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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Writing was identified by the Board of Education at the 1986 Winter
Plamning Retreat as the mmber one instructional priority of the school
system for the next five years. To assist in the process of improving
writing instruction, the Superintendent of the District of Columbia Public
Schools directed that the status of writing in our schools be researched.
The purpose of this evaluation repart was to assess the status of writing
in the District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS). The data collection
effort had four aspects: The teacher survey, the student survey,
prinzipal interviews and a curriculum assessment.

The teacher survey was administered to 897 teachers in thirty-four
(34) schools during the months of December 1986 through March 1987. The
student survey was administered to 2,394 students in twenty-six (26)
schools  during the months of December 1986 through March 1987. Principals
at twelve schools in DCPS (four elementary, four junior high/middle school
and four senior high) were interviewed during March and April 1987. The
caxriculum assessment was conducted under contract by Dr. Mattie C.
Williams, Bureau Chief, ILanguage Arts, Chicago Public Schools during the
month of July 1987.

To assess the status of writing, data correspanding to seven
evaluation qtmtionsweresxmnarizedfrantheteadmerarﬁsmdentsmeys,
Principal interviews and the curriculun assessment. The findirgs
generally indicate that students, teachers and principals are supportive
of instructional efforts in writing. Yet the suxrvey data are alarming in
terms of what passes for writing in the perception of scme teachers.
Mimeograph and ditto sheets contairing multiple-choice, fill-in-the-blank
and sentence campletion items were among the types of activities
identified as writing most frequently assigmed. Overall, teachers
indicated that activities. using miltiple~choice and fill-in-the-blank
itemsrarﬂcedfourthamfifthinfrequencyofusedtmingclass.As
hamework writing activities, sentence coampletion and £ill-in~the-blank
exercises were ranked mmber one and three, respectively, in frequency of
use.

Students reported they spent more class time on writing activities
that involved sentence cumpletion (grade six language arts),
mltiple-choice (grade six science) and fill-in-the-blank (grade siv,
Junior high and senior high mathematics). Reference skills (outlining,
note-taking, etc.) were frequently reported by students (grade six social
studies, Jjunior high English, science, social studies ard foreion
language; and senior high English, social studies and foreign language).
Essays, bookreportsandjournalanicreativewritingweremtreportedby
students to be common in-class writing activities. At this time, the
teacher and student survey findings lead us to believe that the production
of creative types of writing are currently uncommon experiences for our
students

Findings frem this study also irdicate that opportunity to write also
needs to be addressed. During a typical week, forty-six percent (46%) of
the responding teachers reported allowing one hour or loss for writing
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during class time while forty-two percent (42%) reported allowing one to
three hours. Though teachers report allowirg time for writing to occur
during «lass, it would appear that sentence campletion, multiple-choice
and fill-in~the-blank items are the types of activities being assigned.
Most students indicated that they liked a variety of writing activities
but disliked essays. Erphasis should be placed on providing a range of
writing experiences for students. The implication is that a large
percentage of teachers and administrators will need to be oriented towards
curent trends and practices in writing.

Study findings from the Teacher Survey indicate that many teachars
lack recent, fommal exposure to process writing and writing across the
currjculum. Of the total mmber of teachers that responded to the Teacher
Smvey (N = 897), only twenty-five percent (25%) reported having taken a
formal course on writing since 1979. Sixteen percent (16%) reported
having been exposed to writing inservice activities since 1979. The
survey was administered prior to the 1987 Teacher's Conventicn in which
every teacher in DCPS was expected to attend one of the sixty-four
inservice activities involving writing. However, the one hour inservice
training activity merely exposed participants to changes in the teaching
and evaluation of writing. Each curriculum area needs to support the
Writing Initiative by providing and supporting inservice training on
writingy for their teachers by encouwraging the assigrment of creative,
pmcssorimtedwritingtos’aﬁerrtsmﬁbypmentirgstrategi&eto
handle the "paper lurden" associated with evalu ting student writing

Results of the Teacher Survey and Principal interviews further raises
a oconcern about sources of support, guidance and supervision in terms of
instruction in Dceps. Overall results of the Teacher Survey indicate that
Principals and Regional Supervisors provided the 1least amaxumt of
support/quidance in the teaching of writing. (This finding varied to same
extent with the subject taught.) Teachers identified other teachers and
their department heads as the greatest providers of support/quidance in
the teaching of writing. '

Principals indicated they were responsible for supervising the writing
emphasis in their scl‘xoolsbutthatdaytodaysupervisionofthewriting
emphasis was placed in the hands of the school level writing coordinator.
The Teacher Survey data appear to be supported by the Principal interview

. caments (in  temms of the level of support provided by

Principals/Assistant Principals). Thouwch Principals interviewed accept

The writing cnxriculum assessment conducted by Dr. Mattie Williams was
undertaken prior to the release of the CBC guides for writing revised
under the direction of the Engiish Department during the summer of 1987.
The sum of Dr. Williams' comments relative to the writing arriculum
stramd willneedtobeconside.redinrelationshiptotheinprovemerrtsmade
on the CBC guides for writing once they are available. A couple of points
made by Dr. Williams in her responses to the questions raised by the
evaluator merit serious consideration. Dr. Williams recommended that
writing process and cross~curriculum writing assume a more dominant role
across curriculum areas (eg., cooperative plamning of writing assigrments
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acxoss subject areas) and that teachers and administrators be involved in
staff development activities that emphasize the current thinking on the
teaching of writing.

Dr. Williams noted concerns with the DCPS Competency Based Assessment
writing camponent:

. Test items that do not appear to assess what
they puxrport to measure.

. Test items need to assume a more global
perspective with greater use of writing samples
to assess the extent of the skill mastery of
students.

. Assessment techniques used at the
level should be adapted for use at the elementary
level (using analytic and holistic scoring techniques).

A final issue deals with the need to address the elementary writing
carriculum  to the skills and ability levels of students who have
participated in the Writing to Read Program. Students leave the Writing
to Read Program with demonstrated skills that far exceed the terminal
writing dbjectives for most of the elementary qrades. Since the plan is
to implement Writing to Read.‘.nmostelementaxyschools,theelementary
writing curriculum may need to be revised to reflect the abilities of
studentswhohaveparticipatedinthereadirg/writjmnmputerbased
program. (Presently, fifty-eight elementary schools participate in the
Writing to Read Program.) One of the implications is the need for
articulaticn, coordination and cooperative plaming among the English,
reading and Writing to Read program directors.

Recommendations

Menbers oftheWrit:lngInitiative'I‘askForceweremailedacopyofthe
evaluation report for their perusal. The Task Force is camposed of
Teachers, Principals, Regional Supervisors, the English Department, the
Office of Incentive Programs, two Supervising Directors (ISC), members of
the Division of Staff Development and Research and Evaluation. Twelve of
the Task Force members canvened on Thursday, October 29, 1987 at Iangdon
Elementary School to discuss the findings of the eveluation report and to
formilate recommendations. Recamendations from the Task Force are listed
below:

1. Allteadlerssm\udbereqtﬂredtocmpleteapracticalcazrseof
training, inservice or otherwise, in writing appropriate to their
mmwtiorallevelandareabyadatetobespecifiedbyﬂw
Superintendent.

The findings of the study indicate that of the 897 teachers
surveyed in thirty-four (34) representative schools,
twenty-nine percent (29%) reported they had never taken

a college level course on the teaching of writing. oOnly
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forty percent (40%) of the teachers surveved said they had
campleted a college level course on the teaching of writing
since 1979. In terms of inservice training, forty-one
percent (41%) inticated they had campleted an inservice
course an the teaching of writing. Of that mmber,
fifty-nine percent (59%) indicated that they had completed
one or mare inservice classes on the teaching of writing
since 1979. (These data were collected prior to the 1987
D.C. Teachers Cowvention which exposed many teachers to a
mini inservice a;tivityinwriting.) '.thelackofrj:cerjxjtm
training by a majority of the responding teachers 1 y
reflected in the types of activities identified as writing
assigned during class and as hamework. Among the most
frequently assigmed types of writing during class were
miltiple choice and £ill-in-the-blanks (third and fourth,
respectively). As homework, sentence campletion and
fill-in-the-blank were the most frequently reported writing
activities (ranked one and three, respectively). Students
reported that fill-in-the-blank, miltiple choice and
sentence campletion were among the mést frequently assigned
types of activities identified as writing that they had
experienced.

Articulation should take place between various cirriculum area
directors and coardinators of various writing projects in the
school system so that the writing dbjectives of related
educational arricula and program correlate as much as possible
with those in the writing curriculum.

Writing is ane element of a camprehensive language arts
program. Other elements include reading, speaking,

and listening with varying levels of synthesis and analysis.
As Dr. Mattie Williams concluded, in DCPS little or no
articulation occurs among the various curriculum areas or
writing programs such as PALS, Writing to Read and Success
in Reading and Writing relative to the correlation of their
writingccmponentstotmcmriwltminwritirg.
Articulation and correlation should be strongly encouraged
and supported by the Office of Instruction. In additien,
future curriculum revisions should take into account the
s]dllsarxiabﬂitiesofsmdentsbasedmtheirexposureto
systemd.dewritingrelatedpxogramssuchasWritin;toRead
and adjusted accordingly (presently in 58 of 124 schools
havhx;kﬁﬂetgartmamﬁrstgradeclassa;andisexpandhg
yearly by fifteen schools).

Systematic cbservation of what is ccowrring in the classroam in
terms of writing should be documented by Regional Supervisors,
Principals and Assistant Principals so that a correlation can be
made of what teachers teach (skills and applications) and what we
expect them to teach.

Dr. Williams reported in her evaluation of the writing
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curriculum that the writing strand of the English curriculum
is more skill oriented than content oriented. 2n emrhasis
an the learning of skills without a parallel emphasis on
application of the skills learned vesults in lack of
retention of the skill by students. One of the strategies
proposed for ¥ ramoting the application of skills is the
establishment of a minimm mmber of writing products to
becaxple‘w‘&bysb.ﬁerrtsateadigradelevelperadvisory
pericd. Presently, secundary English teachers are
encauraged to provide four significant ooportunities to
write each year, but presently no such suggestion exists
for the elementary level. The English department should
beinvolvedindetem.*_:ﬂngthernmberofwritjngproducts
thatwﬂlberequiredusi:gdatafmothersdmlsystem
and feedback from persamnel in DCPS. The establishment
or a minimm mumber of significant writing activities at
each grade level is an event that has occurred in adjacent
school systems and in other urban school systems.

4. Individuals charged with supervising instruction need to be
given the time to supervise and to re-fine their own skills.

Teachers surveyed indicated that Principals and Regional
were low providers of support and guidance
to teachers in the teaching of wuiting. Presently,
individuals respansible for supervising instruction are
sperxiingnmdmofthej.rtimcoordinatingprogramsand/or
projects so that instead of supervising instruction, they
are frequently occupied by meetings and administrative
types of activities. Supervisors need to be imvolved
in more enabling types of activities. Routine
administrative tasks presently handled meed to be reduced
so that a larger percentage of time can be directed towards
cbservation and suapervision of instruction. Principals and
supezvisommedtobeinvolvedinstaffdevelopnentrelated
to writing process and writing across the curriculum so that
ﬂmeycanbeablepmvidersofassistametoteadms(arxi
s0 that they can be better evaluators of writing
instruction). Peer coaching and other school level types




THE STATUS OF WRITING IN THE
DISTRICT OF COLIMBIA PUBLIC SCHOOLS:
1986-87

The District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) has pursued varicus
strategies to improve student writing ability and instruction in writing.
The English Department of DCPS revised the language arts curriculum for
grades 1-12 in the 1976 Competency Based Curriculum (CBC). Copies of the
CBC guide were made available to teachars for use in the classroom.
Qurriculum guides for electives such as journalism and creative writing
were developed to reinforce the distinction between those types of writing
ard expository writing. During 19682, English teachers received a copy of
Writing Handbock for FEnglish Teachers (developed by the DCPS English
Department) which provided writing models; instructicnal strategies and an
evaluation guide for use in teaching students to write and evaluating
student writing products (450 copies were provided to English teachers and
language arts resource teachers). Since 1983, writing across the
curriculum has been encouraged through co~sponsorship of courses with the
Natjonal Capitol Area Writing Project (NCAWP). Teachers participating in
cross cnxriculum writing courses strengthen their own writing skills as
well as develop instructional skills that work with students of differing
ability 1levels. Those teachers, in turn, have trained other teachers in
writing across the curriculum. Most of the participants in NCAWP have
been English teachers.

In addition, writing charts outlining writing products required at
each grade and guidelines for evaluating student campositions have been
developed as hasasetofcriterionreferemedt%tsforgmdalthrm
10 that measure student ability to camplete the writing requirement
specifiedbytheexﬂoftheschoolyearfcrtlwsegradeﬂ. At the
secondary level, the Ewlish Dapartment has reccwended that a student
produce a minimm of four significant writing products each year. No
minimm guidelines have besn reported for elementary school children.

Staff development activities are available for English and language
resource teachers. In addition to NCAWP courses and staff development
activities on writing across the curriculum, monthly staff meetings
provide additional opportunities for updatiny. These staff meetings are
attended by 65 English department chairpersons from junior high, senior
high, middle and exterded elementary schools.

Statement of the Problem

The infarmation cited in the last section indicates that efforts have

been made to em;hasizewritmgtlmmghthemgliswmnguageartspmgram
in the DcPs. What is not clear is the impact of the efforts mentioned on




Since writing is the top instructional priority of the Board of Educaticn
and the Superinterdent during the next five years, this study is essential
so that we can learn school level administrators impressions of writing,
instructional needs, teaching practices and student interests and
experiences. Specific questions that will be asked to help us understand
the nature of the writing program in DCPS are stated at the begimming of
the Findings section.

Methodology

The next section reviews the strategies for collecting data for the
three reference groups (administrators, teachers and students).

ADMINISTRATORS Structured interviews were held with a sample of twelve
(12) Principals in the District of Columbia Public Schools during February
through April of 1987. Principals interviewed were selected from each
educational level and every region.

TEACHERS: Teachers at thirty-four (34) randamly selected school sites
were swrveyed from December 1986 through March 1987. Most of the surveys
were administered at faculty meetings by the evaluation team.

STUDENTS ¢ Surveys were administered to a maximm of sixty (60) rtudents
in grades six tarough twelve at each of twenty-nine (29) schools beginning
in December 1986 throuwsh March 1987. The surveys were administered by
English teachers to students in grades seven (7) through twelve (12).
Sixth grade teachers administered the swrvey to their students.
Camprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) and Competency Based Assessment
(CBA) data were secured from the Student Assessment Branch of the Division
of Quality Assurance.

Data Analysig

The data collected from surveys were first transferred to coding
sheets and then to a file an the mainframe camputer. Open-ended survey
questions were analyzed and coded to facilitate data entry. Frequencies,
percentages andmeansweregeneratedusingthestatisticalPackageforthe
Social Sciences (?-;P;S). Criterion and norm referenced test data profiles
were presented us the mean percentage of students mastering the cma
writing component cbiective at the given grade level ard median percentile
ranks for students on the CTEBS.
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FINDINGS

The status of writing during 1586-87 was evaluated in terms of the
following evaluation questions:

I.

What type of training have teachers received in the
teaching of writing?

What type of activities involving writing are being
assigned in-class and as homework?

Wmtaresmdentintemtsaniexperiemeswithwritmgin
DCPS?

How much time is devoted to writing?

g-l:at are scheol level administrators perceptions of writing
DCPS?

How is the writing curriculum implemented and monitored
in the schools?

Hmdoesthecurrentwritimmimlmstrandcmnpare
with national trends in writing instruction?

Each of the evaluation questions is used as a heading for the related
findings of this stwdy. Tables 1, 2 and 3 summarize the sources of
teacherandsmdentsurveydatausedinthisevaluatimsmdy.
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Table 1

N=897 from 34 schools
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ingarn
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Table 2

GRADE/SURTECTS TAUGHT BY RESPONDENTS

Grade/Subject Frecquency
Pre-K = K 56
Elementary Bd. 203
Junior High 183
Senior High 148

Special Education 24
Vocational Education 7

Military Science 1
Combination 26
Fine Arts

Art 9
Music 8
Foreion Ianquages
French 9
Spanish 10
Ianquage Arts

Junior High English 32
Senior High English 28
Reading

Percent

6.5%
23.4%
21.1%
17.1%

2.8%

1%
3.0%

2.4%

9%
9%
1.4%
.3%
1%

1%
l.6%
2%
.6%

22
Mathematics
Algebra 5
CGeametry 2
General Mathematics 21
Science
Biology 8
Chemistry 8
General Science i2
Physical Science 3
Physics 1
Social studies
D.C. History 1
Social studies 14
U.S. Government 2
U.S. History 5
N=847
5
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Table 3

SCHOOLS AND REGIONS WHERE THE STUDENT
SURVEYS WERE ADMINISTERED

N = 2,394
Elementary
Keene B ILafayette B Lancdon Cc
Malcolm X A Nalle D Rardle-Highland D
Tyler D Walker-Jones A Woodridge c
N=9
ddle Schools Junior High Schools Senior High Schools
Stuart-Hobsen D Douglass A Anacostia D
Garnet-Patterson Cc Ballou A
Macfarland B Banneker *
N=1 Kelly Miller D Coolidge B
‘ Rabaut B Dunbar c
Pre-K - 8 Schools C.G. Woodson D School W/0 Walls #
Spingarn c
Brookland Cc H.D. Woodson D
Fletcher-Johnson D
N=2 N=6 N=28
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I. WHAT TYPE OF TRAINING HAVE TEACHERS RECEIVED IN THE
TEACHING OF WRITING ?

Teacher Training in Writing Instruction

Tables 4 and 5 summarize the mmber of college level classes taken on
the teaching of writing while in college and since 1979. Sixty-four
percent (64%) of the responding DCPS teachers reported that they had taken
a course on writirg during their oollegiate years (Table 4). Of that
mmber, forty-nine percent (49%) indicated that they had taken a writing
course since 1979 (the year that the Competency Based Curriculum was
instituted) (Table 5).

Table 4

NUMBER OF COLLEGE IEVEL OOURSES TAKEN ON THE TEACHING
OF WRITING BY SUBJECT AREA

| Number of Courses |

Subject Area l 0 l1-~3 4 -6 7 or More |
High School English | 12.5% 45.9% 29.1% 12.6% |
(N=24)
Junior High English | 11.5% 65.4% 23.0% 0 |
(N=26)
Elementary Fducation | 27.7% 54.1%  15.8% 2.5% |
(N=159)
French | 57.1% 14.3% 28.6% 0 |
(N=7)
General Mathematics | 70.0% 30.0% 0 0 |
(N=20)
General Science | 54.5% 45.5% 0 0 |
(N=11)
| 22.2% 55.6% 22.3% 0 [
(N=18)
Social Studies | 53.8% 46.2% ] ] |
(N=13)
Special Education | 26.3% 52.7% 21.0% 0 |
(N=19)
OVERALL | 36.0% 47.0% 14.0% 3.0% |
(N=717)

N = the mmber of teachers responding to the question
7
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Table 5

NUMEER OF COLLEGE LEVEL OOURSES TAKEN QN THE TEACHING
OF WRITING SINCE 1979 BY SURJECT AREA

|
|
Subiject Area 1

Number of Courses

0 1-3 4 -6 7 or More

High School English |
(N=25)

Junior High English |
(N=24)

Elementary BEducation |
(N=157)

French |
(N=6)

General Mathematics |
(N=18)

Genaral Science |
(N=8)
(N=16)

Social studies |
(N=14)

Special Educaticn |
(N=18)

OVERALL |
(N=702)

32.0% 48.0% 20.0% 0
25.0% 75.0% 0 0
45.2% 46.6% 6.4% 1.8%
50.0% 33.4% 16.7% 0
83.3% 16.7% 0 0
75.0% 25.0% 0 0
31.3% 62.5% 6.3% 0
78.6% 21.4% 0 0

33.3%  44.5% 11.1% 11.2%

51.0% 40.0% 6.0% 3.0%




Tables 6 and 7 summarize the nunber of inservice activities focusing
on the teaching of writing that have been taken by respondents. Table 6
indicates that forty-six percent of the responding teachers reported
taking one or more writing inservice activities. Of that number,
forty-five percent (45%) indicated that they have been involved in cne or
more inservice activity since 1979 (Table 7).

Table 6

NUMBER OF INSERVICE ACTIVITIZS EXPERTENCED ON THE
TEACHING OF WRITING BY SUBJECT AREA

| Nurber of Courses |

g Subject Area | 0 l1-3 4~-6 7 or More |
High School English | 36.0% 40.0% 20.0% 4.0% |
(N=25)
Junior High English | 19.2% 73.1% 7.7% 0 [
(N=26) ‘
Elementary Education | 42.0% 48.7% 6.7% 2.7% |
(N=150)
French | 71.4% 28.6% 0 0 [
(N=7)
General Mathematics | 89.5% 10.5% 0
(N=19)
General Science | 60.0% 40.0% 0
(N=10) .
| 37.5% 50.1% 12.4%
(N=16)
Social studies | 42.9% 350.0% 7.1%
(N=14)
Special Education | 58.8% 23.6% 17.7%
(N=17)
OVERALL i 54.0% 39.0% 5.0%
(N=680)




Table 7

NUMEER OF INSERVICE ACFIVITIES ON WRITING COMPLETED

SINCE 1979 BY SURJECT AREA

Number of Activities

I
l
1

Subject Area | 0 1-3 4 -6 7 or More

High School English | 25.0% 50.0% 25,0% 0 |
(N=24)

Junior High English | 34.6% 65.4% 0 0 |
(N=26)

Elementary Education | 46.2% 46.2% 5.7% 1.8% [
(N=158)

French | 60.0% 40.0% 0 0 |
(N=5)

General Mathematics | 88.9% 11.1% 0 0 [
(N=18)

General Science | 62.5% 37.5% 0 0 [
(v=8) |

| 41.2% 41.2% 17.6% 0 |

(N=17)

Socizl studies | 53.8% 38.5% 7.7% 0 [
(N=13)

Special Education | 50.0¢ 31 3% 12.6% 6.3% [
(N=16)

OVERAIL |  55.0% 39.0% 5.0% 1.0% |
(N=674)
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II. WHAT TYPE OF ACTIVITIES INVOLVING WRITING ARE BEING
ASSIGNED IN CIASS AND AS HOMEWORK ?

In-Class Activities

Tables 8-A, 8-B and 8-C sumarize the type of writing activities
assigned during class and the rank of each activity (in terme of frequency
of occurence) in English, elementary educationm, French, general
mathematics, general science, reading, social studies and special
education subjects.

The five most common types of in-class writing assigned overall were

creative writing, open-erded essays, maitiple~choice items,
fill-in~the-blank items and book reports.

Table 8-A

TYPE OF IN-CIASS ACTIVITIES IDENTIFIED BY
TEACHERS AS WRITING COMMONLY ASSIGNED

| Ranked Subject Area Responses

|
Activity | OVERATT, Sr. English Jr. Enqlish Elem. Ed.

Creative Viriting
Open~Ended Essays
Multiple Choice Items
Fill-in-the-Blank
Boak Reports
Topical Essays
Reference Skills
Research Papers
Sentence Completion
Jowrnal Writing
Laboratory Reports

5*% 1 1
8 5% 3%
1* 4 6
10 o* 3%
1* 2% 5
5% 2% 2
7 7
4 8 8
3 5% o*
9 9% o*
11 11 11

I:S\oooqmm-:-uw!-'
~

*—Irdicatesthatresporxientstiedonthiscategory




Table 8-B
TYPE OF IN-CIASS ACTIVITIES IDENTIFIED BY
TEACHERS AS WRITING OQMMONIY ASSIGNED
| Ranked Subject Area Pesponses

|
Activity | OVERALT, French Gen. Math. Gen. Science

Creative Writing 1 1 9% 2
Open-Ended Essays 2 3 9% 1
Miltiple Choice Items 3 9% 2 3%
Fill-in-the~Blank 4 2 1 7
Bouk Reports 5 5% 6% 5%
Topical Essays 6 4 8 10
Reference Skills 7 5% 6% 8%
Research Papers 8 5% 3% 5%
Sentence Campletion 9 9% 3% 1
Journal Writing 10 5% 11 8%
Iaboratory Reports 1 11 KL 3*

****************************************************************

Table 8-C

TYPE OF IN-CIASS ACTIVITIES IDENTIFIED BY
TEACHERS AS WRITING COMMONLY ASSIGNED

| Ranked Subject Area Responses
I

Activity IOVERALT,  Reading  Soc. Studies  Special Ed.
Creative Writing 1 2 3% 1
Open-Ended Essays 2 6 1% 2%
Multiple Choice Items 3 3 1* 5%
Fill=-in-the-Blank 4 5 5 2%
Bock Reports 5 4 3% 5%
Topical Essays 6 1 9% 4
Reference Skills 7 7 6% 7
Research Papers 8 10 6% 8
Sentence Campletion 9 8 8 10%
Journal Writing 10 9 9% 10%
Iaboratory Reports 1 1 11 9

*-Indicabeﬁthat;‘espondentstiedonthiscategory




Homework Assigrments

Tables 9, 10-A, 10-B and 10-C sumarize the mmber of hamework
assigments respondents make during an average week ard the type of
homework activities assigned. Overall, ninety-three percent (93%) of the
respording teachers assigned one or more hamework assigmments during an
average week. Twenty-eight percent (28%) of that mmber assigned four or
more homework ass per week (Table 9). Overall, the five most
camon types of hamework activities involving writing were sentence
campletion, hock reports, fill-in-the-blank items, creative writing and
reference skills. The two least common types of writing assigned were lab
reports and journal writing, respectively (Tables 10-A thru 10-C).

Table 9

NUMBER OF HOMEWCRK ASSIGNMENTS IDENTIFIED BY TEACHERS
AS WRITING ASSIGNED DURING AN AVERAGE WEEX

| Number of Activities |4 of
| | Teachers
Subject Area 1 0 1-3 4_or More  |Respording
High School English | 0  66.6%  33.4% | N=24
Junior High English | 0  51.8%  48.1% | N=27
Elementary Bducation |  3.4% 59.5%  37.1% | N =148
French [ 0  42.9%  57.2% | N=
General Mathematics | 14.3% 71.4%  14.3% [
General Science | 30.0% 70.0% 0 |
Reading | 0  86.6%  13.3% [
Social studies [ 0  80.0%  20.0% [
Special Education | 16.7% 75.0% 8.3% [
OVERALL |  7.0% 65.0%  28.0% [
13




Table 10-A

TYPE OF HOMEWORK ASSIGWMENTS IDENTIFIED BY
TEACHERS ASSIGIED INVOLVING WRITING

Subject Area Responses

I

l
Sentence Campletion | 1 7 2% 1
Book Reports | 2 2 24 4
Fill-in-the-Blanks | 3 9 9 3
Creative Writing | 4 5 1 2
Reference Skills | 5 4 5 5
Multiple Choice | 6 8 8 5
Topical Essays | 7 1 4 7
Open-Ended Essays | 8 3 6 9
Journal Writing | 9 6 .7 8
Iab Reports | 10 10 10 10

Fhkkhkdyhdkdddddiiihhdhidlddokddiid sk ihd ik ik

Table 10-B

TYPE OF HOMEWORK ASSIGNMENTS mmmn:a BY
TEACHERS ASSIGNED INWLVING WRITING

Subject Area Responses

Activity OVERAIY:  French Gen. Math. Gen. Science
Sentence Completion | 1 1 3 3
Book | 2 6% 6 2
Fill-in-the-Blarks | 3 2% 1 5%
Creative Writing | 4 4% 8 84
Reference Skills | 5 6% 2 5%
Multiple choice | 6 2% 4 4
Topical Essays | 7 6% 5 7
Open-Ended Essays | 8 4% 9% 10
Journal Writing | 9 6% 9% 8%
Iab Reports | 10 10 7 1

* - Indicates tied ranks
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Table 10-C

TYFE OF HOMEWCORK ASSIGWMENTS IDENTIFIED BY
TEACHERS ASSIGNED INVOLVING WRITING

| Subject Area Responses
i
Activity |OVERAIT, Reading  Soc. Studies Special Ed.

3 4 2%
2 2 5%
4* 5% 1

1l 5% 5%
4* 1l 4

6 5% 2%
7 3 7

8* 5% 8%
8% 9 8%
10 10 10

Multiple Choice
Topical Essays
Open~-Fnded Essays
Journal Writing
Iab Reports

OCWVWONOARUTd WM

* - Indicates tied ranks

Instructional Materials

mmnarizesteadzerr%ponsesrelativetoﬂzeexistemeofwitinq
cbjectives in the subject that they teach. The majority of the
respardents indicated that writing aoriculum abjectives existed in the
subject they taught, except for mathematics and general science.



TABLE 10

Senior

Junior

Elem.

French

Gen. Math §

G.Science 1§

Reading

S.Studies

Sp. Ed.

i { I ]
0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0

ADEQUACY OF MATERIALS AVAILABLE TO TEACH WRITING
IN RESPECTIVE SUBJECT AREAS
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TABLE 11
Serier R s

Junior PR | 7
Eiemn. C— | B A,
French § _ ,
Gen. Math 1 0 77 %3
G.Science 7
R&’.’ldif‘lg . ‘ ’ L DK
S.Studies § B | - T =
Sp. BEd. R s —
Overall - ' A =

{

| | | l
0.0 20.0 . 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0

Responses 1o the Question: Does the Subject
You Teach Have Writing Objectives in the CBC?




IIT. WHAT ARE STUDENT INTERESTS AND EXPERIENCES WITH
WRITING IN DCPS ?

Table 13 presents a summary of student attitude towards in-class
writing activities. The majority of students indicated that they liked
writing (positive responses ranged from 79% to 58%).

Table 13

STUDENT ATTITUDE TOWARDS CILASSROOM ACTIVITIES
INVOLVING WRITING

| Strongly Strongly
Grade | Like Like Undecided Dislike Dislike
6 | 1% | 58% | 16% | 4% | 10% |
(N = 212) .
7 | 12% | 53% | 23% | 9% | 3% |
(N = 140)
8 | 6% | 61% | 23% | 8% | 1% |
(N = 145) /
9 | 7% | 51% | 31% | 10% | 1% |
(N = 182)
10 | 7% | 60% | 27% | 3% | 3% |
(N = 162)
11 | 3% | 55% | 31% | 8% | 3% |
(N = 152)
12 | 12% | 58% | 20% | 8% | 2% |
(N = 167)

Table 14 lists student attitudes towards writing activities assigned
as homework. The majority of students in grades six through twelve
indicated that they like homework activites involving wriling (ranged from
60% to 45%).
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Table 14

STUDENT ATITTUDE TOWARDS HOMEWORK ACTIVITIES

INVOILVING WRITING
| Strengly Stroengly
Grade | Tike Like ecided Dislike Dis
6 | 14% | 46% | 27% | 10% | 3% |
. (N = 182)
7 | 10% | 43% | 28% | 13% | 6% |
(N = 311)
8 | 1% | 49% | 20% | 4% | 6% |
(N = 123)
9 | 8% | 41% | 36% | 11% | 4% |
(N = 105)
10 | 9% | 52% | 27% | 9% | 3% |
(N = 155)
1 | 2% | 43% | 38% | 13% | 4% |
(N = 136)
12 | 8% | 50% | 29% | 10% | 3% |
(N = 155)

Student In-Class Time

Tables 15-3, 15-B, 15-C and 15-D summarize the amount of time students
say they spend writing in-class during a typical week. Table 15-A
. sumarizes sixth grade students responses. Most sixth grade students
spent 30 minutes to 1 hour during an average week on writing activities in
language arts, wathematics and reading. Juniex high students spent more
in-class time writing in English, science, mathematics and social studies
(Table 15-B). The least amount of time was spent writing in health/p.e.,
misic, art and foreign language. Tables 15-C and 15-D summarize senior
high students' responses. Senior hich students spent more in-class time
writing in D.C. History (grade 12), English and D.C. Goverrment (grade
12). The least amount of time writing was spent in military science and
vocaticnal classes.




Table 15-A

AMOUNT OF TIME STUDEN{S INDICATE THEY SPEND ON
WRITING IN CIASS DURING A TYPICAL WEEK

SIXTH GRADE
| Time Spent i
) I
_Subject | © 30 min, 1 hour 11/2 hours 2 hours
Ianguage |
Arts | 1% 33% 24% 15% 27%
(N = 209)
Science | 2% 53% 24% 9% 1%
(N = 203)
Mathematics| 1% 20% 38% 8% 33%
(N = 208)
Health/FE | 33% 28% 27% 7% 5%
(N = 201)
Social |
Studies | 2% 37% 35% 14% 12%
(N = 200)
Foreign |
Ianguage | 69% 14% 12% 5% 0
(N = 100)
Art | 24% 35% 35% 3% 3%
(N = 174)
Music | 15% 42% 39% 2% 2%
(N = 179)
Reading 2% 29% 27% 9% 33%
(N = 186)




Table 15-B

AMCUNT OF TIME STUDENTS INDICATE THEY SPEND ON
WRITING IN CIASS DURING A TYPICAL WEEK

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL

| Time Spent
l
Subject/Grade | 0 3Q min. 1 hour 11/2 hours 2 hours
English |
7 | 28% 19% 33%
8 | 32% 18% 34%
9 | 28% 22% 32%
Science |
7 | 40% 23% 18%
8 | 39% 15% 21%
9 | 25% 18% 35%
Mathematics|
7 | 37% 23% 24%
8 | 35% 27% 16%
9 | 27% 17% 28%
Health/PE |
7 | 43% 34% . 12%
8 | 52% 24% 17%
9 | 47% 32% 12%
Social [
Studies |
7 | 37% 20% 21%
8 | 26% 30% 20%
9 | 31% 15% 27%
Foreign |
Ianguage |
7 1 37% 18% 22%
8 | 24% 27% 23%
9 | 20% 29% 20%
Art |
7 | 35% 40% 13%
8 | 39% 27% 14%
9 | 45% 26% 16%
Music |
8 | 48% 30% 12%
D.C. History|
9 | 22% 22% 27%
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Table 15-C

AMXUNT OF TIME STULENTS INDICATE THEY SPEND ON
WRITING IN CIASS DURING A TYPICAL WEEK

SENICR HIGH SCHOOL

| Time Spent
|
ect/Grade | O 30 min. 1 hour 1l 1/2 hours 2 hours
English |
10 | 18% 26% 38%
11 | 28% 20% 38%
12 | 23% 18% 43%
Science |
10 17% 25% 24%
11 | 16k  34% 17%
Mathematics|
10 | 21% 33% 22%
11 26% 22% 18%
12 27% 19% 22%
Health/PE
10 24% 35% 25%
Social
Studies
11 | 24% 24% 23%
Foreign |
Ianguage |
10 | 25% 19% 30%
1l | 27% 21% 19%
12 | 27% 25% 20%
Art |
11 | 62% 21% 10%
Biology |
10 19% 27% 24%
11 | 25% 17% 29%
D.C. History|
11 | 29% 22% 29%
12 | 21% 14% 48%
22




Table 15-D

AMOUNT OF TIME STUDENTS INDICATE THEY SPEND ON
WRTITING IN CIASS DURING A TYPICAL WEEK

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL

| Time Spent
|
Subject/Grade | 0 30 min. 1 hour 11/2 hours 2 hours
Music |
. 11 | 48% 41% : 9%
Life skills|
11 | 41% 15% 17%
Reading |
11 | 61% 26% 8%
Businsss Ed|
10 | 46% 26% 14%
Health |
Occupations
10 | 68% 14% 9%
Home
Econamics |
10 | 68% 14% 7%
Military |
Science |
11 | 75% e% 13%
Industrial |
Education |
11 | 69% 14% 7%
Physics |
11 | 50% 13% 19%
D.C. Gov't]|
12 | 18% 32% 33%
| .
10 | 25% 13% 34%
11 | 28% 31% 15%
Career |
Development
10 | 60% 20% 12%
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Students on Classroom Writing Activities

Tables 16-A, 16-B and 16-C sumarize the most frequently assigned
writigy activities according to students by subject area. The mest
frequently assigned writing activities in sixth qrade were sentence
capletion in  language arts, multiple choice in science, fill-in-
the-blank in mathematics and reference skills in social studies (Table
16-3). The most frequently assigned writing activities in junicr high
school were reference skills in English, science, social studies and
foreign language (outlining, notetaking, etc.) and £ill-in-the-blank with
mathematics (Table 16-B). The most frequently assigned writing activities
in senior high school were reference skills in English, social studies and
foreign language (outlining, notetaking, etc.), lab reports with science
and £ill-in-the-blank with mathematics (Table 16~C).

Table 16-A

RANKING OF MOST FREQUENTLY ASSIGNED CTASSROOM WRITING
ACTIVITIES ACCORDING TO STUDENTS BY SUBJECT AREA

| Sixth Grade
I .
Activity |Fnglish Science Math Soc, Stud. Healt/P.E. Art -Music |

Fill Blank | 7’ 3 1 4 2 4% 2%

Ref. Skills| 3 2 3 1 3 1 1
Milt. Choice| 4 1 2 2 1 2% 2%
Top. Essays | 5 7 5 6 8% 4% 4
Opn End Essys| 8 9 6% 8 10 6% 7
Creative wrt.| 2 10 ‘9 9 7 2% 6
Sen. Complet.| 1 4 4 3 4 10 5
Journal Wrt. | 10 11 10 10 g 10 10
Bock Repczts | 6 8 8 7 5 6* 8
Iab Reports | 11 6 11 1 11 9 10%
Res, Papers | 9 5 6* 5 6 6% 9

24




RANKING OF MOST FREQUENTLY ASSIGNED CTASSROCM WRITING
ACTIVITIES ACCORDING TO STUDENTS BY SURJECT AREA

| Junior High
Activity IEnclish Science Math Soc.Std. H/P.E. Art Music Fr. Iang|
Fill Blank | 7% 5 1 5 2% 3 2 2%
Ref. Skills| 1 1% 3 1 1 1 1 1
Mult. Choice| 6 1% 2 2 4 2 3 2%
Top. Essays | 4 8 5 4 7 5% 4% 6*
Opn Erd Essys| 7% 10%* 8% 9 9 9% 8% 10
Creative Wrt.| 2 9 10 8 8 4 4% 5
Sen. Complet.| 3 6 4 6% 6 8 7 2%
Journal Wrt. | 7% 10* 8% 10 10 ?* 10 8%
Book Reports | 5 7 7 3 2% 5% 4% 8%
Iab Reports | 11 3 11 11 11 11 11 11
Res. Papers | 10 4 6 6% 5 5% g% 6%

* - Indicates tied ranks
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Table 16~C

RANKING OF MOST FREQUENTLY ASSIGNED CLASSROCM WRITING
ACTIVITIES ACOORDING TO STUDENTS BY SURJECT AREA

| Senior High
) _Activity }Eno'lish Science Math Soc.Std, H/P.E. Voc. Ed. Fr. Iang|

Fill Blank | 10 ¢ 1 5% 4% 2% 3%

Ref. skills| 1 2 2 1 1 1 1
Milt. choice| 6 3 3 2 2 2% 2
Top. Essays | 3% 7 6% 3 6* 5% 6*
Opn End Essys| 8 10% 6% g% g% 9% 9
Creative Wrt.| 2 9 6% gk g* 5% 5
Sen. Camplet.| 3% 6 4 5% 3 4 3%
Jounal Wrt. | 9 - 10%  e* 10 gk 9% 10
Bock Reparts | 5 8 6% 7 6% 5% 7
Iab Reports | 11 1 6% 11 1 g% 1
Res. Papers | 7 5 5 4 4% 5% 6*

Students on_Homework Writing Activities

Tables 17-3, 17-B and 17-C indicate the mcst frequently assigned
homework activities irnwvolving writing according to students. Table 17-A
indicates that most sixth graders completed writing related hamework using
sentence campletion for English, miltiple~choice for science, fill~-in-
the-blank for sathematics and reference skills for social studies. The
most common homework activities involving writing completed by junicr high
students were creative writing in English, miltiple-choice in science,
fill-in-the-blank in mathematics, reference skills in social studies and
sentence campletion/fill-in-the-blank in foreign lanquage (Table 17-B).
The most coammwon hamework activities involving writing completed by senior
high  students were bock reports in English, 1ab reports in science,
fill-in-the-blank in mathematics, reference skills in social studies and
sentence campletion in foreign language (Table 17-C).
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Table 17-A s

RANKING OF MOST FREQUENTLY ASSIGNED HCMEWORK WRITING
ACTIVITIES ACCORDING TO STUDENTS BY SUBRJECT AREA

| Sixth Grade
|
Activity |Fnglish Science Math Soc. Stud. Healt/P.E. Art Music |

. Fill Blank | 2 2 1 4 1 4% 2
Ref. Skills| -3 3 3 1% 2 1 1
Mult. Choice| 4% 1 2 5 3 2% 6%
Top. Essays | 7 6 5 7 ok 4% 3%
Opn End Essys| 8 9 7 8 Sk 10 g%
Creative wrt.| 4% 10 8% 9 8 2% 5
Sen. Camplet.| 1 4 4 Ry 5% 4% gk
Jouwrnal Wrt. | 10 11 1 10 5% 10%  10%
Book Reports | 6 8 8* 6 4 4% 8%
Iab Reports | 11 7 g 11 11 4%  10%
Res. Papers | O 5 6 3 g 4% 3%

* -~ Indicates tied ranks
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Table 17-B

RANKING OF MOST FREVUENTLY ASSIGNED HCMEWORK WRITING

ACTIVITIES ACCORDING TO STUDENTS BY SUBJECT AREA
| Junior High
__Activity !Emlish Science Math Soc.Std. H/P.E. Art Music Fr. Iang|
Fil1l Blank | 6 2% 1l 4 4% 8% g% 1*
Ref. Skills| 4 2% 3 1 1 1 1 4
Mult. Choice| 7 1l 2 3 4% 2% 6k 3
Top. Essays | 5 8 6% 7 6% 2% 2 8
Opn End Essys| 8 10 8% 9 9% 7* 8% 10
Creative Wrt.| 1 9 8% 8 8 5% 6k 5
Sen. Camplet.| 2% 6 4 5% 6% T* 3% 1%
Journal Wrt. | 9 1 11 10 9% gk gk 9
Book Reports | 2% 7 6% 2 2 5% 3% 6%
Iab Reports | 11 2 10 1 11 - 8% 11 11
Res. Papers | 10 5 5 5% 3 2% 3% 6*

* - Irdicates tied ranks
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Table 17-C

RANKING OF MOST FREQUENTLY ASSIGNED HOMEWORK WRITING

ACTIVITIES ACCORDING TO STUDENTS BY SURJECT AREA

| Senior High

_M{}Qﬁlish Science Math Soc.Std. H/P.E. Voc. Ed. Fr. Iang|

Fill Blank | 10 3 1l 5% 6%

Ref. Skills| 3 2 2% 1 1
Mult. choice| 8 4 2% 2% 3%
Top. Essays | 4 8 6% 2% 5
Opn End Essys| 7 o% ok T 8%
Creative Wrt. | 2 ok ok 7% 8%
Sen. Camplet.| 5 6 4 5% 3%
Journal Wrt. | 9 11 9%. 11 8%
Book Reports | 1 7 6% 5% 6%
Iab Reports | 11 1l 6* 10 8*
Res. Papers | 6 5 5 2% 2

2%
1l

2%
7%
O%
T
2%

O%

02*

Ok
2%

3

[

= 0 VU a0 -

10

T*

7%

* - Indicates tied ranks

Table 18 presents the types of writing 1iked by students. Students
Table 19 summarizes
the types of writing least 1liked by students. The least liked type of
writing was the essay (grades 6 and 8-11), Twelth graders least liked the

ranked multiple types of writing as their favorite.

research paper.
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Table 18
RANKING OF TYPES OF WRITING LIKED BY STUDENTS

| Grade Level
|
Type | 6 7

Essays | 5 5

<Y
[+,
(3]

8
6
Bock Reports| 3 6 4 2
Poetry/Prose| 4 5
Stories | 2 4 3 6
Fill in Blank*| 6
Creative Writing] 1 3 2 3 2 2 2

Research Papers| 6
More Than One Type | 1 1 1 1 1 1
None | 2 5 4 4

* - Includes fill in the blank, multiple choice and
sentence campletion

Table 19

RANKING OF TYFES OF WRITING LEAST LIKED BY STUDENTS

| Grade level
_Type | 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
. Essays | 1 2 1 1l 1 1l 2

Bcok Reports| 2 1 3 3 3

Poetry/Prose| 3
Stories | 2 4 3 6 6
Research Papers| 3 1
More Than One Type | 3 2 2 2 2 3
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Tables 20 and 21 summarize DCPS student achievement on the CTES
Ianguage Expression subtest (since 1979) and the Canpetency Based
Assessments (since 1984). Third, sixth and ninth qraders have made
progress on the CIBS indirect measure of student writing ability since
1979, though ninth graders remained below nationil nomms. Eleventh grade
performance has fluctuated and remained belew national nomms across all
years (1981~1987).

Student mastery of writing cbjectives on the CBA showed continuous
improvement in grades one, three and six. Students in grades two, four
and five showed a one percent (1%) decline during 1986 below the
performance of students in 1985. Overall, the percentage of mastery needs
improvement at grades two and five.
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TABLE 20

100.0
80.0 7

60.0 7

Percentile

40.0

(11th grade not tested before 1981)
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;;;; 1980 1981 19882 19683 1984 19895 1886

CTBS

MEDIAN STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN PERCENTILE RANKS AND
GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR STUDENTS ON THE CTBS LANGUAGE

1987

Grade

— .

Grade

- -9

EXPRESSION TESTS AT GRADES THREE, SIX, NINE, AND ELEVEN SINCE 1979
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Table 21

PERCENTAGE MASTERY FCOR STUDENTS ON THE
CCMPETENCY BASED ASSESSMENT=- WRITING OOMPONENT
ACROSS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL GRADES SINCE 1984

|_Grade Ievels
] 1 L2 | 3 l 4 l 5 | 6 |
Writing |SS-13 | | | |SS-38 | |
Cbjective | SS-14] SS-19 | SS-25 | SS-34 | GU=-49 | SS-45|
I I I I I I I
1984 |84% | | | IN.A. | |
| 75%| 53% | N.A. | N.A. | N.A. | N.A.|
l l l | | | |
# Tested] 7024 6231 |
I I I I I I I
1985 |85% | | | |52% | |
| 75%| 60% | 62% | 79% | 29% | 71% |
| L I ] | ] |
# Tested| 6750 6417 5684 5393 5497 5369 |
I | | I | I I
1986 |187% | | | |51% | |
) | 77%| 59% | 66% | 78% | 29% | 76% |
] l | | ] I |
# Tested| 7106 6275 6083 5497 5326 5117 |
I I | I I I I
1987 |86% | | | |48% | |
| 77%| 62% | 63% | 79% | 27% | 71% |
| 1 l l ] l |
# Tested| 7038 6203 5776 5580 4997 4798 |

WRITING OBJECTIVES MEASURED

W/SS-13 - Construct manuscript letters (grade 1)

W/S5-14 - Order letters to nake words (grade 1)

W/SS-19 - Censtruct a friendly letter (grade 2)

W/S5-25 ~ Construct a business letter (grade 3)

W/S8-34 - Construct a letter of invitation (grade 4)

W/S5-38 - Construct a paragraph using topic sentences
and supporting sentences (grade 5)

W/GU-49 = Canstruct compound sentences with no more
than two errors (grade 5)

W/SS~45 - Apply the rules for constructing sentences
and paragraphs (grade 6)
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IV. HOW MUCH TIME IS DEVOTED TO WRITING ?

In-Class Time

Table 22 summarizes the amount of in-class time teacher allocated for
writing. Overall, forty-five percent (45%) of all responding teachers
allocate 1 hour or less for writing during an average week. Forty-two
percent (42%) allocate over 1 hour but less than 3 hours for writing.




Table 22
ANMOUNT OF IN-CIASS TIME ATIOCATED FOR WRITING
BY TEACHERS DURING AN AVERAGE WEEK#*
_Amount of Time
I I |
Subject Area |1 Hour or less |Over 1 Hr./ fess Than 3 |Over 3/Tess Than 6
Senior High
English | 43.0% | 32.2% | 7.2%
(N = 28)
Junior High
Englisn | 21.8% | 37.5% | 0
(N = 32)
Elementary
Bducation | 17.4% | 22.1% | 26.3%
(N = 203)
French | 22.2% | 33.3% | 0
(N=09) :
General
Mathematics | 42,.9% | 9.6% | 0
(N = 21)
- General
Science | 16.6% | 33.3% | 0
(N = 12)
Reading | 22.5% | 27.2% | 9.0%
(N = 22)
Social
studies | 35.7% | 21.3% | 0
(N = 14)
Special
Education | 0 | 8.4% | 25.1%
(N = 24)
OVERALL, | 45.0% | 42.0% | 13.0%
(N = 475)

* = The percentages indicated when sumed across rows and
subtriacted from 100 yield the percentage of no responses.
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Student Homework Time

Tables 23-7A, 23-B and 23-C sumarize the amount of time that students
spend on hanework activities involving writing by grade level. Most sixth
graders spent between 30 mimutes and 1 hour during an average week
campleting homework in most of their subjects (Table 23-A). Junior high
students spent more time completing hamework in English and social studies
during an average week (Table 23-B). Senior high students indicated that
they spent more time completing hamework in English (12th grade), social
studies (12th grade) and foreign lanquage during an average week (Table
23-C).

Table 23-A

TIME SPENT COMPLETING HOMEWORK INVOLVING WRITING
BY SUBJECT AREA DURING AN AVERAGE WEEK

Sixth Grade
| Time Spent

Subject | G 30min, 1hr. 3} 1/2hrs. 2 hrs, 2 1/2hrs. 3 hrs. +
Ianguage| 2% 36% 17% 8% 13% 8% 16%
(N = 292)

Soc. Studies| 8% 29% 32% 13% 8% 4% 6%
(N = 194)
Science | 7% 34% 33% 10% 9% 4% 3%
(N = 183)

Mathematics | 1% 28% 20% 11% 15% 5% 20%
(N = 187)

Health/P.E. | 38%  25% 27% 5% 2% 1% 2%
(N = 128)
Art | 49% 27% 16% 4% 13 2% 1%
(N = 118)
Music | 34% 31% 21% 6% 5% 1% 2%
(N = 128)
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Table 23-B

TIME SPENT OOMPLETING HOMEWORK INVOLVING WRITING
BY SUBJECT AREA DURING AN AVERAGE WEEK

Junior High
| Time Spent
|
Subject | 0 30min. 1 hr. 1 1/2lvs. 2 hrs. 2 1/2hrs. 3 hrs. +|
English
7 1 38% 26% 14%
8 | 34% 28% 13%
9 | 36% 23% 10%
Scc. Studies)|
7 | 36% 24% 16%
8 | 25% 23% 16%
9 | 27% 18% 16%
Science |
7 | 11%  39% 26%
8 | 29% 22% 13%
9 | 28% 24% 12%
Mathematics |
7 | 13% 44% 19%
8 | 33% 25% 11%
9 | 28% 25% 18%
Health/P.E. |
7 | 4% 27% 16%
8 | 50% 26% 13%
9 | 51% 24% 16%
D.C. History|
9 | 23% 19% 17%
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Table 23-C

TIME SPENT COMPLETING HOMEWORK INVOLVING WRTTING
BY SUBJECT AREA DURING AN AVERAGE WEEK

Senior High
| Time Spent
Subject | 0 30min. 1 thr, 1 1/ohrs, 2 hrs. 2 1/2hrs, 3 hrs. +]
English
10 | 18% 28% 16%
i 11 | 18% 24% 21%
12 | 23% 17% 24%
Soc. sStudies|
- 1 | 17% 20% 15%
Science | .
10 | 30% 27% 17%
Mathematics |
10 | 21% 31% 13%
11 | 17% 26% 20%
Health/P.E. |
10 | 34% 34% 12%
D.C. History]
12 | 20% 20% 23%
D.C. Gov'Z, |
12 | 32% 15% 14%
FOI'. Larg. ‘ *
10 | 28% 21% 20%
| 18% 21% 30%
1z ) 25% 20% 17%
Chemistry |
10 | 28% 17% 21%
11} 26%  17% 19%
Life Skills |
11 | 35% 16% 26%
Career Devit|
10 | 50% 21% 21%
Mil, Science|
10 | 56% 24% 12%
Indns. Ed. |
10 ] 73% 9% 5%
° ms. m(‘ ‘
10 | 42%  23% 15%
Heal. Occup. |
- 10 | 78% 6% 17%
Physics |
11 | 24% 17% 21%
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V. WHAT ARE SCHOOL LEVEL AIMINISTRATORS PERCEPTIONS OF
WRITING IN DCPS ?

To gain insight into the perceptions of school level administrators
relative to the status of writing in DCPS, we interviewed a sample of
twelve Principals (four from each school level) using eleven structured

interview questions. Their general respanses to questions are summarized
below.

1. ¥hat is your philosophy or point of view on writing ?

All respandents agreed that writing was extremely important. Among
the comments were, ! ting is integral to the commmication process" and
"Writing is extremely iwportant to perscnal development. "

2. What training have you had in the teaching of writing ?

All respondents first referred to the English grammar course(s) that
they completed as college undergraduates. (A third of the respordents were
formerly English teachers.) Same remembered the training they received a
students in the public schools. A minority of the Principals indicated
that they had been involved in the National Capitol Area Writing Project
which emphasizesthepmcessapproadatowriting. Many Principals
indicated thac they developed skill in writing on the job. Cne respandent
indicated that she, "... had always been 'ir a position that required
writing whether as a federal employee or a school principal.” Some
respardents reported being involved in writing staff develcpment
activities held in their schools conducted by their cwn staff as well as
outside experts.

3. What goals have been established for writing in vour school ?

Tne majority of the respondents indicated that writing had been a
capanent of the instructional emphasis in their schoois before the onset
of the Writing Initiative. All were implementing phase ane of the Writing
Initiative (awareness). One Pre-K-8 Principal indicated that, "we fourd
that many of owr students had difficulty with writing. I've instructed my
teachers to give more written assigments." All of the elementary
principals indicated that they had prioritized writing in their schools
for two to three years before writing became the mmber one :nstructional
priority of the school systen. They have more recently emphasized
divergent approaches to the teaching of writing such as having students
sketch famusblackAmerimandthmmiteastoxyabwttlm,mvaxdmg
students f£xr writing by displaying and publishing their campositions and
using computers to draft speeches for oraterical contests, Secardary
principals indicated that they were orientiny their faculty to writing
across the curriculum and the writing process, with same resistance.
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4. What goals have been established for writing in your reqgion ?

Most respondents indicated that the regional thrust paralleled the
school system emphasis. Most could not state specific regiomal goals
while others cited an emphasis on children's writing in the intermediate
grades (4-6) and writing across the curriculum as emphases.

5. What goals have been established for writing in the
school_system ? '

All respondents indicated, in their own way, that the system goal was

v to provide students with opportunity to write using writing process as an

insttfructional strategy with the purpose of improving student writing
ability.

6. What are your personal feelings about writing ?

The responses varied. All indicated that writing was important but
not all respondents enjoyed writing. One Principal stated that, "Writing
is one of the major curriculum tools. It's easier to teach a child to
read than to teach him to write. Writing is very important. It is not one
of my favorite activities, however." Ancther Principal indicated that,
"We all need to do writing of smme kind to put us in touch with our
thoughts and feelings." Finally, cne Principal stated, "I have a

personal
love for writing. It is ane of my strengths ... not personal writing, but
informational writing.® -

7. ¥hich is the most important: Writing with grammatical
correcmessorcmort\m_itvtowrite?

All of the respondents agreed that cpportunity to write was most
important. One Principal said, "Maybe opportunity to write is most
important, because without opportunity, there is no need to lock at
grammar-, " Another Principal said, "opportunity to write without fear of
beiny corrected was the most important.® Finally, a Principal indicated
that, w,.. stuientsdm'twritebecausetheydm'thaveanye:q:erierwein
writing. That's why cpportimity is important.n

8. Are the end of year writing products required of students
too hard, appropriate or too easy ?

™wo of the .. ic high level Principals indicated that the ninth ard
terith grade writ . requirements were appropriate but that sure of the
criteria for evainai™vy the products wece confusing. Jur.or hich
Principals indicated thut the end of year writing requirements were
appropriate for most students. Elementary Principals differed. Two
indicated that the writing requirements in the Competency Based
Assessramts were too easy for childrenwtwhavebeenintheWritingto
Read program. "Most WritingtoReadsmdents@anwritetwoparagram
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stories by the emd of the year. The first and second grade requirements
are too easy for them." Another Principal indicated, "Students should be
able to write a good paragraph at third grade. What my school offers
exceeds what the end of year requirement measures (at all grade levels)."
Ancther Principal stated, "Some teachers say the CBA requirement is too
easy. However, in themiddlegrad&sIhaveseensanesmdmtscaxplete
the writing requirement with some difficulty. I could not determine at
the time if the curriculum goal had not been met in that class or if the
students were not ready for the task. I think that the writing
requirements are grade appropriate but would prefer to put the question to
my teachers.®

9. If you were the Supervising Director of English and you

c_illgdommmthatmwarrted‘ what would you do to
imprave student writing ability ?

Most Principals mentioned providivg training for all teachers
(training in how to write, how to teach writing and how to deal with
writing products). Same indiciated providing opportunity to write. One
principal indicated that he would carduct a neexls assessment to identify
the strengths and needs for writing in the school system,

10. What type of writing programs exist in vour school ?

Most indicated that though a lot of writing takes place in their
schools, that no ‘“packaged" writing program was used. Many have exposed
their teachers (and have been exposed by English teachers) to current
trends in writiny such as writing across the curiculum and
writing. Programs mentioned in scme schools were Writing to Read,
Principles of theAlphabetLd.teracySystan(PAIS),SuwsinReadjngam
Writing and Project WRITE.

1l. ¥hat is your reaction to the pace at which the Writing
Initiative is being implemented ?

Most. oftherespondentslﬂcedthepaceatwhichtlmwﬁtinglnitjatlve
was beiny implemented. "I 1like the fact that the Writing Initiative is a
long-term plan instead of just a year long emphasis. I prefer a slow,
precise process.® Another Principal concurred saying, "The Writing
Initiative is being implemented at an appropriate pace similar to the
process used with the Competency Based Quriculum.® A couple of
Principals indicated that the pace is fine but the time for implement
the Writing Initiative was inappropriate (the middle of the yrar). 2
junior high Principal indicated that the Writing Initiative was being
implemented too slowly.




VI. HOW IS THE WRITING CURRICUIIM IMPTEMENTED AND
MONITORED IN THE SCHOOLS ?

The twelve Pr:l.ncipals were asked three questions relative to
implemepting the writing cwrriculum. The questions and the general
response  are summarized below.

1. ¥ho is respopsible. for leading the writing effort in
your school, your region and the school system ?

All of the Principals indicated that they were responsible for leading
the writing program in their scnools. Mot of the Principals said that
the regional Assistant Superintendents and the Assistants for Instructicn
were respansible for leading the writing emphasic in the region. In terms
of systemwide leadership, most P -‘3pals indicated that the

was responsible for L ag the writing emphasis in the
school system. The Aassociate Superinterdent for Imstructicn and the

2. Who is responsible for supervising the wr.ting program in
Your school, your region arnd the school system ?

AllofthePrimipalsrespondedﬁxattheywmrespmsible for
supervising the writing program in their schools. Most of the Principals
indicated that the regional Ascistant Superintendents were responsible for
supervising the writing erhasis in the region through their Assistants
for Instruction; ane Principal indicated that the English Department was
responsible.  In temms of system-wide supervision, same Principals
indicated that +tre Associate Superintendent for Instruction was
respansible, others cited the English Department. and one Principal could
not say who was responsible. Most indicated that the Superintendent was
responsible for leading the writing exphasis in the school system.

3. o should be ible for is the writ
emphasis in your school, the region and the school system ?

* All indicated as Principals that they should be responsible for
supervising the writing program in their schools. Many indicated that
they delegated the day to day supervisicn of writing to their writing
coordinatars or language arts teachers. Most of the Principals indicated
that the regiamal Assistant Superintendents were responsible for
supervising the writing emphasis in the region through their Assistants
for Instruction and the Regional Supervisors. In terms of system-wide
supervisian, Principals indicated that the Associate Superintendent for
Instructien, ﬁwDepxtySupermtendent,theSuperinterdemarﬁﬂ:eBglish
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Teachers responded to a swrvey question relative to sources of
support/guidance in the teaching of writing. Tables 24-A and 24-B
sumarize the teacher responses across nine ‘subject/level areas. Overall,
teachers ranked other teachers as providing most support (77%),
supervising directors (50%), regional supervisors (39%)
heads/team leaders (27%) and>pméncipals/assistant.principals (és%).

Table 24-A
RATINGS OF SOURCES OF SUPPORI/GUJIDANCE
TO TEACHERS IN THE TEACHING OF WRITING*

Sources and Levels of Support/Guidance

| Other | Subject Area | Regicnél |
Subject Area |  Teachers | Directors | _ Supervisors |
|High Sar2 None | High Some None |High Some None|
Senior High
English | 68% 21% 11% | 19% 37% 4% | 7% 36% 573!
(N=25)
Junior High
tnglish |36% 46% 18% | 22% 33%  39% | 5%  53% 423
(N=19)
Elementary
Educaticn [41% 37% 22% | 12% 23% . 5% |17% 25%  58%|
T (N=171)
French |67% 0 333 | 67% 0O 33% |25% 25%  50%]
(N=4)
General
Mathematics [22% 56% 2% | 0 63% 37% | 0 12%  88%|
(¥=8)
General
Science [33% 67% 0 | 0 100% 0 | o 0  100%]
(N=3)
C |18% 36% 46% | 14% 43% 43% | 0 56%  44%]
(N=10)

Sccial Studles [29%  57%  14% | 433 28%  28% |14%  14%  72%
(N=7)

Special

Education |39% 46% 15% | 33% 0 67% | 0 80% 20%|
(N=6)

OVERALL | 36% 41% 23% | 16% 34%  49% |113  28% 613
(N=468)

* - Percentages have been rounded
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Table 24-B

RATINGS OF SOURCES OF SUPFORT/GUIDANCE
TO TEACHERS IN THE TEACHING OF WRITING*

(Continued)

Sources and Levels of Support/Guidance

| Principal/ | Department Head/ |
subject Area | Ass't Principal | Team Ieader |
|[High Some None | High Same None |

Senior High

English |14% 28% 57% | 65% 25% 10% |
(N=14)

Juniocr High

English |15% 38% 46% | 30% 50% 20% |
(N=13)

Elementary

BEducation |30% 25% 45% | 25% 18% 57% |
(N=101) _

French | 25% 0 75% | 67% O 33% |
(N=4)

General

Mathematics | 0 67% 33% | 33% 22% 45% |
(N=9)

Ceneral

Science |67% 33% 0 | 5% 0 50% |
(N=3)

Reading | 0 30% 70% | 20% 40%  40% |
(N=10)

Social studies |43% 43% 14% | 38% 50% 12% |
(¥=7)

Special

Education 117% 50% 33% | 17% 50% 33% |
(N=6)

OVERALL | 9% 26% 65% | 23% 34% 43% |
(N=389)

* - Percentages have been rounded
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VII. HOW DOES THE CURRENT WRITING CURRICULUM STRAND OOMPARE
WITH NATIONAL TRENDS IN WRITING INSTRUCTION ?

The ' Division of Quality Assurance and Management Planm..rg hired Dr.
Mattie C. williams, Director, Bureau of Ianguage Arts, Chicago Public
Schools as a consultant to review:

1. The writing strand of the Competency Based Qurriculum in
English/language arts,

2. The writing camponent of the Competancy Based and End of
Course Assessments,

3. Materials developedbythemgl'imbepartmentinswport of
thz teaching of writing by English teachers ard

4. Mate.rialsrelatedi:otheWritjngtoReadpmgram.

Dr. Williams reviewed these materials prior to making a site visit to
the school system on July 29 and 30, 1987. During the visit, she met with
the Associate Superintendent for Instructien; the Directors of Research
and Evaluation and Student Assessment; an Assistant for Plamming in the
Division of Program Development and Plaming; the Consultant for the
Writing to Read program; and fram the English Department, the Assistant
Directar and the Secondary Coordinator of the Writing Initiative. (The
Supervising Directar of English was scheduled to meet with Dr. Williams
bl.ttwastmavailableduetothedeaﬂzofafamilymmber.)

Dr. Williams was asked to address eleven questions developed by the
evaluator ardthentoqazeraterecmmerxiaticnsbasedonherfindings. The
questions, responses and recommendations are presented below.

1. To what extent does the curriculum emphasize the
teaching of writing as a subject as opposed _to

teaching the skills of writing ?

"The major points of the curriculum may be sumarized as follows:

. mewriﬁ:gmiwlmmuestheteadﬁngofstarﬁazd
conventions such as punctuation, capitalization, spelling,
grammatical usage, sentence structure and language expression.

- The language expression strand, however, consists of skills that
amconsideredtobelongtoﬂzagrammar/usage strand. Vriting
istreatedasaseriesofgranmar/usagetasks.
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Recammendations:
It is recomerded that changes in the curriculum—-
. Re-define the writing cwrriculum as a process as well as a product.
. Treat standard conventions in the context of writing as a process.”

2. emphasis reflect the current

Does_the present
thirking velative to writing instruction ?

"Overall, the writing cwrriculum is steeped in tradition: however,
there has been an attempt to merge the traditional focus with current
thinking through-—

- The use of the production task and writing samples

. Assigrments that utilize functional types of activities

. The focus of the "Writing Handbook for English Teachers." ¢
reflects caurrent trernds and research. .

. The secondary program's emphasis on the four major types of writing
discourses, the writing samples and definitive standards.

These an: in keeping with current thinking,
Recamendations: '
It is suggested that changes in the curriculum—

. Piace more emphasis mwritingasapinwss-to—pro&zct discourse,
especially fram kindergarten throush grade 6.

. Expand the use of production tasks and writing samples.®

3. 2Are the writing cbjectives identified at each qrade level

appropriate for the age qroup being taucht ?

"The cbjectives identified at each grade level are appropriate for the
age group for which they were intended. The cbjectives are explicit and
cover the standard comventions for the grade level; furthermore, they
cover the skill areas as extensively as most basic English texts. There
isavoid,however,intemsofthewprocess."
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4. Is the writing focus toco narrow at each grade level

based on the current thinking relative to student
ability to write in a variety of domains (eq., Should
more emphasis be placed on types of writing that stimilate

higher level critical thinking such as persuasive, point

of view, etc.) ?

"The writing focus is too narrow for each grade level in terms of the
process-to-product mode. The cbjectives should delineate tasks that make
provisions for students to--

. Eb(periencehigherlevelthjnkingsldllssuchasevaluating,

analyzing, synthesizing and applying.

. Organize thoughts and information

. Express ideas and feelings

. Engage in the reading-writing commection

- Produce examples of narrative, descriptive, expository, persuasive
and arqumentative writing products.

Recamnendations:
The dbjectives should be examined and revised to—
» Reflect current research findings

- Emphasize different types of writing, especially for kindergarten
throuch grade 6

» Include procese/product discourse.!

5. Do the competency based assessment instriments appropriately
measure student progress in writing across the vear ?

"The competency based assessment. instruments are limited in certain
respects. The following chservations are noted in this regard—

. ‘Ihet%tsdomtalwaysmeasurewhattheypurporttomasure.
Forms 1A ard 1B assess spelling, orthography and handwriting
under the section labeled "Sentence Structure." TItems 41-44
test handwriting.

. Test 3a, items 10-13, measurs scutence structure; items 40-51
assess grammar/usage as cpposed to language expression; items,
59-61 measure sequence. Similar types of problems are fourd in
form 3B.

. Forms 4A, 4B, 5A axd 5B consist of items that do not test sentence
structure
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. Forms 5A and 5B. literature items, are more appropriate for the
grade levels.

. The use of items that test standard conventions, reference sources,
and skills in a contextual setting is a positive quality."

6. Should the assessment instruments focus primarily on the
in or ea de level, or
should they reflect all of the types of writing taught
2t a given grade level during a year based on the current
thinking ?

"The assessmentinstnmentsshmldfowsonbmadglohalwtcmmat
reflect the materials covered during each semester. The instrments
should also make more use of writing samples to determine the extent to
which students are able to apply the skills they have learned. The
instnmentsshmﬂdraflectalltypesofwritirgcovemd&ming‘meyear.

Recamendations:
It is recammended that appropriate staff—

. Revise the test items or purchase a comercial test that reflects
the current research in writing.

. contimzetousetheErﬂ-of—ComseTestswhichsexveasaviablaway
_of focusing on the major components covered during the year.

« Upgrade elementary writing to be mors consistent with the
secondary program.

- Use holistic and analytic scoring for the elementary grades.

7. Based on your impressions of the current curriculum and
materials, what does District of Columbia Public Schools
need to do to promote writing across the carriculum in
it. schools ?

"lhe District of Columbia Public Schools should develop an actien plan
at the local school level that cuts across disciplines."

8. What changes will need to be made in the curriculum and
what strategies should be employed o direct change ?

"The writing curiculum and its corresponding assessment instruments
should be updated to reflect the current research and new curriculum
trends in writing.
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Recamendations:
It is recammended that——

« The production tasks, as well as the student assigrments, focus
on the content areas.

. Erglishteadlersandcontentareateadlersmrkcooperativelyin
making assigmments and plamning the instructional programs for
students.

. A district-wide policy be established to ensure the writing across
the curriculum concept."

9. How do the activities oromoted in the Writing to Read
correlate with the pri level writ tasks
indicated in the curriculum quide ?

"The activities in the Writing to Read program seem to exceed those
activities dslineated in the primary curriculum in terms of considering
writing as a process. Writing is the focus of the language arts program.
Despite the fact tha the Writing to Read program uses the phenetic
approach to languageartsinstmction,languagedevelcpmentisofprinary
concern and instruction emphasizes reading, writing, and the use of the
technological advantages of the computer. Ten writing stages with their
W criteria have been identified for evaluating students®

tjrgl!

10. Does the Writing to Read procram_impede or promote
student ability to write ?

‘Data from the Educational Testing Service Evaluation of the Writing
to Read Program of July, 1984 and the Writing Scale For Young Children
developed for the District of Columbia by Dr. Deloris M. Saunders and Ms.
Thelmz Michael substantiate the fact that the program promotes students!
ability to write."

11. Ssince Writing to Read will ke placed in mest schools

with kindergarten and first qrade students within

five years, what adjustments in the writing curriculum
nﬁtobemdetoaccm:datestudentwritm skills at
the primary level ?

"The writing curriculum should be revised to reflect the outcomes that
emerge through the implementation of the Writing to Read program. A
greater amphasis should be placed on writing as a process~-to~product
entity. The curriculum should be modified to accomodate the deficits and
to provide for the increased proficiency of those students who are
rarticipating in the Writing to Read program,
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Recamendations—-
It seems imperative; therefore, that—

. Approprizts staff within the Department of Curriculum and the
Writing to Read program set up articulation sessions so that
there is an integration of both curricula.

. The cbjectives and writing strategies of the Writing to Read
program be correlated with the abjectives and production
activities of the regular program of instruction.

» All activities of the Writing to Read program be an integral
- part of the curriculum."

12. What are your overall impressions of the present
" writing curriculum strand in the District of
Columbia Public Schools ?

"The curriculum gquides and satellite materials of the District of
Colurbia Public Schools present a sequential instructional program. The
campanion Competency Based Assessment instruments are designed to
determine how well students are doing in relationship to the cbjective
designated for a given grade level. These tvo camponents of the writing
cxriculum strand are necessary in designing curriculum. The Writing
Initiative and other programmatic thrusts clearly indicate that the
District of Colunbia Public Schools has recognized the need to improve the
writing skills of students within the district."

"An examination of the curriculum materials amd participation in
conferences with staff of the District of Columbia Public Schools served
ag a vehicle for formulating the cbservations 1isted below:

. There is strong evidence that the District of Columbia
Public schools is acutely aware of the need to promote

writing throughout: the school system.

« Efforts are being made within the departments that deal
with the broad areas that cumprise the language arts
curriculum,

. SPecialpmjectshavebeeninitiatedtopranotethewritim
program, such as conducting awareness conferences and
teacher conventions, hiring of theme readers and writing
coordinators, requiring journal writing, disseminating
writing newsletters, and revising curriculim quides and
tests. .

The overall impression of the writing emphasis is positive; however, there
are areas that can be improved. Overall recommendations are indicated
below."
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Overall Recommendationse—-
"It is recomended that—

A crriculum council be formed.

Revisionstothawritjxgoarrimltmstrandreflecttmthinkjng
of all language arts central office administrators,
representatives from Research and Evaluaticn, regional
administrators, building level principals, teachers, cammmity
persons and students.

All language arts projects and/cr programs be integrated into
the general program of instruction.

More emphasis be placed on writing as a process-to-product
discourse

Standard conventions be taught through writing activities
rather than in isolation.

The writing objectives be correlated to the writing tasks
outlined for each grade level.

The assessment instruments evaluate writing in terms of
writing samples for all grades. '

Writirgsldllsbeevaluatedinacorrte:malsetting.

Writing samples be used as the vehicle for assessing writing
throughout the grades.

The procedures outlined for grades 7-12 be used as a model for
revisin;thewritingprogramforkirdexgartenthm@agmdes.

All persons involved in writing be included in the plzming,
develogment and implementation of such p .

The dbjectives of all programs, sucl: as the Writing to Read
program, be correlated to the general program of instruction.

Writing across the curriculum become a viable campanent of the
writing program.

Staff development activities be conducted for all grades,
including teachers of disciplines other than language arts and
principals.

The holistic and analytic scoring of writing throughout the
grades be instituted."
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DISCUSSION

The purpose of this report was to assess the status of writing in the
District of Columbia Public Schools. The findings generally indicate that
students, teachers and principals are supportive of a writing emphasis.

indings are alaming. Mimeograph and ditto sreets
cantaining multiple-choice, fill-in-the-blank and sentence campletion
items were among the types of activities identified as writing most
frequently assigned. Overall, teachers indicated that activities using
miltiple-choice and f£ill-in-the-blank items ranked fourth and fifth in
terms of their frequency of use during class. As homework writing
activities, sentence completion and fill-in-the-blank were ranked mmber

one and three, respectively, in frequency of use.

Students reported that they spent more class time campleting
activities involving sentence campletion (orade six language arts),
multiple-choice (grade six science) and fill-in-the-blank (grade six,
junior high and senior high mathematics). Reference skills (outlining,
note~taking, etc.) were frequently rerorted by students (grade six social
studies, Jjunior high English, science, social studies and foreign
langquage; and senior high English, social stadies and foreign language).
Essays, bookreportsarxijmnnalarﬂ@reativawritmgweremtreporfdby
students to be comon in-class writing activities. The teachex and
student swrvey findings lead us to believe that the preduction of creative
types of writing are uncoamon experiences for our students.

Opportunity to write also needs to be addressed. Overall, forty-six
percent (46%) of the respending teachers reported allowing one hour or
less for writing during class time while forty-two percent (42%) reported
allowing one to three hours. Though teachers report allowing time for
writing to ocomr during class, it would appear that sentence canpletion,
miltiple-choice and f£ill-in-the-blank items are the types of activities
being assigned. Students indicated that they 1like multiple types of
writis; activities and disliked essays. Emphasis should be placed on
providing a range of writing experiences for students. This means that a
large percentage of teachers and administrators will need to be oriented
towards current trends and practices in writing.

Most teachers have not recently been formally exposed to process
writing andwritingacrossthemiwltmaccordingtothefmdjmsofthe
Teacher Survey. Ofthetotalmmberofteachersthatrwpcwﬂedtotha
Teackar Survey (N = 897), enly twenty-five percent (25%) reported having
taken a formal course on writing since 1979. Sixteen percent (16%)
reported having been exposed to writing inservice activities since 1¢,9.
The survey was administered prior to the 1987 Teacher's Conventicn in
which every teacher inD@Swasexpectedtoattendoneofthasixty—fotm
inservice activities involving writing. However, the one hour inservice
training activity merely exposed participants to changes in the
and evaluation of writing. Each curriculum area needs to support the
Writing Initiative by providing amd supporting inservice training on
writing for their teachers by encouraging the assigrment of creative,
process orilented writing to students and by presenting strategles to
handle the "paper burden" associated with evaluating student writing
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Results of the Teacher Swrvey and Prancipal interviews further raises
a concern about sources of support, guidance and supervision in terms of
instruction in DCPS. Overall results of the Teacher Survey indicate that
Principals and Regional Supervisors provided the least amount of
support/quidance in the teaching of writing., (This finding varied to scme
extent with the subject taught.) Teachers identified other teachers and
their department heads as the greatest providers of support/quidance in
the teaching of writing.

Principals indicated they were respensible for supexvising the writing
emphasis in their schools but that the day to day supervision of the
writing emphasis was placed in the hands of the school level writing
coordinator. 'me'readzerSmeydataappeartobesupportedbythe
Principal interviwcamerrts(mte.msofthelevelofsupportprcvidedby
Principals/Assistant Principals). Though Principals interviewed accept
responsibility for 1leading the writing emphasis in their schools, overall
Principals were not viewed by teachers surveyed as providers of support
and guidance in the teaching of writing.

The writing curriculum assessment conducted by Dr. Mattie Williams was
undertaken prior to the release of the CBC quides for writing revised

The sum of Dr. Williams' comments relative to the writing curriculum
strand winmedtobecmsideredmmlatimstﬁptotheinqbrwenentsmade
on the CBC gquides for writing ance they are available. A cauple of points
made by Dr. Williams in her respanses to the questions raised by the
evaluator merit serious consideration. Dr. Williams recommended that
writing process and cross-curriculum writing assume a more dominant role
across caurriculum areas (eg., cooperative planmning of writing assigmments
across subject areas) and that teachers and administrators be involved in
- staff development activities that emphasize the current thinking on the
teaching of writing. Dr. WilliansnotedconcernswithD@scaAwriting
assessment instruments: Testiteusﬂuatdomtappeartoasswswhattmy
purport to measure, the need for test items to assume a more global
perspective (with greater use of writing samples to assess the extent of
the skill mastery of students), and the adaptation of the assessment
techniques used at the secondary level for the elerentary level (using
analytic and holistic scoring techniques). A final issue deals with the
need to address the elementary writing curriculum to the skills and
ability 1levels of students who have participated in the Writing to Read
Program. Students leave the Writing to Read Program with demonstrated
gkills that far exceed the terminal writing cbjectives for most of the
elementary orades. Since the plan is to implement Writing to Read in mest
elementary schools, the elementary writing curriculum may nheed to be
revised to reflect the abilities of students who have participated in the
readirg/writing computer based program. (Presently, fifty-eight elementary
scnoolsparticipateintleritingtoReadegram.) One of the
implications is the need for articulation, coordination and cooperative
p]amﬂngamagtheEnglish,readirgarﬂwritirgtoReadprograndizectom.
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Recamendations

Members of the Writing Initiative Task Force were mailed a copy of the
evaluation report for their perusal. The Task Force is composed of
Teachers, Principals, Regional Supervisors, the English Department, the
Office -of Incentive Programs, two Supervising Directors (ISC), members of
the Division of Staff Development and Research and Evaluation. Twelve of
the Task Force members convened on Thursday, October 29, 1987 at Iamxxdon
Elementary School to discuss the findings of the evaluation repurt and to
formulate recommendaticns. Recommendations from the Task Force are listed
below:

1. All teachers should be required to camplete a practical course of
training, inservice or otherwise, in writing appropriate to their
instructicnal level and area by a date to be specified by the
Superintendent

The findings of the study indicate that of the 897 teachers
surveyed in thirty-four (34) representative schools, that
twenty-nine percent (29%) reported that they had never taken
a callege level course on the teaching of writing. oOnly
forty percent (40%) of the teachers swrveyed said that had
campleted a college level course on the teaching of writing
since 1979. In ters of inservica training, forty-one .
percent (41%) Indicated that they had completed an inservice
caurse on the teaching of writing. Of that .mumber,
fifty-nine percent (59%) indicated that they had campleted
ane or mare inservice classes on the teaching of writing
since 1979. (These data were collected prior to the 1987
D.C. Teachers Convention which exposed many teachers to a
mini inservice a;:ti\{ity in writing.) The lack of zi'::ent
training by a majority of the respanding teachers likely
reflected in the types of activities identified as writing
assigned during class and as homework. 2Among the most
frequently assigned types of writing during class were
multiple choice and £ill-in-the-blanks (third and fourth,
respectively). As homework, sentence campletion and
fill~in~the-blank were the most frequently reported writing
activities (ranked one and three, respectively). Students
reported that f£ill-in-the-blank, multiple choice and
sentence campleticn were among the most frequently assigned
types of activities identified as writing that they had
experienced. In providing direction in terms of
implementing this recammendation, the Task Force indicated
that staff development activities should focus an a general
perspective that emphasizes the "mrts and bolts" of writing
process, writing across the curriculum, evaluating student
writing products (prepared in class) and managing the paper
burden. Materials appropriate to the writing inservice
activityshmldbepmvidedarxiuseddlmingthatrainjng
session (eg., materials prepared by the English department) .
The Division of staff Development and the English Department
should be heavily involved in planniic and coordinating
staff development activities in writing. fThe Task Force
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also suggested that in school staff development for teachers
be plamned for early in the day (options include the late
opening of school and canducting a half day of school for
students with the early part of the day being used for
teacher statf develomment. Principals and supervisors, as
instructional leaders ard as "teachers", should ke trained
in writing and in how to provide support and quidance to
teachers.

2. 2Articulation shoulq take place between various curriculum area
directors and coordinators of various writing projects in the
school system so that the writing cdbjectives of related
educational curricula and program correlate as mich as possible
with those in the writing curriculum.

. Writing is ane element of a comprehensi,a language arts
program. Other elements include reading, speaking,
and listening with varying levels of synthesis and analysis.
As Dr. Mattie Williams concluded, in DCPS 1little or no
articulation octurs . wong the various curriculum areas or
writing programs such as PAIS, Writing to Read and Success
in Reading and Writingy relative to the correlation of their
writingccupmentstotheamriaxlminwritim.
Articulation and correlation should be strongly encouraged
and supported by the Office of Instruction. In addition,
future curriculum revisions should take into account the
skillsandabilitiwofsmdentsbasedcmtheire:@osmato
systemwidewritmgrelatedpmgramssudzasWritin;toRead
and adjusted azcordingly (presently in 58 of 124 schools

havirgkhﬂergartmardfimtgradeclass&sardise:@amj:g
yearly by fifteen schools).

3. Systematic cbservation of what is occurring in the classroca in
terms of writing should be docmented by Regicnal Supervisors,
Principals and Assistant Prir_:-als so that we may correlate
what teachers teach (skills and applications) and what we expect
them to teach.

Dr. Williams :eported in her evaluation of the writing
curriculum that the writing strand of the English curricudym
is more skill oriented than content oriented. An emphasis
ontheleanﬁngofsldllswithoutaparallelen@asism
application of the skills learned results in lack of
mtentimofptt;;ﬂumskﬂlbyshﬁentsi'éimofﬂmsﬁategiw
. proposed for the application of skills is the
establislmentofaminimmmmberofwritingproductsto
becmpletedbysb.ﬂerrtsateadlgradalevelperadvisory
period. Presently, secondary English teachers are
encouraged to provide four significant opportunities to
write each year, but presently no such suggestion exdsts
for the elementary level. The English Derartment should
beinvolvedindeternﬁnjngthemnnberofwithgproducts
thatwillberequiredusmgdatafrancthersdmolsystals
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and feedback from persamnel in DCPS. The establishment
of a minimm mmber of significant writing activities at
each grade level is an event that has occcurred in adjacant
school systems and in cther urban school systems.

4. Individuals charged with supervising instruction need to be
given the time to supervise amd to refine their own skills.

Teachers surveyed indicated that Principals and Regional
Supervisors were low providers of support and guidance
to tezchers in the teaching of writing. Presently,
individuals responsible for supervising instruction are
spending much of their time attending meetings or
campleting administrative tasks. Supervisors need to
be more involved in enabling types of activities.
Principals and supervisors need to be updated in terms
oftheirmowledgeanis]d.llsintheteachjngofwriting
as a process and writing across the cwriculum.
inwritk;gwillinggrovethequalityofsupportamiguidam
that Principals and supervisors provide. Peer coaching
and other alternative forms of instructional support

and supervision need to be developsd as well.
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