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FOREWORD

When the U.S. Office of Education was
chartered in 1867,,one 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 coitrse

j

. - r

ix

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 the 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 Baia have been collected,
scored and analyzed, the National 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 to
determine whether the performance level of
Americans has increased, remained stable or
decreased, 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

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 effective-
ness alone. In addition. two of the five essays were
exhaustively analyzed in terms of ayntax and
mechanics, and students were asked a number of
questions about their writing habits and attitudes.
Exhibit 14- displays national changes for all of the
writing tasks. Details of the assessments. of
holistic, primary trait and cohesion scoring, and
of syntax and mechanics 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 17-year-olds between 1969 and
1979. However, it did suggest a slight decline
in quality.

Rhetorical skill (measured by primary trait
evaluation) on a narrative task ("Stork") de-
clined between 1969 and 1974. but rose
considerably from 1974 to 1979. In 1979,
three-fourths of the 17-year-olds wrote
'competent narratives.

Rhetorical skill on a humorous narrative task
assessed in 1974 and 1979 ("Grape Peel ft")
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 task
("Rec Center") declined between 1974 and
1979. Proportions writing minimally

;

0.

r-,

-I

acceptable papers dropped from 789/8 to 739/8,
and those writing successful papers declined
from 2107o 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 a id 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.

C. The disadvantaged-urban group, while still
performing below national levels, improved
with each assessment.

1

Proportions of mechanical errors in the
papers changed little over the decade. Punctu-
ation problems, misspellings and awkward
sentences continued to plague the majority of
students, but there was no substantial increase
or decline in these problems between 1969 and
1979.

13 ..



Writers seem to be divided into two camps: a
majority who display a general grasp of
written conventions and a minority of 10 to
25% who display massive problems with
written language.

Writers who performed well on the assess-
ment appeared to have had more writing
assignments in school. However. 57% of the
17-year-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 classesfar fewer than these data

EXHIBIT 1-1. National Percentages of
Good* Papers, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 1979
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70

60
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40

20 4.
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0

Holistic
Evaluation

suggest need intensive instruction.

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

Very few students-7%said they were
routinely engaged in all of the following ac-
tivities: prewriting, creating multiple drafts,
receiving written and oral comments about
their writing from their teachers, and working
to improve. their papers after they are re-
turned.

Primary Trait Evaluation ' Cohesion
Evaivation

(Descriptive) (Narrative) (Expressive- (Persuasive) (:!=tion-

'Electric"Describe" "Stork' "Grape "Hoe
Peeler* ' Centet"

HumorOuS) Business
Letter)

.'Percentages shown for Holistic, Primaty Trait rnd Cohesion EvaivatiOns are for papers rated

0 1969

II 1974
1979

2

, 14

Percentages
Coherent

Paragraphs

*Stork' 'Describe'

(Narrative) (Descriptive)

3 and 4 on a four-point scale.
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CHAPTER 2

BACKGROUND

A. Overview

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 assessilebis. per-
mitting analysis of changes in student writing at
three points during the 1969-79 decade. Other
writing tasks were included in the last 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 I7-year-olds, the
assessments can reveal whether the writing skills
of that age group are changing and in what
respects. The assessment was not administered 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.

3

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 band on an
analysis. of all 2,000-2,700 responses to a
particular exercise, and some are based upon
national subsamples of 365-722 papersa number
sufficiently large to permit generalizations about
an entire age group, but not large enough to
permit statements about special subpopulations
such as rural youngsters of a particular age. To's'
obtain the representative subsamples of des-
criptive and narrative papers, scientific probabil-
ity subsamples were drawn from the total National
Assessment samples. Small percentages (190 -53/4)
of these subsamples were nonrateable papers that
were excluded from the analysis. The sample sizes
used for analyses in this volume appearin Table 2-
1, below, and in parentheses (e.g., n =365) on
each table in the text.

Although National Assessment included outof-school 17-
year -olds in the 1969 and 1974 assessments, resources did not
permit dots collection front this group in- 1979. Since this
report is coicerned with changes over tin4, results are only
Presented for 17-Year-olds attending school for each assess-
ment.' 44
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TABLE 2. Sample Sizes for Results Presented
in ThisVolume

Essay Analysis No. in Sample
1969 1974 1979

"Describe" Holistic scoring 365 417 538
(description) Paragraph coherence 365 417 538

Syntax and mechanics 365 417 538

"Stork" Primary trait scoring 2,073 2,281 2,748
(narration) Cohesion 2,073 2,281 2,748

Syntax and Mechanics 594 596 722

"Grape Peeler"
(expression
humorous)

Primary trait scoring 2,283 2,765

"Rec Center"
(persuasion)

Primary trait scoring 2.308 2,784

"Electric Primary trait scoring 2,276 2,781
Blanket"
(explanat ion-
business letter)

Background
questions

34,211 26,651

Whenever analysis is based upon full samples of
2,000-2,700, we can report results for a number of
population groups defined by sex, race, region of
the country, parental education, type of commun-

e

ity and grade in school. These are defined in Table
2-2. The national subsamples of "Stork" permit
reporting for only sex and race; the subsample of
"Describe," only sex.

4
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TABLE 2.2. Definitions of Subgroups

Sex Results are presented for males and females.

Race 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.

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

Parental Results are presented for three levels of parental education: (1)
education those whose parents did not graduate from high school, (2) those

who have at least oneparent who graduated from high school
and (3) those who have at least one parent who has had some
post high school education.

Type of Three extreme community types of special interest are defined
community by an occupational profile of the area served by a school, s 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. Students in this group attend schools in areas with a popu-
lation under 10,000 and where many of the residents are farmers
or farm workert.

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

Grade in Results are presented for 17-yearolds in grades 10 (13%). 11
school (75%) and 12 (11%).

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

N = Nation
M = Males
F = Females
B = Blacks
W = Whites
SE = Southeast
NE = Northeast
C = Central
W = West
NGH = Parents did not graduate high school
GHS = At least one parent graduated high

school
PHS = At least one parent with post high

school education
AU = Advantaged urban (high metro)
DU = Disadvantaged urban (low metro)
R - = Rural
10 .. = 10th grade
11 =11th grade
12 = ath grade

C. The Writing Exercises, Scoring
Approaches Rid

Descriptive Analytes

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 Third Assessment
of Writing: 108-79 Writing Released Exercise Set
(1980).

The writing exercises were created by exper-
ienced writing educators. Then they were field
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tested, refined and reviewed catefuily before being
used. 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
strategies 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 relics
upon a single kind of writing.

Several types of scoring and analysis went' into
the citation 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 should
consult the handbook and exercise set cited abo'e,
as well as Mullis (1980), Mullis and Mellon (1980),
Erciwtr0-979), which also cite additional refer-
ences. For each procedure. raters scdred 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 holistically 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 relative to the other papers they
have read. Their primary task ;s to rank order the
papers from best to worst, not to identify errors or
to specify writing problems.

Results for the holistic scoring reported in this
volume involved several steps. First the table
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leadersall of whom were experienced holistic
readerssurveyed 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-hair 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
comfortable with the guidelines (see Appendix A),
they scored papers for an hour, after which they
discussed snore 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 to 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 spelled out in the scoring guide
instead of rating each paper in terms of the ,tntire
pool of papers. Thus, whereas a holistic scoring
aims to distribute a pool of papers over a "bell
shaped curvei" 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.

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
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specific information about 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 assignment, scoring guide
and sample papers. if the assignment 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 communication, 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, level "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 9707e for the
sets of papers included in this report.

Some PTS exercises require readers to look for
secondary aspects of the papers as well. For
instance, the primary focus of the "Electric
Blanket" exercise is upon ability to explain a
situation clearly enough 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 l) 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 PIS, with periodic
checks for consistency and reliability. Also, as
with the PTS evaluations, each paper was rated by
at least two readers. The percent of agreement was
93% to 94% for each of the three sets of papers.

Syntax and Mechanics

In addition to being rated for quality, the
"Stork" and "Describe" papers were also
analyzed in wins of their syntactic and "mech-
anical" features. Syntax refers to the ways in
which words are put together to form phrases,
clauses and sentences. Mechanics refers to the
ways in which writers handle basic conventions of
writing such 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 attendant modifying words,
phrases and dependent clauses) and examining the
ways in which writers em bed information in I"-
units and join T-units together. A mechanics
analysis involves classifying the kinds of errors
writers make in sentence use, punctuation,
spelling, and so forth.

Both kinds of analysis were done by experienced
English teachers thoroughly trained in grammar,
usage and linguistics. After the papers had been
coded by two 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 to
produce the results presented in this report.

Outlines listing the syntactic *features analyzed
in this report appear in Appendix B. More
complete information is also available in Mullis
and Mellon (1980);
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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
percentage of good responses between assessments
are used to indicate trends in achievement for an
age level or a subpopulation of interest.

Tables presenting primary trait results 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 people who
did not respond to the exercise. wrote on an
altogether different topic or wrote so illegibly their
pap's could not be scored. Holistic scoring in-
formation is presented in terms of percentages of
papers at each score point and average
performance each assessment year.

For the descriptive information about syntax
and mecuanics, data are presented to illustrate the
range of perforniances as well as the average per-
formance_ Syntax and mechanics tables present
means, rut.dians, quartiles and the top deciles. The
mean, of course, is au average across all the
papers. Quartiles present a more accurate picture
of the entire distribution by providing information
about the bottom one-fourth of the papers (Q11),
the center point (median) and the three-fouiths
point (Q3). The top deck (90010) tells us about

, the top 10% of the distribution. "Bottom" and
"top" do not refer to quality judgments; rather
they refer to the least of whatever is being counted
(e.g., words per sentence) and the most. Thus. Q I
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 paperssomething that averages
tend to 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 to the qualification that a certain amount
of measurement and nonmeasurement error
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creeps into even the best estimates. Thus. for
example. the figure 20% is really nolo plus or
minus a certain (usually small) margin of error.

National Assessment computes standard errors
that estimate the sampling error and other random
error associated with the assessment of a specific
item. NAEP has adhered to the standard
convention whereby 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 figure was 20% and
if the standard error of the female percentage was
.5 points, 220/o would be "significantly" (in the
statistical sense) different from 20%, 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 tcrmed a statistically significant difference.

Group differences and change differences are

...
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asterisked in this report if they are statistically
significant in the sense just described. If, in the
appendix tables, a group difference from the
national pe :entage is asterisked, it represents a
statistic.I!y significant difference. I f it is not
asterisked, we are less confident that the two
numbers differ. The same applies to any change
percentage: an asterisk indicates statistically
significant change, and no asterisk indicates that
there may not be a difference between the figures.
It is important, however, to distinguish statistical
significance from educational significance. A
difference of 3 or 4 points between group and
national performance might be statistically
significant but too small to merit serious educa-
tional concern. One 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 pattern 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 17YEAR-OLDS

A. How Good Are the Papers?

Five pieces written by 17-year-olds were scored
for quality. One of thema descriptive essay
was scored holistically, along lines explained in
Chapter 2. Holistic scoring involves training a
group of teachers to read a large sample of essays
and order them, in terms of their general quality,
from worst to 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, form 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 all the
scorers so that monitors can check reliability.

Responses to the other four writing tasks were
scored for their rhetorical effectiveness (the degree
to which they 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 addresi 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 'to keep in mind is that holistic

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

1. Holistic Judgment of a Descriptive
Exercise, 1969, 1974, 1979

The National Assessment did not conduct three
separate holistic 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 to 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 describe something they know
aboutsome familiar place or thingIn such a
way that it could be recrojr.:=1 by someone who
read the description.

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

9
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TABLE 3.1. Percentages of Descriptive Papers at Each
Holistic Score Point, Age11, 1969, 1974, 1979t

Year Holistic Score
1 2 3 4 3 & 4 Mean

1969 (n = 365) 12.1% 40.3% 31.8% 15.9% 47.7% 2.54
1974 (n = 417) 14.9 38.8 32.6 13.7 46.3 2.52
1979(n = 538) 11.9 46.5 28.8 12.8 41.6 2.43
Change

1969-74 2.8 .1.5 0.8 -2.2 .1.4 -0.02
1974-79 -3.0 7.7 -3.8 .0.9 -4.7 -0.09
1969-79 -0.2 6.2 .3.0 .3.1 -6.1 -0.11

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. Tr begin with,.
over the last 10 years 6% of the papers seem to
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 1969 papers (see NAEP Report 05-W-01,
Writing Mechanics, 1969-74); but in 1979,; when
the new papers were added to the pool, they
apparently caused a redefinition of the readers'
concept of "poor." The 1979 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 lE 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.
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2. Judgments of Rhetorical Skill

Rhetorical skills are critical to effective writing.
A job application letter, for instance, may be
beautifully composed and error free but
ineffective 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 different

.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 task because the tasks were
administered to separate national samples of
students.

a. Expressive Writing

In addition to the descriptive essay, 17-year-olds
were also asked to write a fictional narrative and a
humorous letter, both of which were considered
"expressive" tasks-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 it. (See Appendix A
for the complete assignments.)

The students were given 25 minutes in which to
write. In effect. they created first-draft, not
polished or edited, narratives.

r.





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 = No evidence of storytelling.- These res-
ponses either accumulate details without a
situation to anchor and unite them, or
they add just a few descriptive details to
one of the situations provided in the in-
structions.

2 = Some evidence of storytelling. 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 only 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.

4 = Structured and complete storytelling.
These responses tell a complete story,
amply as well as appropriately detailed at
all points, and fully as well as consistent-
ly resolved.

Examples of papers in each category appear in
Appendix A.

Note 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.

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

TABLE 3-2. Percentages of 17.yearO1ds at Each
Primary Trait Score Level, "Stork" Exercise;1969,1974,1979t

Year
Non-
rate-
able

0

lnade- Some
quate . Story

tell-
ing

1 2

Score Point
Story- Full
tell- Story.
ing tell-

ing
3 4

Margin.
al or

Better

2,384

Compe-
tent or
Better

384.
1969 (n = 2,073) 1.0% 1.8% 32.7% 56.5% 8.0% 97.2% 64.5%
1974 (n = 2,281) 1.5 2.7 36.4 51.5 7.8 95.8 59.4
1979 (n =2,748) 0.9 1.1 23.1 64.7 10.2 98.0 74.8
Change

1969-74 0.5 0.9 3.7 -5.0' -0.2 -1.4 -5.2'
1974t79 -0.6 -1.6* -13.3' 13.1' 2.3 2.2 15.4**
1969-79 . -0.1 -0.7 -9.5' 8.1 2.1 0.8 10.3,"

*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
tPercentages may not total due to rounding error.
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Group differences appear in Appendix C, Table
C-1, while group results 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 to have happened over the decade. How-
ever, if one examines the percentages at each score
point, it is clear that there was cAnsiderable
movement out of category 2 into category 3 be-
tween the second and third assessments.

Second, females continue to write better than
males, as a group, and the difference between
them (on levels 3 and 4 combined) has stayed
constant over the decadeabout 17-20 points.

Third, while the nation declined between 1969
and 1974, blacks did not. The difference between
the cblacks 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 combint.1) from
the national level from 18 to 12 points. Sixteen
percent more wrote competent papers in 1979 than
did so adecade earlier.

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

Sixth, students from the Southeastern stales
improved from assessment to 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 to . rform.*That it would be danerous to

generalize too freely from such a task is amply
demonstrated by the results of the other expressive
task, in response to which there were far fewer
successful papers.

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

1 = Serious discourse. These are papers in
which the writers seem to take the instruc-
tion to write a letter as a test of business
skill. All such responsesno matter how
well donedo not demonstrate an at-
tempt at humor on any level, verbal or
situational.

2 = 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 directive.

3 = Humor in passing. These are papers that
contain plays on language, funny 'names
or other verbal or situational symptoms
of humor but that 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.

4 = Humorous 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 achieve extended
humor through sustained irony, and
many will contain various kinds of word
play, such as puns, sound effects or far-
fetched metaphors.

This writing task calls for some obvious qual-
ifiers, of course. People have different senses of
humor, and some undoubtedly would not find the
situation rtieularl funn or worth tr in t. b.:
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EXHIBIT 3- 2. Group Changes in Percentages of "Stork" Papers" Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17;1969 to 1974 and 1974 to 1979

Revlon Sex Race

1969 1974 1979 1969 1974 1979 1969 1974 1979

NE 68.2% 61.7% 80.4% F 73.8% 67.9% 82.8% W 67.3% 62.0% 77.1%
W 74.6 60.7 71.9 M 53.9 50.5 66.1. B 39.7 40.9 58.9
C 60.2 59.5 78.1 N 64.i 59.4 74.8' N 64.5 59.4 74.8

SE 51.8 54.1 69.1
N 64.5 59.4 74.8 9
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EXHIBIT 3-2 (Continued). Group Changes in Perceriiages of "Stork" Papers Rated 3 and 4,

Primary Trait, Age 17, 1969 to 1974 and 1974 to 1979

Parental Education

PHS

1.- N
r

GHS

55

50

45

40

35

3,

I

NCH

NGH

1969 1974 1479

PHS 72.8% 66.4% 80.9%
GHS 61.3 58.4 72.1
NCH 53.1 44.8 61.5

N 64.5 59.4 74.8

Grade Type of Community"

10

1969 1974

12 71.1% 70.1%
11 67.5 61.4
10 .43.1 41.7
N '64.5 59.4

These population groups represent about one-third of the sample.
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1979 1969 1974 1979

80.5% AU 78.8% 68.1% 79.0%
77.0 R 58.1 57.0 64.9
57.6 DU 46.7 53.1 63.2
74.8 N 64.5 59.4 74.8
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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

Region Sex

ipl 47..................1___"._:1:1

"'---.4---4---

Race
W

W

N-1-.,__:=---.. N
- - ...4.-" B

1969 1974 1979 1969 1974 1979 1969 1974 1979

NI 98.6% 96.0% 98.4% P 98.1% 96.9% 98.9% W 98.2% 96.8% 98.4%
W 96.8 96.2 96.8 M 96.2 94.6 96.9 B 91.4 90.2 95.9
C 96.8 95.8 98.6 N 97.2 95.8 98.0 N 97.2 95.8 98.0

SE 96.6 94.8 98.2
N 97.2 95.8 98.0

r. ;-)
.. V. ., 0

-100%

-.- 95

- - 90

-- 85

-- 80

- - 75

-1.- 70
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-- 55
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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

100 Parental Education
PBS PHS

N,CHS 12

CRS NCH 11

NCH
10

90

85

80

75

70

65

60

55

ti

50

45

40

01
1969 1974 1979

PHS 98.6% 97.2% 98.8% 12
OHS 96.6 95.9 97.9 11
NOM 96.2 93.0 96.2 10

N 97.2 95.8 98.0 N

nrado
12

11

10

Typo of Community°
AU

N -s-.

DU,

AU -100

N

- 95

DU

-- 90

85

1969 1974 1979 1969 1974 1979

97.6% 96.9% 99.2% AU 99.0% 96.7% 98.7%
97.9 97.0 98.2 R 95.0 95.6 98.4
94.1 88.9 96.7 DU 94.4 96.2 92.1
97.2 95.8 98.0 N 97.2 95.8 98.0

'Those population groups represent about onetbird of the sample.
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funny about. Humor involves some risk, as
everyone who hai told a joke at which no one
laughs knows. Some students may find it hard to
be funny during an assessment or hard to believe
that the assessors really want humor.

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

Year

difficoh kind to do well, probably because it
requires both a particular attitude and an arsenal
of rather sophisticated weapons such as irony,
hyperbole and general verbal dexterity. The comic
writer has such control over language that she/he
can play with it. We would not expect, therefore,
that a great many 17-year-olds would do well on
this task.

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

TABLE 3.3. Percentage of 17Year-Olds at Each
Primary Trait Score Level, "Grape_Peeler" Exercise

1974, 1979t

Score Point
Non- Serious Ambig Some Humor- Marginal

rateable uous Humor OW or Better
Comps-
tent or
Better

1 2 3 4 2,3&4 3&4

1974 (n = 2,283) 1.2% 60.8% 20.1 % 12.8% 5.0% 37.9% 17.9%
1979 (n = 2,765) 1.2 62.6 20.6 11.3 4.2 36.2 15.6
Change

1974-79 0.0 1.8 0.5 -1.5 -0.8 -1.8 -2.3

tPercentages may not total due to rounding error.

Almost two-thirds of the teenagers' papers
received the lowest score, undoubtedly for all of
the reasons mentioned above and more. And the
proportion has not changed appreciably since
1974.

Table C-3 in Appendix C presents the
differences between group results and national
results. and Exhibits 3-4 and 3-5 display group
results. The data suggest that Southeastern
students did not do as well recently as they did in
1974 (contrary to their performance on the stork
exercise). In the 1974 assessment, 40c, of them
received scores of 2, 3 or 4, but in 1979, the
percentage dropped to 30%.

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

The disadvantaged-urban students, as a group,
" '

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

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

A second general strategy was to employ verbal
witallusions, puns or bizarre signatures. About
half the humorous papers contained some
witticism or other.

A thi d seldom used, a. oach was to use



EXHIBIT 3-4. Group Changes in Percentages of "Grape Peeler" Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

Region Sex
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451-

40 -1-

35

30

25-1-

204- SE

------ N F
2:-= NE

- N
N -----

-
15-E

10+

s4.

Race

NE

SE

1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979

NE 13.7% 15.2% F 16.5% 15.5% W 19.7% 17.0%
W 17.8 17.7 14 19.2 15.6 13 6.6 7.2
C 21.6 17.7 N 17.9 15.6 N 17.9 15.6
SE 18.7 11.2
N 17.9 15.6
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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

6041r Parental Education Grade Type of Community# 60%

55

50 --
50

45
45

40

35
35

30
-30

25
AU 25

PHS

11 12
20 - PHS

20
N

GHS

..4.. .
N

............ . .. . N
12 . .-...... . li

15 --
15

10 NGH
.__________NGH 10 10 10OU

DU

5

0

I

1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979

PHS 23.9% 19.3% 12 16.9% 20.8% AU 24.8% 17.3%

cns 13.6 32.2 11 39.0 16.0 R 10.4 14.6

NGN 9.7 = 11.2 10 9.8 9.5 DU 11.0 12.6

N 17.9 15.6 N 17.9 15.6 N 17.9 15.6

These population groups represent 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 Sex

1974 1979 1974 1979

NE 31.7% 33.5% F 34.0% 35.6%
w 37.9 41.3 N 41.9 36.7
C 42.7 39.0 N 37.9 36.2

SE 40.4 30.1

N 37.9 36.2

34

Race --70%

..65

60

55

50

45

W -.40
W

N 4' -----
------ - .4. N 35

....30

25

. .
.20

.45

10

.i.c,
1974 1979

W 40.7% 38.6%
B 19.9 21.4
N 37.9 36.2



70% --

65

60

55

50

45 --

40 --

35

30 --

25 -'-

20 --

15 '6

10

o 4-

EXHIBIT 3-5 (Continued). Group Changes in Percentages of "Grape Peeler" Papers Rated 2, 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

PHS

N

GHS

NGH

Parental. Education

PHS

"41 ............. .4w14

GHS

NGH

Grade Type of Community° 70%

10

10

DU

1974 1979 1974 1979

PHS 45.0% 41.3% 12 44.6% .40.4% AU
GHS 35.2 32.3 11 39.4 36.2 R

UGH 26.4 28.1 10 26.3 32.4 DU

N 37.9 36.2 N 37.9 36.2 N

'These population groups represent about one-third of the sample.
;

1974 1979

45.5%
-40.5
24.7
37.9

K.

37.2%
36.7
29,0
36.2

DU
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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 at 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 to be responsive to their audiences and
to use a host of strategies to present ideas and
influence readers' views. Needless to say, good
persuasive writing is often expressive, as well;
humorous writingparticularly satirecan be
vet), persuasive. So the skills required for
expressive and persuasive writing often overlap
each other and also overlap skills involved in
explanatory discourse.

lo the 1974 and 1979 assessments, 17-year-olds
were asked to 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 talk and relaxation. Some lo-
cal residents oppose the plan on the grounds
that the center would depress property val-
ues in the neighborhood and attract 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 only ONE point of view.
Organize your arguments carefully and be
as convincing as possible. Space is provid-
ed below and on the next three pages.

There are many means by which the writers
might attempt it sway this audience. They could
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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 objectionsin 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 rAplicitly
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.

2 = Define a point of view and offer minimal
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.

3 = 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.

4 = Systematically define and defend a point
of view. These papers present at least two
moderately developed lines of argument,
one which supports the position and on
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:

30



Year

TABLE 3.4. Percentages of 17YearOlds at Each
Primary Trait Score Level, "Roc Center" Exercise

19:4,19791*

Score Point
Non- Not Mini- Persua Fully
rate- Permit- malty sive Persua
able sive Persua sive

sive

Margin-
al or

Better

Comp.-
tent or
Better

0 1. 2 3 4 2,3 &4 3&4

1974 (n = 2,308) 2.7% 19.3% 56.6% 20.4% 1.0% 78.0% 21.4%
1979 (n = 2,784) 2.1 25.2 57.5 14.5 0.6 72.7 15.2
Change

197479 0.5 5.8' 0.9 -5.9* -0.3 -5.3' -6.2'

'Statistically significant at the .05 level.
tPerCentages may not iota/ 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 in seven the second time. It is still true
that, if marginally competent papers (those rated
2) are included, almost threefourths of the
students performed the task at some level. But the
jump from marginal to solid or better papers is a
big one. Outstanding papers, according to the
criteria used, were virtually nonexistent.

As usual, some groups fared better than others
(Appendix C, Table C-4, and Exhibits 3.6 and 3-
7). Females and students from homes with a post-
high-school educated parent turned in more 3 and
4 papers. As they did in the previous exercises,
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 out of stock and had subsequently re-
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3

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 0.-- ?aid not yet
sent the money because they he . -ma 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 effectivemay 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
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EXHIBIT 3-6. Group Changes in Percentages of "Rec Center" Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

Region

w
NE
N
C

SE

1974 1979

NE 23.4% 16.7%
W 20.5 17.0
C 21.6 14.6

SE 19.0 11.7
N 21.4 15.2

Sex Race

1974 1979

F 28.2%'
M 14.4
N 21.4

20.3%
8.9

15.2

36

B

B

1974 1979

w 23.0% 16.7%
B 8.1 5.9
N 21.4 15.2
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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

Parental Education

PHS

10

5

0".
1974

PHS 26.3%
GHS 18.3
NGH 14.9
N 21.4

GHS

NGH

Grade Typq of Community'

10

10

R
N q.

AU

DU

T7"
65

.4.60

..45

35

30

AU

--15 -

R 10
DU

19 79 1974 1979 1974 1979
20.0% 12 25.0% 21.1% AU 19.9% 22.0%
11.1 11 23.5 16.5 R 22.5 10.6
9.5 10 7.4 3.3 DU 15.6 9.6

15.2 N 21.4 15.2 N 21.4 15.2

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 to 1979



EXHIBIT3 -7 (Continued). Group Changes in Percentages of "Rec Center" Papers.Rated 2, 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

9041r Parental Education

0
00

75

70

65 ..

60

.55

SO

45
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35 --

S.
o.L

PHS

N

NON

GHS

HS

Grade

10

10

Type of Community'

AU

N

DU

lo

DU

1974 1979 1974 1979 1974

PHS 83.0% 79.2% 12 82.6% 79.6% AU 81.7% 78.4%
OHS 74.0 69.8 11 81.6 76.4 82.1 70.0
NGH 75.8 62.1 10 58.9 50.2. DU ..66.0 59.1

N 78.0 72.7 N 78.0 72.7 N' 78.0 72.7

these population groups represent about one-third of the sample.
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one or more crucial respects. The situation is not
fully explained, the writer is not identified or a

Year

directive is not given.

Table 3-5 displays the results:

TABLE 3.5. Percentages of I7-Year-Olds at Each
Primary Trait Score Level, "Electric Blanket"

Exercise, 1974, 1979 t

Score Point. ,
Non-
rat,
able

0

Made-
quate

1

Mar-
ginal

2

Suc-
case-

ful
3

Excel-
lent

4

Margin-
al or

Better
2,3 & 4

Comp-
tent or
Better
384

1974 (n = 2,276) 1.2% 31.3% 21.0% 43.9% 2.6% 67.5% 46.5%
1979 In = 2,781) 1.5 33.3 18.4 44.8 . 1.9 65.1 46.7
Change

1974.1979 0.4 2.0 -2.6* 0.9 -0.7 .2.4 0.2
em"

'Statistically significant at the .05 level.
Vercentages may not total due to rounding error.

Very few teenagers wrote ideal letters, which is
not surprising under the circumstances. Slightly
-fewer than half wrote successful letters, however,
and if one adds in the marginal letters, the

4.4

proportion rises to two-thirds. There was no
appreciable change in these proportions between
assessments. Table 3-6 provides more detail on the
19791.:. , Ts.

TABLE 3-5. Percentages of I7-Year-Olds Providing
Various Kinds of Information in "Electric Blanket'

Exercise, 1979

Gave name only
Gave name and address
Gave account number
Mentioned receipt of bill
Mentioned date of bill
Denied receiving blanket
Left future action to Bib Mart
Clearly proposed filture 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
Mentionedsrepeated billing
Stated number of bills received
Mentioned efforts to stop repeated billing

68.0%
3.9

14.7
66.2

8.4

24.9
69.4
32.6
34.4
0.3

22.0
36.8
3.4

12.9
27.2
0.4 4

31
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These figures suggest that there were two major
weak spots. First, the more specific information
dates and account numberswas missing in most
of the letters. And second, very few teenagers
thought to offer copies of important documents.
This was, of course, an assessment exercise, not a
real world situation. But these weak spots suggest
that it might be wise to alert teenagers to the
special importance of details and copies in
businesi letters such as this oae.

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

Exhibits 3-8 and 3-9 display group results, while
Table C-5 in Appendix C presents the group
differences at all score levels. Several points stand
out. First, although there was no apparent
national decline between assessments (on 3 4nd 4
combined), 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 increased from 604 in 1974
to 14% in 1979. On 2, 3 and 4 combined, their
advantage rose from 114:70 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 overall (holistic)
and rhetorical (PTS) quality, some of the papers
written by 17-year-olds have been exhaustively
examined in an effort to create a detailed picture
of the kind of writing NAEP collects. Some of the
cohesion. 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 nature of this kind of writing, the
complex interrelationships 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^ cal cohesion. conjunc-
tion, reference. substitution and ellipsisare
illustrated in Appendix A.

In addition to using these devices, a writer 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 to recognize all these apprr,,t.:bes and then
asked to categorize the "Stork" papersthe same
ones scored for primary traitusing the following
scoring guide:

32

Cohesion Scoring Guide Categories
1 = little or no evidence of cohesion: clauses

and sentences are not connected beyond
pairings.

2 = Attempts at 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.

3 = Cohesion: details are both gathered and
ordered. Cohesion does not necessarily
lead to coherence, to the successful bind-
ing of parts so that the sense of the whole
discourse is greater than the sense of its
parts. In pieces of writing that arc co-
hesive rather than coherent, there are
large sections of details that cohere but
these sections stand apart as sections.

4 = Coherence: while there may be a sense of
sections within the piece 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
and/or by closure that retrospectively
orders the entire piece and/or .by general
statements that organize the whole piece.

LS

1.
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EXHIBIT 3-8. Group Changes in Percentages of "Electric 3lanket" Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

Region

o1
1974 1979

NE. 50.4% 46.6%
W 41.3 53.6
C 50.0 47.3

SE 42.5 37.1
N 46.5 46.7

Sex

N N
w

Race

w

N

-.. 70%

65

60

55

SO

45
N .i

B G 1 B

1974 1979 1974 1979

F 49.2% 53.0% N 50.2% 50.6%
N 43.6 39.1 B 24.1 24.1
N 46.5 46.7 N 46.5 46.7
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EXHIBIT 3B (Continued). Group Changes in Percentages of "Electric Blanket" Papers Rated 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17, 1974 to 1979

65 -

60 -.-

Parental Education Grade Type of Community/

55 , PHS
PHS 12

50 + 11 AU

11
12

N N N N N

45
GHS

40
GHS

NCH
NGH

35

DU

30 101 DU410

25

20 -

LS +

10

1974

PHS 53.3%
GHS 43.3
NCH 38.0
N 46.5

65

60

+ 55

+ 50

45

+ 40

+ 35

+ 30

+25

+ 20

-1-15

+10

1979 1974 1979 197., 1979
0

54.9% 12 S3.3% 49.4% AU 50.4% 52.5%
40.5 11 48.9 50.0 39.6 44.1
36.0 10 29.2 28.8 DU 29.1 32.0
46.7 N 46.5 46.7 N 46.5 46.7

irhee popuiatzon groups represent about one-third or the ea,ple.. jl
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EXHIBIT 3-9. Group Changes in Percentages of "Electric 3Ianket" Papers Rated 2, 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17. 1974 to 1979

Region

r

SOX

+------------4- r

N -1-
...... ,4-N

Race

W

N -Ir-

.....ti

1974

67.8%
65.5
69.7
66.5
67.5

1979

68.9%
67.4
64.6
58.4
65.1

F
M
N

1974

72.6%
62.0
67.5

1979

73.6%
54.8
65.1

W
B
N

1974

70.3%
49.4
67.5

1979

68.5
44.2
65.1



EXHIBIT 3-9 (Continued). Group Changes in Percentages of "Electric Blanket" Papers Rated 2, 3 and 4,
Primary Trait, Age 17,1974 to 1979

90%

85

80

75

70

65

60

55

50

45

40

35

0

Parental Education

PUS

PUS

N

CNN

NGU

PIS
COS
UGH
N

GUS

UGH

1974 1979

75.8% 73.7%
64.6 59.2
56.2 54.7
67.5 65.1

Grade

N 4,

Type of Com.nunityi

12 AU

11

10

1974 1979

12 78.7% 73.7%
11 71.2 69.0
10 40.7 38.3
N 67.5 65.41

°These population groups represent about onethisd of the sample.

N 4- ...

DU

AU

.. ......

DU

1974 1979

AU 73.7% 76.0%
R 64.8 64.2

DU 49.4 53.0
N 67.5 65.1
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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 categorized as 4s. The
percentage 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
papers are not really cohesive.

TABLE 3-7. Percentages of 17-Year-Olds at Each
Cohesion Score Level, "Stork" Exercise, 1969, 1974, 1979f

Year
Non-
rate-
able
0

Made.
quate

1

Score Point
Attempts Cohesion Cohesion

at and
Cohesion Coherence

2 3 4

Cohesion
or

Better
3 & 4

1969(n = 2,073) 1.0% 0.8% 17.8% 67.2°4 13.2% 80.4%
1974 (n = 2,281) 1.5 0.6 19.7 64.1 14.1 78.2
1979 (n = 2,748) 0.9 0.6 12.1 70.9 15.5 86.4
Change

1969-74 0.5 -02 1.9 -3.1 0.9 -2.2

1974-79 -0.6 0.0 -7.7* 6.8* 1.4 8.2'
1969-79 -0.1 -0.2 -5.7' 3.7 2.3 6.0

'Statistically significant at the .05 level.
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 Exhibit 3-10. Again,
females outperformed males, but their advantage
(10 points) was not as great as it was with 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 effectiveness. The
latter could be improved by giving greater at-
tention to following directions, controlling point
of view and using more details; the former
requires a thorough program with considerable
writing, diagnosis, modeling and as much atten-
tion to the deep structure as to the surface features
of student writing.

A similar situation exists for the disadvant aged-
urban writers, who improved dramatically on
rhetorical skill between 1969 and 1979 but
remained at about the same performance level in
cohesion, effectively falling somewhat farther
behind the nation (primarily in category 4).
App'rently 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 the same level for 10 ycars.

Rural students a so lost noun.
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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

Region

NE

C
N
w
SE

Sex

1969 1974 1979 1969 1174 1979

Ns 82.8% 77.1% 89.5% F 84.8% 83.1% 91.1%
W 81.8 80.5 85.8 M 75.4 73.1 81.2
C 81.9 78.3 86.5 N 80.4 78.2 86.4

SE 72.0 76.6 83.8
N 80.4 78.2 86.4

...

Race

..

w

N

"1005

" 95

- 90

- 85

" 80

,. 75

" 70

65

- 60

" 55

'.1' $0

... 45

__ 40

-I. 0
1969 1974 1979

W 82.2% 80.7% 88.6%
B 65.8 61.3 72.4
N 80.4 78.2 86.4
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EXHIBIT 3-10 (Continued). Group Changes in Percentages of "Stork" Papers Rated 3 and 4,

Cohesion, Age 17, 1969 to 1974 and 1974 to 1979

100 Parental. Education

95

90 PUS

.

65
PHS

N
/ GHS

80 N _i_.. / M NGH
. .

GHS '''!-If:

75 4. NGH

70

65

60

55

50

45

40

Grade

o

Type of Commanity° 710,

9

-, 9

DUDU -0----_____.------------.4-

1969 1974 1979 1969 1974 1974 1969 1974 1979

PHS 85.3% 84.3% 89.5% 12 81.8% 84.7% 68.6% AU e5.2% 84.1% 88.4%
GHS 78.0 75.5 85.0 II 82.3 80.0 87.5 R $0.7 83.3 79.4

NCH 74.7 68.1 80.1 10 71.0 63.6 79.1 DU 71.5 70.9 72.8

N 00.4 78.2 86.4 N 80.4 76.2 66.4 N 80.4 78.2 86.4

'These population groups represent about one-third of the sanplc.

ti0

- 7

- 7,

.. 6

1 6,

- 5.
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nation . wrong a ..ut t e same percen age o
and 4 cohesion papers in each assessment,
dropping from the national level in 1969 and 1974
to 7 points below it in 1979.

To gain additional information about changes
in coherence, the "Describe" papers were
subjected to a different, but related analysis.

readers categorized paragraphs as coherent and in-
coherent (guidelines appear ib 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 table reveals several
things.

TABLE 3.8. Average Percentages of Coherent Paragraphs,
Good and Poor "Describe" Papers, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 1979 t

1969 1974 1979 .

(n=365) (n=417) (n=538)
Change Change Change
1969-74 1974.79 1969-79

Nation 85.4% 77.5% 86.2% -7.9%* 8.7%* 0.8%
Poor (1 & 2) 80.9 72.6 84.8 8.3 12.2* 3.9
Good (3 & 4) 90.2 82.4 a8.2 -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 to have disappeared.

2. Syntax

Both the descriptive essay and the "Stork"
narrative exercise were examined to see if there
were any changes over the 10 years in the number
and types of sentences in the papers. Table 3-9
displays these results. The "Stork" 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 Py. 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 at 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 "Stork"
paper. Today's average narrative .is.composed_of__5



TABLE 3-9.

Mean

f sentences /essay 11

f words/essay 152

Avg. f words /sentence 13

Avg. a letters/word 4

I minor sentences 1

I simple sentences 46

I compound sentences 8

I complex sentences 38
I simple sentences with

phrases 13

% complex sentences with
phrases 16

Number of respondents

f sentences/essay 9
f words/essay 137
Avg, f words/sentence 17
Aeg, e letters/word 4

I minor sentences 1

I simple sentences 48

% compound sentehces 6

% complex sentences 35

I simple sentences with
phrases ., 40

% complex sentences with
phrases 31

Number of respondents

Means and Percentiles for Characteristics of Narrative and
Descriptive Papers, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 1979t

1969 1974 1979

QI Median Q3 90th . Mean Q1 Median Q3 90th Mean 01 Median Q3

Narrative (Stork")

6 9 14 19 10 6 10 13 16 11 7 10 13

88 139 191 232 137 88 130 176 211 149 100 146 184

9 11 15 20 13 9 11 15 20 14 10 12 16

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 9 2 0 0 0
45 60 71 44 29 44 43 3032 58 71 44 58

0 5 12 21 8 0 14 20 8 0 6 12

38 2236 22

0
50 63 33 5022 36 50 67 33

0 10 21 30 13 0 11 21 33 13 0 11 20

0 11 23 38 14 0 11 22 33 15 0 I1 22

594 596 722

Descriptive ("Describe")

6 9 11 14 10 5 8 13 16 10 6 8 12

101 135 166 198 139 80 125 182 243 140 87 128 178

13 15 19 23 16 12 14 18 22 14 38
4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4

16 12
4 4

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

. 29 50 67 82 48 31 50 67 80 47 10 50 65

0 0 9 15 6 0 0 9 20 .
7 0 0 12

18 33 50 64 31 14 29 43 58 33 17 33 50

38 2423 40 58 71 38 22 38 51 67 38 50

12 27 44 62 26 9 23 38 50 29 14 25 42

365 417 538

90th

18

220
21
4
8
69
20
62

29

33

161
N.

245
'22

5

0
17 .

20
60

67

54

D

Mean
Change
1969-79

-0.4
-2.6
0.2

0.0
0.8*
-3.1*
0.4
0.1

-0.1

-0.5

0.7
3.2

-1.r
--OA*,
-0.2
-1.0

J 1.3
-1.8

-2.3

-2.0

. ,

*ftetistioatty eignifioant at the .05 tevet.
titguree for AIMS and percentile* have boon rounded to the nearest whole number.

J 4
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to 38%), as well as a 'Udall proportion of
compound. ,sentences and minor sentences
(corrsctly used 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
largo"- percentage of minor sentences in the
narrative is probably due to the use of dialogue.
The remainder of the sentences in both papers
(about 7 to 10%) are run-on sentences and frag-
ments. These, 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 forms 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 sentenceshave been shown to develop in
writers as they mature, enabling older and better
writers to, convey more jnformaticin more
efficiently. Syntax analysts use the T-unit an
independent clause 'and all its modifying words,
phrases and clausesbecause it enables them to
focus upOn embedding more precisely than the
sentence. This approach takes into account sub,
ordination and coordination between words,
phrases and subordinate clauses. trdoes not take
into account coordiriation between main clauses.-.,.
the tendency to string T-units together,rather than
embed information. The table tells us that, in
1979, the average narrative paper contained
almost 14, T -units that is, 14 separate subject-
verb constructions pr statements. This is close to
the number of sentences (11), tvt indicates that
some of the sentences were compound or 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 ratiosall indicators of syntactic
maturityhave not changed over the decade. The
second point is that the average subordination and

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 terms of
the way those units function (as nouns, adjectives
or adverbs). The functions were primarily
adjectival. As the table indicates in 1979, there
were very few nominalizations (.3) and even fewer
adverbial modifications (.1), compared with
adjectival constructions (1.3): The subordination
units were about evenly spread among subordinate
clauses (.5);: phrases (.4) and wordsmainly
adjectives(.8):,

These numbers willean more to linguists than
to the general reader. The important lessons to be
drawn from Table 3-10 dte these:

These syntactic features 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 .

.; their writingi

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 consultants 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 indicators 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 great diagnostic value. The error counts
displayed in this report are being used in a purely
descriptive way. We are less interested in the
counts per se than in the patterns they suggest and
the changes they undergo over the years.

-



TABLE 3-16. Means and Percentiles for Number ofT-Units and
T-Unit Constituents, Narrative Papers, Age 17, 1969 1974, 19791

Mean
o."'

QI
1969

Median Q3 90th Mean fil

:,

4:744 Q3 .90th bean 1 Median Q3 90th

I T-untts/esSay 13.9 8.0 12.0 17.0 23.0 12,8 8.0 _120 16.6 20.0 13.6 13.0 17.0 21.0

Avg. 0 words/4-unit 11.4 9.4 11.0 13.0 15.3 11:1 9.2 10.7 12.6 14.7 11.4 .2 10.8 12.8 14.9

Avg. i subordinations (embed-
ding)g-unit 1.7 1.1 1.5 2.1 2.7 1.6 1.1

/
1.51 2.0 2.6 1.7 1.1 1.5 2.1 2.6

Avg. !,subordinate clauses/
T-unit 0. 0.2 0.4 0.6

r2
0.4 0.2 0.4 1):4-,--0.8 0.5 0.3 '0.4 0.6 0.8

Avg. / words/Clause 7:4 6.4 7.1 7.2 6.3 7.0 7.9 9.1 7.3 6.4 7.0 7.9 9.0
Avg. 0 nominalizations/T-unit 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.1, 0.2 0.4 0.5
Avg. 0 adjectival (noun) modi-

fications/T-unit 1.2 0.8 1.1 1.6 2.1 1.2 0.7 1.1 - ',4.6 2.1 1.3 0.8 1.1 1.6 2.2
Avg. 0 relative clauses/ ,

T-unit 0.c 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.2. 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.3 ,0.4
Avg. 0 adjectives/Tunit 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.7 1.0 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.6, .0 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.7 1,0

Avg. I adverbial modifications/ J..

T-unit 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3. /,0:1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2
Ave. 0 intra-T-unit coordina- . -#

tions/T-unit
Avg. A subordinations and antra-

0.2
.

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.1 0.2 . 0.3 0.5
,

0.3
.

0.1 0:2 0.4 0.5

j-unit cOordinations/T-unit 1.9 1.2 1.8 2.3 2.9 1.8 1.2 1.7 2.3 3.0 '2.ff I.3 1.7 2.3 3.0

Number of respondents 594 596 % 722

4.5tatistically significant at the .01 ravel.
Meuse, for means andrpercentites have been rounded to the nearest tenth.

4

Mean

it:Mg

-0.27
-0.01

0.04

0.01
-0.09
0.01

0.05

0.02
0.02

-0.03*

. 0.03'

0.07

.



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 somany of the changes are de-
creases. Whatever it was that increased the general
error rate between 1969-74, it disappeared 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 emerging from the table is that
once tht. 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 fiirther analyzed for the narrative,
it appeared that most of them were a result of
etkelessriessIcaving a word out, rewriting a word
and the like. These were called "dysfunctional"
constructions.

,
A fourth point is that the error counts differ

somewhat from task to task. The descriptive
papers contained proportionally more` awkward

,sentences, agreement errors and misspellings per
paper. 11 is difficult to say why this would be so,
but it could be related to the differences 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% below),
the median (50% above, 50% below), the third

quartile and the 90% level.(th,e 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
sentence, misspelled a couple of words and
contained about four punctuation errors. The
bottom 25%_of the papers contain far more
errors, and the bottom 10% display severe writing
problems. Writing skillsat least in terms of error
countsdo 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 majorityappears
to have a general, though imperfect, grasp of
written language. The other population appears to
be virtually lost.

Tables D-1 and D2 in Appendix D display error
counts for good and poor writers (defined by
holistic, primary trait and cohesion ratings); Tabli
D-3 shows error counts for males, females, blacks,
and whites. Poor writers created two to 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. Wield;
too; made more errors than the national 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 10-year period. To be sure,
many of them did shift between a- vlsments, but
not greatly. This suggests two 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.

55
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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, 1979t

1969
Avg. 0 Avg. %

1974
Avg. ii Avg. %

1979 Change 1969-74
Avg. ii Avg. % Avg. 0 Avg. %

Narrative ("Stork")

Change 1974-79
Avg. 0 Avg. S

Change 1969-72
Avg. ii Avg. %

Sentence fragments 0.1 0.8 0.2 1.7 0.2 1.6 0.1* 0.9* 0.0 -0.1 0.1* 0.8y
Nun-on sentences 0.3 3.4 0.3 5.7 0.4 4.7 0.1 2.2* 0.0 -0.9 0.1* 1.3*
Awkward sentences 1.4 14.1 1.4 15.4 1.3 14.6 0.0 1.3 -0.1 -0.8 -0.1 0.5

faulty Parallelism 0.2 2.2 0.3 3.4 0.2 2.1 0.1* 1.2 -0.1 -1.2* 0.0 0.0
Unclear pronoun reference 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.9 0.0 0.4. 0.0 0.3 -0.1* -0.5* 0.0 -0.2
Illogical constructions 0.2 3.0 0.1 1.7 0.1 1.4 -0.I* -1.3k 0.0 -0.3 -0.1* -1.6*
Other dysfunctional constructions 0.9 8.4 0.9 9.5 0.9 10.7 0.0 1.1 0.1 1.2 O. 2.4*

Capitalization errors 0.6 ---
.

0.7 --- 0.6 --- 0.1 --- -0.1 --- 0.1 - --
Misspelled words 2.8 1.9 2.7 2.3 3.4 2.4 0.0 0.3 0.6* 0.1 0.6 0.5*
Mord-choice errors 0.8 0.6 0.9 0.7 0.9 0.6 0.1 0.2 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.1
Sentences with agreement errors 0.2 2.3 0.2 2.6 0.2 2.3 0 , 0.3 0.0 -0.4 0.0 0.0
Total punctuation errors 6.0 --- 6.4 --- 6.2 --- O.. - -- -0.2 - -- 0.2 - --

Co errors 3.4 --- 3.7 --- 3.6 --- 0.3 0.0 0.2
Enimark errors 0.4 3.9 0.4 4.9 0.5 4.9 0.1 1.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 1.1

Number of respondents 594 596 722

Descriptive ("Describe")

Sentence fragments 0.4 4.2 0.4 5.0 0.3 4.1 0.1 0. -0.1 -0.8 0.0 -0.1
pun-on sentences 0.4 6.6 0.6 10.0 0.6 8.4 0.2* 3.4* -0.1 -1-6 0.1 1.9
Awkward sentences 1.3 16.1 1.4 17.8 1.5 19.4 0.1 1.6 0.1 1.6 0.3 3.2
Capitalization errors 0.3 --- 0.6 --- 0.8 --- 0,3* --- 0.1 - -- 0.5* - --
Misspelled words 3.1 2.5 3.5 3.0 4.1 3.5 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.5 1.1 0.9
Nord-choice errors 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.1 0.6 -0.1 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 -0.1
Sentences with agreelent errors 0.5 6.8 0.6 8.7 0.7 8.5 0.1 1.9 0.0 -0.2 0.2 1.6
Tetal punctuation errors 2.5 --- 2.8 --- 3.2 --- 0.3 --- 0.4 --- 0.7 - --
Comm errors 2.1 2.1 2.5 - -- 0.0 - -- 0.4 0.4 - --

Endmerk errors 0.3 4.5 0.4 5.5 0.4 5.6 0.1 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 1.1

___Number of respondents 365, 417 538

*Stat,:aticatly eignifioamt at the .05 &met.
Migures may not total the to rounding error.
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TABLE 3-12. Means and Percentiles for Errors mad

Descriptive Papers, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 979t

Mean Q1
1969

Median Q3 90th Mean
1974

Q1 Median Q3 90th

Narrative ("Stork")

ocean

% sentence fragments 1 0 0 0 2 0 4 0 9 2

% run-on sentences 3 0 0 17 6 0 0 6 20 5

% awkward sentences 14 12 25 40 15 0 11 25 40 15

0 capitalization errors 1 0 1 2 1 0 0' 1 2 1

% misspelled words
.

2 1 3 5 2 1 2 4 6 2

,.% word-choice errors 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 3 1

% sentences with agreement errors 2 0 0 4 3 0 0 0 11 2

0 total punctuation errors 6 4 8 13 6 2 5 8 15 6

Number of respondents 594 596

descriptive ("Describe")

% sentence fragments 4 0 0 0 14 5 0 ". 0" 6 20 4

% run-on sentences. 7 0 0 10 25 10 0 0 11 38 7

3 awkward sentences 16 0 11 25 43 , 18 0 13 25 43 19

0 capitalization errors 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 1

% misspelled words 3 1 2 3 6 3 1 2 4 7 3

% word-choice errors 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 2 1

% Sentences with agrbement errors 7 0 0 11 25 9 0 ' 0 12 29 8

0-total punctuation errors 2 1 2 4 S 3 1 2 4 6 3

Number Of respondents 365 417

!Statistically significant at the .05 1421,81.

illgares)for means and percentiles have been rounded to

c

the nearest whore number.

!;*

Q1

0
0

0
0
1

0
0
3

1979
Median Q3

0 0
0 6

11 23
0 1

2 3

0 1

0 0
S 8

90th

8
17

40
2
6
2

11

13

Nein
Change
1969-79

0.8*
1.3*
0.5
0.1
0.5*
0.1
0.0
0.2

722

0 0 0 14 -0.1
0 0 12 , 33 1.9

0 15 29 SO 3.2

0 0 1 2 0.5",

1 2 5 8 0.9

0 0 1 2 -0.1

0 0 13 25 1.6

1 3 4 /7 0.7

538
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C. Writing Experiences and Attitudes

Besides actually writing, the I7-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-I, E-2 and E-3)
prompt a number of observations:

In both 1974 and. 1979, substantial propor-
tions of 17-year-olds reported that they are
assigned little or no writing in school. 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 sakes of 3 oi- 4) appear to have written
considerably more papers than the poor
writers.

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

About a fourth of the students reported that
they had taken additional writing courses
mainly creative writingbeyond their regular
English class requirements. These students
appeared to be mostly the better writers.

Few students (8%) said they took remedial
writing coursesfar fewer than the data in
this report would suggest need intensive .

instruction.

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

. -
About half the students said that they usually

47

write a paper more than once before turning it
in. The poor writers were far more likely than
the good writers to say they turned in first-
draft work.

About hall the students said they usually re-
ceive teacher feedback on their papers; far
fewer (2707o) said they usually discuss their
papers with their teachers.

Forty percent said they never rework a paper
to improve it once it has been returned;
another 46a said they do so sometimes. Only
13% said they do so 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 to be far less
likely to be prewriting, writing multiple drafts
or receiving teacher feedback than good
writers.

Only 7% of the students said they engage in
the full- writing processfrom prewriting ac-
tivities through improving work after teacher
feedback.

One-fourth of the students 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.
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TABLE 3.13. Responses to Background Questions,
Age 17, 1974, 1979t

1974 1979
(n =34,211) in =26,651)

1. How many report4 written in last 6 weeks a6-
Part of any school assignment?

Change
1974.79

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 11.1 -0.1

_ 5-10 25.7 22.5 -3.2
More than 10 6.2 5.3 -0.9

2. Time spent in English class on instruction in
writing?

None of the time ' 5.0 3.7 -1.3*
Little of the time 41.6 33.7* -8.0*
113 of the time 33.6 31.7' 3.5"
112 of the time 13.8 17.4* 3.6'
Most of the time 5.8 6.9 1.1

3. A. Taken additional remedial writing course?
Yes 6.3 8.2 1.9'

B. Taken additional creative writing course?
Yes , 20.5 24.6 4.1'

C. Taken other additional writing course?
Yes 14.9 16.6 1.6

Totathave taken at least one additional
course other than remedial 26.1 24.0 -2.1

4_ Encouraged to jot down ideas and take
notes before writing?

Usually 54.4
Sometimes 35.1
Never 7.7

5. Encouraged to create outlines?
Usually 49.4
Sometimes 35.5
Never 11.2

Encouraged to prewrite: notes or
outlines or both 66.0

Neither notes nor outlines 31.2
Either notes or outlines 28.3
Both notes and outlines 37.7
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TABLE 3-13 Continued Responses, to Background Questions,
Age 17, 1974, 1979 t

1974 1979
(n = 34,211) (n = 26,651)

6. -Do -you draft paperS-More-th'arronc-e- 7--
before turning in?

Change
1974.79

Usually 53.9 56.3 2.4
Sometimes 40.1 35.9 -4.2*
Never - 5.9 7.8 1.8'

7: Does teacher write suggestions on paper?
Usually 33.1 -48.0 14.9*
Sometimes 56.5 44.2 -12.2*
Never 10.4 7.7 -2.7*

8. Does teacher discuss papers with you?
Usually 27.0
Sometimes 57.1
Never 15.8

Teacher feedback: written suggestions
or discussion or both 57.9

Neither written suggestions
nor discussion 42.1

Either written suggestions
or discussion 40.4

Both written suggestions
and discussion 17.5

9. Do you work to improve papers after
they are returned?

Usually 13.4
Sometimes 46.2
Never 40.3

10. Do you enjoy working on writing
assignments?

Usually 20.6
Sometimes 55.3
Never. 24.1

Summary of writing is aprocess:
Prewrite, draft, feedback, improve

None 10.4
At least one 89.5
At ASt two 67.0
At least three 34.2
All four 6.7

'Statistically significant at the .05 level.
Wercentages may not total due to rounding error.
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The 17yearolds were also asked to respond to 12
attitude questions (Appendix F.) Given a statement
such as "I an no good at writing, they could
strongly agree. agree. 'say/ they were uncertain,
disagree or strongly disagree. In general. the
ploportion of students agreeing to positively worded
statements about writing (e.g., "I like to write down
my ideas") ranged from 4 to 6 in 10? the proportion
agreeing to negatively worded statements ranged from
1 to 3 in 10. This would indicate that in an average
classroom, around half to threefifths of the teenagers
(give or take a few) are likely to have positive
attitudes about themselves as writers and about a
fifth to a quarter of them are likely to have negative
attitudes. The rest are uncertain.

Full results of the attitude questions appear in
appendix Table E3.

Some highlights:

Twelve percent agreed to the statement that
"expressing ideas through writing seems to be a
waste of time."

Twelve percent agreed to the statement "when

ci
$0

1 hand in a composition. I know I'm going to
do poorly."

Twenty-one percent said they avoid writing.

Twenty-two percent agreed to the statement "I
am no good at writing."

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

Forty-six 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 I 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 to go hand in hand with work aimed at
improving their attitudes.
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CHAPTER 4

AN OVERVIEW OF THE WRITING OF 9YEAROLDS,
13YEAROLDS AND 17YEAROLDS

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 to
establish the impact of educational instruction on
writing performance. Second, what one says
about the situation 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 to
be inapproprixe.

The results for writing tasks calling for different
types of 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
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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 at any age. Aivkwardness seems to
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 at age
9, but some indicators do reflect a bit of growth
over the decade.

Although all three age groups did not perform
the same writing 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 writing seems
to decline from age to age. Two-thirds of the 9-
year -olds said they enjoy writing, 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.
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Black youngsters improved either absolutely or
relatively on almost ail 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 1, 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 dosed 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 peoplefrom 10 to 250/o-
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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 guts-
dons 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 drafts of papers and
opportunities to rework papers after they have
been reviewed by teachers.



CHAPTER 5

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, National Personnel
Department, Sears, Roebuck and Com-
pany, Chicago, Illinois. 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 National Teacher of the
Year.

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

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

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

53

on the Teaching of Writing; and Associ-
ate Director, Iowa-National 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 results
Might mean. After establishing this contextual
framework, the panel discussed at length the sig-
nificance of the trends and their implications for
teachers of writing. Their opinion's 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 Institute 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 t think
something's wrong when performance is dr.v.n,"
he said, "but it's not necessarily the case. It's
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really hard to tell what these ups and downs mean
until we've got 50 years of them. Then, maybe
we'll see that they smooth out to a relatively
straight line. In the meantime. 1 prefer to view the
results as descriptions of something complex and,_
except in extreme casesor instances when we
have other kinds of data to bring to bearWith-
hold judgment until we have a better idea of what
we can reasonably expect the results should be in a
society like ours."

Richard Lloyd-Jones speculated about 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
writing quickly because they may affect the
incentives students feel to perform well in these
circumstances. Long-term changes in society may
show up less quickly and dramatically in data of
this kind. Changes caused by classroom practices
would show up slowly, if at all. because the
teachers remain essentially the same, the time
devoted (or not devoted) to writing remains rela-
tively stable and instructional materials remain
much thesame for long pericds of time. By and
large, the most likely causes of changes in assess-
ment data will be large social movements that
affect large subgroups of peoplesuch as integra-
tion, for instancerather than curricular or
instructional movements, which tend to cancel
each other out across the nation as a whole."

The Social Context of Writing
Like many commentators 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. mostly outside of school. Because
writing is derived from that base. it tends to reflect
whatever is part of general public practice. In ad-
dition, if the culture at large seems to accord little
impottance to writing or to writing well; if pro-
fessional writing is not 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 not be sur-
prised if achievement appears, sometimes, lower
than we think it should be.

Jon Bentz believes that society has been valuing
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writing if s and less in the last two decades.
"Everything is computerized, quantified, visual or
audio," he said. "Respect for, or even interest in,
the written word is on the decline. And the art of
conversation, of interchanging thoughts. appears
to be passing, or at least changing in character. In
our McLuhanesque 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 wilting."

In response to the declines in the proportion of
youngsters demonstrating effective 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 to imagine other
peoples' needs and priorities in order to address
them. Perhaps we're seeing a decline in the
proportions of youngsters able to imagine other
people or experiences outside of a very narrow
range of self interests."

Beverly Bimes added the observation that "if
the social experience of argument is weak or
shabby, it's hard to 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
learn 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 to write well.

Mellon mixed some advice about society's ex-
pectations with a speculation about the slight de-
cline in overall quality at age 17 and the larger
decline at age 13. "it may be that, as Piaget
remarked, Americans are too concerned with the
speed at which their children develop," he said.
"Perhaps we're seeing a slight slowing down of
what we used to think of as the 'normal' develop-
mental schedule. The skills will come eventually,
but they're coming a little slower than they used
to, that's all. A complex ;social change could
conceivably delay the cognitive or emotional de-
velopment of a particular 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 trenec
combine to constitute a less-than-ideal environ-
ment for the teaching and learning of writing.
Among tae features -tf our educational system
that make effective writing instruction difficult,
they cited these as prominent:

Writing requires considerable one-to-one
teacher/student and student/student inter-
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.

Writing instruction is considered to be the
responsibility only of English teachers. Thus,
an activity that should pervade instruction in
all subjects is relegated to 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-choke and short-answer tests and
shying away from 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 little or no training in composition
or writing.

Many English teachers see themselves as liter-
ature teachers. not writing teachers. When
they do teaci-i writing, they tend to focus upon
the products of writing, rather than the pro-

,
cess.

Writing requires practice, but most teachers
feel they do not have the time to read and
critique 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 that do not
auger well for writing ;iiruction. Clitekfte
Brooks criticized a "focx-step approach to learn-
ing 'hat has become increasingly populai with tht,
minimal ompetenc> movement and tightqr
cation budgets. "Writing is no! :.omohing a ciild
can learn a little piec^ at a t;ruc."
many of these competenq break riad-
ing and writing up into bits: first, you master tile
alphabet, then you master words, then you ca!, go
on to sentences, and so on. The child seldom gm
to see the larger picture, seldom gets the freedom
to explore with language and take risks."

limes said, "I think the basics movement has
been detrimental in many ways to writing. Too
often, what's basic turns out to be mechanics and
grammar, not writing. And expressive writing,
which is basic, is seen as a frill. We have to re-
member that a writer has feelings 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 cutbacks as more threat-
ening to wilting 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
difficult to get publishers to incorporate new ideas
into their writing textbooks, they argued, because
the publishers are afraid to take economic risks in
today's tight market. Consequently, major
textbooks have not changed for decades. in spite
of a virtual explosion of useful research and
practical information in the field of writing.

"I think we should remember that a lot of very
positive things have been happening in the
schools since the late 60s," Brooks reminded the
group. "It hasn't been a totally negative period
for writing. We've had the Right to Read pro-
gram, and where it has been done well, it has
helped writing, too. I don't like to separate read-
ing and writing, because they feed each-other. And
we've had the Poets in the Schools Program and
the various humanities programs that expose stu-
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dents to writers and scholar: These have been
very uccessful where they've been used. And
some schools have begun to follow the example of
England with Writing Across the Curriculum pro-
grams. I've seen these work in England and
they're tremendously impressive."

"We've seen writing labs, toe," Bimes added.
"And a ,,aushrooming of programs modeled after'
the Bay Area Writing Project. It may be that these
developments are to recent to affect the 1979
writing assessment, but w :-. :night 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
thought 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 general, they felt that the achieve-
ment levels were satisfactory, given the social and
educational environments of writihg in the last
decade. They, were, however, disapplcrinted 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 paper any reader would be pleased
and challenged by them. Even though they write
under restraints of limited time, artificial tasks
and no external reward," he said, "some writers
far exceeded any reasonable expectation."

Most writers, the group felt, produced "rea-
sonably adequate first drafts 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 refine to a perfectly atcpt-
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 t,ometimes 3007o, of the youngsters at each
age have extremely serious problems with writing
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that call fOr special attention. Although Lloyd-
Jones estimated that half of the students in that
group are probably there for ceasons other than
lack of competence (e.g., physical, psychological
and social problems), everyone still felt the
proportion of such youngstes .0. unacceptably
high. "It's hard to 'imagine that one of a child's
first instincts is to want to write," Bimes aid. "In
fact, children attempt to write before they even
think about reading. What have we done to 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 slightworth 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 occurred between the first two_
assessments and things seem to have settled 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 to write a
humorous paper. "It 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 ;---,.ead of
requiring them to generalize, analyze, synthesize,
hypothesize or defend."

Comments About the Group Results

Brooks spoke for the entire group in saying, "I
am enormously encouraged by the consistent
growth demonstrated by black and urban-dis-
advantaged writers.on most exercises. At all levels,
it's clear that something has happened to 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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It was this improvement, coupled with -the im-
provement of the Southeastern region en many
exerdses, that led the group to :.,r :ulate that the
ass:ssrnent results may reflect the impact of a
:hangs in the national pattern of attention paid to
minority youngsters over the last decade and a
half. "Something of that magnitude could well
affect large groups such as the blacks, the urban-
disadvantaged and the Southeastern youngsters,"
said LloydfJones. Brooks agreed, noting that
"there is no economic improvement in the inner
city that 1 know of that could account for such an
improvement."

Some Implicationt of the
Results for Teaching

Responses to the background questions demon
strated to the .group that too 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 students appear to receive
instruction in prewriting, oral and written feed-
back from teachers and encouragement to
improve papers after they're handed back indi-
cates. they said; that there is much work tq be
done in the schools.

"1 think the results show a clear need lot more
writing laboratories in the schools," Bin:es said.
"But they also show a great need for professional
development. Teachers need first to see themselves
as .professionals and then to participate more
widely in the various workshops and inservice 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. yes." 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 teach grammar and don't give young-
sicrs opportunities to work with whole pieces of
writing."

"I'd like to see more emphasis placed on
persuasive writing," Bentz said. "To me, that's
critical to success, outside of school." Brooks
agreed: "I'd like to see not only more attention to

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

Speaking about 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 affected by those cultural factors

, influencing other aspects of students' writing. It
also means that there is no need to step up the
amount of grammar teaching aimed at maturity of
grammatical structures."
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"The greater length of the 9-year-olds' essays
shows a greater willingness to writgr Mellon also
remarked: "That's encouraging and we should
take advantage of it."

"Writing begins with enjoyment," Bimcs 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," Brooks pointed
out, "the results show .that. The raw material is
certainly there, the skills are there most
youngsters. We can no longer assur Any
group of kids is `unreachable. "'

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 security and interest
through expressive writing and then lead
them toward more difficult modes gradually.
Let them experience success.

Build on the fact that all youngsters have a
solid grasp of oral language. Use that base as
a springboard for writing instruction.

Have them write. No one can achieve success
in a skill that is seldom practiced.
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Structure assignments so that writing becomes
discovery instead of regurgitation.

Establish places where students write freely
and receive constructive feedback on what
they write.

Since 13-year-olds appear to have difficulty
with abstraction, start them on concrete ex-
pression and then move them gradually to-
ward generalizations until they are skilled at
making generalizations supported with
concrete details.
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Develop persuasive writing skills by develop-
ing a sense of audience. Have them practice
writing for different audiences.

Teach skills useful at each stage of the writing
process: prewriting, composing and editing.

integrate writing into all activitiesscience,
social studies, even mathematics. Writing is
an important and very effective way of learn-
ing.



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

is
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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

F.verybody knows of something that is worth talking about. Maybe
you know about a famous building like the Empire State Building in
New York City or something likes the Golden Gate Bridge in San
Francisco. Or you might know a 1,9t about the Mormon Tabernacle in
Salt Lake City or the new sportestadiLLa 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 in school. 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.
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VRITING TASK: Describe Something

NAEP IF: 0-203012-13A-23

RHETORICAL MODE: Explanatory

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

SUBOBJECTIVE: C. Scholastic

MAEP SCORING: Holistic
Paragraph Coherence
Syntax (Sentence Types) and Mechanics (see Appendix B)

AGE:

TOTAL TIME IN SECONDS:

NUMBER OF LINES:
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1^0/3

13

1566

17

1563

p.1 - 4 p.1 - 4

p.2 - 25 p.2 - 25
p.3 - 22 p.3 - 22
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HOLISTIC SCORING GUIDE
"DESCRIBE SOMETHING"

AGE 17

Score Point CAtegories:

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 sense of structure and originality. There
may be d few minor mechanical problems.

Score of 3

These papers usually choose a single subject and describe it
clearly, though with less detail, originality, or focus 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.

-,core of 2

These papers do describe something or someone but tend to be mere
lists of details. They are often thin, loosely organized, and
cliched.

Score of 1

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

Score of 0

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

NOTE: An unusually fluent paper may be raised a point for fluency; a
distressingly faulty paper may be lowered a point for mechanics.
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PARAGRAPH COHERENCE SCORING GUIDE
(Developed for the 1973-74 Writing Assessment)

"DESCRIBE SOMETHING"

Paragraph Level Scores

1. 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.

2. Paragraph Coherent -- The sentences are linked 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.

3. 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.
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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.

Possible First Lines

"I'm telling you, Henry, if you don't get rid of that thing,
"it's golE4 to eiE up the catl° 4.-

"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."
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WRIT:NG TASK: Stork

NAEP #: 0-102016-13A-3

RHETORICAL MODE: Expressive

OBJECTIVE: I. Demonstrates ability in writing to reveal personal
feelings and ideas.

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

NAEP SCORING: Primary Trait: Fiction to account for a situation.

Cohesion

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

AGE:

TOTAL TIME IN SECONDS:

NUMBER OF LIKES:

70

17__

1564

p.1 - 7

p.2 - 23



TRAIT sc.ciN%;

hhet2rical ixpr,:ssive

?rimary Trait:. ?iction to account for 4 situation.

Pationale of Primeiry Trait: ":!Ie exercise calls for tLe creation of a
fictional i=arrative--"tr.ake up a story." ;he .3ubject, the stork,
is given and the three possil'le tirst lines, two of which invite
dialogue, provide suggestions for Situations.

Gesneral Scoring ::ationale: The= techninues of fiction require control
of d consistent point of view. Verbal elevernPsa would be
delArdu14,, vut this is provably unrea4b4stic for d 25-minute
creation. 7ecuters should look for naevrative structures and
amplifying (letail which will entertain with a particular view of
the world (expression) and which will account for a divert
situation (explanation) . The reader's pioblem is to balance
vividness, inventiveness, and aptness against consistency provided
by d sustained structure and point of view.

Scoring ijuide Catequries:

0 = No response.

= lo evidence of storytelling. Thcse responses do not snow
evidence of storytelling. Thus, they either accumulate
detdils without a situation to anchor and unite thevi, or they
ddd just a few descriptive details to oLe of thew, situations
provided in the stem.,

2 = Lome evidoce of storytelling. The responses attempt the
basic task of storytelling They invent d situation to account
for the bird, but the fictional demands are fundamentally
uhf +aif filled for one of several reasons: 1) the response may
Give tfe bare outline of a plot, with a beginLing, middle and
end, but little or no elabordtiop of detd11: 2) the response
ow/ have no sense of a pldt, but may. simply ramtle on from the
initial situation with irniny details, but with no process or
purpose to give it point or structure: o) the response may
begin telling d story, but never get further than the
beginning: 4) the response may relate.severdl sopdrate stories
without evident connection between them.

tft rtr7:7
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.;coring Guide categories icontinuedi:

3 =, Cleal vvidence of storytelling. These responses clearly .;how
evidence of the storyteller's oolig,tion to structure a plot
ana elanorate it with appropriate dotails. Thu:; they show a
raricoaly greater sense or coherence with amplitude than "4:"
responses. Dui- they are usually somewhA flawed in one of the
tolLowing ways: 1) one or another pact of the basic plot may
L e thinly or inconsistently dfltailed: 2) the situation ;Pay i.e
established, the plot ueveloped, but the piece may come to an
cna without a clear or appropriate closure; 3) the plot may Le
cootpletely e1caorate4, but it contains technical
inconsi5.:tencie in point of view, handling of dialogue or
hanagep:ent of narration.

4 = structure uld com2lete storytelling. These responses tell a
complete story, amply as well as avpropriately detailed at all
points, and fully as well as consistently resolved. They
exhibit tight cbntrol in the management of a whole fiction to
provide context for the status of the bird.

7 = 711egiPle,

8 =-Misunderatands the task, writes on another topic.

= I on't knows
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COHESION SCORING GUIDE
'(Developed for the 1978 -79 Writing Assessment)

"STORK"

-In scoring papers for cohesion, scorers need to be attentive not
only to the incidence of cohesive ties but also to their
successful ordering. Underlying and further strengthening these
ties is syntactic repetition, both within and across sentences.
The following example achieves cohesion by lexical cohesion,
conjunction, reference, and substitution, and yet these various
kinds of cohesion are both emphasized and related among themselves
by numerous incidents of syntactic repetition.

Yesterday afternoon while coning home from school,
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 along it began to jump around and scream.
The best thing I knew to do was to take the bird backlit°
where I got it. Sc. 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 coherence.

Scoring_ Guide Categories:

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

2 = 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.

3 = Cohesion. Details are both gathered and ordered.
Cohesion is 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 greateethan the
sense of its parts. In pieces of writing that are
cohesive rather than coherent, there are large sections
of details which cohere but these sections stand apart as
sections.
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4 = Coherence. While there may be a sense of sections within
TWWToTiFe 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 closure chich
retrospectively orders the entire piece and/or by general
statements which organize the whole piece.

7 = 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 scorers 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.

Semantic Conjunction

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

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

Causal -
My moehrir,said I couldn't keep the bird; consequently, I
gave him to our neighbor.

I
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Temporal -
We decided to catch the bird. First, I told my brother
to get a box, then, we put him 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 iA 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 so and not) -
I asked if the bird was dangerous and the policeman said
he thought not.

Ellipsis .

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

Verbal -
This odd-looking bird started 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 paragraph coherence
guidelines developed in 1973-74 and used with the "Describe
Something" exercise.
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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 as soon as they
received more gold.- -You have never received the banana peeler but
every week 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 in the meantime they exhausted their
supply of banana peelers. However, they just received a special
supply of yellow 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.

Have fun writing!

79



I

WRITING TASK : Grape` Peeler

NAZE' #: 0-101015-52A-3

RHETORICAL MODE: Exoressive

OBJECTIVE: I. Demonstrates ability in writing to reveal personal
feelings and ideas.

SUBOBJECTIVE: A. Through free expression

NAEP SCORING: Primary Trait: Imaginative elaboration of a humorous
fiction.

Secondary Trait: Elements of "Having Fun" (Limited to
3 and 4 papers)

AGE: 17

TOTAL TIME IN SECONDS: 1040

NUMBER OF LINES: p.1 - 21
p.2 - 26

.,
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ThAI1 SCORING GUIDE
"GI APL PEEW"

hetorical Mode: expressive

2rimary TKait: Imaginative elaboration of a humorous fiction.

rationale or Primary Trait: The crucial word at the beginning and end
of the exercise is "fun". in an effort to keep writers from
taking the problem seriously as "business," they are oftered
several humorous points of departure. Both kinds of peelers are
unusualmade more so by the aadition of electric. Gold vs.
yellow paint adds to the story, and even the cheap price helps.
Thts Fleece Mart an4 Fipoff, Uisconsin, are further cues.

qeneral Scoring Pationale: The main problem is to separate the "1"
and "2" papers from the "3" and "4" papers. "1" and "2" papers
take the task seriously, even though "2's" may hint at the humor
in the situation. The "3" and "4" papers demonstrate overt
efforts at humor. The "3's" may demonstrate an effort to
reinforce the absurdity or they may pick up on some of the verbal
plays and "40s" elaborate the situation by exploiting the
absurdity and /or the verai plays.

Scoring_Guide_Cateaories:

0 =

1 =

2 =

No response.

Serious discourse. Papers in which the writers seem to take
the instruction to write a letter as d 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.

Awbiguous discourse. Papers which are neither clearly funny
nor clearly straightforward 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 1-se invective and abusive language. But, these features
are ..ot in themselves clear signs that the writer took the
tasn humorously.
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Scoriug guide Categories icontinuedL:

3 = Humor in passing.. Papers that contain plays on language,
funny names or other veial or situltional symptoms of humor
lut which do not offer much extension of the fictional
situation itself. These writers are clearly amused and give
clear evidence of entering into the spirit of having fun but
stay fairly close to the already -.stahlished absurdity,
limiting themselves largely to linguistic byplay.

4 = Hum.:ous discourEe. The entire resoonse or a substantial
portion of it is an extended -joke or d series of verbal plays.
Some of these papers may achieve extended humor through
sustained irony, rather than explicit -joking, but even the
ironic responses will contain cues to establish a humorous
rather than serious intention. Although "4" responses will
likely contain various kinds of word play, such as puns, sound
effects, far-fetched metaphors, their humor will be found to
grow out of situational extensions of or variations on the
basically absurd situation introduced in the exercise.

7 = illegible, illiterate.

= Misunderstands the task, writes on another topic.

9 4, I don't know.
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GecoLdary Traitsi Elements of "Oavina Pun" ILivited to 3 and 4 papersi

Situational Invention: Papers in the elaboration category contain
an elal.oLation or invcntion of a situation beyond that presented
in the exercise. The elaborators invent extensions of the basic
'Desine:;s situationanothe form of reeler or another related
device (Prune pitter, coconut crackers). Papers in the
qrtation_ateuory contain the creation of a world or a fantasy in
which banana peelers and grape peelers seem to exist - -a monkey
farm or a lanaa plantation, for exarrple.

Ilaboratej.eketiti-on: These papers contain efforts to produce
humor by frequent repetition of cumbersome phrases or key words.
"f.xameles include frequent repetition of full item names or
repeatel use of banana or grape.stem name with other devices or
pLoducts (Lanana casserole, banana soup, banana tea, etc.) .

Itet'pal_Wit.: This is defined principally as puns and literary
allusions. Txamplos would De ,plays on "fleece" and fancy literary
allusions relating Jason and the Golden Fleece with the Argonauts.
Allusions to Tarzan and Jane as well as plays on "ripoff" are
also counted. Fanny signatures should also be categorized here.

!;11-qat,itgl4l_InvvntioL: (see definition above)

1 = FlaDoration.
2 = t.:r4:tition.

1 = Not present.

T.,11Aporatepetition: (f7ce definition aliove)

1 = Pr'-sent.
2 = ;rot present.

Verbal iiit: (see definition above)

1 = Present.
= Not present.
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1

"Rec Center" Exercise

Some high school students have proposed converting an old house
into a recreation center where young people might dfop 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 undesirable 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 lof view.
Organize your arguments carefully and be as convincing as
possible. Space is provided below and on the next three pages.
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WRITING TASK: Recreation Center

$ NAEP' 1: 0-201007-52A-3

RHETORICAL WDE: Persuasive - Social/Community

6

..>

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

SUECBJECSIVE: A. Social 3. Community

NAEP SCORING: Primary Trait:* Persuasion through inventir. and
elaboration of arguments appropriate to specified
issues and limited to an audience with a mixed
Dias.

AGE: 17__

TOTAL TIME IN SECONDS: 998

NUMBER OF LINES: p.1 - 11
p.2 - 25
p.3 - 21
p.4 - 26
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TRA:T SCOFING GUIDE
"RECRLATION CLNTER"

rhetorical Mode: Persuasive.- Social/Community

Primary_TEait: Persuasion through invention and elaboration of
arquwents appropriate to specified issues and limited to an
audience with a mixed bias.

rationale or Primary Trait: This tiz.sk represents cuntroversial
situations that prevail in any civilized society-- 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 respondents develop and
support arguments appropriate to their position.

General Scoringlationale: Support may consist of evidence and/or
anpeals to general truths, to experience, or to social and
*coromic values. The support must be consistent with the prsition
and should be of at least moderate length to demonstrate
competence (scale point "3"1. Excellence is achieved by
derionstrating a capacity not only to invert and support arguments
:Alt also bY addressing both sides of a controversial issue. Thus,
the flost successful respondents will be able to support their case
on its own merits as well as answer or refute at moderate length
the causes of the opposition.

1. .

Scoring_Puide_Categories:

0 = No response.

1 = Ug not define and defend a Point of view. Some of these
papers have not explicitly or implicitly taken a position.
Cthrs may contain a thesis statement or clearly imply a
position but do not give several supporting reasons to develop
their arguments. Some'typical score point "1" papers presert:

(a) Attituis ard opinions about related social issues
without d clear statement of position- -these include
free-tloating, uncontrolled statements of opinion showing
no concern for taking a stand and Supporting it.

fl) Position statements but no related support--often these
papers merely reiterate their stand in various forms.
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-Scoring_Guide Categories Icoptinuedl:

(c) Position statements preceded or followed by elaborate
introductions.

(d) Position statements followed by arguments and appeals not
connected to the crucial issues.

Position statements followed zy one or two undeveloped
reasons.

(f) Position statements but the paper goes oft tangentially
into another realm (clarifying terms, personal gripes,
etc.)

'2 = Define _a _point gf view and offer minimal defense. These
papers explicitly state or strongly imply a position and give
one or more clusters of arguments or appeals. (A cluster is a
reason asserted with no more than one or two tits of .evidence
or related appeal.) Score point "2" papers usually consist of
a chain of briefly developed appeals in support of d position
or answering the opposition. They do not develop a line of
argument or link the clusters to each other. The underlying
assumption is that the lines of arguments,. reasons or appeals '
are appropriate to the issue.)

3 = Define and aefend a Rgint of view. These papers clearly state
or imply a position and present at least one substantially
developed line of argument or two moaerately developed lines
of argument relevant to the issues at hand. More evidence to
support the position is presented than in "2" papers.

4 = S/stematicall/ define and defend a point 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 argument usually will te linked as well as' carefully
organizes. Other "4" papers may contain a moderate.statement
of. support with a brief. address answering each of the major
opposition positions.

7 = Illegible, illiterate.

8 = Misunderstands tare task, writes on another topic.

9 = I don't know.

BEs
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Primary Trait
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"Electric Blanket" Exercise

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
month 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.O. Box 29

Buffalo, New York 14240

September 10, 1978

In reply refer to

Account 64377

Dear Customer:

According to our records 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 your 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.
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WRITING TASK: Electric Blanket

NAEP v: 0-202014-52A-3

RHETORICAL MODE: Explanatory - Business

OBJECTIVE: II. Demonstrates ability to write in response to a wide
range of societal demands and obligations. Ability
is defined to include correctness in usage,
punctuation, spelling, and form or convention as
appropriate to particular writing tasks, e.g.,
manuscripts, lett4rs.

SUBOBJECTIVE: B. Business/Vocational

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

Secondary Trait: Self-Expression

AGE: 17

TOTAL TIME IN SECONDS: 896

NUMBER Of LINES: f.1 - 19
p.2 - 26
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TPA:T SCORING GUIDZ
uZLECThIC BLANKET"

Rhetorical Mode: Explanatory Business

Prima. Trait": Situationally routine explanation 'by means of crucial
detail.

Rationale of Primar.i Trait: ILe directive requires respondents to
clearly coinmiunicate the information necessary to explain the
situation. Since the information is given, the writer needs to
recogniz the pertinent details and transcribe them in d mariner
that contormS to the conventions of Ltssiness letter writing. The
rain issue, however, is will the letter accomplish its purpose.
The tone and style of the letter are of lesser importance.

;eneral Scorimi Rationale: The main criteria for rating this exercise
is the presence and accuracy of the information transmitted. The
basic task is accorplished if the writer is identified, the
situation is explained and a directive is given. The other
informati4n serves to amplify the letter and increase the chances
that the Big Mart will be able to solve the problem.

Sgoring Guide k:atc,gories:

0 = No response.

1 = The letter is in some crucial sense incomplete. The writer is
not identified and/or the situation is not 'explained and/or a
directive is not given.

2 = The writer is identified, reference is made to both the
Lill/collection letter and the product, and at least implies
Big Mart should clear up the matter.

3 = The writer identifies account number or name and address,
refers to bill/collection letter, denies receiving product and
qi;res clear direction for future action.

4= The writer, identities account number, mentions date and
receip t of bill/letter, denies receiving product and gives
clear direction for future action. The letter also includes
other information that serves to amplify and increases the
chances that Big Mart will solve the problem.

7 = Illegible, illiterate.

8 = Misunderstands the task, writes on another topic.

9 = : don't know.
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ScoriLig Guide Categories icontinuedl:

MOTE': To maximize reporting capabilities National Asse3sment
categorized the following information. ^_e four trait categories werP
derived through data analysis.

I. Identification of Writer of Letter

1 = no identification
2 = name only
3 = name and address
4 = account number

II. Statement of Situation

A. Reference to Bill /Collection. Lqtter

1 = no mention of receipt of bill/letter
2 = mentions receipt of bill/letter (may or may r!ot include

vague references to time)
3 = mentions date and receipt of bill/letter

B. Eeference to product/Electric Blanket

1 = does not mentior.
2 = mentions blanket

received
3 = denies receiving

III. Directive

product/electric blanket
but does not explain it was never

product/electric blanket

1 = future action suggested irappropridte (unlawful or
violent) or unclear.

2 = leaves future action up to Big Mart (please clear tLis
up) or does riot propose any further action or solution
implying Big Mart should clear up the matter.

3 = gives -clear proposal for future action (send blanket,
won't pay, cancel order, pue, cancel account)
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Scoring guide Categories_jcontinuedl:

IV. ether Belpful Information

A. Peference to Initial'erder of Blanket

1 = doesn't refer to initial order of planket
2 = mentions initial order (may or may not make vague

references to time)
3 = states date and refers to original order
4 = offers copy of original order

C.

B. Feference to Backorder Letter (June 15, Supply Fxhausteu)

1 = no mention of backorder letter
2 = mentions backorder letter (may or may not make vagge

references to time)
3 = states late and refers to backorder letter
4 = offers copy,of backorder letter

C. Reference 6 Pepeated Billing

1 = no mention of repeated eilling
2 = mentions repeated billing
3 = states length of time or ramJer of bills received
4 = discusses, explains, or mentions actions or efforts

related to trying to stop or straighten out repeated
tilling

Secondary -Erait: Self-7xReessior

:r many ways the incidental features of this exercist are more
interesting than: the primary ones. Because the 'informative,
Persuasive elements are routine, it is easy to see why some writer.;
took the opportunity to do more than was really required. A DaSiC
division into "rhetorical" and "self-expressive" papers cen he ',ade.
"Fhetorical" papers are those which accept the problem as Stated and
basically restrict themselves to-,ljter situation. "Self-expressive"
PdPeLS devote space to revealing feelings either directly in invective
and farcical action or indirectly in wit and other vernal cleverness.

.10

,t 7 r:T1
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Secondary Trait: Self-Fxkression Icontinuen:

11 = Rhetorical, perfunctory or neutral

;hose ore factual, businesslike papers, which may or may not
include conventional politeness. These papers present the
facts and are characterized by plain language and the aLsence
of overt clues of active conciliation or hostility.

21 = rhetorical, conciliatory

These papers are pleasant and understanding. The writers are
trying to maintain the goodwill of Mr. Jones and may explain
away the error of the cowpany or be very pleasant or even
apologetic.

22 = Phetorical, hostile or strong *bargaining

Some of these paper.; \propose vigorous hostile counter-action:
calling letter Susirle.ss Bureau, cancel account, call lawyer,
sue. tither "22" papers include nasty remarks or expressions
of literal anger. The vritcrs are annoyed, irritated and
uniustly accused.

31 = Fxprossive, witty

Some of these capers offer brief jests or amusing additions,
playr, on language, funny names, or other symptoms 'f humor
(postscripts indicating tear of freezing) . Papers including
witty .sarcasm or intellectualized anger, depersonalized by
clever lacgnage, may- also be classified in this category.

32 = ExPressive, farce ditd invective

In these papers the weight is on the hostility rather than on
the practical action. Farcr: will be represented in excessive
physical acts (punch in the no -*acts from the Three Stooges
OE other clowns) and other illegal and indecent acts. The
threats could oo taken seriously, but it would seem sstfer to
aqsume that it is anger finding expression in the comic strip
cr farce. Probably in the real world such threats would not
Le made, but if they were, nerious intent would be absent.

Technically, even a sirrple stdter4,nt of anger should btl
ckassifieu ds 4-cpre3Ilive. However, unless the anger can De assnziated
with farce and invective, for these purposes, such papers are
categorized with the strong bargainers of "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 computerized the
text of all the papers involved in these, studies,
basic descriptive conks (average essay length,

L

average word length, etc.) were machine
tabulated. Rationales, as well as detailed defini-
tions of the outlined 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.

a

,

101



SYNTAX SCORING GUIDE OUTLINE
T-UNIT ANALYSIS

(Developed for the 1978-79 Writing Assessment)
"Stork" -- Narrative Exercise

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

II. Embedding

A. Nominalization

1. Nominal Clauses
objects, - subject

Nominal Phrases-
objects, subject

B. Modification

1. Adjectival

a.

.clauses used as subjects, drect
complements or objects of prepositions,

-- phrases used as subjects, direct
complements, or objects of prepositions,

Relative Clauses -- clauses that modify nouns or,
occasionally, complete sentences including clauses
of time, place and manner.

b. Modifying Phrases -- restrictive and non-
restrictive.phrases directly following the nouns
they modify, appositives (some "of" phrases) .

c. Transposed Modifying Phrases -- non-restrictive
phrases separated from the.houns they modify,
verbal pEFEggi,riominative absolutes, appositive
noun phrases.

d. Genitives -- possessive phrases, pre-noun proper

e.

name possessives and possessive pronouns.

Single Word Pre -noun Modifiers -- adjectives that
precede the nouns they modify.
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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. Time naming structure -- clauses or phrases that
establish time.

2. Adversative and illative -- words, clauses, or phrases
that establish time.

3. Other signpOsts -- words, clauses, or phrases that
indicate an addition, a sequence, or a comparison.

i
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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

Descriphic of Sentence Types

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

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

3. 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.

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

5. Compound with phrase -- A ,:ompound sentence containing
at least one phrase in one of the independent clauses.

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

7. 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) .
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1. Run-on Sentences

a. Fused -- A sentence containing two or more
independent clauses with no punctuation or
conjunction separating them.

b. On and on -- A sentence consisting of four or more
independent clauses etrung"together with
conjunctions.

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

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

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

B. Faulty Sentence Construction (These scores are in addition
to the sentence types.)

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

2. ,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 uncleat.

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

d. Other dysfunctions -- A sentence containing an
omitted or extra word and/or a split construction
that definitely detracts from readability.
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III. Punctuation Errors -- Every error of commission and error of
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.

IV. Word Level Mechanics Categories

A. Word Choice -- The writer needs a word that is different
TTZ3ETTIV7Tie written. This category also includes attempts
at a verb, adjective, or adverb form that is nonexistent
or unacceptable.

S. 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 donot
mak. a legitimate word.

C. 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.
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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
actual performance of the group. Thus, if the
national percentages for a particular item is, for
example, 71010 and the group difference nom 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 is 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 the
percentage estimating the change for that group
signifies that the change is 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
Table C-5. "Electric Blanket" Exercise, Primary

Trait

N._



Nation (V

TABLE C-1. Group Differences From National Percentages, "Stork" Exercise
Primary Trait Scores, 1969, 1974,1979'v

Year Nonrateable lnade- Some
mime Story-

telling
0 1 2

1969 1.0 1.8 32.7
1974 1.5 2.7 36.4
1979 0.9 1.1 23.1

196979 -0.1 -0.7 -9.5'

Region
Southeast 1969 0.3 0.3 12.1'

1974 -0.7' 1.7 4.3
1979 -0.1 -0.1 6.0'

1969-79 -0.6 -0.4 -6.1

West -

Central

Noitheast

1969 0.9 -0.5 -10.4'
1974 -0.2 -0.2 -0.9
1979 0.1 1.0 1.8

1969-79 .0.8 1,5' 12.2'

1969 -0.6' 1.0 3.9
1974 -0.2 3.1 0.0
1979 -0.3 -0.3 -2.6

1969-79 0.2 -1.2 -6.5'

'1969 -0.5 -0.9' -22
1974 0.8 -1.1 -2.1
1979 0.3 -0.7' -5.1

1969-79 0.8 0.2 -2.9

Sex
Male 1969 0.7 0.3 9.6'

1974 0.3 0.9' 7.7'
1979 0.5 0.4' 7.7'

1969-79 0.0 0.1 -1.8

N

Story-
telling

Full
Story-
telling

Marginal
or Better

Competent
or Better

3 4 2,3&4 3814

56.5 8.0 97.2 64.5
51.5 7.8 95.8 59.4
64.7 10.2 98.0 74.8
8.1' 2.1 0.8 10.3'

-11.2' -1.5 -0.7 -12.7"
-5.0 -0.3 -1.0 -5.3
-2.9 -2.7 0.3 -5.7
8.2 -1.2 0.9 7.0

8.0" 2.0 -0.4 10.0*
2.1 -0.8 0.4 1.3
-2.7 -0.2 -1.2 :2.9

-10.7' -2.3 -0.8 -13.0"

-3.1 -1.2 -0.4 -4.3
-0.9 1.0 0.1 0.1
1.8 1.5 0.6 3.2
4.9 2.7 1.0 7.6'

3.2 0.4 1.4' 3.6
2.5 -0.2 02 2.3
41 1.4 0.4 5.5
0.9 1.0 -1.0 1.9

-8.5" -2.1" -1.0" -10.6'
-5.7' -32' -12' -8.9"
-5.1' -3.6' -1.0' -8.8'
3.3 -1.5 0.0 1.8
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Female

Race
White 1969 -0.3 -0.6* -1.7* 2.1* 0.6* 1.0" 2.7*

1974 -0.2 -0.8* -1.6* 1.5* 1.1* 1.0* 2.6*
1979 -0.1 -0.3 -1.9' 1.5' 0.8* 0.4 2.3*

1969-79 0.3 0.3 -0.2 -0.6 0.2 -0.6 -0.4

TABLE C-1 - Continued.

Year Nonrateable lnade , Some Story- Full Marginal Competent
quate Story- telling Story- or Better or Better

telling telling
0 1 2 3 4 2,3E44 3&4

1969. -0.6 -0.3 -8.3* 7.4' 1.8", 0.9* 92*
1974 -0.3 -0.9* -7.4* 5.4* 3.1* 1.1* 8.5'
1979 -0.5 -0.4* -7.0* 4.7* 3.3*, 0.9* 8.0*

1969-79 0.0 -0.1 1.3 -2.7 1.5 0.0 -1.3

Black

arental education
Not grad. high school 1969 0.0 1.0 10.4* -5.5 -5.9* -1.0 --11.5*

1974 .0_8 2.0* 11.8* -10.0* -4.6* -2.8 44.6*
1979 0.9 Q.8 11.6* -6.7 -6.7* -1.7 -13.3'

1969-79 1.0 -0.2 1.2 -1.1 -0.8 -0.7 -1.9

Grad. high school 1969 -az 0.8 2.6 -2.5 -0.7 -0.6 -3.2
1974 0.0 -0.1 0.9 0.2 -1.0 0.1 -0.8
1979 -0.3 0.3 2.7 -0.8 -20 0.0 -2.7

1969 --79. GI -0.4 0.0 1.8 -1.3 0.5 0.5

Post high school 1969 -0.3 -1.0* -6.9* " 4.9* 3.3* 1.3* 8.2*
1974 -0.6 -0.9* -5.5* 4.1* 2.9* 1.4* 7.0*.,
1979 -0.1 -0.5* -5.1* 3.G".

A.,
11 3.1* 0.8k 6.1*

1969 -79 -0.1 0.6 i .6- -1.9 -0.2 -0.5 -2.1

1969 1.9 3.9* 19.1* -18.4* -6A* -5,8* -24.8*
1974 0.3 5.3* 12.0* -12.6* -5.9* -5.6* -18.5*
1979 0.5 1.5" 13.8* -11.4* -4.5* -2.1* - -15.9'

1969-79 -1.4 -2.3 -5.2 7.0 1.9 3.7 9.0
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Type of community#
Disadvantaged urban

Rural

TABLE C-1 - Continued.

Year Nonrateable Inade
twine

0 1

1969 1.2 1.6
1974 -0.4 0.0
1979 1.0 4.9'

1969-79 .0.3 3.3

1969 0.9 1.3
1974 -0.5 0.7
1979 -u.: 0.1

1969-79 -1.4 -1.1 -

Advantaged urban 1969 0.0 -1.8'
1974 1.3 -2.2'
1979 0.0 .0.7

1969-79 , 0.0 1.1

Grade
10 1969 0.5 2.7*

1974 2.3 4.6'
1979 0.7 0.6

969-79 0.2 -2.1

11

12

1969 0.1 -0.7'
1974 -. .-0.6 -0.6'
1979 -0.1 -0.1

1969-79 -0.2 0.7'

1969 -0.8 0.3
1974 0.7 -1.9'
1979 -0.2 -1.1'

1969-79 0.6 -1.4

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

-1

Some Story- Full Marginal Competent
Story Story- or Better or Better
telling telling

2

telling

3 4 2,3814 3814

15.0' -13.0' 4.8* -2.8 -17.8'
6.7 4.2 -2.0 0.5 -6.3
5.7 -6.4 -5.2' -5.9 -11.6"

.9.2 6.6 0.4 -3.0 6.2

4.2 -5.3 -1.1 -2.2 -6.4
2.1 .0.6 -1.8 -0.2 -2.4

10.3 -3.0 -6.9" 0.4 -9.9
6.0 2.3 -5.8 2.6 -3.4

.12.5' 11.9' 2.4 1.8 14.3'
-7.8' -0.4 9.2' 0.9 8.7".
-3.5 -1.2 5.4 0.7 4.2
9.1 -13.1' 2.9 -1.1 -10.1.

18.3' -16A' -5.0* -3.1" -21.5'
10.8' -11.4' -6.3' -6.9' -17.7'
15.9' .8.2' -9.0' 1.3 -17.2'

1 -2.4 8.2 -4.0". 1 .8
.1,7. 4.2

-2.3' 2.2' 0.7 0:7* 2.9'
-0.8 1.4 0.6 1.2' 2.0'
1.9' 1.7' 0.4 0.2 .2.1'
0.3 . -0.5 .0.2 -0.5 -0.8

-6.1' 4.6 1.9 0.4 6.5'
-9.6' 6.9 3.8 1.1 10.7'
-4.5 -1.7 7.3' 1.2 5.7*
1.7 -6.3 5.4 0.8 ' -0.9
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Nation 061

TABLE C-2. Group Differences From National Percentages, "Stork" Exercise
Cohesion Scores, 1969, 1974, 1979Nd

..

Year Nonrateable Inds. Attempts at Cohe- Cohesion Competent
quate Cohesion sion and Co- or Better

herence
1 2 3 4 3&4

1969 1.0 0.8 17.8 67.2 13.2 80.4
1974 1.5 0.6 19.7 64.1 14.1 78.2
1979 0.9 0.6 12.1 70.0 15.5 86.4

1969-79 -0.1 -0.2 5.7' 3.7 2.3 6.0'

Region
Southeast 1969 0.3 1.1 7.0' -5,4 .3.0 -8.4'

1974 -0.7" 0.3 2.1 -0.2 -1.4 -1.6
1979 -0.1 0.0 2.7' 0.3 -2.8 -2.6

1969-79 -0.6 .1.1 .4.3 5.7 0.2 5.9

West

Central

Northeast

1969 0.0 -0.1 -2.2 -2.1 3.5 1.4
1974 .0.2 0.0 -2.1 5.7' -3.3 2.3
1979 0.1 0.4 0.0 2.2 -2.8 -0.6

1969-79 -0.8 0.5 2.3 4.3 6.3" .2.0

1969 -0.6' 0.1 -0.9 3.3 -1.8 1.4
1974 - -0.2 -0.5' 0.5 .2.7 2.8" 0.2
1979 -0.3 0.1 0.2 -0.8 0.9 0.1

1969-79 0.2 0.0 1.2 -4.1 2,7 . .1.4

1969 -0 5 -0.7" :1,1 1.1'
.

. - 0.6 .2.4
1974 0.8 0.3 .0.1 -1.8 0.7 -1.1
1979 0.3 -0.5' -3.0' -1.8 .4.9' 3.1

1969-79 0.8 0.3 -1.8 .3.5 -4.3 0.7

Sex
Male 1969 0.7' 0.3 4.0' -1.7 -3.3" 5.0'

1974 0.3 0.0 4.8' -1.1 -4.0' .5 -Si'
..--.. 1979 0.5' 0.4' 4.1' -0.2, -5.0" -5.1'

1969-79 : 0.0 0.1 0.1 1:s -1.7 -0.1



TABLE C-2 - Continued.

Year Nonrateable Inadel
quate

Attempts at
Cohesion

Cohe
sion

Cohesion
and Co-
herence

Compe
or Bette

0 1 2 3 4 3814

Female 1969 -0.6' -0.2 -3.5* 1.5 2.9* 4.4'
1974 -0.3 0 0 -4.6* 1.1 3.8* 4.9*
1979 -0.t* -0.4* -3.7' 0.1 4.5* 4.7*

1969-79 0.0 -0.1 -0.2 -1.3 1.7 0.3

Race
White 1969 -0.3* -0.4' -1.1* 0.8 1.0* 141*

- 1974
1979

-0.2
-0.1

-0.1
-0.3'

-2.2*
-1.8*

1.0
0.5

1.5'
1.6'

. .. 2.5'
2.2'

1969-79 0.3 0.1 -0.7 -0.3 0.6 0.4l .

Black 1969 :1.9 2.1 10.5* -5.0 -9.6' -14.61.
1974 - 0.3 0.9 - 15.6* .8.6' .-8.2* -16.8*
1979 - 0.5 1.7* 11.81 -5,1 -8.9* -14.0*

1969-79 -1.4 -0.5 1.2 -0.1 0.7 0.6.
-.

Parental education
Not grad. high school 1969 0.0 ` 0.8 4.9* 2.0 -7.7* . -5.7*

1974 0.8, 0.6 8.7* -2.9 -7.1* -101*
1979 o.9 . / 0.1 . 5.2* 3.1 -9.41 .31

1969-79 .1.0
- .

' -0.7 0.3 1.1 -1.7 -0,6

Grad. high school 1969 ' ' -0.2 0.3 2.2 ' -1.1 -1.2 -2.4
1974 0.0 0.2 2.2 -1.4 -0.9 -2.3
1979 -0.3 0.3 1.4 1.84 -3.2' '1.4

. 1969-79 -0.1

--
0.0 -0.8

I..?

2.9
,

-2.0 1.0

Post high schdol 1969
1974 .,.

-a
.3*

"-.0.61

-0.6*
-0.4*

4 .0"
-5.2*

01
2.0

4.81
4.2*

4.9'
6.1'

1979 -0.3 -0.3* -2.4* -1.7 4.8" 3.1*
1969-,79 -0.1 0.3 1.5 -1.8 0.1 -1.8

.1

0

.4

1'



Type of community#
Disadvantaged urban

Rural

Advantaged urban

Grade
10.

TABLE C-2 - Continued.

Year Nonrateable made- Attempts at Cohe Cohesion Competent
quate Cohesion sion and Co- or Better

herence

0 1 2 3 4 3&4

1969 1.2 0.6 7.0* -2.2 -6.7* -8.9'
1974 -0.4 -0.1 7.8 -9.0* 1.8 -7.2
1979 1.0 2.3 10.3* -3.1 10.5* -13.6'

1969-79 -0.3 1.7 3.3 -0.9 . -3.8 -4.7

,,
1969 0.9 0.6 -1.8 2.5 .2.2 0.2
1974 -0.5 -0.6* -4.1 7.1' 1.9 5.1
1979 -0.5 0.2 7.2* 3,4 -10.4* -7.0*

1969-79 -1.4 -0,4 9.0 0.9 -8.1 -12

1969 0.0 -0.8* -4,1 3.3 1.5 4.8
1974 1.3 -0.6* -6.7* -5.1 11.1* 6.0
1979 0.0 0.6 -2.5' -4.0 6.0 2.0

1969-79 0.0 1.4 1,6 -7.4 4.5 -2.9

1969 0.5 2.1* 6,9* -0.2 -9.1* -9.4*
19'4 2.3 0.6 11.7* -18 -10.8* -14.6*
1979 0.7 1.2 5.5 5.1 -12.4* -7.3*

1969-79 0.2 -0.9 -1.4 5.3 -3.3 2.0

11 1969 0.1 -0.4* -1.6* 1.1 0.8 1.9*
1974 -0.6 -0.1 -1.1 1.1 0.7 1.8'
1979 -0.1 -0.2 -0.7 0.3 0.7 1.1*

1969-79 0.2 0.2 0,9 -0.8 -0.1 -0.9

12 1969 -0.8* -0.4 -0.3 -3,6 5.0* 1.4
1974 0.7 -0.2 -7.1* -2.0 8.6* 6.5'
1979 -0.2 -0.6* -1.4 -7.3 9.5* 2.2

1969-79 0.6 -0.2 -1.2 -2.7 4.5 0.8

'"Statistically significant at the .05 level.
N Percentages may not total due to rounding error.
#These population groups represent about one-third of the sample.
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TABLE C-3. Group Differences From National Percentages, "Grape Peeler" Exercise
Primal* Trait Scores, 1974,1979'v

. .

Year Nonrateable Serious Ambiguous Some HumOrous Marginal Competent
Humor or Better - or Better

0 1 2

ation (%) 1974 1.2 60.8 20.1

'1979 1.2 62.6 20.6
1974-79 0.0 1.8 0.5

egion . .
Southeast 1974 0.2 -2.6 .f1-.6'

1979 0.4 5.7' -1.7,
1974-79 0.2 8.3" -3.3

West 1974 -1.0' 1:1 0.0
1979 . -0.7 -4.3 2.9

. 1974-79 , 0.3 .1. -5.4 3.0

Central 1974 0.7 5.5' 1.0
- - .1979 0.6 -3..5' 0.7

.. 1974-79 -0.1 2.0 -0.3

Northeast 1974 0.1 6.2" -2.0
1979 -0.2 2.8 -2.3

1914-79 -0.2 -3.4 -0.2

- x
Male ., 1974 -0.1 -3.9* 2.6'

1979 0.6' -1.1 0.4
1974-79 0.7 2.8 -2.2

Fe'inale 1974' 0.1 3.8) -2.6'
1979 -0.6 1.1 -0.4

ace

1974-79 -0.7 -2 7 2.1

White 1974 -0.5' 0.9'
1979 -0.3 -2. 1.0'

1974-79 0.2 0.1 0.1

3 4 2,3&4
,

12.8 5.0 37.9
11.3 4.2 36.2- -1.5 -0.8 -1.8

.
,

0.4 0.4 2.4
-3.1' -1.3 -6.1"
-3.5 -1.7 -8.5'

0.3 .0.3 0.0
2.4 -0.2 5.1
2.1 0.1 5:1

,

. 3.4 0.4 4.8'
1.7 0.4 2.9

-1.7 0.1 -1.9

-3.8' -0.3 -6.2'
-1.4 1.0 -2.6
2.4 1.4, 3.6,

t

2.0' -0.6 4.0"
1.0 -0.9' 0.5

-1.0 -0.3 -3.5"

-2.0" 0.6 -3.9'
-1.0 0.9' -0.5
1.0 0.3 3.4'

1.2' 0.6' 2.7'
0.8' 0.6' 2.5'
.0.4 0.0 -0.3

1 3

3&4

17.9
15.6
-2.3

0.8
4.3'
-5.2'

0.0
2.1
2.2

3.8'
2.2'

-1.6

4.2'
-0.4
3.8

1.4
0.1
-1.3

-1.3

1.8'
1.5'

-0.4



Black

*rental education

.::

TABLE C-3 - Continued.

Year Nonrateable Serious , Ambigitus Some Humorous Marginal Competent
Humor or Better or Better

0 1 2 3 4 2,3&4 3&4

1974 3.5* 14.5' -6.8' -7.4* -32* -18.1" -11.3'
1979 22 11.9* -6.4" -5.0" -3.4* -14.7" -8.3'

1974-79 -0.6 .2.7 0.4 2.5 0.5 3.3 2.9

Not grad. high school 1974 1.2 10.2* -3.4 -4.2' -3.9' -11.5' -8.1'
1979 0.6 7.5" -3.7 -2.0 -2.3' -8.0. -4,4'

1974-79 -0.8 -2.7 -0.3 2 2 1.5 3.5 3.8

Grad. high school 1974 -0.5 3.2 1.6 -3.3' -1.0 -2.7 -4.3'
1979 0.0 3.8' -0.5 -1.8 -1.6" -3.9* -3.4'

1974-79 0.5 0.6 -2.0 1.5 -0.6 -1.1 0.9 .'

Post high school 1974 -0.6' 6.4" 1.1 3.8" 2.3* 7.1" 6.0''...
1979 -0.6 -4.6" 1.4 2.0' 1.8' 5.2* 3.8'( 1974-79 0.1 1.8 0.3 -1.8 -0.5 -1.9 -2.2

Type of community*
Disadvantaged urban 1974 3.4 9.8' -6.3" -3.5 -3.3' -13.2' 6.9.

1979 0.2 6.9 -4.1 -0.3 -2.6' -7.1 -3.0
1974-79 -3.3 -2.9 2.2 3.2 0.7 6.1 3.9

Rural 1974 -0.7' -1.9 2.1 0.2 0.3 2.6 0.5
1979 -0.5 0.0 1.6 1.6 2.6' 0.6 -1.0

1974-79 0.1 1.8 -0.5 1.3 -2.9 -2.0 -1.5

Advantaged urban 1974 -0.3' -7.2 0.6 2.1 4.8' 7.5 6.9"
1979 -0.7* -0.3 -0.8 1.5 0.3 1.0 1.8

1974-79 -0.4 6.9 -1A -0.6 -4.5' 6.5 -5.1
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TABLE C-3 - Continued.

Year Nonrateable Serious . Ambiguous Some
Humor

Humorous . Marginal
or Better

Competent
or Better

0- 1 2 3 4 2,38e4 38e4

Grade
10 1974 1.8 9.8' -3.6 -6.1' -1.9 -11.6' ;8-1.

1979 0.7 3.1 2.3 -3.1 -2.9' -3.8 -6.1'
1974-79 -1.2 -6.7 5.9 3.0 -1.0 7.8 2.0

11 1974 -0.5 -1.0 -0.3 1.4' 0.3 1.5 1.8'
1979 -0.2 0.2 -0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4

1974-79 0.2 1.2 -0.1 -1.4' 0.1 -1.4 -1.4

12 1974 0.2 -6.8' 7.6' -1.7 0.7 6.7 -0.9
1979 -1.2" -3.0 -0.9 4.1 1.1 4.3 5.2'

1974-79 -1.4 3.8 -8.5* 5.8 0.3 -2.4 6.1

'Statistically significant at the .05 level.
"vPercentages may not total due to rounding error.
*These population groups represent about one-third of the sample.
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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
0 1 2 3 4 2,3&4 3&4

Nation (%) 1974 2.7 19.3 56.6 20.4 1.0 78.0 21.4
1979 2.1 25.2 57.5 14.5 0.6 72.7 15.2

1974-79 -0.5 5.8' 0.9 -5.9' -0.3 -5.3' -6.2*

Region
Southeast 1974 -1.2 8.0' -4.5* -2.2 -0.1 -6.8' .2.3

1979 1.5' 1.2 0.8 3.5* 0.0 -2.7 -3.5*
1974-79 2.6 -6.8' 5.3 -1.3 0.2 4.1 -1.1

West

Central

Northeast

1974 0.5 -4.6' 5.0 -0.1 -0.8' 4.2 .0.9
1979 -1.0 -1.9 1.1 2.1 -0.3 2.9 1.9

1974-19 -1.5 2.8 -4.0 2.2 0.5 -1.2 2.7

1974 -0.7 -3.1' 3.4 0.0 0.3 3.7' 0.3
1979 -0.7 3.9 -2.6 -0.7 0.2 -3.2 -0.6

1974 -79 -0.1 7.0' -6.1* -0.7 -0.1 -6.9* -0.8

1974 1.0 2.1 -5.3* 1.5 0.5 -3.2 2.1
1979 0.6 -3.s.1 0.9 1.1' 0.1 2.5 1.5

1974-79 -0.5 -5.2 6.2 -0 -0.4 5.7 -0.6

Sex
Male 1974 1.1 4.7* 1.1 -6.2* -0.7* -5.8* -6.9*

1979 0.2 8.3' -2.2 -5.9' -0.3 -8.4' -6.2*
1974-79 .1.0 3.6' -3.3 0.3 0.3 -2.6 0.7

Female 1974 -1.1 -4.7' -1.1 6.2' 0.7' 5.8' 6.9'
1979 -0.1 -6.8' 1.8 4.8' 0.3 6.9' 5.1*

1974-79 1.0 -2.2 2.9 -1.3 -0.4 1.1 -1.7



TABLE C-4 - Continued.

Year Nonrateable Not Per- Minimally Persua- Fully Marginal Competent

suasive Persuasive sive Persua. or Better or Better
situ

0 1 2 3 4 2,3&4 3&4

Race
White 1974 .1.3 -2.0' 1.7' 1.5' 0.2' 3.4' 1.7'

1979 .0.9' 2.2' 1.7' 1.5' 0.0 3.2' 1.5'
1974-79 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.0 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2

Black 1974 7.3 15.8' 9.8' -12.3' -1.0' .23.1' -13.3'
1979 6.6' 13.6' .11.0' -8.6' .0.6 -' .20.3' -9.2'

1974-79 .0.7 -2.2 -1.2 3.7 0.3 2.9 4.0

Parental education
Not grad. high school 1974 1.1 1.1 4.3 -6.5` 0.0 -2.2 -6.5.

1979 : 2.5 8.1' -5.0' -5.4' -0.2 .10.6' 5.6`
1974-79 1.4 7.0' -9.3' 1.0 -0.2 -8.4* 0.8

Grad. high school 1974 0.6 3.4' -0.9 -3.1* 0.0 -4.0' -3.0 -

1979 0.3 2.6' 1.2 -3.6* -0.4' -2.9' -4.1'
1974-79 .0.3 -0.8 2.1 -0.6 0.5 1.1 -1.0

Post high school 1974 1.4* -3.6* 0.0 4.9' 0.0 5.0` 4.9*

1979 -1.2' -5.4' 1.6 4.5' 0.4' .6.5" 4.9'
1974-79 0.2 1.8 1.6 -0.4 0.3. 1.5 0.0

Type of community*
Disadvantaged urban 1974 7.1 4.9 -6.3* -5.7* 0.0 -12.0' -5:7

1979 3.3' 10.2 -8.0' 5.7 0.1 -13.5 ..5.6
1974-79 .3.8 5.3 -1.7 0.1 0.1 -1.5 0.2

Rural 1974 0.5 -4.6 3.0 2.1 -1.0' 4.1 1.1

1979 0.9 1.8 1.9 -3.9 4.6* -2.7 -4.6*

1974-79 0.4 6.4 .1.1 6.0 0.3 6.7 5.7

Advantaged urban 1974 -2.2' -1.6 5.2 -0.5 -1.0" 3.7 -1.5

1979 2.1' 3.9 0.7 5.2' 1.7` 6.1' 6.8'
1974-79 0.0 2.3 -6.0 5.7 2.6" 2.3 8.3'

4 : ;
.,
r/

L.." 4



TABLE C-4 - Continued.

1

rade

Year Nonrateable

0

Not Per-
suasive

1

Minimally
Persuasive

2

Perm-
sire

3

Fully
Perna-

live
4

Marginal
or Better

2,3814

Competent
or Better

3&4

10 1974 6,5 12.6' .5.2 -13.0' -1.0* -19.1' -14.0'
1979 4.4' 18.1' -10.6' -11.4' -0.5' -22.5' .11.9*

1974-79 -2.0 5.5 .5.5 1.6 0.5 14 2.1

11 1974 -1S* -2.2' 1.5 2.3* -0.1 16* 2.1*
1979 1.0* 2.7* 2.4' 1.2* 0.1 17* 1.3*

1974-79 0.3 -0.5 1.0 -1.1 0.2 0.1 -0.9

12 1974 .0.9* -17 0.9 1.3 2.4 4.6 3.7
1979 1.3* -5.7* 1.0 6.0* 0.1 6.9* 5.9*

1974-79 0.4 4.9 0.1 4.7 -2.5 2.3 2,2

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

- population groups represent about one-third of the sample.
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TABLE C-5. Group Differences From National Percentages, "Electric Blanket" Exercise
Primary Trait Scores, 1974, 1979ry

Year Nonrateable lnade-
quate

Marginal Suc-
cessful

Excel-
lent

Marginal
or Better

Competent
or Better

0 1 2 3 4 2,3814 3814

ation (%) 1974 1.2 31.3 21.0 43.9 2.6 67.5 46.5
1979 1.5 33.3 18.4 44.8 1.9 65.1 46.7

1974-79 0.4 2.0 -2.6" 0.9 -0.7 -2.4 0,2

egion
Southeast 1974 0.2 0.8 3.0 -2.8 -1.2' -1.0 -4.0

1979 1.0 5.7' 2,9 -9.2' -0.4 -6.7' -9.6'
1974-79 0.8 4.9 -0.1 -6.4 0.8 -5.7 -5.6

West 1974 0.5 1.6 3.2' -3.9 ,3
1979 -0.4 -1.9 -4.6' 7.5' -0.6 2.3 6.9'

1974-79 -0.8 -3.5 -7.8' 11.4' 0.7 4.3 12.1'

Central 1974 -0.7 -1.5 -1.4 2.0 1.5 2.1 3.5

1979 -0.2 0.7 -1.1 1.0 -0.4 -0.5 0.6
1974-79 0.3 2.2 0.3 -1.0 -1.8' -2.6 -2.9

Northeast 1974 0.1 -0.4 -3.6" 3.4 0.4 0.2 3.9'
1979 -0.1 -3.6 3.8' -1.6 1.4' 3.7 -0.1

1974-79 -0.4 -3.1 7.4' -5.0 1.0 3.5 -4.0

,ex
Male 1974 0.5 5.0" -2.6' -2.8' -0.1 -5.5' -2.9'

1979 1.2' 9.2' -2.7' -6.8' -0.8' -10.3' -7.6'
1974-79 0.6 4.2" -0.1 -4.0' -0.7 -4.8' -4.7'

Female 1974 -0.4 -4.6' 2.4' 2.6' 0.1 5.1' 2.7'
1979 -0.9" -7.6' 2.2" 5.6' 0.6' 8.5' 6.3'

1974-79 -0.5 -2.9' -0.2 3.0 0.6 3.4' 3.6'

ace
White 1974 -0.4 -2.4' -0.9 3.3' 0.3' 2.7' 3.7'

1979 -0.5 ge -0.5 3.7' 0.2 3.4' 3.9'
1974-79 -0.1 0.4 0.4 -0.2 0.6 0.2

Ao.
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Black

Parental education

TABLE C-5 - Continued.

Year Nonrateable Inade-
quate

0 1

1974 1.8 16.4'
1979 2.4 18.5'

1974-79 0.6 2.1

Not grad. high school 1974 0.2 11.1'
1979 0.8 93 -

1974-79 0.5 -1.3

Grad. high school 1974 -0.2 3.1
1979 0.0 5.9'

1974-79 0.2 2.9

Post high school 1974 -Mr -7.6'
1979 -0.5. -8,1'

1974-79 0.1 -0.5

Type of community#
Disadvantaged urban 1974 2.7 15.5'

1979 1-5 10.6' .

1974-79 -1.1 4.9

Rural

Advantaged urban

1974 -0.8. 3.5
1979 -0.5 1.3

1974-79 0.4 -2.2

1974 -16' -5.5
1979 -0.5' -10.3'

1974-79 0.1 4.8

Grade
10 1974 3.8. 210'

1979 3.0. 23.8.
1974-79 -0.8 0.8

Marginal

2

4.2
1.8

Suc
cessful

3

-20.3'
-218.

Excel-
lent

4 .

-2.1'
-12'

Marginal
or Better
2,384

-112'
-202'

Compete
or Better

3&4

-22 A'
-22.7'

-2.5 -0.5 0.3 -2.7 -0.2

-2.8 -7.6' -0.9 -11.3' -15!
0.2 -9,6' -1.1. -10.5' -10.7'
3.0 -2.0 -0.2 0.8 -2.2

0.3 -2.2 -1.0' -2.9 -3.2
0.3 -4.9' -1.3' -5.9' -6.2'
0.0 -2,7 -0.3 -10 -3.0

1.4 5.6. 1.2' 8.2' 6.8'
0.4 6.9' 1.2' 8.6' 8,1'

-1.0 1.3 0.1 0.3 1.3

-0.7 -17.8' 0.4 -18.1. -17.4'
2.5 -132' -1.2 -12.1' 44.7'
3.2 4.3 -1.6 6.0 2.8

4.1 -7.9. 1.0 -2.7 -6.9
1.7 2.5 -0.1 -0.9 -2.7

-2.4 5.4 -1.1 1.8 4.2

2.2 1.6 2.3 6.1 3.9
5.1. 5.1 0.6 10.8' 5.7
2.9 3.5 -1.6 4.7 1.9

-9.5' 4.7. -2.6. -26.8' -17.3'
-8.9' -16.4' -1.5. -26.8' -172'
0.6 -1.7 1.1 0.0 -0.5

M ..

...

4 1.



TABLE C-5 - Continued.

Year Nonrateable Made-
quate

Marginal Suc-
easeful

Excel-
lent

Marginal
or Better

Competes
or Bettor

0 1 2 3 4 2,3&4 ill
11 1974 -0.7. .0. 1.3' 2.3* 0.1 3.7 2A*

1979 -0.7* -3.1* 0.5 3.2' 0.1 3.8' 3.3'
i 974-79 -0.1 0.0 -0.7 0.9 0.0 0.1 0.9

12 1974 -0.8* -10.4* 4.3. 4.6 2.2 11.1* 6.8'
1979 0.3 ,-8.9* 5.9' 1.7 1.0 8.6' 2.7

1974-79 1.1 1.4 1.6 -3.0 -1.2 -2.5 -4.1

'Statistically significant at the .05 level.
'- Percentages may not total due to rounding error.
*These population groups represent about one-third of the sample.

A
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APPENDIX D

ERROR FREQUENCIES FOR GOOD AND POOR PAPERS
AND SELECTED GROUPS

)

per paper. The column under "average percent"
presents the average percentage of errors per
paper. When the error is a sentence level error
for example, awkward or agreementthe 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.

The tables in this Appendix display error fre-
quencies for papers defined as good or poor by
their primary trait, holistic and cohesion scores (3
and 4 = good, 1 and 2 = poor). In addition, error
frequencies 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

,



TABLE D-1. Average Frequency and Changes in Average Frequency of Errors
in Good and Poor Narrative and Descriptive Papers, Age 17, 1969, 1979t

1969

Good Papers
PT 364

Avg. 0 Avg. %

Sentence fragments 0.1 0.5

Run-on sentences 0.2 2.2

Awkward sentences 1.5 12.3

faulty parallelism 0.2 1.8
Unclear pronoun reference 0.1 0.7

Illogical constructions 0 2 2.1

Other dysfunctional constructions 1.0 7.7

Capitalization errors 0.5

Misspelled words 2.8 1.6

Word-choice errors 0.9 0.5
Sentences with agreement errors 0.2 1.9
Total punctuation errors 6.4

Comma errors 4.0
Endmark errors 0.4 2.8

Number of respondents 594

1969
Good Papers
Holistic 3E4

Avg. I Avg. %

Sentence fragments 0.3 2.2
Run-on sentences 0.4 3.3
Awkward sentences ,1.1 10.8
Capitalization errors 0.2 - --

Misspelled words 2.4 1.5
Nord- choice errors 0.6 0.4
Sentences with agreement errors 0.4 3.4
Total punctuation errors 2.5 -

Comm errors 2.2
Endmark errors 0.3 2.6

Number of respondents 365

*Statistically significant at the .05 level.
tFigures may no; total due to rounding error.

PI

Narrative ("Stork")

1979 Change 1969-79
Poor Papers Good Papers Poor Papers

PT 1E2 PT 364 PT 162

Avg. I Avg. % Avg. S Avg. S Avg. S Avg. S

.

Poor Papers
PT 1E2

Avg. f Avg. %

Good Papers
PT 3E4

Avg. I Avg. S

0.1 1.4 0.2 1.7

0.4 5.8 0.4 3.4

1.l 17.6 1.4 12.3

0.2 2.9 0.3 2.4

0.1 0.4 0.1 0.4

0.2 4.7 0.2 1.4

0.7 9.6 0.9 8.1

0.7 0.7
2.6 2.6 3.5 2.1
0.6 0.7 0.9 0.6
0.2 3.1 0.2 1.8
5.1 6.6
2.3 4.1
0.4 5.9 0.5 4.0

722

0.1
0.4
1.1

0.1
0.0
0.1

0.9
0.6
2.8
0.7
0.2
4.9
2.2
0.4

Descriptive ( ". ascribe ")

Poor Papers
Holistic 162

Avg. 0 Avg. S

Good Papers
Holistic 364

Avg. I Avg. %

0.4 6.2 0.3 1.9
0.5 9.6 0.5 4.7

1.5 21.2 1.7 14.3

0.4 0.7

3.7 3.5 3.8 2.0
0.9 0.8 0.8 0.4
0.7 10.1 0.7 5.2

2.5 . 3.8
2.0 3.2

0.3 6.2 0.4 3.3

1.3 0.1* 1.2*

9.0 0.1* 1.2*

22.1 -0.2 0.1

1.2 0.0 0.6
0.2 0.0 -0.2
1.5. -0.1* -0.7*
19.1 -0.1 0.4

0.2
3.3 0.7* 0.6*

0.9 0.0 0.1

3.8 0.0 -0.1
0.2
0.1

8.0 0.1 1.1*

0.0 -0.1
0.0 3.1

0.0 4.5

-0.1 -1.7*
0.0 -0.2
-OA* -3.2*
0.2 9.5*
-0.1
0.2 0.7
0.1 0.3
0.0 0.7

-0.2
-0.1
0.0 2.2

1979
Poor Papers
Holistic 162

Avg. I Avg. S

Change 1969-79
Good Papers Poor Papers
Holistic 3E4 Holistic 112

Avg. 1 Avg. % Avg. I Avg. %

0.4 5.7 0.0 -0.4 -0.1 -0.4

0.6 11.1 0.2 1.4 0.1 1.4

1.4 22.9 0.7* 3.6* -0.1 1.8

0.8 0.4* --- 0.4* - --

4.4 4.5 1.5* 0.6* 0.6 0.9*

0.6 0.6 0.2* .0.0 -0.3 -0.2

0.7 10.8 0.3* 1.8* 0.0 0.7

2.7 1.4* --- 0.2 - --

1.9 1.00 --- 0.0 ---

0.3 7.2 0.2 0.7 0.0 1.0

538

1.33



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, 1979t

Sentence .fragments
Run-on sentences
Awkward sentences
'Faulty parallelism
Unclear pronoun reference
Illogical constructions
Other dysfonctIonal constructions

Capitalization errors
Misspelled words
Nord-choice errors
Sentences with agreement errors
Total punctuation errors

Co mma errors
Endmark errors

Number of respondents

Good Papers
° Cohesion 314
Avg. f Avg. %

0.1 0.6
0.3 3.1

1.4 12.9
0.2 1.9
0.1 0.6
0.2 2.6
0.9 7.8
0.6 ---
2.9 1.7
0.9 0.5
0.2 2.0
6.3 ---
3.7

0.4 3.2

1969

594

.

Pobr Papers
Cohesion 112

Avg. f Avg. S

0.1 1.9

0.2 5.0
1.2 19.4
0.2 3.5
0.0 0.4
0.3 4.8
0.7 10.8
0.4 ---
2.3 2.8
0.6 0.7

0.2 3.5
4.4 ---
2.2
0.4 6.7

1979
Good Papers Poor Papers
Cohesion 384 Cohesion 112

Avg. f Avg. S Avg. # Avg. %

Narrative ("Stork")

0.2 1.6 0.1 1.9
0.4 4.1 0.4 10.0
1.3 13.2 1.1 25.6
0.2 2.3 0.1 1.1
0.1 0.4 0.0 0.1
0.1 1.3 0.1 2.0
0.9 9.2 1.0 22.5
0.7 --- 0.5 ---

3.4 2.2 2.8 3.7
0.8 0.6 1.0 1.3
0.2 1.8 0.3 6.1
6.4 --- 4.7 ---
3.9 ..... 1.9 - --

0.5 4.3 0.4 9:5

722

Change 1969-79
Good Papers. Poor Papers
Cohesion 314 Cohesion 112

Avg. f Avg. % Avg. f Avg. S

0.1* 1.0' 0.0 0.0
0.1 1.0 0.1 5.0

-0.1 0.3 -0.0 6.2
0.0 0.4 -0.1 -2.4'

-0.0 -0.2 -0.0* -0.3
-0.1' -1.2' -0.2' -2.8'
-0.0 1.4 0.2 11.7'
0.1 --- 0.1 --
0.6 0.5' 0.6 0.9

-0.0 0.0 0.4 0.6'
-0.0 -0.3 0.1 2.6
0.1 --- 0.3 ---
0.2 - -- -0.3
0.1 1.1' 0.1 2.8

*Statistically signifiaant at the .05 level.
Viewers may not total dkir to rounding error.

1.,



TABLE D-3, Average Frequency and Average Changes in Frequency of Errors in
Narrative and Descriptive Papers for Selected Groups, Age 17, 1969, 1974, 1979t

,

.

1979
Male Female

1969-79
Male
Change

1979
Female White
Change

Narrative ("Stork")
.

Black
1969-79

White
Change

Black
Change

Avg. % sentence fragments 1.9 1.4 1.2* 0.5 1.4 2.1 0.7* -0.2
Avg. % run-on sentences 6.5 3.3 2.5* 0.3 3.6 12.1 0.9 3.8
Avg. % awkward sentences 17.6 12.1 3.2 -1.7 12.6 25.8 0.4 -1.9
Avg. % faulty parallelism 2.4 1.9 0.6 -0.6 1.8 2.9 -0.1 -1.6
Avg. % unclear pronoun reference 0.4 0.4 -0.4 0.0 0.4 0.5 -0.1 -0.6
Avg. % illogical constructions 1.6 1.3 -2.0e -1.3* 1.3 1.8 -1.0* -6.3*
Avg. % other dysfunctional
constructions 13.2 8.5 4.9* 0.2 9.2 20.5 1.7 6.5*

Avg. f capitalization errors 0.8 0.5 0.1 0.0 -0.6 0.8 0.1 0.0
Avg. % misspelled words 3.0 1.9 0.6 0.4 2.3 3.2 0.5* -0.2
Avg. % word-choice errors 0.6 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.5 1.5 0.0 0.0
Avg. % sentences with agreement errors 2.5 2.0 0.6 -0.6 1.5 , 6.2 -0.3 0.4
Avg. a total punctuation errors 6.6 5.8 0.2 0.2 6.2 6.9 0.3 -0.1

Avg. I canna errors 3.8 3.5 0.1 0.4 3.6 3.6 0.2 0.5
Avg. f endmark errors

-
5.2 4.1 1.2 0.9 4.4 8.0 1.3* -2.7

Descriptive ("Describe")

Avg. % sentence fragments 4.4 3.9 -0.5 0.2
Avg. % run-on sentences 9.4 7.5 2.5 1.2

Avg.A.awlovard sentences 21.7 17.1 4.4 2.0
Avg. f capitalization errors 0.9 0.6 0.5* 0.4*
Avg. % misspelled words 4.0 3.0 0.9 0.9
Avg. % word-choice errors 0.5 0.5 -0.1 -0.1
Avg. % sentences with agreement errors 8.1 8.8 0.5 2.1
Avg. f total punctuation errors 3.1 3.3 0.4 - 1.0

Avg. f comma errors 2.3 2.6 0.1 0.6
Avg. f endmark errors 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.1

*Statiatioany eignitioant at the .0.5 level.
Miguree may not rota due to rounding error,

1 j5
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APPENDIX E

BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE AND GROUP RESPONSES
TO BACKGROUND AND ATTITUDE QUESTIONS

Appendix E contains the Writing Background
Questionnaire as it was administered to 17-year-
olds. Questions 4, 5, 8, 9 and 10 were not
administered in 1974' however, the remaining
questions were asked in both the 1974 and 1979
assessments.

Table *E-1, which follows the questionnaire.
shows the percentages of responses to each
question for.the nation as well as the differences
between national -percentages and group
percentages.

Table E-2 displays the dtfferences.between na-
tional percentages and the percentages of respons-
es given by those writing poor papers (rated 1 and
2) and good papers (rated 3 and 4) for the
"Stork," "Grape Peeler," "Rec .Center" and
"Fiectric Blanket" exercises,

. It should be ndted that for both Tables E-1 and
E-2, the "1 haven't written any papers" responses
(I% to 2./o) have been combined with the

*;4

127

"Never" responses. Also, summaries for )

encouragement of prewriting activities, teacher
feedback and the writing process are based on
both "Usually" and "Sometimes" responses.
Thereft le, for example on Table E-1, the national
percentage of 66 shown after "Encouraged
prewrite notes or outlines or both" indicates the
percentage responding "Usually" or
"Sometimes" to either or both questions 4 and 5.
"Either notes/outlines" indicates the percentage
(28.3) that responded "Usually" or "Sometimes"
to either question 4 or question 5. The percentage
responding "Usually" or "Sometimes" to both
questions (37.7) is fowl on the next line.

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

. toward writing. The questionnaire was adapted
from a questionnaire, "How I Feel About
Writing," developed by Richard M. Bossone and
Lynn Quitman Troyka, The City University of
New York.

.



National Assessment Writing
Background Questionnaire, Age 17

1. How many= reports and essays have you written during the last six weeks as
part Wany school assignment?

.,

2: In ttb.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?

CD None of the time

CD Little of the time

About one-third of the time

(:) About one-half of the time

Most of the time

3. In addition to the general English, literature or granular classes you have
taken during the last two 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 cZ) cZ) cz)

B. Greative writing course CZ:i CZ:i CZ)

C. Other writing course CZ) CZ) CZ)

(If other, please specify.)

4. Are you encouraged to jot down ideas and make notes about the topic of
your paper before you write it?

Usually Sometimes Nevei I haven't written any papers.

CD CZ) CZ) CZ)

5. Are you encouraged to make outlines of your papers before you write them?

-11.1ivally So ices "_' Never 1 haven'f"i /i9tten arty papers.

CZ) CZ) CZ) c:

6. Oo you write a paper more than once before you turn it in to your teachers?

Usually Sometimes Never I haven't written any papers.

CZ) CZ) CZ)

128



7. -When your papers are returned,
improve your writing?

Usually Sometimes

CD CD

8. When your papers are returned,

Usually Sometimes-

CD CD

9. After your papers are returned
it?

Usually Sometimes

C=: C=:

do they have written suggestions on how to

Never I haven't written any papers.

(=> CD

do your teachers discuss them with you?

Never I haven't written any papers.

CD (=>

, do you work on the paper again to improve

Never I haven't written any papers.

C=7) (±)

10. Do you enjoy working on writing assignments?

Usually Sometimes Never I haven't written any papers.

138



Region Sex
Nation SE k C NE
1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979

13.0 13.9 0.5 3.0 2.2 -1.3 0.0 0.6 -2.5* -1.9 2.3* 2.4* -2.2* -2.2*
11.4 12.3 0.6 2.8* 0.3 -1.0 0.5 1.4 -1.3 -2.8* 0.5 -0.1 -0.5 0.1
16.3 16.8 0.9 1.9 -0.2 -0.7 -0.1 1.8 -0.4 -2.8* 0.6 -0.2 -0.6 0.2
14.7 14.0 1.2 -0.2 -0.6 0.1 -1.1 -0.4 0.9 0.4 -0.1 0.2 0.1 -0.1
11.2 11.1 -0.4 -0.8 0.0 0.1 -0.2 -0.2 0.5 0.8 -0.5 -0.9 0.5 0.8
25.7 22.5 -2.0 -5.2* -1.7 1.3 0.0 -1.6 2.9 4.8* -2.5* -2.2* 2.5* 2.0*
6.2 5.3 -0.7 -2.0* -0.6 1.6 0.9 -1.0 0.1 1.0 -0.4 -0.2 0.4 0.2

5.0 3.7 -0.4 0.7 0.0 -1.1* -0.3 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.2 0.6 -0.1 -0.5
41.6 33.7 -3.3 0.6 -2.8 -4.0* 0.7, -0.1 4.1* 3.8* 1.8 1.4 -1.8 -1.3
33.6 37.1 1.4 0.0 0.4 -0.1 0.7 0.5 -2.1 -0.5 -0.5 -0.2 0.5 0.1
13,8 17.4 1.1 -0.4 1.3 3.5* -0.3 0.0. -1.5 -3.3* -1.4* -1.5* 1.3* 1.4*
5.8 6.9 1.3 0.0 1.1 4. 1.7* -0.7 -0.2 -1.1 -1.7* -0.1 -0.5 0.1 0.4

6.3 8.2 -1.0 0.1 2.2* 0.9 -0.5 -0.4 -0.8 -0.6 0.1 0.5 -0.1 -0.4

20.5 24.6 . -0.7 1.2 2.0 2.0 -1.0 -1.3 0.0 -1.8 -1.8* -1.7* 1.7* 1.6*

14.9 16.6 -1.0 -4.5* 1.9 3.4 1.4 1.2 -2.5 -0.9 -2.0* -2.8* 2.0* 2.6*

26.1 24.0 -1.4 -0.6 1.8 1.8 0.4 -0.6 -1.0 -0.7 -2.3* -1.9* 2.2* 1.8*

-- 54.4 -1.0 1.0 0.0 -0.2 -6.6* 6.0*
-- 35.1 1.2 0.2 -0.2 -1.0 3.0* -2.7*
-- 7.7 -0.4 -0.7 0.7 0.3 2.8* -2.6*

-- 49.4 -2.4 3.4* -0.8 -0.5 -4.2* 3.9*
-- 35.5 1.1 -0.7 -0.2 -0.1 0.5 -0.5
-- 11.2 0.3 -1.9 1.5 0.1 2.7* -2.5*

-- 66.0 -1.8 1.8 0.6 -0.9 -5,5* 5.1*
-- 31.2 1.5 -1.4 -0.1 0.1 4.8* -4.4*

28.3 -0.2 -0.8 2.0 -1.1 -0.3 0.2
-- 37.7 -1.6 2.6 -1.4 0.2 4.3* 4.9*

TABLE E-1* Responses to Background Questions, National Percentages and

Differences for Groups, Age 17, 1974, 1979

1. Reports written last 6 weeks as
part any school assignment?

0
1

2
3

4
5-10
More than 10

2. Time spent English class on writing
instruction?
None
Little
1/3
1/2
Most

3. A. Remedial writing course?
Yes

B. Creative writing course?
Yes

C. Other additional writing course?
Yes

Total having taken additional
writing course (other than
remedial)
Yes

4 .

4. Encouraged jot ideas and make-notes
before write?

Usually
Sometimes
Never

5. Encouraged make outlines before
write?

Usually
Sometimes
Never

Encouraged prewrite dotes or outlines
or both

Neither notes/outlines
Either notes/outlines
Both notes/outlines

SamtietieaLlif significant at the .05 7,v4i.



I. Reports written last 6 weeks as
part of any school assignment?
0
1

2
3

4
- 5-10

More than 10

2. Time spent English class on writing
instruction?
None
little r.

1/3
1/2
Most

3. A. Remedial writing course?
Yes

. Creative writing course?
Yes

C. Other additional writing course?
!Yes

Total having taken additional
writing course (other than
remedial)

Yes

4. Encouraged jot ideas and make notes
before write?
Usually
Sometimes
Never

5. Encouraged, make outlines before
write

Usually
Sometimes
Never

Encouraged prewrite notes or outlines
or both

Neither notes/outlines
Either notes/outlines
Roth notes/outlines

',Statistical/9 significant at the .O5 Zevet.

TABLE E-1 -- Continued

Parental Education Type of Community
NGH GHS PHS DU R AU

1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979

3.1* 7.0* 1.1 2.6* -3.0* -4.2* 5.3* 2.6 -0.3 1.8 -2.1 -6.9*
0.9 1.5 1.9* 1.6 -1.7* -1.2* -0.7 -1.6 1.6 4.6 -2.0 -1.7
2.4 1.0 . 0.7 0.6 -1.1 -0.5 -0.5 -0.1 0.6 1.4 -1.5 -1.7

-0.1 -1.6 0.0 -0.7 0.2 1.0 -0.9 -1.1 -0.8 0.4 -0.9 2.2
-0.1 -2.0 -0.6 -0.9 0.6 1.3* 0.1 -0.8 -0.8 -1.9 -0.1 1.1
-5.3* -6.2* -2.5* -3.2* 4.4* 4.0*. -3.0 -2.6 -2.2 -4.8 5.2 7.7*
-1.5 -1.7* -0.6 -0.6 1.1* 0.8* -0.9 0.4 1.3 -1.6' 1.6 0.7

0.4 2.0* 0.2 0.4 -0.6 -1.1* 1.0 0.4 -0.8 1.1 '-0.6 -2.2*
-3.0 -0.2 0.9 -0.4 0.8 0.4 -5.7* -2.1 1.3 -0.3 -1.2 -2.4 _

-0.9 -3.9 -0.1 0.2 0.9 1.4 -2.7 -3.9 0.3 2.1 1.7 2.6
1.9 1.0 -0.3 0.4 -0.4 -0.5 2.7 2.8 -0.2 -1.5 1.2 2.7
1.7 1.5 -0.6 -0.7 -0.5 -0.3 - 4.4* 2.4 -0.6 -0.5 -1.1 -0.1

-0.3 0.7 -0.2 -0.2 0.2 -0.2 0.6 0.8 -0.2 -1.6 0.4 1.0

8
-4.2* -2.4 -2.1* -2.5* 3.2* 2.3* -2.1 1.1 -0.7 -5.3 1.6 1.0

...

-5.5* -5.6* -2.4* -2.6* 4.1* 3.3* -2.3 -1.8 -1.8 -7.1* 6.1* 4.6

-5.5* -2.6 -2.1 -1.7 3.9* 1.9* , -2.9 2.2 -2.0 -4.4 5.3 2.0

-- -11.6* -3.6* -- 6.1* -7.4* -4.2 -- 12.6*
-- 7.7* 2.7* -3.8* 4.7 4.1 -- -6.1*
-- 2.8* 1.0 -1.9* 0.8 0.9 -- -2.9*

-- -11.2* -3.5* 5.8* -6.8' -3.3 -- 11.6*
-- 4.3* 1.7 -2.0' 2,1 2.2 -- -4.7
-- 4.9* 1.7* -3.0' 2.3 1.2 -- -5.0*

-11.4* -2.9* 5.7* -7.7* -3.5 -- 11.7*

-- 10.4* 3.0* -5.3* 6.8' 4.1 -- -10.3*
-- 0.0 1.2 -0.6 -1.2 0.5 -- -0.7

-11.4' -4.2* 6.3* -6.5* -4.0 -- 12.4*

1 0
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TABLE E-1

Race

Continued

B 10

Grade
11 12

1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979

1. Reports written last 6 weeks as
part any school assignment?
0 -0.5 -0.3 2.3 2.0 7.4* 7.8* -2.0* -1.7* 1.7 0.0
1 0.2 0.4 -1.1 -1.9 1.1 1.3 . 0.0 -0.1 -0.7 -0.5
2 0.0 0.0 0.1 . 0.1 0.3 -8.6 0.2 0.6 -1.3 -2.6
3 0.1 0.3 -0.4 -1.5 -1.6 -3.2* 0.4 0.7* -0.5 -0.1
4 -0.1 0.2 0.5 -1.0 -0.9 -1.4 0.3 0.3 -0.3 0.0
5-10 0.4 0.2 -2.6 -2.2 -6.8* -6.7* 1.2* 0.9 1.5 3.4
More than 10 0.0 0.0 0.4 -0.7 -0.6 -1.6 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.9

2. Time spent English class on writing
instruction? -

None 0.0 -0.1 0.5 0.8 2.1 3.1* -0.5 -0.5* 0.7 -0.6
Little 1.8* 1.2* -11.5* -6.8* -5.3* -1.1 0.7 0.2 1.8 0.3
1/3 0.6 0.8* -4.4 -4.4* -3.2 -4.8* 0.8 1.1* -0.6 -0.5
1/2 -1.1* -1.0* 7.2* 4.9* 3.9* .0.0 -0.5 -0.1 -1.3 0.6
Most -1.2** -0.9* 7.9* 5.5* 2.4 2.6* -0.5 -0.6* -0.7 0.2

3. A. Remedial writing course?
Yes -0.3 -0.0* 1.3 4.0* 0.6 2.2 -0.1 -0.5 -0.7 0.1

B. Creative writing course?
Yes 0.1 -1.3* -0.7 7.3* -3.9 -1.3 0.2 -0.5 3.8 5.2*

C. Other additional writing course?
Yes 0,7* 0.6 -4.6* -5.4* -8.3* -8.8* 0.7 0.9* 6.5* 5.0*

Total having taken additional
writing course (other than
remedial)
Yes 0.5 -0.8* -3.5 3.9 .7.0* -2.8 1.0* -0.1 3.3 4.1

4. Encouraged jot ideas and make notes
before write?

Usually 1.4* -6.6* -. 45.2* 1.ti* 7.8*
Sometimes -1.0* 4.0 8.2* -0.7 -5.2*
Never 0.0 -0.1 4.6* -0.6* -2.1 .

5. Encouraged make outlines before
write?

Usually 1.7* -9.2* -13.7* 1.5* -8.1*
Sometimes -0.7 3.3 ... 3.1 0.0 .3.4
Never -0.3 1.5 6.6* 4.8* -3.4*

Encouraged prewrite notes or outlines
or both -- 1.5* -6.8* -14.5* 1.8* 7.0*

Neither notes/outlines -1.0* 4.2 12.3* -1.4* -6.5*
Either notes/outlines -0.2 2.2 -0.2 0.3 -- -1.9
Both notes/outlines 1.7* -9.0* -14.4* 1.4* 8.9

17tatfrottmll? Ji"ii?eant at th 1,'m' /. Iii
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TABLE E -1 -- Continued

Nation SE
Region

V C NE N
Sex

F
1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979

6. Graft /rewrite before turn in?

Usually 53.9 56.3 -1.7 -2,5 -0.4 2.0 1.0 0.9 0.5 -1.1 -9.8* -9.4* 9.4* . 8.3*
Sometimes 40:1 35.9 2.1 1.8 -0.I -4.9 -0,6 -1.1 -0.7 0.7 6.7* 5.0* -6.4* -4.4*
Never 5.9 7.8 -0.3 0.7 0.5 -1.1 -0.4 0.2 0.2 0.4 3.1* 4.4* -2.9* -3.9*

7, Teacher suggestions on paper?
Usually 33.1 48.0 -3.6* -4.0 1.3 1.3 -0:4 2.2 1.8 -0,4 3,1* 0.3 -3.0* -0.3
Sometimes 56,5 44.2 0.4 1.6 -1.2 -0.6 0.8 -1.1 -0.1 0.5 -3.3* -2.0* 3.2* 1.7*
Never 10.4 7,7 3.2* 2.4 -0.1 -0.7 -0.5 -1.1 -1.7 -0.1 0.1 1.7* -0.1 -1.4*

8. Teacher discuss papers?
Usually -- 27.0 5.2* -2.9 -1.0 0.0 0.2 -0.1
Sometimes -- 57.1 -3.0 2.5 0.4 -0.7 -0.9 0.8
Never -- 15.8 -2.1 0.4 0.6 0.R 0.7 -0.6

Teacher feedback suggestions.
discussions or both -- 57.9 0.1 -1.0 1.3 -0.3 G.4 -0.4

Neither suggest/discuss -- 42.1 -0.1 1.0 -1.3 0.3 -0.4 0.4
Either suggest/discuss -- 40.4 -1.1 -0.3 1.3 -- -0.1 0.5 -- -0.4
Both suggest/discuss -- 17,5 1.2 -0.8 0.0 -- -0.2 0.0 -- 0.0

9 Improve returned papers?
Usually -- 13.4 3.1 0.5 -1.9 -1.2 -1.0 0.9
Sometimes -- 46.2 -- 1.5 2.2 0.3 -- -4.0* -- -1.7 -- 1.5
Never -- 40.3 -4.7 -- -2.7 1.5 5.2* 2.7* .. -2.4*

10. Enjoy working on writing?
Usually t -- 20.6 -- -0.6 2.4 -0.6 -1.7 -5.8* 5.1*
Sometimes ' -- 55.3 0.2 1.3 -0.7 -0.8 -2.00 1.7*
Never -- 24.1 0.4 -3.8* 1,3 2.5 7.8* -6.8*

Summary process: prewrite, draft, feedback,
improve

None -- 10.4 -- 1.0 -- -0.1 -0.1 -0.5 3.7* -3.3*
At least 1 -- 89.5 -1.0 0.1 0.1 0.5 -3.7* 3.3'
At least 2 -- 67.0 -0.8 0.7 1.0 -1,2 -6.3* 5.5*
At least 3 -- 34.2 0.4 1.6 0.9 -2,9 -4.8, 4.2*
All 4 -- 6,7 1.5 0.6 -1.1 -0.8 -0.7 0.7

Number of respondents 34,211 26.651

*Statistically eignificent at the .06 Letka.
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TABLE E-1 -- Continued

NGH

Parental Education
GHS PHS DU

Type of Community
R AU

1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979

6. Draft/rewrite before turn in?

Usually 4.0* -9.8* -2.7* -3.5* 5.9* S.S* -10.9* -8.3* -3.4 -3.3 7.7* 7.1*

Sometimes 6.5* 6.4* 2.1 2.4 -4.5* -3.5* 8.3* 6.9* 2.8 1.8 6.8* -4.1

Never 1.4 3.4* 0.6 1.2 -1.4* -1.9* 2.6 1.4 D.S 1.5 -0.9 -3.0*

7, Teacher suggestions on paper?

Usually -5.7* -11.1* -1.5 -2.3 3.8* 4.7* -6.1* -9.9* -2.1 -0.9 7.6* 8.8*

Sometimes 1.5 5.2* 0.6 1.6 -1.0 -2.4* 0.8 6.3* 0.1 -0.3 -4.5 -5.8*

_ver 4.2* 5.9* 0.8 0.1 -2.7* -2.3* 5.3* 3.5* 2.0 1.2 -3.1* -3.0*

8. Teacher discuss papers?
Usually 3.2 -0.7 3 4.7 4.1 -1,3

Sometimes -3.9 -0.1 I.& -4.3 -2.8 3.5

Never 0.7 0.8 -0.7 -0.4 -1.3 -2.2

Teacher feedback suggestions.
discussions or both -6.1* -1.5 2.8* -4.3 2.1 5.8*

Neither suggest/discuss 6.1* 1.5 -2.8* .. 4.3 -2.1 -5.8*

Either suggest/discuss -4.3 -0.1 1.3 ... -3.4 1.4 4.2

WA suggest/discuss -1.8 -1.5 1.5* -0.8 0.7 1.6

9. Improve returned papers?
Usually 3.3 0.0 -0.8 ... 2.5 2 3 0.9 .

Sometimes 1.1 -- -0.4 -- 0.1 ... 2.6 0.6 -- -0.2

Never -4.4 0.4 -- 0.7 -- -5.2 ... -2.8 -0.7

10. Enjoy working on writing?
Usually -0.9 -3.7* 2.4* 1.3 -2.1 0.6

Sometimes
... -0.2 0.6 ... 0.0 4.1 -2.0 1.8

Never 1.1 3.1- -- -2.4* -- -5.4 4.1 -2.4

Summary process: prewrite. draft, feedback.

improve
None -- -5.9* 1.S ... -2.8* -- 2.7 1.1 -4.9*

At least 1 -- -5.9* -1.5 ... 2.8* -- -2.7 -1.1 4.9*

At least 2 -10.5* -3.0* -- 4.9* -- -7.7* -0.8 9.4*

At least 3 -- -7.4* -3.0* -- 4.1* -- -6.2* -0.7 -- 7.2*

All 4 -- -0.2 -o.s ... 0.4 -- 0.2 0.2 2.5

4StatisticaZty significant at tic .0. lecet.

,.
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TABLE E-1

Race
W

Continued

6 10
Grade
11 12

1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1979 1974 1974

6. Oraft/rewrite before turn in?
Usually 2.3* 2.0* .14.3* -13.1* -14.4* -12.8* 2.3* 1.8* 4.6 3.4
Sometimes -1.4* -1.7* 11.4* 10.4* 9.6* 7.3* -1.4* -1.1* -4.1 -1.3
Never -0.5* -0.3 3.0* 2.7 4.8* 5.5* -0.9' -0.7* -0.S -2.0

7. Teacher suggestions on paper?
Usually 1.5* 1.7* -9.8* -9.4* -6.8* -12.5* 1.1* 1.8* 2.1 2.0
Sometimes 0.2 -0.9* -0.1 4.1 -1.5 4.8 0.5 -0 8 -1.1 -0.1
Never -1.7* -0.8* 9.9* 5.3* 8.3* 7.7* -1.6* -40* -1.0 -1.9

8. Teacher discuss papers?
Usually -1.6* 15.5* 4.2 -0.8 0.1
Sometimes 0.8* -8.9* -4.9* 0.5 1.4
Never 0.8* -6.6* 0.7 0.1 -1.4

Teacher feedback suggestions.
discussions or both 0.0 3.6 -5.0 0.7 1.0

Neither suggest/discuss 0.0 -3.6 5.0 -0.7 -1.0
Either suggest/discuss 0.0 1.1 -1.5 0.3 -0.0
Both suggest/discuss 0.0 2.5 -3.4 0.3 1.1

4.
9. Improve returned papers?

Usually -1.2* 8.2* 2.1 -0.3 -0.5
Sometimes -1.0* 7.g* 4.7 -0.8 1.2
Never 2.2* -16.1* -6.8* 1.1* -0.7

10. Enjoy working on writing?
Usually -0.4 3.0 -2.2 0.0 2.1
Sometimes -0.9* 4.9 0.0 -0.2 1.7
Never 1.3* -7.9* 2.2 -- 0.2 -3.8

Summary process: prewrite, draft. feedback.
improve

None -0.3 1.5 7.8* -0.7 -3.3*
At least 1 0.3 -1.5 -7.8* 0.7 3.3*
At least 2 0.8* .- -3.1 -11.3* 1.3* 3.8
At least 3 0.6 -2.7 -9.0* 0.8 3.4
All 4 -0.2 1.5 -1.1 0.1 0.4

4.5tatiutical:e al:J.:J./lean! .. th4 .05 uveZ.
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TABLE E -2,

1. Reports written last 6
weeks as part any school
assignment?

None
1

2-4
5-10
More than 10

2. Time spent English class
on writing instruction?

None - little
1/1
1/2 - most

3. A. Remedial writing
course?

Yes

. Not yes

8&C. Additional writing
course (other than
remedial)
Yes
Not yes

485. Encouraged prewrite: notes
or outlines or both

Yes
Not yes

6. Draft/rewrite before turn
in?

Usually
Sometimes
Never

7. Teacher suggestions on
paper?
Usually
Sometimes
Never

Responses to Background Questions, Differences for Poor and Good
Writers, Age 17, 1974, 1979x.

Nation
Ching*

1974 1979 1974-79

"Stork" -- Primary Trait
Narrative

Poor Good Poor Good. Poor
Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers
PT 182 PT 384 PT 182 PT 384 Change

Good
Papers
Change

"Stork" -- Cohesion
Narrative

Poor Good Poor Good
Papers Papers Papers Papers

Coh. 182 Coh. 384 Coh. 182 Coh. 384

Poor
Papers

Change

Good
Papers
Change

1974 1974 1979 1979 1974-79 1974.79 1974 1974 1979 1979 1974-79 1974-79

13.0 13.9 0.9 11.2' -14.1' 8.4' -9.0' -2.8 5.0 9.2' -12.0' 6.9* -7.5' -2.3 4.5
11.4 12.3 1.0 4.0 -4.1 5.5 -5.8 1.5 -1.8 1.9 -2.0 0.6 -1.0 -1.3 1.0
42.2 41.9 -0.3 -1.1 1.5 0.8 -0.4 1.9 -2.0 -1.0 1.4 0.2 0.1 1.2 -1.3
25.7 22.5 -3.2 -5.8' 6.5' -8.0* 8.4' -2.2 1.8 -3.7' 4.4* -5.9° 6.2' -2.2 1.9
6.2 5.3 -0.9 -2.8 3.3 -4.1 3.4 -1.3 0.1 -0.1 0.6 2.0 -2.7 2.1 -3.3

46.6 37.3 9.3' -0.8 0.4 0.7 -1.3 1.4 -1.7 0.2 -0.6 0.6 -1.3 0.4 -0.7
33.6 37.1 3.5' -2.8 3.2 -1.6 2.0 1.2 -1.3 -3.4' 3.9' -1.9' 2.3' 1.5 -1.6
19.6 24.3 4.7' 6.6' -6.1* 1.7 -1.1 -4.9 5.0 5.4' -5.0* 1.6 -1.0 -3.8 3.9

6.3 8.2 1.9* 3.0 -2.6 4.9 -4.7 1.9 -2.1 3.7 -3.3 0.6 -0.4 -3.1 2.8
93.7 91.8 -1.9 -0.3 0.5 -0.9 1.0 -0.6 0.5 0.4 -0.9 1.0 -0.6 0.6

26.1 24.0 -2.1 -4.0' 4.3' -3.2' 3.7' 0.8 -0.7 -2.9 3.1' -1.5 2.0 1.3 -1.2
73.9 76.0 2.1 1.7' -1.9' 1.4' -1.6' -0.3 0.2 1.2 -1.3 0.7 -0.9 -0.6 0.5

66.0 -0.9' 1.1* -1.1' 1.2'
34.0 12.4' -14.1* 14.1* -15.8"

53.9 56.3 2.4 -6.3' 6.9' -5.3' 5.8' 1.0 -1.0 -2.9' 3.5' -3.7' 4.2' -0.8 0.8
40.1 35.9 -4.2* 5.6' -5.4' 1.7 --2.2 -3.9 3.2 2.9' -2.7 0.8 -1.3 -2.1 1.3
5.9 7.8 1.8* 14.8' -20.4* 19.8' -21.1* 5.0 -0.7 4.8 -10.4' 14.2' -15.5* 9.4 -5.0

33.1 48.0 14.9' -4.3' 5 1' .3.4' 4.0* 0.9 -1.1 -4.2* 5.1* -2.4' 3.1' 1.8 -2.0
56.5 44.2-12.2' 1.1 -1.2 -0.2 0.0 -1.4 1.2 0.8 -0.8 0.0 -0.2 -0.9 0.6
10.4 7.7 -2.7* 6.9 -9.0' 9.7' -13.9' 2.7 -4.9 8.6* -10.7* 5.6 -9.9' -3.0 0.8



TABLE f-2 -- Continued

Nation
Change

"Stork" -- Primary Trait
Narrative

"Stork" -- Cohesion
Narrative

1974 1979 1974-79 Poor Good Poor Good Poor Good Poor Good Poor Good Poor Good
Papers Papert Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers
PT 152 PT 364 PT 162 PT 364 Change* Change Cob. 162 Coh. 364 Coh. 162 Cob. 364 Change Change
1974 1974 1979 1979 1974-79 1974-79 1974 1974 1979 1979 1974-79 1974-79

8. Teacher discuss papers?
Usually 27.0 1.6 -1.3 0.1 0.2
Sometimes 57.1 -3.5* 3.3* -2.3* '2.1*
Never 15.8 3.9 -4.3 4.0* -4.4*

Teacher feedback -- at
least suggest or discuss
Yes 57.9 -1.3* 1.4* -1.1* 1.1*
Not yes 42.1 7.2* -7.5* 5.7* -6.0*

9. Improve returned papers?
Usually 13.4 1.3 -0.8 2.8 -2.3
Sometimes 46.2 -1.8 2.2 -1.2 1.6
Never 40.3 -11.8 -0.1 -1.1 0.2

Number of respondentst 34.211 26.651 2.281 2.748 2.281 2,748

*Statistically elf/nip:cant at the .0.5 level.
tPereentages for the nation. presented to provide context, are based on the entire number of respondents participating in the 7074 and 7970 writing assess-
ments. Percentages for czercieeo are based on the sample responding to each task.
percentages my not total due t. rounding error.



1. Reports written last 6
weeks as part any school
assignment?

None

1

2-4
5-10
More than 10'

2. Time spent English class
on writing instruction?

None - little
1/3
1/2 - most

3. A. Remedial writing
course?

Yes

Not yes

81C. Additional writing
course (other Irian
remedial)
Yes
Not yes

485. Encouraged prewrite: notes
or outlines or both

Yes
Not yes

6. Oraft/rewrite before turn
in?

Usually
Sometimes.
Never

7. Teacher suggestions on
paper?

-Usually
Sometimes
Never

TABLE E-2 -- Continued

"Grape Peeler"
Expression - Humorous

Poor Good Poor
Papers Rapers Papers
PT 182 PT 384 Change
1979 1979 1974-79

"Rec Center"
Persuasion

Poor GOOD
Papers Papers
PT 182 PT 384
1979 1979

Poor Good Good Poor Good Poor Good
Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers
PT 182 PT 484 Change PT 162 PT 384 Change Change
1974 1974 1974-79 1974 1974 1974-79 1974-79

1.9 -5.4* 2.4 -3.7' 0.5 1.7 7.1* -10.5* 3.4 -8.6* -3.6 1.9
1.9 -2.1 4.3* -4.1* 2.4 -2.0 8.5* -6.7* 2.0 0.1 -6.5 6.8*
0.2 0.1 1.2 -1.0 1.1 -1.1 -1.0 1.6 -0.6 1.6 0.4 0.0

-2.3 3.3* -6.2* 6.8* -3.9 3.5 -5.2* S.9* 0.6 0.9 5.8* -5.0*
-1.1 2.3 -5.4 6.6 -4.3 4.3 -2.4 0.1 0.6 1.1 3.0 1.Q

0.2 0.4 -0.8 1.0 -1.0 0.6 -0.3 0.1 -1.4 0.7 -1.1 0.6
-0.3 0.8 0.5 0.0 0.8 -0.8 1.1 0.6 0.6 0.1 -0.S -0.S
0.3 -1.9 1.2 -1.4 0.9 0.5 -1.7 -1.1 2.2 -1.6 3.9 -0.5

-1.5 2.8 -1.0 1.6 0.5 -1.1 5.7 -6.2 0.8 -1.9 -4.9 4.4
0.3 -0.2 0.9 -0.4 0.6 -0.2 -1.0* 1.1* -0.4 0.9 0.6 -0.2

-3.2* 3.5* -3.6' 3.6* -0.5 0.2 -3.2* 5.0* -1.7 1.5 1.5 -3.5
1.3* -1.5* 1.6* -1.6* 0.3 -0.2 1.4 -2.1* 0.7 ' -0.6 -0.1

0.3 0.0 0.1 0.6*
-2.9 0.1 -0.8 -5.3

1.4 -0.6 -1.0 1.5* -2.4* 2.1 -4.2* 5.6* -2.6* 3.4* 1.6 -2.2
-1.0 0.5 0.8 -0.6 1.8 -1.1 3.4* -4.9* 4.4* -3.4* 1.0 1.5
-4.9 2.8 0.4 -2.9 5.3 -5.7 11.7* -12.9* -0.2 -3.3 -11.9 . 9.6

-3.2* 3.7* -2.5* 3.3* 0.6 -0.4 2.8 -1.3 -0.5 2.3* -3.3 3.6*
1.7* -1.5* 2.1* -1.6 0.4 -0.1 -0.9 1.7 -0.6 0.2 0 3
1.0 -3.0 2.5 -4.7* 1.5 -1.7 -4.4 -5.1 2.8 -5.7* 7.2 -0.S

1.47



TABLE E -2' -- Continued

, .

Poor
Papers
PT 112
1974

Good
Papers
PT 354
1974

"Grape Peeler*
Expression-timorous
Poor Good Poor
Papers Papers Papers
PT 152 PT 354 Change
1979 1979 1974-79

Good
Papers
Change
1974-79

Poor
PaerspPT12

1

1974

Good
Papers
PT 314
1974

*Nee Center*
Persuasion

Poor Good
Papers Papers'
PT 152 PT 364
1979 1979

Poor
Papers
Change
1974-79

Good
Papers
Change
1974-79

8. Teacher discuss papers?
Usually 0.7 -0.2 1.9 -1.1

is Sometimes
Never

-1.7*
3.6*

2.3*
-4.0*

-0.7
-2.L

1.6*
2.2

Teacher feedback -- at
least suggest or discuss
Yes -0.1 0.7* -0,4 1.1*
Not, yes 0.9 -4.1* 1.6 -4.4*

9. Improve returned papers?
Usually -2.7 3,8 -1.6 2.0
Sometimes 0.1 0.8 0.0 0.7
Never -0.2 -0.1 -0.4 0.9

Number of respondentst 2,283 2,765 2,388 2,784

"Statistically significant at the .05 level.
throsntages for the nation, presented to provide context, are based on the entire nwnber of reepondente participating in the 1074 and 1979 writing assess.
ments. Percentages for exercises are basearon the sample responding to each task.
%Percentages may not total due to rounding error.
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TABLE E-2 -- Continued

*Electric Blanket*
Explanation - Business Letter

Poor Good Poor Good Poor Good
Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers Papers
PT 112 PT 364 PT 162 PT 364 Change Change
1974 1974 1979 1979 1974-79 1974-79

1. Reports written last 6
weeks as part any school
assignment?
WOO 6.1 -9.2* 14.8* -16.3* 8.7* -7.1
1 1.6 -0.8 -0.5 1.4 -2.1 2.2
2-4 -1.1 1.8 -0.8 1.3 0.4 -0.5
5-10 -4.5* 5.0* -5.2* 5.6* -0.8 0.6
More than 10 4.8 -4.5 -9.4* 10.0* -14.2* 14.4*

2. Time spent English class
on writing instruction?

None - little 0.1 -0.7 3.3* -3.1* 3.2 -2.4
1/3 -3.5* 4.6* -4.2* 4.4* -0.7 -0.2
1/2 - my.t 6.0* -5.5* 0.0 0.0 -6.0 5.5

3. A. Remedial writing
course? 4

Yes S 4.4
1.6 -1.3 2.8 -1.7 1.1 -0.4

Not yes 0.2 .0.2 -1.5 2.1* -1.8 1.9*

BSC. Additional writing
course (other then
'remedial)

..

Yes -4.4* 4.7* -4.91' 6.2* -0.5 1.4
Not yes 1.9* -2.1* 2.0* -2.5* 0.0 -0.4

465. Encouraged prewrite: notes
or outlines or both

Yes -1.4* 1.8*
Not yes 12.3* -16.5*

6. Oraft/rewrite before turn
in?

Usually -3.0* 3.8* -3.7* 4.4* -0.7 0.6
Sometimes 3.2* -3.9* -0.2 0.4 -3.3 4.3
Never 8.2 -7.1 13.3* -14.3* 5.0 -7.3

Teacher suggestions on
paper?

Usually -3.2* 4.0* -5.5* 6.4* -2.3 2.4
Sometimes -0.6 0.5 1.6 -1.3 2.2 -1.8
Never 13.11,, -13.9* 9.8* -11.0* -4.0 2.9

7.



TABLE E-2 -- Continued

Poor
Papers
PT 112

*Electric Blanket*

Explanation-Business Letter
Good Poor Good Poor

Papers Papers Papers Papers
PT 364 PT 112 PT 364 Change

Good
Papers
Change

Sc teacher discuss papers?

1974 1974 1979 1979 1974-79 1974-79

Usually
-0.2 0.3Sometimes
-2.6 3.3*Never-
-0.3 0.6

Tbacher feedback -- at
least suggest or discuss

ryes
-1.8* 2.4*Not yes
7.4* -9.6*

9. Improve returned papers?
Usually

-6.0, 6.1Sometimes
-2.4 3.1Never
1.5 -1.1

Number of respondents! 2.276 2,781

*Statistically significant at the .05 Jewel.
tftroeneages for the nation, presented to provide mrsteat, are based on the entire number ofrespondents participating in the 1974 and 1979 writing aseeeemente. Percentages for exercisesare based on the eample responding to each task.
uhrcentagee may not total due to rounding error.
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TABLE E-3. National Percentages of Responses to Attitude
Questions About Writing, Age 17, 1979N

On this and on the next page are statements about writing. There are no right

or wronganswers to these statements. Please indicate how much you agree or

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,

A. I like to write
down my ideas.

20.8 37.7\ /
58.5

21.7 16.7 2.9\ /
19.6

B. I am no good at
writing.

6.1 16.1.\ /
22.1

27.2 35.7 14.8\ /
50.5

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

3,6 8.7
\ /
12.3

14.7 43.2 29.5\ /
72.8

D. People seem to
enjoy what I
write.

5.8 22.6\ /
-''°' 28.4

51.9 15.1 4.3\ /
19.4

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

4.4 16.5
V /
20.8

22.8
.

40.6 15.7\ /
56.3

F. Hook forward
to writing down
my ideas.

12.6 28.0
\ /
40.6

25.9 27.0 6.3\ /
33.3

1S1



Strongly Strong y
Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree

G. I write for other.
reasons besides
school.

18.8 48.3
\ /
67.2

7.2 22.6 2.9
\ /

25.6

H. When-rlialid-in a
composition, I
know I'm going
to do poorly.

2.3 9.1
\ /
11.5

.

27.4 46.8 14.1
\ /

60.9

17.0 35.': 21.7 20.0 5.2
I. I enjoy writing. \ / \ /

52.7 25.2

J. I am afraid of
writing essays 7.4 26.3 19.9 37.1 9.1
when I know they
will be evaluated.

\ /
33.7

\ /
46.2

K. I feel confident
in my ability to 11.5 34.8 30.3 19.0 3.6
clearly express \ / \ /
my ideas in
writing.

46.3 22.6

4.9 15.9 12.7 43.0 22.5
L. I avoid writing. \ / \ /

20.8 65.6

"Percentages may not add to 1-1% due to nonresponse. Also, percentages for
strongly agree and agree or a 'Irtve and strongly disagree may not add to
total agreement or disagreement; (ille to rounding.

Percentage of Respondents Giving a Positive Response
to 12 Attitude Questions

At least 1 95.7% At least 7 50.8%
At least 2 89.8 At least 8 41.8
At least 3 81.4 At least 9 32.9
At least 4 74.4 At least 10 25.0
At least' 5 67.4 At least 11 17.7
At least 6 59.6 All 12 9.5
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