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FOREWORD

When the U.S. Office of Education was
chartered in 1867,.0ne charge to its commissioners
was to determine the nation’s progress in educa-
tion. The National Assessment of Educational
Progress {NAEP) was initiated a century later to
address, in a systematic way, that charge.

Since 1969, the National Assessment has gath-
ered information about levels of educational
achievement across the country and reported its
findings to the nation. It has surveyed the attain-
ments of 9-year-olds, 13-year-olds, 17-year-olds
and sometimes adults in art, career and occupa-
tional development, citizenship, literature, math-
ematics, music, reading, science, social studies
and writing. All areas have been periodically
reassessed in order to detect any important
changes. To date, National Assessment has inter-
viewed and tested more than 900,000 young
Americans.

Learning-area assessments evolve’ from a
consensus process. Each assessment is the product
of several years of work by a great many edu-
cators, scholars and lay persons from all over the
nation. Initially, these people design objectives for
each subject area, proposing general goals they
feel Americans should be achieving in the course

of their education. After careful reviews, these
objectives are given to exercise {item) writers,
whose task it is to create measurement instruments
appropriate to the objectives,.

When the exercises have passed extensive
reviews by subject-matter specialists,
measurement experts and lay persons, they are
administered to probability samples. The people
who compose these samples are chosen in such a
way that the results of their assessment can be
generalized to an entire national population. That
is, on tle basis of the performance of about 2,500
9.year-olds on a given exercise, we can make
generalizations about the probable performance
of all 9-year-olds in the nation.

After assessment data have been collected,
scored and analyzed, the MNational Assessment
publishes reports and disseminates the results as

widely as possible. Not all exercises are released
for publication. Because NAEP will readminister
some of the same exercises in the future t0
determine whether the performance level of
Americans has increased, remained stable or
decreasad, it is essential that they not be released
in order to preserve the integrity of the study.
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CHAPTER 1
HIGHLIGHTS OF THE RESULTS

7

Changes in the writing of 17-year-olds were
assessed with five writing exercises, one of which
was evaluated holistically, one of which was
evaluated for both cohesion and rhetorical
effectiveness {primary trait evaluation) and three
of which_were evaluated for_rhetorical ¢ffective-
ness alone. In addition. two of the five essays were
exhaustively analyzed in terms of “syntax and
mechanics. and students were asked a pumber of
questions about their writing habits and attitudes.
Exhibit 1-1. displays national changes for all of the
writing tasks. Details of the assessments. of
holistic. primary trait and cohesion scoring. and
of syntax and mechamcs analysis appear in
Chapter 2 and in the appendixes. Further results
appear in Chapters 3 and 4, and an interpretive
discussion of the results appears in Chapter 5.

Some major findings:

» Holistic evaluation did not reveal a major

decline or improvement in the writing per-
formance of |7-year-olds between 1969 and
1979. However. it did suggest a slight decline
in quality.

Rherorical skill (measured by primary trait
evaluation) on a narrative task (**Stork™"} de-
clined between 1969 and 1974, but rose
considerably from (974 to 1979. In {979,
three-fourths “of the |7-year-olds wrote
‘competent narratives.

Rhetorical skill on 2 humorous narrative task
assessed in 1974 and 1979 (‘*Grape Peeléi™’)
remained stable. Slightly more than one-third
of the students wrote a minimally competent
paper in both assessments, while fewer than a
fifth clearly attempted to be humorous'.'

* Rhetorical skill on a persuasive writing rask
 (“‘Rec Center™) declined between 1974 and
1979. Proportions :writing minimally

-

acceptable papers dropped from 78% to 73%,
and those writing successful papers declined
from 21% to 15%.

* Rhetorical skill on an explanatory writing task

(“*Electric Blanket'"} remained stable between
1974 and 1979. In both assessments. about
two-thirds of the students wrote papers that
were at least marginally adequate, and about
_half wrote successful papers.

* A measure of cohesion in writing revealed that

between the 1969 : \d 1979 assessments. the
percentage of papers displaying good
cohesion rose from 80% to 86%. Also. be-
tween 1974 and 1979, there was an increase in
the percentage of coherent paragraphs in the
descriptive essays.

» Females wrote_significantly more successful

papers than males in each assessment, with
the exception of the humorous task. On that
one, the males had an advantage in 1974, but
lost it by 1979,

* Although significantly fewer blacks wrote

adequate papers than the nation as a whole,
the gap between their performance and that of
the nation narrowed on all but one of the
writing tasks.

il

* The disadva}ataged-urban group, while sull

performing below national levels. improved
with each assessment.

* Proportions of mechanical errors in the
papers changed little over the decade. Punctu-
ation problems, misspellings and awkward
sentences coptinued 1o plague the majority of
students, bur there was no subsidniial increase
or decline in these problems between 1969 and
1979,




» Writers seem 1o be divided into two camps: a
majority who display a generatl grasp of
written conventions and a minority of 0 10
25% who display massive problems with
wrilten language.

Writers who performed well on the assess-
ment appeared 10 have had more writing
assignments in school. However. 57% of the
i 7-vear-olds said that they had written three
or fewer papers in the six weeks prior to the
assessment.

Few students reported having taken remedial
writing classes—far fewer than these dala

suggest need intensive instruction.

Slightly over half of the 17-ycar-olds said they
sometimes enjoyed working on writing assign-
ments. Twenty-one percent said they usuzily
enjoyed it and 24% said they never enjoyed
working on writing assignments.

Very few studenis—7%—said they were
routinely engaged in ail of the following ac-
tivities: prewriting. creating multiple drafs,
receiving wrnen and oral comments about
their writing from their teachers, and working
10 improve. their papers after (hey are re-
wrned. ©oT

EXHIBIT 1-1. National Percentages of
Good* Papers, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 1979

Halistac T . Primary Tralt Evaluatlon

Evaluatlon

AR

i

INANRARENARARAN
III.UI. I i.‘l”l*.l 1 .I*IUI*I’.

“Deseribe ’ "Stork* "Grape

Cohesion Perceontades

Evaluation Cohurent

Paradraphs

-

“Eleetric ’ "Stork" “Oescribe”

Peeler™’ ” centet” Blanket”
[(Narrative) {Expressive~ {Persuasivel (ExPlanation-

HumoTous} Pusincss
Lotter) .
‘oPerce-ntaqes shown for Holistie, Primaty Trait 2nd Coheslon Evaluations are for papers rated 3 and 4 on 2 four-peint scale.

D 1969
) .}9?4

{Deseriptive) {Harrativel (Doseriptivel
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CHAPTER 2
BACKGROUND

A. Overview

4

This report is based upon three national assess-
ments of writing, the first in 1969-70, the second
in 1973-74 and the third in 1978-79. Some writing
tasks were included in all three assessments, per-
mitting analysis of changes in student writing at
three points during the 1969-79 decade. Other
writing tasks were included in the iast two assess-
ments, permitting analysis of changes during the
last half of the decade.

The results reported in this volume are not
based upon the writing of the same 17-year-olds
over the 10-year period. Rather, the results are
based upon three different assessments. Seven-
" teen-year-olds attending school were first assessed
in the spring of 1969, Five years later, another
national sample of 17-year-olds was assessed, and
five .years after that yet another sample. was
assessed. Since each sample represented the
national population of in-school 17-year-olds, the
assessments can reveal whether the writing skills
of that age group are changing and in what
respects. The assessment was not adininistered to
intact classrooms; its nationally representative
sample of 17-year-olds included students who

were taking English classes and students who were

_in nonacademic classes, students from districts
requiring four years of English and those from
districts requiring only two or three years.

B. Populations Assessed

The target population for each of the three
assessments consisted of 17-year-olds attending
public or private schools.' Details of the sampling
design and procedures are explained in NAEP
Report’ 10-W-40, Procedural Handbook: 1978-
79 Writing Assessment (1980) and numerous other
Assessment reports and monographs. Here it
should be sufficient to say that each assessment
employed a stratified, multistage probability
sample design. About 2,000-2,700 responses were
collected for any given writing task. Some of the
figures given in this report are baced on an
analysis. of all 2,000-2,700 responses to a
particular exercise, and some are based upon
national subsamples of 365-722 papers—a number
sufficiently large to permit generalizations about
an entire age group, but not large gnough to
permit statements about special subpopulations
such as rural youngsters of a particular age. To™
obtain the representative subsamples of des-
criptive and narrative papers, scientific probabil-
ity subsamples were drawn from the total National
Assessment samples. Small percentages (1%-5%)
of these subsamples were nonrateable papers that
were excluded from the analysis. The sample sizes
used for analyses in this volume appear In Table 2-
1, below;, and in parentheses {e.g.,» n=365) on
each table in the text.

Althoukh National Assessment included out-of-school 17-
Year-olds in the 1969 and 1974 assessments, resources did not

. permit dota collection from this group in 1979. Since rhis

report is concerned with changes over timé, results are onlv
Presented for 17-year-olds atrending school for eack assess-
ment.’ X




TABLE 2-1. Sample Sizes for Results Presented
' in Thisvolume

Essay Analysis No.in Sample
1969 1974 1979

“Describe” Holistic scoring -365 17 538
{description) Paragraph coherence 365 417 538
Syntax and mechanics 365 417 538

“Stork™ Primary trait scoring 2073 2,281 2,748
(narration) Cohesion 2073 2281 2748
Syntax and Mechanics 594 596 722

"Grape Peeler”’ Primary trait scoring : 2,283 2,765
{expression-
humorous)

“Rec Center” Primary trait sCoring
(persuasion)

“Electric Primary trait scoring
Blanket”
(explanation-
business letter)

Backgroﬁnd 34,211
questions

ad

Whenever analysis is based upon full samples of iy and grade in school. These are defined in Table
2,000-2,700, we can report results for a number of 2-2. The national subsamples of “‘Stork’ permit
population groups defined by sex. race, region of reporting for only sex and race; the subsample of
the country, parental education. type of commun- “‘Describe,”” only sex.




Parental
education

lepe of
community

TABLE 2-2. Definitions of Subgroups
Resulis are presenléd for males and females.
Results are presented for black and white students. Data for His-

panic students are not reported because sample sizes for indi-
vidual items are too small.

Results are presented for the Northeastern, Southeastern, Cen-
tral and Western regions shown on the following map.

Results are presented for three levels of paren’lal education: (1)
those whose parents did not graduate from high school, (2) those
who have at least one. parent who graduated from high school
and (3) those who have at least one parent who has had some
post high school education.

Three extreme community types of special interest are defined
by an occupational profile of the area served by a school, 2s well
as by the size of the community in which the school is located.

Advantaged urban (high metro). Students in this group attend
schools in or-around cities having a population. greater than
200,000 and where a high proportion of the residents are in pro-
fessional or managerial employment. :

Disadvantaged urban (low metro). Students in this group attend
schools in or around cities having a population greater than
200,000 and where a relatively high proportion of the residents
are on welfare or not regularly employed.

Rural. Studepts in this group attend schools in areas with a popu-
lation under 10,000 and where many of the residents are farmers
or farm workers.




This is the only reporting calegory that excludes a large number
of respondents. About two-thirds do not fall into the classifica-
tions listed above. Resulits for the remaining two-thirds are not
reporled. since their performance is similar to that of the nation.

Gradein

Resuits are presented for 17-year-olds in grades 10 {13%). 11
school (75%) and 12{(11%).

In reporting group data. the fullowing ab-
breviations have been used on tables and graphs:

N = Nation

M = Males

F = Females

B = Blacks

w = Whites

SE = Soulheast

NE = Northeast

C - = Central

w = West

NGH = Parenits did not graduate high school

GHS = Anleast one parent graduated high
school

PHS = At least one parent with post hlgh

) school education

AU = Advantaged urban (high mctro)

DU = Disadvantaged urban (low metro}

R .= Rurai

10 = = |0th grade

11 = 1lth grade

12 = 12th grade -

C. The Writing Exercises, Scoring
Approaches apd
Descriptive Analyses

Details of NAEP. exercise development pro-

cedures appear in NAEP Report 10-W.40,
Procedural Handbook: 1978-79 Writing Assess-
ment (1980). Complete documentation of all ex-

ercises released after the third assessment of

writing, including scoring guides and sample
responses, is contained in The Trird Assessinent
of Writing: 1978-79 Writing Released Exercise Set
(1980).

The writing exercises were created by exper-
ienced wriling eduecators. Then they were field

tested. refined and reviewed carefully before being
pvsed. Each assessment contained exercises
assessing several kinds of discourse on the grounds
that students may be proficient in some kinds of
writing but not in others. Thus. we have gathered
information about expressive writing, descriptive
or explanatory writing and persuasive writing.
Although some of the same skills are involved in
each kind of writing. there are. challenges and
stralegies unique to each, as the results amply
illustrate. Although an assessment that includes
many kinds of writing may be somewhat con-

" fusing. it is preferable to an assessment that relies

upon a single kind of writing.

Several types of scoring and analysis went into
the creation of the data in this report. Each is
briefly described below and illustrated in the text
and appendixes. Readers desiring more
information about these procedures shouid
consult the handbook and exercise set cited above,
as well as Mullis (1980), Mullis and Mellon (1980).

“Brown—(1979), which also cite additional refer-

ences. For each procedure. raters scored a random
mixture of papers collected from the different
assessments. Each kind of scoring was done by a
different group of scorers.

Holistic Scoring
When readers hofistically score papers. they do

not focus. upon particular aspects of a paper such
as mechanics or ideas or organization. Rather,

,they concentrate upon forming an overall impres-

sion of each paper rela;ive to the other papers they
have read. Their primary task s 1o rank order the
papers from best to worst, not to identify errors or
to specify writing problems. :

Results for the helistic scoring reported in this
volume involved several steps. First. the table




leaders—all of whom were experienced holistic
readers—surveyed the pool of papers from all
three assessments and selected examples of papers
representing four levels of quality. Then, they de-
veloped guidelines describing each level of quality
and how to distinguish between top-half and
bottom-haif papers. The scoring session began
with some discussion of the characteristics of the
anchor papers and guidelines, and then several
practice scorings of other papers to refine the
scoring scale description and iron out discrep-
ancies among readers. When all readers were
com fortable with the guidelines (see Appendix A),
they scored papers for an hour. after which they
discussed inore anchor papers. Throughout the
subsequent scoring there were periodic discussions
of papers to insure that readers continued to hold
to the same standards.

Reliability of scoring was checked by having a
random 10% of the papers read by pairs of
readers who were matched to detect potential dis-
crepancies. The readers agreed on 79% of the
papers. .

Papers from all three assessments were holistic-
ally scored at the same scoring scssion to make
sure that all were evaluated by the same standards.

The Primary Trait Scoring System {PTS)

The primary trait approach to essay evaluation
involves isolating an important writing skill, de-
veloping a task 10 measure it and articulating four
levels of proficiency. When a reader is rating
papers_for PTS, he or she is rating each paper
against criteria spelied out in the scoring guide
instead of rating each paper in terms of the #ntire
pool of papers. Thus, whereas a holistic scoring
.aims to distribute a pool of papers over a “*beli
shaped curve,” a PTS scoring will only distribute
papers according to their relationship to the scor-
ing criteria. If none of the papers meet the criteria
for the highest rating, then so be it; the object is to
describe the papers, not rank order them.

L

Holistic scoring enables one to determine if a
group of papers written at one time is better than a
group written at another time but it does not pro-
vide much specific information about how the two
groups differ. Primary trait scoring provides

specific information abour particular rhetorical
aspects of papers, but does not provide informa-
tion about overall quality. Thus. it is useful to do
both kinds of evaluation whenever. possible.

Training for PTS scoring involves thorough dis-
cussion of the writing assighment, scoring guide
and sample papers. If the assighment has been
constructed to elicit evidence of proficiency.in a
particular writing skill, it should explicitly estab-
lish the writing situation, specifying the purpose
of the coramunication, the audience and what
must be accomplished. The instructions should
unambiguously tell the writer what is required,
and the scoring guide should unambiguously de-
fine four levels of proficiency in the primary skill
being assessed. Generally, leve] **1°” indicates no
evidence of the skill; level 2,”” marginal evidence;
level **3.” solid performance; and level “4,”
very good performance. Scorers discuss each level
and study papers exemplifying each until everyone
feels comfortable with the system. Then scoring
commences, with periodic discussion of trouble-
some papers. All papers were rated independently
by two scorers. with disagreements being recon-
ciled by a third scorer. Agreement between the
first two scorers ranged from 91% to 97% for the
sets of papers included in this report.

Some PTS exercises require readers to look for
secondary aspects of the papers as well. YFor
instance, the primary focus of the “Electric
Blanket” exercise is upon ability to explain a
situation clearly encugh to correct a misunder-
standing. However, scorers also categorized such
secondary .matters as whether or not the letters
contained specific dates, names and references to

- documents.

Scoring guides for all PTS exercises appear in
Appendix A.

Cohesion

The term cohesion refers in general to the many
ways words and ideas are linked together in
writing to create a sense of wholeness and co-
herence. The cohesion scoring (see guide,
Appendix A) required readers to sort papers into
groups representing four degrees of cohesiveness.
Papers in the lowest group (level 1) display no or
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few connections between sentences and are loosely
structured. Papers in the next group {level 2)
display attempts to tie ideas together here or there
but do not show any unifying structure, Cohesive
papers (level 3) display gathering and ordering of
details and ideas, and fully coherent papers {level
4) display a number of strategies and devices that
bind the narrative into a unified whole,

Readers discussed the scoring criteria, sample
papers and cohesive ties and strategies before
undertaking the scoring. Scoring proceeded very
much like the scoring for PTS. with periodic
checks for consistency and reliability. Also, as
with the PTS evaluations. each paper was rated by
at least two readers. The percemt of agreement was
93% (0 94% for each of the three sers of papers.

Syntax and Mechanics

In addition to being rated for quality. the
“Stork'” and ‘*Describe’ papers were also
analyzed in terms of their syntactic and *‘mech-
anical’’ features. Syrtax refers 10 the ways in
which words are put together to form phrases.
clauses and sentences. Mechamcs refers to the
ways in which writers handle basic conventions of
writing sueh as punctuation, spelling or word
choice. A syntactic analysis involves breaking each
paper up into its “T-units’’ (a T-unit is a main
clause with all its attendamt modifying words,
phrases and dependent clauses) and examining the
ways in which writers embed information in T-
units and join T-units together. A mechanics
analysis involves classifying the kinds of errors
writers make in sentence use, punctuvation,
spelling. and so forth. ’

Both kinds of analysis were done by experienced
English teachers thoroughly rrained in grammar,
usage and linguistics. After the papers had been
coded by 1two to four scorers for sentence types, T-

_units, embedding, modification, conjoining.,

mechanics errors and the like, the coded essays
were Keypunched and the results tabulated 10
produce the results presented in this report.

Qutlines listing the syntactic features analyzed
in this report appear in Appendix B. More
complete information is also available in Mullis
and Mellon (1980), .

D. The Analysis and Data Presentation

National Assessment reports the performance
of groups of students, not individuals. For
primary trait and cohesion ratings. the basic
measure of achievement reported is the percentage
of papers at each score level or a combination of
the best score levels. increases or decreases in the
percemage of good responscs between assessments
are used to indicate trends in achievement for an
age level or a subpopulation of interest.

Tables presenting primary trait resulis offer per-
centages for score points 1, 2, 3 and 4, as well as
for 2, 3 and 4 combined, 3 and 4 combined. and 0
(nonrateable}. The 0 category includes peopic who
did not respond to the exercise, wrote on an
altogether differeni topic or wrote so illegibly their
papers could not be scored. Holistic scoring in-
formation is presented in terms of percentages of
papers ar each score point and average
performance each assessment year.

For the descriplive information abous syntax
and mecaanics. data are presented 1o illustrate the
range of performances as well as the average per-
formance. Syntax and mechanics tables present
means, mudians, quartiles and the 1op deciles, The
mean. of course, is an average across all the
papers. Quartiles present a more accurale picture
of the entire distribution by providing information
about the bottom one-fourth of the papers (Ql),
the center point (median) and the three-fourths
point {Q3). The top decile {90%) tells us about

-the top 10% of the distribution. *‘Bottom"™ and

“top’" do not refer 1o quality judgments: rather
they refer to the least of whatever is being counted
(e.g8.. words per sentence) and the most. Thus. QI
describes the low end of the distribution of
adverbial modifications or number of complex

sentences per paper or number of misspellings.

These tables, then, should help the reader to see
the range of the papers—something that averages
tend 1o obscure.

Because the numbers and percentages presented
in this report are based upon samples. they are )
necessarily estimates, not definitive figures. They
are, of course, our best estimates; but they are
subject 1o the qualification that a certain amount
of measurement and nonmeasurement error




creeps into even the best estimates. Thus. lor
example. the figure 20% is really 209 plus or
minus a certain (usually smalt) margin of error.

National Assessment computes standard errors
that estimate the sampling error and other random
error associated with the assessment of a specilic
item. NAEP has adhered 10 the standard
convention wheteby differences between statistics
are designated as statistically significant only if the
differences are at least twice as large as their
standard errors. Differences this large would
occur by chance in fewer than 5% of all possible
replications of the sampling. data collection and
scoring procuedres for any particular age group or
reporting group. If a national lgure was 20% and
il the standard error of the female percentage was
.$ points, 22% would be *‘significantly’” (in the
statistical sense) different from 20%s, because it is
more than twice the standard error away from
20%. But if the percentage for females was
20.5%, it would not be at least twice the standard
error of the change estimate away, so it would not
be termed a statistically significant difference.

Group differences and change differences are

L]

asterisked in this report il they are statistically
significant in the sense just described. I, in the
appendix rtables. a group dilference lrom the
national pe :entage is asterisked, it represents a
statistic=!'y significant difference. Il it is not
asterisked, we are less conflident that the two
numbers differ. The same applies to any change
percentage: an  asterisk indicatcs statistically
significant change, and no asterisk indicates that
there may not be a difference between the ligures.
[t is important. however, to distinguish statistical
significance from educational significance. A
difference of 3 or 4 poinis between group and
national performance might be siatistically
significant but oo small to merit serious educa-
tional concern. QOne can also imagine a situation in
which many changes are negative but no one of
them is statistically significant; it could be that the
overall patiern of negative changes has
educational significance. Readers must decide for
themselves how important particular changes or
differences are in the real world, for statistical
conventions can aid, but not replace, good judg-
ment.




CHAPTER 3
THE WRITING OF 17-YEAR-OLDS
A. How Good Are the Papers?

Five pieces written by 17-year-olds were scored
for quality. One of them—a descripiive essay—
was scored holistically, along lines expiained in
Chapter 2. Holistic scoring involves training a
group of teachers 1o read a large sample of essays
and order them, in terms of their generai quality,
from worst 1o best. The scorers have general
guideline: ‘see Appendix A) and papers exempli-
fying four levels of quality. They train on the
sample rapers until they achieve consistency.
Then. they read each paper. formi a general
impression of its overall quality relative to the
other papers they have read and assign it a score
from 1 to 4. Some papers are read by aii the
scorers so that monitors can check reliability.

Responses to the other four writing rasks were
scored for their rhetorical effectiveness (the degree
to which thev meet the demands of the situation
established by the task). The guidelines for rating
responses specify four levels of quality ranging
from inadequate to very good. Inadequate papers
generally do not address the situation {a situation
includes a reason for writing, an audience and an
appropriate mode of discourse) or do so only
barely or vaguely, whereas adequate papers reflect
control of the skills the exercise demands. More
detail on this approach,_called the primary trait

system (PTS), appears in Mullis (1980). The -

guides that are described in this section and in
Appendix A will also clarify the approach. The
important thing 1o keep in mind is that holistic

scoring involves judging the paper as a whole,
whereas primary trait scoring limits judgments 1o
clearly specified rhetorical aspects of the papers
and ignores other features, such as mechanics.

1. Holistic Judgment of a Descriptive
Exercise, 1969, 1974, 1879

The National Assessment did not conduct three
separate holistie scorings in order to gather the
change data described in this chapter. Rather,
papers written in all three years were randomly
ordered into a single pool and scored in a single
session. The scorers did not know in which year
any particular paper was written. so they necessar-
ily applied the same criteria to all papers. After the
scoring, the ratings were examined 10 determine
whether those papers written in different years
were perceived, as a group, to be worse or better
than the others.

The assignment appears in Appendix A. Briefly,
it asked students to deseribe something they know
about—some familiar place or thing—in such a
way that it could be recognized bv someone who
read the descriptios.

Table 3-1 and Exhibit 3-1 display the percent-
ages of papers ar each score point in 1969, 1974
and 1979 and changes in the mean holistic score
over the 10-year-period.




TABLE 3-1. Percentagés of Descriptive Papers at Each
Holistic Score Point, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 19797

Year Holistic Score
1 2 3 4 3&4

1969 (n = 365) 12.1%  40.3% 31.8% 15.9% 47.7%
1974(n =417) 149 388 3286 13.7 46.3
1979 (n = 538) 11.9 46.5 288 12.8 416
Change
1969-74. 2.8 1.5 0.8 2.2 1.4
1974-79 -3.0 7.7 -3.8 09 -4.7
1969-79 0.2 6.2 3.0 <31 6.1

tPercentages may not total due to rounding.

<

If means are the most important indicators,
little has changed over the decade. The mean hol-
istic score of the 1979 papers was .11 lower than
the mean of the 1969 papers. This iS not a
statistically significant drop, so we cannot say
with certainty that there has been a change of any
magnitude.

However, -there are indicators that the 1979
papers were, as a group. somewhat lower in

quality than the earlier papers. Tc begin with,.

over the last 10 years 6% of the papers séem io
have moved out of score points 3 and 4 and into
score point 2. Secondly, 58% of the 1979 papers
fell into levels 1 and 2, compared with 52% in
1969 and 54% in 1974. And finally, when these

two groups of papers were evaluated holistically in-

1974, the 1974 papers were considered poorer than
the (969 papers (sec NAEP Report 05-W-0),
Writing Mechanics, 1969-24); but in 1979,: when
the new papers were added to the pool. they
apparently caused a redefinition of the rcaders’
concepl of *‘poor.’” The (979 papers were enough
worse than the others to make the 1969 and 1974
papers more like each other than like the recent
papers., .

In summary, then, the most accurate appraisal
of the holistic data is this: little has changed over
the decade, but what changes there are suggest a

slight drop in the quality of the papers. There are

no signs of a major slide in writing performance
on this exercise. But neither are there any signs of
improvement.

2. Judgments of Rhetorical Skill

Rhetorical skills are critical to effective writing.
A job applicaticn letter, for instance, may be
beautifully composed and error free but
ineflfective because the writer used the wrong tone,
did not include information the reader needed or
provided far more information than the reader

‘required. Accordingly. the assessment includes a

number of different tasks calling for differemt
.kinds of rhetorical skills in different kinds.of dis-
course. Seventeen-year-olds were given two
expressive, one persuasive and one explanatory
writing tasks. No single student was required to do -
more than one writing fask because tiie tasks were
administered to separate national samples of
students.

a. Expressive Writing

In addition 10 the descriptive essay, 17-year-olds
were also asked to write a fictional narrative and a
humorous letier, both of which were considered
“expressive’” 1asks—that is, writing primarily for
fun and self-expression rather than some other
purpose. such as explanation. The narrative
assignment was to look at a picture of a stork and
then make up a story about i1. (See Appendix A
for the complete assignment.)

The students were given 25 minutes in which 1o
writc. In effect. they created [irst-draft. not
polished or edited, narratives.




EXHIBIT 3-1, Distributions of Descriptive Papers
Across Four Holistic Score Points, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 1979

Holistic Score Points




The instructions are to write a story, so the
papers were first scored in terms of storytelling
skills. In prticular. scorers were looking for a
consistent point of view, sustained narrative
structures and amplifying details. Papers were
rated from a score of 1 (poor) to 4 (good)
according to the following criteria, detailed in
Appendix A:

1 = MNo evidence of storytelling. These res-
ponses either accumulate details without a
sitnation to anchos and pnite them. or
they add just a few descriptive details to

4 = Structured and complete storyielling.
These responses tell a complete story,
amply as well as approprialely detailed at
all poinis, and fully as well as consistent-
ly resolved.

Examples of papers in each category appear in
Appendix A,

MNote that in this scoring of the papers. the focus
was upon rhetorical competence, not mechanics,
spelling, and so forth. Those aspects of the papers
are dealt with later in this chapter. Here we are

only concerned with the percentages of students
displaying the narrative skills elicited by the ex-
ercise. Those skills—control of point of view,
ability to sustain an explanatory framework and
ability to use details in order to advance a
- narrative or make it entertaining—are as useful in
nonfiction writing as they are in fiction. Although
one cannot conclude that students who do poorly
on this task will never display them on some other,
less inventive task, one probably can conclude that
students who do well on this task are likely to have
those skills available for other kinds of writing.

one of the situations provided in the in-
structions.

2 = Some evidence of sioryielling. These res-
ponses attempt the basic task of storytell-
ing by inventing a situation to account for
the bird. However, the fictional demands
are fundamentally unfulfilled either be-
cause the plot is onty barely outlined. the
story rambles on without structure, the
story is imcomplete or the story is really
several unconnected stories.

3 = Clear evidence of storytelling. These res-
ponses clearly show evidence of the story-
teller’s obligation to structure a plot and
elaborate it with appropriate details.

As it happens, three-quarters of the 17-year-
olds’ papers were scored 3 or 4, indicating that the
vast majorily have access to these skills (Table 3-
2). This represents an increase of 10 percentage
points since 1969,

TABLE 3-2. Percentages of 17-Year-Olds at Each
Primary Trait Score Level, “Stork” Exercise, 1969, 1974, 19791

Year Score Point

Story- Full
tell-  Story.
tell- ing tell-
. ing ing
0 2 3 4
1.0% 32.7% 56.5% 8.0%
1.5 364 515 7.8
09 23.1 64.7 10.2

Some
Story-

Non-
rate-
able

Inade-
quate .

Margin-
al or
Better

Compe-
tentor

Better

3&4.
64.5%
59.4
74.8

2,344
97.2%
95.8
98.0

1969 {n = 2,073)
1974 {n = 2,281)
1979{n = 2,748)
Change
1969-74
197479
1969-79

0.2
23
2.1

0.5
06
0.1

-5.0*
13.1*
8.1*

-5.2°
15.4*
10.3*

3.7
-13.3*
-9.5°

-1.4

2.2*
0.8

*Statistically sign‘i'ficant at ihe 05 level.
tPercentages may not total due to rounding error.




roup differences appear in Appendix C, Tabie
C-1, while group resulis vis-a-vis the nation are
displayed in Exhibits 3-2 and 3-3. Several points
about both national and group trends seem note-
worthy.

First, if categories 2, 3 and 4 are combined, little
appears Lo have happened over the decade. How-
ever, il one examines the pcreentages at each seore
point, it is clear that there was crnsiderable
movemett out of category 2 into category 3 be-
tween the second and third assessments.

Second, females continue (o write better than
males, as a group, and the difference between
them (on levels 3 and 4 combined) has stayed
eonstant over the decade—about 17-20 points.

Third, while the nation declined berween 1969
and 1974, blacks did not. The difference between
thesblacks and the national performance levels
shrank on 3 and 4 combined from 25 points in
1969 to 16 points in 1979. Nearly 20% more
papers written by blacks were scored 3 or 4 in 1979
than were in 1969.

Fourth, the disadvantaged-urban group (largely
comprising inner-city youth) shows consistent
improvement from assessment to  assessment,
cutting its difference (on 3 and 4 combincl) from
the national level from 18 1o 12 points. Sixteen
percent more wrote competent paers in 1979 than
did so a-decade earlier. ’

Fifth, advantaged-urban students (largely from
suburban schools), who enjoyed a 14-point ad-
vantage over the nation a decade ago, show liule
or no advantage today. The change is not s0 much
a consequence of their writing fewer good papers
{79% of their papers were rated 3 or 4 in both 1969
and 1979) as it it a consequence of the
improvement for the other groups.

Sixth, studemts from the Southeastern states
improved from assessment Lo assessment, with the
result that their percentage of papers rated 3 or 4
no longer differs statistically from the nation’s.

The *Stork’ exercise is only one of many
expressive tasks the teenagers could have been
asked 1o perform. That it would be dangerous to

generalize oo freely from such a rask is amply
demonsirated by the results of the other expressive
1ask, in response Lo which there were far fewer
successful papers.

The second expressive t1ask, used only in the
1974 and 1979 assessmenis, required students o
write a humorous letter about an electric grape
peeler. The full text of the assignment and the
scoring guide appear in Appendix A. Brietly. the
four score points were these,

1 = Serious discourse. These are papers in
which the writers secem Lo take the instruc-
tion to write a letter as a test of business
skill. All such responses—no marter how
well done—do not demonstratc an at-
tempt at humor on any level, verbal or
situational.

Ambiguous discourse. These are papers
that are neither clearly funny nor clearly
straightforward and serious. These papers
do not contain any sure cues of humor,
but there may be suspicious amounts of
extra detail, or slightly excessive repeti-
tion of funny details from the dircctive,

Humor in passing. These are papers that

contain plays on language, funny names

or other verbal or situational symptoms

of humor but thas do not offer much ex-

tension of the fictional situation itself.

‘These writers are clearly amused and give -
evidence of entering into the spirit of hav-

ing fun but stay fairly close to the already

established absurdity, limiting themselves

largely to linguistic byplay.

Hiumorous discourse. The entire response
or a substantial portion of it is an extend-
ed joke or a series of verbal plays. Some
of these papers may achicve extended
humor through sustained irony, and
many will contain various kinds of word
play, such as puns, sound effects or far-
fetehed metaphors.

This writing task calls for some obvious gual-
ifiers. of course, People have different senses of
humor, and some undoubtedly would not find the
situation particularly funny or worth irying 1o b.
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EXHIBIT 322, Group Changes in Percentages of “Stork” Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17,1969 to 1974 and 1974 to 1979
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EXHIBIT 3-2 {Continued). Group Changes in Percentages of “Stork’’ Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1963 to 1974 and 1974 to 1979

Parental Education Type of Community®

+

1969 1974 1379 1969 1974

PH5 72.8% 66.4% 80.9% 12 7L.1% 70.1%

GHS 61.3 8.5 72.1 11 67.5 61.4

NGH 53.1 44.8 61.5 10 43.1 41.7
N 64.5 59.4 74.8 f N 64.5 59.4

’ _ .
These populatich #roups relresent abdbout one-third of the sample.
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EXHIBIT 3—3. Group Cnanges in Percentages of "Stork” Papers Rated 2, 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1969 to 1974 and 1974 to 1979
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EXHIBIT 3-3 (Continued). Group Changes in Percentages of ““Stork” Papers Rated 2, 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1969 to 1974 and 1974 to 1979

Parcental Education arade Type of (.‘cu'nmunity"‘r
u

1969 1974 1979 1969 1974

PHS  98.6% 97.2% 98.8% 12 97.6% 96.9%

GHE 96.6 95.9 97.9 11 97.9 97.0

NGH  96.2 93.0 96.2 10 94.1 88.9
N 97.2 95.8 98.0 N 97.2 95.8

Yrhese population §roups represent about cne«third of the sample.
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futny about. Humor involves some risk, as
everyone who has 1old a joke at which no one
laughs knows. Some siudents may find it hard 10
be funny during an assessment or hard 1o believe
that the assessors eally want humor.

On the other hand, some students may wrile
well enough, but they are simply not skilled a1
humorous writing, and that is worth investigating.
Humorous wriling has often been termed the most

difficuft. kind o do well, probably because it
requires both a particular aniiude and an arsenal
of rather sophisticated weapons such as irony,
hyperbole and general verbal dexterity. The comic
writer has such control over language 1hai she/he
can play with it. We would not expect, therefore,
that a greal many 17-year-olds would do well on
thisiask.

The resulis bear this out (Table 3-3).

TABLE 3-3. Percentage of 17-Year-Olds at Each
Primary Trait Score Level, “Grape Peeler” Exercise
1974,1979+

Non-
rateable

0 1

1974(n =2,283)

1979(n = 2,765)

Change
1974-79

1.2%
1.2

60.8%
62.6

0.0 1.8

2

20.1%
20.6

0.5

Score Point

Serious Ambig- Some Humor- Marginal Compe-
uous

tent or
Better
3&4

Humor ous orBetter

3 4 2,384

12.8%
11.3

5.0%
4.2

17.9%
15.6

37.9%
36.2

1.5 -0.8 -1.8 2.3

tPercentages may not total due to rounding error. |

.

Almost 1wo-thirds of the leenagers’ papers
received the lowest score, undoubtedly for all of
the reasons mentioned above and more. And the
proportion has nol changed appreciably since
1974.

Table C-3 in Appendix C presems ithe
differences between group results and national
results, and Exhibits 3-4 and 3-$ display group
results. The data suggest 1hat Southeasiern
studens did no1 do as well recently as they did in
1974 (contrary 10 their performance on the siork
exercise). In the 1974 assessment, 40%. of them
received scores of 2, 3 or 4, but in 1979, the
percemage dropped 1o 30%.

Males did slightly better. as a group, than
females in 1974, but by 1979 their advantage
disappeared.

The disadvantaged-urban siudents, as a group

s nat an Lh DT eer & L) '

papers, cotting their difference from the nation
from 13 poims to 7 points.

The humorous papers (rated 3 and 4) were
humorous for a variety of reasons, but three
general categories of humorous devices siand out.
The most prevalent strategy was 10 set up bizarre
situations either by carrying the given premise 10
greater extremes or by creating an entirely new
fantasy world in which grape peelers are everyday
appliances, less unosual than many other things.
About three-quarters of the humorous papers
employed these approaches,

A second general sirategy was 10 employ verbal
wit—allusions, putis or bizarre signatures. About
half the humorous papers conained some
witticism or other.

A third, seldom used. approach was to use



E)(!-IIBIT 3--4. Group Changes in Percentages of “Grape Peeler”’ Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

Region
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EXHIBIT 3—4 (Continued). Group Changes in Percentages of “Grape Peeler” Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

[
Parental Education B _ Type of Community .

1974 1979

PHS 23.9% 19.3% 12
GHS 13.6 12.2 11

NGH 9.7 T 1:.2 10
N o17.9 15.6 N

[}
These Pofulation groups refreSent about one=third of the sample.
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EXHIBIT 3—5. Group Changes in Percentages of "‘Grape Peeler’’ Papers Rated 2, 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

Region
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CXHIBIT 3--5 {Continued). Group Changes in Percentages of “Grape Peeler” Papers Ratad 2, 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

Parcntal Education Typc of Community'

k2

1974 1979 1974

PHS 45.0% 41.3% 12 44.6%
GHS 5.2 32.3 11 39.4
NGH 26.4 28.1 1D 26.3

N 37.9 36.2 N 37.9

Yrhese Population 9roups rePreseént about ene=-third of

the sample.
n
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elaborate repetition of silly or cumbersome
phrases or words having to do with bananas and
grapes. :

Whatever else one might say about the writers
of the humorous papers, they ar least appeared to
have enjoyed the task. :

b. Persuasive Writing

Expressive writing trains students in such skills
as controlling point of view, role playing,
elaborating and inventing. Persuasive writing
trains them 1o be responsive to their audiences and
10 use a host of strategies to present ideas and
influence readers’ views. Meedless to say, good
persuasive writing is often expressive, as well;
humorous writing—particularly satire—can be
vely persuasive. So the skills required for
expressive and persuasive writing often overlap
each other and also overlap skills involved in
explanatory discourse.

In the 1974 and 1979 assessmerits, 17-year-olds
were asked 1o respond to the following persuasive
task:

Some high school students have proposed
converting an old house into a recreation
center where young people might drop in
evenings for taik and relaxation. Some lo-
cal residents oppose the plan on the grounds
that the center would depress property vai-
ues in the neighborhood and aitract un-
desirable types. A public hearing has been
called. Write a brief speech that you would
make supporting or opposing the plan. Re-
member to take cnly ONE point of view.
Organize your arguments carefully and be
as convincing as possibie. Space is provid-
ed below and on the next three pages.

Theére are many means by which the writers
might attempt lf) sway this audience. They could

appeal to general truths, to experience or to social

. values. They could marshall evidence about other

such centers in an effort to be scientific, or they
could attempt to appeal to the sympathies of the
audience and the fact that they were once teen-
agers themselves. Good writers will recognize the
need to anticipate and defuse objections—in other
words, they will attend to both sides of the issue,
but state a clear preference for their view. Accord-

" ingly, the scoring guide was as follows (complete

text appears in Appendix A):

I = Do not define and defend a point of view.
Some of these papers have not caplicitly
or implicitly taken a position. Others may
contain a thesis statement or clearly imply
a position but do not give supporting
reasons to develop their arguments.

= Define a point of view and offer minimai
defense. These papers explicitly state or
strongly imply a position and give one or
more clusters of arguments or appeals,
but they do not develop a line of argu-
ment or link the clusters to each other.

= Define and defend a point of view. These
papers clearly state or imply a position
and present at least one substantially de-
veloped line of argument or two moder-
ately developed lines of argument rele-
vant to the issues at hand.

= Systematically define and defend a poimnt
of view. These papers present at least two
moderately developed lines of argument,
one which supports the position and one
which answers the possible arguments
raised by the opposition. The lines of ar-
gument usually will be linked as well as
carefully organized.

Table 3-4 displays the results:




-

TABLE 3-4. Percentages of 17-Year-Olds at Each
Primary Trait Score Level, “Rec Center” Exercise
1974, 19791

Non- Not Mini-

rate- Persua- mally
sive Persua-

able
sive

0 1. 2

1974 (n = 2,308)

1979 (n = 2,784)

Change
1974-79

2.1 25.2 57.5

0.5 58" 09

“Statistically significant at the .05 {evel.

2.7% 19.3% 56.6%

Score Point

Persua- Fully

sive Persua-
sive

Margin-
alor
Better

Compe-
tentor
Better

3 4 2,3&4 3&4

78.0%

727

21.4%
15.2

20.4%
145

1.0%
0.6

59° 03  53° 62

tPercentages may not total due to rounding error.

A fifth of the students were rated competent (3
or 4) the first time, and the proportion dropped to
about one [n seven the second time. It is still true
that, if marginally competent papers (thOse rated
2) are included, almost three-fourths of the
students performed the task at some level. But the
jumyp from marginal to solid or better papers js a
big one. Outstanding papers, according to the
criteria used, were virtually nonexistent.

As vsual, some groups fared better ¢han others
(Appendix C, Table C-4, and Exhibits 3-6 and 3-
7). Females and students from homes with a post-
high-school edncated parent turned in more 3 and
4 papers. As they did in the previous exsrcises,
blacks closed the gap between their group and
national performance from 13 to 9 points by
holding their own while the nation declined. -

c. Explanatory Writing

It is often necessary to write memos or letters to
straighten out messy situations either in a personal
or a business context. In addition to their other
tasks, 17-year-olds were asked to imagine they
were in such a situation and had to write their way
out. The assignment asked -students to pretend
that they had ordered an electric blanket from The
Big Mart Company, had received word that it was
temporarily cut of stock and had subseguently re-

ceived monthly bills for the blanket and then a
letter demanding payment of this past-due
account. They were to answer the letter, explain-
ing the situation and the fact that :¥- had not yet
sent the money because they hat'. =i yet received
the blanket. -

The scoring approach was straightforward: stu-
dents must clearly explain the situation and
include all appropriate information in order to
accomplish their purpose. A most successful letter
{score of 4) would contain the account number,
the date and receipt of the hill and letter, a clear
statement of the situation, clear directions ‘for
future action and any other information that
might increase the chance that Big Mart will solve
the problem. The writer would, of course, be
identified, and the letter would follow general
business letter style,

A successful letter (score of 3) could contain the
basic information mentioned above but nothing
extra.

A marginal letter (score of 2)—which may or
may not be effective—may mention the letter and
product and imply that something should be done,
but it is somewhat vague and weak.

inadequate letters (score of 1) are incomplete in




EXHIBIT 3—6. Group Changes in Percentages of “Rec Center’’ Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

Region
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EXHIBIT 3—6 (Continued). Group Changes in Percentages of “Rec Center'’ Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

¥
Parcatal Education Type of Community

1974 1979 1974

PHS 26.3% 20.0% 12 25.0%
GHS 18.3 11.1 11 23.5
NGH 14.9 9.5 10 7.4

N 21.4 15.2 N 21.4

[
These population ¢groups rePresent about one~third of the sample.
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EXHIBIT 3-7. Group Changes in Percentages of “Rec Center” Papers Rated 2, 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to0 1979

Region
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EXHIBLT 3—7 (Continued). Group Changes in Parcentages of “Rec Center” Papers Rated 2,3and 4,
Primary Trais, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

Parental Educatioﬁ Type of '.'Jt:n'l'ﬂ'nl.n-lj.tg,r"'I

1974 T 1979 1974

PHS 83.0% ) 79.2% © 12 82.6%
GHS 74,0 69.8 11 8.6
NGH 75.8 62.1 10 58.9

Noo8.0 72.7 N 78,0

‘These population groups represent about ope-chird of the sample,

-
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one or more crucial respects. The sjtuation is not directive is not given.
fully explained. the writer is not identified or a
Table 3-5 displays the results:

TABLE 3-5. Percentages of 17-Year-Olds at Each
Primary Trait Score Level, “Electric Blanket”
Exercise, 1_974, 1979%

Score Point
Non- Inade- Mar- Suc- Excelr Margin- Compe-
ratg- ~ quate ginal cess: lent al or tent or
_ ful Better Better
1 2 3 4 2,3&4 3&4

" 1974 (n =2,276) . 31.3% 210% 439% 26% 67.5% 46.5%
1979 (n = 2,781) . 333 18.4 448 . 19 65.1 " 46.7
Change '

1974-1979 ~ . . .2.6" . . 2.
l'h ) 2.0 2.6 09 0.7 24 0.2

*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
tPercentages may not total due to rounding error.

Very few teenagers wrote jdeal letters, which is proportion rises to two-thirds. There was no
not surprising under the circumsiances. Slightly appreciable change in these proportions between
Tewer than half wrote successful letters, however, assessments. Table 3.6 provides more d=tail on the
and if one adds in the marginal letters. the ]?7’5} [ ‘

TABLE 3.6. Percentages of 17-Year-Olds Providing
Various Kinds of Information in “Electric Blanket”
' Exercise, 1979

Gavename only

Gave name and address

Gave ancount number
Mentioned receipt of bill
Mentioned date of bill

Denied receiving blanket

Left future action to Big Mart
Clearly proposed future action -
Mentioned initial order

Stated date of original order
Offered copy of original order
Mentioned back order letter
Stated date of back order letter
Offered copy, of back order letter
Mentioned. repeated billing
Stated number of bills received
Mentioned efforts to stop repeated billing

k]|
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These figures suggest that there were two major
weak spots. First, the more specific information—
dates and account numbers—was missing in most
of the leuters. And second. very few teenagers
thought 10 offer copies of important documents.
This was, of course, an assessment exercise, not a
real world sitnation. But these weak spots suggest
that it might be wise to alert teenagers to the
special importance of details and copies in
business letters such as this one.

The vast majority of the 2, 3 and 4 etters were
businesslike. About 1 in 11 was outwardly hostile,
threatening to call the Better Business Bureau or
10 sue Big Mart for damages. A handful were
witly, amusing or even farcical.

Exhibits 3-8 and 3-9 display group resuits, while
Table C-5 in Appendix C presents the group
differences at all score levels. Several points stand
out. First, although there was no apbaremt
national decline between assessments (on 3 :nd 4
eombined), there was a 12-point improvement for
the Western group. Second. while females wrote
more successful papers than males in both assess-
ments, their advantage incrcased from 6% in 1974
o 14% in 1979. On 2, 3 and 4 combined. their
advantage rose from 11% to 19%. Third. blacks,
as a group, did not show the relative improvement -
on this exercise they have shown on the previous
ones.

B. What Are the Characteristics of the Papers?
Descriptions of Cohesion, Syntax and Mechanics

In addition to being judged for overali (holistic)
and rhetorical (PTS) quality. some of the papers
written by 17-year-olds have been exhaustively
examined in an effort to create a derailed picture
of the kind of writing NAEP collects. Some of the
cbhesion. syntax and mechanics features described
here undoubtedly relate to the quality of the
papers; some do not. All of them help us to under-
stand the pature of this kind of writing, the
complex inter relationships of various writing skills
and the stability or instability over time of specific
essential linguistic constructions.

1. Cohesion.

Cohesive ties are the devices writers use to link
ideas and give their narratives coherence. There
are many kinds of cohesive ties and strategies,
Some primary kinds—I- ical cohesion. conjunc-
tion, reference. substitution and ellipsis—are
llustrated in Appendix A.

In addition to using these devices., & weiter can
try to achieve coherence by using rhythm. repe-
tition, story frames, retrospective, summing-up
and other such strategies to bind parts of the
narrative and guide the reader. Scorers were
trained 1o recognize all these appr ...hes and then
asked to categorize the ‘*Stork’’ papers—the same
ones scoted for primary trait—using the following
scoring guide:

Cohesion Scoring Guide Categories
| = Lirrle or no evidence of cohesion: clauses
and sentences are not connected beyond
pairings.

2 = Attempts ar cohesion.. evidence of gath-
ering details but little or no evidence that
these details are meaningfully ordered.
Very little would seem lost if the details
were rearranged.

Cohesion: details are both gathered and
ordered. Cohesion does not necessarily
lead 1o coherence, 10 the successful bind-
ing of paris so thai the sense of the whole
discourse is greater than the sense of its
parts. In pieces of writing that arc co-
hesive raiher than cohcrent, there are
large sections of dctails that cohcre but
these sections stand apart as scciions.

Coherence: while there may be a sense of
sections within the picce of writing. the
sheer number and variety of cohesion
strategies bind the details and sections in-
to a wholeness. This sense of whole-
ness can be achieved by a saturation of
syntactic repetition throughout the piece
andsor by closure that retrospectively
orders the entire piece and/or by general
statements that organize the whole piece.




EXHIBIT 3—-8. Group Changes in Percentages of “Electric 3lanket” Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

Region
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EXHIBIT 3-8 (Continued). Group Changes in Percentages of "'Electric Blanket'* Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

70%am Parental Education Grade Type of Communityﬂ TT
65 <& =+ 65
60 1-60

55 4 PHS <+ 55
PHS / N 12

AU
50 4 >@ i; AU / -+ 50
’ _ 11 .

[ P S el R e +y B A——m———— P s oL
T <45
GHS\ R
¢°J_ o GHS R & 40
NGH .
NGH
315 = 4 -+ 35
/UU
o+ -+
30 10+ 10 Dy 30
25 J. -+ 25
20 4 =+ 20

15

L}

L

§-
[
w

wT -+ 10
2 2
od : 1,
1974 1979 1974 1979 ¢ 1972 1979
PHS 53.23% 54.9% 12 53.3% 49.4% AU S0.4% 52.5%
GHS 43.2 40.5 tl 48.9 50.0 R 39.6 44.1
HGH 3B8.0 6.4 11 29.2 28.8 by 29,1 32.0
N 46.5 . 46.7 N 46.5 46.7 N 46.5 46.7

"rhe.-,e populstion ¢roups represent dbout cne=third or the sagple..
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Q .

ERIC -
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EXHIBIT 3-9. Group Changes in Percentages of “'Electric 3lanket”” Papers Rated 2, 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1879

Reqion
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EXHIBIT 3-9 {Continued). Group Changes in Percentages of “Electric Blanket’' Papers Rated 2, 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

Parental Educaticon Type of Ct:tr,n.m.m!.l:y’I

1
10

1974 1979 1974

75.8% 73.7% 12 7&.7»

GHS 64.6 59.2 11 71.2
56.2 54.7 10 40.7

N 67.5 65.1 N 67.5

~

These pooulation groups represent about one~third of the sample.
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As Table 3-7 reveals, in 1979 most 17-year-olds
(71%) achieved level 3 cohesion, and a sizable per-
centage (16%) wrote papers categotized as 4s. The
percenrage of combined 3 and 4 papers has risen

from 80% in 1969 to 86% in 1979. Results for 2, 3
and 4 combined are not presented because level 2
papets are not really cohesive.

TABLE 3-7. Percentages of 17-Year-Olds at Each
Cohesion Score Level, “Stork’ Exercise, 1969, 1974, 19794

Non-
rate-
able
D 1

1.0%
1.5
09

0.8%
06
06

1969 ({n = 2,073}
1974 (n = 2,281)
1979(n=2,748)
Change
1969-74
1974-79
1969-79

0.5
0.6
-0.1

0.2
0.0
-0.2

* Statistically significant at the .05 level,

Score Point

at

Cohesion

2

17.8
19.7
121

19
7.7
5.7

Attempts Cohesion Cohesion Cohesion

or
Better
344

and
Coherence
3 4

80.4%
78.2
86.4

% 67.2%
64.1

709

13.2%
14.1
15.5

-3.1
* 6.8"
* 3.7

2.2
82"
6.0"

09
1.4
2.3

tPercentages may not total due to rounding error.

Group differences from the national percentage
appear in Appendix C, Table C-2; group results
vis-a-vis the nation appear in Exhibii 3-10. Again,
females outperformed males. but their advantage
(10 points) was not as great as it was wilh respect
to rhetorical skills {17-20 points) on this narrative
writing task.

The percentage of level 3 and 4 papers written
by black teenagers was about 14 points lower than
the national percentage in both 1969 and 1979,
Even though black young people did improve as

much as the nation, the stability of this difference .

contrasts to the relative improvement blacks made
on the primary trait measure, where they
improved twice as much as the nation. Rhetorical
effectiveness and cohesion are, of course, differ-
ent aspects of writing. We might speculate that the
1979 papers contained more elaboration and more
fleshing -out of the narrative skeleton (raising the
primary trait scores) but that the number and
patterning of cohesive ties remained much the

same. Cohesion may be more difficult to change.
instructionally. than rhetorical etfectiveness. The
latter could be improved by giving greater at-
tention 1o following directions. controlling point
of view and using more detailsi (he former
requires a thorough program with considerable
wriling. diagnosis, modeling and as much atten-
tion to the deep structure as to the surlace features
of student wriling.

A similar situation exists for the disadvantaged-
urban writers, who improved dramatically on
thetorical skill between 1969 and 1979 but
remained at about the same performance level in
cohesion. effectively falling somewhat farther
hehind the nation {primarily in category 4).
Apparently there have been improvements in the

- writing of inner-city 17-year-olds. but not across-

the-board. Their control of cohesive ties has
remained at (he same level for 10 ycars.
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EXHIBIT 3—-10. Group Changes in Percentages of “Stork” Papers Rated 3 and 4,
‘Cohesion, Age 17, 1969 to 1974 and 1974 to 1979
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EXHIBIT 3—-10 (Continuet{). Group Changes in Percentages of "Stork” Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Cohesion, Age 17, 1969 to 1974 and 1974 to 1979

Parvntal Education Grade Type of Ccmmunlty’

1969 1974 1979 1969 1974

PHS 85.3% 84.3% 89.5% 12 81.8% 84.7%
GHS 78.0 5.8 85.0 11 82.3 80.0
NGH T4.7 68.1 a0.1 10 71.0 63.6

N 80,4 18.2 86.4 B 80.4 78.2

~

’ .
These population Froupd represedt about one=third of the sample.
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and 4 cohesion papers in each assessment,
dropping from the national level in 1969 and 1974
to 7 points below it jn 1979.

- To gain additional information about changes

readers categonzed parasraphs as coherent and Il'l-
coherent (guidelines appear in Appendix A). Table
3.8 displays the results of this process for poor
papers {rated 1 or 2 on the holistic scale} and good
papers {rated 3 or 4). The 1able revcals several

in coherence, the *‘Describe” papers were things.
subjected to a different, but related analysis.

TABLE 3-8. Average Percentages of Cohérent Paragraphs,
Good and Poor “Describe” Papers, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 19791

1989 1974 1979 . Change Change Change
{n=365) (n=417) (n=538) 1989.74 197479 1969-79

Nation 85.4% 77.5% 86.2% -1.9%" 8.7%* 0.8%
Poor(1&2) 80.9 72.6 84.8 8.3 12.2° 3.9
Good (3 & 9) 90.2 82.4 ©8.2 7.7 5.8° 2.0

*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
tPercentages may not total due to rounding error.

First, between 1969 and 1974, there was an 8-
point decline.in the percentage of coherent para-
graphs, paralleling the decline noted for the
“Stork”> narrative. The decline was uniform for
both good and poor writers.

Second, there was an increase in the proportion
of coherent paragraphs between 1974 and 1979,
again paralleling the increase on the ‘‘Stork”
narratives. But this increase was not uniform.
Rather, it was twice as great among the poor
papers as among the good papers. This greater
improvement among the poorer writers is what
has brought them apparent parity with good
writers, making coherence a less potent quality
discriminator.

Third, in both 1969 and 1974, there was a
significant difference between good and poor
papers in terms of their proportions of coherent
paragraphs. By 1979, however, the difference
seems (o have disappeared.

2. Syntax .

Both the descriptive essay and ¢he *‘Stork™
narrative exercise were examined 1o see if there
were any changes over the 10 years in the number
and 1ypes of sentences in the papers. Table 3-9
displays these results. The *‘Siork’” papers show a
general shortening of the essay length between
1969 and 1974, followed by a rise in 1979 that
returns it to its original average length. Sentence
length stayed the same in 1969 and 1974, increas-
ing by. an average of one word in 1979. The
descriptive papers increased slightly in total
length, but the sentences were somewhat shorter in
each successive assessment. Word length remained
stable ar an average of four letters per word: for
both tasks.

Apparently, little changed over the decade in
the proportions of simple, compound and
complex sentences. except for a slight decrease in
the proportion of simple sentences per “*Srork™’
paper Today s average narra:ive is. composed_of _5 |




TABLE 3-9. Means and Percentiles for Characteristics of Narrative and
Descriptive Papers, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 1979+

1969 1974 1979 Hean
Q1 Median Q3  30th . Mean Q1 Median Q3 90th Median 03 90th Change
1969=-79 .

Narrative {"Stork") o,

# sentences/essay

# words/essay

Avg. # words/sentence

Avg. # letters/word

3 minor sentences

1 simple sentences

1 compound sentences

1 complex sentences

T simple sentences with
phrases

% complex sentences with
phrases

13 16
176 211
15 20
PR
0 9
58 71
12 20
50 63

21 33
22 13

o
oo

L

Bonw
1]
— i O R D

™
o o mno
-

(=] O DOowDooONO

wn

Number of respondents 596
Descriptive ("Describe")

# sentences/essay 8 13 16
# words/essay 125 182 243
Avg, & words/sentence 14 18 22
Avg. # létters/word - 4 4 4
1 minor sentences [+ 0 1}
1 simple sentences i . . 50 67 80
% compound sente.ces 0 9 . 20 .
3 cc:w:ex sentences ith 29 43 58
1s ] witl

phn:”ssentences . - 38 51 67
% complex sentences with

phrases 23 38 50

*

Ry N =T W]

aAr

+o o TmoR el
* »

J J
LA

¥

Number of respondents 365 Coar

“Statistically significant at the .05 leval.
tPigures for means and percentiles have bean rounded to the neavest whole mumber.
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to 38%), as well as a smiall proportion of
cornpound ,semences and minor sentences
(correctly uséd fragments). The descriptive papers
show a greater ratio of simple to complex
sentences (47% to 33%) and a much greater per-
centage of“sentences with phrases. The relatively
largef percentage of minor sentences in the
narrative is probably due to the use of dialogue.
The remainder of the seniences in both papers
(about 7 to 10%) are run-on sentences and frag-
ments. Thase, along with other errors such as
awkwardness, spelling and word choice, are dis-
cussed shortly under mechanics. The figures dis-
cussed here cannot tell us much about quality.
Rather, they are useful for displaying the great
range and variety in the papers and the relative
stability of such distributions and proportions
across time and mode of discourse.

Table 3-10 uses terms that are perhaps less
familiar to general readers. Most research on
syntax or sentence torms is done in terms of the
“T-unit”’ instead of the sentence, in.order to
examine the amount and kind of modification and
embellishment writers use. Subordination skills—
the processes by which writers embed.information
in their sentences—have been shown to develop in
writers as they mature, enabling older and better
writers to, convey more information more
efficiently. Syntax analysts use the T-unit—an
independent clause 'and all its modifying words,
phrases and clauses—because it enables them to
focus upon ernbeddmg more precisely -than the
sentence. This approach takes into account sub-
ordination and coordination between - words,
phrases and subordinate clauses. ft*does not take

into account coordination between main clauses— -

the tendency to string T-units together rather than
embed information. The table tells us that, in
1979, the average narraiive paper contained
almost 14 T-units—that is, |4 separate subject-
verb constructions or statements. This is close to

"the number of sentences {11}, bt indicates that

some of the sentences were compound of run-ons
(strings of independent clauses).

The first point to note from Table 3-10 is that
the average number of words per T-unit, the
average number of words per 'clause and the
embedding ratios—all indicators of syntactic
maturity—have not changed over the decade. The

E MC —— ___ second poin is that the average su’bordmatnon and
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~intra-T-unit coordination (about 2) tells us that in

each T-unit two pieces of information that were
not part of the basic (kernel) subject-verb predi-
cation were embedded.-This was primarily done
through subordination. There are two ways to
look at the subordination: in terms of the units
used (clauses, phrases or words) and in 1erms of
the way those units function (as nouns, adjectives
or adverbs). The funclions were primarily
adjectival. As the 1able indicates in 1979, there
were very [éw nominalizations (.3) and even fewer
adverbial modifications (.1}, compared with
adjectival constructions (1.3). The subordination
units were about evenly spread among subordinate
clauses (.3 phrases (.4) and words—mainly
adjectives—(.8): -

These numbers ;w-ill-mean more to linguists than
to the general reader. The important lessons to be
drawn from Table 3-10 ate these:

» These syntactic featuces of the NAEP papers
have remained stable over 10 years, indicating
that there have been no major changes in the
amount of embedding the teenagers do in .

.. (heir writing;

* The average paper iS rather perfunctory,
linking subjects, verbs and objects without
much modification or elaboration.
An'extensive report on the full syntactic analysis

of these papers will appear at a later date.

" 3. Mechanics

-

As this report illustrates, the consuliants who
helped design the national writing assessments do
not believe mechanics and error counts are the
only or the most important aspects of writing that
should be evaluated. Errors may be indicaters of
unlearned skills, but they may also be indicators
of growth. By themselves, errors do not tell us
much; in the context of a particular paper, a
particular pattern and a particular student, they
have grea diagnostic value. The error counts
displayed in this report are being used in a purely
descriptive way. We are less interested in jhe -
counts per se than in the patterns they suggest and
the changes they undergo over the years.




-'TABLE 3-10. Means and Percentiles for Numb2r of T-Units and
T-Unit Constituents, Narrative Papers, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 19791

# T-units/essay

Avg. ¥ words/T-untt
Avn. # subordinations

ding)/ T-unit

Av?. # subordinate clavses/
-u

nit

Avg. f words/clause

(embed;

Mean Q1
f‘
13
1

.9
1.4

Avp. # nominalizations/T-unit
Avg. # adjectival (noun) modi-

fications/T-unit
+ Avg. # relative clauses/

T-unit

Avg. + adjectives/T-unit

Av?. ¢ adverbial modifications,
U

nit -

Avp. # tntra-T-unit coordima- |

' tions/T-unit

Avg. # subordimations and intra- °*
T-unit coordinations/T-unit

Number of respondents

'

*searistically aigmificant at the .05 Tevel,
t#tgures for means and percemtiles have been mounded to the nearaet tenth.
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Table 3-11 presents average error counts for a
narrative task (the “Stork’ papers discussed
« earlier) and a descriptive task (the '‘Describe”
papers discussed earlier). The most obvious
pattern in the table is that most of the numbers
increase between the first and second assessments
and then decrease or level off between the second
and third. Regardless of the statistical significance
of any particular change between 1974 and 1979, it
is noteworthy that so many of the changes are de-
creases. Whatever it was that increased the 1¢ general
error rate between 1969-74, it dlsappearcd or gave
way to something else that decreased the error rate
~and brought matters back to about where they
were 10 years ago. This movement, although not
as dramatic, mirrors the movements noted earlier
for rhetorical skill and cohesion,

A second point cmerging from the table is that
once th. dive between the first two assessments is
accounted for, little seems to have changed over
the 10-year period. There do seem to be very slight
increases in sentence fragments and run-ons. A
third observation is that 15% of the sentences in
the narrative and 19% of those in the descriptive
essay were judged awkward. When awkward

sentences were further analyzed for the narrative, °

it appeared that most of them were a result of
carelessness—{caving a word out, rewriting a word
and the like. These were called “dysfuncuonal”
constructions.

“A fourth point is that the error counts differ -
somewhat from task to task. The descriptive =

papers contained proportionally moré awkward
" sentences, agreement errors and Inisspellings per
paper. I is difficult to say why this would be so,
but it could be related to the differenzes in
discourse mode or to how comfortable the writers
felt”with each writing task. The narrative papers
contained more punctuation errors, a fact largely
accounted for by the requirements of dialogue.
For both papers, the bulk of punctuation errors
were errors of omission. primarily of commas.

Table 3-12 displays the numbers and
“percentages of errors for the first quartile of
-students {25% are above that point, 75% beiow),
the median (50% above, 50% below), the third

Quartile and the 90% level (the most error prone
10% of the students). Notice that the writing of
the top 25% of the students is.virtually error free.
The top 50% of the papers were also largely error-
free, though they averaged about one awkward
s¢ntence,; misspelled a couple of words and
contained about four punctuation errors. The
bottom 25% of the papers comtain far more
errors, and the bottom 10% display severe writing
problems. Writing skills—at least in terms of error
counts—-de not seem to distribute themselves
smoothly over a '‘bell shaped’” curve. Rather,
they are distributed in heavily skewed shapes that
suggest two very difference populations of people.
One of those populations—the majority—appears
to have a general, lhough imperfect, grasp of -
written langiage. The other population appears to
be virtually lost, :

Tables D-1 and D-2 in Appendix D display error
counts for good and poor writers (defined by
holistic, primary trait and cohesion ratings); Tablé
D-3 shows error counts for males, females. blacks
and whites. Poor writers created two o three’
times as many run-ons. twice as many awkward
sentences and agreement errors and somewhat
more word-choice errors and misspellings as did -
good writers. Males tended to make more |
mechanical errors in most categories than did
females, and their error rate between 1969 and
1979 appears to have increased slightly. Blacks,
too;"made more errors than the pational popula-
tion, Of particular linguistic interest is the obser-
vation that black young people made four times as
many agreement errors as whites, a probable sign
of bidialectal interference in their writing.

A final note on mechanics: Looking back over
the tables, one is struck with the basic stability of
the numbers over a IO-year period. To be sure,
many of them did shift between a-;~ssments, but
not greatly. This suggests twa things: first, that a
certain percentage of error will always be with us
as a stable feature of writing, especially first-draft
writing; and second, that small changes in that
percentage may well have disproportionately
powerful effects upon readers perceptions of

writing quality.
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TABLE 3-11. Average Frequency and Changes in Average Frequency of Errors
in Narrative and Descriptive Papers, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 1979%
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TABLE 3-12. Means and Percentiles for Errors ;
Descriptive Papers, Age 17, 1969, 1974,
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Besides actually writing, the 17-year-olds also
answered a number of questions about how much
writing they do, what kinds of instruction they
have had and how they feel about writing. The
questions appear in Appendix E. The results

(Table 3-13 and appendix Tables E-1, E-2 and E-3) -

prompt a number of observations:

* In both 1974 and 1979, subsiantial propor-
tions of 17-year-olds reporied that they are
assigned little or no writing in schoot. More
than half said they had written three or fewer
papers in all their courses combined over a
six-week period. The good writers (primarily
trait scores of 3 or 4) appear 10 have writien

considerably more papers than the poor -

writers.

In 1974, 47% reported that litle or no time
was spent on writing instruction in their
English classes. This percentage shrank 1o
37% in 1979, as the percemages of stuacnis
replying one-third to one-half time rose. I
appears then, that somewhat more. writing
instruction is taking place in English classes
than used to be. '

© ¢ About a fourth of the students reported thar
they had taken additional writing courses—
mainly creative writing—beyond (heir regular
English class requirements. These students
appeared 1o be mostly the better writers.

* Few students (8%) said they took femedial
writing courses—far fewer than the data in

-this report would suggest need intensive

instruction,

‘s Two-thirds of the students reported thar at
least some of the time they are encouraged to
engage in prewriting activities.

* About half the students said that they usually

C. Writing Experiencqs and Attitudes

wrile a paper more than once before turning it

in. The poot writers were far more likely than

the good writers to say they wurned in first-
~ draft work.

About half the students said they usually re-
ceive teacher feedback on their papers: far
fewer (27%) said they usually discuss their
papers with their teachers.

Forty percent said they never rework a paper

"to improve it once it has been rewurned;
another 46% said they do so sometimes. Only
13% said they do 50 usually.

Poor writers, males, students whose parents
have not graduated from high school, dis-
advantaged-urban students, blacks and 17-
year-olds in grade 10 appeared 1o be far less
likely 10 be prewriting, writing multiple drafts
or receiving teacher feedback than good
writers.

Only 7% of the students said they engage in
the full writing process—from prewriting ac-
tivities through improving work after tcacher
feedback. :

One-fourth of the studems said they never
enjoy working on writing assignments;
another 55% said they only enjoyed working
on writing assignments sometimes.

When interpreting. these results, one should
keep in mind the fact that poor writers are caught
in a revolving door of cause and effect; they are
poor writers, so they seldom write; and, because
they seldom write, they are poor writers. Most of
them are likely to be in classes .requiring little
writing. Good writers are more likely to be en-
gaged in positive writing activities because they are
more likely to be writing in the first place.




TABLE 3-13. Responses to Background Questions,
Age 17,1974, 1979t

1974 1979 Change
(n=34,211) {n=26,651) 1974.79

1. How many reports written in last 6 weeks as
part of any school assignment?

0 : 13.0% 13.9% . 0.9%
1 11.4 12.3 1.0
2 16.3 16.8 0.4
3 - 14.7 - 14.0 0.6
4 . 11.2 1114 0.1
510 . " 25.7 225 3.2
More than 10 6.2 53 0.9

2. Time spent in English class on instructionin
writing? .
" None of the time : ‘5.0
Little of the time 16
1/3 of the time 336
1/2 of the time : , 13.8
Most of the time ) 5.8

3. A. Taken additional remedial writing course?
Yes . 6.3

B. Taken additional creative writing course?
Yes . 20.5

C. Taken other additiona! writing course?
Yes 14.9

Totalhave taken at least one additional
course other than remedial

4. Encouraged to jot down ideas and take
notes before writing?
Usually '
Sometimes
Never .
5. Encouraged to create outlines? -
Usuaily
Sometimes
Never

Encouraged to prewrite: notes or
outiines or both
Neither notes nor outlines
Either notes or outiines
Both notes and outlines




" TABLE 313 Continued Responses to Background Questions,
Age 17, 1974, 19791

1974 - 1979 Change
(n=34,211) (n=26,651) 1974.79

6."Doyou draft papers moretharionce —
before turning in?
Usyaily . 2.4
Sornetimes -4.2"
Never -~ 5.9 . 1.8*

7. Does teacher write suggestions on paper?
Usually 33.1 14,9
Sometimes 56.5 -12.2*
Never ' 10.4 . 27"

8. Does teachear discuss papers with you?
Usually
Sometimes
Never

Teacher feedback: written suggestions
or discussion or both
Neither written suggestions
nor discussion
Either written suggestions
or discussion
Both written sugqestions
and discussion

9. Do you work to improve papers after
they are returned? )
Usually
Sometimes
Never

10. Do you enjoy working on writing
assignments?
Usualiy
Sometimes
Never ,
Summary of writing as a process:
Prewrite, draft, feedback, improve
" None
At least one
Al asttwo
At least three
All four

- Statistically significant at the .05 level.
. TPercentages may not total due to rounding error.
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The 17-year-olds were also asked to respond to 12
attitude questions (Appendix F). Given a statement
such as | am no good at writing,” they could
strongly agree. agree. sav tliey were uncertain,
disagree or strongly disagrec. In general. the
proportion of students ag.eeing to positively worded
statements zbout writing (e.g.. *1 like to write down
my ideas™) ranged from 4 to 6 in 107 the proportion
agreeing to negatively worded statements ranged from
| to 3 in 10. This would indicate that in an average
classroom. around half to three-fifths of the teenagers
(give or take a few) are likely to have positive
attitudes about themselves as writers and about a
fifth ta a quarter of them are likely to lrave negative
attitudes. The rest are uncertain,

Full resafts of the atiitude Guestions appear in
appendix Table E-3.

Some highlights:
® Twelve percent agreed to the statement that
“expressing ideas through writing seems to be a

waste of time.”

Twelve percent agreed 10 the statement “when

I hand in 2 composition. 1 know I’'m gaing to
do poorly.”

Twenty-one percent said they avoid writing.

Twenty-two pereent agreed (o the statement ~|
am no good at writing.”

Fifty-three percent agreed to the statement “1
enjoy writing.”

Fortysix percent agreed to the statement ™1
feel confident in my ability to clearly express
my ideas in writing.”

These results suggest that a considerable
proportion of young people about to leave high
school consider themselves poor writers, are
apprehensive about -writing or are uncertain about
their level of skill. One of the most telling results of
all was the response to the statement "People seem to
enjoy what [ write.” More than 70% of the students
were either uncertain or flatly disagreed. It appears
that work aimed at improving students” writing skills
will have 10 go hand in hand with work aimed at
improving their attitudes.
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CHAPTER 4

AN OVERVIEW OF THE WRITING OF S-YEAR-OLDS,
13-YEAR-OLDS AND 17-YEAR-OLDS

This volume presents writing assessment results
for a single age group: parallel results for the other
two age groups appear in the other two volumes of
the report. However, in order to put the results in
this volume into perspective, it is useful to look at
general results for all three ages.

On holistic ratings, the 17-year-olds do not
show a statistically significant change over the
decade for a descriptive task. .There are some
signs, however, that the average quality of their
writing is somewhat lower than it was. - The 13-
year-olds display a significant decline in descrip-
tive writing, though it appears that much of it
took place between the first two assessments and
the quality has stayed about the same since then.
The 9-year-olds do not show a statistically
significant change on a narrative task, but there
are indications that the overall quality of their
work has improved with each assessment. These
holistic results suggest two things. First, since

changes in overall writing quality are basically.

undramatic for any particular age group, realizing
changes in such a complex skill may be a slow
process. It may take many more assessments (0
establish the impact of educational instruction on
writing performance, Second, what one says
aboul the sitvation of writing in ‘America depends
upon which level of the educational system one is
interested in. The differing trends in the data
suggest that primary school, junior high school
and high school constitute, somewhat separate

. targets for policy action in the area of writing.
. Generalizations from one age to another appear (o

be inapproprise.

The results for writing tasks calling for different
types ol rhetorical or communicative approaches
provide further cause for caution in making global
comments about writing. At ages 17 and 13,
expressive writing skills are improving or

remaining at the same level, while persuasive and
descriptive writing skills appear to be declining. At
age 9, there have been ups and downs in expressive
writing, depending on the task, but persuasive
writing skills appear stable.

Error analysis does not reveal many major

_changes in the commission of certain errors over a

decade’s time al any age. Awkwardness seems (o
fluctuate a bit from assessment to assessment, as
do punctuation and spelling errors. But the rate of
fluctuation seems small and the data suggest that
at each age there will always be errors in writing of
this kind. Even more stable than the error
proportions are the results of syntactic analysis,
The embedding rates and various indices of
subordination and coordination remained
identical or very similar at ages 13 and 17 from
assessment_to assessment. This is largely so al age
9, but some indicators do reflect a bit of growth
over the decade,

Although all three age groups did not perform
the same wriling tasks, it is clear that more 13-
year-olds demonstrated writing skill than 9-year-
olds and more 17-year-olds did than 13-year-olds.
There is progress from age to age and from grade
to grade.

On the other hand, enjoyment of wriling seems
to decline from age to age. Two-thirds of the 9-
year-olds said they enjoy wriling, compared to
59% of the 13-year-olds and 53% of the 17-year-
olds.

Group results and changes in them were quite
consistent across the three ages. Females wrote
more good papers than males in all assessments at
each age and for all but one task. The
male/female difference did not change
appreciably for any age group.,

62




Black youngstzi's improved either absolutely or
relatively on almost all writing tasks given to 13-
and 17-year-olds and one task given to 9-year-
olds. In some cases this meant that they continued
to perform below the national level, but not as far
below as they had been in 1969 or 1970; in other
cases, this meant that they performed at the
national level after once having been below it.

At age U7, the disadvantaged-urban group made
steady gains over the decade. At age 13, the group
stayed below the national level or fell even farther
behind. Nine-year-olds in the disadvantaged-
urban group closed the gap between themselves

and the nation on one expressive writing task but

remained at a constant level below the nation on
the rest.

At all three ages, it appears that a considerable
proportion of young people—from 10 to 25%—

do not understand the nature and conventions of
written language. In an earlier NAEP report,
Writing Mechanics, 1969-74 (1975), we noted that
the gap between the writing *‘haves’” and the
“have nots’’ seemed to be widening. The more
comprehensive data available now do not indicate
that the gap is widening. They do indicate, how-
ever, that it has not closed appreciably at any age.

Finally, it is clear from the background gues-
tions that neither-13-year-olds nor’ 17-year-olds
receive a great deal of direct instruction in writing
or are required to do much writing in school. Very
few appear to have access to a writing program
that includes prewriting instruction, oral and
written feedback on writing assignments, encour-
agement to write several drafis of papers and
opportunities to rework papers after they have
been reviewed by teachers.




CHAPTERS

_ SOME OBSERVATIONS ABOUT WRITING IN AMERICA, THE
ASSESSMENT RESULTS AND THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE
RESULTS FOR INSTRUCTION

In order to put the assessment findings into
perspective and stimulate discussion of the issues

they raise, the National Assessment invited five

nationally prominent individuals to discuss and
interpret the data. Participating in two days of
lively conversation about the subject were:

V. Jon Bentz. Director of Psychological
Research and Services, MNational Personnel
Départment, Sears, Roebuck and Com-
pany, Chicagos lllinois. In addition to his
interest in writing .and assessment from a
corporate point of view, Mr. Bentz has
been a member of .two boards of ‘educa-
tion and the Policy Committee of the Na-
tional Assessment of Educational Progress.

Beverly Bimes, English teacher, Hazel-
wood Schools, Missouri. Ms. Bimes is a
Title 1 consultant, Gateway Writing Pro-
ject consultant, Presidential Scholar Com-
missioner and 1980 Mational Teacher of the
Year.

Charlotte Brooks, writing teacher, author,
editor, education consultant and past Pres-
ident of the MNational Council of Teachers
of English.

John Mellon, linguist, author and Chair-
man of the Program in English Composi-
tion. University of lllinois.at Chicago Cir-
cle. :

Richard Lloyd-Jones. Chairman, Depart-
ment of English, University ot lowa; past
President of the Conference on College
Communication and Composttion; Chair,
Modern Languages Association Division

on the Teaching of Writing; and Associ-
ate Director, lowa-MNational Endowment
for the Humanities Institute on Writing.

All present felt it was important for readers of
this report to understand the National Assessment
data and the social and educational contexts
within which writing instruction takes place before
rushing to conclusions about what these resylts
miight mean. After establishing this contextual
frameworks the panel discussed at length the sig-
nificance of the trends and their implications for
teachers of writing. Their opinions are theirs alone
and do not necessarily represent either the views of
the institutions with which they are affiliated or
those of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress, the Education Commission of the States
or the National [nstitute of Education.

Assessment Data in Perspective

All participants wished to emphasize the fact
that the writing upon which this report is based
was first-draft writing gathered under timed
assessment conditions. Such writing is likely to
understate youngsters’ abilities to develop fully
their ideas and smooth out their writing through

" subsequent drafts.

In addition, some of the assignments are
necessarily artificial and may understate the

‘writers’ capacities to do a better. job in a ‘“‘real

world’”” or school situation when real stakes are in-
volved.

John Mellon stressed the point that NAEP data
are descriptive, not normative. “‘It's easy 15 think
something’s wrong when performarnce 1s dov a,”
he said, “*but it’s not necessarily the case. It's
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really hard 10 1ell what these ups and downs mean
until we’ve gor 50 years of them, Then, maybe
we’ll see that they smooth om1 10 a relatively
siraight line. In the meantime, 1 prefer to view the
results as descriptions of something complex and,_
excepl in exireme cases—or insiances when we
have other kinds of data o bring to bear—with-
hold judgment yniil we have a bener idea of what
we can reasonably expect the resulis should beina
society like ours.” :

"Richard Llovd-Jones speculated abom what
kinds of changes would most likely affect national
indicators such as these data: ‘*Crises in the
society as a whole may show up in a sample of
wriring quickly because they may affect the

iincentives students feel 1o perform well in these

circumstances. Long-term changes in society may
show up less quickly and dramaiically in data of
this kind. Changes caused by classroom practices
would show up slowly, if a1 all. because the
teachers remain essentially the same. the time
devoted (or not devoted) 10 writing remains rela-
tively stable and instructional materials remain
much the same for long pericds of time. By and
large, the most likely causes of changes in assess-
ment data will be large social movemenms that
affect large subgroups of people—such as integra-
tion, for instance-~rather than curricular or
instructional movements. which 1end 10 cancel
each other out across the nation as a whole.”’

The Social Context of Writing

Like many commemators upon contemporary
education, the participants in this discussion
stressed the degree to which sociocultural factors
can influence achievement in a subject such as
writing. People perfect their language skills in oral
practice, mosily outside of school. Because
writing is derived from that base, it 1ends 10 reflect
whartever is part of general public practice. In ad-
dition, if the culture at large seems to accord little
imporiance 10 writing or 10" writing well; if pro-
fessiona! writing is nov generally held in high
esteem; or if social upheavals affect opportunities
to learn, practice or value any of the many skills
involved in writing, then we should no1 be sur-
prised if achievemem appears. sometimes, lower
than wethink it should be.

Jon Bentz believes that society has been valuing

writing le.s and less in the last 1wo decades.
“Everything is computerized, quantified, visual or
audio,’’ he said. ‘*‘Respect for, or even interest in,
the written word is on the decline. And 1he an of
conversation, of interchanging thoughis. appears
10 be passing, ot at least changing in characier. In
our McLuhanesgue world, fewer people reason,
while more make demands and pronouncements.
Television, primarily a passive experience. reduces
the need for imagination and interaction, both
of which are critical for good writing.”’

In response 10 the declines in the proportion of
yvoungsters demonstrating effeclive persuasive
writing, Lloyd-Jones speculated that we might be
witnessing a consequence of the *‘Me’’ generation.
“Persuasive writing requires a highly developed

.social sense,’’ he said, *‘an ability 10 imagine other

peoples’ needs and priorities in order to address
them. Perhaps we're seeing a decline in the
proportions of youngsiers able 10 imagine other
people or experiences outside of a very narrow
range of selfinterests.”

Beverty Bimes added the observation thar ‘‘if
the social experience of argumem is weak or
shabby, it’s hard 10 see how our students could
learn good argument or persuasion.”

All agreed that writing is a complex and dif-
ficult skill, requiring considerable motivation to
fearn and numerous good models to learn well.
Social changes that affect motivation or the avail-
ability of models will affect the number of young
people who learn 10 write well. ‘

Mellon mixed some advice about society’s ex-
pectations with a speculation abour the slight de-
cline in overall quality at age 17 and the larger
decline a1 age 13. I may be that, as Piagel
remarked, Americans are 100 concerned with the
speed at which their children develop,”” he said.
“‘Perhaps we’re seeing a slighi'sIOwing down of
what we used 10 think of as the ‘normal’ develop-
mental schedule. The skills will come eventually,
but they're coming a little slower than they used
10, that’s all. A complex social change could
conceivably delay 1he cognitive or emotional de-
velopment of a panicular generation in some
respects, while speeding it up in other respects.”




The Educational Context of Writing

The discussants were in general agreement that
a number of the characteristics of American mass
education and a number of educational trends
combine to constitlute a less-than-ideal environ-
ment for the teaching and learning of writing.
Among tne leatures ~f our educatiohal system
that make effective writing instruction difficult,
they cited these as prominent:

¢ Writing requires considerable one-to-one
teacher/student and student/student. iner-
action, while our system is geared to instruct-
ing large groups. Furthermore, class size con-
tinues to grow: not shrink, making individual
attention nearly impossible.

* WWriting instruction is considered to be the
responsibility bnly of English teachers. Thus,
an activity that should pervade instruction in
ali subjects is relegated 10 a small part of a
student's day and severed from general learn-

_ing. Furthermore, many teachers deprive stu-
dents of writing opportunities by giving
multiple-choice and short-answer tests and
shying away lrom essays.

¢ Many people teaching English were trained in
other subject areas and know little or nothing
about writing.

* Too many people trained to teach English still
have had litile or no training in composition
or writing. -

* Many English teachers see themselves as liter-
ature leachers. not writing teachers. When
they do teach writing. they tend to focus upon
the products of writing, rather than the pro-
cess. N

* Writing requires practice, but most teachers
feel they do not have the time 10 read and
critigue all the papers that would be written if
their students were practicing as they should
be. Consequently. less writing is assigned than
should be.

In addition to ‘these general problems, which
have a long history, the discussants also cited
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several more recent trends in education yhat do not
auger well for writim  (astruction. Charlelte
Brooks criticized @ **tock-step " approach 1o learn-
ing ‘nat has beccme increasingly popular wiri the
menimal  ompetency movement and tighier adv.
cation budgets. **Wniting is not comething a ct-ild
can learn a linle piec” at a tme.”” <he ~aid. .0
many of these competency preg.ai break read-
ing and writing up into bits: first, you master the
alphabel. then you master words. then you cas go
on to sentences: and so on. The child seldom gets
to see the larger picture. seldom gets the lreedom
to explore with language and take risks."’

Bimes said, ‘I think the basics movement has
been detrimental in many ways to writing. Too
often, what's basic turns out t0 be mechanics and
grammar. not writing. And expressive writing,
which is basic, is seen as a [rill. We have to re-
member that a writer has leelings and a writer has
a mind. To deny either of those is to deny a stu-
dent the possibility of becoming a writer at all.™"

Bentz saw budgetary culbacks as more threal-
ening to writing than to other subjects. *“The
cutbacks in my state generally mean the schools
lose the paraprofessionals and readers who help
writing teachers with their paper load,” he said.
**They also cut into the conference time teachers
need with their students.™

All agreed that publishers represent a conserva-
tive force in the teaching of writing. It is very
dif ficult to get publishers (0 incorporate new ideas
into their writing textbooks, they argued. because
the publishers are afraid 1o take economic risks in
today’s tight market. Consequently, major
textbooks have not changed for decades. in spite

.of a virwal explosion of useful research and

practical information in the field of writing.

‘1 think we should remember that a lot of verv
positive - things have been happening in the
schools since the late 60s.”" Brooks reminded the
group. ““It hasn't been a tolally negative period
for wriling. We've had the Right to Read pro-
gram, and where it has been done well, it has
helped writing, too. T don't like to scparate read-
ing and writing, because they leed each other. And
we've had the Poets in the Schools Program and

the various humanities programs that expose stu-— "




derts to wtiters and scholar: These have been
very successful where they've been used. And
some schools have begun to follow the example of
England with Writing Across the Curriculum pro-
grams. l've seen these work in England and
they 're tremendously impressive.''

“We've seen writing 1abs, 100,”’ Bime: added.

“And a mushroomirg of prograras modsled afier

the Bay Area Writing Projact. It may be thar these
davelopments are 100 recent to affect the 1979
writing assessment, but v > might see some impact
in the next assessment, if they continue to spread
and escape cutbacks.”' :

Comments About the National Results

The discussants were asked whether they
thoughi the percentages of competent papers for
each exercise’and at each age were lower than they
would like, higher or about what they might have
. expected. In gencral, they felt that the achieve-
ment levels were satisfactory, given the social and
educational environments of writihggn the last
decade. They. were, however, disappainted with
the results for the persuasive writing, especially at
ages 13 and 17. And, as might be expected, they
felt there was some room for improvement on
every exercise. )

“Lloyd-Jones pointed out that in the papers
written for each assessment, there were ‘‘some
astonishing papers—any reader would be pleased
and challenged by them. Even though they write
under restraints of iimited time, artificial tasks
.and no external reward.’’ he said, ‘‘some wrilers
far exceeded any reasonable expectation.'’

Most writers, the group felt, produced ‘‘rea-
sonably adequate first drafis for their age.’’, The
average paper needs revision, they pointed out,
and it falls short of effective or powerful writing;
but it represents material a teacher ought to be
able to help students refiné 1o a perfectly accept-
able level. The potential of the majority of writers
is obvious.

However, the group was strongly disappointed
by the consistent reminders in the data that 10 to
25, and wometimes 30%. of the youngsters at each
age have extremely serious problems with writing

B}

that call for special auention. Although Lloyd-
Jones estimated that half of 1he students in that
group are probably there for ceasons other than
lack of competence (e.g., physical, psychological
and social problems), everyone stitl felt the
proportion of such youngstes is unacceptably
high. “It’s hard to imagine thai one of a child's
first instincts is to want to write,’’ Bimes said. “In
fact, children auempt to write before they even
think about reading. What have we done 1o this
natural desire in our children?'’

What did the group think about the trends? No
one believed the-NAEP data support fears of a
massive erosion of writing competence. They all
observed that the holistic-scores decline at age 17
was slight—worth keeping an eye on but not suf-
ficient to provoke great concern. They would have
preferred to see an increase. They felt the age 13
decline was more dramatic, but they pointed out
that most of it occurrcd between the first two
assessments and things seem to have setiled down

‘since then. They were gratified to see improve-

ment among the 9-year-olds and expressed hope
that this would bode well for the future:

Bimes expressed concern about the low per-
centage of 17-year-olds who attempted 1o write a
humorous paper. *‘lt appears that students aren't
given opportunities to use higher-level cognitive
skills in their writing,"' she said. ‘‘Too. many
writing assignments simply become a way for
students to regurgitate information i--.ead of
requiring them to generalize, analyze, synthesize,
hypothesize or defend."’

Comments About the Group Results

Brooks spoke for the entire group in saying, **l
am enormously encouraged by the consistent
growth demonsirated by black and urban-dis-
advantaged writers.on most exercises. At all levels,
it's clear (hat something has happened o help
these youngsters write better. Although many of
them have not yet reached a high level of writing
competence, they obviously have a potential for
improvement that educators, legislators and the
public at large must recognize. There is
competence where once people said there was
none."’
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1t was this impfovement, coupled with the im-
provement of the Southeastern fegion on many
exercises, thar led the group (o -, :ulate that the
asscssment results may reflect the impact of a
change in the national pattern of attention paid to
minority youngsters over the last decade and a
hatf. “*Something of that magnitude could well
affect large groups such as the blacks, the urban-
disadvantaged and the Southeastern youngsters,”
said Lloyd-Jones. Brooks agreed, noting that
“there iS N0 economic improvement in the inner
city that 1 know of thar could account for such an
improyemem." o

‘Some implications of the
Results for Teaching

Responses to the background questions demon-
strated to the group that 100 little writing is going
on in the schools and too few students are being
exposed to a comprehensive writing program. The
fact that so few swudents appear to receive
instruction in prewriting, oral and written feed-
back from teachers and encouragement 1o
improve papers after they're handed back indi-
cates. they said, -that there s much work tg be
done in the schools.

1 think the results show a clear need for more
writing laboratories in the schools,’’ Bimes said.
**But they also show a great need for profexsional
development. Teachers need first 1o see themselves
as .professionals and then 1o participate more
widely in the various workshops and insefvice pro-
grams in writing that have begun to appear in the
last five years. There's a lot of information out
there that’s just not reaching the teachers.”

““Writing labs. ves.”” Brooks added. ‘‘but not
remedial writing courses. 1 think ‘remedial’
courses that fragment language have not helped in
reading and I'd hate to see us make the same
mistake in writing. Too many remedial writing
courses just each grammar and don't give young-
sit rs opportunities 1o work with whole pieces of
writing.”’

“1’d like to see more emphasis placed on
persuasive writing,”’ Bentz said. **To ine, that's
eritical to success, outside of school.”” Brooks
agreed: **I'd like to see not only more attention to

persuasion, but more atention 1o complex think-
ing skills in general. In reading, 1'd like 10 see
mofe emphasis on inference and comprehension,
because I think that would improve both reading
and writing. They don’t need 1o be Laught sep-
arately and taught a piece at a time.”’

Speaking aboul the grammatical structures used
by writers at the three ages, Mellon observed,
““The amazing stability of the syntax counts over
the 10-year period suggests that grammatical
maturity is not affecled by those cultural factors
influencing other aspects of students’ writing. It
also means that there is no need to siep up the
amount of grammar teaching aimed at maturity of
grammaiical structures.”

“**The greater-length of the 9-year-olds’ essays
shows a greater willingness to wrilg’:" Mellon also
remarked. “‘That’s encouraging and we should
take advantage of it.”’ '

~ ““Writing begins with enjoyment,”’ Bimes said.
“Until we teach children to enjoy writing we're
not going-to make the improvements we could
otherwise.” ’ )

““We have a base to build on,” Srooké pointed
out, “‘the results show . that. The raw mater:al is
certainly there, the skills are therc - most
youngsters. We can no longer assur any
group of kids is ‘unteachable.”’

The group made a number of suggestions about
classroom approaches that would help more
youngsters learn to write. Among them were
these:

® Get the 9-year-olds **hooked’” on writing by
assigning writing suitable to their age and in-
terests. Help them build securily and interest
through expressive writing and then lead
them toward more diffirult modes gradually.
Let them experience success.

Build on the fact that all youngsl-ers have a
solid grasp of oral lqnguage. Use that base as
a springboard for writing instruction.

Have them write. No one can achiceve success
in a skill that is seldom practiced.




-

® Structuse assignmenss so that writing becomes ® Develop persuasive writing skills by develc?p-
discovery instead of regurgitation. ) ing a sense of audience. Have them praciice
writing for different audiences. .

® Establish places where students write freely - _
and receive constructive feedback on what ® Teach skills useful at cach stage of the writing
they write. process: prewriting, composing and editing.

® Since 13-year-olds appear to have difficulty ® Integrate writing into all activities—science,
with abstraction, start them on concrete ex- social studies, even mathematics. Writing is
pression and then move them gradually to- an important and very effective way of learn-
ward generalizations until they are skiiled at ing.
making generalizations supported with
concrete details.
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APPENDIX A
EXERCISES, DOCUMENTATION, SCORING GUIDES AND SAMPLE PAPERS

Appendix A contains exercises and information
about them, such as the NAEP objectives they are
designed to assess, the kinds of scoring National
Assessment utilized with each one, the amount of
time students were given to respond and the

number of lines students had on which to write.
Following each exercise are any scoring guides
used for evaluating the responses, and following
the guides are sample papers illustrating each
score point,
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“Describe Something” Exercise

“verybody knows of something that 1is worth talking about. Maybe
you know about a famous building like the Empire State Building in
New York City or something like the Golden Gate Bridge in San
Francisco. Or you might know a lot about the Mormon Tabernacle in
Salt Lake City or the new sports stadiuia in Atlanta or St. Louis.
Or you might be familiar with something from nature, like Niagara
Falls, a gigantic wheat field, a grove of orange trees, or a part
of a wide, muddy river like the Mississippi.

There is probably something you can describe. Choose something you
know about. It may be something from around where you live, or
something you have seen while traveling, or something you have
studied 1in schoel. Think about it for a while and then write a
description of what it looks like so that it could be recognized
by someone who has read your description.

Name what you are describing and try to use your best writing.




WRITING TASK: Describe Something

NAEP #: 0-203012-13A-23

RHETORICAL HODE:

OBJECTIVE: 1II.

SUBOBJECTIVER: C.

Explanatory

Demonstrates ability to write in response to a wide
range of societal demands and opligations. Ability
is defined to include correctness in usage,
punctuation, spelling, and form or convention as
appropriate to particular writing tasks, e.g.,
manuscripts, letters.

Scholastic

N AEP SCOBING:’ Holistic
Paragraph Coherence :
Syntax (Sentence Types) and Mechanics (see Appendix B)

AGE:

TOTAL TIME IN SECONDS:

NUMBER OF LINES:

L




HOLISTIC SCORING GUIDE
"DESCRIBE SOMETHING"
AGE 17

Score of 4

These papers choose a single object and describe it with concrete,
clear language., They contain considerable detail and substance,

written with a clear seuse 0f structure and originality. There
may ke a few minor mechanical problems.

Score of 3

These papers usually choose a4 single subject and describe it
clearly, though with less detail, originality, or tocuS than the 4
papers. A mere listing of details, however, with no clear
organization or purpose should ordinarily be scored in the bottom
half, The subject should be individualized, an organizing pattern

should be evident, and mechanical problems should be relatively
minor.

score of 2

These papers do describe something or someone but tend to be mere

lists of details. They are often thin, loosely organized, and
clicheéd.

Score of 1

These papers tend to be very brief and confused, often with many
errors in syntax, diction, and mechanics.

Score ot O

No-response papers should be given to the Table Leader for
scoring.

NOTE: 2an unusually fluent paper may be raised a point for fluency; a
distressingly faulty paper may be lowered a point for mechanics.




PARAGRAPH COHERENCE SCORING GUIDE
{Developed for the 1973-74 Writing Assessment)
"DESCRIBE SOMETHING"

Paragraph Level Scores

l, Paragraph Used -- The paragraph is visually discernible
but is neither coherent nor developed. The writer indented,
skipped a line, or stopped in the middle of the line and
started back at the margin.

Paragraph Coherent =- The sentences are linkaed using
transitions and/or other cohesive devices. The ideas are
ordered and their relationship to each other is clear but
the paragraph is in some sense underdeveloped. This category
also includes paragraphs that are overdeveloped; that is,
the writer incorporated at least two coherent paragraphs
into one.

Paragraph Coherent and Developed -- The paragraph has an
expressed or an implied topic which identifies and limits
the main area of concern. Every sentence in the paragraph
adds to or explains something about the main topic in a
systematic manner.

NOTE: Papers that are illegible, copies of the stem, or lists of

spelling words are designated as such and receive no further scoring.




SAMPLES

. Holistic

Score Point 1

W

WM_%L;MMA’_,_




Score Point 4
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“Stork” Exercise

Look at the picture for a while, and then make up a story about
it. When you are ready, write your story. It may be helpful for
you to start with one of tHe following lines, but you may begin in
any way you wish. v

Possible First Lines

"I'm te111ng you, Henry, if you don t get rid of that th1ng,
"it's going to é€at up the cat!® ~ T - - e— e :

"But mother, I am telling the truth! It laid an egg in the
Chevy." :

"Last night a very odd-looking bird appeared in the
neighborhood.” : _




BRITING TASK: Stork
NARD # ~ 0-102016-132-3
RHETORICAL MCDE: Expressive

CBJECTIVE: 1. Demonstrates ability in writing to reveal personal
feelings and ideas.

SUBORJECTIVE: B. Through the use of conventional modes of discourse

NAEP SCORING: Primapv'Trait: Fiction to account for a situation.

P

Cohesion

Syntax (T-unit Analysis and Sentence Types)
and Mechanics {see Appendix B}

ASE:
TOTAL TIME IN SECCNDS:

NUMBER OF LIKLES:




TEAIT SCOnING

et
WATURKY

i Xproessivoe

2rimar Tretion to account for a4 situation.

r
i
-

Pationale of _Primdry_Trait: <The exercise cails for the creation of a
fictional narrative~-Yrake up a story." The 3upject, the SLOrk,
is given ard the three possilblie first lines, two ot which invite

dieloegue, proviide =Suygest wons for situations.

Jas The techniaues ol fictiuvn reguire control
Velwal cleverness woilld e

devsiiravle, put this is prosally uncpdg}stic for a Zh-minnte
creation, Teaders stould look for natrative stranctures and
amplifying detail #hich will enteortain with a particuldr view ot
the world (expression) ard wiich will account for a yiven
situation (explanation). The reader's ploblem is to Laldnce
vividness, inventiveness, and apiness aduinhst consistency provided
by a4 sSustdalned stracture and point of view,

The s Cesporses do not 3now
evidence of stolryvtelling, Thus, they either accumulite
details without a situatlon to 4nchor and unite thew, or they
add just a few descriptive details to one of the situations
providcd in the stem, ) :
Some_gvidence These responses attempt the
tasic task of storytelling They invent a situatian to account
for the bird, but the tictional demands dare rtundamentdlly
unfulfilled for one of several reasons: 1) the respanse may
Give tte pare outline of a plot, withk a beqginininyg, middle and
end, but 1little or no claiLoCatior of detairl: 2) the response
ay have no sense of a plot, put way simply rambLle on from_the
initial situation with imany detailis, vut <ith no process or
purpose to givo it point or structure: 3) the Cesponse may
begin telling a story, tut never 4et further than the
Leginning: 4) the response may relate several separate stories
without evident connection hotween them.

.
. LT

- Tow .
[T N e
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Clear _wvidence_of storyteliing., These responses cledarly show
evidence of the storyteller's owligatlon to structure a plot
and elaborate it with appropriate details. Thus they show e
rarcedly qredter sense oL coh¢rence with amplitude than 't.n
Fesponses. Uut they afe usually scmewhit flawed 1n one of tho
toliowlig ways: 1) one or another part of the basic plot may
Lo thinly or inconsistently Jdetailed; 2) the situation ray ibe
eataonlished, the plot eeveloped, but the piece may come to an
cnd without a clear or dapbhropriate closure; 2} the plot may Le
covploetely e@lalorated, but it contains technical
inconsistencies in point of view, hardling of dialogque or
managestent of narration,

coimplete story, awply as well as appropriately detailed at ell
points, anhid rully as well as consistently resolved. They
exhipit tight Control In the management of a whole fiction to
vrovide context for the status ol the birgd.

Tllegible, illiterate.

‘Misunderstands the task, vwrites on arnother topic.

I gqon't krow,




COHESION SCORING GUIDE
~»(Developed for the 1978-79 Writing Assessment)
"STORK"

W%n scoring papers for cohesion, scorers need to be attentive not
only toe the incidence of cohesive ties put alse to their
successful  ordering. Underlying and further strengthening these
ties 1is syntactic repetition, both within and across sentences.
The following example achieves cohesion by 1lexical cohesion,
conjunction, reference, and substitution, and yet these various
kinds of cohesion are both emphasized and related among themselves
by numerocus incidents of syntactic repetition. .

Yesterday afternoon while co%ing heme from schoel,
I saw this odd-looking bird. Not knowing what it was, I
stopped the car and picked it up. That was a very bad-
mistake. The poor thing was afraid of the car. While I
was driving aleong it began te Jjump around and scream.
The best thing I knew to do was to take the bird back &o
where I got it. So I did. It was perfectly contented. So
there I left it and I went on home.

When both the incidence and ordering of cohesive ties pattern the
entire piece of writing, the writer has created what we ordinarily
call cohererce.

Scoring Guide Categories:

l = Little or no evidence of cohesion. Basically, clauses
and sentences are not connected beyond pairings.

Attempts at cohesion. There is evidence of gathering
details but little or no evidence that these details are
meaningfully ordered. In other words, very little seems
lost if the details were rearranged.

Cohesion. Details are both gathered and ordered.
CTohesion 1is achieved in the ways illustrated briefly in
the definition above. Cohesion does not necessarily lead
to coherence, to the successful binding of parts so that
the sense of the whole discourse is greater than the
sense of 1its parts. In pieces of writing that are
cohesive rather than coherent, there are large sections
of details which cohere put these sections stand apart as
sections. -




Coherence. While there may be a gense of sections within
the piece of writing, the sheer number and variety of
cohesion startegies bind the details and sections into a
wholeness. This sense of wholeness can be achieved by a
saturation of syntactic.repetition throughout the piece
(see description above) and/or by c¢losure thich
retrospectively orders the entire piece and/or by general
statements which organize the whole piece.

‘Illegible. illiterate.
8 Misunderstands the task, writes on another topic.
9 = I don't know.
NOTE: Scorers should not take mechanics or transcription
errors into consideration. Also, the sgcorers should judge

only the interrelatedness of the ideas, NOT the quality of
-those ideas.

Examples of Cohesive Ties:

In general, "cohesion™ refers to the ways clauses and sentences
are related to each other and can be thought of as the gathering
and ordering of related ideas. If the parts of a discourse cohere,
-they "stick™ or are "bound" together. Cohesion is achieved by ties
of <considerable variety, and these ties can be both semantic and
" structural. Additional examples of specific kinds of cohesion ties
are identified by Halliday and Hasan in Cohesion in English.

Lexical Re-naming

The bird seemed very frightened. I ran into the house to
get some food to feed the bird.

1

Semantic Conjunction

Additive ~
Henry's bird is getting bigger by the day; in addition,
he is eating us out of hiuse and home.

N

Adversative -
I know I saw the bird taking a bath in our sprinkle:;
however, by the time I had convinced my mother, he was
gona. :

Causal - ’ ‘ _

My mother said I couldn’t keep the bird; consequently, I
gava him :to our neighbor. '




Temporal -

We decided to catch the bird. First, I told my brother
to get a box, then, we put him 1n it, Now, he is our
pet.

Pronominal Reference

Personal -

This odd-looking bird just stood and looked at me and I
could see he was tame.

Demonstrative -

When I first saw the bird, I ran. That sight would
frighten anyone.

Comparative -
Did you know there is a bird swimming around in our pool
and he is taller than me.

Pro—form Substitution

Nominal -
I tried to find the odd-looking bird everyone was
talking about but all I saw were the usual ones.

Clausal (use of go and not) -
I asked if the bird was dangerous and the policeman said
he thought not. .

Ellipsgis

Nominal -

Everyone said the bird would be there in the morning but
I stayed up to make sure [ 1.

Verbal -

This odd-looking bird gtarted jumping around in the back
seat of my car. The only thing I could do was let it go
so I did [ 1. )

‘Clausal -
I have never seen a bird as ugly as that [ 1.

Notc* While helping plan the 1978-79 writing assessment, National
Assessment consultants expressed the opinion that coherence and
cohesion deserved special consideration and that a more thorough
method of describing information about coherence was needed. In
consequence, this cohesion scoring guide was developed and used
with the "Stork™ exercise to replace the Pparagraph coherence
guidelines developed in 1973-74 and used with the "Describe
Something"” exercise.




SAMPLES

Primary Trait

Score Point 1

Score Point 2
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Cohesion

Score Point 1
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*Grape Peeler” Exercise

Sometimes people write just for the fun of it. We thought we would
give you a chance to have some fun writing.

Suppose you ordered from the Golden Fleece Mart, Ripo.._,
Wisconsin, a gold-plated -electric banana peeler advertised for
$1.98. Several days later you received a letter stating that the
supply of gold-plated electric banana peelers was temporarily
exhausted but that your order would be fil"ed as soon as they
received more gold. -You have never received the banana peeler but
every weeKk since then you have received a letter assuring you that
your order would be filled as soon as they received more gold.

Now you have received a letter from the store's manager, Mr. Jason
Jones, informing you that they were unable to obtain any
additional gold and that Iin the meantime they exhausted their
supply of banana peelers. However, they Jjust received a special
supply of vyellow paint and electric grape peelers and they are

happy to inform you that your yellow enamel-coated electric grape
peeler is on its way to you.

Write a letter to Mr. Jason Jones. Space is provided on the next
two pages.

ot

Have fun writing!




WRITING TASK: Grape Peeler

NAZP #: 0-101015-52A-3

REETQRICAL HMCDE: Expressive

OBJECTIVE: 1I. Demonstrates ability in

feelings and ideas.
' SUBOBJECTIVZ: A. Through free expression

Primary fTrait:

NAEP SCORING:
. fiction.

Secondary Trait: Elements
3 and 4 papers)
AGE:
TOTAL TIMZ IN SECONDS:

NUMBER CF LINES:

Imaginative elaboration of a

of "Having Fun"

writing to reveal personal

humorous

(Limited to

17

1040

1 21
2 - 26

P
P




i

ThAT1 SCORING GUIDE
"GrAPuY PEELLE"

Fxpressive
Imaginative elaboration of a humorous fiction.

] The crucial word at the beginning and end
of the exercise is Yfurn'", In an effort to keep writers from
taklng the broblem seriously as *®business," they are oftered
several humorous points of departure. Both kinds of beelers are
unusual--made more so Lty the additiorn of electric. Gold vs.
yellow puint adds to the story, and even the cheap price helps.
The Fleece dart and Fipoff, ¥isconsin, are further cues.

The main proile;n 1s to separate the "i1v
and "2" papers from the "3" and "4Y papers. "1" and "2" papers
take the task seriously, even though "2's" may hint at the humor
in the situwation. The "3% and "4" papers demonstrate overt
efforts at humor. The "3'sY may demmonstrate an effort to
reinforce the avsurdity or they may pick up on some of the verbal
plays and “4's" elaborate the situation by exploiting the
absurdity ard/or the verlkai plays.

Q@ = No response.

1 Seriocus _disgourse. Papers in which the writers seem to take
the instruction to write a letter as a4 test of business skill.
All such responses=--no matter how well done--do not
demonstrate an attempt at humor on any level, verbal or

situational. :

Ambiguous_discourse. Papers which are neither clearly funny
nor clearly straiqhtforward and serious. These papers do not
contain any sure cues of humor. On the other hand, there may
be suspicious amounts of extra detail, or slightly excessLve
repetition of funny details from the directive. There may
alse +e invective and abusive langduage. . But, these features
are .ot in themselves clear signs that the writer took the
tasan humorously. '
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Papers that contain plays on lanjuayge,
funny names or other verral or sitonational sywmptoms of humor
Lut which do not offer much extersion of the fictional
sitvation itself. These writers are ciearly amused and give
clear evidence of entering into the spirit of having fun but
stay fairly close to the already =2stallished absurdity,
limtirg themselves largely to linguistic byplay.

The entire resoonse or a substantial
portion of it is an extended joke or a 3series of verpbal plays.
Some ot these papers may achieve extended humor through
sustained irony, rather than explicit joking, bLut even the
ironic responses will contain cues to estaplisn a4 humorous
rather than serious intention. 21lthough "4" responses will
likely contain various kinds of word play, such as puuns, sound
effects, far-fetched metaphors, their humor wiil be found to
drow out of situational extensions of or variations ogn the
basically aosurd situvation introduced in the exercise.

illeqible, illiterate.
Misunderstands the task, WwLites on arother topic.

I don't know.
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Elewments of "daving_Fun®_ (limited to_3 and 4 _papers)

== —

—-avention: 2Papers in the elaboration_categqory contain
«lal-oration or i1nvention of a situation beyoud that presented
the exercise. The e¢laborators invent extensions of the hasic

Lesiness situation--another torm of peeler or another related
device (BTul:e pLttor, coconut Crackers). Papers 1in the
GEeation_category contain the creation of a world or 4 fantasy in
which panana peelers and grape peelers scem to exist-—a monkey
farm or a lanaad plantation, for exanple.

These papers contain efforts to produce
Lumor Ly freguent rgepetition of cumbersome phrases or key words.
xamrles i1ucliude trequent repetition of full i1ter names or
repeatel use of bardra or grape steir name with other devices or
ptuoducts (Lanana casserole, banana soup, Lanana tea, etc.).

Verpal Hit: This is defined brincipally as puns and literary
allivsions. Zxamples would we plays on “"fleece®™ and fancy literary

allusions relating Jason and the solden leece with the Argonauts.
allusions to Tarzan and Jane as well 3as plavs on frip-off" are
als=o counted. Funny sidratures should also be categorized here.

Situatioral Inventaon: (see definition apove)
Tlanoration.
vCeation.

Not present.
Tla g (cee definition alove)

Present,
Wt present.

Verbai Blt: (see definition apove)

Present.
ot oresent.




SAMPLES

Primary Trait

Score Point 1 Score Point 2
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Score Point 3 Score Point 4
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“Rec Center”’ Exercise

Some high school students have proposed converting an old house
into a recreation center where young people might drop in evenings
for talk and relaxation. Some local residents oppose the plan on
the grounds that the center would depress property values in the
neighborhood and attract undesiruble types. A public hearing has
been called. Write a brief speech that you would make supporting
or opposing the plan. Remember to take only ONE point of view.
Organize your arguments carefully and be as convincing as
possible. Space is provided below and on the next three pages.

>




WRITING TASK: HRecreation Center
NAEP #: © 0-201007-52a-3
RHETORICAL JODE: Persuasive - Social/Community

OBJECTIVE: 1I. Demcnstrates ability to write in response to a wide
range of societal demands and obligations. Ability
is. detined te include correctness 1in usage,
punctuation, spelling, and form or <convention as
avpropriate to particular writing tasks, e.q.,
manuscripts, letters.

SUBCBJECTIVE: A. Social 3. Community

NAEP SCORING: Primary fTrait: Persuasion through inventicn and
elaboration of argquments appropriate to specified
issues and limited to an audience with a mixed
pias. :

AGE: ) 17

ey =

TOTAL TIME IN SECONDS: . 998

NUMBER OF LINES: -




TeAIT SCORING GUIDT
WEECRLATION CLNTERM

Persuasive = Social/Community

Pgrsvasion through invention and elaboration of
arquwenta appropriate to specified issues and limited to an
audience with a mixed bias.

_Irait: This task Cepresents cunivovetsial
bltudtlona that prevail in any civilized sSociety-- situations
which are resolved by a deliberative response. The directive to
"be as convincing as possible" indicates the persuasive )
orientation of the task. It requires that responaents develop and
support'arquments appropriate to their position.

Support may consist of evidence and/or

.aopoalq tu qenerdl tluths, to experience, or to social and
€cot.omic valués. The support myst be consistent with the pesition
and should Le of at least moderate length to demonstrate
competence (scale point "3"y. Excellence is achieved by
dervnstrating a capacity not only to invert and support arguments
Lut also by addressing both sides of a controversial isswe. Thus,
the nost successful respondents will be able to support their case
or its own uerits as well as ansver or refute at moderate lengtb
the causes of the opposition.

-

"gggzug_ﬁgigg vateqories:

J = NOo response,
1 Some of these
papers have nort cxpllultlv or implicitly taken a position.
Cthers may contain a thesis statement or clearly imply a
pusition vut do not give Sseveral sSuppurlting reasons to develop
their argquments., Some typical score point "1" papers presenrt:

{a) Attitudes and opinions about related social issues
Wwithout 4 clear statement of position~-these include
free-tloating, uncontrolled statoments ot opinion showing
no concern for taking a stard and supporting it,

Position statements but no related support--often these
papers merely reiterate their stand in various forms.




3C0

tinued):
(c) Position statements preceded or followed Ly a@laborate
introductions. .
(d) Position statements followed by arquments and appeals :ot
connected to the crucial 1Ssues.
|’
(e} Position statenents followed 0¥ one or two undeveloped
CeadasSons.

() Position stataments bLut the paper goes oft tangentially
ir.to another realm (clarifying terms, personal gripes,
etc.) )

Lefine a_point of view and offer_minimal_defense. These

Papcrs explicitly state or strongly imply a position arnd give
one or more clusters of arquments or appeals. (A cluster is a
reason asseCted with 10 more than one or two Lits of evidence
of related appeal.) Score pPoirnt "2" papers usually consist of
a chain of priefly developed appeals in support of a position
or answering the opposition. They do not develop a line of
arqurient or link the clusters to each other. -(The unlerlying
assumption is that the lines of arquments, Ledasons of appeals ”
are appropriate to the issue.)

Pefine and defend a_poi “hese papers clearly state

" oF imply a position and present at least one substantially

developed line of arqument or two moaeratelry developed lines
of arqgument relevant to the issnes at hand. ore evidence to
support the position is presented than in "2" papers.
1 _a These

Papers present at least two moderately developed lines of -
arquiment, one which supports the position and one which
answers the possible arquments raised by the oprosition. The
lines of argquuent usualiy will pe linked as well as carefully
organized. Other %“4" papers may contain a moderate.statenent

of support with a brief: address answering each of the ma]or
opposition positions.

Illegitvle, illiterate. -

Misunderstands the task, writes on another topic.

I don't knod.




SAMPLES

Primary Trait

+ Score Point 1




{Continued)
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“Electric Blanket’' Exercise

4

Suppose that on June 4, 1978, you ordered an electric blanket that
Big Mart had advertised for $14.98., On June 15, You received a

letter stating that the supply of electric blankets was
temporarily exhausted, but that your order would be filled

shortly. You have never received the electric blanket, but every

gonth since then You have received a computerized bill for the
14.98.

Now, after three months, you have received the letter below.

BIG MART INC.
P.0. Box 29
Buffalo, New York 14240
September 10, 1978
In reply refer to
Account 64377
Dear Customer:
According to our ¢ecords your account has been unpaid
for three months. If there has been an error, please

let us know what the problem is.

We hope that within ten days we will receive $14.98,

Otherwise, we will have to refer Yyour account to our

collection service.

Very truly Yours,

Jason Jones
Accounts Manager

Pretend that You are Pat Brown and write a letter to Mr Jones
explaining why you never sent the $14.98.

93




WRITING TASKX: Electric Blanket

NAEP #: 0-202014=52A-3

EHETORICAL MODE: Explanatory - Business

CBJECTIVE: 1I. Demonstrates akility to write in response to a wide
range of societal demands and obligations. Abality
is defined to include correctness in usage,
punctuation, spelling, and form or convention as
appropriate to particular writing tasks, €eg.,
manuscripts, letters.

SUBOBJECTIVE: B. 3usiness/Vocational

NAEP SCORING: Primary Trait: Situationally routine explanation by
means of crucial detail.

Secondary Trait: Self-Expression
AGE:
TOTAL TIME IN SECOWDS:

NUMBER OF LINES:




TPAIT SCOPING GUZDZ
WILECTKLC HBLANEKET®

Fxpldnator¥ - Business

Situationally routine explanation by means of crucial

3

of Primary_Trait: 1lke directive reguires respondents to
clearly cowmrunicate the information recessary to explain the
si1tuation. Since the information 18 given, the writer needs to
recoqdniz: the pertinent details and transcribe them 1n & mdnner
that conrorms to the conventions of lLusiness letter writing. The
rdailn issue, however, is will the letter accompilsh 1ts purpose.
The tone and style of the letter are of lesser importance.,

jeneral Scorini_Rationale: The main criteria for rdating this exercise
1S the vresence amii accuracyY of the information transmitted. The
tasic task 1s daccowplished if the writer is 1dentirfied, the
situdtion is exPlained and 4 directive is given. The other
information serves to amplify the letter and 1ncredse the cdhances
that the DB1g Mart will be avle to solve the problem.

Ko Ie€3ponse.

The letter 1s 1h somme crucial sense 1ncomplete. The writer is
not identified and/or the situdtion 1s not explained and/or a
directive 1s not given.

The writer 15 i1dentified, refererce 1s made to both the
Lill/collection letter and the product, and at least implies
31q Mart should clear up the matter.

The writer 1dentifles dccount number or name and address,
refers to bill/collection letter, denies receiving product and
gives cledar direction for futurCe action. 2

The writer identiries daccount nurber, mentions date and
receipt of vill/letter, denies receiving product and gqives
clear direction for future dction. The letter also includes
other informaticon that serves to amrplify and increases the
chances that Fiqg Mart will solve the problem.

Illeqdible, 1lliterate.

Misunderstands the task, writes on another toplc.

-

I don't know.




3coring suide Catedolies (continued):

NOTF: To maximize reporting cavabllitiles Nationdl Assessment
categorized the rollowing informatiorn. “ue four trait categolles Were
derived throuqgh data analvygis.

z. Identiflcation of Hriter of Letter

no identification
name only

name and address
d4CCOUNt number

Statement of Stituation
4. FReference to BillsCollectior. Letter

1.0 mention of receipt of bill/letter

= mentions receipt of bilisletter (may or may not include
vague references to time)

mentions date and receipt of Lill/letter
ference to Product/klectric Blanket
F0es not mentior. product/eiectric olanket

mentions blanket Lut does not exXplalhn 1t wWas never
received

denies receiving product/electric bhlarnket

Lirective

1 future action suggested irappropriate (unlawful or
violent) or unclear.

2 ieaves future action up to Big Mart (please clear this
up) or Joes not propose any further action or solution
implying Big dart should clear up the matter.
gives-clear probposal for future action (send blanket,
won't pay, cancel order, gue, cancel account)




IV. Cther Helpful nformation
A, Peference to Initial crder of WBlanket

1 doesn't rerfer to initial order of planket
2 = mentions initial order (may or may not make vague
references to time)
3 states Jate and refers to oriGinal order
4 offers copy of original order
‘. ;

feference to Backorder Letter (June 15, Supply ©xhausted)

ro mention of bhackordéer letter

ment ions backorcer letter (may or may not wmake vague
references to time)

states date and refers to backorder letter

offers copy.of backorder letter

Reference to Pepeated dilling

o mention of repedated rpillindg

inentions repeated billing

states length of time or namoer of Lbills received
Jiscusses, explaihs, or mentions actions or efforts
related to trying to stop or straighter out repeated
tilling

Tr many ways the ilncidental features of this exercise arc molre
interesting than the prima.y ones. Because the ‘informwative,
perfsuasive elements are routine, it is e¢esy to see why some writers
took the opbortuliity to do mole than was really required. A nasic
division into "rhetorical" and "self-expressive'" papers can bhe made.
“ihotoricdl" papelS are those which uccept the probles as stated and
bas1cally restrict themselves to-thk€ situation. "sSelf-cxpressive"
napels devote space to revealing teelinads either Jdirectly in invective
and farcical action or indirectly in wit and other verpal cleverness.

TR
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Rhetorical, perfunctory or neutlCal

“hese are factnal, businesslike papers, which may or may not
1nclude conventional politeness. These papers present the
facts and are characterized py rlain ilanguage and the aiLsence
of overt clues of active cunciliation or hostility.

b

21 = Phetoriecal, conciliatory

Theése vapels are pleasant and understanuing. The wyriters are
tcying to maintain the goodwill of Ar. Jones and may explair

awav the error of the company or be very pleasant or even
dpologetic.

22 = Fhetorical, hostlle or strond vargaining

S5ume of these papels (ropose vidgorous hostile counter-action:
calling Retter Business Bulean, cancel daccount, call lawyer,
sue. Cther "22" paPers include rasty remarks or expressions
cf literal ander. The vrilters ar2 annoyed, irritated and
unjustly accused.

31 = Fxplessive, wltty )

Some of these napers offer vrief jests or amusing additions,
plave on lanquaqge, funny names, oL other symptoms of humor
(postscripts 1ndicating tear of freezaing). Papers including
Wit ty sarcasm or intellectualized anger, Jdepersonalized by
clever lardguage, may. also be ¢lassified in this category.

32 = Txpressive, falce and invective
in these papers the welght is on the Lostility rather than on
the practical action. Farce wiil be represented in excessive
physical acts (nunch in the nose =" acts from the Three Stooges
¢t othet clowns) and other illegal and indecent acts. The
thireats ¢ould ve taken seriously, put it would seen sgfer to
aasuine that 1t 15 anger finding expression in the comic strip
or farce. Prounably in the real world such thteats would not
e inade, Rut ii they wele, serious intent would be absent,

HOTE: 9Technically, even 8 simble statemdnt of anger should be
Classifileu as «xpressive. [lowever, unless the ander can be asscciated
with farce and itnvective, for these purposes, such papers are
categorized with the strony Largainers of "2z,"

-4 - ¥
‘ v
R
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SAMPLES

Primary Trait
Score Point 1 . Score Point 2
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. APPENDIX B
GUIDELINES FOR SYNTAX AND MECHANICS ANALYSIS

Appendix B contains outlines of the features
National Assessment hand tabulated for the T-
. unit analysis of syntax, the sentence-type analysis,

- and the mechanics analysis. It should be noted
that since National Assessment corhpmerized the -
text of all the papers involved in these, studies,
basic descriptive counts (average essay length,

average word length, etc.) were machine
tabulated. Rationales, as well as detailed defini-
tions of the outlinsd features, are contained in
Mullis and Mellon (1980). Also, the detailed
guidelines used by the scorers who accomplished
these tabulations are available from National
Assessment,




SYNTAX SCORING GUIDE OUTLINE
T-UNIT ANALYSIS
(Developed for the 1978-79 Writing Assessment)
"Stork" -- Narrative Exercise

T-unit delineation -- A T-unit is one main clause with all its
phrases and subordinating clauses. (Fragments are included
with either the Precedlng or the followlng T-unit, as
appropriate.)

Embedding

A. Nominalization

»

1. Nominal Clauses -- .clauses used as subjects, djrect
objects, subject complgments or objedks of prepositions.

2. Nominal Phrases - -- phrases used as subjects, direct
' objects, subject complements or objects of pgepositions.
. {

Mcdification

l. Adjectival

a. Relative Clauses =-- clauses that modify nouns or,

occasionally, complete sentences including clauses
of time, place and manner.

Modifying Phrases -- restrictive and non-

restrictive phrases directly followin the nouns
they modify, appositives (some "of" pgrases).

Transposed Modifying Phrases —-- non-restrictive
phrases separated from the nouns they modify,
verbal phrases, nominative absolutes, appositive
noun phrases.

Genitives ~- possessive phrases, pre-noun proper
name possessives and possessive pronouns.

Single Word Pre-noun Modifiers -- adjectives that
precede the nouns they modify.




2.

Adverbial

a. Adverbial Clauses -- clauses of reason (cause/
purpose)--because, condition--if, and concession—--

although.

b. Adverbial Phrases -- phrases of reason (cause/

-

purpose)—--condition and concession.

III. Conjoining and Connective Devices

A. Coordinate

(Since NAEP computerized the text for the essays, counts
of both intra- and inter-T-unit uses of "and" and “"or"
were machine tabulated.)

B. Semantic (other logical relationships)

1.

2.

Time naming structure -- clauses or phrases that

astablish time.

Adversative and illative

~that establish time.

-- words, clauses, or phrases

Other signposts -- words, clauses, or phrases that .

indicate an addition, a sequence, or a comparison.

103




SYNTAX (SENTENCE TYPES) AND MECHANICS
SCORING GUIDE OUTLINE
(Developed for the 1973-74-Writing Assessment)

"Stork™ -~ Narrative Exercise
"Describe” ~- Descriptive Exercise

I. Sentence Level Syntax Categories

Descripéiaﬂ of Sentence Types

1. Minor sentence (correct fragment) -- A word group
used 1n dialogue, for emphasis, or as an exclamation
that is not an independent clause.

Simple -- A sentence that contains a subject and a
verb. It may also have an object or a subject
complement. :

~

Simple with phrase -- A simple sentence that contains
a prepositional, infinitive, gerund and/or participial
phrase. Sentences containing appositives, nominative
absolutes, and verbals were also scored in this
category.

Compound -- A sentence containing two or more simple
sentences joined by something other than a comma.

Compound with phrase -- A compound sentence containing
at least one phrase in one of the independent clausges.

_Complex (and compound-complex) -- A sentence containing
at least one independent clause and one dependent
clause.

Complex (and compound-complex) with phrase --
A sentence containing at least one independent clause,
one dependent clause, and one phrase.

Sentence Level Mechanics Categories

A. Sentence Types with Punctuation Errors (sentences that do
not fall into any of the syntax categories).




Run-on Sentences

L]
a. Fused -- A sentence containing two or more

independent clauses with no punctuation or
conjunction separating them.

On and on -- A sentence consisting of four or more
independent clauses strung together with
conjunctions. \

c. Comma splice -- A sentence containing two or more
independent clauses separated by a comma instead
of a semicolon or a coordinating conjunction.

Incorrect fragments -- A word group, other than an
Independent clause, written and punctuated as a
sentence.

NOTE: The scoring of T-~unit constituent< made it possible
for some of the preceding sentence types to be derived through
data analysis for the "Stork" papers.

B. Faulty Sentence Conatructlon {These scores are in addltlon
to the sentence types.)

1. Agreement Error =-- A sentence where at least one of
i the following-is present: subject/verb do not agree,
prenoun/antecedent do not agree, noun/modifier do not
agree, subject/object pronoun misused, and/or verb
tense shifts.

.Awkward Sentences (The awkward categories are listed

in order of category precedence, since only one score
was given to a sentence.)

a. Faulty parallelism -- A parallel construction that is
semantically or structurally dysfunctional.

b. Unclear pronoun reference —- A Pronoun's antecedent
is unclear.

Illogical construction -- Faulty modification or a
dangling modifier or a functionally misarranged
or misproportioned sentence.

Other dysfunctions -- A sentence containing an
omitted or extra word and/or a split construction
that def1n1te1y detracts from readability.




Punctuation Errors —-— EverY error of commission and error
omission is scored for commas, dashes, quotation marks,
semicolons, apostrophes, and end marks. The most informal

rules of usage are used with the writer receiving the
benefit of any doubt.

Word Level Mechanics Categories

A.

Word Choice -- The writer needs a word that is different

from the one written. This category also includes attempts

at a verb, adjective, or adverb form that is nonexistent
or unacceptable.

Spelling -- In addition to a misspelling, this category

includes word division errors at the end of a line, two
words written as one, one word written as two, superfluous

plurals, and groups of distinguishable letters that do .not
mak - a legitimate word.

Capitalization —-- A word is given a capitalization error

score if the first word in a sentence is not capitalized,
if a proper noun or adjective within a sentence is not
capitalized, and if the pronoun "I"™ is not capitalized.




APPENDIX C

GROUP RESULTS, EXERCISES EVALUATED
FOR PRIMARY TRAIT AND COHESION

The tables in Appendix C, present group
differences from the national percentage, not the
actval performance of the group. Thus, if the

national percentages for a particular jtem is. for -

example, 71% and the group difference fiom the
nation is 12%, the group percentage or per-
formance level is 71 plus 12, or 83%. The ad-
vantage to presenting group data in terms of dif-
ferences 15 that such tables enable one to see
whether the relative position of a group, vis-a-vis
the nation, is changing. As before, an asterisk next
to a group difference signifies that the difference

is statistically significant; an asterisk next to ihe
percentage estimating the change for that group
signifies that the change s statistically significant.

Table C-1. **Stork’’ Exercise, Primary Trait

Table C-2. *'Stork’’ Exercise, Cohesion

Table C-3. “*Grape Peeler’’ Exercise, Primary
Trait

Table C-4. *'Rec Center’” Exercise, Primary Trait

Tabte C-5. “Electric Blanket”’ Exercise, Primary
Trait )




Southeast

Central

Noftheast

TABLE C—1. Group Differences From National Percentages, “Stork’” Exercise
Primary Trait Scores, 1969, 1974, 1979~

Year

1969
1974
1979

1969-79

1969
1974

- 1979
1969-79

1969
1974
1979
1969-79

1969
1974
1979
1969-79

1969
1974
1979
1969--79

1969
1974
1979
1969-79

Nonrateable

Inade-
quate

Some
Story-
telling

2

327

36.4

231
95"

1217
43
6.0°

-6.1

104"
0.9
1.8

12.2°

39
0.0
2.6
65"

Story-
telling

3

Full Marginal
Story- or Better
telling

4 2,384

8.0 97.2
7.8 95.8
102 98.0
21 08

0.7
1.0
0.3
0.9

0.4
04
1.2
0.8

G4
0.1

Campetent
or Better

384
64.5

74.8




TABLE C—} — Continued.

Nonrateable Inade- | Some Full Marginat
quate Story- Story- or Better

telling - telling
1 2 4 2384

Female 1969 . -0. 0.3 8.3" 1.8* 09*
. 1974 0. 0.9* 74 3y 3.1* 1.1*

1979 0. 04" 7.0* i 3.3 09*

196979 : 0.1 1.3 2. 1.5 0.0

1969 0. -1.7* 0.6*
1974 0, . -1.6* . 1.14*
1979 . 0. . 19* . . 0.38*
196979 . . 02 . 0.2

1969 . -
1974 . . 5.9*
1979

1969~79 1. 2. . . 1.9

Parental education
Not grad. high school 1969
1974
1979
1969-79
® Grad. high school 1969
1974
1979
1969—79 .

Post high school 1969
' 1974
1979

196979




TABLE C-1 — Continued.

Nonrateable Inade. Some Story- Full Marginal
quate Story- telling Story- or Better
tebling telling
1 2 3 4 2,384
Type of community# :
Disadvantaged urban 1969 . 15.0" . 48" 28

) 1974 0. : 6.7 . 2.0 05
1979 . . 5.7 ‘ 5.2* 5.9
196979 0. . 9.2 . 0.4 3.0

1969 . . 42 5, 1.1 2.2
1974 -D. . 2.1 ' -0. 1.8 -0.2
1979 L. . 10.3 -3. 697 D.4
1969-79 -1. 11 - 6.0 . -5.8 26

Advantaged urban , 1969 . -1. -12.5* 24 18
. 1974 . -2, -7.8" D. 92" 0.9

1979 . -0. 3.5 5.4 ' D.?
1969-79 A . . 2.1 . 29 -1

1969 . . 50*
1974 . . .6.3"
1979 7 "D, ) 90"
1969-79 . 2. 2. ) 40*

1969 : 0.7
1974 - 0. 0. D ‘ 06
1979 0. ‘ . 0.4
1969-79 . 0.2 - . . -, 0.2

1969 - 0. . ‘ . 1.9
1974 : ! . 38
1979 0. . : A 7.3*

1969—79 ‘ A, . 6. 54 -

*Statistically significant at the .05 level.

“sPercentages may not total due to rounding error,
#These population groups represent about one-third of the sample.




Nation {%}

Region
Southeast

West

Cent.al

Northeast

Sex
Male

TABLE C—2. Group Differences From National Percentages, “'Stork” Exercise

Year

1969
1974
1979
1969-79

1969
1974
1979
1969-79

1969
1974
1979
1969-79

1969
1974
1979
1969-79

1969
1974
- 1979
1969-79

1969
1974
1979

1969-79 .

Cohesion Scoras, 1969, 1974, 1979

Nonrateable

10
15
0.9
0.1

0.3
-0.7"
-0.1
0.6

0.8
0.2
0.1
0.8

06"
.02
-0.3
0.2

05
0.8
0.3
0.8

0.7%
0.3
05"
0.0

Inade- Attempts at

quate Cohesion
1 2

0.8 17.8

0.6 19.7

0.6 12.1

0.2 5.7

1.1 7.0*
0.3 2.1

0.0 2.7

1.1 4.3

0.1 2.2

0.0 2.1

0.4 0.0

0.5 23

0.1 0.9
0.5* 0.5

0.1 0.2

0.0 1.2

‘0.‘7' . :1\.1

0.3 ' 0.1

05" -20"
0.3 - 1.8

03 40"
0.0 4.8 /~
0.4" 41"

0.1 ©04

.

Cohe-

Sion
3

67.2
64.1
709

3.7

54
0.2
0.3
5.7

2.1

22
43

33
2.7
0.8
4.1

. v
(4] =t b

v o N

Cohesion
and Co-
herence

4

13.2
14.1
15.5

2.3

3.0
1.4
-2.8
0.2

35
3.3
2.8
-.3*

1.8
2.8*
0.9

.27

06

0.7
+4.9%
4.3

© 3.3
4.0"
50"
1.7

Competent
or Better

&4

80.4

78.2

86.4
6.0"




Female

Parental education
Not grad. high school

Grad. high school

Po;st high schdol

1969
1973
1979
1969-79

T+ 1969
- 1974
1979
1969-79
1969
1974

1979 .

1969-79

1969
1974
1979
1969-79

1969

1974
1979
1969-79

1969
1973

1979

1969-79

TABLE C-2 - Continued.

Nonrateable Inade:
quate

1

0.2

00

0.4*
© 01

04"
0.1
03"
0.1

24
0.9

0.5

0.8
0.6
0.1
0.7

0.3
0.2
0.3
0.0

1.7*

Attempts at
Cohesion

2

-36°
4.6
37"
0.2

Cohe-

sion

3

1
1.
0.
-1

Cohesion

and Co-

herenca
4

29*
KR:
45"
1.?

1.0*
1.5*




s ) TABLE C—2 — Continued,

Nonrateable Inade- Attempts at Cohe- Cohesion Competent
quate Cohesion sion and Co- or Better
herence
2 3 4

Type of community#
Disadvantaged urban 1969 . . 2.2
1974 0. -0. 9.0
1979 . . -31
1969-79 -0, . . -0.9

1969 © 0 . 2.5
1974 0. . . 717
1979 0. . . 34
196979 1. . . 0.9

* Advantaged urban 1969 . . 33
1974 . -0, 5.1

1979 . X -4.0

196979 . . ) -7.4

1969 . 0.2
1973 . . -3.8
1979 . - . . 5.1
1969-79 , 0. -1. 5.3

1969 : 1S
1974 0. 0.1 - . 1.1
1979 0. 0. 0. 03
196979 0, - . 08

1969 . 0. .0, 0. - .36
1974 . .0. 7. 2.0
1979 0. .0, A, 7.3
1969-79 . 0. 12 27

-

*Statistically signiticant at the .05 level,
"\ Percentages may not total due to rounding error.
#These population groups represent about one-third of the sample.




TABLE C—3 Group Differences From National Percentages, “Grape Peeler” Exercise
Primary Trait Sccu'es, 1974, 1979 :

Year Nonrateable Serious Ambiguous Some * Humorous Marginal
Humaor or Better -
1 2 3 4 2,384

1978 1. . A 128 5.0 79

1979 . . 8 - 1.3 32 36.2
197479 . ; . SR 0. 1.8

Region . : T,
Séutheast 1974 . 2. T : 24
’ 1979 : . . LA . 1.3 6.1
1974-79 , . -3. -3. -1, -85*

1974 : R ¢ : 3 0, 0.0
1979 - : ‘ . 0. - 5.1
197479 : ‘ . .o .81

- Central 1974 . - 5. . . 3. 4 - 2.8
. .. .1979 : - ast T 07 : 4 2.9
1974 79 ' -0. - 0. 0. -1. . 1.9

Northeast : 1973 . . 2 -3 0. 6.2°
1979 . . 2. . 0 - 28,
1974—79 0. 34 _ 0 4. 3 36

1974
1979 -
1974-79

Female © 1974
1979
1974~79

1974
1979
T 1974-79




Parental education
Not grad. high school

Grad. high school
Post high school

-
i

Type of community#
Disadvantaged urban

Rural

Advantaged urban

1974
1979
1974-79

1974
1979
197479

1974
1979
1974-79

1974
1979
1974-79

1974
1979
1974-79

1974
1979
1974-79

1974
1979
1974-79

Nonrateable

0

28
0.6

1.2
0.6
0.8

-0.56
0.0
0.5

‘0.6
0.1

34
0.2
3.3

0.5
0.1

0.7
0.4

TABLE C-3 - Continued.

Serious

1

. Ambigqgus
2

6.8
£.4"
0.4

34
3.7
03

Some
Humor
3

74"
50"
25

-4.2"

Humorous

4

34"
0.5

Marginal
or Better
2384

181"
14.7"




TABLE C-3 — Continued.

Nonrateable Sarious - Ambiguous Some I;Iumorous . Marginal
Humor or Better
2 3 2,384

1974 . : - 36 61" 19 11.6°
1979 . 0. : 2.3 3.1 2. 3.8
1974-79 1. 6. 5.9 .30 1.0 . 7.8

1974 . -1. 0.3 1.4°
1979 Q. . 04 Q.0
1974-79 8 . -0.1 -1.4°

1974 . X 1.7
1979 - XX 0.9 4.1
1974-79 -1. . -85° 5.8

“Statistically significant at the .05 level.
~sPercentages may not total due to rounding error.
| #7hese population groups represent about one-third of the sample.




TABLE C—4. Group Differences From National Percentages, *’Rec Center” Exercise
Primary Trait Scores, 1974, 1979

Year Nonrateable Not Per- Minimally’ Persua- Fully Marginal ’ Competent
suasive Persuasive sive Persua. or Better or Better
sive
1 2 3 4 2,384

Nation {%) 1974 . . 78.0

1979 . 25.2 2.7
1974-79 -0. 58" . 0. 5.3*

Region .
Southeast 1974 . , 2. -0. 6.8
1979 . . -3. i -2.7
1974-79 . -6, . -1. . 4.1

1974
1979
1974-79

1974
1979
1974-79

Northeast - 1974
1979
1974-79

1974
1979
1974-79

Female 1973

1979
1974-79




Parental education
Not grad. high school

Grad. high school

Past high school

Type of community#
Disadvantaged urban

Advantaged urban

1974
1979
1973-79

1974
1979
19734-79

1974
1979
1974-79

1974
1979
1974-79

1974
1979
1974-79

1974

1979
1974-79

1974
1979
1974-79

1974
1979

~1974-79

TABLE C-4 - Continued.

Nonrateable Not Per- Minimaily
suasive Parsuasive

1 2

2.2
0.2

Persua- Fully

sive Persua-

sive
3 4

0.2*
0.0
0.2

-1.0"

0.8"
0.3

0.0
0.2
0.2

0.0
0.5
0.0

0.4"
03.

0.0

Marginal
or Better

2,384

347
3.2
-0.2




TABLE C—4 —~ Continued.

Not Per- Minimally
suasive Persussive

1 2

1974
1979
1974-79

1974
1979
197479

1974
1979
197479

Statistically significant at the .05 Jevel.
Percentages may not total due to rounding error.

we population groups represent about one-third of the sample.



TABLE C-5. Group Differences From National Percentages, "Electric Blanket” Exercise
Primary Trait Scores, 1974, 1979

Year Nonrateable Inade- Marginal Suc- Excel- Marginal Competent
quate cassful lent or Better or Better
1 2 3 4 2,384 3&4

1974 1. N3 439 2.6 67.56 46.5
1879 . 333 44.8 1.9 65.1 46.7
1974-79 . : 2.0 2. 09 0.7 -2.4 0.2

Southeast 1974 . 0.8 , -2.8 -1.2°
1979 . 57" . 9.2
1974-79 ) 4.9 0. 6.4
1974 . . 39
1979 0. . -4, 75"
1974—79 .

Central 1974
' 1979
1974-79

Northeast 1974

1979
1974-79

1974
1979
1974-79

Fernale 1974
- 1979
1974-79

ace
White ' 1974
1979
1974-79




TABLE C-5 — Continued.

Nonrateable Inade- Marginal Marginal Compete
quate or Better or Better
+] 1 2 . 2,384 3%4

1974 1.8 16.4" . 182" 224*
1979 2.4 185" - -209° 22.7"
197479 06 . 24 2. 0. ) 2.7 02

Parental education :
Not grad, high school 1974 0.2 1mMa* 2. - 09 113"
1979 08 97" . -9, -1. 106"
]974—79 0.6 1.3 J 2. 0. 08

Grad. high school 1974 -0.2 KR | . 2. -1 2.9
: 1979 0.0 59* 3 -4.97 -1. 59~
1974-79 0.2 29 . L2 0. -3.0

Post high school . 1974 - -7.6"
1979 - 81"
1974-79 X 0.5

Type of community#
Disadvantaged urban 1974
1979
1974-79

1974
1979
1974-79

Advantaged urban 1974
1979
197479

1974
1879
1974-79




TABLE C-§ — Continued.

Nonrateable Inade- Marginal
quate
0 1 2

1974 07" 3.0"
1979 -0.7" 3.0 05
1974-79 01 0.0 0.7

Marginal
or Better
2,384

37"
3.8*
0.1

1974 ' 43

1979 0.3 -8.9" 5.9°
" 197479 1.1 1.4 1.6

1nat
86"
-2.9

*Statistically significant at the .09 level.
~ Parcentages may not rotal due to rounding error.
#These papulation groups represent about one-third of the sample.




APPENDIXD
ERROR FREQUENCIES FOR GOOD AND POOB PAPERS

1

The tables in this Appendix display error fre-
guencies for papers defined as good or poor by
their primary trait, holistic and cohesion scores (3
and 4 = good, | and 2 = poor). In addition, error
freguencies appear for males. females. blacks and
whites. Sample sizes were too small to permit
analysis of error frequencies for other reporting
groups. The column of figures -under “‘average
number’’ presents the average number of errors

AND SELECTED GROUPS \

]

3\

i
- per paper. The column under ‘‘average percent”

presents the average percentage of errors per
paper. When the error i5 a sentence level error—
for example, awkward or agreementi—the per-
centage represents the average percentage of
sentences per paper containing that error. When
the error is a word level error (for example,
spelling), the percentage represents average per-
centage of misspelled words per paper.




TA@LE D-1. Average Frequency and Changes in Averzge Frequency of Errors
in Good and Poor Narrative and Descriptive Papers, Age 17, 1969, 1979+

Narrative ("Stork")

196y . 1979 Change 1969-79
Good Papers Poor Papers Good Papers . Poor Papers Good Papers Poor Papers
PT 384 PT 152 PT 334 PT 132 PT %4 PT 142
Avg. # Avg. % Avg. # Avg. % Avg. # Avg. % Avg. ¥ Avg. % Avg. ¥ PAvg. % Avg. § Avg. %

Sentence fragments
Run-on 5enténces
Awkward sentences
Faulty Parailelism
Unclear pronoun reference
I11ogical comstructions
Other dysfunctional constructions
Capitalization errors
Misspalled words
Ward-choice errors
Sentences with agreement errors
Total punctuation errors
Comma &rrors
Endmark errors
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Descriptive {* wscribe")

1969 . 1979 Change 1969-79
Good Papers Poor Papers Good Papers Poor Papers Good Papers poor Papers
Holistic 384 Holistic 1&2 Holistic 3&3 Holistic 1&2 Holistic 334 Holistic 182
Avg. ¢ Avg. 3 Avo. # Avg. % Avg. F Avg. 3 Avg. § Avg. % Avg. £ Avg. 3 Avg. § Avg. %

Sentence fragments
Run-on Sentences
Awkward sentences
capitalization errors
Misspelled words
Word-choice errors
Sentences with agreement arrors
Total Punctuation errors

Comma errors

Endmark errors

2.2
3.3
10.8
1.5
0.4
3.4

6.2
5.6
21.2
3.5
0.8
10.1

5.7
11.1
22.9

=
(=1

-0.4 . -0.4
1.4 . 1.4
3.5+ 1.8
D.6* 0.9+
0.0 -0.2
1.g* 0.7

»
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4.5
0.6
10.8
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*Siatistioally signisicant at the 0% level.
tPigures may nor total due to rounding error.
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TABLE D-2. Average Frequency and Changes in Average Frequency of Errors in
Narrative Papers for Good and Poor Levels of Cohesion, Age 17, 1969, 1979+

1969 1979 . Change 1969-79
.Good Papers Pobr Papers Good Papers Poor Papers Good Papers. Pooyr Papers
* Cohesion 354 Cohesion 182 Cohesion 384 Cohesion 182 Cohesion 354 Cohesion 152
Avg. # Avg. % Avg. # Avg. % Avg. § Avo. % Avg. # PAvg, £ Avg. # Avg. % Avg. # Avg. %

Narrative (“Stork")

*

*

Sentence fragments
Run-on sentences
Awkward sentences
‘Fauity parallejism
Unclgar Pronoun reference
Lilogical constructions
Other d¥sfonctional constructions
Capitalization errors
wisspelled words
Word-choice errors
Sentences with agreement errors
Total punctuation errors
Comma errors
Endvark errors
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sStatistically sigificant at the .05 level.
tPigures mIy not total & to rownding error.
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TABLE D-3. Average Frequency and Average Changes in Frequency of Errors in
Narrative and Descriptive Papers for Selected Groups, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 1979+

1979 1969-79 . 1979 . 1969-79
Male Female Maie Female White Black White Black
Change Change Change Change

Narrative {"Stork”)

»*

Avg. % sentence fragments
Avg. % run-0On sentences
Ava. % awkward sentences
vg. % faulty parallelism
Avg. % unclear pronoun reference
Avg. % fllogical constructions
Avg. % other dysfunctional
constructions
Avg. # capitalization errors
Avg. % misspelled words
Avg. % word-choice errors
Avg. % sentences with agreement errors
lva. # total punctuation errors
vg. F comma errors
Avg. 7 endmark ervors
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Avg. % sentence fragments -0.5

Avg. % run-on sentences
Avg. . % .awkward sentences
Avg. # capttalization errors
Avg. % missPelled words
Avg. % word-choice errors
Avg. % sentences with agreement errors
Avg. # total punctuation grrors
Avg. J. comnd errors
Avg. # endmark errors
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APPENDIX E
BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE AND GROUP RESPONSES

»
>

Appendix E contains the Writing Background
Questionnaire as it was administered to |7-year-
olds. Questions 4, 5, 8, 9 and 10 were not
administered in 1974; however, the remaining
questions were asked in both the 19‘?4 and 1979
assessments.

Table E-1, which follows the Qquestionnaire,
shows lhq»percenlages of responses to each
question for the nation as well as the differences

between national .percentages and group

percéntages.

Table E-2 displays the differences.between na-
tional percentages and the percentages of respons-
es given by those writing poor papers (rated | and
2) and good papers (rated 3 and 4) for the
“Stork,”" 'Grape Peeler,”” “Rec .Center’’ and
“‘Flectric Blanket”’ exercises, > '

It should be noted that for both Tables E-1 and
E-2, the '“| haven't written any papers’’ responses
(I% to 2%) have been combined with the

-

" TOBACKGROUND AND ATTITUDE QUESTIONS

"“"Never'' responses. Also, summaries for
encouragement of prewriting activities, teacher
feedback and the writing process are based on
both “Usually”” ‘and “‘Sometimes’” responses.
Theref( 18, for example on Table E-1, the national
percentage of 66 shown after- ''Encouraged
prewsile notes or outlines of both™ indicates the
percentage responding  ‘‘Usually’”” or
“Sometimes’’ to either or both questions 4 and 5.
“Eithet notes/outlines”’ {ndicates the percentage
(28.3) that respond=d “‘Usually™ or ‘*Sometimes’’

to either question 4 or question 5. The percentage

responding “*Usually” or ‘‘Sometimes” to both
questions (37.7) is found on the next line. -

Table E-3 shows the national percentages of
responses (o a variety of questions about attitudes

. toward wrmng The quesnonnalre was adapted

from a questionnaire, “How 1 Fedl About
Writing,"” developed by Richard M. Bossone and -

+ Lynn Quitman Troyka, The City University of

New York. -




National Assessment Writing
Background Questionnaire, Age 17

How ma dny reports and essays have you written during the last six weeks as
_part f- any schcol assignment?

In the general English, literature or grammar classes you have taken
during the past two years, about what part of the class time was spent
on instruction in how to write reports and essays?

< None of the time
< Little of the time
< pbout one-third of .the time
< About one-half of the time
< Most of the time
In addition to the general English, iiterature or grammar classes you have
taken during the last iwo years, have you had or are you now taking any of
the following courses concerned with how to write?
Yes No I don't know.
A. Remedial writing course ‘ o O D
B. Greative writing course o O L

€. Other writing course O O . D
(If other, please spec1fy ) :

Are you encouraged to jot down ideas and make notes about the top1c of
your paper before you write 1t?

Usually Sometimes _ Never I haven't written any papers.

5. Are you encouragéd to make outltnes of your papers before you write them?

~ Usually | Sometimes 'Never ! I havern'T written any papers.

o o L e <
6. 0o you write a paper more than once before you turn it in fo your teachers?
Usua11j Sometimes Never I haven't written any bapérs.
- ) ) )
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7.

- When your papers are returned, do they have written suggestions on how to
improve your writing?

Usually Sometimes Never I haven't written any papers.
O O [ O

When your papers are returned, do your teachers discuss them with you?

Usually Sometimes - Never I haven't written any papers.

L L L (-

After your papers are returned, do you work on the paper again to improve
it?

~

Usuélly Sometimes Never 1 haven't written any papers.

Do you enjoy working on writing assignments?
Usually Sometimes Never I haven't written any papers.

[ [ L O




TABLE E-1. Responses to Background Questions, National Percentages
Differences for Groups, Age 17, 1974, 1979

Region Sex
Nation SE M F
1974 1979 1979 1974 1979 1974 1974 1979 1974

Reparts written last 6 weeks as
part any schoo?! assignment?
0

»

1
F4
3
4

5-10
More than 10

»

OoORMOOOOR
F3 B AD P R  f

Time spent English class on writing
instruction?

None

Little

1/3

172
Most

femedial writing course?
Yes

Creative writing course?
Yes

Gther additional writing course?
Yes

Total having taken additional

writing course [other than

remedial ) -
Yes -

.
Encouraged joi ideas and make'noiles
before write?

Usually

Sometimes

Never

Encouraged make outlines before
write?

Usually

Sometimes

Never

Encouraged prewrite ,otes or outlines
or both

Helther notes/outlines

Either notes/outlines

Both notes/outlines

Statistically significant at the .05 level.

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




TABLE E-1 ~- Continued

* Parental Education Type of Community
HGH GHS PHS [+ 1] R Al
1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979
1. Reports written last 6 weeks as
part of any school assignment?
0 1+ 7.0* 1.1 2.6% =3.0* -4.2% 5.3+ 2.6 -0.3 1.8 -2.1 -6.9*
1 0.9 1.5 1.9+ Le¢ =1.7% -1.2+ 0.7 ~-1.6 1.8 4.6 2.0 -1.7
2 2.4 1.0 . 0.7 0.8 =1.1 -p.5 -0.5 -0.1 0.6 1.4 -1.5 -7
3 -0.1 -1.6 0.0 -0.7 0.2 1.0 -0.9 1.1 -0.8 0.4 -0.9 2.2
4 . -0.1 =2.0 -0.6 -0.9 0.6 1.3+ 0.1 -0.8 -0.8 -1.9 -0.1 1.1
$-10 -5.3* 6.2+ =2.5% =3.2* 4.4* 4.0+, -3.0 -2.6 =2.2 -4.8 5.2 1.7~
More than 10 =1.5 =1.7* -0.6 =0.6 1.1+ 0.8+ -0.9 0.4 1.3 -1.6" 1.6 0.7
2. Time spent English class on writing
instruction?
None . 0.4 2.0* 0.2 0.4 =0.6 =1.1* 1.0 0.4 -0.8 " 1.1 -0.8 2.2
LTitie 3 -3.0 0.2 0.9 -p.4 0.8 0.4 5.7+ 2.1 1.3 -0.3 -1.2 2.4
143 -0.9 -39 -0.1 0.2 0.9 1.4 2.7 =3.9 0.3 2.1 1.7 2.6
1/2 1.9 Lo =0.3 0.4 0.4 -0.5 2.7 28 0.2 -1.5 1.2 a7
Most 1.7 1.5 -0.6 -0.7 -0.5 =0.3 4.4 2.4 0.6 -0.5 -1.1 0.1
3. A. Remedial writing course?
Yes -0.3 0.7 0.2 -0.2 0.2 -0.2 0.6 0.8 -0.2 -1.6 0.4 1.0
. B. Creative writing course?
Yes -4.2* 2.4 “2.1* -2.5* 3.2« 2.3+ -2.1 1.1 -0.7 -5.3 1.6 1.0

C. Other additional writing course?
‘Yes -5,5% -5.8* =2.4* =2.6% 4.1* 3.3+ -2.3 -1.8 =1.8  -7.1* 6.1* 4.6

Total havind taken additional
writing course (other than
remedial)

Yes =5.9% -2.6 2.1 -1.7 3.9« 1.9* -2.9 2.2 2.0 -4.4 5.3 2.0

4, Encouraged jot ideas and make notes
before write?

Usually ==  =11.6* -- -3.6% - 6.1* - 7.4 - -4,2 -- 12.6*

Sonetimes -- 7.7 - 2,7 - =3.B* - 4.7 - 4.1 - =B, 1

Never -- 2.B* -- 1.0 -- 1.9+ - 0.8 - 0.9 -- 2.9

5. Encouraged make outlines before
write?

Usualiy - =11.2¢ -- -3.5+ -- 5.8% - -6,8*% - =3.3 - 11.6*

Somet imes ) ) -- 4.3 - 1.7 - =2.0* - 2.1 - 2.2 - -4.7

Never ’ -- 4.9* - 1.7 - -3.0* - 2.3 - 1.2 - -5.0*

Encouraged prewrite notes or outlines .

ar both -- =1l.4* - 2.9 - BT - 7. - -3.5 - 1.7
Neither notes/outlines - 10.4* -- 3.0* == =53 -- 6.8* -- 4.1 == =10.3*
E{ther notes/outlines -- 0.0 - 1.2 - -0.6 : -- 1.2 - 0.5 - =0.7
Both notes/outlines - -11.4* -- -4.2* -- 6.3* -- -6.5% - -4.0 -- 12,4*

‘Statistically significant at the .05 lepel.

N .
Aruitos poviisa oy ic . B




TABLE E-1 -- Continued

Grade
n
1974 1979

Reports written last 6 weeks as
Pl;t any school assignment?

N\ﬂw“:ﬂu—"u
r
SOwooNMoDo

1

2

3

4

5-10

More than 10

L]

QDDQDQP
(= T =1 S YT

1

Ll A N S =]
¥ 3
DQDDOD:“

OHQQOOE\?
Lr-F Y- T Y

Time spent English class on writing
instruction?

None

Little

/3

1/2

Most

Remedial writing course?
ves

Creative writing course?
Yes

Other additional writing course?
Yes

Total having taken additional
writing course {other than
remedial }

yes

Encouraged jot ideas and make notes
before write?

Usually

Sometimes

Never

Encouraged make outlines before
write?

Usually

Some times

Never

Encouragded Prewrite notes or outlines
or both

Neither notes/outlines

Either notes/outlines

Both notesfoutlines

Ctatiatisaglly Sianifleant at the 05 lewe],

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




TABLE E-1 -~ Continued

Region Sex

Hation SE L] o L] N
1972 1979 1974 1979 1979 1974 1979

Draft/rewrite before turp in? .
Usually . . . . . . . . . . -9.8*
Sometimes . . . . . . . . . . 6.7+
Hever . . . . . . . . . . kN b
Teacher su99estions an paper?
Usually

Sometimes
Never

Teacher discuss papers?
Usually
Sometimes
Hever

Teacher feedback suggestions,
discussions or both
Heither suggest/discuss
Efther sudgest/discuss
Both sudgest/discuss

Improve returned papers?
Usually
Sometimes
Hever

L
N bt
EEPE

[ ]

Enjoy working on writing?
Usually P
Sometimes
Hever

23%

Summary process: prewrite, draft, feedback,
improve

None

At least 1

At least 2

At least 3

All 4

Number of respondents 34,211

AStatistically afgnificant at the .95 lewel.




TABLE E-1 -- Continued

L}

Parental Education Type of Commumity
NGH GHS PHS R
1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1979 1974 1979

Draft/rewrite before turn in? .
Usually 0= -9.8% . 5w 5.9+ 5.5+
Somet imes . 6.4+ . A -4,5* -3.5
Never . 3.4* . .2 -l.4* -1.9*

Teacher suggestions on paper?
Usually 7 -1L.1* . . . 4.7
Sometimes . . . . . -2.4*
' Lver . . . . . -2.3*

Teacher discuss papers?
Usually
Sometimes
Never

Teacher feedback suggestions,
discussions or both
Neither suggest/discuss
Either suggest/discuss
Both sugeest/discuss

Improve returned papers?
Usually
Sometimes
Never

Enjoy working on writing?
Usually
Sometimes
Never

Sunmary process: prewrite. draft. feedback.
1mprove

None

At least )

At least 2

At least 3

All 4

*Statigtionlly signifiean: at the 08 icvel.

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC N




TABLE E-1 ~- Continued

Race
W B
1974 1979 1974 1979

Draftfrewrite before turn in?
Usuaily 2.3* 2.0 «18.3* -13.1*
Sometimes «1.9*  .1,2% 11.4*  10.4*
Rever -0.5+ -0.3 3.0% 2.7

Teacher sugjestions on Paper?
Usually . 1.7~
Sometimes . -0.9*
Hever . -0.8*

Teacher discuss papers?
Uswaliy
Sometimes
Hever

Teacher feedback suggestions,
discussions or both
Reither suggest/discuss
Eirher suggest/discuss
Soth suggest/discuss

Improve returned papers?
Usuatly
Sometimes
Never

Enioy working an writing?
Uswaliy
Sometimes
Never

Swmmary process: prewrite, draft, feedback,
improve

None

At least 1

At least 2

At least 3

All 4

*Starivtically almiyicant 1% the (05 tevel,

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

10
1974 1979

-14.4* -12.8%
9.6* 7.3*
4.8* 5.5%

.5"

kD

1974

Grade

1

1979




TABLE E-2. Responses to Background Questions, Differences for Poor and Good
Writers, Age 17, 1974, 1979~

Nation "Stork" -- Primary Trait "Stork" -- vohesion
Change Narrative Narrative
1974 1979 1974-79 Poor Good Poor Good Poor Good Poor Good Poor Good Poor  Good
Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers PapPers Papers Papers Papers Papers PaPers Papers
PT 142 PT 3431 PT 142 PT 344 Change Change Coh. 142 Coh. 344 Coh. 182 Coh. 344 Chanle Change
1974 1974 1979 1979 1974-79 1974-79 1974 1974 1979 1979 1972-79 1974-79

Reports written last 6
weeks as part any school
assignment?

None

1

2-4

5-10
More than O

Time spent English class
on writing instruction?
None - little
173
1/2 - mast

Remedial writing
course?

Yes
. Not yes

Additional writing
course {other than
remedial)

Yes

Not yes

Encouraged Prewrite: notes
or gutlines or both

Yes

Not yes

Braft/rewrite before turn
in?

Usually

Sometimes

Never

Teacher suggestions on
paper?

Usually

Sometimes

Never

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




TABLE E-2 -~ Comtinued

Ration "Stork" -- Primary Trait “Stork" -- Cohesion
Change Narrative . Harrative
1974 1979 1974-79 Poor Good Poor Good Poor Good Foor Good Poor Good Poor Good
Papers Papert Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers fapers Papers Papers Papers
PT 182 PT 334 PT 182 PT 334 Change' Change Coh, 182 Coh. 384 Coh, 132 Coh, 344 Change Change
1974 1974 1979 1979 1974-79 1974-79 1974 1974 1979 1979 1974-79 1974-79

Teacher discuss papers?
Usually
Sometimes
Never

Teacher feedback -- at
least suggest or discuss
Yes .
Not Yes 42.1 7.2*

Improve returmed papers?
Usvally 13.4 1.3 -0
Sometimes 46,2 -1.8 2.
Never ; 40.3 -0.8 -0,

Number of resPbndentst 34,211 26,651 ‘ 2.281 2,748 2,281

*Statigtisally eignifieant at the .05 level.

tPercentagos for the rution, preaented to provide context, are baged on ihe entire number of respondents participatimg in the 1974 and 1979 wrtting gesesa-
ments, FPercentayes for crevoipes are based on the pample responding to eaech task.
nPercentages my not total due t. rounding error.

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




TABLE E-2 -- Continued

"Grape Peeler”
Expression-Humorous

"Rec Lenter”
Persuasion

Good Poar Good Poor Good Good Poor Good Poor Good
Papers Papers papers Papérs Papers Papers  Papers Papers Papers Papers
PT 384 PT 182 PT 384 Change Change PT 384 PT 182 PT 384 Change Change

1974 1979 1979 1974-79  1974-79 1974 1979 1979 1974-79  1974-79

Reports written tast &
weeks as part any School
assignment?

None

1

2-4

5-10 B
More than 10

Time spent English class
on writing instruction?
None - Jittle
143
1/2 - most

A. Remedial writing
course?
© Yes
Not yes

Additional writing
course (other rhan
remedial)

Yes

Kot yes

Encouraged Prewrite: notes
ar gutlines or both

Yes

Kot yes

Oraft/rewrite before turn
in?

Uswally

Sometimes

Rever

Teacher sug9estions on
paper?

AJsuaily

sometimes

Rever

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




.

8, Teacher discuss papers?
Usually
Sometimes
Never

Teacher feedback -- at
least suggest or discuss
Yes
Mot yes

9, Improve returned papers?
Usually
Some times
Hever

Nusber of respondentst

*Statietically aignificant at the .05 lepel.

tPercentages for the natiom, ereaented to Provide acntest, are based on the entire
Peregntages for ezerciecs ave bgsed on the sample re#ponding te each task.

menta.

Goad
Papers
PT 34

1974

2,283

“Pereentagea may not total due to rounding error.

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

TABLE E~2 -~ Continued

“Grape Peeler®
Expresston-Humorous
Poor d Poor
rs Papers
PT 182 Change
1979 1974-79

Good
Papers
Change
1974-79

24765 2,308

ber af resp

*Rec Center®
persuasion
Poor  Good  Poor
Papers Papers’ Papers
PT 182 PT 384 Chinge
1979 1979 1974-79

-1
1.6%
2.2

Good
Papers
Change
1974-79

dente participating in the 1974 and 197§ writing assess.




E-2 == Cont:irmed

“Electric Blanket"
Explanation-8usiness Letter
Poor Good Poor Good Poor Bood
Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers  Papers
PT 182 PT 38 PT 152 PT 384 Change  Chamge
. 1974 1974 1979 1979 1974-79  1974-79

Reports written last 6
weeks as part any school
assignment?

None

1

2-4

$=10

More than 10

Time spent English class
on writing instruction?
?gge = 1ittle '

1/2 - must

Remedial writing

course? i
Yes LA )
Mot yes

Additional writing
course (other than
remedial}
Yes
NOL yes

Encouraged prewrite: notes
or outlines or both

Yes

Rot yes

Draft/r;write pbefope turn
in?

Usual 1y

Sometimes

Never

Teacher suggestions on
paper?

Usually

Sumetines

Never

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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TABLE E-2 -- Comtinued

“Electric Blanket*
ExPlanation-Business Letter
Good 5o Poor Good
4 Papers
hange  Change
1974 1979 1974-79  1974-79

Teacher discuss papers?
Usuaily
Sometimes -
Never-

Teacher feedback -- at
least suggest or diseuss
" Yes

Hot yes

9, Improve returned papers?
Usually
Sometines .
*Neyer

Wunber of respondentst 2,276 2,781

*Statietically significant at the .05 Iovel.

tPercentages for the natiom, preasnted to provide covtezt, wv baged on the antire mamber of

respondenty participating in the 1974 and 1978 writing desesements. Percentages for gneroisse
ed on the sample responding to eack taak.

Parcentages may not total due to rounding erpor,




TABLE E-3. National Percentages of Responses to Attitude
: Questions About Writing, Age 17, 1979v

On thisand on the next page are statementsabout writing. Therearenoright

or wrong answers to these statements. Pleaseindicate how much youagreeor .
disagree with each statement by filling in the oval under the appropriate
response. While some of the statements may seem repetitious, take your time

and try to be as honest as possible.

Strongly " Strongly
Agree  Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree .

down my ideas. N/ \ /
58.5 19.6

Ia!‘n_no good at 6.1 « L 35-7\ - /14.8
writing. | 50. 5

"Expressing ideas
through writing
seems to be a
waste of time.

People seem to
enjoy what I
write.

I expect to do
poorly in
composition
classes before
I take them.

I look forward
to writing down
my ideas.




Strongly ‘ Strongly
Agree Agree Uncertain -Disagree Disagree

I write for other ' 22.6
reasons besides '
school,

When T handina
composition, 1
know I'm going
to do poorly.

"1 enjoy writing.

1 am afraid of
writing essays
when I know they
will be evaluated.

I feel confident
in my ability to
clearly express
my ideas in
writing.

. . 43.0 . 22.5
- L. . Iavoid writing. X : \ /

65.6

VPercentages may not add to 1°% due to nonresponse. Also, percentages for
strongly agree and agree or a aree and strongly disagree may not add to
total agreement or disagreemenc .ue to rounding. '

Percentage of Respondents Giving a Positive Response
to 12 Attitude Questions

At least 1 95.7% At least 7

At least 2 89.8 At least 8

At least 3 81.4 At Jeast 9

At least 4 74.4 ‘ - At least 10
At least 5 67.4 ' At least 11
At least 6 £9.6 All 12
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