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The results generally confirmed our theory that legal writing professors use
different terms for the same concept. Out of the eight questions, only one evoked
agreement from over three quarters of the participants; eighty-eight percent of par-
ticipants identified the part of the document that set out the statute early in the
discussion section as the “rule.” Although far from unanimous, participants greatly
agreed to the use of terminology in two other instances: labeling the top of the
memo that identifies its author, recipient and topic as the “heading”’; and labeling
the section that explained how the rule applied to the facts of the present case as
“application.”

Other responses were in the range of forty to fifty percent. About one-half
agreed to the same label for the introductory paragraph of the discussion section,
“thesis paragraph,” and that “rule explanation” was the correct label for the section
that described the statutes and cases that illustrate the rule., Similarly, responses
for the last paragraph of the memo were nearly evenly divided between “conclu-
sion” and “mini-conclusion.” Finally, in the case of organijzational acronyms, par-
ticipants resorted to choosing none of the offered options, choosing “other” to
indicate that they use different organizational acronyms than those offered. Taken
together with the responses regarding legal writing teachers’ confidence in under-
standing organizational acronyms, this result suggests that creating new acronyms
for organizational paradigms is a common practice and may increase misunder-
standing in legal writing conversation. Appendix B catalogs more detailed results
for Questions 18 through 25.

3. IRAC and Its Progeny: A Source of Confusion

The survey results indicate that organizational acronyms are an area of con-
siderable confusion.62 The responses to organizational acronyms, [RAC and the
others that legal writing professors have created to teach paradigms of organiza-
tion, consistently evoked varied responses from survey participants. Although
participants are highly confident that they understand the IRAC acronym, they
express low confidence in the IRAC variations—CREAC, CRuPAC, and FORAC.63
Yet despite this confidence in understanding IRAC and their lack of confidence in
understanding other acronyms, when the survey asked participants to apply orga-
nizational acronyms to features in a document, participants most often indicated
by choosing “other,” that they bypass IRAC in favor or other acronyms, %4

Question 28 allowed us to cross check consistency with the responses to Ques-
tions 17 and 22. It asked survey participants to indicate whether they use certain
organizational acronyms, allowing participants to indicate that they use more than
one term. The responses to Question 28 supported the earlier responses. Sixty-
seven percent teach, either alone or in conjunction with other organizational terms,
the acronym “IRAC.” However, fifty-three percent teach organizational acronyms
other than or in addition to the four listed here. Nineteen percent teach the organi-

62. Acronyms are a favorite form of professional jargon. See RoGER ANDERSON, THE POWER
AND THE WORD 144 (1988) (“The problem with acronyms is they are easy to invent but less easy
to decode, especially for outsiders.”); WALTER NasH, JarcGon: ITs Uses AND ABUSES 20 {(“Acronymy
is rife in all the species of modern shop talk.”).

63. See infra Appendix B, Table 1.

64. See supra, Part IV.C.2.
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zational acronym “CREAC.” Four percent teach the organizational acronym
“CRuPAC,” and two percent teach “FORAC.”

These responses all suggest that many legal writing teachers are creating their
own organizational acronyms. It remains for further study whether this indicates a
difference in the organizational paradigms they are teaching, or whether they are
teaching the same concepts with different names for the same parts of the docu-
ment.

The variations in acronyms for organizational paradigms highlight the fact
that although neologisms may hinder understanding some of the time, legal writ-
ing teachers are indeed creating a rich and varied vocabulary as the discipline
grows. Survey participants listed the following acronyms in response to a variety
of survey questions: FHRO; T/R/RE/RA/C; CRAC; IRLAFARC; RREACC;
TRAC; FIRAC; TREAC; CRPA; IREAC; RREACC; IRAAAC; BaRAC; and C/
RAC.

D. Shared Understanding of Definitions

Two questions in the survey sought to discover whether participants shared a
common definition for phrases that legal writing professors regularly use.®3 The
questions set out two terms that are frequently used in legal writing texts and con-
versation: “large scale organization” and “small scale organization.”®® As refer-
ences to the size of a chunk of text, these terms may be somewhat elastic by nature.
Nevertheless, the variety in the responses for this question is disquieting to those
who use these terms assuming that other legal writing teachers understand them
without further definition. They also undermine the notion that legal writing pro-
fessors can reliably cure the professional terminology dilemma by using a térm
that appears in more than one source, because although these terms appear in many
texts, the survey shows there is little consensus about their definition.

A slight majority, fifty-one percent, defined “large scale organization™ as “whole
document organization” in Question 26. A substantial minority, twenty-two per-
cent, defined it as “large section organization.” Only two percent chose “organiza-
tion of one piece of analysis,” and no one chose to define the term as “paragraph
organization.” Fully one quarter of participants, twenty-five percent, indicated
that they would choose an alternative to the choices listed. Hence, nearly one-half
of survey participants did not share the same meaning for the phrase “large scale
organization.”

Question 27 produced an even more fractured response. It asked each partici-
pant to define “small scale organization.” The largest group choosing one response
represented less than one third of participants. Thirty-two percent defined “small
scale organization™ as the “organization of one issue.” Twenty percent chose the
response “organization of one sub-issue.,” Similarly, nineteen percent indicated
the phrase meant “paragraph organization.” Only one percent chose to define it as
“sentence organization/structure.” Again, as in Question 26, twenty-seven per-

65. Itis difficult to generalize from the results of this section of the survey because the survey
contained only two questions that asked directly for participants to define a term. Further com-
plicating the analysis, the questions asked each participant to choose one of four meanings for
the phrase or to indicate that none of the offered choices defined the term as the participant
would define it by choosing “other.”

66. E.g., SHAPO ET AL., supra note 14, at 90-119,
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cent, more than a quarter of survey participants, preferred a definition not offered
for the phrase. Hence, sixty-eight percent of survey participants did not share a
common meaning for the phrase “small scale crganization.”

V. SURVEY RESULTS: CORRELATION AND T-TEST ANALYSIS

We ran two types of statistical analyses on the survey data: correlation analy-
sis and z-test analysis. Correlation analysis determines whether a relationship ex-
ists between two variables. Although somewhat related to correlation analysis, -
test analysis allows us to divide all participants, and hence, our entire sample, into
smaller groups based on the response to each question. Once we have the smaller
samples within each question, we can then compare how sub-groups within one
question respond to another question. To illustrate the difference, consider the
following examples. Correlation analysis can discover whether there is a relation-
ship between how long it has been since a writing professor graduated and whether
she expresses confidence in understanding a particular term. On the other hand, ¢-
test analysis predicts whether writing professors who graduated between 1980 and
1985 are more likely to express confidence in understanding a particular term than
those who graduated between 1990 and 1995. The existence of a statistically sig-
nificant correlation does not necessarily produce statistically significant #test re-
sults for those sub-groups, and vise versa, although the two are often related. In
the present study, whether looking at demographic data or the seemingly impor-
tant question of which text a professor chooses to assign, both correlation analysis
and ¢-test analysis provided scant information from which we could predict, gener-
alize, or identify important patterns.

A. Correlation Analysis

Correlation analysis attempts to discern whether there is a connection between
two variables.7 A positive correlation exists between two variables when an in-
crease in one variable accompanies an increase in the other variable.68 A negative
correlation exists when an increase in one variable accompanies a decrease in the
other variable.%9 Thus, a positive correlation would exist if an increase in the
number of years a legal writing professor has taught accompanied an increase in
the confidence in understanding expressed with a particular term in the survey.
Likewise, a negative correlation would exist if an increase in the number of years
a legal writing professor has taught accompanied a decrease in the confidence in
understanding a particular term. Significantly, correlation analysis can only pre-
dict whether it is likely that two variables are related; it cannot predict which vari-
able “causes” the other to change.”0

We ran correlation analyses on 288 separate data combinations. We consid-
ered the level of confidence with the thirty-two terms in Question 17 and com-
pared those thirty-two individual data sets with six separate demographic factors
and three common textbooks assigned to 1L’s. The demographic factors on which

67. R. MARK SIRKIN, STATISTICS FOR THE SOCIAL ScIENCES 429 (2d ed. 1999).
68. Id. at 444,

69. Id.

70. Spatz, supra note 5, at 319; CrARLES, supra note 5, at 106.
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we ran correlation analyses were: how long the professor had been teaching legal
writing; when the professor graduated from law school; whether the professor di-
rected a writing program; the number of legal writing conferences the professor
had attended; whether the professor subscribed to a legal writing listserv; and
whether the professor had practiced law within the past five years. The three com-
mon textbooks were: Writing and Analysis in the Law, by Helene S. Shapo, Marilyn
Walter, and Elizabeth Fajans; Legal Reasoning and Legal Writing: Structure, Strat-
egy and Style, by Richard K. Neumann Jr.; and Legal Writing: Process, Analysis
and Organization, by Linda Holdeman Edwards.”1

The survey data generated few correlations. Although the textbook assigned
by the participant proved to be somewhat more significant than demographic fac-
tors, no logical patterns emerged. Further, some of the correlations generated may
not reflect an actual relationship between the variables tested, but a “spurious rela-
tionship,”72

Of the 288 correlation analyses we ran, only twenty statistically significant
correlations emerged. This is less than seven percent of the potential relationships
we examined. For example, there was no correlation between the length of time
since the professor graduated, whether the professor directed a program, or whether
a professor was on a legal writing listserv, and the level of confidence expressed
for any of the individual terms in Question 17.

1. Correlations Between Level of Confidence with
Particular Terms and Demographic Data

Two terms in Question 17, “pre-writing” and “CREAC,” correlated positively
to how long a professor had taught and how many conferences she had attended.
That is to say that the longer a legal writing professor has been teaching, the more
probable it is she will express confidence that she understands the term “pre-writ-
ing.” Similarly, the more conferences she has attended, the more probable it is she
will express confidence that she understands the term “pre-writing.” The same
holds true for the acronym “CREAC.” The longer a legal writing professor has
been teaching, the more probable it is she will express confidence that she under-
stands the term “CREAC”; and the more conferences she has attended, the more

71. SHAPO ET AL., supra note 14; NEUMANN, supra note 19; EDwARDS, supra note 14,

72. Even when the correlation is large enough to be deemed significant based on the sample
size, there is no guarantee a relationship between the two variables actually exists. The signifi-
cant correlation simply makes it less likely that the connection appears by chance. In some
instances, however, a “spurious relationship” exists. SIRKIN, supra note 67, at 163; JOHNSON &
BHATTACHARYYA, supra note 20, at 66. A spurious relationship occurs when the “relationship
between two variables is the product of a common independent variable.” SIRKiN, supra note 67,
at 163. For example, the highest correlation in the survey was between those professors who
assign the Calleros text and those professors who teach the termn CRuPAC. This is in fact a
spurious relationship caused by an independent third variable (an “extraneous variable™): teach-
ing at Arizona State University. All professors at Arizona State University assign Charles Calleros’
text, which relies primarily on IRAC as the organizational paradigm and does not mention
CRuPAC. However, the director at Arizona State University at the time of the survey had for-
merly taught at the University of Illinois College of Law where the CRuPAC acronym was
commonly used to teach Richard Neumann’s organizational paradigm. She brought the term
with her to Arizona State University, and thus, this correlation has more to do with working with
a particular director than using the Calleros text.
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probable it is she will express confidence that she understands the term “CREAC.”

There was also a positive correlation between whether a legal writing profes-
sor had practiced law in the last five years and the level of confidence with the
term “fact weaving.” The correlation makes little sense if you view “fact weav-
ing” as a term of art with a highly specific definition. It may make complete sense,
however, to legal writing professors who have practiced law more recently, and
use the words not as a term of art, but to express the skill of entwining facts with
law as an important tool of successful advocacy in practice.

The only negative correlation between level of confidence with a particular
term and any demographic factor was with the term “textual fusion.” A negative
correlation, although not a strong one, existed between the number of conferences
attended and the term “textual fusion.” The negative correlation means that the
more conferences attended, the less confident the legal writing professor was likely
to be in her understanding of the term.

2. Correlations Between Level of Confidence with
Particular Terms and Text Assigned

Although generally correlations based on textbook choice were largely in-
conclusive, our theory that textbook choice would generate the most correlations
proved true. Our results were limited by our inability to know which textbooks
would prove most popular when we developed the list of terms in Question 17.
Nevertheless, there were fourteen correlations between the various terms in Ques-
tion 17 and the texts by Edwards, Neumann, and Shapo, et al.

There were four correlations between whether the professor assigned the
Edwards text and the level of confidence with individual terms in Question 17. A
positive correlation existed between assigning the Edwards text and level of confi-
dence with “processed rule,” “umbrella section,” and “inherited rule,””3 meaning
that professors who assigned the text were more likely to express confidence in
their understanding of these terms than those who did not assign that text. This
makes sense because all three terms appear in the Edwards text.’4 Generalization
becomes more difficult, however, because there was no correlation between Edwards
users and the term “rule-based reasoning,” which also appears in the Edwards text.75
Similarly, we are at a loss to explain the fourth correlation. There was a negative
correlation between assigning Edwards and level of confidence with the term *“tex-
tual fusion,” meaning that a professor who assigns the Edwards text is less likely
to express confidence in her understanding of that term than one who does not
assign the Edwards text.

There were five positive correlations between whether a professor assigned
the Neumann text and levels of confidence with terms from Question 17. The
relevant terms were: “rule-based reasoning,” “pre-writing,” “rule sub-parts,” “para-
digm,” and “phrase that pays.” As with the Edwards correlations, some of these
terms appear in the Neumann text, and others do not.”% And, once again, no logi-

73. The correlation for “processed rule” was .35. The correlation for “‘umbrella section” was
.22, and the correlation for “inherited rule” was .38, the strongest in the survey. For definitions
of each of these terms, see Appendix B which tracts the results for each term in Question 17.

74. EDWARDS, supra note 14, at 40-43, 138-40, and 40-43 respectively.

75. Id.ats.

76. NEUMANN, supra note 19, at 89 (“paradigm™); id. at 15 (“rule based reasoning™).
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cal principle seems to explain these correlations.

Finally, there were five negative correlations between whether the professor
assigned the Shapo text and the level of confidence with Question 17 terms. Those
who assign Shapo were less likely than those who did not assign that text to ex-
press confidence in the terms “paragraph block,” “pre-writing,” “umbrella rule,”
“road trip,” and “inherited rule.”

In summary, correlation analysis produced little generalizable or predictive
information. Positive and negative correlations were few and, for the most part,
they were scattered and weak. The results do not allow one to predict with cer-
tainty the degree of confidence a legal writing professor will express with any
particular term, even when knowing something about the professor’s background
or the text she assigns.

B. t-Test Analysis

A “two-sample t-test” compares two sample means “to generalize about a
difference between the two respective population means.”77 For example, Ques-
tion 8 asked which text the participant assigned. The ¢-test allowed us to compare
the level of confidence regarding a certain term expressed by legal writing profes-
sors who assigned the Shapo text with the level of confidence regarding the same
term expressed by legal writing professors who assigned the Neumann text. The -
test calculates the variances in means between the two sub-groups and considers
the sample size for each group, concluding whether there is a statistically signifi-
cant difference between two groups that is not likely to be a matter of chance. The
stronger the statistically significant relationship, the more likely it is to be repro-
duced in the entire population of legal writing professors. We ran 1792 individual
i-tests on the survey data. Only 122—or seven percent—statistically significant
differences emerged, and as with the probable spurious relationships noted above, 78
some of these differences may have been influenced by extraneous variables.”?

Furthermore, the -test tells us only whether there is a significant difference
between the two sample means; it does not allow us to generalize about the cause
of any existing difference. For example, we cannot say that assigning Edwards
instead of Shapo “causes” a higher level of confidence with the term “processed
rule” or that a higher level of confidence “causes” a professor to assign Edwards
instead of Shapo. We can only say that there is a statistically significant difference
in levels of confidence with “processed rule” between those who assign Edwards
and those who assign Shapo. The strongest pattern to emerge from the t-test analy-
sis is that experience teaching and attending conferences is relevant in predicting
the self-identified level of confidence in various terms.

1. Differences Between Level of Confidence with Particular Terms for
Sub-Groups Based on Sub-Demographic Data

The question that provided forty-one, or one-third, of the significant differ-
ences between sub-groups was Question 7, which inquired about how many con-

77. SIRKIN, supra note 67, at 271.
78. See discussion of spurious relationships supra note 72.
79. See Spatz, supra note 5, at 203,
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ferences the participant had attended. As stated earlier, this question elicited a
broad range of responses, with over thirty-five participants indicating that the con-
ference at which they responded to the survey was their first legal writing confer-
ence.

Nearly all of the significant differences that emerged from the answers to
Question 7 involved participants at one or the other extreme end of the spectrum
(those who had attended O - 1 conferences or those who had attended 10 or more
conferences) compared to participants in the less-extreme ranges (those who had
attended 2, 3 -4, or 5 - 9 conferences). The terms for which the level of confidence
in understanding was most significantly different depending on the number of con-

2, &%

ferences attended were: “analogical legal reasoning”; “chronological lead”; “tex-
tual fusion”; “natural word mutation”; “‘rule based reasoning”; “base point”; “pre-
writing”; “CREAC”; “rule sub-parts”; and “dovetailing.” The strongest differ-
ences in the z-test analysis emerged when comparing the levels of confidence in
understanding the terms “analogical legal reasoning,” “rule based reasoning,” “base
point,” and “pre-writing” between professors who had attended one conference
and professors who had attended ten or more.

The question generating the next largest group of statistically significant dif-
ferences was Question 1, length of time teaching legal writing. In contrast to the
other questions or the correlation analyses, a strong pattern emerges here. To some
degree, teaching experience is relevant in predicting levels of confidence in vari-
ous terms.

There were twenty-three significant differences between sub-groups in length
of time teaching, and all but one of those differences involved participants who
had been teaching 0 - 1 year. The terms which generated significant differences
based on length of time teaching were: ‘“analogical legal reasoning”; “CruPAC”;

’, &

“prewriting”; “processed rule”; “CREAC”; “nominalizations”; “rule sub-parts”;
“rule application”; “umbrella section”; and “holding.” In all but one of the twenty-
two differences relating to those teaching 0 - 1 year, the less-experienced teacher
expressed less confidence in her understanding of the particular term in question.

On the other hand, those teaching O - 1 year expressed greater levels of confi-
dence, to a statistically significant degree, in the term “holding” than those teach-
ing 10 or more years. Although this result conflicts with the broad general trend
noted above regarding length of time teaching, it is likely that the expertenced
teacher recognized greater nuances and ambiguity in the term “holding” and there-
fore expressed less confidence.

Other statistically significant differences between sub-group means were scat-
tered and difficult to categorize. Relative to levels of confidence in the term “fact
weaving,” significant differences existed between professors who had practiced
law in the last five years and those who had not.80 Regional differences about
where one attended law school and where professors were teaching at the time
they responded to the survey produced fifteen and eleven statistically significant
differences, respectively, but the differences in both demographics were scattered

80. Anecdotal evidence from legal writing professors about practitioners’ complaints regard-
ing the lack of emphasis on fact analysis in law school might explain this result. Also note that
correlation analysis revealed a positive correlation between whether a legal writing professor
had practiced law in the last five years and the level of confidence with the term “fact weaving.”
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and showed no discernable pattern.8! Finally, director status produced only four
statistically significant differences regarding terms when compared to non-direc-
tors. 2

2. Differences Between Level of Confidence with Particular Terms for Sub-Groups
Based on Text Assigned

Another group of ¢-test analyses that produced an interesting response com-
pared the mean for participants who assign one popular text with the mean for
those who assign another. We compared those who assigned one of the three most
popular texts in the survey, the texts by Shapo et al., Neumann, and Edwards.33
When comparing the differences in means, by text assigned, in relation to confi-
dence in understanding the Question 17 terms, seventeen statistically significant
differences emerged.

The term “‘rule-based reasoning” generated a statistically strong difference
between those assigning Neumann and those assigning Shapo or Edwards. Those
assigning Neumann were much more likely to express confidence in the term than
those assigning either of the other two texts, even though the term appears in
Edwards.84 Neumann assigners were also much more likely than Shapo assigners
to express confidence in the term “prewriting,” although the term does not appear
in the Neumann text. Edwards assigners were significantly more likely to express
confidence in their understanding of the term “processed rule” or “inherited rule”
than either Neumann or Shapo assigners. A very strong difference emerged when
comparing the confidence levels of Shapo assigners and Edwards assigners re-
garding “inherited rule.” These differences are logical because the terms “inher-
ited rule” and “processed rule” appear in the Edwards text.83

CONCLUSION

Legal writing professors, at the heart of an emerging discipline, are indeed
creating a new professional lexicon as they teach legal writing. However, com-
mon and confident understanding of that language appears to be elusive as the
discipline grows. The most salient insight to emerge from survey results was that
neither an individual professor’s use of professional terminology nor her likely
level of confidence in understanding the new legal writing vocabulary can be readily
predicted. Nevertheless, four points emerge. First, legal writing professors ex-
press the most confidence in understanding terms that appear in several sources.
Second, legal writing professors are teaching one term consistently and not in-
structing students in the varied vocabulary that is developing. Third, experience
teaching legal writing does count, although the clearest difference is between those

81. The terms that produced significant differences between regions where legal writing
professors attended law school were: analogical legal reasoning; natural word mutation; base
point; traditional interior; TEC pattern; holding; and phrase that pays. The terms that produced
significant differences between regions where legal writing professors taught were: analogical
legal reasoning; road trip; nominalizations; dovetailing; paradigm; and umbrella section.

82. The terms that produced statistically significant results when comparing directors with
non-directors were: pre-writing; processed rule; CREAC; and inherited rule.

83. SHAPO ET AL., supra note 14; NEUMANN, supra note 19; EDwARDs, supra note 14.

84. Epwarps, supra note 14, at 5.

85. Id. at 40-43
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with very little expetience and those with great experience. And fourth, acronyms
for organizational paradigms, variations on IRAC, create more problems than any
other type of term.

The survey data tells us little about the reasons for these results, although it is
likely that they are simply a product of rapid language development typical of a
quickly growing field. Nevertheless, the survey results suggest that legal writing
professors direct attention to vocabulary development in several important ways.
First, survey responses confirm that legal writing professors are creating a rich and
varied terminology to describe legal writing and the writing process. Next, legal
writing professors should create new terminology only when necessary to convey
the user’s intended meaning. Scholars and textbook authors should not allow fear
of plagiarism to prevent them from repeating the language that others employ when
writing textbooks and articles. Additionally, legal writing professors should teach
a variety of terms so that students will be familiar with an extensive legal writing
vocabulary. Further, legal writing professors should develop the habit of defining
terms as they use them, to facilitate the expeditious development of a common
language in which the profession shares. Also, because organizational acronyms
are the subject of broad variety and confusion, legal writing professors should pay
particular attention to how they use these acronyms. Finally, to keep the language
rich and vital, we should welcome new terms and adopt them freely when they fill
a need. For those whose professional life is devoted to teaching communication
skills, it is well worth the effort needed to develop and support a shared language.
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APPENDIX A

Confidential Survey

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. The estimated time for
completion is approximately 20 minutes. Your responses will be completely anony-
mous, and will be viewed by only Terry Pollman and Judy Stinson, who will use
the data for an article on the language legal writing professionals use to teach.

1.How long have you been teaching LRW?

0-1yr. 2-4 yrs. 5-7 yis. 8-10 yrs. 10+ yrs.

2. When did you graduated from law school?

Before 1980 1980-1985 1986-1990  1991-1995  1996-2000

3. What law school(s) did you attend?

4. Where do you currently teach LRW?

5. Where else have you taught LRW? Nowhere (or answer below)

6. Are you an LRW Director?
Yes No

7.How many legal writing conferences have you attended?

1 (this is my first) 2 3-4 59 10 or more

8. What writing/analysts text do you assign to 1L’s?
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9. If you supplement your teaching with another writing/analysis text(s), which
text(s)?

10. Does your entire LRW department use the same writing/analysis text?
Yes No

11. Is your entire LRW department required to use the same writing/analysis
text?

Yes No

12. Are you on a legal writing listserv?
Yes No

13. Have you practiced law in the last five (5) years?
Yes No

14. Which of the following books have you substantively reviewed? Circle
yes or no for each book.

Book Yes (1)| No (2)
Legal Writing: Process, Analysis, and Organization, 1 2
Linda Holdeman Edwards
Legal Reasoning and Legal Writing: Structure, Strategy 1 2

and Style, Richard K. Neumann, Jr.

The Legal Writing Handbook: Analysis, Research, and 1 2
Writing, Laure] Currie Oates, Anne Enquist, and Kelly Kunsch

Legal Writing and Other Lawyering Skills, Nancy L. Schultz, 1 2
Louis J. Sirico, Jr.

Writing and Analysis in the Law, Helene S. Shapo, 1 2
Marilyn Walter, and Elizabeth Fajans

Legal Writing in a Nutshell, Lynn B. Squires, Marjorie Dick 1 2
Rombauer, and Katherine See Kennedy
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15. Which of the following publications do you read regularly? Please check
all that apply.

____ Bar journal articles on legal writing

___ Journals on writing that are not legal writing specific
_ Legal Writing: The Journal of the Legal Writing Institute
___ Newly published law review articles on legal writing
____ Newly published legal writing texts

_____ Perspectives
____ The Second Draft

The Scribes Journal of Legal Writing

Other (please describe)

16. How often, when teaching a particular concept, do you use one consistent
term/phrase? (Please do not include giving multiple examples of the same
term/phrase as using more than one term/phrase.) Please check only one.

Almost Never
Rarely
Sometimes

Often

Almost Always
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17. How confident are you, on a scale of 1 - 5 with “1” being not confident at
all and “5” being very confident, with your understanding of the following

terms/phrases?

Term/phrase Circle ONE for each term/phrase

Analogical Legal Reasoning 1 2 3 4 5
Chronological Lead 1 2 3 4 5
Textual Fusion 1 2 3 4 5
Fact Weaving 1 2 3 4 5
IRAC 1 2 3 4 5
Branch Points 1 2 3 4 5
Natural Word Mutation 1 2 3 4 5
Rule-Based Reasoning 1 2 3 4 5
Road Trip 1 2 3 4 5
Traditional Interior 1 2 3 4 5
CRuPAC 1 2 3 4 5
Paragraph Block 1 2 3 4 5
FORAC 1 2 3 4 5
Prewriting 1 2 3 4 5
Horizontal Coherence 1 2 3 4 5
Litter Words 1 2 3 4 5
TEC Pattern 1 2 3 4 5
Processed Rule 1 2 3 4 5
CREAC 1 2 3 4 5
Nominalizations 1 2 3 4 5
Rule Subparts 1 2 3 4 5
Dovetailing 1 2 3 4 5
Passive Voice 1 2 3 4 5
Rule Application i 2 3 4 5
Paradigm 1 2 3 4 5
Prevailing View 1 2 3 4 5
Umbrella Section 1 2 3 4 S
Containers 1 2 3 4 5
Holding 1 2 3 4 5
Phrase that Pays 1 2 3 4 5
Inherited Rule | 2 3 4 5
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