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Abstract

This study was focused upon an. examination of the
relationships of quantitative measures of wzitiﬁg skills
- to overall writing quality as measured by the E.T.S.

Composition Evaluation Scale (CES). Quantitative

measures included indices of langunage prgauétivity)
vocabulary diversity, spelling, and syntactic maturity.
Power of specific indices to account for variation iﬁ
overall writing quaiity was examined through use of
multiple reg&egsicn analysis. >Subject5 were 983 stu-
dents in grades fcur, six, nine, and twélve; they were
chosen from 20,9000 paztiziganté in the Virginia Eauéé—
tional Needs Assessment Project who comprised é strati-
fied random sampie of 57 of Virginia's 140 %chcgl
divisions. Subjects were matched on sex and levels of
ability and achievement so that this sample resembled
-a nationwide rather than a statewide sample. Results
!ef thg correlation analysis indicated that quantitative
and qualitative measures of writing skills are signi-
'fiaantly related (§§i601); .Results of multiple regres-

sion analysis indicated that sizable amounts (from 21%
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to 57% in this study) of the vafiatign in the qualita@
tive assessment of writing péff@%mangé can be accounted
for by using the following guantitative predictors:

-tatalrwgfas written, total sentences written, percentage

of unique words written, percentage of unique words

misspelled, and number of words per T-unit.




The Relationship between Quantitative and Qualitative

Measures of Writing Skills

There has been a growing concern regarding the
children. In October 1975 the National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP) issued a report entitled

Writing Mechanics, 1969-1974: A Capsule Description of

Changes in Wr;tiﬁgmyg;hani;s_ This publication of the

results of the Writing Assessment prompted cries of
indignation nationwide. The relevant findings were
cited, interpreted, and analyzed in literary journals

ranging from ggseatgh'ig the Teaching of English to

Newsweek and - the Parade supplement to Sunday newspapers.
A major sign of the mguﬁtlng concern ab@ut the apparent
decline in quality of writing was an announcement by the
College Entranéé Examination Board, which usually relies upon
multiple-choice tests, that it would bégin testing the
writing ability of c@llégé applicants. The rationale
- ﬁhaerlying this decision by the CEEB apparently was that
‘;w. if the College Eaarérréquired'writiﬂg as part of its

basic testing prggraj; then writing would be valued in




the schools, teééﬁéfs'waulé place more emphasis upon it,
and, henceforth, writing guality would improve. The
problem and its solution, unfartunately; are natwthat
simple. The essence of "guality" in writiﬂg:is elusive;
the specific elements which comprise it are not readily
agreed upon by educators. Opinions vary widely, ranging
fron an adamant belief that “quality? writing can be

attained only through the mastery of strict gfammar rules

to the notion that "gﬁéa";writiﬁéﬂmust be free, loose,
and unencumbered by dreary rules regarding sentence
structure, syntax, etc.

‘current research related to written composition is
relatively sparse. This sparsity can be attributed, in
part, to the difficulty of conducting relevant empiri-
cal analyses of written language. Several studies have
been completed ragardiné specific elements of composi-

tion, such as language productivity (Myklebust, 1965;

Rubin and Bﬁium, 1974; Tzént, jac@bsan, and Selden,
1976; Virginia Educational Needs Assessment, 1976),
vocabulary diversity (Rubin and Buium;'lgfé;'Trent, et
alf, 1976), spelling errors (Boder, 1971; Trent, et al.,
1976) . éyntactic complexity (Hunt, 1958% chfisteﬁsen,




ﬂ1974). The primary goal of these stuﬂiés, however,
appears to have been the aﬁalysié of the elements them-
selves rather than the determination of their relation-
ship to the quality of written éémpasitiqn; Several
researchézs (Hunt, lESS% D;Dannéll, lBS?érané Eigaﬂ,'
1972) have shown that Syétaatié measures indicate
maturity in writing; specifically, mean length of T=pnit'
maturity in the writing of school-age children. In’
studies by Mellon (1969), O'Hare (1973), and Combs
(1976), increases in‘syntaetic maturity were correlated
}yith English teachers' judgments of writing qua;ity;
ﬁﬁellan feund no significant relationship, whereas, O'Hare
and Combs reported positive relationships. Veal (1574)
studied the relati@néhigs between specific aspects of
syntax and overall quality of writing; he found that
mean T-unit 1éﬁgth was related to differing quality
levels for grades two, four, and six.
The present study was focused upon an examination
- of the relationships of several quéntitative measures

. of writing skills to overall writing gquality. The




included indices of langﬁage productivity, vocabulary
diversity, spelling, and syntactic maturity. An attempt
was made to examine also the power of the specific
guantitative indices to account for the variation or
variéncé éf avérall quality in studentrwriting Eérfcrm= |
ance.

Method

Su@jsﬁts'

Tiey

As partrcf the Vvirginia Eéucatiénal Needs Assess-
ment Project conducted by the Department of Research
Methodology aﬁ the University of Virginia, measures of
written composition were received from more than 20,000
students in grades f@ur, six, nine, and twelve in the
Fall of 1974 and again in the Spring of 1975. These
students comprised a stratifiéd random sample of fifty-
seven of vi:giﬁia's 140 school divisiéns, from which
approximately 250 subjects at each grade level were
selected for izvéstigatiﬁﬁ in the preseﬁt study. These

students also were given standardized achievement (SRA

for elementary and SCAT for secondary) batteries; and
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the sample of pupils at each grade level matched the
national populations for these tests according to sex
and levels of ability and achievement. Thus, these 1000
pupils resembled a nationwide rather than a statewiﬁé‘
sample. Results presented in this paper are from theb

Fall 1974 testing.

Measurement

Data Collection. The compositions analyzed in this:

study were written by students as part of the Virgiﬂia
Educational Needs Assessment. The composition’ exercises
were administered to the students by local school pefséns
nel. ~ Staﬁﬂara'instructians waré préviaed :egatéing
procedures for administration. The statément of the
composition was taken from the National Assessment of
Educational Pragresérwriting study (19?2); Instructions
to students regarding essay topics at each grade level
were as follows:
Grades four and six:
Here is a Piéture of something sad
that is going on in the forest. (Picture

of forest fire provided.) Look at the
picture for a while. Do you see the forest

9



fire? Write a story about what is
happening in the picture. This is an
important story because you want people
to know about thig sad event.

Grades nine and twelve:

Most of us look up to some famous
person as a representative of the things
we believe in or as the kind of person
we would like to be. This person may
come from any part of our society. For
instance, we might admire Winston Churchill
or Martin Luther King, Walter Schirra or
Hank Aaron, Florence Nightingale or
Barbra Streisand. ' No matter where this
person comes from or what kind of work he
or she does, however, we can recognize -
such traits of greatness as determination,
physical courage, the ability to inspire
others, and faithfulness to some worthy.
cause.

Think about a famous person whom you

admire. Select a particularly admirable

" characteristic or quality of that person—
such as Mickey Mantle's courage in the face

- of ecrippling-physical handicaps or Florence
Nightingale's determination to fight agalnst
strong governmental pressure. Write an
essay of about 200-250 words describing
this characteristic or guality. Be sure to
provide an illustration of it from the
person's life. Try to show that the person
is great at least partly because c::f this
t:haracterlstlc or quallty.

Fourth and sixth grade students were allowed twenty
minutes to write; those in}the ninth and twelfth grades'

‘were allowed thirty minutes. St udents were 1nstructea

, ,170;‘ 7,
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‘not to read over and revise their work. The c@mPlétéd
compositions were sent to the Department of Research
Methodology at the University of Virginia for quantita-

tive and gqualitative analysis.

Quantitative Assessment of Wfittgn,Lanquage; The
compositions were prepared for computer éntry; computer
pfccédures ieveia@ed at the University of Virginia were
used to obtain the following measures for each composi-
tion:

(a) Measures of language productivity

(1) total wggéé written
(2? total santéncesrwritten
(3) mean number ?f,wards_ééi,senten?e
(b) Meagure=cf vaéébula:y diversity-aéuniQue words
~written (wgrds,used.cnlf.énce in é particular
cémgasitién)
(c¢) Measures of spelling
(1) Vtctal words ﬁissgelled
(2)‘ unique words misSpelleﬂ'(sp&lliﬁg érraxg
occurring only .once in a=pa:tiéular

composition)

it



(4) Méésures of syntacﬁic maturity
(1) total T-units written (minimal terminable
syntactic unit, as defined by Hunt, 1965)
(2) mean number of words per T-unit
These measures of written language have been employed and
valiaatédvih @ﬁher,stuiiesﬂ(ﬂyklébust, lé?S;IIrent et al.,

1976; Boder, 1971; Hunt, 1965; and Veal, 1974).

Qualitative Assessment of Written Languace. Each

using Diederich's E.T.S. Composition Evaluation Scale

(GES)7(1951)! The CES was developed by researchers at
Educatiaﬁal Testing Service after facigr;anélyticAsﬁuiies
- of the reasons teachers gave for their judgments of com-
E@siti@ns; It is comprised of eighﬁ sealeé:! ideas,
crganigati@hj'warding, flavor, usage, punctuation,
sgéiling; andrhaniwritingi Each scale is marked én a
five-point line—with the scales of ideas and organiza~
tion receiving déuble"weightﬁ—yiélﬂing a total score
réerD.r There are £WG subscores provided: .-a General
MéfiﬁVSEOfE, cénsisting of the ratings f@rrtﬁe'féur
fctmer'scales; and'a”ﬁééhaﬁicérséafe, caﬁsiétiﬁg;éf the

‘ratings for the four latter scales. .The instructions



,rfgr thé CES~iﬁclu§e aescriptiGns‘@f-iaw; miaﬂle;Aaha

" high points for each component. .

~ According to Diederich, who is given credit for

heiﬁg‘ﬁbetﬁe::thaﬁ’aﬁyéne . . . on the problem Qf,;;

‘cbtaining reliable scores on pieces of writing"

P

o : o - . o . - - I -
(Cooper, 1975), two or more people should rate each

composition. Therefore, two raters who were trained in

- using the CES ratéafeach;écméasiticﬂ for the present

‘ study; the average ratings were derived for use in

further analysis. Inter-rater reliability coefficients

 were camguted?férrﬁath sgbséﬁ:ES'as well as for the

 total score at each graae lé?élyu5iﬂ§ ?ea:sgn‘P:Qﬂuctﬁ ;

" "moment correlations. The coefficients ranged across.

grade levels from .54 to .86 for the General Merit

‘subscore; from .65 to .85 for. the Meghaniés E§bé¢cre;

'fahalfrém;-éé_tc;;SD erthé tqtal chré; VTh§Sé,é§éffi§vL

- _cients fall within the range considered adequate by

" Diederich (1967).

 Data Analysis

' The data weréraﬁalyéed thrgugh thé;use of descrip-

tive'staﬁiéti:s,'sarrélaﬁian analyéis; and multiple -

S

 ‘regression analysis. Means and standard deviations were
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”cémputéa féﬁ;ailwmeéguresftcﬁgréviié a:géne:al §iéfufé>;;;
1@5 the pefférmaﬁéé Qf étﬁaénts'én théﬁéasufeé.  C§rfé1a%
7tiég'cééffi§iénﬁéjwére CQmPQﬁe& t9exaﬁine:;hetreléﬁiﬁﬁ—k-
 5ﬁips§etwééﬁthequéntita£i§eéﬂdquaiiﬁatiﬁe ﬁéasuféé

" of writing behavior. Stepwise multiple regression was
 useﬂ té §$traétﬂﬁﬁe'Eésﬁ éet c£'indépsndéﬁtHVEIiablésv,,:‘

predictive of writing quality as measured by the CES.




- Results and Discussion’

Descriptive Statistics :

'Méanslanafsﬁandéra“déviati@ﬁg caﬁputeavfgr'the

" mable 1.

Iﬁsert;Table:1'abgutrhér2' -

It may be noted that total words written increased

‘steadily across grade levels; Whefeaé,-thé:e;is_a

decrease evident in percentage of unique words written

3 between ‘grades four and six.and gfédesrniﬂéféni;tWElveif*

As expected, théipéréentagég of ﬁisspéliea’ﬁaraS':*'

>' té£alé,Qf;s%ntenéés:Wriﬁﬁeﬁawe:é;léés thaﬂ the tgtals af

Teunlts wrltten by 29 percent 1n grades féur and s;x,r

”~}by,22 pércént'inagradé,ﬂlné; and by 19 percent ;n grade .

twelve. Mgreaver, the average numbé;s af Wgrds Per B

be 47 pereent 37 percént Bl pezcent ana 21 percent in:

graias féur; s;gg'nlne; ana‘twelve;';ésgéétively;f,r

"There is'a decrease noted for both subscores and .

”;thé;tétal}écéfé éfﬁthéfCEszbétweenwgfaﬂeséfquﬁ and six;

©13

quantitative and qualitative measures are presented in -

- decreased across the four gradeglgvels; The average ; £v"
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““whereas, there is minimal change in scores indicated’

’bétﬁéénrgraaés nine and twelvé;_‘

" The Correlation A@alﬁsis

‘detefmiﬁévthe e$te;t’befelatianshipsjbétweeﬂ’théTQﬁagti; =

'iQQéliﬁy'séalg;ﬂVPéaréééféréiﬁét%ﬁéﬁéﬁt,cérfélétiéni

| matrices for the entire sample at each grade level were

,‘¢cmpu;éd and ﬁé$t§1f§réignifican:éawereaﬁﬁiiéﬁj(D%gﬁDnﬁl.

'ﬁAaﬁde;uﬂkard;:197l). VTha écrrélatians‘fcr*g:aaEQifcﬁr,“
Siﬁ, nine;_aﬁdtwelvé'are pﬁééeniediniablé.z,-" |

‘ E$§tTﬂié2ahmthﬁE 'f-V

 ~“Correlations between the quantitative and qualita-

- tive measures of written language are indicative of the - -
interactive relationship between the two aspects of ==~

measurement. Qf,thé'95,:Grrelatians;égmgutéa*%ﬁfésg.

"

rf@urrggéde levéls,771%awé;§_siggificanﬁ ét,thé iQDl,;évéi;_":
P tﬁeéé cérieiaﬁiéns"zaﬁééﬁﬂin.iagﬁitudé’frémf;lé;tériéé.' }
An‘additicnalrgD% were signifigant at éitherfthe ng'ér'

" the .05 level.




magnitude of the correlations across the four grade
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- Oof partigular,intérest are,thé”sigﬂificant,é@rrelaaj
ti@ns éf the quantitative ﬁéasﬁrés with thé General, 
Mérlt subscgre, wh;ch is cgmprlseﬁ of ratlngs ccﬂ31dered

to be relﬁtlveiy subject;ve in nature, rand Wlth the

tgtal CES score. ’Further, thg Qarrelat;énsréf?tha

quantitative measures with thé.Genéral'Me;it Subsgé:é»

“and thertétal'széré'sffthé éES’werefgenéfa;iy‘greatef'in'

magnitude than were those between the guantitative

measures and the Mechanics subscore, which is comprised

Df ratiﬁgs ebnsiderea to be'léss subjectiVE in”ﬁature.,'

,Exceptlans to thls trend. 1ncluded ca:relatlons :egardlng~'

ef wa:ds per sentence 1ndex, thesé lnd;ces grgﬂucea
'négatlve ca:relatlgng whlch were greater ;n magnltuae :
’fc: the Mechanlcs subscare than iox the General MEflt

subscg:e;gr the tctal S¢Qreg

An interesting pattern may be noted regarding the

levels. The correlations for each set of measures

generally tended-to. decrease as_EEE'éfade lavel;iném_

'é:éESde The only exceptions to thisvﬁ;enﬂ occurred at

f:ftheininth5gf3d3~lgveliwﬁérg allfbut’aggséﬁ,thé_'




fcérrelatiaﬁs of the éuanﬁitétive}ﬁeasureé.wifh the

.'.ﬂecﬁaﬁics:subscateéna_SD%_ef thcséfwi#h the”£ﬂta1 CES

" score inéfeaséi,betwéeh graaé'éixvaﬁdbgtaée Qine- bThé
fé?éralifégfﬁé;n saeﬁs to indicaﬁeZthaﬁ'quaﬁtiﬁatiﬁé';
méagﬁrés ma? #éccme less agﬁrapriétéjaé iﬁdiéatﬁrgjéf -

. writingrgﬁaiity as grade le%el ana,bpfésumablyg éémgiexity "
of ﬁri£ingjiﬁcréaséi' e :W’g,’ T

ﬂeasu;gsﬁqﬁi;aﬁéuégg_pggéﬁctiyigy_"Cérrelaﬁiénsraf

the total words and total sentences indices with the = . -

CES sééres were QEﬁerally pasitive'and significant!

(lS?é): 'namely, thaﬁgsignifieant differénEESvin g;mgssia
ti@nrléngth were found batwééﬁ»leveleﬁf qﬁé1ity,
:,Sugpcrt was nct faund, haweve;, féz the‘thééfy that

faverage number of waras per gentenﬁe 15 a stabl {nﬂ ca-
7 tcéwﬁf faclllty Wlth the WTlttéﬂ wara (Mykleﬁusﬁ;llgés)
‘1 fD the cﬁntfary, the ccrrelatlgns batween Wards Per N

éénteﬁcé_aﬁirihé GES'Stéfesf%eéé:EGnSlstéﬂtl§ ﬁé§athé;

;nd;cat;ﬁg that wrlters cf the pmax qual;t?“ccmpaglﬁlﬂns

,géné:ally useé fewgzjbut ;Dngez sentencés which weré,:_
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VWhén intercérrﬁlatigns ém@ng ﬁthQuahtitatiﬁé
vtmeasuféé were éSEEﬁtéai it was found that %é;ﬁébpgt
~sentence generally did not ;Qr;élaté significanﬁly #ith 

tetal wgrds;an§ tha£ it é:eaﬁcea ﬁégatife carzélatiéms
'afvmﬁierété>ﬁégnituée'with'tgtéi éentéﬁéés;{ fhié |

SEEDndary flnding suppcrts 51m1lar results Ieécztei by
rerubln and Bulum (1974) and Trent, ét—al§v£197§),‘lﬂalca£-'
; 1ng that, parhaps, WGE&SVPEE sentence is ﬁéﬁ és‘appzeér-A
‘ Priate anﬂlndlcatar Qf lanéﬁagérﬁréguctlv1t§ as‘areA

tatal wards anﬂ tgtal sentencés_

Measure of vggabgl§gg;§i?g;sityg 5ur§§i5ingly,

.’pe:centage affﬂniQﬁa words Was,inver521y relaﬁed EQ thav'J

CES 5ccres acrcss all faur grade levels, w1th Dﬂé excep—

: t;an.; (At the twelfth grade 1evel the ccrrelatl@n

Esubscgre was EGSltlve but Ln51gnlf;cant .05 ) Althcugh,l

' these CéﬁfelatiQHS.WEEE'ﬂﬁt'high:(raﬂgéié .01 —.24),

% / af them were 51gnlflcant ‘at thE»,DE level or bettez.”,f
,Wlndicate rlEhnESS aﬂd leeESlty Df vgcabulary (T:ent
et al., 1975) and, acc@rﬁiﬂg’y, would gcz:elaterpﬁsitively

’iwith:thewqual;ty ratings of the CES. The naéative

19




correlations éf the index with the éES scores, therefore,
are Euzzliﬁg_ Coupled with the faét thgt two @fvthé
”pgaductiﬁity measures, tDtalwétﬂsaﬁdtétal”séntences,
?rédﬁzéa,highéf anivﬁgré signiiigéﬂt cgziélatiénswith,
' tﬁé CES scores than dié tﬁe1ﬁﬁi§ﬁe charinaéx;rthis
”>fiﬂding seems to indicate thét ccmﬁasitigns Gf»higherbv;'
rquali£y §eﬁerél1yfwere gréétgfiiﬁ 1én§th:buﬁbgontaiﬁed’
smaller percént ages f,unique wDr§5_£hah»aiﬂ éémgcsiﬁiagé'
of less rqualityiv’fﬁié phénaméncn :ég? nghaps, b§u
“attributed to a miniﬁai ﬁsémaf aftiélé% aﬁé génﬁunGEiGns.
Whlch are amgn§ the tgpas of words mast ty§1cally |
:apeatea'(Betts. ;97&), by writers cfrga@rkquglity ﬁheﬁes."

wgula-bevﬁeedei to csnfirmVthis_sge;ulatign;

;'Méasu:es;éffspellingg> As aﬂticigatéd; p%rgentages
 @£ tétél wérds misépéliadraﬂd unique wéfas miirprll d
'pﬁgducea st:ong negat ve C.iﬁ elations w1th the CESV
- scores; these corre 1atiQnSVWéfé égnsistenﬁli sighificant
at,tﬁe_iaglﬂlé§al,acragsvalleféﬁf gfaﬂe lévels;j Tﬁis .
,?ésqiﬁ appeérsAﬁcrléna;suﬁPth té'éé:lier;fiﬁdihgsrthaﬁ,,
fewar spelll g errors are maﬂe by J.né.j.v.lduals w1thv |

hi gher cagn;tlge ab;lLtles (Bcaer, 19 1 ‘Trent et al,,A




N 19?:6j .

Measures af SYﬂtaEth matu:;tg. Allvaf the-cérreﬁ

vlatlcns between the T—unlt lndlces and the CES scores

were signifi:ant at the .05 level or bettér; inaiéating

19

- that syﬁtaétic.matuﬁity and Wriﬁing quality”éré'pésitivély:

 félatéd; This findlng suchrts Slmllar résults reParted

»by o' Hare (1973), Veal (1374), and Cgmbs (197@)

spec;flcally, that T-unit length is lndlcatlva of quallty.

In the present study, tcﬁai i—un;t correlations were

g;eater,ln magﬂltudé than were thcseifér words per T-unit;

héﬁéVer,iwhéﬁ,quanti£étiveVintércqrrelati@ns were‘é@m%br
' Puted total Teunlts Prc&uced very strang 31gﬁ1flcanﬁ
ccrrelaﬁlgns with tgtal wgrds and tatal sentencesvbpt 
insigﬁifiéant e&rreléﬁiaﬁs;with,wérﬂs periTeunit; :This
'iéecandary flnﬂlng appears to lnd;caterthat pe:haps,

total T- unlts regresents more a measure Qf language -

i,_Prcductiv1ty than.@fisyntaét;c maturity_r,

Thé,péwer af}the“guaﬂtltative’va;iablés,iﬂ predict-

- ing Qverallfwfiting quality was examined through the use

7Qf-multi@lérlineérvrgg:essi@n models. 'Thé éigﬁt’

- variables— total words, total sentences, words per

1f21;




 7:eentenee, percentage efvunlque wc:de wrltten, pereentage;:
' Qf tetel werde mleepelled pereentage ef unique werclei
em;eepellea total T=un1te, and werde per Ieunlt==§ere
“1ne1uded lﬂ reg£e551en equetlene Ee predlet ea:h ef the
rtwe eubeeereeAend the tetel eee:exef‘the CES_ferheeeh |
geaee.level. | |

Stepwieeffegreeeien enalyeie weeteﬁpleyed wheréby

inverﬂer ef their greeteet eent:ibutiee te the inereeee:
‘in R?; Eeéh entering vefieble was teeted for signifi-
canee and egtlmum Prealci1Ve ab;llty was preeent when

no eddlt;enel verleble entered at erelgn;fleent 1eve1-

The Cempeelt;en Eveluetlen Sc ale was eeed as an
Aindex ef the que1iey.ef theretueentef wrieing eerfermance.
'rﬂeeeurea-egeieet this performeneefwere'theetuaehte‘
ﬁéheﬁie:e in wrieing as eeeminea'threegh‘eeverei“queeti%
_tetiﬁe meeeu:eefregeréieg71eﬂ§eege §:edueti§i£y, vocabu-
1eey ﬂiveeeitj;iepelliﬁﬁ erfere, eﬁd eynteetie meeerity;
The purgeee of th;e eﬁelyele wae"ﬁe pzeﬂuee the beetx B

eemhlnet;en of quentltetlve measures ef WIltlﬂg behev1er_

to grediet quality ef,writing performance for each grade

level,

2




21

""}\nb.y:

'I§ iébles 3 thzeugh 6 the résﬁlts éfrthe régréssién
aﬁélfseé for the threé Q;itgfiéh Vafiahléé at ea¢h gradei"
level E:E.P:ESEﬂtéﬂ. Ihé g valﬁes ?féseﬁigﬁ’ﬁere |
evaluated Qith 1 and_LSS ﬂegrges of fraeﬂém_fér grade
 fQuf,'i éﬁﬁ 226 df for gféﬁesix;_l and:élz for gradé
vnineirana lra;§’25% for graéevléi 7Dnly subjetﬁs“fgrr
whamrégmgléte Séﬁs of datawe;gvavailébla Wéreéaﬁsideréd»

- in £hé”:egzessign analyéés;{the:eigre,‘feviéed.éimplgbf
r's ara;inglﬁaediin the tablés”fﬁr:cémééfiéén‘%iththéi'
GDEffiéiéﬁE;:PEééeﬁﬁea éféviéﬁélgvih Téb%e 2; HThéV;QS}
iévél Qf'sighificanée wa31ESé§; | o

Iﬂse:t'Tables 3 through 6 gbaut here

7,'Ea§ﬁ of the'gight‘quanﬁitatiVE'iﬂaiceé used~ési
preai:tﬁrscphtiibﬁted>signifiéaﬁtlyvté thepiedictian»>i
of at ieast.éne:éf the thréevqualitativé‘variablés
_’inaexed bythe_crite:icﬁkmaésuﬁe.v Seﬁgzai i@;lﬁsién
rﬁéttéfﬁé ﬁay Ee_néﬁaﬁ; 7Tﬁﬂ fofhé'quantitéti;éﬁmeasures.
percentégeAaf ﬁﬁique ﬁhrdsvmisséélied éﬁd ?é%c%ntéééicf;"
rguniéué wérﬂs‘writtén, weiéeéch incluiea.in 11;ﬁE ﬁhE

12 regression equations computed.. Percentage of unigque

e
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wg?ds“giésgelléﬂ Wa$ §g£§f§dvQn thé-£i:stj$tgp_in'éix of
r.the éqﬁétiéﬁs:(inciﬁéiné‘all féu;iof ﬁhE”gqﬁéti§ﬁé §ré%
diétingbthe Meéha£ics suﬁségﬁg.as;wéllféSfthg é§uaﬁié$§',

E?ééiétiﬁg thetctal>¢ES-E:E£efq: g£éaéé,six‘and}nipé};
: Péicéntéég of ﬁniqﬁe;ﬁ@faé'w:ittén Qas‘hé£ énte:§d”éﬁ the
. 11.0f the 12 équéti@ns“is an inﬁe:éé?iﬁé;fihdiig'iﬁﬁ;;;
light of its negativg corﬁeiét;cgs Witﬁ thé_éiitefiéﬁrj'

‘measures, as previously noted in the discussion of the

[

éérrelati@nnagalysisﬁ T@ﬁalj%@fas wtiﬁééh,wasringlﬁﬂéii
in 10 of tﬁé ;2 equatiéns; én th§ firs£ step fé:jfivewa
{thé#f(inélﬁding:ali four of the equatianslﬁrédiéting'?f
- the Gégérai'ﬂefit %ubécgrevés-well}as'the>éqﬁatign Pfée
léicting‘fheTGﬁalACESscare at ﬁhetwelfth grade‘igvel).,_
o v,Géhér variables'entering’tﬁeequatigns as éigﬁifig
cant pféaictQIS’éf_ﬂritiﬁgiéuéiiﬁﬁrinélﬁiéa:{ tété;A
Séﬁtegééé Qrittén>(iﬁciuééi’in'ni§EYEQua£iéns,’éﬁ;ﬁhé

first'step'for Qna'equa€iGn); mean words per T-unit

(included in seven equations); total T-units written
r(iﬁgludediiﬁ'thrEE equati@ns):,ani pe;cegtége'@f tctal
words misspelled and mean words per sentence: (each

included in'éﬁe—ééugyiaﬁ)_




fggga
:Thé'eEféctiVEﬁESS Efpredictiénvpfvthemeasures
was indiéatéi bf the E? sfaﬁisfic;a fhis‘séaﬁistié |
L iiieniia vise tees 21 to 7% o8 1 veglation th the
S déPénﬂeﬁt variable.céuldAbe_ascribed tc1vafiatian“infth§vv
iﬁaepéﬂientvvariables,'ﬂepégdihg‘uééﬁ grédeievei'and
 ‘thé7ngsQérg éf_thgrdépenaenfjﬁa:iablé,f Avtzéhﬂlsimilér
to that ﬂiscussea &ith résP§ct»EQ theksérreiaﬁiaﬁfanalgé_
sis maf bé.gateS”é:r?$é graée.ieQélsﬁn~ihe Valué;éfiﬁhE' .

2

" computed g.'statistic,générally_decféaEEd‘és;gréaeblEVElf" 
increased (with the same ninth grade exceptions as were -

noted in the correlation analysis).  This finding, again,

 ,a§pears»ta indicate that'quantitative;measgres may' 7   ,;f“-w

became less aPPrepriatéi;reﬂiéfﬁt%iéfiQuality as(gtaaé;;

_iévéljéﬁaxﬁritiﬁgAéém?iéxiﬁfiiné;éa%g.;:' ff
v{lDue tq the_ﬂatu:éj§f th%gﬁecﬁniéﬁe;éfAsﬁegwiég.- e
muitiple';egressi¢n;sgve:algdditiénalipﬁsérvatiéns'"v7 .
 f1shQuli be’natéﬂ-éﬁ thisfﬁqin;;hin'thé-s;égwise té¢hni%v
‘jéﬁ;'the_igﬁepéndéﬂtvar%gﬁle_;;nttihutiﬁgthe“méét»l
rva:iagcébié:inélﬁdeﬁ Qn‘the"fi;stt;tep.gf ﬁhezre§ressiank"
éé#atinn-vse:ause:the indépendént“§arisﬁiésinélﬁdéé GS,'
: sﬁbséﬁﬁé@féﬁeﬁsgngié :eé;ity»éé&tia; éé££e1a£iQﬁ§i1”

' any Vafiabié;wﬁiéﬁyhés;é hiéhf:é?réiéticn“with;aﬁ fT'




independent variable alfeédy in the regression equation

“ >wil1 hévé;ﬁlégt“ samé'cf»itsﬂvériance éﬁa Will;gthéfé4

r'ifcfa. be less llkely to be' lncludéﬂ in. the equatlcn at S

theﬂspealf;ed-51gn1f;:ance,lavel,v Thls "1ass“véfv
 variance will lessen Ehefliklihéoa thattsﬁcﬁja"variabletgf'jﬂ,~*“

,will‘cgntribﬁté*sﬂfficiéﬁt}varianéeffertinéiﬁSiaﬁ ihfthé:993“3”

' equation, -evén if it is significantly correlated with the =

" dependent measure. - This phenomenon agpéafsrtéihéve o

. taEéh Piacé_in this studY»iﬁ'géverai instances. For

example, ﬁﬁé;iﬂtéfééﬁfélaﬁi@ﬂéfbéﬁWééndEEEGént§g2*GfT!ff?* ;fjizﬁg

total words misspelled and percentage of unigue words -

‘misspelled ranged from .93 to .97 across the four grade -

i 1%%@13;; Qanseqﬁéﬁtly;fénly’@né*éthhéséfiﬁaicésfwés“'

“lnéluded 1n the regress;on equatlons althcugh bcth were

g;gnlf;:antly related te the depenéent varLables_r,Slmléfi

:,la: relatlcnshlps were natei amang the total w::rds,,tatalj L:ii;:

tétal T—unlts is more a measure éf Pr@ﬂuctlvlty than' f

VT—un;ts, and tatal SEﬂtéﬂGéS indicés,ccnflrmlnguthe -

B suggestlan nated earl;er ;n thlS papér thaﬁ Perhaps,-

' ;syntag;iclmétu:ityi

- The results reported in this paper have indicated:




that quantitative and gualitative measurésraf writing
E£ii15 are, indeed, significantly ralateﬂ% Sizable
amounts of the variatian.in the qualitative assessment
of writing performance can be accounted for thfaughrthe
use of these quantitative measures. This finding appears
to bevParticula:ly applicable at the lower grade levels
but tends to become slightly less applicable as grade
lével'incréases. Even at ﬁhé twélfth graae levgl; how-
ever, results indicéte that from 21% to 24% of tﬁe ,
variaﬁi@ﬁ in quality may bé attributed to guéﬂtitative
variables. | )

Results fu:tﬁéfrindicate that the besﬁ set of -

quantitative predictors of overall writing quality of

school-age children includes thevféilgwiﬂg indices:

'(a) Measures of language pz;iuctivitg
(1)"tat311W?ras Wfittenv
(é?ﬂitatéifseﬁtenéés written
(b) ‘Mgasu:e af v@eébﬁiazy ﬂivérsityéépezgenuagé
cfuniqueﬁcrds Writtenfin§g;;e relaﬁiaﬁship
noted) - |
(é)“Meésﬁre‘DfEpéllingQ—pEIQEntageéf gniquéf

‘words misspelled

27
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(d) Measure of syntactic maturity— mean number of
words per T-unit
General imglicati@nsAaf these findings are as
follows:
(a) Evaluation of written language might @é faci-
-litated thr@ugh ﬁhé use of quéntitaﬁive measures és

initial indices of quality. This aﬁglicatiéniwaula be

particuiarly pertinent in situations where large numbers.
- of é@ﬁgasitians~we:e invalved and ¢@mputer7faEiiitie$
were avéilablef | R |

(B) Paramete;s of written language which merit

further study include the measures previously liSted,as

significant predictors of qguality.
(c) The teaching of structural options to enhance

maturity in writing might also enhance guality.
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Table 1
- Descriptive Statistics for Quantitative and Qualitative
Variables at Each Grade Level

Variable i

Grade _

8D

=
ST
=
Je-xl
s
=
b
s
Iz

( Totelwords 197 85.90 4387 267 11035 5041 25 21149 7853 %7 261 76,62
1, Toal. sentence '_ 19 7,80 490 §267__:_9!12 5;50:'23; W5 63 | 14i4§_ 566
xBWagasige: sentence 197 1492 1278 267 1473 9.56 232 16.66 1.00 % 113 7.8
xélz igewords 197 60.90 1060 267 6L30 9.46 232 5400 105 %1 5070 6.90

Xs % Total words Co o
 misspelled 197 7.76 7.54 267 4,44 546 232 2,95 2,9 287 179 L71

K % Unique words - o B | o | R
- misspelled 197 10.75 9.46 267 6.20 7.04 232 4.6l 4,22 287 - 2,79 2.60

) Total T-wnits 170 1102 5.40 28 1281 7.88 21¢ 18.63 7.07 256 17.88 6.89

(q fords per T-wit 170 7.86 205 28 9.1 238 24 1157 268 256 1370 314

f General Merit . o e
o subscore 202 15.01 4,99 284 13,12 5,91 236 19.26 5.43 293 19,56 _5;01'.' '

Dare  WILE L B ST 465 26 1% % B 15 %%

200 2636 7.80 284 2283 8.87 236 3224 8.1 203



Table 2

Correlations of Quantitative Neasures of Writing Performance

with the E.7,8, Composition Evaluation Scale

General Merit Subscore  _  Mechanics Subscore . Total CES
46 g 12 4 6 9 1 4 6 9. L

. Total words R LU LU R U R a0

Total sentences o JSB¥EE ABHkE 41wk D3kk - BLbkk - 326k 'Q%E*f*f‘;lﬁ*? ML T i45**f .22*?*
Words por sentence -2t - 19 ~ 4% =400 o ;ial**f A0 - 200 - 25 - e 205
,  %-gni;ﬁé P Y 05 -l -0 5;p7 06 =20m -, 13 _-.15*?'ef01 __;if'F
o Total vords

CMisspelled < -, ALHH 3TN < 33kH L 200K o SBREE o BBk o 50RKE o J0ekk o SLOKE S 4THEE W 4THVE W JTHEE

35 '%“Unique words : | S - |
- Misspelled = 40%E% = 3BHk% o 3Dkkw, o JQ0Hk o SpREE o DTHIK W G4RRE w J5ERR o BOREK o dBHHK o 4BKKH L 27Hkk

Cfotal feunits  (SGM 0Wk 33 lek 35ee Lov ekt 08 52 320 Lo lgew

- Words per T-unit AT00 13 32 20w 136 110 23eke Q1% 17k I3 SILLLEE LA

#pe, 001
. -‘**§§;Dl

*iipe 05

i§;3 :j; ._ o




Table 3

Stepwise Regression for the Quantitative Measures of Written

Language as pPredictors of the E.T.5. Q@@P@siﬁ%@g

Evaluation Scale, Grade Four

‘General Merit Subscore

Step F to enter Signifi- 9
number Variable equation cance R r

1 Total words written 93.75 .000 .36 .60
2 % Unique words misspelled 23.37 .000 .44 -~.40
3 Total sentences written 7.18 .008 .46 .58

4 % Unique words written 6.91 .009 .48 -.26

Mechanics Subscore

1 % Unique words misspelled 76.76 .000 .31 =-.56

2 Total sentences written  41.70 .000 .45 .51

3 Words per T-unit ~ 6.15 .01 .47 .13

4 % Unique words written 6.20 .014 .49 ' =~.15

Total CES Score

1 Total sentences written 95.02 .000 .36 .60
2 %Unique wordsmisspelled 38.03 . .000 .48 -.50
3 Words per T-unit 12.59 .001 .52 .17

4  Total words written -~ 5.49 - .020 .54 .56




Table 4
Stepwise Regression for the Quantitative Measures of Written

Language as Predictors of the E.T.S. Composition

Evaluation Scale, Grade Six

General Merit Subscore

Step F to enter  Signifi- )
numb ex variable equation  cance R° I

o
n
pur

1 Total words written 80.20 .000 .26
2 % Unique words misspelled 28.73 .000 .35 =-.37
3" % Unique words writtwn  7.48  .007 .37 -.21

4 Total T-units written 5.66 .018 .38 .40

5 Total sentences written = 13.46 .000 .42 .44

"1 % Unique words misspelled 117.03 .000 .34 -.58 L

2 Total sentences written 9.54 .002 .37 .29
3 % Unigque words written 8.82 .003 .39 -.01
4  Words per T-unit 6.68 .010 .41 .11

.29

5 Words per sentén:e 4,23 - ,041 .42

Total CES Score

1 3£Uniquewcfds misspelled  68.67 -000 .23 =.48
" 2  motal words written . " 43.63 . .000 .36 .42
'3 % Unique words written ~ 9.23 .003 .38 -.15
'ié . Total seﬁtenéés writtenV 5;42 N iQZi .40 .41

5  Total T-units written 18.81  .000 .44 .32




Table 5
- Stepwise Regression for the Quantitative Measures of Written

Language as Predictors of the. E.T.S. Composition

Evaluation Scale, Grade Nine

ngéfalfﬁeritrsﬁgs§§ée

Step F to enter Signifi-
number Variable equation cance R’

Lot

1 Total words written 59.88 .000 522v .47
2 %Unique words miSéPélléﬁ 13.36 ' i@oa' .27 -.33
3 % Unique words written 11.34 .001 .30 -.18
4 Words per'Téuﬁit 9.33 - .003 .33 . .32

5 Total sentences written | g8.16  .005 .36 .41

Mechanics Subscore

1 % Unique words misspelled 146.33 -.000 ~.41 -.64

33

T2  Total sentences written  23.06 000 47742
3 Total T-units written 24.17 .000 .52 .22

4 Total words written 17.91 .000 .56 .34

5 ¢ Unique words written 7.27 .008 .57 ~.07

f@?él;éés;SESEé.
1  %Unigue words miéspeliéa réf_SSk - ,DDO _534 é.éé
12,”:Tctél words written 38,02 .000 .36 .46
73 7% ﬁﬁiquefwcr&é written ; klé;79— ' 7-;GDQ> ;gég -.14

4 Words per T-unit 10.16  .002 .43 .31

5  Total sentences written ~ 17.18 .000 .48 .45 °
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Table 6
Stepwise Regression for the Quantitative Measures of Written

Language as Predictors ofrthe E.T.S. Composition

Evaluation Scale, Grade Twelve

General Merit Subscore

Step F to enter  Signifi-
‘number Variable equation cance R x

1l Total words written 28.28 .000 .10 .32
2 % Unique words written 18.15 - .000 .16 -.04
3 9 Total words misspelled ~ 9.99 .002 .19 ~.19

4 Words per T-unit ' '7.05 .008 .21 .20

' Mechanics Subscore

1  %Unique words miszpeliad 33.18 .000 .12 -.34

2 Total words w.itten 7.26 - .008 . .14 .18

Ly

votal CES Score

1 Total words writtéﬁ . 21.70 .000 ‘iég .28
2 9% Unigue words written 23.49 ;éDD .16 .01
3  %Unique words misspelléﬁ 21.81 ©.000 .227;;§éj7

4 TWords per T-unit 4.80 .029 .24 .18

d-Unique wourds written——29.46—.000.23 .08 ___ R



