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| ABSTRAC’_T_- '

Defining 5gobderiting”“is difficulﬁ becaﬁse there is
no set answer .as to whet conStituﬁes good writingi However,
 good Writing'isieéeentialvfor business. Writing has beeh’
evelﬁated using several techniques. This paperfevaluates
holistic‘and analytical assessmenﬁ of writing samples. ‘Iﬁ.
was hypothesized that there would be a difference between
the paeterns of correlations for simple aﬁd cemplex writing:
asSignmente when.hoiistic and analytical methods of
analysis Were correlated with multiple choice test segments
and that there would be less ?ariability among the reters
of helistically scored papers than among ehe raters ef'
analytieallyvscored papers. For hypothesis one, one
prediction was fully supported, two were partially
suppertediand two were not supported. In addition, in this
paper we:did determine that there was less variability

among holistic raters than among analytical raters.
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INTRbDﬁCTION

vDefining “good writing’’ is difficuit because there
is no:set answer as to what is“‘g00d writing’’ (Qﬁellmalz
& Bﬁrryi.l983’; What would ‘be good Qritiﬁg.in one coﬁtext
may not be in-another.‘For-exeﬁple,.if an individual were
asked to produce a:bueiness,letter'and used the format for
apereonal note,vit woﬁld be eensidered inappropriate. If a
letter Were to cohtainspecific impertant-informationL and
the informetion waé omitted it'woula be considered
deficientl If‘the letter had seVeral errors_in‘grammar
and/er punctuation, it would be considered poorly written.
'TﬁerefOre, to‘write‘weli, the tone, style,-and content must
fbe%eépfopriafe.for the eitﬁatien.

Method of Discourse

Studies of students’ Writing'have shown that
performance on a writingeebility test 1s greatly influenced
by the discourse reqﬁired (Quellmaiz & Burry, 1983) .
Discourse is defined by‘MerriamQWebster (1991) as the,
“verbaleiﬁterchange of ideas’’ aﬁd the “formelvand usual
extended expfession‘of thought on a subject’’ (p. 361).
Kinneavy (1971) identified four forms of discourse:

expressive, where the writer’s point of view is most

important, and there is little concern for the audience, as



_in a diary; literary or narrative, where the.focus is on

“J*the.ﬁrcduct andfthefWIitten7WO?khshcﬁld,beﬁaﬁpreciate@,fcr?effﬁ?}i

its own merits, as in a novel; persuasive, which focuses on

»hfanfattemptvtc'influeHCe»thehaﬁdiehce)hsﬁchbas a sales

vfpresehtaticn}hahd"referehcehofiexbositcf§}cWhiChi;sféfﬁﬂh»

:fpresehtatich'ofhfactshWithhhc’attembtttchcchéeihiasesf*

wAdalt;onallf; expos1tory ertlng rethres the phcdccer tc

conslder facts and 1deas‘and suppcrt them w1th a. detaiiedﬂ
'iloglcal traln of thought fasein a}business memohdesignedsto?jﬁh
"hcon§e§ 1nformatlon (Alaska State Dehartment of Educatlon,;ﬂiw

’ ﬂ11989) S ‘ , . _ : ‘

Bu81ness wrltlng 1s usually exp081tory The sklllful

,and loglcal presentatlon of 1deas 1s necessary for companlesV,

;fto_succeed because 1deas Wthh are poorly communlcated w1ll:

antabe actedeupcnchorﬁeXamﬁle}va'poorly‘wrltten memO‘fht

Outllnlng : the | need for flnanc1a1 restralnt ‘may not convey o
32?h?aﬁé?déd]uigency7 aﬁd'uﬁheéééééxy}expehditutes,ﬁaY{be;_,
" made 4: Hence:ltlSlmportant for companlesto eﬁip‘:l'oj},‘f '
f1nd1V1duals1who can write‘appropflately.- |
“ It is 1ﬁportant fof bus1nesses tc have a“match hetweenhtiﬁ
.hftﬁé jOb reqUirémentS"éhd-the'skills oﬁﬂa érospectlve’
"efﬂployee Therefor’e, a selectlon hfocedﬁfe Which ”evaltia‘t:eé

an 1nd1v1dua1 s exp081tory wrltlng skllls would prove



‘helpful in»sélecting thevindividualjbest suitéd for a job

which requires expository Writing.'

How writinq is tauqht
In order to uﬁdérstand how‘tobeVaIUatebwriting/ one needs
to underétandfhow writing was taugh; and howfthefteaching'
of writing influenceduthe evéluation proceSs. In the.past,
red penciling paéefswithout‘providing comménts was |
consideréd apprOpriate. As metﬁodé of instfuction
'developed, two methods‘Qf teaching writing emérged,»the
product methdd_and the proéess method.

 ‘FirS£ ¢a&e produét;sriented writing. It foCused:on the
»fiﬁishédvproaﬁctf Stddéﬁté"Wére‘giQen-ekamples of good
writing ﬁo read;‘étudy‘énd-analyze. Subsequently,.thevaere
given writing assignments and'told,they.could‘use-;he‘
readings‘as modéls»whiie composing ﬁhéir owﬁ essays. The
studgnts wou1d write a paper and'submitJit‘td the
instructor for evaluationf Théﬁinstructor woula read and
make notes oﬁ the-paper, then_reﬁﬁrn it to thé‘student to
bevréwritten. Writing.and réwriting~ofthepaber would
'chtinue until the‘studéﬁt developed a quality product.
This method gave‘studénts thévability to compare their
product or writing with that of more accomplished authdrs;

Students learned by example (Hayes & Flower, 1986) .



This method of instruction emphasizedvthe final product and
asserted ﬁhat the finiehed_product was most important.
v As ciaee sizetgrew'endainStructieﬁ became more
sophisticated, the direction of writing instruction
changed. Insteadeof emphasizing the prodqct, the imporﬁance
Qf the'process becamevmore importaﬁte Teachers began to
emphasize the individual components of the.writing process.
Activities that tafgeted the de&elopment of epeeific skills
such as brainstorming or idea development, spelling,
grammar, and punctuation became popular (Hayes & Flower,
'1986) . The process method asserts that individual
components are more important than the whole (White, 1985).
Hillocks (1984) performed a meta—analysis.of writing‘
instruction research to explein,-“the variability among the
characteristics of the treetment iﬁ relation tQ'the
variability of . their effect.sizes}” The effect size, or
size of fhe diffefenee in standard deviations, and
homogeneity, which tests whether the effect size estimate
is greater than WOuld be expected if all the studies had
the same effect size, were used ae criterion to evaluate
the faetors comﬁon to.the‘60 stﬁdies evaluated. The factors
eveluated were: duration of instrucﬁien, length‘of the

study; mode of instruction, the teacher/classroom



iting skills

Applebee (

f process-based instruction is limited

~ write well would be an indirect measurement. Proponents of
 the indirect method contend that the ability of a writer

_ can be measured by analyzing the individual parts or




'lcompétenciesyof;the,Writer; iherefore,‘measurementﬁusuallyf;fff:

irinVOlVes objectiye’measureSQﬁmdlEiple-ChOiCGEQUeStiQﬁsc'

'erlng around'areas Wthh are eas1ly evaluated such,as

l'Spelllng g"'mar andlpunc,uatrgnﬁ(Quellmalz,‘l986) fThiéffadm

”.ntype of measurement is partlcularly well sulted to the

"7evaluatlon of spec1f1c areas because measurement 1tems canV"'
'7'_be carefully selected to match the content domaln Honey

q(l990) clalmed multlple ch01ce tests are often superlor to‘ft

"“wrltlng samples for testlng edltlng skllls of 1nd1v1duals

However»pwrltlng 1s not edltlng, or. the correct ‘usage
,fof grammar and punctuatlon wr1t1ng 1s assembllng 1deas or‘

‘facts 1n a loglcal way to convey meanlng Many educators

yﬂbecame dlssatlsfled w1th the results of 1nd1rect
:7lameasurement as thelr awareness of the llmltatlons of

ulndlrect'measurement became apparent Namely, 1nd1rect‘ .

'*fymeasurement allows forﬁthe evaluatlon of edltlng SklllS,

Tﬁspelllng,.and.grammarﬁ(QUellmalz,‘1986), but left otherlif””

Qj‘areas of he_wrltlng process such as organlzatlon and

:'analytlca“ablllty’unevaluated ThlS dlssatlsfactlon led to

:ngrect ertlnq Assessment Many of today S educators arep':

,satiSfied Jlth‘the quallty of wrltlng produced by

students (Hayes & Flower, 1986; Reutzel & Hollln'g_swort'h‘,' R

© velopment of dlrect measures of wrltlng assessment;gf“*“’”



. 1988) Mccai"*”xééé)_stated the*lnablllty of students to

' compose an 1nte111g1ble, coherentf assage of wrltten

,pencompasses dlrect measurements because they requlre the

. 1nd1v1dua1 to actually produce a product that 1s evaluated

'”Jbased on. pre determlned crlterla ‘A;search'of‘the ~J7“:VP

R_llterature revealed,three dlrect methods of - assessment

lfptypicallyquedfto_e?aluate”papers:.prlmary tralt hollstlc,]'

© ond analyt 'i»c'.a‘l/ -

f-hMethods of Dlrect Wcltlnq Assessment

“'PrimarygTrapt

:Thedprlmary traltlmethod is based on the'"

- ;ngvls dlrected‘to a‘partlcuiaru

npaudlence;pand;that successful wrltlng wrll have an effect
-on that audlence .Prrmary tralt papers‘are testvspec1f1c,“:
.therefore; the prlmary tralt belng assessed willfdlfferba

from one test to another The 1nstructlons glven concernlngf

ype“of paper to be composed and the a1m of the paper .

'determlne the prlmary tralt (Spandel 1981)

EfForgexamplejgthequrposejof;theypaper may_be'to;:i.;

gh school (Calklns, 1985) Competency tests movementﬂff*ﬂ



convince an individual to purchase a widget. Therefore, the
persuasiveness of the paper would be the primary trait that
is belﬁg examlned The‘scorlng of prlmary trait papers is
81m11ar to that of hollstlc papers in that they both look
at the paper ae a'wholeb(Hansen, 1992); but differs in that
the primary treit method focuses on evaluatihg a specific
concept. |

Holistic Scoring. Holistic scoring contends that writing is

a process that should not be broken down into individual
components. The whole‘is.more important than the sum of its
parts. Holistic scoring as defined by White (1985) and
Spandel (1981) with the assumption that each component is
related to all other compenents; and they cannot be
separated. ﬂolistic seering is used by educational
assessment organiiaﬁions sueh as the Educational Testing
Service (ETé), Advanced Placement (AP) Test, College Level
Examination Program, and California Assessment Program
(White, 1985).

‘Holiétic.scoring provides 5 way‘to‘directly analyze
writing that is nearly es eest effective and.
pSychometrically reliable as inairect measurement (HOney,
1990). It is considered quick and'reliable,vand it has high

face validity (Qﬁellmalz,‘l986). Frequently, raters can


http:Quellma.lz

read single paragraph paperS'ih 3OAseconds'to‘1.5‘minutes
and a multiple pefegraph paper in less than 2kminu;e8‘
(Qﬁellmalz(v1986; Queilma1zv&eBurfy(‘1983).‘Seoring is
simple. Raté?S r??d the paﬁer and then,quickly seQre it
while they still‘have e_clear impressioﬁ of the work. The
score is based on;the overall impressioﬁ of the paper and
considers bo;ﬁ-the'strengths agd weaknesses of the,paper. 
Sentence eonstruction,'spelling, Vocabulary,"grammer, and
other factors influence‘the reader oniy wheh excellent or
poor usage edds or detracts from the"overali readabiiity of -
the paper (Spandel, 1981).
Scoring is ﬁsually on a 1-5 scale, where one.indicates

a very poerly written peper and fivelisdicates a very well
written paper. Toiestablish"COnsistent gtandards et least
three benchmarklﬁapers sre selected from the writing
samp%es. Oﬁe'paéer Will be of low Qualit? and is,given_a
SCore of one. Another paper will be of mederate er average
vquality and is given a seore of three and a third paper, of
:-highrquality is given the rating Qf‘a five;‘These papers‘
ere’used as benchmarks and set the_cfitefion fOr reting the
other papers.'Uniess it is a cohtinueus testing program,
the writing samples are usually compared to benchmerk

papers from the same sample group. The benchmark papers



”.change w1th_e. ”fadminfstrationfbfjthefwriting:exerCiseﬁzni

"'therefore,:th'fmeasurement 1eve1 1s ordlnal Subjectsfarefﬁ"

: rank ordered% therefore, the results of one test usually

Vcannot{be;compﬁs dlrectly w1th other admlnlstratlons of

,the same test-(Whl e, 1985).

"3;111ty to compare dlfferent admlnlstratlons of,f‘i

-the test ralses theV \ue of the rellablllty of the raters:d}h

"1n hOllSth scorlng Honey (1990) found thedlnter rater

'v‘rellablllty of the raters to be, 85 on a sample of more

"sﬂthan 5000 wrltlng as51gnments Whlte (1985) found 81m11arlydl'

thlgh rellablllty 1n hlsfanalys1s of two dlfferent wrltlng fffhﬂy*'h

’ 'fsamples One sample had an - 1nter rater rellablllty of

“4and the other had an 1nter rater_rellablllty of

;fSchwartz et al (1999) used generallzablllty theory to o

edlct the rellablilty of hOllSth scorlng and found the

: eoauSefholiStio“scoringfis;easyjfhaS}high”inter#rater‘ -

' reliability, and is cost effective, it is often used to

" evaluate writing when resources are scarce. However,




hollstlc assessment glves‘wrlters llttle or no dlrect'

feedback on th‘

ﬂrlwrittng‘ability;xTherefore;;analytical;p»

‘lascorlng may be mo’e appropr’ate when feedback 1s 1mportant o

ks;ng;feedbacktasga way.tef)skn

faimprove awstudentré:writing:};”‘TVV“'

B }fAnalvtlcal Scoilnqiﬁféﬁé'ytisaI” ‘orlng 1s multidlmen81onalidf»~

"‘j(Hansen, 1992)“ratherftha;ﬂimﬁfesSionistic vThls method

93assumes 1t 1s poss1ble to«determlne spec1f1c

“characterlstlcs prlor o~aSSessment' such*as céntentfg

*“:organization; and mechanlcs, Wthh are 1ndlcat1ve of good

fwwritlng. These‘characterlstlcs the form.the”ba81s“for.the

"Vﬂ'eVauuatieniqfiwriting_samples (Alaska‘Department of

: d'Quellmalz (1986)11Iﬁﬁanalytlcai'"“”

nlcs mayibe evaluated (AlaskatStatef}



Education, l9é§):

| In afbusiness.setting; a Writing sample ﬁay be judged
based on the fequireménts ofvthe job and the‘method'Offr
discourSeAmost“freqnently used invthe position.‘For
example} ahpapertmay be judged on analytical skills,
organization and clarity(‘spelling, punctuation;jand'
grammar if these afe‘important components of the‘jobo
b(Hoffman &‘Hoffman, 1990) . The intef—rater reliahility'of
banalYticallyvscored papers;kin‘an,educational setting, is
tyﬁically ;84;‘92 and scores-of .§4f.96_have been achieved
whenvinedepthtreininghlsvpfovided (Hoffman & Hoffman,
1990). | |

.Qne:of‘theicommon criticisms of analyticalhscoring is

'thet'it is mofe‘expensive than-indirect;or holistlc'
measuremenﬁlhecause ititequires,mnch more time to evaluate
’>the ﬁrlting'sample.vlndirect measures; such as multiple-
choice'tests; majibeﬂmachine‘SCOred lnboneiseCOnd (Hof fman
& Holden,‘1990)ltﬁowever;'when other costs'such'asvtest;
development and lack of test appllcablllty, are’ factored
-lnto the.equatlon, the costs are more S1mllar to those of
»hollstlc scorlng Hollstlc scorlng of a wrltlng sample may
take 30 seconds to 1 5. mlnutes dependlng on the length of

che samplev(Quellmalz, 1986) ;Although hOllSth scoring is



ss. Tests of s tudents”

writing ability



:“f91985)‘

'~ are relied upon by college
For bu81nesses 1t 1s

5 requlSlte knowledge, skh

ogiemployee who 1s unskllled w1ll requlre tralnlng and maY;mar?,

haxmake errors, both of Wthh are costly to the company Also,ﬂtaﬂ

H]an employee who 1s unskllled may beﬂless successful and maylsf”b”W:

. be more llkely to w1thdraw from the Organlzatlon elther fjh¢“3 :

bff:VOlﬁntaiily Or-anOluntarliY ﬂfoumrnimlée(the eﬁpense of
f 7falSe‘pos1tiVé Seléétlon dec1srons; managers typloally use,

,.JA“Varléty of technlques‘to eraluate‘the quallty and flt of ;q;a"
"faﬁgiﬁd;?ldﬁg;QV,fi' | S e e And

| For example, organizations often use interviews,

’fmﬂltiblggchdicé’kh6w1eagéutestsfaﬁd;evén’pérséﬁality@teéts,

“e of a perspectlveg_wflw

ré"0n19 indirectcf'7'”

xnjmeasures of an. 1nd1v1dual s ablllty because the tests\)fﬁfuv

‘.méasur-e%Verbal* o..r.u-writ‘ten --respp__s.ess FO"'hYPOt'het,nlcafl S

l.sitﬁétioﬂéfrathéf Eﬁah,actuél}peffbrmanoet(GaterQdf&”f

. Feild, 1987). . o




":f;}sklll andfab“

- project.

© Direct mea ures.of’pérférméﬁcégtesﬁsWéréﬁa18¢uuse :

s

bus1nesses andiprov1deia way to measure an 1nd1,1dual

\”performance tests place ‘n{;ndrv dual‘ln;a;Slh

”l81mllar to the work en"“' nment and require a work sample.

"ﬂﬂDirect measufes~ma“ be-éltherzsimpie;orvébmpiek~Véimplé,

p;measures frequently reqclrevdemonstratlon of ru‘ mentary”

if_skllls,‘whereasp‘complex skllls often requ1re a

f"demonStratiOnfofgproficienCypln_theﬁarea;berng:eValuated;f;jfffff

’ForfexamplefxifTanandidatefWere{askedftofdemonStrate.*

~Vﬂccarpentry skllls he/she may be called on to demonstrate how

'fftpxconstruct,a,‘1pS1de wall whﬁdhvwould be a s1mplex

t. A complex task may requlre the candldate to frameVﬁf".;b

fdanfoutsrde'wall hat_lncludes a door and a w1ndow ‘The

'ijlatterQWGuld3beua«complex‘assignmentjbecauSefitjreqnlreSigfwa77”

“the same construction -t.e'chrii:quéis‘»: as the. éiimp’l _ej;‘i vas_s-‘ignme“nt; e

‘3f;p1us, 1t requlres several addltlonal parts to be plumb toﬁpa,

ﬂis51ze for theudoor and w1ndow, and the wall would requlre o

- ‘memo is an evaluation of an individual’s performance on the




M1,»analys1s and communlcatlon of

. .evaluation

’?or}letter;;whereas;ja-complex/*”

'fjtwo to three pages 1n length Thegmoreﬁlnﬁorma ion.a .

”ffcandldate 1s askedbt? :b&lparticipatihg 1nf§af?iﬁgﬁfi

‘ testlng formats,;tbeflore accurateithe evaluatlon may be

'*However, to reach correct conclu51ons about anvlndl dual?s,

'f.;abllltles not only must a sample obﬁthe performance’or data

hllbe collected but 1t must'also be evaluated prOpe 1y

f:There arewthree'factorSﬁtbatfmuSt:befcons;deredgwhen‘*'”

‘wrltlng samples are evaluated Flrst

and thlrd

j“SeCOndpaisftheﬁ'”m 'ﬁOfﬁevaluat‘on,




look at the‘oversil quality‘of‘the samble, and. an c-"
;anelytically scored paper_will»look»at several specific
criteria, such as tone, organizstion,>WOrd»usage; date
analysis, and grammar.’Therefcre, Qheﬁxusing‘writiﬁgvb
samples as a_method‘of_evaluatiﬁg perfofmance,-metching the
method of discourse_with the cOrrect methodjof analysis
will help the mahager select individuals whc are more apt
tO'perform‘well:g | |

| The thirdfector is the experience endability of‘the
raters. Fcr>hciiscica11y sccred_papers.it‘has been shown
there is iiccle difference between the ratings prcvided‘by
different‘raters, and as-training increases, the
consistency beﬁWeen raterS<imprcves (Hoffmaﬁ & Hoffman,
1990) . For analytically scored papers tpe,consistency of
the raters has been evaluated mainly in the educacional
setting, and scores siﬁilar to'thcse of holistic raters are
typically found (Quellmalz-& Burry, i983; Qﬁellmalz, 1996) .
HOwever/vthere is a difference betWeen the raters used in
educaticnal.and business settings. Writing.saﬁples are
frequently evaluated in educational‘settings by English
teachers. In:business, the‘indiVidual who analyzes av
writing sample'willvery 1ikely heQe been trained in

another discipline who also use writing skills on their

17



jobsﬂ‘Bécause of the differences in the individual’s
training received there may be a difference in the accuracy

of the evaluations.

Problem Definition

This research was designed to answer two questions. First,
what relationships exist3ambng ﬁhe fiyé factors of thé
multiple-choice test and the holistic scéreand analytical
score for each factor? Second, how reliable are the scores
produced by raters who’are from a business setting?

HYPOTHESES

Hypothesis 1 There will Be a difference between the
predicted patterns of correlation coéfficients for simple
and complex writing assignments (see Table Al)vwhen
holistic and analytical methods of analysis are correlated
with the multiple choice test segments. It is believed
somevpf the differenée between Simpie'and complex writing
samples may be due -to the difference in focus of holistic
verses analytical scoring. Holistic scoring assigns a

' generalized or impressionistic score to a papér; while
analytical scoring assigns a score to‘specific factors that
are beliéved to be important; The effects of the general
‘“'g’’ factor should be more apparent across factors which

are related and where more expression is required. For

18



_and analytical raters were =




4—8,houfs éf‘trainiﬁg;,Moré frequeﬁﬁly, they will haVev
thirty minutes to one hour éf training'prior to rating
papers. The holistic ratér,who only has one factor to
analyze will‘have more time per factor than the rater who
has five factors to 1earﬁ.‘Therefore, the holistic raﬁers
would héVeumore conéistent ratings, provided equal limited
training time;

METHOD

Participants

Participants were 37 individﬁalé who applied for the
positibn of an entiy—level.technical assistant at avlarge
Westernistate urban school district in 1994. Informafion
about:the race aﬁd‘ethniéiﬁy of the participants was
collected_ﬁhen_individﬁaig”applied for the position but was

not available for analysis.

Position Reduirements

Thisventry—level technicai assistant:position required a
cqllege degree. After é thorough job analysis was
‘chducﬁed, a’content-oriénted strategy was utilized'to
develop the exam plah, This staff job required frequent
analysis of information and writing of executive summary‘
'repofts.'The written reports often required the incumbent

- to judge the criticality of the information collected and

20



*f}ydetermihe;whathinfermatien_ﬁéededgtV »ineiddedﬁe3f*"w'

‘Therefore, part of the assessment package for the

~ candidates included a writing project intended to assess .

' candidate’s ability to determine the criticality of the =~

‘information and the ability to effectively organize and

- communicate this information . -

_ProCedufes:.

,2i?The exam plan adapted a. multlpie hurdle de51gn w1th a
'__Wt;tten test{.an 1ntetv1ew and a.writlng prOJect The flrst‘
“flhutdle;#thewrittehgteetffephsisteddof a”lbo—itemhmultiplef'

'vchdiceﬁﬁéet;wbiéh1eva1hatedi%i§efetitica%'factore}‘ |

a_feaeoningtekills;Abasdedetatietiesfahdvreeearch;methbds}»

'1read1ng compteheh81on,hihtetpretatidnfof data, ahd,Wtiting;.

':ﬁskllls Candldatés.wefefgiVéh»35h§QfS'and:15dminutés'té.;

3 complete.the writtehiexam bThe scores en the wrltten test‘.'
.wete dSedgas‘the;eritetiahtgjdetetmlhe.whleh‘candidatest
Thhdwehld,advaheehtothe‘seeehdwhhfdiefef the éiam; the,g;

vlhterv1ewk Of the 251‘1nd1v1duais partlclpatlhg 1n thed”

;h~exam the score of 39 candldates exceeded the cut off _f”

' SCOre;jwhich’was”set based,on the job'analYSISﬁand»buSineSé**""'

,nece881ty These 39 1nd1v1duals were - then 1nv1ted to.ttf

participate in anVintervvew-giveh:at‘a later date' The

df&third'hutdle,‘the wrltlng prOJect was glven 1mmed1ate1y

L2l







‘71_iﬁéid@éaaingthéfiéﬁﬁer§37”

Théawxitérﬁédname, 1s Pat Smlth

| .»The;supé ,gsoffS“addresS{isf,50*N«7Grand,Avenue;'L¢S*’

'VhﬂiAngeles, cA 90615gj'

or of Region H is Mr. Ryan Alexander.

s address is 3421 West Second Street Los

“job;tltle, énd"ﬁéiling"adaréss,fa

jobftltle, and malllng address




g that was damaged during

! the bulldll’lg, o

- The company’s mainframe computers and peripheral equipment,

ﬁfWhichfWeref

o prepare a memo outlining the important facts

£ the meeting or make

;n §ne79éPS4ﬂFacts1% -



that cou1d not be Cleafiy supported‘from thé‘notes were not

to be included. Notes included such items»as:

1. Repair work would require»éome equipmént to be down

- during the wéékends.

2. Minimum staff ﬁeeded;‘four per shift, except on
weekend prior‘to warrants, where a full staff is
requifed;_hOWevery'minimum staffing cOﬁld be
maintainéd‘With 8-8-8 on Saturday and 4-4;4 on‘Suﬁday.

3. Warrants'gb_out the third Wédﬁeéday Qf:each month; and
.additiénal Staff is usually required for processing;

Evaluation of the Writing Assiqnmehts:'Scorinq Guide

‘Holistic._Both_the simple and complex writing samples
were holistically,séored on é six—poiﬁt scale:

The scale‘waé deéigned to peride a continuum agaiﬁst
which the candidaﬁe’s pabefs Qoﬁld‘be evaluatedfv
See Abpendix Bl for én example of the-Hdlistic Scoring
sténdards‘ﬁsed in the fesearch. |

“Analytic. 'Ah analytical scoring guidebwas developéd
to measure»speéifié\eleméntsdeemedimpOrtant for job
suécess. Elements from the.sc§fing guide developed by
ﬁoffman‘and Holden (1990) and‘the Alaska State Department df
Education (1988) weré,combined;for”this evéluaﬁion:fFive

dimensions were operatiohallyvdefined:
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1. Organlzatlonand”ciarrt?hﬁfh.fd“
2. ‘Analytlcal skrlls
'3; , Spelllng ‘ih
@v;4;';;Tone |
5. vGrammarhandTMechanicst5f‘1;;
The_firerfactors Were&scored‘onﬁa,Si%—pOfnt‘scale sfﬁilar toﬁ
the’scale'used.for holisticfscoring} Eachfpoint°Was;e

':operationaily,defined.,v

;Selectfnq Benchmark”Papers
Prior tohtheeuaiuation;fan Englishlteacher>(SME);“who',
5 had heen‘trained.by1the statejovaalifornfa_to’conductvthe ”
"eValuation‘offstudent<s writing;dmetIWithvthe researCher.toh'
select the papers to be used as benchmark‘papers vThei' |
researcher. chose 40 papers at random from the. candldates
vflrst wrrtlng papers “"and the SME evaluated them hased on thef
, hOllSth cr1ter1a After readlng the papers, the SME 'i:

‘selected four,papers from'the sample to be used as benchmarkh

o papers Because no paper in the 5 or 6 range ‘was- found -the -

: expert produced a writing sample for both the 5th and. 6th

',vbenchmarksh

‘7EVa1uator Traininq for Holistic SCOrinq:y,'
h A panei of six'SMEfs Was convened to;evaluate_the

first writing samplesdproduced by the‘candidates. At the

26



x,sﬁart;Of:the;tééiﬁiﬁg;vthe ?ést é&miﬁig;rator aiécﬁéééd the'
specific:job ¢riteria?‘pfbper'letﬁerlformat, énd.the leVel
ij compeﬁeﬁéélfeqﬁirédﬁfO£ the-positiongzThis wasvto‘iﬁsﬁre‘
’that the.réters uéea‘the_saﬁe crit¢ria;during.the
evaluation. The papers~§eléCted tQ‘be uséd as‘benchmafk
papers weré‘féad“énd‘sdoféd bylﬁhe fateré;'then ﬁhe:chfes' 
werecémpéred’andaiébﬁséed_qntilvconsensus was achiévea.
‘TheSe papers andvthéir‘écoreénWere used,és.the behqhﬁarkl»
papefsvagainst théh ali dfﬁer writingEsampiés wefév 
' éVélﬁatéd, A SeCéﬁd set of fou?vpapefs w;é read éﬁd séored
by the faters ﬁo‘éSsure the;¢onsisténcy‘ofgradihg; After
each'breék, the'benchmarﬁ papers‘wére'réviewed to aééuré
‘:coﬁsisteﬁCy'éang the raﬁérs. This procédure was used
throughouﬁ;the faﬁing seésion; During the actualiaésesément,
'eaChlpaper‘waS rEadvﬁy‘tWo raters. If the scores differea‘by
'_mofe.thaﬁnoné.ééiﬁt,jbdﬁh_faters re?eaa‘thé.paper and.
diécUésedtit until consensuéuwaS'aéhie?ed.with no_moré than‘
é one{poiﬁt‘spread; | | |

“Evaluator Traininq for_Ahalytical»Scdrinqr

Part Qf-the_analYtical scoring procedure was similar
to that‘used f6r holistic scoring. Four”paperS‘werexsélectéd
~at random td’bevused as;benchmark paperé.'The papers were

read by three individuals who had participated in the

27



Ob < Ucces . )
‘7idefinéd;byoghé@tééehfbhes;ﬂaﬁdvthéfaéfiﬁiﬁigngfﬁfv_}

olunteer raters.-

“The five dimensions wer

ﬂTébié!I}i

“nalytlcal Factors

""_Is there a good open1ng°v‘Does
f~:the paper. proceed in:a: loglcal

!ash10n° Are there enough

vv“fWe'e;the correct p01nts selected

onvey ‘the intent: of. the.' |
“aper° Were any 1mportant p01nts

left out? Were many unlmportant_ S
ﬂf01nts 1ncluded7“1” ‘

”,Spelllngv

ﬁ‘tWere there any spelllng errors°uﬁ

»frTone

]Was the paper wrltten 1n properv
,_:*tone’> .Was the. structure formal
”’ylnformal ,condescendlng or




‘congenial?

| Punctuation and Grammar Did”the»writgr follow standard
N - o conventions in writing, such as
capitalization, punctuation, and

paragraphing?

ﬁAnalXSis

N A corréctignlﬁdr direct‘réstfictign oeraﬁge>was
.?refdrmédvbY'ﬁsiné theicéﬂaidates? score on the‘mﬁltiple
choige'test éé.a‘éut'off fbf sélg?ti@g individuals whose
papefS wou1dvbe réad by'ﬁhe,evaluéﬁion comﬁittee. ‘Théi
fbllowing‘fdrmﬁla wéé used toiégmpenéate‘for the airect

~restriction of range.

s,
Rys
r. -

S
TRy RS

Ru-sfééfrelation coéffiéiént after'corréctidn for
réstfidﬁibn bf fange»(the unréstficted éerelétién,
éoeffiCiént)n _‘ |

.3@ :‘the cofrelation coefficient,for thé holiétic”scorés'
«and chrebof-ﬁheianalytical’factdfsbén the mulﬁible chqueib

test factors.
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http:CGrrelati.on

':ﬁjgs; = the standard_déViatio

of the holistic scores on the

13fdmultiple'choicetfaotors}f'

S, = the standard deviation of the analytically scored

ffpapers'QﬁjtheTmﬁitipléﬁChéiCQﬂﬁaQtorS#;fffffx

. RESULTS

1Patternlof-ReiationshibSH“

Hypothes1s one, whlch was partlally supported étatedj’ffffa

'there would be a dlfference between the patterns of

*,;fcorrelatrons3forjsimplerand;oomplex writing,assignmentwahen

holistio:and'analytiCalgmethods of-anaiys1syweré oorrelated~‘r‘“

‘With multiplefohoioédtest*ségments Spec1f1ca11y there were,l
-elght predlctlons regardlng the dlrectlon and level of
1ncrease.(see~Append;X‘Al). For example the correlatlon

”‘between'organization'anddclarity;*and'the’faotors_of'reaSOn

5,vandMStatistics‘wasfexpected,to be}high, and;the‘correlationh--v

L_between grammar“and the same factors was.only expected to be‘
.moderate Appendlx A2 shows the rawjdata_oorrelatlons forf
bothdsimplenand complex‘wrrtlng&samplespheforeicOrrection

| fdfor diréethrestriotron,ofhrangej-Toloompntehthe’difierence'
tiﬁ‘ééf;QIAtibﬁ[=tﬂétr;yalué_farféoﬁplexnwriﬁiﬁg-saméie was

,suhtracted:fro@the'r—vainé‘forfthe Simplgawritrngdsampler’

ddAppendiX7A3“shows“that.onlyrone_of theveight predicted -
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‘betweenjthe‘patterhs of'oorreiatiohsthrfsimple_ahd[éompiekj‘,

'writing:assighmeﬁts-whengholiStferahddanalytioal'methOdsboffﬁh

‘anaiysis'Wereeoorrelated1withamuitiplefvhoioe;testgsegﬁentsQf

‘.The*reSults’of'the studyﬂwereﬁmixe”}'One.prediCtiOnfwas"JEL“

fully supported two were partlally supported ahd{twsTwéfe

fmoderately correlated in a negatlve dlrectlon Although the L

VV'maghitude_and”direotionhof,ohangeddid.not_equaldthe_expecpe@g:“h’

fdresults;fthe results @ay;ihdioatepthat factqukaﬁugﬁ{éf*

N extremeiy Wéll‘éonét%ﬁétééfénd”téétéd;multiéiédéhOi;é%té;ﬁt

| may be able to measu_r?’ factors frequently ?ﬁ,efés‘u'red m

aﬁalitioai{eualuatdoh of:writrﬂé?'faotors suohpaSVQrammar,h‘

hhtohe,uaﬁdnorgahi?étionﬁahddolarityfﬁﬁoweuer;refeh'Whenpi,e

addit;ohaiﬂfactorésaréemeasuredebﬁuitié;eféhpiééttests_mayg"'

‘ﬂpstillhmisSdfaotorstthatwouid%hehrmﬁoréant‘to1ngd.urdtihg.
»ﬁYpOthesis'2,'it{washantroipatedhtherepwould/he;1e$s’a:p

variability among the raters of holistically scored papers

*thah amongsthe‘ratérs}ofjanaiytioaliydsooredﬁpapers whentthe:

"training'time is,short ThlS hypothe81s was supported

'hQuellmalz (1981) found that when hollstlc raters were glvend{',pj;;

3.5 hours of training_and’analytical ratersewere;given,G
d‘p;hOurs ofhtrainihgfthe,analyticalftrainihg'produced slightlyj,
-‘bettervresultsi“and‘both groups“were‘in the 90% agreement.

However, in businesses raters ‘seldom receive 3.5 to 6 hours
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of training; morejfredﬁéhfly'théy‘rééeivei to 1.5 hours of
training..By:usiﬁgbthé»apﬁropfiéﬁéJﬁéfhod éf‘éValuatioh
based on tréiningvtime éjailabie; bﬁéinééées Will‘be able to
better'éﬁaluaté.pandidatééf |
Oﬁe,liﬁitationof tﬁe study may be‘the small sampie
‘sizedfuséd._Althoﬁgh‘the'scalés were Cdrreéted for
‘réStfictiqﬁ‘éf rénge, the émail‘samplé size may have caused
 in$tabili£y‘Qf thé corre1aﬁibn coefficient.
A second iimitétidh is.the method éf.analysié.AIn
Comparing:the.method of.énalyéis,bboth holistic and
anaiytical scoring are:inh¢rént1y subjective in,néture.<The
difféfénCe'dépends on the degree of specificityiof the
 ¢va1uation; VHolistié grading looks at a paperkasia’éingle
- unit, howe%er,'anyrfac;Orjlspch és tone/ Which is poofly or
.expertiy.exééutedbmay:éﬁbétaﬂtiQIIYTinflueﬂce the-evalﬁatibn ‘
‘ofbthe.raters," This,wésfrévealedvby‘the commeﬁ£évdf'the

”.  réteféfQho wére‘h§iis£ic§liy ré£in§ the’papersvwhen a rater
iqoﬁmenﬁéd;dnlthéwinaﬁpiopriaté ﬁprﬁat_offthe‘iétter, The
ijatef'ﬁdﬁld'coﬁﬁent théﬁighe proje¢t Wégbt6MWrité'a letter
-butﬁfhé.individuallwrote a memop:or that,theﬂﬁbné éfytheu
.entiféliéftéf-w%s‘§erYChééaﬁi§e ér inapprépriaﬁe'féfﬁhe
vSigﬁatioﬁphiﬁ‘éach;inStaQCé} ﬁhé sébres*givéﬁfwere véfy low.

_Thé lbw.score may'haQefbééﬁ7a £efl¢ction of ‘a single
. . N . . . E . i ‘-»v‘ ‘35 : . R .
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“°%“1others@féecauseiof~thelffIaCkiofftrainfng,dtheir;Standards"d. |

”5ﬂmay}§é‘diﬁferén£¢thahgﬁhoéef6f*a’teachér;%A'maﬁager;g3ev

 standard may be, s it acceptable for the purposs,’

:?ﬁfwhereas, a teacher 8 standard would probably be;“ls 1t

 correc

| Inplications for Future Research.

A nomological net: was used to investigate the

::sain*theﬂpatterns*offcorrelationsfbetweenvW°

_fobfectlve,‘multlple ch01ce 1tems and subjectlve, wrltlng

'5dsampies;for"simplegand“complex"writing%samples Although thenj]jh'r

“5f5results"were only partlally supported more research needs

';pto be done to determlne the relatlonshlps between the

: pdlfferent H’ctors By understandlng*”he,llnks between thejf

bctofs,'rese‘rchers may be able to establlsh more,_fl_jjf

;approprlate scorlng guldes and standards for the analytlcal’"

"g-evaluatlon of wrltlng ThlS research and past research

findicate”

that:whsn’tréinin9€t~ esvareyshdrtuthe;%nter-rater?:"””'

t"*pﬁériabilit

,ters‘whodholiSticaLnyscore%writing

ff;bﬁprOjeCtS may be'hpgher than the 1nter raterﬁrhp}k\;

'*;“analytically'SCored,papers Therefore, a’ratv”eff

,quse analytlcal scorlng when there 1s suff1c1ent tlme

i-j;avallable for the development of the standards and for

’bjadeguatelyctrarnlng;the raters ThlS substantlally 1ncreases




 the Cégt}Ofgévéipéﬁiné;Writing.séﬁbléé, B¢¢ause1of'théf.::}
. inéreaSédvﬁiﬁe aﬁa egéénée'rquiréd_t§ deveiop{and_  |
édmiﬁiéfer aﬁaiytigal scdfiﬁgtpérﬁéps;é;é£udy_tﬂaﬁ
invéstigétéé‘thefgtility of theith £§?mslofjéqéringfshéﬁldv ‘

-béacppductedf
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Mppendix A

’ jPrédiCted Pétteﬁh;bngypéﬁhéSized‘Réléti@nships‘

‘Analysis_f "gReéSOnﬂ‘SﬁétSa'ReadinngData -‘Writing  ”

~ Simple Writing Sample

:3Anaiysi3§fx

’7»7T¢n¢"v:'5, - lOWﬂfff

 Grammar low.

ibw {:'i,,;highéé; ¢
 m5d;   T"1oW _v’
hiéh'v‘ ”L¢w5 ”
,7i¢%ﬁfﬁﬁf f{highf;f§S
e hign

Cdow  omign

Tow

high -

low

Tlowfﬁ

high"

nigh
~ high

wod.  nigh

1 ;tComplexiWritiﬁéfSaﬁpleff: ”';;T.

. org/Clarity = *high

';“5}hi§hh'ki

Tome - low

o Grammar . *mod. .

"~ Tow | hignh

*high  low

high = *mod.
low  high

smod. . high

mod.

Tow
Chigh
. high

*mod.

TTow
-gfhiéﬁv
mod.
high
smod.  high

. hign

. "mod.. is an abbreviation for moderate =

' *and Bold indicates areas of predicted change -

el

low .



 Table A2




_ ’  Ta51¢ w o

*biffereﬁéé betWéen CbmbiéiﬂéhdtSimbié~éaﬁbleSy:= 

.Before,Correction ﬁor Réséfiéti@ﬁ;qﬁ;Ranqéfl,: 

7 Analysis

Reason Statistic Reading Data  Writing

.ﬁHGliétié-,t '  .i3§ﬁf-i
:fxﬁfgkciéf;£§7 '”;Qéif*:
‘Sﬁéliiﬁé? o 4105f‘xx

Tone 154

Grammarf _‘ | .111

»fé,Q7ou‘

o -.044

279

';513; -
196
260

274

.185

-.131

017

as6

. *and Bold-indiCateSyéreaé”dprreai¢téd*¢han§e_Tfi,“'







T';fVReading  Daﬁa-{eritingf

L r.034/546 6347 850 ;57'7- 681 /— 167 R

5 =.397 . 421 <0117

639/-.084  :112/.656 - .425/.215°° +.234/.372

© Analysis . .79 0s0 .05

“1130/.666 . ¢ ./546/.858 " -.269/.377° ‘7}274/ 372:

spelling  .233 L0317 306 .027 275

L -.089/.518 " 1-.291/357 . -.020/.537..° ' -.300/:347 . . :.050/.553"

" .025/.605 | .a11/.232. . .116/.658 - -.044/.557: " -.153/.476

U .095/.520  -:379/.267 ©.107/.653° - .-.480/.148 -.516/.102"

1*Bold 1ndlcates areas of predlcted change

a*Small numbers are the confldence 1ntervals fer each value;“'

‘;k*ConfldenreV

| 'nterva189were.computedﬁuSing“théﬂfOIlOWingEir
 formula: O




Flrst r lS transformed 1nto Flsher—s Zr s e -,f
The Stand error of Zr is computed SE_ (Zx) SQRT {1/N 3]
.ff"95° Confldence interval for Zr is found as : .

L CI(Zr) = Zr +\- (z(crit.) = SE{Zr)) ' SEERNE
hdiU31ng the‘feverse AR to T functlon the values were -
dfﬁtransformed back 1nto unlts of T to yleld the confldence
v -'fi"’»flnterval : S L " . : ‘ AL




' Table A6

\“%quvaﬁiabilify~Amén@ﬁﬁatefsv

fﬁSimpleﬂand‘Cémpléi'W£itihd,

 .Complex SD .




f»..,Mmor errors such' :
sample "

' Sup‘erlor The paper executeslei of the ele‘_

5 :'Proﬁcnent

The paper IS very competen



LY

lacks coherence and unity.



Appendix B2

Writing Project ',
- HOLISTIC SCORING GUIDE
- Simple Writing sample

| Candidate=s SS.#

Score: ,Rater 1

Score: Rater 2 »

“Total Score = R,+R,/2

Date: May 15, 1997

| Holistic S¢0rin'g Guide.

.

4

5

1 ) 6
'v'ln_oo’mpe'ter’it Unacceptable | Inadequate letter: f Basically Proficient: Superior: |
letter: The letter: The paper The paper lacks competent letter: The paper is The paper

*| writing sample -

has only one or
two of the ‘
elements required

for good writing.

The paper lacks
organization.
Incorrect response
or informal tone.
Addresses a few
‘elements of a
letter. ”

lacks competence
in two or more
major areas.
Serious flaws
dramatically
detract from the

competence of the -

writing sample.
Informal tone.
Addresses several
elements of a
letter.

competence in one
or two elements.-
There are several

‘| minor flaws and

one major flaw.

| Slight business
‘tone. Addresses

thé main elements
of a letter.

All elements of
the assignment are

“covered. There

are a few flaws 1n

| convention.

Written in a

business tone.

The paper follows
correct form. All
major/required
elements are
included.

.competent in all

basic areas. There
may be a few
minor flaws, but
they may not
seriously detract

| from the

coherence of the

paper.

Professional
business tone.

1 The paper follows

correct form .

executes all of the
elements

| completely. The

main theme is
clearly and
logically
supported. There
are very few

minor flaws. The .

- paper

demonstrates
competence in
convention.




hich clearly lead the reader from one pornt toz';‘:; 5 [
¢ ver ﬂow and makes the paper easy to read S

ﬁable central theme
ent facts wrthout order

: 3 be drsjomted ind




' . Spelllng
- “Correct spellmg is 1mporta

,El-‘ lackcontent : : I D U SRR
3. have Week or non exrstent paragraphmg -ansitions do not transport the reader .~ -

from one thought to ariother. ‘ S TR R
dwell on ummportant detarls T

Analys1s AT R ' e Qi S
* The wrrter 1dent1ﬁes 1mportant detalls and 1nclude 5 hem m the paper __Ummportant A
 details are omitted. S : S R :
o Strong papers | tend to: B e T
foc,, s on the 1mportance of the mformatron bemg presented
o 'detarls are presented first and are supported w1th facts

EI omrt ummportant elements SERTI S

e most Important -~

El be poorly focused.: They do not 1solate the 1mportant detalls nor do they present 8
*_them once identified. : : S "

EI 1nclude many ummportant detalls whrch may dlstract the reader fro
~of the wrrtlng sample‘ SR e

B 0 convey etmeanmg inten ed Correct spelhng of easy
~and moderately difficulty words is considered fundamental to ‘good Enghsh ‘

R Occasionally difficult words 1 may be mrsspelled Improper hyphenation i is not cons1dered;.__’;,: "’-

,‘:'?"_“rspelhng Strong papers. tend to have proper spellmg Simple and dlfﬁcult W ords are S

R ._correctly spelled Weak papers tend to have many mrsspelled words i

“ :;”,Tone and word ch01ce

‘ Tone and»word ch01ce are 1mportant because they convey the meamng of the wrrtmg

use the correct tone for the assrgnment o . s S
EI;“},'.have words chosen wh1ch convey the meamng in an mterestlng manner
3 use words that sound nght and not forced R e
3 speak d1rectly to. the reader. ¢ =
3 be capable of evokmg a mood or“feehng PR

oA Weak papers tend-to P .
~3ouse an incorrect tone’ for the assrgnment ' e
e i3 use words mcorrectly and in ways wh1ch obscure the meanrng of wrrtmg sample - )
EI 1gnore the reader T LT S ‘

S Gramr'na‘r,and'MechaniCs:,_'.’,'

the.purpOSe e



This area covers capitalization, punctuation, usage, spelling, and sentence structure.
These elements when properly used will convey the meaning intended. When
improperly used meaning will be unclear. Sentences are charactenzed by direct,

energetic sentences free of problems
Strong papers tend to: R :
3 have few if any punctuatlon erTors. Words are properly capltahzed
3 have proper subject/verb, noun/pronoun and pronoun/modlﬁer agreement
3 use the correct tense for the writing sample '
3 use complete sentences.
3 be easily read aloud.

Weak papers tend to: . : : -

3 have many punctuation errors which make it difficult to understand the meanlng.

3 use incorrect verb tense or make frequent agreement eITorS. ’

- 3 have fragmented sentences.
3 be very difficult to read silently or aloud.

51
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7 ‘»Appendixv B4
Analytical Scoring Guide

Organization/ Clarity

Aimlysis

Spelling

Tone

Grammar/Mechanics

6 .
Superior

Paper is well organized.

Main theme is clearly and loglcally
supported.

Paragraph transitions flow, are ~
loglcal and aid undcrslandlng of the

papm

Paper shows a thorough ana]ysxs of
all details.

_ All important elements are reported ’

and no unimportant elements are .
reported. .

‘No spelling errors.

| Proper tofe and word

usage. Words are specific

and accurate.

One or two minor punctuation errors.
No major errors. Words propcrly
capitalized.

Subject/verbs, noun/pronoun, and
pronouns and modifier agreemem is
correct.

5

Proficient

Paper is well organized, few ﬂaws
Main theme is logically supported-
Paragraph transitions are clear, with

.only minor distractions.

Papex shows some analy51s ot the

details.

Most important elemerits are
reported. Some unimportant items
are reported.

Very few spelling errors

“even with difficult

words.

Good tone and word

choice,

A few minor punctuation errors. Minor,
. errors in subject/verb, noun/pronoun, and

pronouns/ modifier agreement..

4 .
Competent

Paper is organized.and meaning is

“clear. Logical progression of ideas. .

Paragraph transitions clear with few

| major distractions.

Paper shows adequate analysis of
details. Most important elements
are reported.

Some common words
misspelled.

"Correct tone and sunabk

word choice. -

Several minor punctuation errors and one
major error. Several errors in agreement.

3 -
Inadequate

. Paper lacks competence in one

element, several minor flaws or one”
major flaw. .Some information not
understood.

"Poor/unclear paragraph transitions.

Paper shows poor analysis of
details.

Many important elements are
omitted and a few unimportant

~items are included.

Many common words
misspelled.
Spelling detracts from
readability.

Improper or p00| tone or
word chome

Major errors.in-punctuation \vlnch detract

{from readability of sample
- Sentence constr ucnon is a_wkward and
-hard to read.

SLVCIJ] LHOI\ in wleemenl

2

Unacceptable

Paper lacks competence in both

* organization and clarity.

Paragraph transitions missing or very
poor. - .
Paper difficult to understand.

Paper shows very poor analysis.
Many important elements are
omitted and some unimportant
items are included.

Spelling seriously

detracts from readablhty.

Many words. .
misspelled.-

Impxoper or poor lonc ‘md

wording.

“Major errors in punctuation détract from

the feadability of the sample.

Sentence construction is awkward and
hard to read.

Paper is difficult to understand

|
Incompetent

Paper is unclear, rambles and does
not provide required information.
No paragraph transitions.

Paper shows no sign of analysis.
Most important elements are
omitted and many unimportant
elements are included.

Spelling detracts from
readability, and paper is
hard to understand.

Improper or wrong 1om/
wording -

Many major errors in punctuation. Paper
is difficult to'understand. Very poor
senfence construction.

Many agreement problems.
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