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INTRODUCT ION

The "Excellence in Education" movement has brought zbout a
pendulum swing that has returned the emphasis in pub11c schools
to teach1ng basic skills: Reading, Writing and Arithmetic. State
Department of Pub11c Instruct1on personne] 1n North Caro]1na have

The North Carolina Annual Writing Assessment is the instrument that
will be considered in this study.

Writing assessments or tests are not new phenomena. The Eduéa
f1nna] Test1ng Service deve]oped wr1t1ng tests dur1ng the 1930 s

the 1960's in various forms: Wr1t1ng tests during the 60's analyze
correct letter formation (i.e.,; the students ab111ty to write a par.
graph us1ng "standard1zed" cui'sive writing) and elements of a good
paragraph (1ntroduct1on, body, summary and conciusibh). Little
attention was directed to the content of a passage. The reliabilit,
and va11d1ty of writing tests were un1mpress1ve The 1980's brough:
about renewad 1nterest in writing assessment due in part to advance:
in the ability to ob3ect1fy writing assessment and, in large measure
due to advances in statistical procedures and computer technology
which facilitated improved scorab111ty, re11ab111ty and validity
data.

The North Carelina Writina Assessment uses a modification of
the ho]1st1c approach to assess wr1t1ng called the "focused holistic
method. The focused holistic method emphasizes the readers general
impression of a composition's quality using a set of prescribed
Eémpps?tion character1st1cs and a set of poss1b1e scores that cou]d

North Carolina have been 1imited to two domains: Grade 6, Deser1pti
and Clarification and Grade 9, Point-of-View and Persuasive.




THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem: The purpose of this study was to determine
the predictive re]at1onsh1p between reading and language achievement
test scores and North Carolina Wr1t1ng Assessment scores. This study
1nvo]ved a sample of over 1,000 students at each grade (6 and 9) who
were administered both the Annual Writing Assessment and the California
Achievement Test in 1984 and 1985: bata for the approximately 4,000

students were randomly seléected for inclusion in this study. Table 1
indicates the number of students involved in this study at each grade

level.

Importance of the Problem
This research was 1mportant in that it:

1. Estabtlished the correlation between the
annual writing assessment and an object1ve
test of language and reading administered to
North Carclina students.

2. Provided data on the predictive ability of
objective indicators and the North Carolina
Wr1f1ng Assessment.

North Carelina Wr1t1ng Assessment measures and
the implications of writing assessment in North Carolina.
Additionally, this research is important in that it uses a randomly
selected data base of students from across North Carolina to examine
a_topic that has not been widely studied. The results of this study

shou]d be cons1dered in conduct1ng 1arger sca]e 1nvest1gat1ons before

students,
Information gathered and presented in this study can be used in

educational planning and can assist wr1t1ng assessment developers in

1mprov1ng wr1t1ng tests. Finally, the results of this study will

prov1de us with a frame of reference on which to anchor our understand1ng

of the assessment of writing to standardized measures of achievement.
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ic Study

1. To determine the correlations between achievemernt on
reading and 1anguage tests and scores on the North
tarnlina Hr1t1ng Assessment.

2. To determine the predictive relatibﬁSﬁib between
reading and language tests and scores on the North
€arolina Writing Assessment.

Delimitations of the Study

Originally, the assessment of writing in North Carolina was
designed to measure writing samples of 6th and 9th grade students.
Recently, the grade level at which assessment should occur in Ethe
North €arolina Annuai le>t1ng Program was changed from 9th grade to
8th grade. Therefore, the implications of the data generated in this
stuay for grade 9 might not be generalizable to grade 8 students
taking the same writing samples or objective tests.

Also; student data were randomly selected using telephone
humbers ihitiéiiy to mateﬁ Ub 6th aﬁd gfﬁ §réae §Eu&eﬁfé Who took
Test Therefore, this study might not be representat1ve of students
from 1mpover1shed env1ronments where teuephones do not ex1s+ or where

naire could vary from one test administration to another.
F1na]1y, this study dves not endeavor to make a statement about
soc1o—eeonom1c factors, race, matur1ty, b1as or gender d1fferences

those factors as pred1ctors of ach1evement Thus, th1s 1nvest1gat1or

LITERATURE REVIEW

The relationship between objective measures of achievement in
reading {nd language with evaluations of student writing has been
extensively cited in the Titerature prior to the 1970's (e.g.; Godshalk,
Swineford and Coffman; 1966). The Godshalk, et. al. monograph (1966)
analyzed decades of research relative to uvhe nature of writing assessment
apd objective predictors of writing performance: Among their findings
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measures of writing and measures of verba] ab111ty (see Huddleston,
]954) and that student essays contributed un1que1y to the pred1ct1on
of freshman Eng11sh grades (above and beyond the contribution of
objective and semi-objective cngl1sh compos1t1on guestions) (Pearson,
1955) Aulls (1975} found that a positive relatiéﬁ§ﬁi6 existed
betwa2en evaluations of student writing samples and objective measures
of reading comprehens1on Bertrand (1983) learned that student

wr1t1ng s=mp1es corre]ated Wftb both fﬁe Total Read1ng ahd Tot51

Eng]1sh based on essay or reading test scures and that the reading
test was the best predictor o~ English grades.
PROCEDURE
The North Carolina Writing Assessment was administered to 6tk
and 9th grade students in a field test during January 1984. The
second administration of the North Caroline Wr1t1ng Assessment occurred
in December 1984 Feur wr1t1ng doma1ns ur compos1t1on sty]es have been

Point-. f-View and Persuas1ve compos1ng domains have been approved for

test davelonment at Grade 9 Descr1pt1on and c]ar1f1cat1on compos1ng

,,,,,

grade students.

Data were collected from the January and December; 1984 writing
assessmants and the March 1984 and April 1985 administratisns of the
California Achievement Test; Levels 16-C and 18=C for inclusion in
this study. The data was collected using a stratified random approach
from one thousand students across the state at each grade level during

the uanuary and December administrations of the wr1t1ng test. In essence,

Q 6




the data for 2,000 ninth graders was collected (1,000 in January
and 1,600 in December) as was the data for 2,000 sixth grade students.
Data collected included race; sex; objective test scores on the
CAT for Language Exprescion, Language Mechanics, Language Total,
Reaa1ng 'ocabulary. Reading Comprehension and Read1ng Total and com-
posing domain scores on the North Carolina Annual Wr1t1hg Assessment.
The data were ana]yzed ts1ng the Stepwise Multiple Regression Maximum
Improvement component !MAXR) of the Statistical Ana]ys1s Systems (SAS)
computer program The outstanding feature of MAXR is that the model
of best fit is generated so that the best one variable, two variable
models, etc. (the models with the greatest prediction) are selected
by the computer. MAXR also produeed an intercorrelation matrix
1e]d1ng information on the re]at1onsh1p of all variables in the models.
The criterien for this study was the composing domain score on
the North Carolina Annual Writing Assessment. The predictors were
objective measures of Language and Reading from the CAT. The alpha

level for this study was set at .O05.




RESULTS

This section reports on the statistical relationship between
the criterion (the compos1ng demain score from the Annual Writing
Assessmen® at grades 6 and 9) and the predictors (CAT Read1ng Total,
Language Tota] Reading Vocabu]ary, Reading Comprehens1on, kLanguage
Mechanics and Language Expression) during 1984 and 1985. Tables 1
and 2 vield data on the number «f students tested and the average
scores of students on the CAT sSubtests and the Annual Writing Assess-
ment by sex:

Correlation coeff1c1ents are provided for students involved in
the study by gender during 1984 and 1985 (Tab]es 3, 4, 5 and 6).
Tables 7 and 8 1Tist the multiple correlation coeff1c1ents between
wr1t1ng assessment scores and the CAT subtests. Tables 9 and 10
summarize the regression analyses fer Grades 6 and 9. Tables 11
and 12 lists the writing domain scores for each grade level and their
corresponding mean CAT scale scores.




TABLE 1

immary of Déétribtive Data for Ninth Grade Students Involved in the Writing Study

B

Read Total | Read Voc

Read Comp

14

(Lang Total

Lang Exp | Lang Mech

Unit

Total #

11e

-

593

586

598

~

608 |

135

59

Myl e

59

p——

587

599

633

1,7

85

Read Totai

Read Ve

Read Comp

Lang Total

Lang Mech

Unit

1e

T

584

596

668

615

2.2

male

586

507

638

643

2.4

't Coded

583

575

612

601




TABLE 2

Sumnary of Descriptive Data for Sixth Grade Students Involved in the Writing Study

1984 Read Total| Read Voc | Read Comp | Lang Tota] Leiig Exp | Lanig Mech| Write Total

Male 515 509 | 528 552 | 549 561 | 2.2 1 508

Female 526 16| g | e 565 | 586 | 2.5 | 540

1985 Read Total | Read Voc | Read Comp | Lang Total | Lang Exp | Lang Mech| Write Total

Mate | 510 | 5w | 523 AT L O AU B
Femaie | 523 1|87 | an 60| 588 | 20 | 5

Not Coded | 519 518 | s | 578 567 581 | 2.2 10

1,069




TABLE 3

——

Sutinary of Cotrelation Coefficients for Ninth Grade Femiles Involved in the Writing Study

| READV_ READC  READT  LANGE  EANBM  LANGT.  WRITE

READY!
LANGH

LANGT
WRITE

82 94 J6 667 Y
96 7 64 77 39

.80 67 81 41

70 95 38

.88 33

.39

;

FADV  READC  READT  LANGE  LANGM  [ANGT  WRITE

80 B 2 60 .2 a5
.96 75 6] 75 18

77 63 849

0 LI I T

88 .36

. A7

T —

ERICT3




TARLE 4
Summary of Correlation Coefficients for Ninth Grade Males Involved in the Writing Study

READV  READT  READT  LANGE  LANGM  LANGT  IRITE

READY| . 8] 97T .66 .79 03
REAGC ; 6 .77 .66 .79 40
READT : .81 .69 .82 44
LANGE . .69 . 95 43
LANGH . .88 138
LANGT . .45
WRITE | o,
I (1984) .

READV  READC  READT  LANGE  LANGM  LANGT  WRITE
READY . .80 Y .60 72 25
READC . 9% 75 . 61 75 48
READT . 77 .63 .78 49
LANGE . .69 .95 49
LANGM . .88 .36
LANGT : 47
WRITE _




Summary of Correlation Coefficients for Sixth Grade Females Involved in the Writing Stuc

READV

READT  LANGE

TABLE 5

LANGT

WRITE

.75 .92 .74

.95 .75
.79

.60
.58

.63
.63

.75
.76
;80
.94
.84

.47
.50
.52
.45
.45
.49

READY

READC ~ READT  LANGE

LANGT

WRITE

READV
READC
READT
LANGE
LANGH
LANGT
WRITE

.75 .91 .69
.95 .75
.76

.56
.57
.60
. 68

.69
.73
.76
.95

.86

.37
.43
.43
.43
.34

.43

(1985)

farwh,
opl



TABLE 6
Summary of Correlation Coefficients for Sixth Grade Males Involved in the Writisg Study

__ READV_ READC  READT  LANGE  LANGM__ LANGT _  WRITE

READV . .78 .92 .75 .62 .76 .48
READC . .95 .77 .64 .78 .46
REABT . .81 .66 .82 .50
LANGE . .66 .94 .48
LANGM . .87 .41
LANGT . .49
WRITE R
_ _ (1®4) -

READV. .~ READC  READT  LANGE  LANGM  LANGT _ WRITE

READV . .80 .93 .72 .60 72 .45
READC . .96 .75 . 61 .75 .48
READT . .77 .63 .78 49
LANGE : .69 .95 .49
LANGM ; .88 .36

EANGT ; .47
WRITE , -




Multiple Correlation Coefficients Between Writing Achievement and EAT Subtests: Ninth Grade

CAT Su bteSts

MULTIPLE R

RZ _ _ S.E.M.

LANGT .51 .1809(384 -00044
LANGT + READV .533 .20174873 00045
LANGT + READV + READC :536 .20233472 .00040
(1984)

CAT Subtests MULTIPLE R R SEM
READT .46 :28219692 .00044
READT + LANGT 492 .30145242 . 00053
READT + LANGT + LANGM .49 30349930 -00064

(1985)



TABLE 8

_ CAT Subtests MULT IPLE R Re S.E.M.
READT .43 .25923960 . 0005
READT + LANGT .449] .28473682 . 0006
READT ¥ LANGT + LANGM 498 - 28755586 .0007

(1984)

CAT Subtests MULTIPLER R” __S.oM.
LANGE .53 .21619573 .00054
LANGE + READC .549 .24294860 . 00055
LANGE + READC + READV .550 .24460809 ~.00046

(1985)




RESEAKCH QUESTION 7: What is the correlation between achieve: ent
on the EAT Reading and Language subtest scores
on the North Carolina Writing Assessment?

Using the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) Correlation Procedure,
the six subtests of the CAT were analyzed. Intercorrelatisns among
the CAT subscales and the criterion appear in Tables 3, 4. 5 and 6.
Multiple correlation coefficients and standard errors of measurement
2re presented in Tables 7 and 8. The R's ranged from .51 to .54 at
the 9th grade level in 1984. The R's ranged from .46 to .49 at the
5th grade level in 1985. At the 6th grade levels, R's in 1984 range
from .43 to .45 and from .53 to .55 in 1985.




RESEARCH QUESTION 2: What is the relationship between scores on
the CAT subtests and achievement in writing?

Bescr1pt1ve statistics, intercorrelations and mu]t1p]e correlation
coefficients between the variables are provided in Tables 1-8: At

the ninth grade level; 20% of the variances in writing scores was
accounted for by scores on the CAT Reading Vocabulary and Language
Total subtests in 1984. In 1985, the CAT Read1ng Total and Language
Total subtests accounted for 30% of the variance in wr1t1ng assessment
scores. The F values were found to be significant for ninth grade

students in 1984 and 1985.

(F = 131.42, p <.0001)
(198%)

(F = 240.58, p<.0001)
(1985)

A summary of the regress1on analysis appears in Table 9 for nintt
grade students. The regression equations are:

Y = -0.87 + 0.002 (READV) + 0.002 (LANGT)  (1984)
Y + =1.08 + 0.003 (READT) + 0.002 (LANGT) (1985 )

At the sixth grade Tevel, 28% of the variance in writing assessment
scores was accounted for by scores on the CAT Read1ng Total and Language
Total subtests in 1984. In 1985, the CAT Language Expression and
Reading Comprehension subtests accounted for 24% of the variance in
writing scores. The F values were found to be significant for sixth
grade students in 1984 and 1985.

(F = 211.38, p 2.0001)
(1984)

(F = 171.05; p<.0001)
(1985)




A summary of the regression analycis for sixth grade appears in Table
10. The regression equations are:
-1.00 + 0.003 (READT) + 0.003 (LANGT) (1984)

Y = 1,17 + 9.003 (RZADC) + 0.003 (LANGT) (1985)

<
1]

The results of this study are discussed in the next section.

aF5)
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TABLE 9

Summary of Regression Analyses for Ninth Grade

Source Sum of Squares

Mear Sguare i

Regression 96.52

Residual 381.88

48.26 131.42%*
0.37

* p2.000]

 Source _Sum of Squares

Mean Square - _ F

Regression 193.02
Residual 447.28

9651 940.58%
0.40

* p<.0001

o9
L




TABLE 10

Summary of Regression Analyses for Sixth Grade

Source

_ Sum of Squares

Msan Squdre

. F

Regression
Residual

160.05
402.05

80.03
0.38

211 38*

— Source. - .. .

Sum of Squares

Mean Square

F_

Regression
Residiual

141.33
440:.40

70.66
0.41

171.05%

* p<.0001

o0

Yo'y




TABLE 11

TWITIN

CSCORE_ | w

READY

READC

REABT | LAgw

;
3.5
3

~3.
(&2 |

o

1.5

N
18
45
76
25
202
439

674
653
650
640
604
584
552

675
658
e
5t
621
597

679
664
{52
852
615
592

560

670
8
667
673
an
626
590

864
634

592
59
544
521

688
664
634
Bl 8
585
550
530

683
653
529
605
577
54
524

701
i8¢
662
60
619
581
566

509
670
645
620
508
he7
543

686
556
531
607
571
i

4

L

oe



TABLE 12
Uriting Damain Scores and Corresponding Mean CAT Scale Sepres for Sixth Grade

£ READY READC | READT LAKGH LANGE. LANGT

f——n

! 77 55 504 544 628 623 638
3.5 58 553 586 572 625 611 627

3 240 542 565 553 596 583 591
2,5 151 524 553 537 587 575 579
2 109 197 517 503 563 542 518
1.5 72 490 508 493 546 534 535
'i 98 455 474 156 517 188 49

] 17 579 602 595 al; 625 34
15| 3 567 593 679 620 6t n
3 164 536 364 550 | s 602
25 | 150 531 555 541 593 583 591
) 359 506 527 513 579 556 565
1.5 13 o4 1) 97 560 531 547

] 207 472 488 473 547 507 516




DISCUSSION

Thé resuits 6% thés ihVéstigafiah bFéViaé ug wafﬁ g’hé interésting

of writing achievement. The regression equations are the same for the
descriptive wr1t1ng prompt administered to sixth grade students in
1984 and the point-of-view wr1t1ng prompt administered to ninth grade
students in 1985 (see Research Question 2 in the Resilts section of
this Stuay)f The Fé§u1t§ 6? tﬁé wiitiﬁé aséeéément in 198& were more

domain score of 2 or lower). The reverse took place in 1985 with
ninth grade students performing better on the point-of-view profipt
thar d1d S1xth grade ctudents on the ETéFi?iéétiéh prompt Both

difficult composing domains assessed at their respeet1ve grades in

the North Carolina Annual Writing Assessment program. Tables 11 and

12 highlights students' writing scores and their average performance

on the CAT subtests in 1984 and 1985. Of particular note is the fact
that for students in our sample of ninth graders, the averace student

in our sample that received a writing score of 2.5 received higher CAT
subtést scores {n ééaaihg édﬁb?éﬁéﬁéiéﬁ* Laﬁguagé; Mééhéhicé, Language

of 3.0 (TéB1é 11). In all cases, the data indicated that a bimodel
distribution exists when you compare writing scores with the sample of
students se]ected fer th1s study (Tab1es 11 and 12) Further, it appears

p01nts on the writing assessment at grades 6 and 9 in our study that
the prediction equation is the same. The data provide preliminary
support for the notion that the best predictors of scores on the
annual writing assessment using the CAT test are the Reading Total
and Language Total subtests. At the ninth grade level, 30% of the

o)
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Reading Total and Language Total scores for studeants in the sample.

At the sixth grade level. 28% of the variance in writing scores could
be accounted for by Reading Total and Language Total scores. This
notion needs to be investigated further. The MAXR statistical pro-
cedure yielded F values that were significant at the .0001 level at
both grades in 1984 and 1985 in terms of the predictors of writing
achievement. The years in which the predictors reflected a combination
of variables other than Reading Total and Language Total scores (e:g:;
9th graders in 1984 and 6th graders in 1985), the amount of variance
accounted for Was 7 % at the ninth grade level and 24% at the sixth
grade Tevel.

The range of intercorrelations with writing assessment scores
ranged from .33 (1984 Language Mechanics) for 9th grade females to
.49 for 9th grade males and females on Language Total and Language
Expression subtests (1985). For sixth graders; the intercorrelations
ranged from .37 in 1985 for females on Reading Vocabulary to :52
for females on Reading Total in 1984.

In concluding; one should ook at their study as providing
additional information relative to the relationship of the North
testing program,; the California Achievement Test. The low to moderate
correlations between the writing assessment and the CAT provide support
for the need of a separate measure of writing. The data also indicate
that the predictors of writing performance using a standardized
achievement measure may vary depending on the difficulty of the composing
domain assessed; student preparation and the resulting distrilution
of scores. Recommended is a replication of this study using data from
the 1986 testing program on a larger sample of students so that patterns
could be further studied. The fact that local school personnel are
becoming more comfortable with teaching writing and preparing their
students to take the writing assessment as well as the development of
better prompts should yield data that will enable a stable prediction

pattern to be found.:
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