractive sketches throughout the book and a
special clothe binding. It is especially
appropirate for gift-giving.

We have inclosed a stamped, self-addresed post-'
card that will simplify your task of infroming

us of you choice. We will send your order promptly

upon reciept of this postcard.’

Sincerely youfg

Robert Manford, Manager

je
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 10

Instructions: Compare the original copy with the final copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on the final copy.

Original Copy
ﬂ]x:/ WM@M
ZMZZL %%m

A /a/
ﬂm{ew LrbsZe 990

/¢</4 ‘

WI/ wfjmé?‘ /0/0
/3 %Wé,

s W /5946

)

% W S7/04
7870 éw Adnd, Mrece
el Méomu 74739

J

. Kpwad Heaham
728 Laat Ti

Ratamayosr; 7Hcchigans #7093
%f‘%’ it
/

4&44 W 9/520
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 10

Final Copy

Mr. Walter Stribling
8645 Melrose Lane
Seattle, Washington 99122

Mr. Clifford Canfield
2011 Biggers Boulevard
_ Aberdeen, South Dakota 41990

Mrs. George Jackson
1449 Riverside Drive
Covington, Kentucky 41019

Mr. Frederick Jones
3144 Harrison Street
Aaronsburg, Pennsylvania 15926

Mrs. Marshall Smithe
5522 Beech Lane
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87104

Mr. Edward Benson
7824 East 32nd Drive
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74129

Mr. David Milberﬁ
1919 Evergreen
Cinncinnati, Ohio 45240

Mrs. William Carnes
100 Stanford :
Tyler, Texas 75701

Mr. Howard Graham
128 East 26th
Kallamazoo, Michigan 45002

Mrs. Terry Chamberland
92751 Holly Avenue
San Jose, California 91520
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 11

Instructions: Type the information below on another page. Then
compare your typing with the original copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on your typed copy.

Original Copy

34561
79985
431022
11847
9819653

42615
817050
3926101
1654
1707303

69541
78720
448629
788193
1056

142790

29734
- 100568
- 531066

91206

760159
23470
998135
1102368
68314
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 12
Instructions: Type the information below on another page. Then
compare your typing with the original copy. 1If there

are any differences, circle them on your typed copy.

Original Cépy

All letters convey two messages. One is expressed in words; the
other, by the impression it makes on the reader. The second is the
hidden quality you put into an envelope each time you mail a letter,
The written message is important; let there be no doubt on this point..
A letter must say what it should, and it should say it clearly and suc-
cinctly. Nobody likes to receive fuzzy letters in which ideas defy
interpretation. A clear 1etper is usually a welcome caller.

Almost everyone disapproves of men or women who overdress or who
do not dress appropriately for their calling. As a writer remarked,

"I hate to see men overdressed; a man ought to look like he is put to-
gether by accident, not added up on purpose.” How you dress is very
important; so are the leﬁters you send out to represent you. They
should reflect a company at its very best. Letters gain admittance
more easily than callerg, but this privilege should not be abused.

In an office setting, you must be observant of the many hidden.
qualities that are part of any good letter. A firm will often be:
judged on the typing and on the care you take in spelling, punctuating,
and proofreading your work., Somehow, a letter that is faulty in these
basié points does not impress a reader with the purpose of its message.
The letters you type must express the dignity and sincerity with which

a company conducts business affairs.
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 13
Instructions: Type the information below on another page. Then
compare your typing with the original copy. If there

are any differences, circle them on your typed copy.

Original Copy

13,570.32
2,456.80
13.85
3,870.49
14,899.77

2,581.39
14,875.66
2,980.95 -
85,432.50
100.89

3,580.41
295.88
2,750.65
18,451.87
23,405.00

2,586.36
11.23
500.49
385.60
2,780.41

4,358.49
256.15
298.30

5,781.10

11,183.33
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 14
Instructions: Type the information below on another page. Then

compare your typing with the original copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on your typed copy.

Original Copy

March 14, 1975

Mr. A. A. Allen
445 Davis Drive
Billings, MT 59102

Dear Mr. Allen:
_SUBJECT: Loan No. 3758

We wrote yoh last month concerning the delinquency of payments
on your loan. As yet, we have received neither a reply nor a
remittance. Two installments, amounting to $548.00, are now due.

It has always been our policy to be lenient whenever possible;
however, we feel that we are entitled to some explanation when
payments are not made on time.

Can you make a substantial payment on your account within the
next ten days? If not, we shall have to request the trustees
to institute sales proceedings in accordance with the terms of
your trust deed. The expense of this action will be chargeable
to you,

We sincerely hope that you will give this account your prompt
attention and avoid the expense and inconvenience of the action
mentioned above.

Very truly yours,

GRIGGS FINANCE ASSOCIATION

F. E. Blount, Secretary



Name

Instructions:

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 15

Type the information below on another page.
compare your typing with the original copy.
..are any differences, circle them on your typed copy.

Original Copy

Mr. Walter Davis
3285 Jefferson Avenue
Salt Lake City, UT 84121

Mrs. Eugene Jones
3175 Smith Street
Newport News, VA 23601

Mrs. Judith Morris
2800 Loveland
Trenton, NJ 08610

"Mrs. Ira Hancock

3813 Evergreen Street
Riverside, CA 92501

Morris Sporting Goods Store
258 Pinewood Avenue
Jersey City, NJ 07302

Baker and Baker, Inc.
401 Brady Building
Hartford, CT 06107

Miss Janice Meeker
450 Hancock Drive
Durham, NC 27703

Mrs. A. J. Davids
1334 Charleston
Dayton, OH 45427

Miss Angela Applebury
3140 Cottonwood Street
Wichita, KS 67203

Mrs. Mark Sims
485 Combs Building
Augusta, GA 30904

Then
If there

74
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 16

Instructions: Type the information below on another page. Then
compare your typing with the original copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on your typed copy.

Original Copy

Y757 &
g72 /43

/13839
1087 ¥4/
Jo 8 429

2/ 3540
2346
§341 9

SH455
Joo3 44

L3347
268423
783 490
6354 1) 0
2793

I3 459/
S ¥IR e

b1 L4S
723711
413 89

7725
293/44%
F659 7R
1583
Y556/
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Name

PROOFREADING. EXERCISE NO. 17

Instructions: Type the information below on another page. Then
compare your typing with the original copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on your typed copy.

Original Copy

JWM%&/%@%W 470/»4%? M
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19&94;L¢¢L¢2V[4422Aau jﬁﬁ&;ﬁhbt7an//1££h¢44/
4¢1/;2:23;2%L4xboﬂéuff ;%J:Zu/:ZALU 7714494L47L¢4mjéb‘37¢44./1ﬂﬂaaé£/
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Name

77

Instructions:

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 18
Type the information below on another page. Then

compare your typing with the original copy. If there
are any differences, circle them on your typed copy.

Original Copy

25 221 96
2, 788. 30
5 9/2.25

Jo/. 45
27, O

3¢5, 90

2, 710. 46
&, 431,575
29 1.49
R3,586.78

4 510.35
5,977, é6
65‘, 43{{«3(/
% 2/2.00
4, 77/1./7

8,388, 75~

9, /41! 00O
285,33

¢, /1a4.27
328,415.70

456.8/
2, 9705
7, §74. /2
29,685,383/

4 786.29
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 19
Instructions: Type the information below on another page. Then
' compare your typing with the original copy. If there

are any differences, circle them on your typed.copy.

Original Copy
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Name

PROOFREADING EXERCISE NO. 20

. ~Then

Type the information below on another page
If there

compare your typing with the original copy.
are any differences, circle them on your typed copy.

1 o -
Instructions:

Original Copy
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INDIVIDUAL GRADE POINT AVERAGES

TABLE XVIII

81

Control Group

Experimental Group

Student Grade Point Student Grade Point
No. ' Average No. Average
1 3.028 1 3.322
2 2.619 2 2.321
3 2.866 3 3.456
4 3.087 4 3.522
5 1.285 5 1.958
6 2.155 6 2.413
7 1.892 7 2.034
8 1.941 8 2.245
9 3.000 9 2.900
10 4,000 10 2.774
11 2.300 11 3.307
12 2.043 12 2.215
13 3.414 13 3.000
14 3.172 14 2.750
15 2.557 15 2.916
16 3.178 16 3.900
17 3.633 17 2.203
18 3.285 18 3.000
19 2.088 19 3.266
20 2.625 20 3.269
21 3.157 21 2.000
22 2.900 22 3.300
23 2.833 23 2.357
24 2.389 24 3.016
25 2.642 25 2.362
26 2.343 26 2.266
27 3.896 27 2.612
28 2.111 28 2.180
29 1.542 29 3.250
30 2.892 30 3.508
31 3.700 31 3.344
32 2.733 32 2.793
33 3.048 33 2.766
34 3.531 34 3.655
35 2.653 35 2.516
36 2.616 36 2.472
37 3.000 37 3.482
38 3.800 38 2.503
39 2.806 39 3.127
40 2.750 40 2.431
41 2.965 41 3.823
42 2.774 42 3.125

Mean 2.792 Mean 2.849




TABLE XIX

INDIVIDUAL ACT SCORES *
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Control Group

Experimental Group

- Student No. ACT Score Student No. ACT Score
1 22 1 15
2 18 2 16
3 14 3 22
4 21 4 19
5 24 5 10
6 17 6 23
7 15 7 -
8 - 8 -
9 18 9 16

10 28 10° 16
11 12 11 -
12 07 12 09
13 19 13 -
14 17 14 19
15 16 15 17
16 21 ' 16 25
17 24 17 17
18 .17 18 19
19 19 19 -
20 23 20 15
21 18 21 11
22 17 22 22
23 19 23 21
24 - 24 18
25 17 25 20
26 21 26 13
27 28 27 23
28 17 28 24
29 17 29 18
30 19 30 23
31 29 31 23
32 14 32 21
33 - 33 13
34 28 34 21
35 20 35 -
36 - 36 20
37 16 37 21
38 21 38 -
39 10 39 13
40 16 40 15
41 18 41 24
42 20 42 21
Mean 18.868 Mean 18.371

*No ACT score was available for transfer students.



INDIVIDUAL BUSINESS/NON-BUSINESS MAJORS

TABLE XX
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Control Group

Experimental Group

Student Business/ Student Business/
No. Non-Business No. Non-Business
1 Business 1 Business
2 Non-Business 2 Business
3 Business 3 Non-Business
4 Business 4 Business
5 Business 5 Business
6 Business 6 Business
7 . Business 7 Non-Business
8 Non-Business 8 Business
9 Business 9 Business
10 Business 10 Non-Business
11 Business 11 Business
12 . Business 12 Business
13 Business 13 Business
14 Business 14 Non-Business
15 Non-Business 15 Business
16 Business 16 Business
17 Business 17 Business
18 Business 18 Business
19 Business 19 Business
20 Business 20 Business
21 Business 21 Business
22 Business 22 Business
23 Business 23 Non-Business
24 Business 24 Business
25 Business 25 Business
26 Business 26 Business
27 Business 27 Business
28 Business 28 Business
29 Business 29 Business
30 Business 30 Business
31 Business 31 Non-Business
32 Business 32 Business
33 Business 33 Business
34 Business 34 Business
35 Business 35 Business
36 Business 36 Non-Business
37 Business 37 Non-Business
38 Business 38 Business
39 Business 39 Business
40 Business 40 Business
41 Business 41 Business
42 Business 42 Business




INDIVIDUAL GRADE CLASSIFICATIONS

TABLE XXI
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Control Group

Experimental Group

Student No. Classification Student No. Classification
1 Freshman 1 Freshman
2 Sophomore 2 Freshman
3 Freshman 3 Sophomore
4 Senior 4 Freshman
5 Freshman 5 Freshman
6 Sophomore 6 Sophomore
7 Freshman 7 Freshman
8 Freshman 8 Sophomore
9 Freshman 9 Freshman

10 Freshman 10 Freshman
11 Freshman 11 Freshman
12 Freshman 12 Sophomore
13 Sophomore 13 Special
14 Freshman 14 Freshman
15 Sophomore 15 Sophomore
16 Freshman 16 Freshman
17 Freshman 17 Sophomore
18 Freshman 18 Freshman
19 Sophomore 19 Freshman
20 Freshman 20 Freshman
21 Sophomore 21 Freshman
22 Freshman 22 Sophomore
23 Freshman 23 Freshman
24 Special 24 Sophomore
25 Freshman 25 Junior

26 Junior 26 Freshman
27 Sophomore 27 Freshman
28 Freshman 28 Junior

29 Sophomore 29 Freshman
30 Freshman 30 Sophomore
31 Sophomore 31 Freshman
32 Freshman 32 Freshman
33 Sophomore 33 Freshman
34 Freshman 34 Freshman
35 Freshman 35 Junior

36 Junior 36 Sophomore
37 Freshman 37 Senior

38 Freshman 38 Senior

39 Freshman 39 Senior

40 Freshman 40 Sophomore
41 Freshman 41 Freshman
42 Freshman 42 Sophomore




TABLE XXII

INDIVIDUAL CLASS ABSENCES
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Control Group

Experimental Group

Student No. Absences Student No. Absences
1 1 1 6
2 1 2 11
3 12 3 9
4 2 4 14
5 10 5 17
6 13 6 30
7 3 7 13
8 3 8 8
9 N 4 9 1

10 5 10 12
11 1 11 6
12 0 12 6
13 5 13 2
14 0 14 9
15 . 8 15 0
16 4 16 13
17 3 17 11
18 11 18 21
19 12 19 7
20 11 20 1
21 5 21 23
22 2 22 0
23 2 23 17
24 2 24 10
25 7 25 17
26 2 26 14
27 9 27 9
28 2 28 8
29 10 29 6
30 4 30 3
31 6 31 5
32 0 32 7
33 10 33 19
34 1 34 5
35 9 35 16
36 11 36 6
37 3 37 8
38 0 38 14
39 2 39 3
40 4 40 3
41 0 41 7
42 7 42 2
Mean 4.929 Mean 9.500
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PROOFREADING ERROR RECORDS

86



87

TABLE XXIII

BY CONTROL GROUP

INDIVIDUAL PROOFREADING ERRORS ON TIMED WRITINGS
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TABLE XXIII (Continued)
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TABLE XXIV

INDIVIDUAL PROOFREADING ERRORS ON TIMED WRITINGS

BY EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

89

m“ CONNMUNOHANMHNNTNIOTO = Ne-HNOO
mw HONINANOFHMNMOMNMHOOANTNITITNAHITNSHOMON
uu FON I A TONANFHNEHOOOWHMH™H | ONNWYH |
”w OCON I NOTOVDNOONHNOVANNOMMOO-HNM
“D NOTrHOOONMHFOHMOHN | ONHOOOOOMT |
Mm HOANNOMNMWOWHONOONHMHHOMOOO W
m“ M I OHTOONOOOHOMNMONODOHHOOHOOM

2

aom“ COoOWVWANNOOOHANNOOCOOMNMCHONOHHSNNO-N

[=}

b

ﬂ H“ 141_H“1‘_ N~~~ NONHHNMH | OHO | O

=

o }

m mw —HOMHMN | HHTONOOOHOHHOOOHO | MO

o

[l
[=)) nva.mw_ VOHITNITNTAOHHONO [ NOO~ | | |
¢} NNHHANFHFHONANONOONOHO | OMO™ | = |
~ N OO I NMHMMFMO-HMed | OO0 | OO0O00CO | OMNO
Ne) ONANMMHEMFNNNTHOOHHHHANNOHOOMNMANM
n I I 1O 1T OoONNDOCOOOO IOHOO I OO~ | N
~ HHANT N HNONITIHANNOAHNOHTETHTETHOTOM
[32] Or-HOHT O | Q.R,mﬂ1‘?_751‘nv?_0 HOOOMON N
o~ HOTOIT AN I NONOONOANHOHHNHNOHNOHN I
— OCANTMN | OO0 1l OMNOHANANANOHHHOHMHOMNMOM

)

m .

< O HANNITNONODAOHNNITINONOANO HNMT N0

S =z Hre A AN NNNNNN

)

%]



TABLE XXIV (Continued)
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TABLE XXV

PROOFREADING ERROR AVERAGES
ON TIMED WRITINGS

Control Group Experimental Group
Student No. Error Average Student No. Error Average
1 .684 1 1.444
2 1.579 2 .824
3 1.294 3 4,211
4 .235 4 1.857
5 .765 -5 2.875
6 2.824 6 .889
7 11.056 7 .941
8 1.824 8 2.611
9 2.118 9 2.105
10 <412 10 3.316
11 6.000 11 1.158
12 <947 12 1.389
13 .737 13 . .684
14 1.579 14 1.474
15 1.800 15 1.053
16 1.579 16 2.438
17 .176 17 1.105
18 .588 18 .842
19 .563 19 1.375
20 3.000 20 .944
21 .250 - 21 .889
22 1.789 22 .737
23 2.000 23 .500
24 .368 24 2.647
25 2.533 25 1.000
26 1.111 26 2.800
27 .733 27 2.000
28 4,579 28 2.000
29 9.000 29 .778
30 1.765 30 .368
31 421 31 1.833
32 2.632 32 1.778
33 .867 33 4,067
34 . .632 34 421
35 .929 35 2.438
36 1.211 36 1.467
37 1.765 37 1.529
38 1.389 38 1.167
39 1.294 39 .500
40 1.929 40 1.895
41 1.263 41 .526
42 " 412 42 1.526

Mean 1.872 Mean 1.581
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BY CONTROL GROUP
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TABLE XXVIII

PROOFREADING ERROR AVERAGES
ON PRODUCTION MEASUREMENTS
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Control Group

. Experimental Group

Student No. Error Average Student No. Error Average
1 1.286 1 2.000
2 1.154 2 3.857
3 1.643 3 4,786
4 1.000 4 2,692
5 1.000 5 4.091
6 3.769 6 3.214
7 2.929 7 1.769
8 1.571 8 5.929
9 1.929 9 2.714

- 10 .786 10 4.929
11 5.214 , 11 1.286
12 1.714 12 1.000
13 .643 13 1.429
14 3.143 14 1.857
15 1.929 15 3.000
16 1.786 16 2.429
17 .615 17 2,571
18 1.286 18 1.143
19 1.143 19 2.143
20 1.923 20 1.429
21 1.214 21 4,231
22 2.786 22 1.714
23 2.214 23 1.846
24 .929 24 1.929
25 1.143 25 2.143
26 1.429 26 3.571
27 714 27 2.500
28 3.286 28 1.857
29 9.333 29 1.643
30 1.615 30 1.286
31 571 31 2.429
32 2.071 32 2.929
33 1.846 33 4,769
34 571 34 .786
35 1.308 35 4,929
36 1.769 36 5.231
37 3.214 37 2.615
38 1.308 38 1.615
39 1.571 39 1.692
40 1.500 40 3.143
41 1.929 41 .929
42 1.786 42 1.500

Mean 1.918 Mean 2.608




TABLE XXIX

ON EACH TIMED WRITING

] AVERAGE NUMBER OF PROOFREADING ERRORS
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Control Group

Experimental Group

Measurement Error Measurement Error
Number Average Number Average
1 1.461 1 1.513

2 1.513 2 1.825

3 1.342 3 2.350

4 1.763 4 1.805

5 1.722 5 1.375

6 1.850 6 1.452

7 2.077 7 .706

8 2.689 8 2.108

9 3.071 9 2.457

10 2.829 10 1.000
11 2.927 11 1.692
12 1.077 12 .975
13 1.179 13 1.250
14 2.071 14 1.143
15 1.357 15 1.051
16 1.375 16 1.625
17 1.900 17 1.763
18 2.310 18 1.634
19 2.098 19 1.780
Mean 1.927 Mean 1.553




TABLE XXX

AVERAGE NUMBER OF PROOFREADING ERRORS
ON EACH PRODUCTION MEASUREMENT
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Control Group

Experimental Group

Measurement Error Measurement Error

Number Average Number Average
1 1.381 1 5.250
2 1.762 2 2.707
3 2.634 3 3.690
4 3.024 4 2.537
5 2.146 5 2.833
6 3.476 6 2.786
7 .762 7 1.125
8 1.537 8 2.500
9 1.395 9 1.024
10 1.048 10 2.049
11 1.390 ' 11 2.300
12 1.976 12 3.357
13 2.075 13 1.854
14 1.905 14 2.366

Mean 1.894 Mean 2.598




APPENDIX D

COMPARISONS OF BACKGROUND INFORMATION

WITH PROOFREADING ERROR RECORD
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TABLE XXXI

COMPARISON OF INDIVIDUAL GRADE POINT AVERAGES
WITH PROOFREADING ERROR AVERAGES

Control Group Experimental Group

Student Above/Below Mean Student Above/Below Mean

No. GPA* PR* No. GPA* PR*
1 Above Below - 1 Above Below

2 Below Below 2 - Below Above

3 Above Below 3 Above Above
4 Above Below 4 Above Above

5 Below Below 5 Below Above

6 Below - Above 6 Below ~ Above

7 Below Above 7 Below Below

8 Below Below 8 Below Above

9 Above Above 9 Above Above
10 Above Below 10 Below Above
11 Below Above 11 Above Below
12 Below Below 12 Below Below
13 Above Below 13 Above Below
14 Above Above 14 Below Below
15 Below Above 15 Above Above
16 "Above Below 16 Above Below
17 Above Below 17 Below Below
18 Above Below 18 Above Below
19 Below Below i9 Above Below
20 Below Above 20 Above Below
21 Above Below 21 Below Above
22 Above Above 22 Above Below
23 Above Above 23 Below Below
24 Below Below 24 Above Below
25 Below Below 25 Below Below
26 Below Below 26 Below Above
27 Above Below 27 Below Below
28 Below Above 28 Below Below
29 Below Above 29 Above Below
30 Above Below 30 Above Below
31 Above Below 31 Above Below
32 Below Above 32 Below Above
33 Above Below 33 Below Above
34 Above Below 34 Above Below
35 Below Below 35 Below Above
36 Below Below 36 Below Above
37 Above Above 37 Above Above
38 Above Below 38 Below Below
39 Above Below 39 Above Below
40 Below Below ' 40 Below Above
41 Above Above 41 Above Below
42 Below Below 42 Above Below

* Grade Point Average
**Proofreading Error Average on Production Measurements



COMPARISON OF INDIVIDUAL BUSINESS AND NON-BUSINESS MAJORS

TABLE XXXII

WITH PROOFREADING. ERROR AVERAGES

101

Control Group

Experimental Group

Student Business/ Above/ Student Business/ Above/
“No. Non-Business Below* No. Non-Business Below*
1 Business Below 1 Business Below

2 Non-Business Below 2 Business Above

3 Business Below 3 Non-Business Above

4 Business Below 4 Business Above

5 Business Below 5 Business Above

6 Business Above 6 Business Above

7 Business Above 7 Non-Business Below

8 Non-Business Below 8 Business Above

9 Business Above -9 Business Above
10 Business Below 10 Non-Business Above
11 Business Above 11 Business Below
12 Business Below 12 Business Below
13 . Business Below 13 Business Below
" 14 Business Above 14 Non-Business Below
- 15 Non-Business Above 15 Business Above
16 Business Below 16 Business Below
17 Business Below 17 Business Below
18 Business Below 18 Business Below
19 Business Below 19 Business Below
20 Business Above 20 Business Below
21 Business Below 21 ‘Business Above
22 Business Above 22 Business Below
23 Business Above 23 Non-Business Below
24 Business Below 24 Business Below
25 Business "Below 25 Business Below
26 Business Below 26 Business Above
27 Business Below 27 Business - Below
28 Business Above 28 Business Below
29 Business Above 29 Business Below
30 Business Below 30 Business Below
31 Business Below 31 Non-Business Below
32 Business Above 32 Business Above
33 Business Below 33 Business Above
34 Business Below 34 Business Below
35 Business Below 35 Business Above
36 Business Below 36 Non-Business Above
37 Business " Above 37 Non-Business Above
38 Business Below 38 Business Below
39 Business Below 39 Business Below
40 Business Below 40 Business “Above
41 Business Above 41 Business Below
42 Business Below 42 Business Below

*Proofreading error mean on Production Measurements



TABLE XXXIII

COMPARISON OF INDIVIDUAL GRADE CLASSIFICATION

WITH PROOFREADING ERROR AVERAGES

102

Control Group

Experimental Group

Student Grade’ Above/ Student Grade Above/
No. Classification Below¥* No. Classification Below*
1 Freshman Below 1 Freshman Below
2 Sophomore Below 2 Freshman Above
3 Freshman Below 3 Sophomore Above
4 Senior Below 4 Freshman Above
5 Freshman Below 5 Freshman Above
6 Sophomore Above 6 Sophomore Above
7 Freshman Above 7 Freshman Below
8 Freshman Below 8 Sophomore Above
9 Freshman Above 9 Freshman Above
10 Freshman Below - 10~ Freshman Above
11 Freshman - Above 11 Freshman Below
12 Freshman Below 12 Sophomore Below
13 Sophomore Below 13 Special Below
14 Freshman Above 14 Freshman Below
15 Sophomore Above 15 Sophomore Above
16 Freshman Below 16 Freshman Below
17 Freshman Below 17 Sophomore Below
18 Freshman Below 18 Freshman Below
19 Sophomore Below 19 Freshman Below
20 Freshman Above 20 Freshman Below
21 Sophomore Below 21 Freshman Above
22 Freshman Above 22 Sophomore Below
23 Freshman Above 23 Freshman Below
24 Special Below 24 Sophomore Below
25 Freshman Below 25 Junior Below
26 Junior Below 26 Freshman Above
27 Sophomore Below 27 Freshman Below
28 Freshman Above 28 Junior Below
29 Sophomore Above 29 Freshman Below
30 Freshman Below 30 Sophomore Below
31 Sophomore Below 31 Freshman Below
32 Freshman Above 32 Freshman Above
33 Sophomore Below 33 Freshman Above
34 Freshman Below 34 Freshman Below
35 Freshman Below 35 Junior Above
36 Junior Below 36 Sophomore Above
37 Freshman Above 37 Senior Above
38 Freshman Below 38 Senior Below
39 Freshman Below 39 Senior Below
40 Freshman Below 40 Sophomore Above
41 Freshman Above 41 Freshman Below
42 Freshman Below 42 Sophomore Below

*Proofreading error mean on Production Measurements
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TABLE XXXIV

COMPARISON OF INDIVIDUAL CLASS ABSENCES
WITH PROOFREADING ERROR AVERAGES:

Control Group ‘ Experimental Group
Student Above/Below Mean Student Above/Below Mean
No. Absences Proofreading* No. Absences Proofreading#*
-1 Below - ‘Below 1 Below Below
2 Below Below 2 Above Above
3 Above Below 3 Below - Above
4 Below Below 4 Above Above
5 Above Below 5 Above Above
6 Above " Above 6 Above Above
7 Below Above 7 Above Below
8 Below © Below 8 Below Above
9 Below Above 9 Below Above
10 Above Below 10 Above Above
11 Below Above 11 Below Below
12 Below Below 12 Below Below
13 Above Below : 13 Below Below
14 - Below Above 14 Below Below
15 Above Above 15 Below Above
16 Below Below . 16 Above Below
17 Below Below 17 Above Below
18 Above Below ‘ 18 Above Below
19 Above Below 19 Below Below
20 Above Above 20 Below Below
21 Above Below 21 Above Above
22 Below Above 22 Below Below
23 Below Above . 23 Above Below
24 Below Below 24 Above Below
25 Above Below 25 Above Below
26 Below Below 26 Above Above
27 Above Below ’ - 27 Below Below
28 Below Above ' 28 Below Below
29 Above Above 29 Below Below
30 Below Below - 30 Below Below
31 Above Below 31 Below Below
32 Below Above 32 . Below Above
33 Above Below 33 ~ Above Above
34 Below Below 34 Below Below
35 Above Below 35 Above Above
36 Above Below 36 Below Above
37 Below Above 37 Below Above
38 Below Below 38 Above Below
39 Below Below 39 Below Below
40 Below Below 40 Below Above
41 Below Above 41 Below Below
42 Above Below 42 Below Below

*Proofreading error mean on Production Measurements



APPENDIX E

PRE-TEST AND POST-TEST RESULTS
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TABLE XXXV

INDIVIDUAL PRE-TEST RESULTS

Control Group Experimental Group
Student Proofreading Student Proofreading
No. Errors ] No. Errors
1 0 1 3
2 1 2 5
3 1 3 5
4 1 4 1
5 1 5 14
6 1 6 1
7 10 7 2
8 6 8 4
9 2 9 1
10 0 10 3
11 3 11 1
12 2 12 0
13 0 13 10
14 2 14 13
15 4 15 1
16 1 16 1
17 1 17 2
18 0 18 0
19 1 19 0
20 2 20 2
21 3 21 2
22 1 22 1
23 2 23 0
24 1 24 4
25 1 25 0
26 6 26 3
27 2 27 1
28 7 28 7
29 13 29 4
30 1 30 1
31 0 31 2
32 2 32 2
33 1 33 5
34 1 34 0
35 2 35 10
- 36 2 36 4
37 1 37 4
38 0 38 1
39 0 39 4
40 2 40 4
41 2 41 1
42 1 42 1
Mean 2.143 Mean 3.095
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TABLE XXXVI

INDIVIDUAL POST-TEST RESULTS

Control Group Experimental Group
Student ‘Proofreading Student Proofreading
No. Errors No. Errors
1 1 1 1
2 1 2 3
3 4 3 2
4 1 4 5
5 1 5 5
6 11 6 3
.7 8 7 3
8 7 8 5
9 1 9 1
10 1 10 1
11 3 11 3
12 9 12 1
13 0 13 1
14 2 ‘14 1
15 6 15 2
16 0 16 1
17 0 17 2
18 0 18 1
19 0 19 1
20 1 20 1
21 1 21 2
22 1 22 0
23 5 23 0
24 3 24 1
25 0 25 1
26 2 26 10
27 1 27 1
28 6 28 3
29 15 29 7
30 2 30 0
31 1 31 5
32 0 32 3
33 3 33 7
34 3 34 1
35 3 35 4
36 3 36 3
37 2 37 5
38 1 38 3
39 2 39 1
40 5 40 7
41 1 41 1
42 0 42 1
Mean 2.786 Mean 2.595
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Statistical Data Used = t-test

To test: H: up = ¥y,
£ = & -X) - (- o)
°%, © X
1 2
where
ul - u = expected value as stated in

null hypothesis (0)

2 -2
s= - = = () x + )x.9)
Xl x2 ( 1 2
( n (n-1) )
2 , o'
le = ZXl - N
2 2 _gn?
sz = ZXZ - N
df = N, + N, - 2
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