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AP® GERMAN LANGUAGE
2006 SCORING COMMENTARY

Note: Student responses are quoted verbatim and may contain grammatical errors.
Part A-2: Composition
Overview

In selecting topics for compositions, the German Development Committee looks for areas of relevance and
interest to AP students. Topics and subtopics are chosen to allow students to demonstrate a broad range
of vocabulary and structure. For higher scores, students need to write a good answer to the question and
show a sustained control of structural features of German. High-scoring compositions normally employ
complex sentences, linked by cohesive discourse strategies.

The 2006 question asked students to talk about the experience of living in another country. First, they had
to talk about where they would choose to live, then about why they would want to live there and what they
would like to do in that country; they also had to describe how their lives would be different. The prompt
contained language that was understood by almost all exam-takers, even the weaker ones. Consequently,
the scores reflect what students did with what they knew. Since this is a topic often discussed in similar
ways in the classroom, students had sufficient vocabulary to address the issue. The difficulty in reaching a
score of 9 in this higher-order cognitive task was that the language used was often the same, so it was
harder for the best students to show off what they knew.

Sample: C49
Score: 8

The student demonstrates fluency in the language with a great degree of naturalness, yet there are enough
less impressive elements to have kept this response from earning a 9. While there is some range of
vocabulary (“Sehenswiirdigkeiten,” “bertihmt,” “besichtigen,” “Ich meine”), there is not the broad
sprectrum one would expect of the highest-scoring samples. (The consistent use of “Italien” for italienisch
is bothersome.) While the composition includes examples of good idiomatic usage (“meiner Meinung
nach,” “ich interessiere mich fiir,” “auch weil”), the range of connectors is not broad. The structures that
the student uses are successful. Good examples of dependent clauses (“auch weil die Leute dort so lustig
sind und weil es eine wunderbare freundliche Atmosphére in Italien gibt”), the subjunctive (“Wenn ich in
Italien ein Jahr lang wohnen wiirde, wtirde ich Italien [sic] sprechen lernen”), and inverted word order
(“Nattirlich wtirde ich in die Restauranten gehen") are used thoroughout the composition. Yet many of the
sentences start with the subject (often with ich), detracting from the overall impressiveness of the
composition (in the first paragraph: “Ich méchte,” “Ich finde,” “Ich mag,” “Es gibt,” “Italien ist”). While the
student demonstrates control, the broader range characteristic of a composition earning a score of 9 is not
evident.
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Sample: C42
Score: 4

This sample demonstrates less than adequate language skills. Sentences like “Auch mdéchte ich Schluf3, in
die kénig gewohnt hat, besuchen” and “Ich kann die Princessin und Princen stellen” force interpretation.
The student uses few connectors, simply starting off each paragraph with a separate premise. There are
numerous errors, such as “Ich ware ein neues Leben haben” and the mistaken use of “Ich weif3e” instead of
Ich kenne. Non-German language patterns appear (“und nicht langweilige mich”). Along with some
basically correct sentences, such as “Es ist trauig, dal3 meist Leute nur ein Land sehen kénnen,” which
uses a double infinitive structure, there is a sufficient range of vocabulary. In spite of its flaws, this weaker
composition earned a score of 4 instead of a 3.
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Part A-2: Composition (continued)

Sample: C47
Score: 2

This composition demonstrates very little sense of syntax. A typical example is “Ich mdéchten hier wurde
es hatte sehr gut Technilogikalen Schulen.” While there are several examples of correct subject—verb
agreement—"Ich méchte,” “Ich denke,” “Ich habe,” “Paris Franze ist"— the overall impression
demonstrated by the poor syntax is incompetence. The student also has very few vocabulary resources, as
evidenced by the number of English words, such as “Culinary,” “Technilogikalen,” “degrele],” “place,” and
“Ich am nicht.” Although there are a few examples of good vocabulary (“Gelegenheit,” “Beamter”), these
are offset by English influence (“moge zu bie einen Koch") and misused words. For example, it seems
highly unlikely that the student’'s grandmother is in the military (“meine Oma ist in das Bundeswahr [sic]”).
This sample does not, however, qualify as gobbledygook, and there is enough German syntax to have kept
it from earning a score of 1.
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