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ABSTRACT. New instructional programs should
evolve using formative evaluation as a tool
for program development. Formative evaluation
of program implementation and student perform-—
-ance was used to assess a new writing program
used in 11 Hillsborough County elementary
schools. Twenty—one teachers and 600 fourth
and fifth grade students participated.
Teachers were interviewed, 200 randomly
selected students' writing samples before and
after instruction were evaluated, and students
completed an attitude survey. Teachers per-
ceived that the program was implemented as
intended but reported that they need more
specific feedback on their methods. Students
writing skill improved and their attitudes
about writing were more positive. Specific
areas for program improvement were identified.
Pepending on ocne's perspective, education is
currently either basking in the limelight or blenching
in the glare of public scrutiny and concern. One
area, writing instruction, is receiving attention from
a variety of sources. Recently, the Carnegie
Foundation for Advancement of Teaching in its report
lamented the neglect of writing and concluded,
“Teaching students to write clearly and effectively
should be a central objective of the school” (Boyer,
1983, p. 91).

Educators in language arts seem prepared to respond
to the public concern for renewed emphasis on written
expression. Several decades of research, based on
theoretical and philosophical considerations, have
vielded a variety of generally accepted approaches to
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teaching writing. The acid test of any of these
methods remains, however, whether students improve in
their ability to express themselves clearly,
correctly, and creatively in their writing.

Along with increasingly sophisticated pedagogy,
state-of-the—art technology to assess the effective-
ness of writing instruction has also advanced dramat—
ically to provide valid and reliable information
(Cooper and Odell, 1977; Diederich, 1974; Myers, 1980;
Spandel and Stiggins, 1980). This technology stems
from the large body of writing research (Braddock,
Lloyd~Jones, and Schoer, 1963), efforts of the
Educational Testing Service {Conlon, 1976; Fowles,
1978) and other test publishers (Gardner, Rudman,
Karlsen and Merwin, 1983), federal endeavors such as
the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(1977), and a growing number of state assessments of
students' minimum competency in writing (Melton and
McCready, 1981).

While the methodology to measure change in writing
skills exists and is widely wused at the state and
national levels, it is not as commonly employed within
local districts. Limited financial and personnel
resources often make it difficult to conduct writing
program evaluations to provide decision-makers with a
‘sound basis to select and modify successful programs.

Despite the difficulties, quantitative measures of
writing proficiency need to be used, along with other
data sources such as interviews and observations, at
the local 1level as part of both formative and sum-—
mative evaluations of writing programs. An evaluation
paradigm should be developed in which methods are
matched to specific questions, selection is made among
multiple methods, and emphasis is placed on how infor-
mation will be used (Patton, 1981; Nielsen and Turner,
19833}, This paper presents an example of how one
large Florida district evaluated a writing project
being piloted in its elementary schools.

Program Description
Under district mandate, several instructional super-—

visors in Hillsborough County sought to identify and
develop an effective model for an elementary writing
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program early in the 1982-83 school year. This model
was intended to expand the traditional language arts
program to include writing in all areas of the currie-
ulum and to be organized using a diagnostic teaching
framework. If successful, the program, piloted in
eleven schools with 21 teachers and approximately 600
students during the second semester of 1982-83, would
eventually be implemented in all 90 district elemen-
tary schools.

After reviewing a variety of approaches to teaching
writing, the supervisors decided that a systematic,
developmental approach would best meet local needs.
The program they designed was based on the belief,
currently supported by theorists in the field (Emig,
1971; Graves, 1974; Murray, 1968) that composing is a
process rather than a product and, therefore, writing
instruction should encompass the entire process
including prewriting, drafting, editing, revising, and
sharing.

Furthermore, since a large number of teachers would
he working with students at different grade and abili-
ty levels, supervisors decided that the program must
be a totally integrated curriculum rather than a
collection of writing activities. Therefore, iden-
tified writing objectives and instruction  were
arranged hierarchically from words to sentences, sen-
tences to paragraphs, and paragraphs to longer
discourse at four levels of developmental competency.
The basis for the pilot program was the manual
Teaching Writing: A Developmental Systematic Approach
by Evelyn Rothstein and the accompanying Easy Writer
activity books (1981).

The theoretical basis for the program, instructional
techniques, and management strategies were presented
to selected teachers during three days of inservice
training spaced between January and April 1983.
Teachers were given broad guidelines as well as spe-
cific activities that they could tailor to their indi-
vidual situwations. Teachers applied their training in
regularly occurring writing lessons in their classes
at least three times weekly. Program supervisors fre-
quently visited classrooms to observe and assist
teachers.
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The purpose of the evaluation of the County
Developmental Writing Program was to provide infor-
mation that could be wused to answer the following
questions:

1. To what degree was the program implemented
in the pilot schools?

2. What modifications would be necessary to
improve the program for the subsequent
year?

3. As a result of participating in the devel-
opmental writing program, did students
learn to write better?

4. As a result of participating in the devel-
opmental writing program, in what specific
ways did student writing change?

5. As a result of participating in the devel-
opmental writing program, did student
attitudes toward writing change?

Methods

Program evaluation of the elementary writing program
consisted of both the implementation process and stu-
dent product measures. For the implementation eval-
uation, two evaluators from the Department of Testing
and Evaluation conducted 30-45 minute scheduled inter-
views with all but one program implementor in March
1983. Nineteen «classroom teachers, one media spe-—
cialist, and ten curriculum intervention specialists
were interviewed individually. Program—specific
interview schedules were developed by the Department
of Testing and Evaluation and reviewed by program
developers before use. Results were summarized and
recommendations were made for modifications 1in progran
impilementation.

The second portion of the evaluation was designed to
investigate each of the student writing quality
Questions raised for this study. All participating
students wrote two compositions within one week in
January, 1983. Topics and directions for the com-
positions were selected and refined by the evaluators
and elementary supervisors. Topics were randomlv
assigned so that half the students wrote on one topic
first followed by the second; the other half reversed
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this order. Post—program compositions were collected
using the same procedures in May 1983.

Sample. Participating students in grades four and
five were identified as scoring average, stanines 4,
5, and 6; or above average, stanines 7, 8, and 9, on
the spring 1982 CTBS total language test. For the
evaluation question about improvement in student
writing, a random selection of 200 students, approxi-
mately one-third of the population, was made with 50
students in each of the following four grade and abil-
ity subgroups: fourth average, fourth above average,
fifth average, and fifth above average.

Achievement measures. Four writing samples, two
written previous to instruction and two following
instruction, were available for each subject. The twe
pre-samples for each student were paired as were the
two post-samples for a total of 400 pairs of com-—
positions. All samples were coded using the students'
grade, ability level, student number, and whether the
sample was before or after instruction. All other
jdentification was removed from the papers which then
were arranged randomly in sets of 15 pairs.

Training readers. Five elementary school teachers
who were not part of the pilot program served as
readers. During training they were given a review of
the program structure and evaluation design.
Evaluation criteria were then discussed using material
from Diederich (1974) and Myers (1980). The criteria
readers were instructed to use in order to judge which
of each pair of papers was better were in order of
i mportance: ideas, organization, wording, flavor,
usage, spelling, punctuation, and handwriting.

Readers were then given sets of five pairs of stu-
dent writing for training. All training samples were
actual writings done by students in the program who
were not part of the 200 chosen subjects. For each
pair, readers individually determined which paper was
better. After five papers were read, Tesults across
readers were tallied and discrepancies discussed.
Readers used 20 pairs of papers as part of the initial
training; additional training papers were read and
discussed following a lengthy break and, as a
refresher, at the beginning of the second day of the
evaluation. Training continued until there was con-
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sistent 80 percent agreement (four out of five
readers).

Scoring compositions. Fach reader worked with one
set of 15 pairs. For each pair, the readers deter-
mined which paper was hetter and recorded their
choices on a tally sheet: after all 15 pairs were
read, the packet was returned to the evaluator who
rtecorded the choices on a master record sheet and
replaced the tally sheet. After a second reader
judged the papers without knowing the first reader's
choices, the evaluator separated those pairs on which
there was agreement : diserepant Jjudgments were
returned to the two readers. Di fferences were recon-—
ciled by discussion between readers: if they could not
agree, a third reader read the pair in question. The
percentage of agreement bhetween readers on the pairs
of papers written within a week of each other was 66
percent.

After all pre- and post-pairs had been read sepa-
ratelv, the best of each was matched by student iden-
tification number resulting in 200 new pairs.
Procedures for reading and recording the better of
each pair were repeated. The first two readers asreed
71 vpercent of the time on the pre- and post-samples.
All results were subiected to chi-sgquare analyses.

To answer the evaluation aquestions related to
changes in student writing, a sample of 80 pre/post-
composition pairs was randomly selected from the 200
subjects used in the general impression ranking. Each
pair consisted of the hetter of the students' pre— and
post-writing, with 20 pairs in each of the same four
subgroups describhed previously.

Tn designing the evaluation, the evaluators and pro-
gram supervisors examined oprogram materials to deter-
mine in what wavs student writing might he expected to

change as a result of program participation. Six
Areas were suhsequently examined in the feature
analvsgis: flvencv (number of words per composition

and numher of words per t-unit): vocahulary (number of
adverhs and adiectives): sentence construction (number
of complete sentences, fragments, and run-ons and
correct vse of initial capital letters and terminal
punctuation): sentence variety (number of simple, com-
pound, complex, compound—complex sentences and number
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of sentences heginning with verbals or subordinate
clauses): paragraph construction (correct use of
paragraph format, presence of supports); and editing
indications (insertions, suhstitutions, deletions or
text movements).

Three of the elementary teachers who served as
readers for the general impression ranking also worked
on the feature analysis. Each unit of analysis was
defined and exemplified by the evaluator and sample
compositions were analvzed. Readers were then
assigned categories to analyze and the evaluator
checked their work at regular intervals to ascertain
its accuracy. All findings were analyzed using either
chi-square or t-test statisties, depending on whether
the data were nominal or interval.

Measuring attitudes. For the final -evaluation
question ahout student attitude towards writing, an
attitude survey was developed by the Department of
Testing and Evaluation and the elementary supervisors
involved in the developmental writing program prior to
program implementation. A Likert-type instrument with
three categories of response was used. Respondents
were asked to Indicate their degree of agreement or
disagreement with a series of statements ahout the
affective characteristics bheing examined. The sur-
vevs were administered in January before beginning the
developmental writing program and again 1in May after
participating in the program for four months. Changes
in attitudes were analyzed using t-tests to determine
giegnificance.

Regults

Program implementation. A summary of the interviews
indicated that the Developmental Writing Program was
generallv implemented according to program guidelines.
Most people were satisfied with their participation in
the Developmental Writing Program. (Generally they
were satisfied with most program materials and train-
ing sessions and chose to continue patticipation in
the program. As a result of the program, most
teachers spent between three and four hours per week
in writing instruction, primarily using the Rothstein
manual, FEasv Writer activities, and various other com—
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merical or teacher-made materials. Major program con-
cepts in use included the writing/editing process,
Fasy Writer activities, and publishing of students'
writing. Both distriect~ and school-level support
services were provided and were seen by most program
teachers as sufficient for their needs.

Program modifications. Some suggestions for program
change and some unmet needs were identified. More
frequent wvisitations and more specific feedback on
lesson delivery were requested by almost half of the
participating teachers.

Improved writing skill. In the general impression
ranking of 200 pairs of compositions, 76 percent (152)
of the students wrote better post than pre-
compositions: that is, about three aquarters of the
students in the sample improved their writing skill
from January to May. Percentages of students who
improved for each subgroup are listed in Table 1.

Eighty-six percent of the fifth grade average stu-
dents improved their compositions followed by fifth
grade above average students (82%), fourth grade
average students (70%), and fourth grade above average
students (66%Z). A chi-square analysis of the data
revealed that all percentages of improvement were
significant at the .01 level.

TABLFE 1

Percentage of Students Whose Post—-instruction
Composition was Rated Superior to Their Pre-
instruetion Composition using a General
Impression Criterion

[~ CTBS Total Language Test Stanines
i Average Above Average
Grade Level (4,5,6) (7,8,9)
4 70% 66%
5 86% 82%

Specific writing changes. Results of the subsequent
analyses of specific characteristics of student
writing are summarized in Table 2. Fluency factors
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A Comparison of Writing Skill on Selected Factors
from Pre-Instruction to Post-Instruction Compositions

Writing Grade

Level Total

Factors Sample 4th 5th  Group
Fluency
Number of Words per Pre 116 133 124
Composition Post 134*% 128 131
Number of Words per Pre 8.7 9.5 9.1
t=Unit Post 9.3 9.1 9.2
Vocabulary
Number of Adverbs Pre 5.5 5.9 5.7
Post 7.0% 5.3 6.2
Number of Adjectives Pre 6.4 6.9 6.7
Post 8.1 8.9« B.5%
Sentence Construction
Number of Complete Pre 8.6 10.1 9.4
Sentences Post 10.7% 10.1 10.4
Number of Run-Ouns Pre 1.1 0.9 1.0
Post 1.1 1.1 1.1
Number of Fragments Pre 6.6 0.5 0.5
Post 0.3 0.3 0.3
Percentage Who Cor- Pre 65 90 78
rectly Use Capitals Post 73 88 80%*
Percentage Who Cor-— Pre 83 90 86
rectly Use Terminal Post 83 88 85
Punctuation
* p ¢ .01

101




Nielsen and Turner

TABLE 2 Continued

Writing Grade

Level Total

Factors Sample 4th oth  Group
Sentence Variety
Number of Simple Pre 5.9 6.2 6.1
Sentences Post 7.3 6.2 6.8
Number of Compound Pre 0.9 1.1 1.0
Sentences Post 1,2 1.0 1.1
Number of Complex Pre 1.7 2.6 2.1
Sentences Post 1.7 2,7 2,2
Number of Compound- Pre 0.2 0.7 0.3
Complex Sentences Post 0.4 0.6 0.5
Number of Variant Pre 0.7 1.2 0.8
Beginnings Post 0.8 1.4 0.9
Paragraph Construction
Percentage Who Cor- Pre 48 75 6l
rectly Use Paragraph Post 73 82 78
Format
Percentage Who Use Pre 50 68 59
Topic Sentences Post 55 70 63
Number of Support Pre 5.4 4.2 4.8
Sentences Used Post 5.3 5.7* 5.5
Percentage Who Use Pre 40 75 58
Concluding Sentences Post 75 90 83
*p < .01
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TARLE 2 Continued

Writing Grade Level Total

Factors Sanmple 4th 5th  Group
Editing
Percentage Making Pre 3 10 6
Insertions Post 25 22 24
Percentage Making Pre 10 26 38
Substitutions Post 5 15 21
Percentage Making Pre 5 15 10
Deletions Post 18 18 18
Percentage Making Pre 0 2 3
Movements Post 0 0 0

identified include words per composition and words per
t-unit. Fourth grade students significantly increased
the number of words per composition from an average of
116 words on the pre—sample to an average of 134 words
on the post-sample. For the total group, the trend on
both words per composition and words per t—unit was
positive although neither area reached statistical
significance.

Vocabulary measures included the number of adjec—
tives and number of adverbs per composition. Fourth
grade students significantly increased the average
mumber of adverbs used from 5.5 on the pre-sample to
7.0 on the post-sample. The increase in the average
number of adjectives used was significant for fifth
grade students and for the total group, 6.% to 8.9
adjectives and 6.7 to 8.5 adjectives, respectively.
Again, changes were in a positive direction.

Five measures of sentence construction characteris-
tics were identified. First, the average number of
complete sentences, Tun—ons, and sentence fragments
were tallied. Then, the percent of students who
correctly used capitals and terminal punctuation were
calculated. Fourth grade students significantly
increased the number of complete sentences from the
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pre= to npost—composition from 8.6 to 10.7. The
increase 1n the percentage of fourth grade students
and the total group that correctly used initial capi-
talization was also significant, 65 percent to 73 per-
cent and /8 percent to 80 percent, respectively.

Sentence variety as indicated by types of sentences-
-simple, compound, complex and compound—complex —— and
variant sentence beginnings were summarized. Although
changes observed were 1in a positive direction, none
reached statistical significance.

Factors related to paragraph construction were per-
centages of pupils using correct raragraph format,
having a topic sentence, and having a concluding sen—
tence, as well as the number of topic supports
included in the paragraph. The percentage of students
including a topic sentence increased significantly
from 68 percent to 70 percent for fifth grade stu-
dents. Fifth grade students also significantly
increased the number of supports they used in their
pre~ to post-compositions from 4.2 to 5.7. Other
changes were in a positive direction although none
were significant.

Finallv, editing indications were summarized. There
were no significant changes in percentages of students
makineg insertions, substitutions, deletious, or move-
ments, and the percentages of students using these
editing techniques were generally small (ranging from
none to 25%),.

Student att{tudes. The final area of investigation
was in the affective domain. Overall, student atti-
tude toward writing was more positive after partici-
pating in the Developmental Writing Program. Pre-post
analysis of student responses to the attitude survev
indicated a significant increase in positive attitudes
toward writing. T-test statistics for the 48! sub-
jects are listed in Table 3. Of a possible 60-point
total (i.e., 1Ff responses to all 20 items were
positive), participating students averaged 45.8 on
the pre-survev and 47.]1 on the post—-survey. Although
this difference (1.3) was slight, 1t was consistent
among students in both degree and direction.
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TABLE 3

Student Attitudes Compared Before and After
Participating in the Writing Program

Attitude _

Survev X sD T-Value
Pre~Instruction 45.8

Post=Instruction 47 .1 5.99 4.75%
p < .00O

N = 48] students

Discussion

As a result of the proiect evaluation of the Deve-—
lJopmental Writing Program 1in selected Hillsborough
County elementary schools, decision-makers learned the
following: the project was generally implemented
according to guidelines, and teachers were satisfied
with their participation: students' writing production
was significantly better (767 improved from pre-
instruction to postinstruction compositions) and their
attitudes towards writing were more positive after
program participation. Students improved in some of
the specific factors examined in the feature analysis,
althovgh most changes did not reach statistical signi-
ficance. Based on these findings, the writing program
was continued for 1983-84. The program has been
expanded to involve additional personnel at the pilot
schools and has been introduced to more than 20 new
schools.

Concomitant to program continuation, the evaluation
design changed to meet different evaluation concerns
for 1983-84. With initial confirmation of the
program's feasibhility, a pretest—-posttest control
group desien has been deemed appropriate to measure
whether changes 1in students' writing are due to
program intervention or to other factors such as
maturation or by—school variations. Also, the type of
scoring will change from use of the gross ranking
“hetter” to a holistic score one to six, which will be
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summed for the two pre- and two post—writing samples.
This procedure will allow application of the t-test to
results and increase interrater reliabhility. CTBS
reading and language scores will be examined to deter-
mine how the writing program affects more traditional
language arts skills. The feature analysis will not
be repeated. Moreover, instrumentation, especially
measurement of student and teacher attitudes, has been
refined through standard test development procedures.
Process data collection has become more specific
through use of the Concerns-Based Adoption Model
(Loucks, Newlove and Hall, 1973) which will be used to
determine to what extent the program 1is used bv
teachers. Finallv, systematic observation of
classroom teaching using locally developed instruments
will confirm and expand interview findings.

Tn addition to the effect of the program evaluation
on  program continuation and subsequent evaluation
design, several less direct implications emerge from
this study. First, the evaluation serves as an
example of how staff development efforts can be evalu-
ated bv observing changes in teacher behavior and hv
measuring student outcomes. This issue is especiallv
timely in Florida, where the legislature has mandated
extensive product evaluation of district staff devel-
oprment offerings.

A second implication can be drawn from the fact that
classroom teachers were actively involved in analvzing
student writing. Ry training and using teachers as
readers, their professional understanding and skills
were enhanced, especially their ability to evaluate
student writing. Furthermore, these teachers returned
to their schools with their new expertise and helped
disseminate Program gcals more widely across the
districet.

In conclusion, the evaluation of the Developmental
Writing Program in Rillsborough County is an examrple
of how, with careful planning and marshalling of
resources, sound program evaluation of writing can
take place at the district level to assist in local
decision—-making. By incorporating evaluation proce-
dures into new programs from the planning stages
onward, such programs gain in credibility and are more
likelv to receive continued district support.
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Finally, evaluation design can evolve with each year

of program development, building on prior evaluation
foundations and responding to changing program needs.
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