Middle School Students’ Audience Awareness in Perasive Texts

Giliz TURGUT

Abstract- One of the important elements of writig considering target audience, which requiresensito have audience
awareness. Audience awareness is particularly arircipersuasive writing because persuasive naestiequire considering
opposing ideas target audience have and refutiem tvithout dialogic feedback. Considering the int@ioce of audience
awareness in persuasive narratives, this studyiimaged audience awareness Bfgrade students in two classrooms. A total of
30 students participated in the study, and eactlestucompleted two narratives during the two-weekiqa of the study.
Students were assigned different audiences for paofative topic. Results were compared for medierénces, and Mann-
Whitney U test was completed to examine the stegissignificance of mean differences. Results ¢atbd a statistically
significant difference in audience awareness. feuréimalysis also indicated the importance of a imgéul match between the
narrative topics and the assigned audience conditibhe study concludes with implications for teashand suggestions for
future studies.

Keywords Audience awareness, persuasive narratives, mgitieol.

Ozet- Ortaokul @rencilerinin fkna Yazilarindaki Okuyucu BilindHedef okuyucuyu géz éniinde bulundurmak, énemli yazm
becerilerden biridir, ki bu beceri yazarlarda okeywilincinin olmasini gerektirir. Okuyucu bilinézellikle ikna edici yazilarda
onemlidir ¢inkl ikna tirt yazilar hedef okuyucurutrfikirlerinin diyolojik geribildirimi olmadan gé éniinde bulundurulmasini
gerektirir. Okuyucu bilincinin ikna turi yazilardainemini gbz 6niine alarak, bu gaha iki siniftaki 7. sinif grencilerinin
okuyucu farkindaliklarini agairdi. Toplam 30 grenci calsmaya katildi ve hergenci ¢alsmanin iki haftalik doneminde ikna
tiriinde iki kisa makale yazdigencilere her konu igin farkli hedef okuyucularrata Sonuglar ortalama puanlardaki farklar
icin kaslilastirild1 ve ortalama farklarin istatistiksel 6nemtest etmek icin Mann-Whitney U testi uygulandin8glar okuyucu
farkindalgl alaninda istatistiksel olarak anlaml bir farksggrmitir. Ayrintili analiz ayrica makale konular ve aéa okuyucu
kosullari arasinda anlamli bir uyumun &nemini gosteRli calsma &Gretmenler i¢in uygulamalar ve gelecek galalar igin
Oneriler ile son buldu.

Anahtar Sozciklet©Okuyucu bilinci, ikna yazilari, ortaokul.

Introduction

Definition of audience awareness is complex andlproatic (Kroll, 1984; Oliver, 1995), but its impance in
writing is well established (Cohen & Riel, 1989;bBlv, 1981, Black, 1989; Flower & Hayes, 1980).
According to Kroll (1981), having audience awareneganghat writers understand writing and speaking are
different realities and this difference has to &igected in the texts they produce. Audience awesginvolves
understanding or trying to understand the “expegsnexpectations and beliefs” of the addresseimacel
(Ede & Lunsford, 1984, p. 165). Although the writeay not know who will read the text, he or shesube
language of the text to cue readers to the rolevtiter envisions for them (Ede & Lunsford, 1984).

Paying attention to audience, adapting texts @etaaudience, and giving them cues about theisrole
can distinguish expert writers from novices (Cameal2002; Bakhtin, 1986; Vygotsky, 1978). Flowe®7Q)
states that novice writers tend to compeséer-basedprose andeflect the flow of their thought in their
writing. On the other hand, expert writers tengotoducereader-basegrose and reflect the purpose of their
thought and adapt them to the audience. Gregg €1396) suggest a correlation between writingicitfies
and lack of audience awareness and Karchmer-KI2@D7) states that when writers acknowledge and
understand their readers, they are better ablertstict effective texts.

These intricate skills involved in considering ardie usually develop at school. Therefore, schools
have an important role in teaching audience andoits in writing (Carvalho, 2002). However, resdarc
suggests that schools provide students with liméggerience in writing for different audiences hessa
teachers are the main and only audience in mosingirassignments (Applebee, 1981; Berkenkotter,1198
While writing for their teachers, students cannavér enough opportunities to differentiate theirtiwg for
various audiences. In addition, compared to stiémdchers are more knowledgeable on issues studgte
about (Applebee, 1981) and both teachers and dtudbare the same context. Therefore, studentsnoiay
feel the necessity to expand their thoughts inildeteen writing for their teachers.

Besides the crucial role schools have in teacliiegimportance of audience awareness in writing,
schools are also important for teaching how to ewiit genres (Bos, Krajcik & Soloway, 1997). Studies
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indicate that students have difficulty especialijfmpersuasive writing (Applebee, Langer, Jenkiagllis, &
Foertsch, 1990; Greenwald, Persky, Campbell, & MazA41999; Persky, Daane, & Jin, 2003). It is regbrt
that 65-88% of students from fourth to twelfth gragbnerate poor to mediocre responses to persuwastirey
tasks (Applebee et al., 1990). Persuasive writhgdrticularly demanding because it requires disdognd
guestioning with the target audience to establigfuraents, as well as refute opposing positionshowit
dialogic feedback (Midgette, Haria, & MacArthur, GB). Therefore, writers need to present their posit
clearly, deliver arguments coherently, supportrtbisims with relevant justification and elaborato consider
counterarguments that might be raised by the aadjeand find ways to refute these counterargun(&ieke
& Sillars, 2001). In addition, writers have to miaim an appropriate tone that is considerate ofptitential
audience to reduce resistance (Midgette et. aD8R0Persuasive essays should also address thenaadi
directly to engage the reader fully in the argum{@tirier, Andriessen, & Chanquoy, 1999; PiolatuBsey,
& Gombert, 1999).

Due to the importance of audience awareness inngrand its crucial role in persuasive genre, it
would be informative to investigate school age stidg audience awareness with a specific focus on
persuasive texts. However, studies investigatirgy tpic are very limited. Research study condudigd
Midgette, Haria, and McArthur in 2008 is currentthe only peer-reviewed study on audience awaresmeds
persuasive or argumentative texts, The study arfthilings will be discussed in detail.

Audience Awareness in Persuasive Texts

In their study, Midgette, Haria, and MacArthur (8)0nvestigated the effects of various revising
goals focusing on the persuasive writing of onedned eighty-one fifth- and eighth-grade studentsmn
urban/suburban school district. 29% of tHe draders and 39% of theé"&jraders came from low Socio
Economic Status (SES) families as indicated byilglity for free or reduced price lunch. Studentghw
disabilities and English language learners werdueled from the study.

They randomly assigned students to three goal tiondi In the first group, students were assigned a
general goal, which was to improve a text. Studentse second group were set a goal to improvéethf a
text. Finally, the third group was assigned a godnprove content and communication with an auckeihe
final versions of student texts were evaluatedthi@ir overall persuasiveness and for elements fupsive
discourse relevant to content and audience.

Researchers had 6 main hypotheses. They firstigatiid that students in the second and third groups
would have improved persuasive essays, with thel throup showing the most improvement. Results
indicated that while setting specific goals imprbwhe quality of the second and third groups’ essay
expected, there was no significant difference ialigp of texts between the two groups. Although thied
group, who focused on improving content and audienonsidered and rebutted opposing perspectives mo
often than the other groups, the quality of itsagsavas not higher than the quality of second gsoagsays.
Authors explained the potential reason for the sigmificant results in the quality of essays betwsecond
and third group as the essays’ low quality evennihe students were provided specific goals. Thezaae
score of the second and third groups’ essays wBreu of seven.

Researchers also anticipated an increase in thetiguand quality of reasons and elaborations of
reasons for the second and third groups. Howewestatistically significant differences were foudconfirm
their hypothesis. The third hypothesis was abowgenling an increase in the consideration of opmgpsin
reasons and rebuttals in the third group that fedusn improving not only content but also the ancke
Results confirmed the hypothesis as students ithilheé group considered and rebutted opposing viewse
than the other two groups did. Another hypothesas what the tone of writing, including use of resps,
formal language and markers of politeness, wouldngh based on the different audience goals. This
hypothesis was not confirmed. Researchers expldimsdthe potential explanation might be that altito
students in the third group were prompted to carsalidience, they were not specifically told abiet
characteristics of the target audience.

Researchers’ fifth hypothesis was that eight-grstdeents in the third group would perform better
compared to fifth-grade students in the same gr&gsults confirmed their hypothesis, showing tHden
students responded to the content plus audienceeagss goals more successfully than younger stident
because they were able to consider and rebut apposasons more often than the younger group. rébigdt
confirms earlier studies suggesting that consideoipposing position and internalizing argumentatighema
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is related to students’ developmental progresss&nd, 1992; Golder & Coirier, 1994; Piolat, et 4099;
Roussey & Gombert, 1996).

The sixth, and final hypothesis was about gendéerénces. They did not anticipate an interaction
between gender and goal condition. However, sintitaexisting findings, results indicated a diffezen
between genres, in which girls wrote more perseahgithan boys (Persky et al., 2003; Willingham, &;ol
Lewis, & Leung, 1997). Similarly, girls scored heghon the persuasive elements, including reasons,
elaborations, coherence, tone, and direct engageaseprevious studies illustrated (Maki, Voeteauxas, &
Poskiparta, 2001; Kanaris, 1999).

The study by Midgette et al. (2008) is informativeterms of being a leading study investigating
audience awareness with persuasive texts. Espedtadl results, which revealed that the student grou
focusing on improving not only content but also iande considered opposing positions and rebutteah th
more often than other students was informative. firfidings were also important as they showed thahg
students specific goals about improving content andience helped them write essays that were more
persuasive. Finally, the study indicated that scmesidering and rebutting opposing views is a ligreental
skill, future studies should consider investigatihg issue with student groups who has reachedabessary
developmental level.

Despite the informative findings Midgette et. &008) presented in their study, there is still nked
research investigating audience awareness. Sireegsive texts require consideration of audiencktheir
opposing views more than other genres, investigatimdience awareness through persuasive texts might
provide more insightful data. Additionally, mosudies on audience awareness and persuasive texts ar
conducted at the college level due to the developahskills required to think about arguments aglouttal of
opposing views. Therefore, there is a need to tigae the topic with school-age students who hraaehed
the required developmental level, such as middhbet lsigh-school students. Considering the importats
audience awareness has in writing, more specificalpersuasive genre, and the need to investibatéopic
with school-age students, this study examined acdi@wareness of "graders in an urban middle school.
The general question investigated whetHegiaders were aware of the differences betweeardisand peer-
audience in persuasive genre. A more specific questas about how audience awareness was displayed
students’ persuasive essays when they wrote ffareift audience conditions.

Method

In this study participants were requested to wkite narratives, one in a teacher-audience condéaiwh the
other in a peer-audience condition. Participantsevggven the same prompts, instructions, and tionerite
their essays.

Setting and Context

The study was conducted in tw8' grade classrooms in a mid-sized urban middle dcinothe U.S. The
school served sixth, seventh, and eighth graddsavibtal of 570 students. The school's demograpiufile
was composed of mostly African American (38.6%) dtidpanic students (39.5%). 86.2% of student
population was from low-income families as indicatey eligibility for free and reduced lunch. 26.686
student population was English Language Learnai<2&f% of students were in special education. Theac
has not been able to meet the Adequate Yearly 8&o@AYP) in English Language Arts since 2005.

A classroom teacher volunteered to participatehe study with her two seventh-grade classrooms.
The teacher had been implementing a literacy prograat was developed by literacy researchers atal |
university focusing on improving vocabulary anddieg comprehension. The program was segmented into
weeks and each week included a short reading passhgut a topic written in different genres. Key
vocabulary words preceded the passage and compgiehaquestions as well as discussion questionswell
the text. The final activity following the readingassage was answering an open-response question tha
required students to write an essay in the samegeth the reading text.

Before starting the study, a meeting was arrang#dtie classroom teacher to identify the week they
were studying in the program and the two weeks wWwaild be appropriate to start the study. The teach
stated that they were working on the content of \@at the time of the meeting and suggested cdimguc
the study on Week 10 and Week 11 as the genreestttwo weeks were persuasion. The teacher informed
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that completing the content of each week took alwmg week and the writing section of the week was
completed on Fridays. Therefore, students complsetivo writing tasks one week apart on Fridays.

Subjects

A seventh-grade classroom teacher wanted to gaatein the study with her two seventh-grade otasss.
Although there was a total of 45 students in bdélssrooms, 13 students did not complete the asbigsis
because they were absent. Additionally, two stuglsstirned essays that were too short to analytehamce,
were excluded from the study. A total of 30 studeniith 15 students from each classroom, partiegbat the
study.

Writing Prompts and Audience Conditions
When students were ready to respond to the opg@omes section of Week 10 in the literacy progrdmyt
were read the week’s writing prompt (Should pedmevegetarian?), which was written on studentskboo
After reading the prompt, Classroom A was inforntiest after completing their essays, they would dy@ed
to distribute to their peers in the othdl grade classroom. Therefore, their audience waspkers in the 7
grade classroom. Before students began to writdest questions were answered. Classroom B, whahead
same writing prompt with Classroom A, was inforntledt after completing their essays, the reseanwbetd
copy their essays to read. Therefore, their audiemas the researcher. Before students startechgyritine
researcher answered student questions and aftguéstions are answered students began to writestgays.
The next week, in Week 11, students were read trek\w writing prompt, “Should the school day be
extended?” Different from the previous week, thdiance conditions assigned to each classroom warggell.
After reading the writing prompt, Classroom A waformed that the researcher would copy their esgays
read. Therefore, their audience would be the rekear On the other hand, Classroom B was inforrhat t
after completing their essays, the essays woultbpid to distribute to their peers in the othrclassroom.
Therefore, their audience will be their peers ie #f grade classroom. Student questions were answered
before students started writing.
Students were given 35 minutes to complete thaiayssand were requested to work silently. They
were given 10- and 5-minute warnings before thettall time ended. There were two adults in thesobesn
at the time of the writing periods answering studgrestions and ensuring an environment conduoiymod
writing. After students completed their compositipthe originals of student essays were colledegied at
the school for analysis purposes, and were retumdéte students on the same day. A total of 68ysswere
collected from both classrooms at the end of Wédékand 11.

Table 1.Writing Prompts and Audience Conditions

Classroom A Classroom B
Week 10 Target Audience] Target Audience
“Should people be Peers Researcher
vegetarians?”
Week 11 Target Audience] Target Audience
“Should the schoo| Researcher Peers
day be extended?”

Coding Student Work

After copying studenharratives, each essay was assigned a random IDermuamd was typed into word
document staying loyal to the original versionsnBl@f the grammar or spelling mistakes was changlee.
rubric used in this study (see Appendix A) was &thgrom Midgette, Haria, and MacArthur (2008). Eac
student narrative was attached to a scoring rukitic the same ID number to be evaluated by theareke
team for content, audience awareness, and wordehoi

Content
The content component of the rubric evaluated positeasons, and coherence. Position referretatiog the
supported idea explicitly in a well-developed manfeasons were scored based on providing cldavare,
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and significant ideas or examples supporting theition students took. Coherence referred to orgsioia and
smooth connections among parts of the essay. &téerreliability on the scored student essays wagk h
(Pearson’s r = 0.95, p =.001).

Audience Awareness

Audience awareness section of the rubric incluggzbsing reasons, rebuttals, and direct engagenignthe
audience. Opposing reasons rated whether studentssded opposite positions and whether thesesdisns
were relevant, significant, and clearly express&ebuttals examined whether students were ableplicily
weaken the opposite views by using relevant infdionaor arguments without contradicting their onigji
position. Finally, tone referred to the use of laage adapted to the audience by use of appropgesatausness
and markers of politeness. Interrater reliability the scored student essays was high (Pearson&92; p
=.001).

Word Choice

Word choices students made were rated based anwdmiety and effective use to express ideas. fater
reliability on the scored student essays was hRglafson’s r = 0.93, p = .001). Additionally, woabLint was
computed for each student narrative. A guidelines weeated while counting slang words, intentionally
misspelled words, and repeated misspellings ofrawo

Writing Quality

The quality of student narratives was determinesetieon the total score of the rubric’s subsectidius.
instance, a narrative’s quality of content was wheiteed by the total scores of its subsections; tjuosi
reasons, and coherence. The quality of audienceeaess was calculated by adding the scores givés to
subsections, which were reasons, rebuttals, arewith the audience. Finally, the overall qualifytlte essay
was scored based on the sum of content, audienaeaess, and word choice. Interrater reliabilitytioa
scored student essays regarding their overalltguadis high (Pearson’s r = 0.97, p= 0.01).

Data Analysis

Student narratives were analyzed to identify differes in the two audience conditions. Means ofaecin
the rubric- content, audience awareness, and wwoite- were calculated and tabled as the data ma8l.s
Nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was used to emransitatistical significance of mean differences at
threshold p < 0.05. Initial comparison of meansidated a statistically significant change in meams
audience awareness part of the rubric. When stgmifidifferences were identified, further analysfisneans
was conducted for the subsections of audience assdo identify the section with higher mean défees.

Results

Results will be presented separately for contemiliemce awareness, word choice, and overall quafity
student narratives. In each section, total scosewall as means for each audience condition anchtnar
topic will be discussed and will be presented sabte. Results indicated that content scores arahseere
different for the two audience conditions and riareatopics. However, variance in scores and mdans
audience awareness was higher than the varianceritent section of the rubric. Mann-Whitney U test
revealed the mean difference in audience awardéodmssignificant.

More detailed comparison of means was made in dodatentify the specific skill within audience
awareness that lead to higher difference in me@osparison of means indicated that the largest mean
difference among opposing reasons, rebuttals, and tvas in opposing reasons subsection of audience
awareness. Analysis of word choice scores and mrearsled that the score and mean differences natras
large as in the content and audience awarenes®reecif the evaluation rubric. Finally, when studen
narratives were evaluated for their overall qualigsults showed a difference between the two asss,
with Classroom B writing higher quality persuasnaratives than Classroom A.

Content
The highest score a classroom could get for eatfeafvo audience conditions from the content eaatif the
rubric was 105 points. The highest score was catledl by multiplying the number of participants ick
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classroom (15) with the highest possible scoresbaéent could get from the content section of thic (7).
Scores that were lower than 50% of highest attéénatore were considered as low quality. Scoresdest
50% and 70% of highest score were perceived as nai@gevhile scores higher than 70% were deemed as
good quality. Since the highest attainable scors #@b points, scores higher than 73.5 were coresidas
good quality. Finally, scores higher than 90% weasidered as high quality.

Classroom A’s and B’s scores and means were firalyaed for differences in audience conditions
and second for narrative topics. Regarding anabys&cores in audience conditions, Classroom Atseséor
both audience conditions was 74 points with themmaed 4.93. Classroom B’s score for the researabehe
audience condition was 78 point&%£ 5.2), while its score for the peer audience dimriwas 84 points X=
5.6). The content of both classrooms’ narrativereveeemed as good quality as they were slightly@af8.5
points in both audience conditions. However, it whserved that Classroom B’s scores were higher tha
Classroom A.

Table 2.Content Ccores and Means

Narrative Topic Content
Highest score per audience condition= 105
Should the schoo| Audience: Researcher
< day be extended? Total score:| 74
g Mean (X): 4.93
gm Should people be Audience: Peer
c_‘@ m vegetarian? Total score:| 74
0z Mean (X): | 4-93
Should people be Audience: Researcher
m vegetarian? Total score:| 78
§ Mean (X): 5.2
% .y | Should the school Audience: Peer
3 5 | day be extended? Total score:| 84
0z Mean (X): | 5-6

After calculating the scores and means of bothsotesns’ narratives for content, scores and means of
both classrooms’ narratives written on differentits, but for the same target audience, were cosadptr
examine differences in the content as a resulfffefrdnt audience conditions. The largest diffeen€ means
between the two classrooms was when they both wWootéhe researcher and the mean difference between
classrooms was 0.67. In order to identify whethé mmean difference in content was statisticalynsicant,
Mann-Whitney U test was utilized at the significarevel of .05. Mann-Whitney U test results wengoréed
in a table format as suggested by Turgut (2011).

Table 3.Mann-Whitney U Test Results for ‘Researcher as dtaigidience’

Group N Mean Rank | Sum of Ranks U P
Classroom A | 15| 14.63 219.50 99.5 0.580
Classroom B 15| 16.37 245.50

Total 30

Results of Mann-Whitney U test indicated that theamrank for Classroom A was 14.63, which was
16.37 for Classroom B. The sum of ranks was 21&.%fassroom A, which was 245.5 for Classroom Be Th
U test result was 99.5 and the significance wa8.®hortly, although there was a 1.74 mean rarfkreifce
between the two classrooms when they both wrotetHerresearcher, the difference was not statistical
significant £<0.05).
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Besides the first analysis on audience conditiarsgcond analysis was performed on narrative topics
As reported earlier in Table 2, it was observed Wizen Classroom B wrote to their peer about extenthe
school day, their score was higher than the sctagstom A attained on the same topic, which thegtenfor
the researcher. This difference in means when tagsmwoms wrote on the same topic for differenienae
needs to be highlighted. When Classroom A wrot¢hertopic of extending the school day for the resesr,
the mean was 4.93. However, when Classroom B vamotthe same topic for their peers, the mean wdsehig

(x=5.6). Similarly, when Classroom A wrote about lgeiregetarian for their peer, the mean was 4.93, but
when Classroom B wrote on the topic for the researcdhe mean was 5.2. This difference betweerivibe
classrooms in narrative topics and assigned auelieanditions may indicate the necessity of a megnin
match between narrative topics and target auditmmdbe quality of content in student narratives.

Audience Awareness

Data related to audience awareness was initiabyyaad for scores and means and for differencesdans.
Based on the variance between means, differendegede classrooms in regard to target audience and
narrative topic were examined. The highest scockassroom could get from audience awareness seation
the rubric was 90 points, which was calculated htiplying the number of participants in each ctassn
(N=15) with the highest possible score one studentd get from the section (6 points). 50% and 7@f%
highest attainable score (90) were calculated mtisjedy as 45 points and 63 points.

Table 4.Audience Awareness Scores and Means

Writing Topic Audience Awareness
Highest score per audience condition= 90

Should the schoo| Audience: Researche

< day be extended? Total score:| 51

g Mean (X): 3.4

gm Should people be Audience: Peer

c_‘@ m vegetarian? Total score:| 45

0z Mean (X): | 3

0 Should people be Audience: Researcher
vegetarian? Total score:| 48

g Mean (X): 3.2

g i, | Should the school Audience: Peer

c_‘@ m day be extended? Total score:| 65

0z Mean (X): | 4-33

When students in Classroom A wrote to the researabeut extending the school days, their score
was 51 points X=3.4), which was considered as moderate qualityemthey wrote to their peer about being

vegetarian, their score was 45 points=3), which was the cut point between low and magerpiality.
Classroom B’s score in writing about becoming vaganh for the researcher was at moderate quality 48

points (X=3.2). On the other hand, when Classroom B discua$ether school days should be extended with
their peers, their narratives were at good qualitit 65 points X=4.33).

Table 5.Mann-Whitney U Test Results for ‘Peer as Targetidnak’

Group N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks U P
Classroom A 15 12.13 182.00 62.00 0.032
Classroom B 15 18.87 283.00
Total 30
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Further analysis was completed by comparing the ¢tlassrooms’ means for the same audience
conditions. Since the largest mean difference betwthe two classrooms was in the peer audiencdtmnd
with a mean difference of 1.33, statistical sigrdfice of the difference was tested through ManntiveiiU
test £<0.05). The test results for the peer as targetemgdi showed a mean rank difference of 6.74 between
Classroom A (12.13) and Classroom B (18.87) (sd#eT®). Sum of ranks for Classroom A was 182, which
was 283 for Classroom B. The test result was 62sigmificance was 0.032. In other words, the défere
between the two classrooms in the peer conditianstatistically significantp<0.05).

In order to identify the specific audience awarsngsbcategory that had the largest mean differentiee
peer audience condition, means of opposing reaselmsttal, and tone were calculated and reportddhbie 6.

Table 6. Mean differences of Audience Awareness Subcategoné€lassrooms A and B in Peer Condition

Writing Topic Audience Opposing Rebuttals Tone
Condition | Reasons

Classroom A | Should people be Mean (X): 1.33 | Mean &):0.8 | Mean (X): 0.86
N=15 vegetarian? Peer
Classroom B | Should the school Mean &): 1.93 | Mean &): 1.33 | Mean &): 1.06
N=15 day be extended? | pger
Mean Xg —~X,=0.6 | Xg—X,=053 | Xz —X,=0.2
Difference 8 A B A 8 A

When students in Classroom A wrote for their pedrsut being vegetarians, the mean for opposing
reasons was 1.33, rebuttals was 0.8, and tone B6és|@ Classroom B, on the week when studentsenfiat
their peers about extending the school day theamier opposing reasons was 1.93, rebuttals weg arl
tone was 1.06. The mean difference between classréo opposing reasons for the peer condition wés 0
The mean differences for rebuttals and tone wesgaeraively 0.53 and 0.2. These results indicateattiaough
there direct engagement did not change much, thee a larger difference in Classroom B’s scores for
rebuttals, but especially opposing reasons.

Finally, besides analyzing data simply in relatioraudience conditions, data was also analyzed for
the narrative topic and audience condition. Sintitathe findings reported earlier related to coptanalysis
of same narrative topics for different audiencedition revealed that Classroom B had a higher s@Bgand
mean (4.33) than Classroom A (51 points ane3.4) when they both discussed extending the satena but
for different audiences. Classroom A discussediape for the researcher and Classroom B for thegrs.
Although the scores and means of two classroome akso different when they wrote about becoming a
vegetarian in different audience conditions, théedtnce was not as large as the week when theystisd
extending school days.

Word Choice

The highest score a classroom could get from wiimice was 45. The highest score was calculated by
multiplying the number of participants in each sla®m (15) with the highest possible score oneestud
could get from the word choice section (3). 50% @0&o of highest attainable score were calculate?las

and 31.5 points. Classroom A’s score in writing @thextending the school days for the researcher Msas

points (X=1). When Classroom A wrote to their peers aboubhgeegetarian, the score was 17 points
(X=1.13). Classroom B'’s score, when they discussegtiven people should be vegetarian with the research
was 20 points X=1.33). On the other hand, Classroom B’s scorgsieudsing whether school days should be

extended with their peer was 1%X£1.13). All scores in word choice indicated thatdeints’ narratives fell
into low quality category and mean differences weaelarge.
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Table 7.Word Choice Scores and Means

45

Writing Topic Word Choice
Highest score per audience condition=
Should the schoc| Audience: Researct
< day be extended? Total score;| 15
§ Mean (x): | 1
% | Should people b| Audience: Pe
& | vegetarian? Total score: 17
Oz Mean (x): | 1.13
Should people b| Audience: Researct
o vegetarian? Total score:| 20
§ Mean (x): | 1.33
% | Should the schoc| Audience: Pe
& /| day be extended? Total score: 17
Oz Mean (X): | 1.13

Overall Quality

In order to identify overall quality of student raives, the previously discussed scores and nfeaesntent,
audience awareness, and word choice were summedhighest score a classroom could get for overall
quality was 240 points. Classrooms that attainedame lower than 50% of the total score were reghiab
low quality. Classrooms with narratives receivimgpres higher than 50% of the total score, which was
calculated to be 120 points, were considered asrtel quality. 70% of total score were calculatele 168
points and narratives at 168 or higher points weategorized as good quality. Finally, narrativest tittained

90% or higher percentage from the total score fiedlio be a high quality narrative.

As Table 8 illustrates below, when students in €iasm A wrote to the researcher about extending
the school days, their total score was 140 poikts9.33), which was considered as moderate qualityeiw

they wrote to their peer about being vegetariaeir ttotal score was 136 pointx€9.06), which was again
written at moderate quality. Classroom B’s scorwiiting to the researcher about becoming vegetasas at

moderate quality with 146 pointx€9.73). Finally, when Classroom B discussed whesisipol days should

be extended with their peers, their narratives vedse at moderate quality with 166 points=11.06), but it
lacked only 2 points to be considered as good tyuadirrative.

Table 8.Overall Narrative Quality Scores and Means

Vol. 8, Issue 3, December 2012

Writing Topic Overall Narrative Quality
Highest score per audience condition= 240

Should the schoglAudience: Resarche

< day be extended? Total score:| 140

5 Mean (X): | 9-33

) - -

@ 10| Should people be Audience: Pe _

S 77| vegetarian? Total score:| 136

Oz Mean (X): | 9-06

o Should people be Audience: Researct

c vegetarian? Total score:| 146

) Mean (X): | 9-73

o : .

2 1| Should the schog) Audience: Pe _

S Y| day be extended? Total score:| 166

=z Mean (x): | 11.06
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The available data for overall quality of narratiyeresented above were further analyzed for similar
audience conditions as well as narrative topiast Fe two classrooms’ total scores were comptmedame
audience conditions. When students in Classroomrétenvto the researcher, the mean was 9.33. When

Classroom B wrote to the same audience, their sgaseslightly higher than Classroom X+£ 9.73). When
two classrooms’ means for the peer condition isaned, it is observed that Classroom A had a mgar06
and Classroom B had 11.06, 2 mean points higher@tessroom A.

Finally, total means classrooms attained were coetpfor differences in narrative topics. Similar to
the findings reported earlier related to conterd andience awareness sections, analysis of samativer
topics revealed that Classroom B had a higher 4d&&) and mean (11.06) than Classroom A (140 paint

X= 9.33) when they both discussed extending the scHagé but for different audiences. Classroom A
discussed the topic for the researcher and ClassBéor their peers. Although the scores and medrnao
classrooms were also different when they wrote slbecoming a vegetarian in different audience diomns,
the difference was not as large as the week whsndiscussed extending school days.

Discussion

In the results section findings were presented rag¢glgt for content, audience awareness, word chaiod
over quality of narratives. Interpretations of fimgk for content, audience awareness, and woradehaed to

be made cautiously because results related to healb quality of student narratives indicated thath
classrooms’ narratives were at moderate qualityoAgncontent, audience awareness, and word choare, w
choice had not only the lowest means but also thallest mean difference between classrooms, auglienc
conditions, and narrative topics indicating thaidsints in both classrooms had very similar range of
vocabulary words used in their narratives. Reselgarding content showed that there was some diféer in
means between Classrooms A and B, but the differesas not statistically significant.

Results related to audience awareness highlightestatistically significant difference between
audience conditions. Students writing to their pdwxd significantly higher means than studentsvinate for
the researcher. Further analysis indicated thahdsig mean differences in audience awareness were in
opposing reasons followed by rebuttals. This figdom increased means of opposing reasons and alsbutt
was also reported by Midgette et al. (2008), whamntbthat students focusing on improving their rnares in
regards to audience considered and rebutted ompesws more than other students. However, sintdar
what Midgette et al. (2008) reported, despite tiredased consideration of opposing reasons anttakbihe
quality of student essays did not necessarily imgrdut the narratives were closer to the cut pingood
quality.

Related to findings about audience awareness, anstibcategory of audience awareness along with
opposing reasons and rebuttals was tone of writigpilar to results Midgette et al. (2008) foundtiheir
study, there was not much difference in meansdioe f writing. While Midgette et al. (2008) explad that
they did not prompt students to consider a speaifidience in their study, students in this curstatly were
assigned specific audience conditions. Despitesihesific audience assignment, means for tone stédr@ot
very different. A potential explanation for the dam means in tone could be the similar word charesans
students had. It was mentioned earlier at the Inaggnof discussion section that students’ word choneans
were similar, indicating that they had similar wentgsed in their narratives. This limitation in therds might
have prevented students from addressing theirttatgience with different tones.

Overall interpretation of results suggests the irfgwe of assigning proper audience condition to
narrative topics. Results indicated that when sttglarote to their peers about extending schook dayd
wrote to the researcher about becoming vegetamaans were generally higher. This finding abouigagsg
proper target audience to narrative topics migba alplain the higher means Classroom B receivedritent
compared to Classroom A, which was mentioned eafi¢hen the match between target audience and
narrative topics are considered, it is observet ttiea match made for Classroom B is more meanirtgfuh
Classroom A. In Classroom B, students were reqdestewnrite about whether the school day should be
extended and their target audience was their pelexsever, Classroom A was requested to write aayess
the same topic for the researcher. In other watds suggested that while writing about extendivegsichool
day is relevant for all students, writing it spéwifly for peers was a more meaningful task forsStaom B,
compared to writing it for the researcher as Ctamsr A did. Similarly, discussing whether people idtdo
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become vegetarian was more meaningful to discugstie researcher for Classroom B than with theerg
due to the lesser relevance of the topic to stsderperiences and lives.

Another finding this study could offer to the wnigj field is about the phase of writing that writers
should focus on audience. Some researchers subgestriters can think about their audience thetrdasing
the revision phase of writingHolliway & McCutchen, 2004; Midgette et al., 2008)n the other hand, other
researchers suggest that accomplished writers coulsider the needs of their audience while conmgpoisieir
narratives (Roth, 1987). Results of this studydaté that although thé"@raders in this study did not have a
chance to revise their narratives and wrote modearadlity essays, their means in audience awareness
statistically significant higher, when the assigaedience condition was relevant to the essay .topic

Implications

Results of this study have some implications fackers and researchers. An implication for teadkgyaying
attention to the match between narrative topicdesits are requested to write about and target meeligey
are asked to address. Existing research suggeststtidents should be given more opportunitiesrite vior
different audiences, rather than repetitively wgtito their teachers (Applebee, 1981; Berkenkoit8g1).
However, based on the results of this study, teacheed to be cautious about making a meaningftthma
between target audience and narrative topics.

Despite the contributions this study makes to i#le fthis study also has limitations that coulfbim
future research. One of the limitations is abowt ldck of initial evaluation of two classrooms &stt the
similarities and differences between the two clamsrs. Although the classroom teacher indicatechat t
beginning of the study that achievement scoresofdlassrooms are similar in standardized teststeencher
evaluations, not testing the differences betweercliissrooms may pose a limitation in terms of tstdading
the existing differences in the students’ writirgpies and achievements. Therefore, future studkies o
ensure testing for differences between student pgroar classrooms before the study begins. Another
limitation of the study, which could inform studias future, is about the number of participantsic8i the
number of participants decreased during the ddtection phase due to absences, data analysisrperibon
available data was limited to comparison of me&nsure studies could include more participantsianockase
the amount of data to conduct statistical tests.

Despite its limitations, this study is important haghlight the fact that there is limited research
available examining audience awareness in persiasirratives with middle- or high-school students.
Additionally, the results of this study are impaitan highlighting the importance of a meaningfuatech
between narrative topics and target audience stsi@ee requested to write.

Conclusion

This study investigated audience awareness of a &6t30 students in two™grade classrooms in the
persuasive narratives they wrote. Each studentregsested to write two narratives on different ¢splior
different audiences. Student narratives were aedlyarough a rubric for their content, audiencerawess,
word choice, and overall quality. Results indicatinht overall quality of student narratives in both
classrooms’ were at moderate quality and had vamjles range of vocabulary words. Results regarding
audience awareness highlighted a statisticallyifstgmt difference between audience conditions.d€its
writing to their peers had significantly higher meahan students that wrote for the researcher wiestopic
was relevant to the target audience. Further aisalpslicated that highest mean differences in awdie
awareness were in opposing reasons followed byttedbu Results were concluded by emphasizing the
importance of creating a meaningful match betwemmnative topics students are requested to writeitadod
target audience they need to address. Implicafam&achers and future research were discussed alih
limitations of the study.
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Genel Ozet
Okuyucu bilincinin tanimi kagik ve problemlidir (Kroll, 1984; Oliver, 1995), fak bu bilincin etkili yazidaki
onemi iyi argtiniimistir ve ispatlanngtir (Cohen & Riel, 1989; Elbow, 1981, Black, 1989ower & Hayes, 1980).
Okuyucuya dikkat etmek, yaziyl okuyucuya adapteektwe okuyuculara rolleri hakkinda ip uglarn vermeita
yazarlarl usta olmayanlardan ayirir (Carvalho, 2@¥khtin, 1986; Vygotsky, 1978). Bu ince beceriggmnellikle
okulda gelsir. Bu yuzden okullar okuyucu ve okuyucularin yakidrolinin @retiminde 6nemli bir rol oynar
(Carvalho, 2002). Fakat atamalar, okullarin @rencilere farkl okuyuculara yazmak igin sinirli kamlar
sagsladigini dnermektedir, ¢clnkl birgok makale 6devlerindgetmenler hedef okuyucudur (Applebee, 1981,
Berkenkotter, 1981). Okuyucu bilincinin yanindaiplis ve yazi turlerine 6zgi formlaringtenilmesi etkili yazma
icin dnemlidir (Bos, Krajcik & Soloway, 1997). Agrmalar @rencilerin 6zellikle ikna tirl yazilarda
zorlandiklarini géstermektedir (Applebee, Langenkins, Mullis, & Foertsch, 1990; Greenwald, Perskgmpbell,
& Mazzeo, 1999; Persky, Daane, & Jin, 2003). Okuwyumlincinin yazidaki, dzellikle ikna tirl yazilaadki,
oneminden dolayl okul yendaki @rencilarin okuyucu bilincini ikna tiri yazilardaagtirmak bilgilendirici
olacaktir.

Bu calsmada katihmcilar iki farkh 7. sinif@encileriydi ve her siniftan 15 gtiolmak Uzere ¢cagmaya
toplam 30 @renci katildi. Her katilimcidan okul giinlerinin tr@asi ve vejeteryan olmak konulari tizerine iliak
turdl yazi yazmasi istendi. Bir yazinin hedef okwguc argtirmanin yazari ve geri ise katihmcilarin 7. siniftaki
diger arkadglar! idi. Katilimcilara yazilarini yazmalari iciryra direktifler, bilgiler ve zaman verildi. A simiflk
hafta vejeteryan olmak konusu hakkinda bir yazikadaglar icin yazdi. B sinifindan ise ayni konuyu stiranaci
icin yazmasi istendiikinci hafta ise A sinifi okul giinlerinin uzatilma&erine bir yaziyl agarmaci icin yazdi. B
sinifindan ise ayni konuyu arkati icin yazmasi istendi. Veri toplama sireci Hafta siurdi ve toplanan veri
Midgette et. al. (2008) tarafindan ikna turt yaziee okuyucu bilinci tGzerine yapilan atamada gelitirilen
deserlendirme formu ile analiz edildi. genciler yazilarn icerik, okuyucu bilinci, kelimeegimi ve genel kalite
olmak Uzere dort bolim Gzerindengdeendirildi. Dort bolum Gzerinde yapilan puanlaarah ortalamalari alindi ve
her boliman ortalamasi okuyucu, yazi konusu vélarrarasi farklliklar icin kanlastinldi.

Genel kalite tzerine olan analizlergrénci makalelerinin orta kalitede olginu tespit etti.icerik
alanindaki sonuglar B sinifinin ortalamalarinda sglk tespit ederken, bu yuksgh istatiksel olarak anlaml
olmadgl goruldi. Okuyucu bilinci Gzerine olan analizleedef okuyucu agisindan istatistiksel olarak anldvitli
fark gosterdi. Arkaddari icin yazan @renciler, argtirmaci i¢in yazan grencilerden daha yiiksek ortalama puan
aldilar. Okuyucu bilinci Uzerine daha detayll anali kagit fikirler ve bu fikirlerin guratilmesi alanlariad
ortalamalarin arkadaokuyuculari igin yukseldini tespit etti. Kelime sec¢iminin analizleri isei ikinifin da kelime
haznelerinin okuyucuya yada yazma konusuna goiddilflargdstermedgini tespit etti. Son olarak, elde edilen
sonuglar genel olarak gerlendirildiginde makale konulari ile atanan okuyucusdtari arasinda anlamli bir
uyumun 6nemli oldgunu gdsterdi. Bu sonuclara dayanargketmenlerin @rencilere yazma konusu verdiklerinde
hedef okuyucunun konuya uygun atanmasi onerildiec&& calgmalar icin dneriler arasinda ise bu gurgmanin
daha fazla katihmci ile tekrarlanmasi yer aldi.
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Appendix A
| 3 2 | 1 | 0 Score
1. Content Total:
a. Position Position explicitly | Position explicitly stated Vague or poorly developed positionfNo position stated or not
or implicitly stated, | or implicit but clear; may be only partially responsive tqQ responsive to the topic
responsive to the | responsive to the topic, | the topic; may give more than one
topic and well and not fully developed, point of view without choosing one|.
developed.
b. Reasons Reason is clear, Reason is relevant but may lack | Reason is not relevant or
relevant, and significant| clarity or be of minor significance | contradictory to the position
or not clear
c. Coherence Organization Organization Organization and Smooth
- Opening statement, - Opening statement, body, and flow
body, and conclusion | conclusion should adhere to the | - Vague introduction, body
should adhere to the main position and conclusion or no
main position - May or may not have conclusion| conclusion
- Each paragraph deal | - May or may not have separate | - Pure knowledge telling
with one overall idea ideas into distinct paragraphs - Ideas are not organized
Smooth flow Smooth flow sequentially
- Well-developed, - Somewhat like knowledge telling
organized and relevant | choppy presentation of ides and
arguments elaborations
- The ideas and elaborations are
somewhat logical but not well-
sequenced Score

2. Audience Awareness

Total:

a. Opposing Reasons &Rebuttal

i. Opposing Reasons

The opposite view is
relevant, opposite of the
main argument/position,
significant and clearly
expressed

The opposite view is relevant, but
may lack clarity, or be of minor
significance or just acknowledges
an alternative position

The alternative view is not
relevant or not clear

ii. Rebuttal Explicitly and directly | The opposite view is The elaboration supporting
responsive to the oppositeimplicitly/explicitly rebutted by the rebuttal is irrelevant or
view is rebutted by relevant elaboration which may lagkcontradicts the author’s
relevant elaboration, clarity original position
strengthens and does not
contradict the original
position of the author.

b. Tone Degree of engagement pDegree of engagement of the There is no evidence of the|

the audience in the
argument development is
high. The presentation of
the argument is explicitly,
dialogical in nature.
Emotionally appealing to
the reader.

audience in the argument
development is less, but present.
The author does not appeal to the
reader effectively. The presentatio
shows the marks of the dialog, but
is not rhetorically developed.

effort to engage the
audience. The author is
writing to oneself or in a
nvacuum.
it

3. Word Choice
Total:

Word choices are
varied &
purposeful to
express ideas

One basic words used in
simple ways.

Uses only non academic
vocabulary, but uses it well.

Uses two or more academi
words to express ideas
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