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Introduction

This constitutes a final report of the support received through the
National Institute of Education (through November, 1985) to assist in
research on the writing ability of United States children. The study,
begun under the auspices of the International Association for the
Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA), is to contribute to a cross
nationz1 assessment of students' writing proficiency. The research base
for this effort derived from earlier CSE activities supported through NIE
funds (from 1976-1981), and the design support for this endeavor was
provided by the Spencer Foundation.

Considerable difficulty was experienced in trying to consolidate
research support to permit this study to go forward. The MacArthur
Foundation provided critical support ¢o permit the data collection and to
defray some costs of scoring. The NIE support assisted us in training
raters, scoring, and initial data cleaning and analysis costs. Therefore,
this report describes efforts supported by the NIE, but is not a final

report of the study itself. We are in continued negotiations to secure

funds for the ¥ull data analysis of this study.




This report will describe the background of the study briefly, but its

forus will be on the training and scoring of the student essays. Prelim-

inary data analyses will be reported, but we expect these to be rechecked,

and to conduct additional anaiyses, before we forward them on to the IEA or
publish a repcrt on the U.S. National Study.
Background

Written composition skills is one of the clear school-based learning
tasks on which there is aimost universal agreement. Yet, the quality of
students' writing in the USA is continually judged poor, whether the
feedback comes from college admissions testing or the world of employment.
Testimony to the difficulties in teaching writing can be inferred by the
rapid expansion of remedial programs offered at institutions of higher
learning to bring entering students' writing skills up to acceptable
levels. And college-bound students are thought to perform at the highest
levels in writing of all American secondary school students.

State departments of education have responded, as has the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), with measures designed to assess
writing. Until recently, these measures were often "indirect", that is,
they were made up of multiple choice items which correlated at moderate
levels with actual writing performance on essays. In the course of the
minimum competency testing movement, NAEP, a majority of states, and many
local scnool districts have developed their own assessments of student
composition using actual paragraphs or themes prepared by students.

While much of this effort is commendable, a good deal of it is

flawed. First, the minimalist focus in some testing programs results in




students writing on tasks or topics wher2 bare convention rather than
thinking and organizing is the major outcome. For instance, many districts
and states have at one time used a “letter" task and have emphasized

letter format, e.g., location of the salutation, rather than letter
content. Furthermore, many tasks are artificial, have no well developed
audience (other than the teacher) or ask students to write about topics
about which they may be drastically uninformed.

On psychometric grounds, many of these writing assessments are also
inadequate. Because most assessment was deveioped for the purpose of
individual placement, e.g., who to exempt from remedial Englisi, underlying
psychometric models focussed on rankings of students. Now, however, the
explicit purposes of assessment have shifted to improving individual and
group performance, rendering these normative models inappropriate. In
fact, new psychometric models and validation strategies are available, in
part developed with resources of the National Institute of Education. They
are being applied in a subset ot states, but should be more widely
distributed.

Another serious issue in writing assess:.2ant is scoring or rating
strategies. Because of the importance orf imnroving student performar..,
the strategy recommended in this study, and being implemented in the larger
international plan, provides diagnostic information. This strategy
features an analytic scoring rubric, a guide that provides sub-scores on
writing features. Analytic scoring has in the past emphasized only
sentence-level flaws, e.g., spelling, but the guides proposed herein employ

subscales designed to assess maturity and depth of ideas, sentence,




paragraph and theme organization, and style and audience, in addition to
skills such as punctuation, cyntactic appropriateness, and spelling. From
suct efined information, teachers and other instructional program plannsrs
can determine what aspects of instruction need modification and develop
targeted rather than more costly global revisions of curricula.

An additional concern present in the conduct of most written
composition assessment efforts is the cost of scoring. An initial
investment was made wherein the composition raters are trained to a high
level of agreement (and there is ample evidence such agreement is
possible). The use of these scoring procedures reduced the amount of time
spent on any one composition (four or five minutes for the most complex),
and most compositions need to be scored by oniy one rater. An important
side effect of such training (where it has been studied in laboratory like
settings in school districts’ is that the teachers so trained give students
more writing assignments and, subsequently, writing performance improves.

A final concern with writing assessment involves the comparability of
assessments. Does students' performance wobble annually depending upon the
topic, the mode of discourse, e.g., exposition vs. narrative, or the
scorers' orientation? Implemented in this study are procedures to permit
the development of sets of task examples as well as methods to determine
the extent tc which performance within students differs depending upon the
writing tasks.

The study was designed, then, to address all of the concerns above.

It was further refined and improved to reflect the issues and experiences

of other scholars in differert countries. In particular, a developmental
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sequence of writing tasks was proposed and, to a reasonable extent, will be
ultimately tested by performance drawn from the three grade levels
described. The actual concepts, objectives, procedural tasks, and measures
are describad in later portions of this report.

Background to the USA Study

The International Study was conceived by Alan Purves, at the
University of I1linois. Early in 1980 he and staff of the UCLA Center fecr
the Study of Evaluation collaborated on a proposal to be submitted to IEA
for approval. Purves brought to the task understanding of the
international community, of English language curriculum, and of the general
products that might be usefully developed. Eva Baker, Edys Quellmalz, and
Frank Capell, then all of CSE at UCLA, provided technical support in the
design ¢7 domain-referenced writing specifications, alternative analytic
rating research, descriptive studies of rater training and rater scoring
stability, and psychometric analyses of writing. Merging these twc
perspectives was not automatic but made easier because of the joint
agreement on the ijmportance of the study, prior collaboration between UCLA
and the University of I1linois, and the backgrounds of UCLA participants in
the teaching of English.

As the proposed activity became more specific, with the full
participation of an International Steering Committee, the UCLA role became
focussed on the USA Study. Originally, funds for this study were thought
to be available through other governmental sources. Subsequently, a
self-supporting model, in which 8-10 states would serve as replicates, was

planned. Unfortunately, this plan did not truly satisfy the IEA need for
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national representation, and furthermore, many states had slightly
different views of which writing tasks were important. (An fmportant
side-effect of this eftort is that conceptually comparable writing
assessment activities, reflecting a subset of the tasks proposed here, have
been undertaken in Maryland, I1linois, Connecticut, and California.)

In the sections which follow, the history of the development effort is
summarized and an overview of the I:A Study of Written Composition is
provided.

To date, the principal support for the study came f'»n The Spencer
and The MacArthur Foundations and the NIE, with additional resources from
the University of I1linois, the Center for the Study of Evaluation, UCLA,
NIE, and 7.2 National Council of Teachers of English, among others.
Accomplishments to date include:

1. An overall concoptual framework was developed.

2. A study design was deve’oped, approved and implemented. A1l tasks
were developed and piloted.

3. A1 questionnaires were developed and piloted.
4, Scoring guides were developed.
5. International scorer training was completed.

6. Sampling was conducted with assistance from the National Center
for Educational Statistics.

7. Support was secured from the national government, educational
policy makers, professional organizations, and leading individuals
in measurement, evaluation, and English language teaching, and
most significantly, from the Council of Chief State School
Officers.

8. School contacts, data administration, and data return were
accomplished.

9. Raters were trained.
10, Scoring of tasks was accomplished.

11. Preliminary data analysis of outcomes was conducted.




Overview of the IEA Study of Achievement in Written Com: :sition

The teaching of written composition is a good example of a research
area where both theoretical and empirical work is very much needed. The
domain of writing is not well defined and, therefore, test construction is
also at an early stage of development. In addition, there has been
clear-cut agreement neither on the criteria of good writing nor on the
methods of scoring. In this respect the Study of Written Composition
differs clearly, fur instance, from the Second Mathematics Study or tne
Second Science Study. During the first International Study Committee
meeting it also becane evident that the content and methods of instruction
in written composition are to some extent unknown even in participating
countries themselves.

Aims of the Study

The foregoing discussion of the current situation suggests that an

important aim of the study is to provide a conceptualization of the domain

of writing in general and of school writing in particular. This is a
necessary step for the construction of a set of writing tasks which can be
justified both theoretically and in terms of curricular validity.

The foregoing discussion also suggests that another important aim of

the study is the exploration and aoscription of (a) what is being taught in

the instruction of written composition, (b) kow wiritten composition is
being taught, (c) what kinds of exercises and assignments students are
given in tests and examinations, (d) how much time is devoted to written
composition, and (e) what characteristics are valued and what criteria are

used in assessing performance in written composition.
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A thir¢ major aim of the study is to describe how students in

[}

different countries respond to the assignments. This will include an

attempt to score compositions using an internationally agreed upon scoring
scheme as well as a more Qqualitative description of general patterns and
variations in repsonse that might be associated with cei tain schools of
thought and/or certain cultural variations.

A fourth aim of the study is to test some hypotheses about factors

that are assumed to affect performance in written composition. These are
based on a model developed for the study (see Figure 1).

Research Design

Populations and Samples

The definitions of the populations are:

Population A: Students at or near the end of primary education and the

self-contained classroom.

population B: Students at or near the end of comprehensive education,

ji.e., students who are in the last year of the shortest secondary program
and those in longer programs who have completed the same number of years of
schooling whether or not they have finished their program.

Population C: Students at or near the end of academic secondary schcol.

Each National Center will draw a representative stratified sample cof

students using strata that are important from the national point of view.

International Instruments

Data for the study was collected by means of a series of instruments
specially prepared for the study -- writing asks, questionnaires, and some

actitude measures. Teachers administered all instruments. A1l writing
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10

tasks were direct writing samples, in other words, no indirect “objective'
tasks were used in the international component. Tasks were chosen on the
basis of our model for the specification of the domain of writing and the
information provided by participating countries on curricula, typical
topics and writing tasks used in participating countries, and information
about and samples of examinations.

There were some common writing tasks across the three populations (see
Table 1). Tasks were rotated in order to cover a wide area of appropriate
writing tasks without extending testing time too much.

National background information was obtained by means of the

Curriculum Questionnaire, the Interview Schedule, Nitional Context

Questionnaire, and National Case Study Questionnaire.

Attitude questions were used to measure students' attitudes towards

school and writing.

The Teacher Questionnaire was given to all the teachers who teach

written composition to the students in the samples, to obtain information
on teachers' qualifications, experience, teaching and feedback methods,
etc.

The School Questionnaire was answered by the school principals and

wil) ultimately provide data on the community and the school.

As a general principle, countries were al-~ encouraged to add other
types of national options to the basic international components, provided
that the latter was not jeopardized, so tnhat the total testing program in
any given country (1) was perceived as appropriate by students, teachers

and other interested parties, and (2) provided information that was

Q 1‘4
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relevant in terms of nationai problems in the instruction of written
composition. Because of cost constraints, no U.S. national options were
exercised.

Sampling of Participatinj Schools

Of critical concern in this study was assuring a representative sample
of respondents. This problem was complicated because the request for
student time required two days of particination, far more than the usual
"scientific survey." Furthermore, because participation was a local
option, we were sensitive to the relatively low response rates achieved by
studies of this sort. Third, because of the delay in funding for this
effort, we would not have the leisure to engage in extensive follow=-up or
resampling. Therefore, our sampling strategy included leadership,
practical, and technical concerns.

Leadership incentives. We believed that it was imperative that the

schools be willing to participate. We did nct have sufficient funds for
lengthy, persuasive conversations. Ne secured the participation of the
Council of Chief State School Officers whose leadership lent strong support
to the idea of international comparisons and was also committed to
improving the database of national indicators of educational quality. The
timing of our request, follcwing as it did national reports on USA
educational performanca, was fortuitous. We were able to transmit to each
Chief Officer of State Education Departments a letter that described the
study, the Tist of sampled districts in each particular state. the UCLA
request letter to the district and schools for participation, and & draft
letter to be sent with the Chief's sigiature, urging schools in our sample
to participate. HWe believe that this step of securing the support of state

leadership was critical t) the success of the study.
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Practical incentives. On the practical level, we also felt it

essentfal to provide the local schools with motives to devote valuable
instructicnal time to this study. In our letter, we stated our intentions
to provide school level data back to the sending schools, both in terms of
performance on each of the writing tasks and also with regard to national
and international performance levels (when they were available}, We
focussed our efforts on the improvement of writing ability and also
intended to provide analyses related to what particular instructional
implications might be drawn from their school's results. We also promised
to provide models for developing simiiar writing tasks and procedures for
scoring writing according to the standards used in the study. In addition,
we believe that we were assisted by the perception of writing as .n
important educational goal. We believe participation was forthcoming
because school personnel could sre the educational value of asking students
to write, the major focus of our study.

Technical Concerns

In order to achieve the three objectives of the IEA study, as stated
above, it was necessary to draw a sample which would represent the entire
count:y for each of the specific populations. A variety cf alternative
approaches were considered to accomplish this representativeness; however,
previous experience with the IEA Study of Science and available irformation
on che total populations dictated the final apprcach. The remainder of
this section discusses our approach. organized around three topics. The
initial topic is the sampling of participant schools. This is followed by

a description of the replacement strategy and procedure. And finally, a

. description of the prccedure for selecting ciasses is presented.
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The Selection of Schools

The appre. chosen for the study was to draw a stratified
probability-proportional-to-size (PPS) sample for each of the three popula-
tions. This approach produces a random sample that is representative of
the population and allows for estimation of national proficiency levels.

In order to implement the sampling, it was necessary to obtain information
on the total U.S. populations of schools. This information was provided by
the National Center for Educational Statistics*(NCES) which allowed

access to their data base describing public and private schools within the
United States. It should be noted that the available information on the
public ~d private schools differed both in its recency and its content.
The public school information was derived from a survey current through the
1982 school year while the private school information was current through
1980. However, it was felt that the difference in recency and type of
information could be minimized by the design of the sample and sampling
procedure.

In drawing a stratified PPS sampie for each population, the
stratifica‘oi dimension selected was the type of school (i.e., public or
p-ivate). Other potential dimensions for stratification such as community
type, socio-economic status, and student racial/ethnic composition were
also considered but discarded. Experience with previous IEA studies had
indicated that, if the sample size is sufficiently large, these dimensions

will be adequately represented in a sample drawn through a simple random

*Wa would like to express our appreciation to NCES, and particularly to
Dr. Larry Suter, for their cooperation and assistance with this aspect of
the study.
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selection procedure. Since the smallast sample for the current study was

over a 100 schools, it was felt that reliance on random sampling by school
type was sufficient. The choice of this approach was also consistent with
the available information at NCES where the selection was to be performed.

Procedurally, the sampling required the creation of a computer routine
which would enter the appropriate data base, compute & measure of size for
each school, order the schools with respect to this measure, aund then
select every "Nth" school as a sample participant. The measure of size
used in the sampling was an estimate of the number of students enrolled in
a school at the target grade level. The estimate was derived by dividing
the reporied school enrollment by the reported number of grade levels
served by the school. This estimate assumes uniform distribution of
students over grades which while potentially inaccurate in some cases was
the most appropriate procedure for estimating size given the available
data.

In addition to ordering the schools on size, schools were also ordered
by state. While this, the secondary ordering did not represent a full
stratification it increasea the geographic coverage of the sample.
Geographic coverage was viewed as desirable since it would enhance the
likelihood of national representativeness, spread the respondent burden
across states, and reduce the burden at the district level.

After schools were ordered on size and state, two additional pieces of
information were required to perform the selection: a random start value
and a constant interval size. The former was drawn from a table of random

numbers. The latter was calculated for each stratum by dividing the sum of
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the measures of size by the desired number of schools for the sample.
When these two pieces of information were provided to the computer

routine®™, a list of sample schools was produced. This procedure was
repeated for each stratum and for all three popuiations.

Selection of Replacement Schools

In addition to drawing the primary sample for the study, it was
necessary to anticipate the neea for replacements should any of the
participant schools decline to participate in the study. It was decided
that the most efficient method for handling the replacemerts was to draw
parallel samples. This approach was used succesfully in the IEA Science
Study and decreased the handlirg and logistical problems in-olved with
replacements. Since the timeline for the conduct of the U.S. study was
exceedingly short, it was felt that these logistical constraints outweighed
any other considerations. Thus, a total of four samples for each stratum
within each population was drawn. This included a primary sample and three
replacement waves.

Actual use of the replacement schools was made on a case by case
basis. That is, the procedure for replacement was initiated only after a
school refused participation and there were insufficient participating
schools to satisfy the state quota derived from the primary sample. The
state quota was set by the number of schools in the primary sample that

originated from each state. When the need for replacement arose, schools

*The sum of the size measure was computed from previous analyses of the
total school populations.

**The computer routine used for the sampling was a modified version of
that used at NCcS for the IEA science study.
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from the same state and from the first available replacement wave were used
as potential replacements. Final selection was performed by selecting the
schools on the basis of the measure of size so that the replacement was as
similar as poscible to the non-participant.

It should be noted that prior to the selection of the four sample
waves for each population certain exclusions were made from the tota! nool
of schools contained in the NCES data base. Specifically, schools were
excluded if they were insti tions which served special non-normal
populations of students, ¢i if they were not operating in the most recently
reported year, or if they were located in other than the 50 states and the
District of Columbia. It was felt that these exclusions were consistent
with the intent of the study and insured high data quality.

Selection of Classrooms

The last aspect of the general sampling approach was the specification
of the particular classroom to participate in the study. The design of the
international study called for one classroom to participate from each
selected school at the target grade level. To facilitate identification of
the classroom at the schuol level, it was decided that a simple but appro-
priate method of selection must be emplryed. Therefore, it was decided
that the class should be selected on the basis of size. Since only one
class was needed at each school, the school had only to identify its
largest class from the appropriate grade as the participating class. This
approach was consistent with the strategy chosen for the selection of
schools and greatly minimized the logistical problems of class selection,
Implementation of this process was left to the School Coordinators,
although they were assisted by a description of the procedure in the

Coordinator Manual provided to them.
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To summarize, the general sampling approach addressed the issue of
national representation while balancing constraints of available informa-
tion and logistics. The resultant approach was to draw a stratified PPS
sample from two strata in each of the three populations. The strata were
defined a public schoels and private schools. Within each stratum,
schools were ordered by size and state prior to selection. Four parallel
samples were drawn for each population and from within each stratum. This
strategy allowed for easy replacement while insuring the same sample struc-
ture as in the primary sample. Classrocm selection was also performed
using size as the selection criteria. Since only a cinale class per school
was needed, this approach resulted in the selection of the largest class at
the target grade.

The remainder of this dorument addresses the aspects of the sampling
plan and procedure which were unique to the three individual populations.
Specifically, each of the following three sectionc provides a definition of
the population and a svyecification of sample size.

Population A: Grade Six Schools

Definition of Target Population

Population A is defined as students at or near the end of primary
education and in a self-contained classroon. For most states, this occurs
during the sixth grade and the median age of tne students is 11 years.
Because, the end of compulsory schooling in each of the participating
states is at age 16 years, virtually 100% of sixth grade students in the
population attend school.

(1) Desired target population: all sixth ~-ade students.

(2) Defined target population: all sixth grade students on the
dates of testing.

21
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(3) Excluded population: all students above or below Grade 6 and
all students not in school on the dates of testing.

Sample Size

The international study design requires a sample of at least fifty
classrooms for this grade level. The United States study was designed with
s1ightly more than double this sample size thus providing greater precision
for national estimates. Specifically, the Population A sample was designed
to include 100 schools from the Public School stratum and 10 schools from
the Private School stratum for a total of 110 grade six schools. The
allocation of the total sample to the two strata was a funccion of interest
and resources. It should be noted that a 25% oversampling of the Public
School stratum and a 50% oversampling of the Private Scnool stratum was
actually performed from this population to help insure that at least the
required number of schools would be available for participation. That is,
since the information in the data base was dated it was anticipated that
some percentage of the sampled schools would be ineligible for study
participation {either because the school no longer existed, or because the
school no longer served the grade level of interest). This procedure
resulted in 125 public schools and 20 private schools in each sample wave.
Our target was 110 schools,
Population B: Tenth Grade Schools

Definition of Target Population

Population B is defined by students who are at the end of compulsory
schooling. The end of compulsory schooling in each of th2 participating
states is at age 16 years. In general, students become 16 years old just

after or during the last half of their tenth grade year. Thus, most tenth

grade students are ir the last year of compulsory education.
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(1) Desired target population: all tenth grade students.

(2) Defined target population: all tenth grade students on the
dates of testing.

(3) Excluded population: all students above or below Grade 10 and
all students not in school on the dates of testing.

Sample Size

The internationai study design requires a sample of at least 100
classes at the tenth grade level. The United States study was designed for
s1ightly more than double this number to a total of 220, The rationale for
the larger sample was the greater precision to be achieved in the pcpula-
tion estimates to be derived from the sample. The Population B sample was
structured so that 200 public schools and 20 private schools would partic-
ipate in the final study. As in Population A, a 25% oversampling of the
Public School stratum and » 50% oversampling of the Private School stratum
was performed., This resulted in 250 Public Schools and 40 Private Schools
in each of the four sanple waves.
Population C: Twelfth Grade Academic Students

Definition of Target Population

Population C is defined by students who are at the end of an academic
program in secondary school. For the states participating in this study,
this occurs in grade 12 and the mean age of 12th grade students is 17
years.

(1) Desired target population: all twelfth grade students in
academic programs.

(2) Defined target population: all twelfth grade students in
academic programs on the dates of ‘.esting.

(3) Excluded population: all students above or below Grade 12,
all students not in school on the dates of testing, and all
Grade 12 students not on academic tracks.

Q ;253




Sample Size

The international requirements for this population are the same as
that of Population A, namely 50 classes. The United States study differs
from that by slightly more than double. Specifically, a total of 110
schools 4as selected as the desirable number of participants for the U.S.
study. The allocation of these across strata was the same as for Popula-
tion A with 100 public schools and 10 private schools. It should be noted
at this poirt that “%e schools selected for participation in the Population
C study were limited to those schools which were participating in the 10th
grade study. Thus, the final selection of schools for Population C was
linked to the Population B sampling with that population (B) providing the
pool of eligible schools for the Population C sampie. As with the previous
populations a 25% oversampling of the Public School stratum and a 50% over-
sampling of the Private School stratum was performed. This produced 125
public schools and 20 private schools in the four sample waves.

Response to Sample

The results of the sampling plan were encouraging. The IEA minimums
for 6th grade were 50 classrooms, for 10th grade, 100 classrooms, anc for
12th grade, 50 classrooms. Our intention was to double the minimum sample
sizes, so our functional targets were 100 clacsrooms at 6th grade, 200 at
10th grade, and 100 at 12th grade, although our sampling procedures used
110, 220, and 110 as desired samples.

As noted earlier, we oversampled by the reported percentages to expe-
dite the data collection process. In Table 1 below, we report the actual
number of classrooms included in our scoring and preliminary analyses.

Note that private schools are slightly over represented. These figures do
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not include data from three classrooms which arrived too late to be

scored.
Table 1
Classroom Data at Each Grade Leve!
SCHOOLS 6TH GRADE 10TH GRADE 12TH GRADE TOTAL
PUBLIC 72 167 g2 -331
PRIVATE 8 26 11 45
Totals 80 193 103 376
Percent of
Targets 802 96%2 1032 9432

Twelfth grade classes were seiected from schools with 10th grade
participating classrooms, This decision was to facilitate (reduce) the
number of school contacts required, and more importantly, to provide a
school level factor for data analyses. Table 2 below, therefore presents

the number of unique schools included in the study analyses.

Table 2

Total Unique Schools Providing Data

PUBLIC | PRIVATE | TOTAL
POPULATION A: (6th grade only) 72 8 80
POPULATION B: (10th grade only) 75 15 90
POPULATION C: (10th and 12th grades) 92 11 103
TOTAL 239 34 273
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Siori~3 and Training

Logistics for training raters and scoring data were enormously
complex. Resources were not available to score all papers. After
confer.;ing with NCES and NIE personnel, it was agreed to score eight papers
per task for each classroom. Actual papers scored vary because of student
absences and differential class enroflnents, and because of the complex
rotation pavterns for tasks, within classreom sampling by task occurred.

Scoring Approach

IEA scoring procedures were followed. Essentially these required
scoring on three analytic subscales, organization, stvle, and content
detail and appropr. *eness. and a general impression scoring. Task
differences also influenced patterns of trainirg and scoring. We scored
similar tasks (l1A-E, 6, 7) in the first scoring session held in June, 1985,
and tasks 3, 5, 9 in the serond session. In addition, 20% of the papers
were scored by two separate raters (double scored). We also used check
papers (20 per task per day) to assure that raters were staying on the
scale. In addition, our plan required the scoring of calibration papers
(to permit equating for international comparison). Calibration papers were
scored by everyone for each task. Approximately 20 calibration papers were
used for each of the 10 tasks.

Selection of Scoring Directors and Raters

A list of potential scoring directors and raters was devised based on
our collective experience in the field of writing assessment. #We als¢
soughi recommendaticns from districts throughout Califorria as well as from

other university institutions both within UCLA and at other universities.
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Scoring directors were selected on the basis of their experience in
using an analytic scoring scheme or in participating as a trainer in large
scale writing assessment efforts. Raters were also selected on the basis
of their experience as raterc in large scale or district wide scoring
efforts. However, it was not mandatory that they be familiar with the
analytic tvpes of scoring rubrics. Public and private school personnel
formed the rating pool. For the June session, 40 raters were used; for the
Auqus®. session 20 raters were used.

VYalication Scoring

A validation meeting for the ¢ -2 scoring ses.ien was held including
two CSE coordinators and four scoring directors. This meeting had several
purposes: 1) to acquaint the scoring directors with the IEA study and with
the procedures for training scorers and scoring tiie writing samples; 2) to
review the sco-ing rubric for each writing task to be scored and make any
necessary clarifications; 3) to select and score training, qualifying and
check papers.

In preparation for this meeting, the CSE coordinators selected a pool
of papers for each task which represented various proviciency levels and
scoring problems. These papers were selected from the larger sample to be
scored. The validation meeting resulted in a pool of scored training,
qualifying, and checkpapers, complete with scores and comments. These were
later xeroxed and prepared for the purpose of training the raters.

Prior to the validation session notebooks were devised for the scoring
directcrs. These contained a list of potential training papers, qualifying
papers, and checkpapers as well as copies of each type of paper. A copy of

the scoring manual and scoring sheets were also included. Each scoring
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director was provided with a notebook containing the information
corresponding to the task(s) which she was responsible for. After the
validation similar notebooks were devised for the raters. These included a
1ist and copies of the training papers and a 1ist and copifes of checkpapers
for the first day.

Yalidation of training, qualifying and checkpapers for the August
session was conducted via the mail and telephone. This was possible
because the scoring directors as well as the raters werc well acquainted
with all aspects of the training and scoring session because of their

experience in the June scoring session.

Rater Training and Scoring Sessions

Orientation. Tihe orfentation was conducted by the CSE Coordinators
during the first morning of the session. Raters were introduced to the
coordinators, scoring directors, and support staff. They received an
overview of the IEA study and of the general training and scoring
} .<edures.

Afterward the raters were assianed to their training and storing
group. In making the assignment, roordinators spread groups of raters who
came from the same district across scoring groups. The intent here was to
ensure that personnel coming from the same district would take with them
the varfety of scoring skills offered by the IEA training and scoring
sessfons.

After the overview and assignment of groups, the scoring directors
began to train their raters on the interpretation and applicatic.. of the

IEA scoring rubric to the specific writirg tasks and samples to be scored.
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Rater training. After giving everyone the opportunity to carefully

read the scoring criteria for a particular writing task, the trairers
(using overhead transparencies) illustrated each score for each scoring
element with & writing sample. After this had been done for all of the
scoring criteria and range of scores for a particular task {for example,
task 6), raters were given the opportunity informally to score a few (3-5)
training papers. The trainers took a voice count and tallied the scores
for the training papers to get a sense of how well everyone was applying
the rubric. These scores also signaled potential misunderstandings or
unusual aspects of the papers. The trainers and raters discussed these,
giving examples to clarify the problems. The process of scoring training
papers and discussing the scores continued until the trainers felt that the
raters werc ready to pass the qualifying papers. Agreement was defined as
within one score point on the six point scale for each scale scored. The
qualifying papers were regarded as a test to determine the extent to which
individual raters were accurate, as well as the extent to which the entire
group of raters (for a particular task) agreed with each other. If a
rater, or the group as a whole, did not pass the qualifying set, they were
retrained. To pass the test, both individually and as a group, the scores
reflected an aqreement of at least .80. For example, if there were 10
qualifying papers for task 6, then each rater was allowed only two errors
for the entire set of papers across all of the scoring elements. In voth
the June and August sessions, all groups passed their qualifying sets on

the first administration and ro group retraining was necessary.
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After passing the qualifying sets, raters went on to score the sample

papers. However, to ensure that high reliability was maintained both

individually and for the group, a set of approximately 20 checkpapers had
to be scored on a dafly basis; half of these were scored in the morning and
half in the afternoon. Again, 80% agreement was the standard. As
necessary, the individual raters were taken aside to discuss the particular
errors they had made, and then retestad.

Preliminary Data Analysis

Data analysis is presented for Tasks la, 1b, 1lc, 1d, le, 6, and 7.

Initially, a total of 11,131 essays were scored for the above seven
tasks. Ir. this first cleaning run, 2.20 percent (245 cases) of these
cases were lost due to missing or invalid identification numbers, reducing
the number of cases to 10,886 for the seven tasks. In the final cleaning
run, 6.23 percent of the data was lost to missing grade levels, population
Jevel (public vs. private), and missing task numbers (a total of 678
cases). The finai data set contains 10,208 essays (see Table 3).

Table 3
Deletions from Data Set

£SSAYS PERCENT

Initial Essays Scored: 11,131 100.00
Deleted Due to ID's - 245 2.20
Other Deleted Data - 678 6.09
TOTAL DATA SET 10,208 91.71

Table 4 presents distributions of essays in finai data set by task,

grade, and public or private school population. Table 5 displays the total

essays scored by task across grade levels.
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Table 4

Essays in Final Data Set
by Task, Grade and Population

6th Grade
1A 18 i 10 1E 6 7
PUBLIC 355 301 293 370 559
PRIVATE 26 27 27 27 39
TOTAL 381 328 320 397 598
10th Grade
1A 18 ¢ 1D If 6 7
PUBLIC 882 946 870 779 7137 | 687
PRIVATE 149 152 156 141 143 | 131
TOTAL 1031 | 1098 | 1026 920 380 | 818
12th Grade
1A 18 1C 10 1f 6 7
PUBLIC 576 815 | 747
PRIVATE 79 99 95
TOTAL 655 914 | 842
-3
S
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Table 5

Tot=1s of Scored Essays by Task

TASK 1A 18 1C 10 I 6 7 | ToTAL
6th ]
GRADE | 381 328 320 397 598 2024
10th

GRADE | 1031 | 1098 | 1026 920 880 | 818 | 5773
12th

GRADE 655 914 | 842 | 2411
TOTAL | 1412 | 1426 | 1346 397 | 1577 | 2391 | 1660 |10,208

Preliminary Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics at the student level were computed by task and
grade level. These analyses were computed for each of five outcome vari-
ables: O0I - Overall Impression; COMP - a competency measure averaging
three analytic scores; CONTENT - Content appropriateness and specificity;
ORGAN - Organfzation; and STYLE, The scores ranged from 1-6. These are

presented in the Tables 6 - 18 below.

Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations for Task 1 by Task and Grade
Task = 1A Grade = 6

VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV
01 380 2.765 0.907
COMP 380 2.807 0.831
CONTENT 380 2.702 C.943
ORGAN 380 2.936 0.908
STYLE 380 2.781 0.931
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Table 7

Means and Standard Deviations for Task 1 by Task and Grade
Task = 1A Grade = 10

VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV

01 1035 3.296 0.952

CoMP 1035 3.275 0.885

CONTENT 1035 3.283 1.071

ORGAN 1035 3.339 0.903

STYLE 1035 3.202 1.033
Table 8

Means and Standard Deviations for Task 1 by Task and Grade
Task = 1B Grade = 6

VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV

0l 328 2.896 1.194

COMP 328 2.970 1,122

CONTENT 328 2.817 1,257

ORGAN 328 3.146 1.129

STYLE 328 2,948 1.181
Table 9

Means and Standard Deviations for Task 1 by Task and Grade
Task = 1B Grade = 10

VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV
01 1104 3.411 0.917
COMP 1104 3.440 0.854
CONTENT 1104 3.411 1.034
ORGAN 1104 3.501 0.872
STYLE 1104 3.409 0.924




30

Table 10
Means and Standard Deviations for Task 1 by Task and Grade
Task = 1C Grade = 6
VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV
01 320 3.003 0.990
comp 320 3.004 0.953
CONTENT 320 2.956 1,058
ORGAN 320 3.121 0.976
STYLE 320 2.934 0.037
Table 11
Means and Standard Deviations for Task 1 by Task and Grade
Task = 1C Grade = 10
VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV
01 1031 3.491 0.876
COMP 1030 3.497 0.851
CONTENT 1031 3.465 0.999
ORGAN 1031 3.568 0.879
STYLE 1030 3.457 0.933
Table 12
Means and Standard Deviations for Task 1 by Task and Grade
Task = 1IE  Grade = 10
VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV
01 927 2.881 0.917
ComMpP 927 2.800 0.827
CONTENT 927 2.555 0.949
ORGAN 927 2.907 0.920
STYLE 927 2.938 0.887
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Table 13

Means and Standard Deviations for Task 1 by Tack and Grade
Task = 1E  Grade = 12

VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV
0l 656 3.135 0.876
COMP 655 2.986 0.779
CONTENT 656 2.711 0.938
ORGAN 655 3.068 0.898
STYLE 655 3.180 0.800
Table 14
Means and Standard Deviations for Task 6 py Grade
Grade = 6
VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV
1) 705 2.561 1.624
COMP 664 2.382 1,168
CONTENT 664 2.296 1,232
ORGAN 664 2.246 1.209
STYLE 664 2.603 1,218
Table 15
Means and Standard Deviations for Task 6 by Grade
Grade = 10
VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV
0l 1150 3.099 0.959
COMP 1143 3.080 0.815
CONTENT 1144 3.124 0.968
ORGAN 1143 2.928 0.922

STYLE 1144 3.202 0.805
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Table 16
Means and Standard Deviations for Task 6 by Grade
Grade = 12
VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEY
(134 1046 3.530 0.986
COMP 1039 3.474 0.848
CONTENT 1039 3.527 0.987
ORGAN 1039 3.390 0.963
STYLE 1039 3.505 0.836
Table 17
Means and Sta ‘d Deviations for Task 7 by Grade
Grade = 10
VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEY
0l 1045 3.039 1,011
coMP 1036 3.032 0.83¢
CONTENT 1036 3.031 0.981
ORGAN 1036 2.938 0.954
STYLE 1036 3.127 0.799
Table 18
Means and Standard Deviations for Task 7 by Grade
Grade = 12
VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEY
oI 1014 3.339 0.985
CoMP 1005 3.308 0,815
CONTENY 1005 3.325 0.975
ORGAN 1005 3.241 0.919

STYLE 1005 3.357 0.792
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Analyses of variance were computed for those tasks assessed at more

than one grade level., These analyses are presented in Table 19 below,
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O3SURVAT JUNS [N Y GROUM CAN UL USED IN THIS ANALYSIS. ° |
SAS
.L TASK=18 ® ‘
——— - - ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE
OEPCNDENT VARIAULE? UR AN ® l
|
souRcL OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE P VALUE PR > F ReSWUARC C.v.
MOLEL, 1 die 95229648 J1.952%59408 36038 0.0001 0024790 27.410 [
ERROR" ~ * ' 1430 1256097198657 - 0487900139 ‘ ROOT MSE ORGAN MEAN
CORKECTLD TOTAL 1431 1286092658101 0e93755074 3042036100 o
SOURCE OF ANOVA 53 F VALUE PR > F °
_GRADE ) 1 31455259048 36.3% _0.0008 ‘
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ANALYS IS OF VARIAWCE PROCEUVURE
CLASS LECVEL INFCRMATIOM
CLASS LEVELS VALVES

o

°

°

o | GHADE 2 A B
°

¢

NUMBER C* ODSERVATIONS IN UY GROUP = 1334

NUTE: ALL OUPLNULNT VAK] AULCS ARE CUNSISTENT wiITH RESPCCY TO ThHE PRCSENCE OR AUSENCE OF MISSING VALUES. MOWEVER, ONLY 1351
UISCRVAT IOND IN uY GHROUP CAN dt USLYU IN THIS ANALYSIS.
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i SAS
P l TASK=1C
- - ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRUCCOURE
o DEPENVDENT VANIAULE! Unuah
SOURCE DF SUN F SNUARES MEAN SQUARE F vALUE PR > F R=SQUARE Cev.
@ MUODCL 1 48.6862542% 48.6802542% 5904 040001 V042341 26,092
- -- ERROR 1349 110117606950 0¢ 81629064 ROGT NSE URGAN MEA
L CORRECTED TOTAL 1330 1149v.80232420 0.¥0348804 J.40626202,
° SOURCE of ANUVA 35S FovALLE PR > P
L. GRAVE o R 1 QB 09020428 SY.04 00001
o
i
| N
. R - .
o
. i
®
o

. BEST COPY




CUORRLLTLD TOTAL

1 O
; -
N @
Jd
] o
N
2 -
] e
i
¥ .-
v
0
I
o
SJYuLLL
.L MUOLL
" ERROR’
)
. SOURCCE
. GRADE
o
®
o
.{
@
o
Q

NUTC? ALL OIPLNULNT vanl ABLES
UUBLHYATIUND 4N oY oRUUP

OLEPENVDENT VAKRL AbLGS

SAS
TASKa1E

ANALYSIS OF VAKIAM IE PRUCEDURE
CLASS LEVEL INFCRMATION
CLASS LEVELS VALULS
GRAVE 3 ABC

NUMDL. ! OF QOGSERVATIUNS IN HY GRUUP = 1674

ARC CONSISTULNT RITM RESPECY TQ THC PHCSENCE OR AUSENCE OF MISSING VALUCS . HOwEVER, OMY

CAN LE ULLO IN THIS ANALYSIS,

SAS
TASK=1E
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCCDURE

SUM OF SQUARCS MEAN SQUARE F VALUE
23414342770 1ie%91913053 13.90
132112997192 NeY3404670
1344431379902
ANUVA 3S F vALUE PR > F
23018384770 1J.90 00001

BEST COPY

PR > F
0.0001
ROOT MSE
0.91326157

R-SQUARE
Ve0172406

1587

CeV.
30.084.
ORGAN MEAN
2097920060,
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SAS
o ' TASKalA
* ANALYS1S OF VAHIANCE PRCCEOUKE
o CLASS LEVEL INFOHMATIUON
ZLASS LEVELS VALVES
0. GRADE 3 ABC
L. .
° NUMUER OF UDSERVATIONS IN BY GROUP = 1420
i NUTL: ALL DUPCIHULNT VAKIL ABLES ARE CUNSISTLNT wiTr RESPECT T THE PRESUNCE OR ABSENCE UF MISSING VALUES. MUREVER: OANLY
°® l 04 SLHRVATIUNS IN uY GRUUP CAN OE USLD IN THIS ANALYSIS.
er v
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. SAS
‘:;’ o TASK=1A
e e ANALYSIS DF VARIANCE PPOCEQURE
] © DLPUNDUNT VAWIABLEI CUNTENT
i SOURCL oF SU4 OF SQUARES MCAH SQUARE ¥ VALUC PR 3 P R~$GUARE
3 @ MUDEL 2 9366716937 46483358448 a3.ea SRR v.057922
&
oy --= EAROR 1433 1523445147470 1.07816808 ROOT MSE
Ty @ CURRECTED TOTAL 1415 1617.11806407 1.03834872
e
h“.
‘;% .I SOURCE DF ANOVA 5S # VALUE PR > P
g‘i, I Grave 2 93006716937 384 04000i
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TASK= 1
ANALYS3S OF VAKRIANCE PRUCEDURE
CLASS LCvil INFUHMATION
CLASS LEVLLS VALVES
GRALE 2 AB

NUMBLR OF OBSERVATIONS IN BY GKUGUP s 1430

SAS
TASK=EB

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCLOVRE

SUH UF SUUAKRLS MEAN SQUAKE F VALUE
89206585719 99026985719 7929
169602511088 1o 1802413

1785459497207

ANOVA SS F vALUE PR > F
89.209Un719 7928 Ca.0001

BEST COPY

NUTE ! AL DEALNURNHT YAKLAULES ARE CUNSILTENT wiTH RESPLCT Tu THE PRLSLNCE UR ABSENCE UF “ISSING VALULSe MUWLVER, OUNLY 1432
QUSCRVAT LUNS IN uY GRUUP LAN diE USED IN TilS ANALYSIS.

z
2:
PR > F ‘= SUUARE CeV.,
Ge0U001 Ce 04 YV 33,299,
ROUT MSE CUNTENT MEA
l.08914707 3427912396,
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SAS t 73
| TASK=1C

ANALYS1S OF VARIANCE PHOCEDURE
CLASS LEVEL INFURMATION
CLASS LEVELS VALUES
GKRADE 2 AN

NUMBLR OF OdSERVATIUNS IN UY GHOUP & 133y

NUTL? ALL OLPcNULNT Vak] AJLLYS ARL CUNSISTUNT wiTH RCSPECT TL THL AHLSENCE OR AHSENCE Uf MISSING VALULS e HOWEVER. UNLY 1351
USSCRVAT JUND ire UY GROUP CAn UL USLY IN THIS ANALYSIS.

v
SAS
L TASK=)C 3
- - ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRUCEDURE
o DEPUNDLNT VARIAULL: CUNTCNT
| SUURCE LF SUM OF SUUARES MEAN SCUARE P VALUE PR > F R=SQUARC C.V.
L L MUDEL 1 630347062528 63434762525 61466 040001 04043710 30,302
~— ERROR - - - - 1349 1383.91514306 1.0273064 22 ROOT wsg CONTENT MEA’
o CUKKECTED TOTAL 1350 1449, 26276832 1.01359007 3e3489200
P SOUNCE DF ANUVA S3 F VALUE PR > F
. GRADE 1 03. 34762525 61.60 040001
o
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SIURCL
| NODCL
“-  crron

CURRELTED TUTAL
| sSouRCE
" . GRAUL
]

NUTES ALL DEPUNDENT VAKL AULLS ARL CONSISTINT WITH KESPLIT 10 THC PRLSENCC OR

SAS
TASKs E

ANALYSIS OF VAKIANCE PRUCEUYRE
CLASS LEVLL INFCHMAYIUN
CLASS LECVELS vALUCS
GRADE 3 44 C

NUMDER OF QEBSCKVATIUNS IN dY GHUUF & loTe

in uY GRUUP CANM UL USED id THIS ANALYSIS.

DEPENULNT VAKRI AdLL? CUNTENT

OF

2
13085
1587

oF

GAS
TASK=l E

ANAL 7S1S UF VARIANCE PRCCEDURE

UM OF SQUARCS MEAN CJUARE ¥ valuc
23174938140 1258740907 13009
1424483614449 Ol d2407

leaa9,ullveil2

ANOVA 53 F VALUE PR » F
2% 174930k 8 14.00 040001

BEST COPY

PR > F
040002
ROLT NSE
0e94806332

ADSUNCE OF MISSING VALULSe MUWEVERs OUNLY

H=SQUARE
0017306
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200259448 -
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MUTES ALL OEPLNUCNT VAHL AULES ARE CUNSILSTUNT eiTif RESPECT TO THE PHESENCEL UR ABSENCE OF MISSING VALUESe MUWLVERs UNLY

DEPENDENT VARL ABLE:
SOURCC

M30cL
“=™ CRROR

CORRECTED TQTaL

Su.

GRADE

TAg::lA
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCLODVUKE
CLASS LEVEL INFCRMATION
CLASS LLVELS VALVES
GRADE 3 ABC

NUMBLCR OF UBYERVATIUNS IN UY GRUUP = 1620

UOSLRVAT LUND IN LY CRUQUP CAN ML Uiuy IN THIS ANALYSISe

SYTYLE
OF
2
1413
1419

or

SAS
TASK=1 A

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEODOURE

SUM OF SQUARLS MEAN SQUAKRC F VALUE
49034710030 24497338313 2aede
1432026235648 1.01363224 )
1431,00v40328
ANUVA SS F VALUE PR > P
49034710630 24034 040001

BEST COPY

PR > F
0.,0001
RCOT MSE
100679309

R=SQUARE
04033300

taled

J2.588,
STYLE MEAV
3J.0896892 -

CoeV.

0§




|

-
o @
‘ SAS 3.
o ; TASK=18 o
) ANALYSIS OF VAKIANCE PROCCDURE
o CLASS LEVEL INFORMATION )
CLASS LCVELS VALUES
@ GRADC 2 AW o
° NUMBLER OF OUSENVATIONS IN uY GHOUP = 1436 °
NOTC: ALL UEPLNDENT VARLAULES ARE CUNSI3TLNT wiTH RESPECT TO ThC PRESENCE OR AUSENCE OF MISSING VALUCSe MOVEVER, ONLY le42
. I DUHVAT LUNS IN UY GRUUP CAN UL USLU IN THIS ANALYSIS. .
: SaS
L TALR218 > {
L ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE
. OLPENVENT VARLIAULLS STYLL .
SCURCE OF SUM UF SUUARLS MEAN SGUARE P VALUE PR > F R=-SQUARE Cov.
L MUDEL 1 $3.79870548 83.79870545 54,99 040001 00037030 29. 93¢ o
- gRAROR 1430 1399.06093147 0.9783642¢ ROGT NSE STYLE MEA.
L CURRECTED TUTAL 1431 14%2.85963687 0.98v12299 3.3037709.. ®
° ‘ SUURCE DF ANOVA 58 F VALUE PR > F ®
_ Gnaog L 1 $3. 79870545 54099 0.0001
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRUCEUURE
CLASS LEVEL INFCHMATION

NUMUER OF UHSERVATIONS IN uY GROUP = 3%

AUSENCE OF MISSING VALUES. MOVEVER, ONLY

NOTE? ALl OLPoHUCNT VARIAULZS ARE CUNSISTENT wiITH RESPECT 7O THE PRCSENCE OR
W SCRYAT Julo N OY GRUUP CAN UE USED IN THIS ANALYSIS.

L

DEPENUENT VARI Bue? STYLE

SUURCEL OF
MODEL t
T "™ ZRROR’ 1358
CORRECTLD TCoTAL 1349
SJUURCL o]
__GRADF ~ :
e .
H
il |

(A

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRUCCDURE

MEAN SQUARE
68747 23065
092080287

6L PHT7T73066%
1201424220358
1304400000000

STYLE uEan

095958474 443433333

60e 75774005

BEST CG Y
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SAS
TASK=1E

ANALYSLIS OF VARIANCE PROCEOURE
CLASS _EVCL INFORMATIUN
CLASS LECVELS VALUES
GRADE 3 ABC

NUMULR UF OUSERVATIONS IN UY CHOUP = jo79

NOTES ALL ULPOND-.NT vaAkl AULES ARE COMSISTUNT wiITH RLSPLGCT TQ THC PRESCNCE OR ABSENCL gF
UUSLRVATIUNS IN uY uRUUP® CAN UE WSLD IN THI3 ANALYSLS, “

| SR

OCPENDLNT VvARIAKLES: STYLE

SOunce OF
n0EL 2
ERROR" 1 %84
CORRECTLO TOTAL 13586
SUVRCE OF
GHALE 2

SAS
TASK=) E
ANALYS1S OF VARIANCE PRUCEOQURE

SUM OF SUUARLS MEAN SQUARE F vaLuE
&T.08800812 13450903406 18¢41
1162.,23713036 0¢23373556
1169.,25%519849
ANOVA SS F VALUE PR > F
27.01806812 18¢41 02001

'BEST COPY

ISSING VALUCS. HUWEVCR, ONLY

PR > P
040001
ROOT MSE
0.835058306

R=SQUARE
Qs022718

77

1587

Cev.

280 8624
SYY = mEAu
304158790
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" 1 SAS
{1 ) TASK 6 ANALYSIS UF VARIANCE PROCEOURE BEST COPY
) CLASS LEVEL INFORMAT]ON
i CLASS LEVFLS VALUES
" GRADE 3 ABC
j S - NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS IN DATA SET = 2472
NOTE: ALL OLPENDI.NT VAK IABLES ARC CONSISTENT WwITH RESPECT TO THE PRESENCE UR ABSENCE OF MISSING VALUES. HOWEVER, ONLY 2408
l OBSERVATIONS I DATA SET CAN BC USED IN THIS ANALYSISe
) 1 SAS 12:50 WEONESOAY: NGVEMHER 27, 1989
] ) _ANALYSS OF VARIANCE PRUCEDURE
" DLPENDCNT VAR 1ABLES U1
. SUURCE oF SuM UF SQUARES _ MEAN SQUARE £ VALUE PR> F R~SQUARE Co\
" ! moocL 2 332.077%51902 166.43875951 122,99 0.0001 0.092780 374871
! ‘_____; ERRUR 205 3254069723181 1435330446 i _ ROOT MSE 01 e
) CORRCSCTED TUTAL 2407 3%587.57475083 1.16321618 3.129560]
1 [T soukce oF ANOVA SS P VALUE PR > P
Y GRADE 2 332.87751902 122.9% 0.0001
H 1 o : R R o
" ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE
. CLASS LEVEL INFCRMATION
) CLASS LEVELS VALUES
I o L GRADE - __ABC
) NUMBER OF GCHSERVATIONS IN DATA SET = 2472
) ’ NOTE: ALL DEPENJENY VARIABLES ARE CONSISTENT WITH RESPECY TO THE PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF MISSING VALUES, HOWEVER, CNLY 2358
] . OBSERVATLIONS IN UATA SET CAN BE USED IN THIS ANALYSIS. Sas
ANALYSIS UF VAR[ANCE PROCEDURE
'DEPENDENY VAR TAULE: COMP
) SOURCE oF SUM OF SQUAHES MEAN SQUARE P VALUE PR > F R~SQUARE Co
e ... MOOEL ) 2 | A18.,88125499 207.94062749 253.3¢ 0.0001 0.177069 T 294981
) ERRUR 2358 1932081462565 0.82072508 ROOT MSE coMp ME/
CONRCCTED TUTAL 2357 2348.09388163 0090594044 3.06350264
) SOURCE OF ANOVA S5 F VALUE PR > F 7() w
D o

GRADG 2 415.,0812%499 223436 C.0001

"‘Elk\l‘c 1 SAS _ _ . B -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




BESY COPY

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURC
CLASS LEVEL INFORMATION

CLASS LEVELS VALUES
GRALE 3 AgC

NUMBLR OF OBSLRVATIONS IN DATA SET = 2472

cmeee - NIITF! &L 1N D NYNT vag tlani FS  awsf

CONCISTANT @i TH WFSOF(T._TII_THF QRF SFNC F NA._ARSFNCF_NE MISSING _VALLCR. . MIBF VFR o CMNLY . 2339

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. SOURLE DF ANOVA SS F VALUR PR > F
.‘ GRALE 2 415.0838125499 283,36 w0001
' 1 SAS |
L . } ANALYS1IS OF VARIANCE PROCEOURE X
) CLASS LEVEL INFORMATION
: CLASS L:.VELS VALUCS
.'j “PACE 3 ABC
I ] L " 77 NUMHER OF OSSERVATIONS IN DATA SET = 2472 :
) .
NUTE: ALL UDEPENUENT VARIADLES ARE CUNSISTENT wiTH RESPECT TO THE PRESENCE OR ARSENCE OF MISSING VALUES. HOWEVERs ONLY 2359
UBSURVATIUNS IN UATA SLT CAN BE USZD IN THIS ANALYSISe |
) I 1 SAS 12350 WEONESDAYs NOVEMBER 27+ 1988 {
e e . i ) ) . ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRQCEDURE j
) DEPCNUENT YARIAULE: STYLE |
. SOUKLE OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F VALUE PR > F R-SLUAFE Cov
) MODEL 2 278.22610469 139411305235 165.78 * 00001 0.12" 366 280838 ‘
" . ERRUK 2455 1977400084132 0483915967 ROUT MSE STYLE MEA |
3 - o
) CUNHECTED TUTAL 2358 2255428698601 0.91605n78 3.176769¢ }
- SOURCE OF ANOVA s3 F VALUE PR > F |
): GRADC 2 278.22610449 165.70 0.0001 |
Lo ¥ L ) . i Sas }
) ANALYSIS OF V.AR1ANCE #ROCEDURE |
. CLASS LEVEL INFORMATION
) i CLASS LEVELS vaLuEs .
e e . e . .. _.GRADE _ _ 3 ABC .-
v
) NUMBER OF CBSERVATIONS IN DATA SFT = 2472 o |
. [84]
) NOTE: ALL DLPENDLNT VAR!ABL&? AQE CONSISTENT WITH PTSPECT TO THE PRESENCE OR ADSENCE OF MISSING VALUZS., HOWEVER. chLY 2358
. OB>ERVATIUNS IN UATA LET CAN HE USED IN THIS ALYSISe
S T S —_— SAS e — ——
Q ]
ERIC A~ |




ARE. CU--SISTENT _WITH.

ANUVA SS
40357874044

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE

SUNM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE * VALUE
463.87874544 171,78937422 232412
2351462735343 v .3%56788
2315020610687
ANUVA SS F VALUE PR > F
463.578745846 232012 042001
ANALYSIS OF V/RIANCE PROCEDURE
CLASS LEVL INFORMATION
CLASS LEVLLS VALUES
GRADE 3 ABC
MUMOER 0F  JSCRVATION. IN DATA SET = -~ 2

SFLCY_TN_THE_PRFSENCF R, AASFNCE_NF_MIKKING Va: 1 IF&e MAEFVER. nNLLY

F VALUE
232.12

‘PR > P
00001
SAS

ANALYS I3 OF VARIANCLC PRUCLOURE
CLASS L "'EL. INFORMATION
CLASS LEYELS VALUES
GRADE 3 ABC

"NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS IN DATA SET = 2472

SET CAN "« USED IN THIS AN LYSIS.

]
‘ DEPENDENT VANLAUWLE: JRLAN
[} SOURLE oF
' e —w._MODEL . 2
[ £RRUR 2459
P CORRECTELD TOT AL 2357
> SUVAHLE DF
, GRADE 2
» 1
|
. '
l
- ——- -NOTES ALL_UGPENUENT Var  LBLES
l‘ SUVRCE OF
' GRADL 2
‘( 1
' o R "
6
L
' bans oo e . - m e ————— - - -
7
UBSCRVATIONS IN L'ATA
. 1
® VEPENOLNT VARLAULE: CNTENT
SQURCE OF
.’ ‘QEL 2
ERROR - 2386
® CORRECTED TJTAL 2458
[~ " SOURCLC DF
» } GHADE 2
e e o o .
. O ‘ -~ - 0 ——— — - -
ERIC Be

SUM OF SQUARES

530459134329
.. 2495.80079050
3020449173379

A SS
83006913432y

- e ——————

EST

SAS
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE

MEAN SQUARE F VALUE

26324067 , 00 250048

e - . 1408933803 L
F VALUE R>F
28%J-48 0., 0007

Y

PA D> F
C«0001
ROOT MSE
099928368

NOTE: ALL UcPENUENT VAN JAMLES ARE CUMSISTENY WITH RESPECT TO THE PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF MISSING VALUES.

PR > F
0.0001

ROOT MSE

1.02924148

— e~ — —— e~

R=SQ'JARE CoV
00164670 34,001
ORGAN 1B
29309313

238%q .

1OWEVER, ONL7 2380
R=3QUARE <o
0., 8349 33.43
- CONTENT ME,
Js078423



SAS
TASK 7 ANALYS1S GF VARIANCE PROCEDURE

CLASS LEVEL INFORMATION

CLASS
GRADE

LEVELS
2

VALUES
8ac

* NUMBER OF  CESERVATIONS IN DATA SET = 2186

NUTE: ALL OERENOINT VAWLABLES ARE CONSISTENT wiTH RESPECY TO THE PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF MISSING VALUES. hORCYER. CALY 2089
R UBSFIVATIUNS IN LATA SCT CAN BL USED IN THIS ANALYE LG
Ty sAS 9137 MUND . CECEMUER 2. 1988
) TASK 7 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FROCEDURE
T DEPENOENT VARIAULE: Ul
SOURCE oF SUN OF 5UUAKES MEAN SQUARE P vALUE PR > R~S. JARE Cov
' MovEL 46.32195254 46432195254 a5.46 040008 04022090 314329
,  ERROR 20¢7 2030.68921793  0.99¢93278 B ROQT MsE 0% NEA
T coreceren raras 2058 2097.01117047 ) B 0.99846484 31869039
i SUURCL oF “NOV A F vaLug w r
" GRACE 1 46.321952%¢ 43,46 0.0001
w. Y .. B . ... __SAs e
TASK 7 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE
CLASS LEVEL [HFCRMATION
cLass LEVELS  wALUFS
e = o . omoe___ 2 ec_
NUNBER OF OBSERVATINNS AN LATA SET = 2186
NOTE: ML eRinElDUNT VARIADLES AKL CUNSISTENT wiTh RESPECT TO THE PRESCNCE OR ABSENCE OF MISSING VALUESe MOWCVER. CALY 2041
. UBSERVATIONS IN DATA SET CAN UE USED IN THIS ARACGE1G0 oas
T TASK 7  ANALYSES OF VARIANCE FROCEDURE
DEPENDENT YA LAULES CuMp
SUURCE oF SUM UF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE 7 vaLue PR > R~ . JUARE _ Cev
______ MODEC. v 38, 73550781 __38.75830781 _s7.03 040001 0+€27220 26.014
FHRUR 2039 1385.04513488 0.67927047 ROOT MSE COMP MEA
CORRCCTED TCTAL 2140 1423.80064239 0.82418243 3.1602181
SUUKCL b ANOVA 83 # vaLye PR > F @
GRADE 1 © 38478850761 87, €.0001
0 EST COP?’“S“ 9337 MONDAY, DZCENUER 2, 1988
a4 B




| TASK 7 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FROCEDURE
CLASS “.EVEL INFORMATION
CLASS LEVELS  VALUES
l GRADE 2 8c

NUMBER OF OBSERVATIUNS (IN DATA SET = 2186

e NOTF2L_ALL N PENOENT VAR TARLFS_ARE_CNNSISTENT WITH_ RESPFOT_ TN _THE_ PDAESENCE. NR _ALSENCHE A8 _MISSING VAL 1HES . MAKEVED .. _FALY __3Nal . oo .

SourCL OF ANOVA SS £ YALVE PROF
[~ SRADE ! 33.75550782 $7.08 0.0001
b} 3AS

TASK 7 ANALYSIS UF VARIANCE FROCEOURE
CLASS LEVEL INFORMATIGAN

CLASS LEVELS VALUES
GHADE 2 8ac
it - - NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS IN DATA SET = 23186

NOTE: ALL CLPENULNT VARIABLES ARt CONSISTENT WwiTh RESPECI TC THE PRESENCE OR AUSENCE UF NISSING VALUES. HGBEVER, CALY 2041
UDSERVATIUNS IN UATA SET CAN BE USED IN THIS ANALYSIS.
1 SAS 9137 NONCAYe CUCEMIER 2, 1983

TASK 7 ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PROCEDURE

GEPENDENT VARIASLE: CUNTUNT

SOURCE OF SUN UF SQUARES, . MEAN SUUARE F vaLuE PR > F R=SQUARE CoV
. MOUEL ) ! 43.94988307 43.945884807 43.90 0.0001 0.022013 30.807
= __ERRu» o 20139 ] l952.55102677” ) 0.95760266 . _ ROOT MSE CONTENY nga
B CURRECTED TOUTAL 2040 1596.50171485 0.9765717S 3e1703801
- - SUURCE . CF ANUVA SS F VALUE PR > ¢
GRADE ! 43.54988807 45.90 0.0901
! SAS

b e osmen = f e el L amemas - -

TASK 7 ANALYS'™ OF VAR]ANCE P‘M’;!WRE
CLASS LEVEL INFORMATICA
CLASS LEVELS VALUES

. GRADE . a 8 C~

|

|

|

NUMBER OF COSERVAT [ONS (N DATA SET = 2186
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The significant differences for grade level support the sensitivity of
the scoring rubrics to instructional exposure. Because the data will be
reanalyzed by classroom level, distributed into strata by geography, etc.,
no inferences are made at this point. Prelir 'nary correlational analyses
were conducted to ascertain the relationship among scales. On {inspection,
these vary between .6 and .9. Our National Repurt will describe these
analyses in detail. We also anticipate reporting the double scored
reliabilities and the adjusted scores based upon calibration essay scoring
for the raters. In addition, tasks 3, 5, and 9 will be analyzed.

Next Steps

Our next steps depend upon additional resources. We hope to secure
support th-ough OERI for the following efforts:

1. To create data files for student questionna -e and attitude data.

2. To create files for teacher and school level questionnaires.

3. To conduct descriptive analyses.

4, To conduct relational analyses based upon data in schoecl and
teacher questionnaires in order to identify promising
instructional practices.

5. To prepare school level reports for local schools ana states.

6. To prepare a report of the U.S. National Study.

7. To prepare files for international analysis of the USA data.

Were additional significant resources available, we would ideally like

to score the remaining data from each classroom. We would also like tv
orepare qualitative analyses of the student papers, focusing on what they

~aid, rather than mode of expressior.

9y




Summary

Our study has been successful to this point. We have achieved an
appropriate response level and believe we have provided technically
competent work within both time ard budget constraints. We plan to share
the results of our future analyses (when we have developed the full
analyses) with researchers and practitioners to develop sound i:ferences

about the yuality of writing of American students.
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SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS*

*Due to the cost of duplicationr, only one copy of supporting
documentation s provided.
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TASK 1 TRAINING AND SCORING MATERIALS
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SCORING GUIDES

Introduction: You are to score 2 number of compositions written by a wide

range of students from your country and to rate these compositions according

to a scoring guide and a set of compositions_whose scores have been determined.,
The guide and the set of compositions represent the consensus of experts from
over fifteen countries as to the characteristics of a good composition on this
task. You have probably taught a number of students 1ike the ones whose
compasitions you will be Scoring. In this case, however, you do not know the
student personally and you have only these examples of their writing on which

to judge the student's performance. As you score each composition, you should
try to consider it in the 1ight of the scores gfven the set of compositions

that your group ieader has provided; they will form a benchmark reference for vour
scores. It may be that you will not find a composition that reaches the peak of
perfection that you would hope for from an experienced published writer; these
are in most cases first drafts and you are asked to judge these compositions ac-
cording to a consensus as _{o how well a student of this age or level of education

can write 1n a limited period of time on a topic that is relatively unfamiliar to
that student. _ .

How you will score: A. You are first asked to rate ezch composition
according to your overall impression of the quality of the composition. Your
overall impression is usually based on your sense of how well the composition
fulfills the task and topic requirements and your sense of its quality as a piece
of writing relative to other students in the age-group that completed that task.

B. 1In addition you are asked to rate each composition as to its quality
according to a number of specific dimensions: 1{ts content, its organization,
its style and tone, its uses of grammar, orthographic con\entions ?i.e.. spelling,

punctuation), its neatness, and your personal reaction to the composition and its
writer. .

To help you make these judgements, we have had a set of compositions rated
by a jury of experts in composition from several countries. They have determined
that certain aspects of each composition need to be rated separately although
they agree tha. an overall impression is also important.

The jury has developed a scoring scheme which you are asked to use, and
they have created international guidelines and definitions of certain aspects
within that scheme. The jury has also selected the benchmark compositions to
illustrate various levels o€ performance by students with respect to the dif-
ferent parts of the scheme. Some of {he .ompositions were written by students
in other countries who were asked to write on the same topic. You are, there-
fore, asked to judge the compositions you will be reading according to an
international scale.

H

You are going to spend several hours practicing using that scale. This
guide is an introduction to the scale and the scheme of marking.

The Score Sheet. F. each type of composition you will be given a score sheet.
The sheet is designed so that you can indicate your ratings of ten compcsitions.
A sample score sheet for Task Five appears on the next page. You must first
enter “he Student Number. Check to make sure you have the Student HNumber
exactly. The Task Number has already been printed on the second row of the sheet.
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Task 5 contains a number of choices as to the specific topic. Enter the Topic
Number below the Task Number if vou can determine which topic (1-7) the student
selected. Then you must enter the number you have been assigned in each space
on the row marked Rater Number. If you find that you cannot score the paper
because the student wrote nothing or because the paper is illegible or “or some
other reason, indicate in the box in row 5/6 the reason for not scoring the
composition using one of the codes 7-9, but DO NOT enter any scores bryund

this point. If you do score the composition, indicate your Overall Impression
in the box in row 5/6 and ‘proceed down the column, entering a score for each
aspect to be scored. DO NOT OMIT A SCORE.

[}

Overall Impression. Read the composition in a normal fashion, without stopping

to mark or underline segments of the composition or to write comments. Record
your first impression of the over = quality of the composition. Indicate on
a scale of 1 (Inadequate) to 5 (Ea. .len:) what you think of the composition
as a whole. DO NOT CHANGE THIS SCORE GNCE YNU HAVE RECORDED IT.

Rate the composition according to your overall impression of its merit. [0
NOT attempt to rate your estimate of where it would fall on a normal curve of
p.rformance, but your sense of its adequacy or excellence as a composition
according to the benchmark scores. Thus, you should not award a certain pro-
portion of low, intermediate, or high grades, if you do not percefve such 2 dis-
tribution in the set of compositions you are asked to score.

Detailed Impression. After you give your overall impression of thé-composition,

you wiii also rate each composition on a number of detailec dimensions, which

are slightly modified or expanded according to the nature of the writing task.
These dimensions represent an international consensus of teachers and judges of
writing about those aspects of a composition that should be singled out for
attention. Some dimensions may be more important in one country; other dimen-
sfons in another. We are seeking to have each country's students judged according
to an international set of standards, so ycu should consider each dimension equally.
You do not have to ry to make your rating of each dimension match or average to
equal your over2ll impression.

AFTER YOU RATE ALL THE DIMENSIONS, DO NOT CHANGE YOUR OVERALL TMPRESSION
SCORE.

The dimensions that will be incluCed are:

QUALITY AND SCOPE OF IDEAS. A dimension that focuses on your impression
of the content of the composition, what it says and how "ully and completely it
says fit.

NRGANIZATION AND PRESENTATION OF CONTENT. How the student arranges tne
material and the structure cf both the -onposition as a whole and the individual
segments or paragraphs.

STYLE AND TONE. Including the choice of words and phrases, sentence
structures and larger units of discourse, the variety and tflow of sentences,
and our sense of whether the student has made an effective nd appropriate
use of the language given the aim, context, and audience of the composition
task.
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SAMPLE SCORING SHEET TASK 5

1. Student Number

2. Task Number 15 15 15 15

15

15 15 15 15 15

3. Topic Number (1-7)

4. Rater Number (your number)

5, Composition Cannot Be Scored (7-9)*

6. Overall Impression (1-5)

7. Quality and Scope (1-5)

8. Thematic Appropriateness (1-5)

9, Presentation of Characters (1-5)

10. Organization and Presentation (1-5)

11. Overall Structure (1-5)

12. Control of Detail (1-5)

13. Style and Tone (1-5)

14, Choice and Consistency of Tone (1-5)

15. Choice of Words and Phrases (1-5)

16. Grammatical Features (1-5)

17. Spelling and Orthography (1-5)

18. Handwriting (1-5)

19. Interest in the Composition (1-5)

20. Sense of Connection with Writer (1-5)

*1f the composition cannot be scored, mirk in row 5 one of the following:

off topic .
illegible
blank paper, no response
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LEXICAL AND GRAMMATICAL FEATURES. Including both lexical and syntactic
features to indicate your impression of 1he student's mastery of these features.

SPELLING AND ORTHOGRAPHIC CONVENTIONS. Including those conventional

aspects of punctuation to indicate your impression of the student's mastery
of these features.

L

HANDWRITING. To indi. . your sense of the student's physical presentation )
of the composi’ion including tegibility and clarity of corrections and paragraph

signals. You should remember that a student may not have had time to recopy
the whole composition.

RESPONSE OF THE RATER. To provide you with an opportunity to indicate
your interest in the composition, and your intuitive sense of the writer as

seen through the composition, whether you are attracted to the person or are
persuaded by what the person has written.

You should rate each composition following the order of these dimensions
that have been outlined on the scoring sheet. MARK EACH COMPOSATION ON EACH
SCORE CALLED FOR.

Sub-category Ratings. On Tasks 5, 6 and 7, which are more complex, you
will be asked to rate the composition on certain particular aspects :f one or
more of the dimensions. Acain these are aspe:ts that the international jury
has agreed should be rated independently. You should rate the catégory itself
first and then the sub-categories. The category score is not an average of
the sub-categories for it includes more than their sum. There vi11 be detailed
explanations of these aspects in the scoring guide for the particular task.

_ Benchmark Compositions. Attached to the scoring guide fo- each task is
a set o’ compositions that have been selected by the internatfons. jury to help
you understand the interpretation of the scoring guide and its application to
specific compositions. As you read through the scoring guide, you shoul” also
read through the benchmark compositions, and the associated commentaries. Doing
s6 will help you become familfar both with the dimensions that will be rated and
with the international standards that set the scale from Excellent to Inadequate
on each of the categories and sub-categories. While scoring compositions after
the training session, you should frequently refer to the benchmark gompositions
to help you to apply the international standard.

BEST Copy
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TASK 1A: Description of a Bicycle

® m Mmoo

QUALITY AND SCOFE OF CONTENT, 'In making this judgement, you should ook
for:

1. whether the student has provided sufficient characteristics (e.qg.,
color, type -- racing, touring, boy's or girl's -- and accessories)
so that the uncle could purchase the. bicycle requested, and;

N

whether the student has omitted superfluous details (e.g., explaining
that a wheel has spokes). (In some cases the student has described a
bicycle other than those pictured. Unless forbidden in a country's
directions to the student, this response is acceptable.)

ORGANIZATION AND.PRESENTATION GF CONTENT. In making this judgement, you
should determine whether the characteristics are grouped naturally into a
structure that makes sense to a reader seeking to identify a bicycle. The
writer should not make many false starts.

STYLE AND TONE. In making this judgement, you should consider:

1. Ehe selection of appropriate terms to describe the features of the
icycle.

2. the extent to which the specific words, phrases, and larger units of
discourse show that the writer is aware that the audience of the letter
s a generous older person. You should be aware that the stimulus con-

tains the opening sentence so that a good Tetter may appear to begia and
end abruptly.

LEXICAL AND GRAMMATICAL FEATURES. To be supplied by National Centers.
SPELLING AND ORTHOGRAPHIC CONVENTIONS. To be suppiied by National Centers.
HANDWRITING AND NEATHESS. To be supplied by National Centers.

RESPCNSE OF RATER. You should give an estimate of your interest in the
composition and/or the writer. .
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TASK 1B: Self Description

G.

QUALITY AND SCOPE OF CONTENT. 1In making this judgement you should con-
sider the use of essential and relevant information including sufficient
observable characteristics, and distinctive characteristics concerning
clothes, the place where the writer will be, or other information appro-
priate to the situation.

ORGANIZATION AND PRESENTATION OF CONTENT.  In making this judgement you
should consider:

1. the use of continuous discourse (not a 1ist of features);

2. the orderly presentation of information to p}ovide a clear description.

STYLE AND TONE. In making this judgement you should consider:

1. the selection of descriptive terms. -

2. the appropriate choice of words, phrases and larger units of discourse
to indicate the writer's awareness of the individual who is the audience
{the writer has the option to be casual and informal or relatively formal).

LEXICAL AND GRAMMATICAL FEATURES. To be supplied by Mational Cente:s.

SPELLING AND ORTHOGRAPHIC CONVENTIONS. To be supplied by National Centers.

HANDWRITING AND NEATNESS. To be supplied by hational Centers. -

RESPONSE OF RATER. You should give an estimate of your interest in the
composition and/or the writer.
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TASK 1C: letter to Headmaster

QUALITY AND SCOPE OF CONTENT. In making this judgement, you should
consider that there are 5 relevant facts we might expect in this message:
1) mentioning of appointment, 2) mentioning of fact that the writer is

hindered from coming, 3) mentioning of reasen tor non-appearance, 4) apology,
5) name of student.

ORGANIZATION AND PRESENTATION OF CONTENT. In making this judgem at, you
should consider that there is not one single order of giving the four

elements mentioned under A. You should decide {f the content is pre-
sented in an orderly manner.

STYLE AND TONE. In making this judgement, you should consider:

1. the tone of the message should be in accordance with the relationship
between headteacher (or principal) and student;

2. the style should show an appropriate use of words, phrases, and larger
units of discourse.

D. LEXICAL AND GRAMMATICAL FEATURES. To be supplied by National Centers.
E. SPELLING AND ORTHOGRAPHiC CONVENTIONS. To be supplied by National Centers.
F. HANDWRITING AND NEATNESS. To be supplied by National Centers.

G. RESPONSE OF RATER. You should give an estimate of your interest in the
composition and/or the writer
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TASK 1D (Population A): Informal Note to Family

A. QUALITY AND SCOPE OF CONTENT. In making this judgement, you should con-
sider that the provision of essential and relevant information jncludes
the addressee, details of where the writer can be found, with whom the
writer will be and how long the writer will remain. The writer should

give his/her name. Both a bare 1isting of information and a more elab-
or.. presentation are acceptable,

B. ORGANIZATION AND PRESENTATION OF CONTENT. 1In making this judgement, you
should consider the clear and orderly presentation of information. The
message may be short, but the information must be presented in an order
so that the reader can gather sufficient detail.

C. STYLE AND TONE. In making this Judgement, you should consider the choice
of words, phrases, and larger units of discourse including the use of
modes of address and other words apprcpriate for an informal message to
a member of one's own family. ‘

LEXICAL AND GRAMMATICAL FEATURES. To be supplied by National Centers.

HANDWRITING AND NEATNESS. To be supplied by National Centers.

mﬁm.c

RESPONSE OF RATEP. You should give an estimate of your interest in the
composition and/or the writer. :

SPELLING AND ORTHOGRAPHIC CONVENTIONS. To be supplied by National Centers.



TASK 1E (Population B and €): Application for a Holiday Job

A. QUALITY AND SCOPE OF CONTENT. In making this judgement, you should
consider:

1. whether the letter clearly refers to the job for which the candidate
is applyfug; i

2. specifies the period when the candidate will be available;

3. 1indicates that the applicant is qualified for the position by age or
educational level ; )

4. gives the rame and address and/or.phone number (although in some countries
that informatfon can be on the envelope, ft might well be referred to in
the text of the letter).

B. ORGANIZATION AND PRESENTATION OF CONTENT. In making this judgement, you
should consider:

1. the clear and orderly presentation of information including the use
of appropriate format for a letter of application;

2. the orderly presentation of information called for in the advertisement.
C. STYLE AND TONE. In making this judgement, you should consider that the
choice of words, phrases, and larger units of discourse (such as modes of
address and salutation) are appropriate to a formal letter of fnquiry. You
may wish to assume the role of the recipient and decide whether you would
be favorably inclined towards the writer.
D. LEXICAL AND GRAMMATICAL FEATURES. To be supplied by National Centers.
E. SPELLING AND ORTHOGRAPHIC CONVENTIONS. To be supplied by National Centers.
F. HANDWRITING AND NEATNESS. Tc be supplied by National Centers.
G. RESPONSE OF RATER. You should give an estimate of your finterest in the

composition and/or the writer, including the degree to which you might
respond favorably to the writer.
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Explicit Features Used 1n Task 1 Training and Scoring

TASK 1A

CONTENT

ORGANIZATION

STYLE TONE

Unique characteristics, type,
boys/girls, 10 speed?, handle~
bars, baskets, trainingwheels,
horns, pockets, 1ights?

A11 items & comments or func-
tion, desirability & recogni-
tion of reader

Must be cohesive & coherent
-has intro, body, & conclusion
paraphrasing, follow a progres=-
sion & plan in description eg.
top to bottom or general to
specific; no digression or
lapses 1 %ogic

Effective use of descrip=-
tions, sentence variety,
acknowledging reader =
politely, but no obsequi=
ously, snows gratitude

A1l items there but not all
the detaii

Includes all in 5 but plan not
as clear - must have cohesion

& coherence = coes not require
paragraphing

A11 of 5 but used inconsis-
tently

Missing detail, but not enough
to lose identification of the

bicycle - some superflures de-
tail ok

No diliberate plan, however ..
organization does not impede
comprehension

Lack of descriptors, and
sentence variety - 1ittle
acknowledgement of reader
weak diction

Can't tell 1.D, of bike,
vague

Confusion, no discernable plan

Somewhat 1ike a 1ist, not
obvious,poli te, or grateful

Can't tell 1.D, of bike - have
not fulfilled task, missing
information

Incomprehensible

Rude, fe demanding, no
acknowledgement of reader
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TASK 1B CONTENT ORGANIZATION STYLE TONE
Observable distinctive charac- ’
teristrics, such as physical
characteristics, size, shape,
hair, coloring, age, sex,
clothing and cther people or
props; may mention a special
or specific meeting place .
Can easily identify person "Must be cohesive & csﬂérent Effective use of descrip-
includes several distinctive has intro, body, & conclusion tions, sentence variety,
characteristics paraphrasing, follow a progres- acknowledging reader warmly|.
5 sion a plan in description eg.| in friendly manner, but no
top to bottom or general to obsequfously, shows grati-
specific; no digression or tude ‘
lapses in logic .
_Ean fdentify, has some distin-| Includes all in 5 but Plan not | A17 of 5 but used inconsis-
ctive characteristics as clear - must have cohesion tently
4 & coherence - does not require
paragraphing :
Probably can but might have d diliberate plan, however Lack of descriptors, and.
some difficulty; too many com= organization doas not impede sentence variety - 1ittle
3 non characteristics but not comprehension acknowledgement of reader
enough unique veak dfction
Can't I,D, the person;includes Confusion, ro discernable plan | Somewhat 1ike a 1ist
2 some {rrelevant features
B Includes mostly irrelevant, Incomprehensible Rude, no acknowledgement
1 unobservable features; can't of the reader
fdei.tify person
106 ‘ 107




TASK 1C

CONTENT -

URGAN IZATION

STYLE TORE

Reason for nonappearance,
apology, name, consideration
for principal's time

A1l of the above 1tems with
some details, explanation anrd
perhaps alternative suggestio

.orrect format: greeting, body,
closiny; cohesive; "paragraph-
ing" when appropriate; no
digression

For-al, courteous, recogni~
tion authority of priacipall-
message sounds sincere and
the reason is importaant,
choice of vocabulary, sent~
ence variety .

A1l items there but not as
elaborate

correct format, minor problems
in cohesion, a small digression

A11 of 5 but less variety
in sentence structure

Missing one key item (bare
bones) adequate

Correct format, very short
eg: 1-2 short sentences, does
not impede reader understunding

Somewhat polite, cuwurteous;
little acknowledgement of -
reader - lacks sentence
variety

Missing tvo or more

flawed format, impedes reader
under<tanding

Somewhat list~like not ob-
viously pelite poor dicticn

Declaration of absence or ex-
cuse

No format, confusing, digres-
sion

No .cknowledgement of -
reader, rude, teleg: aphic

1n8

A

119




1
|
|
;

CONTENT ORGANIZATION STYLE/TONE -
TASK 1D .
Addressee, where writer fis, "P.S." = If used, P,S. should
with whom, how long grd., when| not have essential {nformation
will return, some indication for task,
of who writer is ‘ |
A11 of above, plus elaboration| Has sufficient zontent wo have | Shows concern for reader,
of some, such as show of Introduction, body »nc conclu= | {.e., personal information;
5 concern, phone #, chaperones, | sion, coherence and cohesion established tone of safety
safety effeccive and well-beiny; sentance
variety
Contains everything but not Has evidence of {ntroductisn, A1l of 5 but used
4 as elaborate or detailed body and conclusion, but not inconsistently
necessarily all three; coher-
ence and cohesion effective
Missing one element, Adequate, "bare bones," but Neutral in tone, lacks
3 "bare bones" too short; minor problems in feeling or concern; lack
cohesion of sentence variety
Missing two or more elements; | Real problem in coherence or Little or no attempt at
- lack of concern for reader cohesion; impedes reader's sentence variety; shows
2 understanding little or no concern for
parent; somewhat 1ike a
list; poor diction
Declaraticn of absence; No format; no evidence of a Abrupt
1 no concern for reader plan or organization; no

logical relationships




\ ORGANIZATION STYLE/TONE

— 1 | |

Name, address, and/or phone # \ Must have appropriate formal Formal letter style recog

of writer; reference t0 the letter style; inside and nizes status of reader;

5 jobs period candidate 1S peturn addresss sajutation; business=1ike sentence

available; qua1if1cat10ns; bodys signature/c1osure; cohe~ | variety and diction;
examples of age, experience; sive and coherent trznsitions writer sells himself t0

ava11ab111ty for interview reader

ate, or 1ess elaborately ments of the ng" paper; must sel1ing himse1f = not as
done have either an address or a pusiness=1ike
phone #3 minor problem in

digression

Lacks one element; Flaved format, missing elernent; ‘Little sentence variey, ’
3 \ 1ittle or no elaboration mi nor problem with coherence; jnconsistent in tone

\ \ Has all but does not elabor- Has all or most of the ele- Not as successful in
4

organi..ation does not jndicate
reader's unders tanding

Lacks more than one element Little or no evidence of No sentence varietys
2 format; missing two or more too casual

elements; organization

‘mpedes reader's understanding

Missing most elements No formats confusing; | No attempt to vary str
1 digressions peture; rude; demanding

e 12 | BEST COPY .
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FULL ROTATION OF TASKS FOR GRADES 6, 10, AND 12
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