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ABSTRACT 

As a writing placement measure, holistic scoring 

represents a breakthrough for compositionists and a welcome 

alternative to more traditional assessments--particularly 

standardized tests. However, reliability scores from direct 

measures are inconsistent; and, except for face validity, 

other types of validity have not been conclusively 

established. Furthermore, although writing instructions and 

writing assessment are inextricably related, testing and 

placing students in composition courses is still chiefly 

entrusted to administrators and test specialists. As such, 

the dual tasks are diverted from what should be the 

instructors' domain, constituting a threat to the 

empowerment of teachers as competent professionals. 

The Projective English Placement Instrument (PEPI) was 

created as part of the effort toward developing assessment 

tools that are cost-effective, reliable, valid, and that 

reflect classroom instruction. The PEPI is a 30-item, peer 

review instrument with a modified holistic/analytic scale 

which involves the students in identifying and evaluating 

characteristics that comprise writing quality. A total of 

151 entering Freshman English stUdents participated in this 

study to evaluate the effectiveness of the PEPI. 
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Results indicate that the PEPI is a reliable, valid, 

accurate, and cost-effective measure of writing proficiency 

and placement. As a viable option to more conventional but 

less pedagogically sound methods of testing, such results 

invite inquiry and application for administrators, 

instructors, and researchers alike. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
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A sUbstantial body of literature has added to recent 

interest and research in writing competence (Faigley, 

cherry, Jolliffe, & Skinner, 1985; Frederickson & Dominic, 

1981; Hillocks, 1986; Whiteman, 1981). However, in spite of 

the efforts of instructors, administrators, academic 

researchers, and professional testing agencies, there are as 

yet no mutually agreed upon criteria for defining precisely 

what good writing is (Diederich, 1974; Faigley, Cherry, 

Jollife, & Skinner, 1985; Godshalk, Swineford, & Coffman, 

1966; Hirsh, 1977; White, 1985). James Raymond (1982) 

describes the paradox with a sense of humor: "Good writing, 

ultimately, is writing that is perceived to be good" (p. 

403). Apparently, there is no one instrument for assessing 

writing competence that satisfies the standards of a wide 

population of composition instructors. 

Traditionally, institutions have placed students into 

writing classes according to the students' performance on an 

objectively scored or indirect placement test (Hackman & 

Johnson, 1981; Lunsford, 1986). The norm has been to use 

indirect assessments of student proficiency (usually an 

objective test in a multiple choice format) to predict 
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potential in a given English class (Breland & Gaynor, 1979; 

Charney; 1984; stiggins r 1982). The instrument has commonly 

been a multiple-choice test that primarily measures 

knowledge of grammar, usage, and mechanics: for example, the 

Test of Standard written English (TSWE) and the Scholastic 

Aptitude Test (SAT). Indirect assessments alone can 

efficiently meet the demands of large-scale student 

assessment and college placement; but, in spite of their 

efficiency, they are criticized because they do not reflect 

the actual composition curricula (Faigley et al., 1985; 

Johnson, 1980; Matalene, 1982; White, 1986a). 

In the early part of this century, the College Board 

instituted the English Composition Test (ECT), a direct 

measure, on a national scale and found that the score a 

student received on the test was related more to when the 

essay was read and by whom than on the actual sample itself 

(Breland et al., 1987; Godshalk et al., 1966). Various 

attempts were made to improve reliability, but because of 

the high cost of hiring and training readers, the low 

reliability in scoring essays, and progress in the 

development of objective tests in other disciplines, the 

test was abandoned in the 1940's and, for several decades 

standardized, objective testing was again the predominant 

method of measuring writing ability in spite of continued 

criticisms from writing instructors (Breland et al., 1987; 
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Warshauer-Freedman, 1977). In the 1960's, the College Board 

responded to the criticisms of standardized testing by 

sponsoring several studies to investigate ways to improve 

reliability and efficiency in using essay samples. Among 

these studies, the most prominent are those conducted by 

Diederich, French and Carlton in 1961, which examined 

professional readers' responses to essays (discussed in the 

next chapter), and the Godshalk, Swineford, and Coffman 

(1966) study, which established the prototype for the 

holistic scoring procedures used today. 

Godshalk and his associates devised a semi-objective 

component to use with a writing exercise, called the inter

linear exercise, in which students edited a passage of prose 

by writing corrections between the lines. But the measure 

drew criticism: (1) that students should not be exposed to 

writing which contained many errors: and (2) the exercises 

required students only to edit, which proved nothing about 

the students' own writing abilities (Godshalk et al., 1966). 

still, the ETS was convinced that the combined activities 

provided a reasonable assessment of writing ability. So the 

College Entrance Examination Board (College Board) 

authorized Godshalk, Swineford, and Coffman to conduct 

reliability and validity studies. 

Correlating results of the interlinear exercise with 

criteria of writing ability to validate the measure was a 
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formidable challenge. To strengthen validity the 

researchers also used a series of essays written by students 

in addition to the objective and semi-objective components, 

but then reliability in scoring the writing portion became a 

problem. Different topics elicited varying degrees of 

writing proficiency among students; different readers had 

different perceptions of good writing. Consequently, 

Godshalk and his colleagues investigated a procedure in 

which five topics were assigned and the products were read 

by five different readers. 

This study has been considered " ••• for some time the 

quintessential study of writing assessment" (Breland et al., 

1987, p. 3), because it was the first to examine the 

differences between quantifiable and qualifiable tests on a 

large scale. using 646 students in the 11th and 12th 

grades, the examiners administered a multiple-choice test of 

writing ability, two interlinear exercises which asked 

students to correct or edit narrative passages, and five 

free-writing exercises. Two of these exercises were timed, 

40-minute essays; the other three were extended paragraphs 

written in 20 minutes each. The writing exercises were 

completed in two full 40-minute class periods and three 20-

minute, half-class periods. The tests were read and scored 

by 25 experienced readers over a five-day session. Each 

essay was scored holistically by five different readers. 
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The researchers concluded that the objective portion 

correlated highly with the essay scores (.84), indicating 

that multiple-choice questions are a reliable predictor of 

writing potential. Reliability of essay scores is related 

to the number of essays written and the number of readers 

for each. using analysis of variance of the essay readings, 

estimates of reading reliability and test reliability of the 

total essay scores were calculated. 

Results for single topics read once was .40 for reading 

reliability and .25 for score reliability; four readers of a 

single essay raised reliability to .70. Their 

recommendation for an efficient predictor of writing skill 

is one which combines an objective portion with an essay 

portion. This combination would not only increase validity 

but also indicate that the two tests measure similar skills. 

Recently, direct assessment of writing ability has 

replaced or subordinated indirect or standardized testing as 

the primary method used to test and place incoming students 

in freshman English classes in many colleges and 

universities (Bamberg, 1982). That is, each student is 

being asked to write an essay within a given time frame; the 

essay is then evaluated holistically by trained readers. 

Similar to the procedure used in the Godshalk study, this 

score is examined in conjunction with ACT. SAT, or other 

measures used for college admission, but the writing sample 



is the primary placement indicator (Breland et al., 1987; 

Faigley & Witte, 1983; White, 1985, 1989). 
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Direct assessments alone, although low in reliability, 

(Charney, 1984: Conlan, 1986: Diederich, 1974; Godshalk et 

al., 1966: Gordon, 1987; stiggins, 1982) have more face 

validity than indirect assessments because they measure what 

they say they will measure--characteristics of what the 

testers have determined constitute "good" writing in an 

authentic student writing sample. But there are some 

disturbing elements present. 

By submitting a writing sample and being placed in an 

English course on the basis of that sample, students are 

given the message that clear writing is valued at that 

particular institution. Unfortunately, they also are given 

other messages: that they must write well without revision, 

that they should already have some knowledge of the topic, 

and that they must produce a competent sample within the 

given time limit. They are also in the uncomfortable 

position of being evaluated by someone who supposedly knows 

what good writing is, and being make to feel that their 

single writing attempt should measure up. It is equally 

disconcerting that, given another topic, another day, and 

another reader, the student may produce a better, or worse, 

sample. Additionally, Gordon (1987) and Gere (1980) argue 

that the impressionistic scoring system ignores the 



communicative aspect of the essay that they believe is the 

most significant element. 
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Therefore, which type of test is more equitable to the 

students, a more accurate indicator of proficiency, and a 

more precise method of placement--indirect or direct, or 

both? Which type of test is most representative of course 

content? Which type is more practical to administer? 

Choosing a test that encompasses these concerns is 

difficult. The issues at stake here are issues inherent in 

any testing situation: One, the test must be reliable; that 

is, it must yield the same results each time it is given to 

similar populations. Two, the test must be valid; that is, 

it must measure what it says it will measure (Borg, 1981; 

Charney, 1984; stiggins, 1982; White, 1986a). 

standardized tests can be reliable and valid but are 

often rejected by instructors who believe that these tests 

don't measure "good" writing but only some isolated elements 

that, taken together, could be considered vital to clear 

pross regardless of audience and purpose. This distortion 

of composing processes is troubling for composition 

instructors. Teaching composing processes is not limited to 

the sentence level as many of these multiple-choice tests 

are. still, objectively-scored tests are generally the most 

accurate means of placement (Charney, 1984; Conlan, 1986). 
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Results from indirect measurements are used widely by 

both institutions of higher education for admissions and 

placement and school districts to assess student progress 

(Fagan, Cooper, & Jensen, 1985). Because political and 

economic decisions are made based on results from these 

tests, they are generally favored by administrators and 

policy makers (Brown, 1986). Results of direct measurements 

yield qualitative information that can be used by 

instructors. According to Rexford Brown (1986), this 

difference contributes to a dichotomy in educational values: 

" ••• the values of education and values of policy" (p. 44). 

This dichotomy extends further to those who are interested 

in teaching writing and assessing performance--the 

instructors. Brown argues that those instructors trained in 

the humanities tend to believe that a writing sample is the 

best indicator of proficiency and that objective tests 

demean the importance of writing. On the other hand, those 

who are trained in the social sciences tend to think that 

objective data provide the most accurate information for 

assessing and placing students and that a single writing 

sample, scored holistically, gives inadequate and unreliable 

information. White (1985) claims the philosophical 

difference is embedded in public school tradition. He 

argues that, historically, a major goal of education was to 

socialize students, in other words, to teach students to 



conform by instilling rules and accepted cultural truths. 

On the other hand, White says that we must nurture 

individualization, or encourage independent responses to 

ideas. 

Ideals notwithstanding, assessing writing competence 

and placing students in appropriate writing classes depend 

on a procedure that corresponds with the goals of the 

institution. Generally, the method must be valid and 

reliable for the particular population and situation 

(Johnson, 1980) as well as economically feasible (Myers, 

1981; Veal & Hudson, 1983). 
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Choosing an appropriate instrument often means making a 

decision based on a philosophical bias. Instructors are 

faced with this breach of philosophical approaches while 

trying to balance the testing alternatives; that is, 

choosing qualitative measures that can help in real 

classroom situations, or choosing quantifiable measures that 

seek objectivity. Ideally, as the Godshalk study shows, an 

assessment procedure that takes the best elements from both 

backgrounds would give results that could benefit both 

teachers and administrators. It could provide enough 

information to place entering students into appropriate 

composition classes while giving instructors of those 

classes information about students' writing abilities that 

would aid instruction. 
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currently, however, the gap remains, presenting 

advantages and disadvantages about using either direct or 

indirect measurements. Asking merely for a writing sample 

without carefully considering how the product will relate to 

the purpose for giving the test, and the test's effect on 

curricula and students, is a waste of time, effort, and 

money (Conlan, 1986: Purnell, 1982: White, 1986). Topics 

must be selected that are appropriate for the groups being 

tested: prompts must be clear so that students understand 

what they are being asked to do and can do it in a 

reasonable amount of time (Ruth & Murphy, 1981). A student 

who normally writes well can fail if the prompt is 

misunderstood or misinterpreted. And, above all, the 

purpose for giving the test must reflect the objectives of 

the department or institution. 

statement of the Problem ana Rationale 

Although both philosophical approaches to testing 

(direct vs. indirect measures), provide a strong rationale 

for methodology, there is still no widespread agreement 

among administrators and instructors as to which method is 

better. Currently, many universities are using holistic 

assessment because the pedagogical arguments in its favor 

are so compelling. still, the inherent weaknesses in 

reliability and in scoring sessions using this method cause 
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many students to slip through the cracks and be misplaced in 

English classes (Gordon, 1987). 

Ideally, a placement instrument should be a combination 

of both direct and indirect measures to ensure reliable and 

valid data (Breland, 1977; Breland & Gaynor, 1979; 

Diederich, 1974; Godshalk et al., 1966; Johnson, 1980). 

Although many institutions such as the university of Arizona 

use the TSWE or ACT Verbal scores with a writing sample to 

place students in freshman English classes, there are others 

that do not possess the personnel or resources needed to 

implement this procedure. Moreover, a single objective 

assessment is subject to criticisms of validity. Selecting 

"correct" grammatical constructions among several choices 

does not provide a valid assessment of writing ability. On 

the other hand, judging one involuntary writing sample is 

not a fair assessment of ability, either. Both systems need 

to be refined. My intent is to attempt to bridge the gap 

between the two approaches to testing and placing students 

and to present a more efficient, student-based alternative 

to the placement process. The instrument that I have 

created is an attempt to improve on traditional objective 

tests by using characteristics of both direct and indirect 

assessments and may add insight into the rhetorical 

judgments students make about writing. 
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The study 

Although the alternative of using a writing sample to 

place students can emphasize the importance of writing 

instruction and has given it a prominent position across the 

disciplines, objectively scored tests have not outlived 

their usefulness in this area. However, more accurate and 

efficient alternatives should be considered. certainly, the 

issue of writing assessment and placement has not become 

static. In an effort to extend our understanding of 

alternatives to the process of placing students into 

freshman English courses, this study will be an attempt to 

mesh direct with indirect assessment, drawing on the 

advantages of each: From indirect, ease of administration, 

reliability, and scoring; from direct, more valid criteria. 

Further, in this study I will investigate student 

perceptions of writing to see if the students' own 

assessments are reliable predictors of their writing 

abilities, and consequently their own placement in English 

composition classes. 

Definition of Terms 

Most placement tests fall into two general categories 

of assessing writing skills: direct and indirect 

measurements (Breland & Gaynor, 1979; Carlson & Bridgeman, 

1986; Matalene, 1982; Stiggins, 1982; Veal & Hudson, 1983). 
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An indirect assessment of writing skills is usually 

known as an objective test. It measures performance on a 

nationally-normed, standardized criteria, usually in 

vocabulary, sentence completion, punctuation, grammar, 

usage, and other conventions of edited American English. 

This type of measurement includes multiple-choice and true

false patterns for scoring and is labeled indirect because 

it does not assess actual writing of the students, and 

therefore lacks face validity. 

Most direct assessments, on the other hand, ask 

students to submit a writing sample which is then scored 

holistically by two or three (or more) trained readers. The 

rationale behind holistic or impressionistic evaluation is 

that lithe whole of a piece of writing is greater than the 

sum of its partsll (Myers, 1980, p. 1). Direct assessment 

measures less tangible skills for which there are no 

concrete right or wrong answers. Included in oirect 

measurements are primary trait scoring, analytic holistic 

scoring, and analyses of syntactic complexity. The broad 

definitions that follow are provided for the purposes of 

this study and are not complete discussions of each method. 

primary trait scoring, developed by Richard Lloyd-Jones 

(1977) for the National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(NAEP) is a form of impressionistic scoring based on a 

three-part model according to the purpose of the discourse. 



25 

Briefly, persuasive writing, originating in classical 

rhetoric, is audience oriented: explanatory writing is 

subject oriented, and expressive writing has a personal 

orientation (Moffett, ~968). Primary trait scoring is more 

focused than holistic scoring in that the writing sample is 

of a particular rhetorical mode and is scored according to 

the demands of that audience and purpose. This method of 

scoring provides a more focused approach to the criteria 

than holistic or analytic holistic scoring. 

Analytic holistic scoring was developed by Deiderich 

(~961, 1974) for the Educational Testing Service (ETS) to 

rate papers in eight characteristics: ideas, organization, 

wording, flavor, usage, punctuation, spelling, and 

handwriting. separate scores are obtained for each subskill 

in an attempt to provide diagnostic information. 

Reliability is difficult to attain with this method because 

there is no agreement on which subskills exist in writing, 

and scoring tends to be complicated for readers (White, 

1985). 

In an analysis of syntactic complexity, an essay is 

scored according to the number of T-units (main or 

independent clauses), embeddings, conjoinings, and other 

units of discourse in the sample. Simply stated, this 

method is based on the assumption that good writing 



comprises complex sentences. (See Williams, 1979, for a 

more thorough discussion of complexity.) 
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For the purposes of this study the following terms are 

defined: 

Ability is the combination of verbal and reasoning 

skills that enable a student to form concepts, analyze and 

synthesize them, and to reach conclusions (Guilford, 1967). 

Ability, in other words, is exhibited by the behavior, or 

skill. The terms ability and skill will be used 

interchangeably. 

proficiency and competency refer to some level of 

demonstrated ability which reflects the goals and standards 

of the department and/or institution (White, 1986). 

Generally~ writing proficiency/competency is reflected in 

the following areas: 

1. motivation, willingness, and confidence in writing 

2. awareness of linguistic demands 

3. lexical and syntactic fluency 

4. understanding of discourse structure 

5. ability to generate, revise, and refine ideas 

about different topics 

6. knowledge of the different stages of writing 

(prewriting, composing, rewriting) and how to use 

them to respond to different task demands (Davis, 

Scriven, & Thomas, 1981, pp. 45-46. 
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The following chapters provide an overview of the issues 

inherent in writing assessment today and a description and 

analysis of this study and its relationship to those issues. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Background 
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The last quarter of the nineteenth century in America 

was a period of incredible industrial growth, national 

expansion, and social upheaval. The Industrial Revolution 

restyled our cities as well as our social and economic 

structure, while rapid expansion of scientific knowledge 

granted considerable influence to empirical research. These 

ripples of change inevitably permeated our educational 

system. Growing college enrollments and scientific 

advancement created a desire for efficiency in higher 

education to handle the increase in students and knowledge. 

Applebee (1974) attributes this concern with efficiency to 

lithe application of science to educational problems • 

[identifying] 'scientific' with 'efficient' (p. 80). A 

result of the move toward efficiency was departmentalization 

of the disciplines and relinquishing the eighteenth century 

model of education that dominated pedagogy at that time 

(Applebee, 1984; Chase, 1984; Gere, 1985; Lunsford, 1986). 

The eighteenth century model included the practice of oral 

disputation which became too time-consuming to employ in the 



mushrooming classes while the value of scientific 

objectivity increased, heavily influencing curricula. 
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Evaluation emphasis soon shifted from oral to written 

examinations; in part, to save time and to standardize 

procedures; in part, because written exams were perceived to 

be more objective, and therefore, more fair (Lunsford, 

1986). Standardization soon spread to admissions in order 

to manage the increasing enrollments. In 1873-74, Harvard 

instituted a written entrance exam. This decision 

subsequently compelled high schools to emphasize the 

mechanical aspects of writing so that the University could 

concentrate on more esoteric instruction (Chase, 1984; Gere, 

1985). 

However, because many students either failed the 

entrance exam or passed with low scores, Harvard 

systematically eliminated failing students and instituted a 

required freshman composition course. This action resulted 

in a domino effect in which other universities began to 

implement their own entrance exams and required freshman 

composition courses (Gere, 1985). Since money now had to be 

set aside for these programs, the programs had to be 

accountable to justify continuous funding. 

In 1891, Harvard's Board of Overseers appointed a 

committee to investigate English A, the required freshman 

composition course. The committee looked at writing samples 
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from the course and from the written entrance exams, and 

surveyed instructors and students. The types of questions 

asked centered around both the mechanical details and 

correctness of writing as well as the cost-effectiveness of 

a writing program. As Gere (1985) points out, the 'report 

not only placed composition studies in the empirical 

tradition but also shaped the direction of composition 

research for future decades because of the kinds of 

questions it asked and answered" (p. 112). 

Prior to the committee's investigation, there had been 

a lack of systematic inquiry into the English language. 

Early research priorities, then, emerged not from theory or 

methodology, but from administrative concerns. Most early 

studies attended to evaluation methods; specifically, 

developing evaluation scales for composition. 

Assessing student preparation via an entrance exam 

eventually led to increased standardization among virtually 

all colleges and universities by the turn of the century. 

out of this drive toward uniformity and stabilizing 

requirements for college admission, the College Entrance 

Examination Board (College Board) was formed in 1901 to 

provide standardized admissions tests. Originally, those 

tests were lengthy essays (Owen, 1985). During World War I, 

intelligence testing came into vogue, and with it, the 

multiple-choice format in testing (Gould, 1981). The 
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advancement of science, the trend toward departmentalization 

in universities, and especially, increased enrollments after 

World War II, extended this movement toward efficiency and 

precision in testing students, or what Charles Cooper (1981) 

and other refer to as the cult of efficiency. 

The College Board created the Educational Testing 

Service (ETS) in 1947 to accommodate the new demand for 

multiple-choice tests that could be scored objectively. 

Because of their efficiency, low cost, and ease of 

administration to large numbers of students, multiple-choice 

tests rapidly became a part of American educational life 

(Lederman, 1986; Owen, 1985). For the past 40 years, large

scale indirect (or multiple-choice) writing assessments such 

as the ACT and SAT have provided institutions with 

information concerning student achievement and potential in 

the first year of post-secondary education and are still 

widely used for admission. 

In a deliberate effort to become more analytical and 

less subjective about an area in which subjectivity is 

inherent, some composition researchers adopted the social 

scientist's perspective and developed objectively-scored or 

indirect measures (Brannon, 1985). Generally, through 

systematic inquiry, the researchers look objectively at the 

parts which make the whole. Their goal is to categorize the 

characteristics in order to clarify relationships among the 
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individual characteristics to arrive at an objective truth. 

An example of this model is a multiple-choice or 

objectively-scored test like the ACT, SAT, or TSWE. 

Because the SAT, ACT, and TSWE ask students to identify 

constructions of components that are believed to measure 

reading as well as writing ability, these tests are 

considered by many as reading tests. Indeed, the inherent 

nature of standardized tests is open to ambiguity. Early 

reading comprehension tests were actually devised to assess 

intelligence (Johnston, 1984). One of the early reading 

researchers, Edward Thorndike, examined the relationship 

between reading and intelligence and concluded that "reading 

is reasoning" (Johnston, 1984). Likewise, writing is 

reasoning, and the processes overlap (Kucer, 1985). Oller 

(1983) claims that measuring reading proficiency and writing 

proficiency become paradoxical when we consider that 

multiple-choice items are sometimes interpreted as measuring 

verbal reasoning ability and other items as measuring 

English language reading proficiency. 

Lately, there has been increasing evidence that reading 

and writing have parallel relationships. Although sparse 

and somewhat contradictory (Belanger & Martin, 1984; 

Shanahan, 1984), recent research in reading/writing 

connections, particularly in the area of schema theory 

(Spivey, 1987) reveals that parallel cognitive mechanisms 
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may be at work during both activities. Spivey says that 

reading and writing are interconnected because they are both 

active in constructing the same process of meaning-making. 

Kucer (1985) claims that reading and writing defer to the 

demands of cognitive efficiency, becoming "one instance of 

the world production, drawing from a common pool of 

cognitive and linguistic operations" (p. 319). This theory 

is supported by other studies that examine the links between 

reading and writing behaviors. For example, Bereiter and 

Scardamalia (1984) concluded that schematic patterns 

associated with genres are internalized through reading and 

externalized through writing. Shanahan (1984) found that, 

as students become more proficient as readers, the 

importance of discrete variables such as spelling and 

diction give way to larger units of text in the 

reading/writing relationship. 

Many writing instructors, however, maintain that the 

only way to measure writing ability is to require students 

to write. This perspective is developed in the use of 

qualitative measures. Qualitative measures are also called 

direct measures. An example of a qualitative model is 

holistic scoring of a writing sample. As its name suggests, 

with this method trained readers of compositions give a 

score based on a general impression of the writing product. 

The whole essay, according to this perspective, is greater 
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than the sum of its parts. criteria for assessment are 

established by the reader or readers and essays are ranked 

in relation to each other. Three distinct methods of 

scoring writing samples derive from qualitative measurement: 

Holistic or general impression, primary Trait, and Analytic. 

Collectively, they are known as direct measures. 

Direct Measures 

The genesis of holistic scoring began with the classic 

study by Godshalk, swineford, and Coffman (1966). In an 

effort to improve the reliability and validity of The 

College Board's English Composition Test, the researchers 

revised the instrument to include objective items, an 

interlinear (editing) exercise, and a 20-minute essay. 

Prior to the 1966 study, the essay portion had been scored 

analytically by individual readers, an unreliable procedure 

that necessitated an investigation of alternative approaches 

to evaluating writing samples. 

The readers were asked to read the essays rapidly and 

make a global, or holistic judgment for each paper. There 

were only three ratings: A superior paper received a d, 

average, £, and inferior,~. Readers were trained in an 

anchor session, in which sample essays were distributed, 

discussed, then scored. Scores were tabulated and 

announced, but readers whose standards were divergent from 

the group were not identified because, in an attempt to 



promote homogeneity, "the fact would be known to him and 

would be assumed to have a corrective effect" (p. 10). 
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Each essay was read and scored by five different 

readers: ratings varied from topic to topic. The 

researchers reported that the reliability achieved by having 

five readers score five essays on five different essays 

written by one student (.73 to .91) can be duplicated on a 

20-minute essay scored by two readers, if the score is 

combined with a score received on a multiple-choice test of 

verbal ability. 

In Measuring Growth in English, Paul Diederich (1974) 

also investigated the problem of reliability. To examine 

factors in writing ability, he distributed 300 student 

essays to 53 professionals (teachers, writers, lawyers, 

business executives). Without offering any criteria for 

scoring, he asked the readers to grade the essays on a 1 to 

9 scale. He received all possible scores for all the 

essays: that is, each essay at a given time received scores 

from 1 to 9. Diederich then grouped the essays according to 

the readers' perceptions of essay quality. Five factors 

were isolated: Ideas, Form, Mechanics, Wording, and Flavor. 

A rating instrument consisting of these categories was 

developed and, on the insistence of teachers, a category for 

handwriting was added (Diederich, French, & Carlton, 1961). 

The measure evolved into the Diederich Analytic Scale. 
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Although analytic scoring seems to provide less 

subjectivity than holistic scoring, these measures are 

criticized by other researchers. Cooper and Odell (1977) 

challenge Diederich's assumption that the scale is 

'applicable to all types of writing tasks, suggesting for 

example, that organization may be more important in one type 

of rhetorical text than in another. 

Additionally, White (1985) claims there is no evidence 

that proves that writing quality is comprised of a set of 

subskills and, since analytic theory assumes this 

proposition, the theory is parallel to multiple-choice 

tests. Further, according to White, analytic scoring is 

complicated and time-consuming. 

primary-trait scoring, on the other hand, overcomes 

some of the limitations of holistic and analytic scoring 

(Lloyd-Jones, 1977). In this method, separate criteria are 

developed for each writing task and are designed to assess a 

writer's ability to produce a text for a particular audience 

and purpose. The main difference between primary-trait 

scoring and analytic scoring is that primary-trait measures 

are criterion-referenced rather than norm-referenced. 

criterion-referenced tests relate directly to material 

acquired in course instruction and are ranked in relation to 

each other, while norm-referenced tests assume a normal 
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distribution of the skills they measure and are designed to 

produce a bell curve. 

Holistic scoring, on the other hand, is designed to 

blend both criterion and norm referencing. There is an 

established criterion for scoring which is determined by the 

group of readers, while the papers are ranked against each 

other according to the sample discussion papers which 

represent the norm. 

Generally, in a holistic scoring session, two readers 

rate an essay on a 1 to 4 or 1 to 6 point scale. If a paper 

receives 2 divergent scores, the essay is read and rated by 

a third reader. Raters are trained in an anchor session. 

Sample essays representing the range of quality of the 

essays that the raters will read are distributed by a 

session leader. Readers rate, then discuss the sample 

essays, establishing the general criteria for evaluation. A 

high level of agreement among readers can be achieved, and 

maintained, with careful monitoring and periodic retraining 

sessions (White, 1985). 

Monographs (Diederich, 1975; Myers, 1980), articles 

(Cooper, 1977; Cooper & Odell, 1980; White, 1984, 1986), and 

books (Cooper & Odell, 1977; White, 1985, 1988) that offer 

descriptions of and instructions in holistic scoring 

sessions abound. However, Edward M. White's Teaching and 

Assessing Writing (1986) is probably the most comprehensive 



38 

text on holistic evaluation. He presents recent research in 

the theory and practice of assessing writing, and provides 

guidance in developing, administering, and holistically 

scoring writing samples. These three critical areas have 

been sources of controversy in establishing test 

reliability, discussed later in this chapter. 

Issues 

The College Board eliminated standardized essay testing 

in 1942, resulting in multiple-choice testing to be the 

dominant, if not the only, method of placing students in 

composition classes and measuring writing proficiency for at 

least 40 years. Since then, educators have argued that a 

multiple-choice test simply could not assess student writing 

ability as accurately as a writing sample. Troyka (1982) 

notes that throughout the 70's, the Conference on college 

Composition and Communication condemned multiple-choice 

measures of writing as narrowly focused distortions of 

writing competence and supported exploring alternatives to 

indirect measures of testing writing. Thus, the emphasis on 

refining direct measures. 

Several critical issues concerning the use of multiple

choice tests versus direct tests to measure writing 

proficiency have arisen over the years. Although these 

issues are interrelated, they are also individually 

significant and have been the basis for discussion and 
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controversy. Most issues stem from two basic philosophical 

perspectives on testing: the social scientist's reliance on 

quantitative models, and the humanists' preference for 

qualitative models of evaluation (Brown, 1986: Lauer & 

Asher, 1988). 

A conflict of values exists between the two approaches. 

On one hand are researchers who search for an objective 

truth using the methods derived from the hard sciences. On 

the other are those who believe that truth is found in 

multiple points of view which cannot always be measured 

empirically (Brown, 1986). Issues in testing emerge where 

these two competing notions clash. 

with support from the Fund for the Improvement of 

Postsecondary Education and the city University of New York, 

the National Testing Network in Writing (NTNW) was 

established in 1981 to provide a forum for issues in writing 

assessment. The NTNW disseminates information about testing 

and enables teachers, program administrators and researchers 

to exchange idea, resources and data. It has provided 

support for classroom teachers to become involved in the 

decisions that affect how and what we teach, and encourages 

us to produce "tests that reflect the learning model and 

values that we profess" (Lunsford, 1986, p. 8). The topics 

that are explored in this chapter are taken from a 

publication make possible by the NTNW, writing Assessment; 
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Issues and strategies (1986), edited by Karen Greenberg, 

Harvey Wiener and Richard Donovan. This book presents both 

a review of the representative issues and strategies 

involved in writing assessment, and provides the most 

current directions in this arena. What follows is a list, 

than a discussion of the germane issues in writing 

assessment: 

1. Testing exists in a political context. Those who 

devise tests and those who determine where and how tests 

will be used are usually not the classroom instructors. 

Nielsen and Polishook (1990) warn that there is a danger if 

lithe evaluative process is controlled by politicians, 

bureaucrats and administrators, rather than the 

[instructors]1I (p. A14). 

2. Indirect tests do not reflect writing curricula and 

classroom objectives. Direct assessments can reflect 

curricula but scoring them is expensive and time-consuming. 

3. Indirect tests give students a distorted notion of 

what good writing is. Direct ~sses~ments symbolize the 

importance of good writing, but only a hastily-written 

product is evaluated, which creates the perception that "a 

writing sample is not real writingll (Lloyd-Jones, 1982, 

p. 3). 



4. Indirect tests give reliable information across 

institutions and students, but they are not valid. Direct 

assessments have validity but are not reliable. 

Given the topical nature of testing, alternatives to 

standard approaches require examination. Such testing can 

virtually undermine classroom education and further negate 

the current precarious status of the teacher. Several 

researchers, most notably Karen Greenberg (1982, 1988) and 

Ed White (1985, 1989) assert that empowerment of teachers 

could be strengthened through their involvement in testing 

issues. White claims that: 

the best teachers of writing will continue to 

influence those who construct and score writing 

tests and demand that those tests support their 

teaching. And as more and more teachers 

understand the issues in assessment and the best 

assessment practice, the teaching of writing, in 

all disciplines and al all levels, is bound to 

improve (p. 250). 

currently, the majority of tests used to determine 

competencies are designed by testing specialists and 

administrators rather than by classroom teachers. 

consequently, many teachers may feel that they don't know 

enough about statistics and assessment models to design 

tests that reflect the curricula at their institutions 

41 
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(Greenberg, 1982, 1988; Lauer & Asher, 1988; White, 1985). 

White (1985) gives us a succinct description when he writes, 

"testing is power and power is a root political issue" (p. 

238), and classroom teachers are not in the positions of 

power. The NTNW also encourages instructors to become 

involved in the issues that affect them and to participate 

in a continual dialogue with test specialists to improve 

assessment instruments, particularly those designed to test 

writing skills. 

Many institutions now require students to submit a 

writing sample, which is scored by a holistic scoring 

method. Students are placed in writing courses on the basis 

of a holistic score or their ACT, TSWE or some other 

indirect test score, or both. utilization of either method 

is controversial, involving issues of curricula, models of 

"good" writing, and reliability and validity of the measure. 

Validity 

Test reliability is an important issue in favor of 

indirect assessments. However, these tests are routinely 

rejected as measures of writing ability because they lack 

face validity (Matalene, 1982; Odell, 1981); that is, 

examinees are not asked to write anything. 

Issues concerning validity in writing tests are 

paramount concerns. Godshalk, swineford, and Coffman's 

germinal 1966 study showed that multiple-choice tests are 
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reliable and adequate measures of writing ability. But, in 

order to answer charges that such multiple-choice tests are 

not valid, the researchers' recommendation was to use a 

combination of direct and indirect tests, although the 

addition of an essay did not make a substantial difference 

in validity. Today, tests like the College Entrance 

Examination Board's English composition Test (CEEB-ECT) and 

the Test of Standard written English (TSWE) are commonly 

used in colleges and universities either alone or in 

conjunction with a writing sample, to place students in 

freshman composition classes (Breland, Camp, Jones, Morris, 

& Rock, 1987; Warshauer-Freedman, 1981). 

Of course, direct assessments have face validity 

because students are required to produce some kind of 

writing sample. However, as Conlan (1986) points out, "Face 

validity ••• deals only with how things look, not what they 

are; it cannot substitute for the other types of validity" 

(p. 111). That is, face validity is only one of four kinds 

of validity that a test may have and that provides useful 

and crucial information for instructors, administrators, and 

others who must test and place students. It is, however, 

from a psychometric perspective, the weakest (Gordon, 1987). 

Predictive validity refers to a correlation between 

test scores and success in a subsequent task, such as the 

SAT with the first year of college, or an English placement 
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exam with a writing course. If a test has concurrent 

validity it predicts how well students will do on other 

tests that measure the same skills. Finally, construct 

validity, measures what the test claims it will measure; for 

example, a test of writing competence will measure the 

skills students need to write competently (Conlan, 1986). 

However, these kinds of validity tend to carry less 

importance than face validity in most English departments. 

Breland, Camp, Jones, Morris and Rock (1987) confirm in 

their study that the importance placed on face validity is a 

reflection of a political reality and not purely 

psychometric data. For composition instructors, the 

symbolic weight of a writing sample has no match. 

A related concern among composition teachers is that 

commercially prepared, standardized tests of writing skills 

not only lack validity (Odell, 1981), but also distort 

students' views of how composing processes work (Matalene, 

1982). These tests do not directly measure other elements 

of composition like unity, organization, and content 

(Breland & Gaynor, 1979). 

Although indirect tests are reputed to correlate highly 

with other measures of writing competence, they usually 

assess only aspects of grammar, usage, vocabulary, and other 

related features of writing. students do not submit a 

writing sample but are asked, in a multiple-choice format, 
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to choose the "correct" sentence or word construction. The 

feeling many teachers have is that students will view 

composing as no more than an editing game of finding the 

"correct" construction. In addition, indirect tests may be 

regarded by students as representative of curriculum. This 

inaccurate assumption presents a notion of literacy as 

extracting discrete items of information and producing 

mechanically correct and formal prose (Witte, Trachsel & 

Walters, 1986). 

Other criticisms of indirect assessments are that they 

encourage instruction that teaches the test instead of 

teaching process, and the standards evident in the tests may 

not be representative of the institution's goals (Matalene, 

1982; stiggins, 1982). But, even when teaching to the test 

reflects departmental or institutional goals, the test may 

still carry an inaccurate picture of curricula. 

Faigley and Witte (1984) examined four college writing 

programs in an effort to discover what effect tests for 

assessing and placing students have on the individual 

composition programs. The institutions involved used a 

writing sample, scored holistically, to evaluate stUdent 

progress. The researchers concluded that relying on written 

products for assessing stUdent performance implies 

inaccurate assumptions about writing instruction, about the 

development of writing ability, and about ways of measuring 
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against relying on indirect tests. 
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Nevertheless, evaluating writing samples is the current 

system most closely reflecting contemporary composition 

instruction. One of the strongest critics of multiple

choice tests of writing ability is Ed White (1985, 1986) who 

argues that "professionally developed multiple-choice tests 

[of writing skill] tend to be at 'best uneven" (1986, p. 65). 

One of his concerns is that he feels multiple-choice tests 

reflect an ethnic bias. Although he admits that "every test 

is ••• biased against those who do not know what is called 

for" (po 71), he warns that "those seeking more fair 

treatment for minorities in testing would do well to argue 

for expanded use of essay testing" (1985, p. 83). The 

assumption is that, since essay tests are created and scored 

by humans, these tests would be more fair to minorities. 

This assumption is balanced by Cooper's (1984) finding that 

objective tests overpredict for minorities. 

White favors holistically-scored essay samples not only 

because of their perceived fairness to students, but also on 

the strength of their face validity. Breland (1977) 

counters this adherence to face validity by insisting that, 

although multiple-choice tests appear to be naive and 

therefore give the impression that they can't measure 

anything as complex as writing ability, these tests do, in 
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fact, measure some of the same skills as an essay test. In 

addition, test results from indirect measures are reliable; 

that is, if the test were replicated, scores would be 

consistent regardless of time between tests. 

Reliability 

Although indirect measures are attacked because they 

lack face validity, they are reliable; that is, if the tests 

were replicated among varying populations and at different 

times, scores would be consistent regardless of time between 

tests. In an effort to determine both the most effective 

measures for assessing the kinds of writing skills needed 

for today's college freshmen, and to see what changes have 

occurred in writing instruction over the past 20 years, 

Breland, Jones, Camp, Morris and Rock (1987) replicated the 

1966 Godshalk study. 

Breland used 267 college freshmen from six different 

institutions and obtained six writing samples from each. 

Two impromptu narrative essays were written early in the 

semester. Two expository essays, the topics of which were 

announced in advance but the essays written in class, were 

written shortly after the narratives. Finally, two 

persuasive essays were written near the end of the semester 

using a process approach which included teacher or peer 

review. Nine readers in teams of three read each essay 

within a mode. For example, the two narrative essays were 
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each read by a team of three; the two expository essays by 

another team of three and so on. The results of these 

scores were correlated with TSWE and SAT-Verbal scores. The 

results demonstrated that direct exams were less reliable 

than indirect. Only with multiple essays or a combination 

of essay and multiple-choice measures can reliability 

increase. 

Although the Breland study comes 20 years after the 

Godshalk study, their correlations are largely similar. 

Godshalk et ale used a five-essay criterion to achieve a 

reliability rating of .84. Breland et ale used six essays 

for a reliability estimate of .88. A single essay read once 

in the earlier study rated .26 reliability, while the 

Breland study showed an estimate of .42 for that situation. 

The most common procedure is to read a single essay twice. 

The 1966 results for that procedure were .38; .53 in the 

Breland study. Breland attributes differences between the 

studies to three factors: The Godshalk study used a three

point scale while the Breland study used a six point scale; 

different essay types were used in the studies and different 

time allowances were observed. 

Breland's group note that relationships between essays 

and multiple-choice tests were similar in the two studies: 

In three samples Godshalk et ale observed 

correlations from .64 to .71 between usage and 



sentence correction tests (multiple-choice) and 

their five-essay criterion. In four samples our 

observed correlations between a similar usage and 

sentence correction test (TSWE) and our six-essay 

criterion ranged from .63 to .72. Thus, while the 

emphases in writing instruction have changed over 

the past 20 years, the relation between essay 

performance and the knowledge tested by usage and 

sentence correction items appears not to have 

changed much (p. 60). 
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Both studies show that, in order to get a reliable measure 

of writing ability with an essay, at least two readers are 

required to read three to five samples from a single 

examinee. In fact, Breland claims that adding readers 

"inflates" reliability scores (Breland et al., 1987, p. 24). 

Both studies also indicate that, in most cases, an 

indirect measure alone is the most efficient way to place 

students in a course and predict the success of students in 

the course. Using a direct measure in addition to an 

indirect does not appreciably increase the validity of the 

test enough to justify the cost involved (discussed later in 

the chapter). Breland concluded that " ••• a single brief 

writing sample even with more than one independent 

evaluation of the sample -- is probably less useful as an 

indicator of writing skill than is a brief multiple-choice 
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assessment" (p. 12). According to these researchers, 

quantitative tests can, therefore, not only complement essay 

tests, but they can also compensate for weaknesses within 

those tests as well. 

Other researchers have investigated the qualities of 

direct and indirect measures of writing skill in an attempt 

to provide a detailed analysis of the advantages and 

disadvantages of each. Issues of reliability and validity 

are prevalent throughout all the studies. 

For example, stiggins (1982) evaluated the results of 

six studies that correlated objective language usage test 

scores with those based on writing samples. He found that 

one of the advantages of direct assessment is that much 

information is provided about the examinee's writing 

proficiency. Additionally, there is high face validity and 

low development costs with this method. The disadvantages 

include high scoring costs and a potential lack of similar 

skills addressed in individual essays. 

The advantages of indirect assessment include high 

reliability: that is, the test can be given again with 

similar results. The cost of scoring the tests is low, and 

a high degree of control is maintained over the types of 

skills tested. 

On the other hand, there is no actual writing task. 

The emphasis is on examinees' reading proficiency rather 



than writing proficiency, and, because students are not 

asked to write, face validity is non-existent. 
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Generally, stiggins' conclusions parallel White's 

(1985, 1988) which indicate that rank ordering and placement 

of students, guidance, and some diagnosis of strengths and 

weaknesses are adequately determined by indirect 

assessments. He also suggests that direct measures are more 

useful in assessing small group concerns such as diagnosing 

weaknesses and selection for particular programs or 

scholarships. On the other hand, indirect measures are 

practical on a large scale where low cost procedures are 

necessary. 

The greatest impediment to reliability occurs in the 

scoring sessions. Regardless of how well-structured a 

meeting may be, it is still vulnerable to circumstance 

beyond the control of the trainer or readers. Such 

variables include: 

1. Environmental control. Scoring sessions are 

usually plagued by distractions and interruptions. White 

(1986a) recommends that test administrators be aware of 

potential problems and exercise careful planning and tight 

control during the session. 

2. Subjective scoring. It is always possible that 

raters can subjectively bias scores, directly affecting 

reliability. Long scoring sessions or uninterested readers 
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simply wanting to " ••• pick up some extra money for their 

pains ••• " (Covino, 1984, p. 50), adversely affects 

evaluation. Additionally, reader judgments can be 

influenced by opinions vocalized by other session graders or 

readers. Freedman (1981) reports that individuals who train 

readers can inadvertently influence graders. She claims 

that "subtle and not so subtle remarks can push readers to 

score higher or lower" (Freedman, 1981, p. 253). In other 

studies (1979, 1984), Freedman found that raters tended to 

be in agreement when evaluating student writing, but 

reliability dropped considerably when they rated samples 

written by professional writers. 

Appearance of the essay is another factor affecting 

reader subjectivity and, ultimately, reliability. McColly 

(1970) reports several studies which indicate that poor 

handwriting negatively affects essay scores. When Diederich 

(1974, 1961) eventually added this factor to his list, he 

named it Remondino's factor after an Italian psychologist 

who analyzed writing ability among 11-year olds using a 

similar method. 

3. Fatigue. Barritt, stock, and Clark (1986), 

researchers at the University of Michigan, report that 

faculty on the English Composition Board complain that 

scoring essays holistically is " ••• repetitious and boring 
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.•• " and that it is "difficult to evaluate student writing 

consistently ••• " (p. 316). 

4. Essay order. The order in which graders read the 

essays affects scoring reliability also. After reading a 

series of poor quality essays, mediocre essays tend to 

receive higher ratings than they would normally achieve, 

just by contrast (Hughes, Keeling, & Tuck, 1980). In 

addi tion, ideals of compe'tency are relative to the set of 

essays collected (Mullis, 1984). We cannot assume that the 

better essays are good or the poorer essays are bad because 

the criteria are pertinent only to that particular 

population of students and only at that particular time. 

5. situational weaknesses. Although Odell (1981) 

supports direct assessments of writing ability, he admits 

that the conditions under which students are asked to 

provide a writing sample are "pointless and arbitrary [and] 

• rarely apply to other writing tasks students do" 

(p. 109). 

cost 

Financial considerations often determine the type of 

test offered. For example, developing a test can be 

expensive, depending on whether a new test must be created 

or an existing test is used. For a previously developed 

direct measure, staff time required to plan, review, 

evaluate and select the materials is the largest factor, 
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followed by the cost of producing the materials. Similarly, 

for a previously developed indirect measure, staff time in 

planning, reviewing, evaluating, and selecting the test must 

be considered. 

If an essay test must be developed, much staff time is 

required to plan and develop topics, develop the scoring 

guide, field test and score the procedure, and produce the 

test materials. To develop an indirect test, time is 

required to plan the assessment, write the items, pre-test 

and analyze the field test, produce and assemble the test. 

White (1985; 1986) considers test development a major hidden 

cost and argues that, even though essay test development 

requires much planning, pre-testing, and revision, in the 

long run it is not only cheaper but quicker as well. 

Test administration costs usually remain constant 

regardless of the measure used (Stiggins, 1982). Factors to 

consider in test administration are planning, selecting and 

training administrators, coordinating materials, 

administering and collecting the test. 

Scoring costs tend to be the most significant economic 

issue, because it includes time spent planning, recruiting, 

training scorers, reading and rating samples, and processing 

results. Which method is less costly to score is debatable. 

No reports of essay development and holistic scoring costs 

in the present research have been uncovered. Even at the 
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University of Arizona the issue appears to be politically 

charged and an accurate account of how much it costs to 

develop, administer, train readers, and score essay exams is 

not readily obtainable. 

Marilyn Maiz, who is in charge of test administration 

with the City University of New York system, reports that an 

estimate of what it costs the CUNY system to pay readers 

averages approximately $25 an hour. A representative from 

ETS estimates that, to score the English Composition Test 

(ECT), ETS charges examinees approximately $28 per student. 

The fee for readings is difficult to report apart from 

various indirect costs like room rental, lights, reader 

expenses, etc., but the figure still provides some evidence 

of the expense involved in using an essay exam. There are 

hidden costs that may be impossible to calculate: for 

example, benefits and/or refreshments for readers, travel, 

time spent training, reproduction and materials costs. 

These costs vary also from one environment to another. 

In schools with graduate programs, graduate students 

may be paid as much as ten dollars an hour to read and score 

essays or, in some cases, graduate teaching assistants may 

be required to participate in the sessions as part of their 

contractual obligations. These sessions may also double as 

training workshops for inexperienced graduate teaching 

assistants. In schools without graduate programs, regular 



faculty may be recruited to develop and score essay exams, 

if essays are used at all. Again, compensation will vary 

according to the institution and its budget. 
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Yet another significant factor to consider concerns the 

matter of time and labor. DeShields, Hsieh, and Frost 

(1984) claim that using essays is "time-consuming and 

therefore expensive to administer and to score" (p. 103). 

Other researchers (Breland et al., 1987: Godshalk et al., 

1966: Wiener, 1986) readily agree that indirect tests are 

less costly to score than direct. 

White (1985: 1986), on the other hand, feels that if 

development of the two approaches is weighed against 

scoring, the competing costs offset each other. He adds 

that other benefits are incurred through well-structured 

holistic scoring sessions for essay tests. Reading sessions 

double as in-service training for teachers, while the test 

itself serves as instruction for students. 

Although several prominent researchers in the 

measurement arena like Diederich (1974) and Cooper and Odell 

(1977) recommend a combination of direct and indirect 

methods as a way to increase validity in writing assessment, 

Godshalk et ale (1966) doubt that the increase in validity 

garnered by using an essay with multiple-choice items can 

justify the cost. Breland et ale (1987) confirm this with 

an analysis of incremental validity and marginal costs for 
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the essay scores used in their study. They found that when 

the ECT narrative essay was read twice, the reading cost was 

76 cents per examinee (based on reader cost rate of 

$25/hour) with an increment of only three units of validity 

(p. 55). This, of course, may no longer be an issue in some 

institutions which utilize grading sessions as staff 

development workshops. In these cases, assessment costs are 

subsumed under staff development. 

From these investigations it would seem that, for 

large-scale assessment, the overall advantages and cost

effectiveness of using indirect measures would make these 

tests popular among colleges and universities. But, 

according to Rosentene Purnell (1982), chief investigator 

for the CCCC Task Force on Testing, the opposite is true. 

Results from a survey on testing among ten percent of the 

active membership of CCC revealed that 80% of the 

respondents considered a writing sample "to be an integral 

and indispensable part of a test of writing proficiency" (p. 

408). 

The popularity of using a writing sample could be 

attributed to recent changes that have occurred in 

education. With increased alternative means for students to 

get an education, the sheer number and profile of students 

has changed. The perceived literacy crisis has generated 

concern about curriculum (Bizzell, 1988: Faigley et al., 



1985; Hirsch, 1987). At the same time, institutional 

budgets are tight, and programs must answer to demands for 

accountability. It is prudent, therefore, for composition 

programs to use a testing system that reflects areas of 

instruction, regardless of its weaknesses. 

Rexford Brown, (1986), a past test developer for the 

National Assessment of Education Progress, puts the 

situation into perspective: 

Efforts to make a test most reliable and most 

valid in the psychometric senses move it 

increasingly away from the concrete milieu of 

teaching and learning that must finally give the 

test meaning. Efforts to make the test most 

compatible with real learning situations move it 

increasingly away from the psychometric canons 

that must finally give the test its scientific and 

legal legitimation (pp. 50-51). 
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It is clear that attempts to combine classroom instruction 

with psychometric legitimacy in writing tests are evident in 

holistic scoring theory, and, as Purnell tells us, 89% of 

the respondents who use an essay to test writing proficiency 

score the essays holistically. 

Topic and Mode 

Topic selection and prompt design are still problematic 

areas (Charney, 1984; Hoetker, 1982; Ruth & Murphy, 1984, 
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1988), and even White admits that "an interesting writing 

topic that works well is a rare find" (1986, p. 112). 

Quellmalz, capell, and Chou (1982) report that different 

types of writing inspire differences in performance. 

Therefore, the level of a student's writing competence is 

determined by a particular discourse mode (Breland et aI, 

1987). Ruth and Murphy (1988) add another consideration. 

The interpretations of a given text exist on three levels or 

"moments of vision" (p. 290). The first "moment" is in the 

view of the test maker; the second, when it is read by the 

examinee: the third, when it is read by the rater or 

evaluator. The goal in designing topics, therefore, is to 

make all three congruent in order to increase the stability 

of the measure. But, as Hoetker (1982) points out, although 

we know that the wording of topics has some control over the 

performance of the examinee, we know very little about how 

the students read and interpret the topics. We know that 

the rhetorical type is influential as well, but we don't 

know how mode interacts with the variables involved in 

interpreting a topic or even having some knowledge about the 

topic. 

Lloyd-Jones (1977) claims that writing samples that 

differ in their purpose should not be rated equally. 

Argumentation and exposition, for example, are more 

difficult modes than narration and would require at least 
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separate rating criteria for a fair evaluation. DeShields 

et al. (1984) add that writing samples which differ in their 

own purposes are often confounded with the educational 

reasons for measuring writing skills. They recommend asking 

for an expository sample because they feel the rhetorical 

skills reflected in exposition reflect "the general 

principles involved in good writing" (p. 111)D 

Additionally, Quellmalz (in Marsh, 1984) points out 

that readers of writing samples will consistently rate 

narrative essays lower than expository ones. Ruth and 

Murphy (1984) argue that examiners and examinees may not 

share the same frame of reference for interpreting a 

question. They acknowledge reader-response theory in 

claiming that readers construct their own meaning from a 

question or prompt based on their social, cultural, and 

linguistic background. Frequently, in answering a question, 

students may be attempting a rhetorical mode that they have 

not yet mastered. But if the topics reflect real world 

situations and the examinee is familiar with the issues, 

content will be more meaningful (Stiggins, 1982). Hilgers 

(1982) proposes that stUdents who are comfortable with the 

content matter might attend more carefully to organization, 

mechanics, grammar, and style. Consequently, he claims this 

attention will be reflected in the evaluations of the 

quality of the sample. 
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Furthermore, a student who is generally a "good" writer 

can have a false start with the essay and consequently 

submit a weak, ineffective writing sample. Raymond (1982) 

reports that "the performance of skilled writers varies 

considerably from one day to the next and from one writing 

task to another" (p. 401). Blok (1985) cites fatigue, the 

amount of writing time available, and mental state of the 

writer as some possible reasons for writer variability. 

The research literature shows that there is no best 

method for assessing writing skill, that both direct and 

indirect models are useful, and that some combination of the 

two is probably more reliable than any single technique. 

Which system is more equitable to students is debatable. 

The validity of direct methods of evaluation has been 

established, but the reliability of results using a written 

product continues to be deficient. Most long-time 

researchers in the measurement arena like Diederich and 

Cooper recommend a combination of direct and indirect 

methods as a way to increase accuracy in writing assessment. 

Clearly, any combination of direct and indirect methods will 

take both time and money. Should those resources go into 

testing or would the money be better spent allocated to 

instruction? 

Writing instruction and evaluation are inextricably 

related. Unfortunately, for most instructors, writing 
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evaluation is limited to marking classroom essays (White, 

1985). Although most educators will agree with White's 

claim that "better understanding of how to test writing at 

any level will improve classroom teaching at all levels" 

(1985, p. 4), testing and placing students in composition 

courses is still entrusted mainly to administrators and test 

specialists. 

Given the inherent weaknesses in traditional testing 

methods of writing ability, it is imperative to engage in a 

continuous attempt to improve direct and indirect tests. 

Fortunately, the gap between writing teachers and test 

specialists is beginning to shrink as more instructors are 

becoming involved in the testing and placing policies of 

their institutions. It is encouraging to see that those 

most closely involved in curricula and instruction are 

beginning to explore alternatives in this area. 

Several representative studies (Bielecki, 1987; Chase, 

1984; Hackman & Johnson, 1981; Matalene, 1982; Myer, 1982) 

reflect this involvement. These studies are unique in their 

underlying assumptions. One is that writing instructors are 

confident in their knowledge of or willingness to learn 

about the concepts of measurement to participate in 

designing instruments that can effectively assess writing 

ability and place students in the composition courses they 

teach. Another is that some of these researchers view the 
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students themselves as having gained enough competence in 

writing that they can become involved in placing themselves 

into composition courses. 

In Myer's (1982) study, incoming students at the 

University of Missouri were placed according to their 

ability to select a topic for an essay, then plan, write, 

and revise the essay. The study is unique in that students 

were asked to follow this procedure at home. Of the 4,000 

students asked to submit essays, 974 responded. Each essay 

was read by two different readers. Results were compared to 

objective test scores. The objective scores indicated that 

56% of the students should be placed in the second of a two

course required composition sequence. The writing sample 

indicated that only 18% should be placed higher. The essay 

readers placed students in a higher category than the 

objective test in 3% of the cases. The two methods 

concurred 52% of the time. 

Although there is no guarantee that the students did, 

in fact, write the essays themselves, the study has merit. 

The conditions in which the stUdents wrote their essays more 

closely approximate those of an actual composition course. 

In addition, Myer points out, it reflects a break from the 

constraints of scientific objectivity and the requisite 

controlled conditions. 
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Matalene (1982) developed a multiple-choice exit exam 

for composition students called the Revision and Editing 

Test. Students were given a pre-selected student essay that 

had received a ~ in a previous semester with 30 multiple

choice questions about the essay. The first 15 questions 

were on "units larger than the sentence" (p. 373) and the 

last 15 on how to improve sentences or paragraphs in the 

essay. The difference between this test and a typical 

multiple-choice test is that the Revision and Editing Test 

does not consist of questions requiring right or wrong 

answers. The assumption is that "good writers consistently 

make the best choices, not the right ones" (p. 372). 

Therefore, each question had five possible answers: one is 

entirely correct by departmental standards and receives five 

points~ one is less specific but correct, four points; one, 

incorrect but reasonable, three points; one, incorrect, two 

points; one, a distractor one point. 

Test results correlated with course grades and provided 

information on whether exiting English 101 students were 

prepared for English 102. It reflects departmental 

standards and, Matalene adds, is "content-valid for a 

process-centered composition course [and] a legitimate test 

to teach to" (p. 376). 

The second experiment was designed by Hackman and 

Johnson (1981) in an attempt to find an alternative to the 



placement procedure at Yale. They combined students SAT

Verbal, the College Entrance Examination Board's English 
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'composition Test, and TSWE scores with voluntary placement 

by the students themselves. Before the semester began, 

incoming freshmen were sent descriptions of each freshmen 

English course, and a "table for determining one's own 

probable best placements" (p. 277). Students were placed in 

English classes based on their own recommendations and their 

college entrance examination scores. At the end of the 

semester the researchers asked the students' English 

instructors to judge whether the students were correctly 

placed. Interestingly, 86% were evaluated by the faculty to 

be in the correct English course (p. 278). 

Granted, the Yale population is not representative of 

the average college freshman, a phenomenon Breland et ale 

(1987) observed in their study. They correlated student 

self-reports of their high school GPA's, English grades, 

writing skills, and class rankings with their Freshman 

English grades, essay grades, and instructors' reports. For 

all criteria, student self-reports were poorer predictors 

than the test scores. 

These studies, created and implemented by faculty, 

illustrate the continuing evolution toward assessment models 

that are accurate, valid, and cost-efficient. But, 

regardless of whether students are accurate judges of their 



own writing abilities, a measure that has not been 

investigated is a placement instrument designed to measure 

student rhetorical judgment of writing in the form of a 

student-based peer review instrument. 
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Research in reading-writing connections, although 

limited, particularly among college-level writers, shows 

that reflective, critical thinking is linked to proficiency 

in written language Birnbaum, 1986; stotsky, 1983). 

Birnbaum offers a summary of this research: 

The more proficient readers and writers have 

developed a stance toward written language ••• 

[and] are simply better thinkers in relation to 

[it]. They know how and what to think about while 

reading and writing. Moreover, these subjects' 

tendency to reflect over their experiences and to 

further elaborate their schemata for forms and 

content of discourse. As their experiences with 

written language deepen and broaden, young readers 

and writers gradually develop a positive view of 

themselves as in control of the processes involved 

and achieve an aesthetic distance that allows them 

to read with a "writer's eye" and to write with a 

"reader's eye." It seems likely that this 

sensitivity • • • leads them to transfer knowledge 



derived from one process to the other. (pp. 31-

32) 
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The implication of skills transferring from reading to 

writing and back is a promising area for research in 

composition. Bielecki (1987) examined the effects of peer 

evaluation on the writing performance and revising practices 

of twelfth graders and found that peer evaluation was as 

successful as teacher evaluations. Even more interesting in 

relation to the present study, is that the peer editors made 

the most writing improvement, followed by the teacher

evaluated subjects. 

Slotsky (1983) presents correlational studies which 

indicate that "better readers tend to produce more 

syntactically mature writing than poorer readers" (p. 636), 

but does that also mean that these writers can differentiate 

between "good" and "poor" writing? There are many questions 

in this area that require exploration, and this study may 

contribute to research in this area. 

An underlying assumption of this study, then, is that 

critical readers are good writers. The instrument I devised 

engages the reader to participate in the writer's decisions 

and to reflect on those decisions. Involving students in 

the writing process in the early stages and asking for 

responsible participation can symbolize the type of 



instruction students will receive in their composition 

classes: Active involvement in all stages of composing. 

The Proiective English Placement Instrument 
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The purpose of this study is to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the Projective English Placement Instrument 

in relation to the following research questions: 

1. How do students results of writing proficiency 

compare to assessments made by Graduate Teaching Assistants 
. \ 

uS1ng the same measures and protocol? 

2. To what degree can student evaluation of placement 

essays (in content, organization, expression, mechanics, and 

global impression) be used to predict their own placement? 

3. Can student evaluation of placement essays (in the 

same five areas) be used to predict their own achievement as 

measured by the essay scores they receive in their English 

composition classes? 

The instrument I have developed is a modified 

holistic/analytic measure that requires understanding of 

different parts of the writing process; specifically, peer 

editing, student involvement in identifying elements of 

writing, assessing those characteristics, and, above all, 

thinking about writing. It may be that students can make 

rhetorical judgments about the writing of other students (of 

their same age and preparation) that can give us valuable 

information about their own ability or their perceptions of 



what they perceive as "good" writing. This study is an 

investigation in that direction. 
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Since the establishment of ETS however, changes have 

occurred in education that have affected the way we look at 

testing students. As the face of education changes, new 

approaches to testing are being implemented. One group that 

has become integral in assessing writing is the National 

Testing Network in writing which provides a forum, for 

alternatives to tests recommended by ETS and other testing 

institutions. Created in 1981 as a project of the city 

University of New York and the Fund For the Improvement of 

Postsecondary Education, the network is made up of people 

who teach writing and disseminates information about current 

research and pedagogical techniques in writing assessment 

that is not dominated by professional testing consultants or 

policymakers. The NTNW holds annual conferences and 

publishes a newsletter which summarizes the conference 

sessions. From these conferences, the project directors, 

Karen L. Greenberg, Harvey S. Wiener, and Richard A. 

Donovan, have assembled a collection of papers by some of 

the major figures in writing assessment which explore some 

of the major issues. writing Assessment; Issues and 

strategies covers topics from the history of testing in 

American education to current controversies concerning the 

philosophical gap between objectively scored tests and 
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holisticality scored writing samples. writing Asse~sment 

presents the complex issues we face in testing our students 

and reveals to us how important continuing research and 

discussion of these issues are in the area of large-scale 

writing assessment. 

Ed White's (1986) paper in Writing Assessment examines 

pitfalls in the testing process which grows out of his long 

involvement in teaching and measuring writing. His book, 

Teaching and Assessing Writing (1986) explains issues for 

instructors to consider in testing writing, while focusing 

primarily on holistic scoring. White states his 

philosophical position by explaining the need for schools to 

recognize the individualizing nature of instruction. 

schools, according to White, tend more to the socializing 

nature of education by teaching students the "correct" ways 

to do things and by instilling accepted cultural truths. 

For example, English instruction includes adherence to 

punctuation and spelling rules, documentation style, and 

even writing within acceptable margins. White urges us to 

step away from this style a bit and to regard English as an 

individualizing discipline as well. We ask students to 

develop their own topics for writing and encourage them to 

find their own voice. Extending this idea of 

individualizing instruction, White claims we must also test 

individual writing samples to maintain philosophical 
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consistency. In this spirit of humanism, he describes the 

holistic approach to scoring essays. He recommends forming 

a task committee to agree on objectives or purpose of the 

test and then consider topics and questions. White stresses 

the importance of clear criteria and reader agree~ent in 

holistic evaluation. He also emphasized the need to develop 

a sense of community among readers, akin to a "summer-camp 

vacation" with "joyful after-hours memories" (p. 31). 

Ideally, each assessment session should run as smoothly as 

White describes, given the proper attention to topic 

selection, questions, anchor sessions, and supervision 

during scoring. In reality, many circumstances intervene to 

upset reliability: 

Several graders are required to score and place the 

essays, which requires hiring readers and giving them 

training sessions to minimize scoring differences. still, 

there are considerable differences in scoring which 

contribute to questionable interrater agreement (Alexander & 

Swartz, 1982). 

Rater subjectivity can bias scores. Long scoring 

sessions or disinterested readers just trying to " ••• pick 

up some extra money for their plans ••• " (Covino, 1984, p. 

50), adversely affects evaluation. 



Environmental control during scoring sessions is 

difficult. There are usually distractions and 

interruptions. 
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Barritt, stock, and Clark (1986), researchers at the 

University of Michigan, report that faculty on the English 

Composition Board complain that scoring essays holistically 

is " ••• repetitious and boring ••• " and that it is "difficult 

to evaluate student writing consistently ••• " (p. 316). 

Additionally, Raymond (1982) claims that" the 

performance of skilled writers varies considerably from one 

day to the next and from one writing task to another" (p. 

401). A student who is generally a "good" writer can have a 

false start with the essay and consequently submit a 

botched, ineffective writing sample. 

The conditions under which students are asked to 

provide a writing sample are, as Odell (1981) points out, 

"pointless and arbitrary [and] ••• rarely to other writing 

tasks students do" (p. 109). 

Holistic scoring only gives an overall estimate of the 

quality of the essay. Reliability in direct assessment is 

not superior to an analytic, criterion-referenced measure 

(Alexander & Swartz, 1982; covino, 1984). 

Charney (1984) argues that the validity of holistic 

scoring "remains an open question" (p. 68) because it is a 

product-based evaluation which does not allow for an 
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individual's writing process. It assumes that writing 

ability can be measured by an impromptu end-product. 

Moreover, the topic and prompts which determine the types of 

discourse to be judged affects the credibility of the test. 

Conlan (in Greenberg, Wiener, & Donovan, 1986) points 

out that topic selection, too, can mitigate validity. She 

claims, "A writing test that requires students to write on a 

subject about which they know nothing is not a valid test of 

writing ability because any writer finds it extraordinarily 

difficult to write without thinking and without knowing" (p. 

113). Ideally, for this type of test to be valid, several 

writing samples collected over a period of time would have 

to be submitted by a student. The samples, or portfolio, 

would then be rated by several raters using uniform criteria 

(Conlan, 1986, Elbow, 1987, Breland, 1977 I think). 



CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 
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The purpose of this chapter is to describe development 

of the instrument and to also describe methods and 

procedures employed to address the following questions: 

1. How does student assessment of writing proficiency 

compare to assessments made by Graduate Teaching 

Assistants using the same measures and protocol? 

1a. How does student assessment of writing 

proficiency as measured by the Projective 

English Placement Instrument correlate with 

other measures of reading ability (e.g., ACT 

Verbal, SAT)? 

2. To what degree can student evaluation of placement 

essays (in content, organization, expression, 

mechanics, and global impression) be used to 

predict their own placement? 

3. Can student evaluation of placement essays (in the 

same five areas) be used to predict their own 

achievement as measured by the essay scores they 

receive in their English composition classes? 

To answer the research questions, I developed the 

Projective English Placement Instrument, which is discussed 

in this chapter. To test the effectiveness of the measure, 
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two pilot tests were conducted. The results of the first 

revealed low reliability coefficients in the expression 

subscale, indicating a need for revision of those statements 

relating to expression. 

described in Appendix A. 

The revision of the measure is 

The second pilot test, which 

differs from the first only in the wording of some items of 

the expression subscale, is discussed in this chapter. 

Pilot study 

In the second week of the spring semester, 1989, I 

conducted a second pilot test, using two classes of English 

101 students at The University of Arizona. A total of 46 

students participated in the study. 

There are three freshman English classes into which 

native speakers of English can be placed according to their 

placement evaluations. Placement is determined by combining 

the score of the English Placement Exam (a writing sample 

scored holistically) with TSWE or ACT Verbal scores. On the 

basis of that score, students can be placed into English 

100, English 101, or English 103. English 100 is a remedial 

course in freshman composition. students who earn a low 

score (lout of a possible 4) on the English Placement Exam 

must take English 100 before continuing on to English 101. 

English 101 is the first of two required courses in the 

English composition sequence. students who score two or 

three on the placement exam plus a 23 or 24 on the TSWE can 
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qualify for English 101. students who score a four on the 

placement exam plus a 26 to 28 on the TSWE take English 103, 

the honors equivalent o'f English 101. Only 5 to 7% of the 

students are placed in English 10~. 

In order to gather general information about the 

students participating in the study, I designed a 

questionnaire that asked students about their previous 

experience in composition, in reading or evaluating peer 

essays, hours per week spent writing, hours spent reading, 

and primary language and ethnic background. Attached to the 

questionnaire was the projective English Placement 

Instrument (PEPI), a 25-item instrument that I designed to 

assess issues related to the quality of selected placement 

essays: content (5 items): organization (6 items): 

expression (7 items): and mechanics (6 items). These 

criteria were taken from Peter Elbow's writing with Power 

(1981, pp. 252-254), and also from those used by trained 

readers of placement exams at The University of Arizona. 

The criteria selection is described in Appendix A. 

Finally, students were asked to write a paragraph 

giving their general impression of the essay, stating into 

which English class they think the essay should be placed, 

and reasons for their judgment. In order to select the 

criteria essays, a random sample of 36 placement essays out 

of about 4,000 were obtained from the files of the 
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University Composition Board, the group which coordinates 

the undergraduate composition placement program at The 

University of Arizona. These essays were written for 

placement in Freshman Composition classes for the Fall 1988 

semester. Two essays from each placement category were 

selected to serve as anchors. 

I recruited five graduate teaching assistants who were 

experienced in reading and scoring placement essays to 

assist in selection of the criteria essays using the 

Projective English Placement Instrument (See Appendix A). 

In order to establish interrater consistency, I distributed 

six writing samples to the group. These samples were 

placement essays that had already been scored from a 

previous placement session and represented placement in 

either English 100, English 101, and English 103. I then 

conducted an anchor session using the placement essays as 

anchor essays. The graduate assistants read the essays and, 

using the PEPI as a rubric, evaluated and placed each essay. 

Group evaluations were homogeneous and consistent, so the 

group read and scored the remaining 30 essays, with each 

essay being read and scored by two readers. Those essays 

with the widest discrepancy in scores were rejected as not 

being representative. From the remaining essays, the group 

discussed which ones most typified the writing levels of the 

three English classes. Our consensus yielded the two essays 



78 

used for the study. I then compiled packets consisting of 

the questionnaire, the essay, and the PEPI and conducted the 

second pilot test. 

After randomly distributing the materials packet to the 

two English 101 classes participating in the study, I asked 

students·to complete the questionnaire. Next, I described 
" .~ 

the three Freshman Composition classes into which students 

are placed according to their performance on the placement 

exam. When I finished the description, I instructed the 

students to read the essay they received and to evaluate it 

according to the instrument. Before collecting the packet, 

I asked students to make sure they had responded to each 

statement. Filling out the questionnaire, explaining the 

requirements for each freshman English course, reading and 

evaluating the essays, distributing and collecting the 

materials took approximately 20 minutes. 

Results of this pilot test showed that, except for the 

expression subscale, reliability coefficients were 

acceptable (Appendix B). Surprisingly, the weakest 

coefficient (.38) appeared from data associated with the 

high quality essay (HQ), the pre-selected "best" essay. The 

next lowest estimate (.61) emerged for expression using the 

low quality essay (LQ). However, when both essays were 

used, the combined expression alpha was .79, the lowest 
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combined coefficient. The highest combined alpha was found 

for the global scale at .95. 

The Major study 

Subjects 

During the fifth and sixth weeks of the Spring 

Semester, 1989, I asked 151 students who were enrolled in 

Freshman Composition classes at The University of ARizona to 

participate in the study. There were 70 students from five 

developmental English 100 classes and 81 students from six 

regular English 101 classes. I selected these particular 

classes according to the hours the classes were scheduled in 

order to avoid conflict with my own teaching schedule.d 

According to the results of the questionnaire, of the 

students participating in the study, 44.9% were enrolled in 

English 100 while 55.9% were enrolled in English 101. 

Caucasians accounted for 73.3% of the participating 

students; Mexican-American, 11.2%; Asian, 4.5%; Black, 2.8%; 

and other, 4.5%. Most students (91.6%) reported their 

primary language as English, while 6.1% said their primary 

language was Spanish. 

stimulus Materials 

The packet of stimulus materials consisted of the 

questionnaire, the PEPI, and the two pre-selected essays. 

Essays were alternately included in the packet so that each 

student received one essay to evaluate. 
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Procedure 

Packets were randomly distributed to students in the 13 

participating classes. they were asked to complete the 

questionnaire, read the essay, and evaluate it using the 

criteria, then write a short paragraph giving an overall 

assessment of the writing sample. At the end of the 

semester, just before turning in final grades, instructors 

of the participating classes were asked to provide copies of 

the five letter grades that the students received on the 

essays they wrote in the course that semester. The letter 

grades range from A, the highest score, to E, the lowest. 

These grades were matched to the student ratings plus ACT or 

TSWE scores to see if the student evaluations could be used 

to estimate their competence in the course. 

outcome Measures 

The results of the first item on the questionnaire 

indicated that the profile of the participating students was 

generally homogeneous (see Subjects). 

The next item asked for students to describe the 

emphasis in their high school English classes. Classes 

emphasizing literature were described by about a third (33%) 

of the students, while 31.3% said their high school English 

classes emphasized nonfiction writing. Grammar-baSed 

English classes were experienced by 195; 12.8% reported 



fiction writing as being the primary emphasis in their 

English classes. 

Since a total of 44% of the students participating in 

the study took English classes that emphasized writing, I 

assumed that the students had acquired some level of 

knowledge or skill required to produce a written product. 

Almost 20% of the students were familiar with grammatical 

functions, so there was probably some overlap with grammar 

and writing in the courses. 
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One-third of the students had been in literature-based 

English classes. Although there is no indicated that the 

students were required to do any writing in these classes, 

an assumption is that these students were developing a 

schema for rhetorical knowledge which would be evidenced 

through reading and writing (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1984). 

I further assume, as Taylor and Beach (1984) claim, that 

instruction in either reading or writing has a facilitative 

effect on each other. Birnbaum (1986) refers to this 

process as developing a "reader's eye", or an awareness of 

syntactical patterns and nuances of expression that could 

influence their own writing processes. 

The basis of the next question was whether the students 

had any prior knowledge of peer review and editing 

procedures. It appears that the majority of the students 

had had some experience reading and responding to peer 



essays, although there is no way of knowing precisely what 

that experience entailed. 
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Students who said they had read and commented on other 

classmates' essays once or twice in high school made up 

26.8% of the total. The same number said they had read and 

commented on classmates' essays a few times, while 20.7% had 

never read another student's essay. Students who had read 

and commented on others' essays accounted for 20.7%, while 

8.9% had read other students' essays but did not offer 

comments. Perhaps they did not know what comments to offer 

or perhaps they were afraid any comment would be construed 

as criticism. the questionnaire contained the words "few," 

"often," "once or twice" to describe frequency in reading 

and responding, which are ambiguous, but the results imply 

that almost two-thirds of the participants had had some 

experience with a peer review and editing process. 

Related to that question is the next item, which asks 

students how often they had read and graded a classmate's 

essay. Students who had read other students' essays in 

their high school English classes but did not grade them 

totaled 43.6%: 25.7% had never read another student's essay. 

Almost 17% had read and graded other students' essays once 

or twice; 9.5% had read and graded other students' essays a 

few times. Only 4% had read and graded other students' 

essays often. It appears that, although most students have 



read and responded to a peer's essay, less than 10% have 

judged the quality of an essay. 
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An interesting, but minimal discrepancy is evident 

between this item and the previous one. When students were 

asked whether they had read and commented on an essay, 

almost 20% claimed never to have read another student's 

essay. when they were asked whether they had ever read and 

graded a peer's essay, the percentage who claimed they had 

never read a classmate's essay increased five points. the 

difference could be attributed to the way the students 

interpreted the activity of commenting as opposed to 

evaluating and subsequently assigning a grade to an essay. 

Reading and commenting on a classmate's essay could be 

interpreted as an informal act which could occur in the 

hallways, on the way to school, as well as in the classroom. 

Reading an essay to grade it, however, could be interpreted 

as a more serious, critical and structured classroom 

activity which the students may not have experienced in that 

setting. 

students who spend 1 to 2 hours a week in non school

related writing accounted for 44.7% of the total; 34.1% 

spend 3 to 6 hours writing: 11.2% engage in writing 

activities 7 hours or more a week, and 9.'5% don't do any non 

school-related writing at all. Non school-related writing 

could be letters, journals or diary entries, notes, stories, 
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poems, and so on. Of course, there could be some students 

who see any writing at all as school related, but it appears 

that the majority of the students discover a need to write 

when they are not in school. 

Students claiming to spend 3 to 6 hours a week in non 

school-related reading totaled 34.1%, while 32.4% spend 1 to 

2 hours reading. the percentage of students who read 7 or 

more hours a week was 29.1%, and 3.4% do not read when they 

are away from school. Generally, more students read outside 

of school than write (95% vs. 90%), although the percentage 

of students who read 3-6 hours a week away from school was 

the same as those who write 3-6 hours a week (34.1%). The 

inference is that the majority of students engage in reading 

and writing of some kind when they are away from school. 

Finally, of the participating students, approximately 

89% are taking the course for the first time; 11.2% are 

repeating the course. Many of those students repeating the 

course may have withdrawn from the course or from the 

University for various reasons the first time they were 

enrolled. Some students may have received a low grade the 

first time they took the course, which could have 

detrimentally affected their chance for a scholarship, 

internship, or graduate program, and are seeking to improve 

their grade point averages. 
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Analysis 

A series of one-way analyses of variance was employed 

to address research question 1. specifically, discrepancy 

scores (i.e., the difference between GAT and student 

ratings) were computed for each of the five scale scores. 

these five scores constituted dependent variables in 

separate analyses that employed course assignments (class 

essays) as the independent variable. It was expected that 

these discrepancies would decrease in a linear fashion as 

one compares 100 level English students to those in 101. 

Pearson correlations were used to show relationships between 

PEPI subscales and ACT and TSWE scores. 

Discriminant analysis was employed to address question 

2. Specifically, student placement (100 or 101) was used as 

the criterion variable, and scores on each of the five 

subscales (content, organization, expression, mechanics, and 

global impression) as predictors (or discriminating 

variables). Predictor variables were entered in a forward 

stepwise fashion, with Wilks Lambda constituting the 

selection criteria. the discriminant technique formed a 

linear function based upon maximizing group differences 

(i.e., 100, 101) in the predictor variables. In addition, 

classification accuracy was established from the resultant 

function. 
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For purposes of this study, and to address question 3, 

course essay grades were considered valid measures of 

student proficiency. Actual letter grades were obtained 

from course instructors and matched to the students' 

placement evaluations (ACT, TSWE, PEPI). Separate 

regression analyses, one for each of the three placement 

categories (English 100 and 101) were conducted where actual 

letter grades (coded into numbers) constituted the dependent 

variable, and the interval scaled subscales (content, 

organization, expression, mechanics, and global impressions) 

represented independent variables. Each analysis used 

forward stepwise entry criteria (F > 1.00), such that the 

subscale that shared the greatest portion of variance with 

course grades was entered first, shared variability with 

remaining subscales was statistically controlled, the next 

largest relationship (F) was entered second, and so on. 

These analyses established the utility of using student 

evaluations of essays to predict performance. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 
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The purpose of this study was to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the Projective English Placement Instrument 

(PEPI) in relation to the research questions posed in the 

introduction. This chapter presents the results of the 

study. 

Results of Data Analysis 

To establish the appropriateness of the measures that 

have been developed for addressing the research questions in 

this study, a series of psychometric analyses was conducted. 

Specifically, Cronbach's (1951) alpha coefficients were 

generated for each of the criteria subscales (content, 

organization, expression, mechanics, and global impressions) 

to ensure inter-item consistency. Next, individual items 

within subscales were summed to create scale scores. 

Pearson correlation coefficients were generated to examine 

construct validity (i.e., convergent-discriminant 

relationships). These coefficients were examined for 

strength and direction to identify both similarity and 

differences between subscales. Finally, five separate (but 

identical) analyses of variance employing each of the five 

subscales as dependent measures and the criteria essay group 

(low quality and high quality) as the independent variable 



were calculated to estimate criterion related validity. 

The first series of analyses focused on internal 

consistency. These analyses were conducted to ensure that 

the subscales of the PEPI were reliable. The estimates of 
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internal consistency using both essays ranged from a low of 

.79 in expression to .95 for the global ratings (Table 1). 

The median coefficient was .89 (mechanics). Together, these 

numbers suggest that the subs cales have acceptable internal 

consistency. 

Table 1 

Estimates of Internal consistency and Interscale 

Correlations for PEPI Subscales Using Responses in Both 

Essays 

Expression 1. (.79) -.63 -.84 -.81 -.78 

Mechanics ~ ( .89) .66 .65 .63 

organization .J. ( .91) .86 .77 

Content 4 ( .88) .76 

Global 5 ( .95) 

Note: Diagonal elements are Cronbach alpha coefficients; 
off-diagonal numbers are Pearson correlation coefficients 
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Responses to the low quality essay (LQE) yielded 

internal coefficient estimates ranging from .83 to .95. The 

median coefficient was .90. Regardless of essay, expression 

yielded the lowest internal consistency coefficient (.83). 

The lowest estimate for the combined essays was content at 

.87. 

Pearson correlation coefficients were generated to 

ensure that relationships between subscales provided 

evidence of construct validity. As seen in Table 1, the 

off-diagonal elements indicate that the expression scale 

correlated negatively with the other subscales as it did in 

both pilot studies. These negative correlations indicate 

that while expression scores go up, the remaining PEPI 

subscales do not. The largest negative correlation existed 

between expression and organization (-.84). Not 

surprisingly, all other subscales, namely mechanics, 

organization, content and global, correlated positively with 

one another. Organization with content was .86; the lowest, 

mechanics, with global (.63). Although these correlations 

are large, they are small enough to justify distinguishing 

between subscales. For example, 74% of the variance in 

organization is shared with content, leaving 26% unique 

variability. Forty percent of the variance in mechanics is 

shared with global scores, leaving 60% unique variability to 

each. 



Estimates generated separately for both (low vs. high 

quality) essays (Table 2) show that expression scores 

correlate negatively with all the other subscales again, 

although the relationships are much stronger for LQE than 

for the high quality essay (HQE). The strongest negative 

relationship that emerged using responses to HQE was 
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expression with organization (-.71); the weakest, expression 

with mechanics, -.42. 

Table 2 

Estimates of Internal Consistency and Interscale 

Correlations for PEPI Subscales Using Responses to Either 

the Low- or High-Ouality Essay 

Expression 

Mechanics 

organization 

content 

Global 

.70/66 

-.52 

-.77 

-.74 

-.71 

-.42 -.71 -.69 5 

.81/.87 .50 .53 -.51 

.48 .82/.85 .78 .36 

.45 .80 .79/.83 .55 

.49 .68 .70 .85/.86 

Note: Diagonal represents estimates of internal 
consistency. Upper right quadrant estimates were generated 
from HQ; lower left for LQ 



For the LQE, the strongest negative correlation was, 

again, expression with organization (-.77); the weakest, 

gain, was expression with mechanics (-.52). Global's 

strongest relationship was -.71 with expression. 
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These correlations indicate that the"relationships are 

comparable regardless of form; that is, either in the low or 

high quality essays. In other words, the PEPI subscales 

behave similarly regardless of the stimuli that are employed 

to generate responses. Using the HQE as the stimulus, 

expression correlated negatively with all the other scales 

as it did when the essay scores were combined, and it 

appears that the relationships are stronger for the LQE. 

For example, mechanics with expression was -.52 on the LQE; 

on the HQE, the same correlation was -.42. Expression with 

organization, -.77 on the LQE; -.71 on the HQE. The 

relationship among PEPI subscales are slightly different 

between essays, but differences are negligible and they 

maintain similar patterns. Generally, the correlations for 

the HQE are lower than those for the LQE, suggesting, 

perhaps, that the PEPI may provide more consistent 

discrimination if just a high quality essay were used. 

Essay Manipulation Check 

I used an analysis of variance to provide a 

manipulation check on the preselected essays providing 

further evidence of the PEPI's utility to identify levels of 
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writing proficiency. In order to ensure that I selected a 

high quality and a low quality essay, I ran a one-way 

analysis of variance for each of the subscales (see Table 

3). This enabled me to compare, for example, expression 

ratings on the high-quality essay with expression ratings on 

the low-quality essay. 

Table 3. 

Means, standard Deviations and Analysis of Variance Results 

Comparing PEPI Subscale Scores Across Low- and High-Quality 

Essays: A Manipulation Check 

Essay 

Low Quality High Quality 

M SD M SD 

Expression 1 19.68 3.45 14.02 3.91 105.21* 

Mechanics .a 12.36 4.23 18.26 5.42 65.60* 

Organization .J. 12.98 3.64 19.42 3.92 129.61* 

Content 4 12.72 3.75 17.98 3.84 86.06* 

Global 5 11.02 3.65 20.38 3.52 305.53* 

Note: dfs for each analysis = 1,177 
* = 12 < .001 
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Five separate analyses of variance, one for each of the 

five subscales were calculated to estimate criterion related 

validity. The first used expression scores as a dependent 

measure and again the low/high essays in the independent 

variable. Results are presented in Table 3. As shown in 

the table, for expression scores on the HQE, the mean was 

14.02 compared to the mean expression score on the LQE of 

19.68. This is surprising because the low quality essay 

yielded significantly higher ratings on expression than the 

high quality essay. This finding was exactly opposite from 

the expected outcome. For mechanics, the HQE had a mean 

rating of 18.26 vs. 12.36 on the LQE. The analysis yielded 

an E of 65.60 indicating that the high quality essay 

received significantly higher ratings on mechanics than the 

low quality essay (R < .001). For organization, the high 

quality essay yielded a mean of 19.42 compared to 12.98 on 

the low quality essay. The E ratio 129.61 indicates that 

organization scores for the high quality essay were 

significantly higher than those for the low quality essay 

(R < .001). content and the global ratings were 

significantly higher for the high-quality essay when 

compared to the low-quality essay as well. 

with the exception of the expression scale, the PEPI 

subscales work the way they were intended to. Attempts to 

select high-quality and low-quality essays appear to have 
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been met at least according to what these analyses reveal. 

Four out of the five comparisons show that the high-quality 

essay was assigned significantly higher scores than the low

quality essay. The expression subscale was the only 

exception. 

Summary 

The purpose of the preliminary analyses was fourfold: 

first, to affirm that the PEPI subscales were reliable: 

second, to sUbstantiate construct validity: third, to ensure 

that the psychometric properties of the PEPI are 

generalizable across essay stimuli: and fourth, to provide 

evidence that the PEPI does, in fact, correspond with 

assessed levels of writing proficiency. Results of these 

analyses indicate that reliability coefficients are 

acceptable for addressing the research questions posed in 

this study. The preceding analyses demonstrate with great 

certainty that the PEPI works as it should and is therefore 

an acceptable measure to address the research questions 

posed in this study: 

Research Question 1 

How do students' evaluations of writing proficiency 

compare to assessments made by Graduate TEaching 

Assistants using the same measures and protocols? 

In order to analyze the first research question, I ran 

separate t-tests for each of the PEPI subscales with the 
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subscales as dependent measures and GAT's (Graduate 

Assistants in Teaching) vs. students' ratings as the 

independent measure. As shown in Table 4, when the HQE 

stimulus was used, no significant difference emerged between 

GAT and student ratings. However, the students rated the 

HQE slightly higher on expression (14.02 vs. 13.80), content 

(17.98 vs. 17.00), organization (1942. vs. 1940), and global 

(20.38 vs. 20.00), but slightly lower on mechanics (18.26 

vs. 18.40). When the LQE was used, three of the five 

subscales yielded a significant difference. Expression was 

not significantly different although GATs rated it slightly 

higher than the students (19.68 vs. 19.80). However, 

students' ratings were significantly higher than GATs' 

ratings for organization (12.98 vs. 11.40), content (12.72 

vs. 10.40), and global (11.02 vs. 10.80). When both essays 

were combined (Table 5), there were no significant 

differences, although students' ratings were higher on every 

scale except mechanics. 
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Table 4 

Means. Standard Deviations and T-Test Results comparing GAT 

to Student PEPI Ratings of High- and Low-Quality Essays 

Students GATs 

HIGH QUALITY 

Expression 1 14.02 3.91 13.80 4.21 .12 .902 

Mechanics .a 18.26 5.42 18.40 5.13 -.06 .956 

Organization .J. 19.42 3.92 19.40 4.16 .01 .992 

Content 4 17.98 3.84 17.00 6.04 .36 .592 

Global 5 20.38 3.52 20.00 3.74 .22 .813 

LOW QUALITY 

Expression 1 19.68 3.45 19.80 2.05 -.12 .909 

Mechanics .a 12.36 4.23 13.00 4.64 -.30 .779 

organization J. 12.98 3.64 11.40 1.34 2.21* .058 

Content .i 12.72 3.75 10.40 1.52 2.84* .022 

Global 5 11.02 3.65 10.80 .84 .41 .685 

*indicates statistical significance (R < .05) 
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Table 5 

Means, Standard Deviations and T-Test Results comparing GAT 

to Student PEPI Ratings of Both Essay 1 and Essay 2 

Students 

Expression .1 16.81 4.65 

Mechanics 2. 15.36 5.69 

Organization .J. 16.25 4.97 

Content 4 15.39 4.61 

Global 5 15.78 5.90 

Research Question 1a 

GATs 

M 

16.80 

15.70 

15.40 

13.70 

15.40 

4.44 

5.42 

5.13 

5.42 

5.48 

00 .998 

-.19 .852 

.51 .626 

.97 .356 

.21 .835 

How does student assessment of writing proficiency as 

measured by the Projective English Placement Instrument 

correlate with other measures of reading ability (e.g., 

ACT Verbal, TSWE)? 

As shown in Table 6, Pearson correlations ranged from a 

low of -.16 for the TSWE with mechanics on the HQE, and a 

high of .18 for the TSWE with global on the LQE. 

Conversely, the highest correlation for the ACT appeared 

with Expression (.16) using the LQE. The ACT had the lowest 

correlation with global (.05) for that essay. The ACT had a 

correlation of -.04 with Expression on the HQE and a high of 
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.05 with Mechanics on the same essay. with the exception of 

Expression, all subscales correlated negatively with the 

TSWE on the HQE. Expression correlated at .097 with the 

TSWE for that essay. That the relationships are weak 

indicates that the PEPI is measuring something different 

than the ACT and TSWE. 

Table 6 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients Depicting the Relationship 

Between PEPI Subscales and ACT Verbal and TSWE Scores 

LQ Essay 

ACT TSWE 

Expression .16 -.13 

Mechanics -.12 .15 

organization -.08 .08 

Content -.08 .05 

Global .05 .18* 

*indicates p < .05 

ACT 

-.04 

.05 

.02 

.06 

.01 

HQ Essay 

TSWE 

.07 

-.16 

-.04 

-.08 

-.05 



Research Question 2 

To what degree can students' evaluations of placement 

essays (in content, organization, expression, 

mechanics, and global expression) be used to predict 

their own placement? 
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To address research question 2, I calculated a stepwise 

discriminant analysis where course assignment (100 vs. 101) 

constituted the criterion variable, and all five PEPI 

subscales were eligible as predictors. The stepwise 

procedure selects predictor variables (PEPI subscales) 

according to their ability to differentiate between 

criterion groups, partial out shared variability with 

remaining predictor variables, and then selects remaining 

variables until little or no discrimination remains. The 

selection criteria was set at E > 1.0. For question 2, I 

conducted three separate, but identical analyses: one using 

responses to the high quality essay, one using responses to 

the low quality essay, and one using responses to both 

essays. 

As indicated by the standardized discriminant function 

coefficients in Table 7, global ratings were the best 

predictors of course assignment using the high quality 

essay. It was about three times as strong as content, the 

second best predictor. The other scales did not add 

anything to course prediction. The wilks Lambda, which 
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measures strength between the relationships of subscales and 

course assignment were significant. The two variables 

combined can significantly predict course assignment. 

Global has a positive relationship with course assignment. 

The students in English 100 were less able to detect quality 

(from the global ratings) in the high-quality essay (9,.74 

vs. 12.20) compared to the English 101 students. The 101 

students also gave content a higher rating than the 100 

students (13.17 as compared to 12.21 for the 100 students). 

The global and content scores combined for the high-quality 

essay are significant predictors of course assignment. The 

canonical correlation, when squared, indicates that about 

16% of the shared variability in these scores covaries with 

student placement. The classification results (Table 7a), 

indicate that 71.41% of the course placement for 100 level 

students can be accurately predicted using global and 

content scores: 63.0% of the course placements for 101 level 

students can be accurately predicted. Overall, 67.1% of the 

sample was correctly identified. 
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Table 7 

Means. Standard Deviations and Discriminant Analysis Results 

Depicting the Relationship Between Course Placement and PEPI 

Subscales Using Responses to the High Quality Essay 

Course 

100 

PEPI Subscale SOC M SO 

Global 1.41 9.74 3.47 

content -.53 12.21 3.80 

Mechanics -.34 12.12 3.91 

Constant -1.71 

Note: Chi square = 13.70, R < .003, 
Canonical correlation = .39 

Table 7a 

M 

12.20 

13.17 

12.59 

101 

SO Wilks 

3.44 .89 

3.68 .86 

4.53 .85 

Classification Accuracy Using Table 4 Calculations 

Predicted Course 

100 101 

Actual Course 

100 71.4 28.6 

101 37.0 63.0 

Overall: 67.1 
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with the low-quality essay (Table 8), global scores 

emerged as the only predictor. The 100-level students rated 

the global subscale on the low quality essay lower than the 

101 students. Classification based on this analysis shows 

that 56.8% of the 100-level students were identified 

correctly, compared to 57.4% of the 101 students and 57.1% 

overall (Table 8a). For every 1.00 organization scale 

change, there is a unit change in the mean score. The mean 

of the 100-level students is 19.24, compared to 21.17 for 

the 101 level stUdents. wilks Lambda between organization 

and course assignment was significant (.93, R < .001). 

Table 8 

Means, Standard Deviations and Discriminant Analysis Results 

Depicting the Relationship Between Course Placement and PEPI 

Subscale Scores Using the Low Quality Essay 

Course 

100 

PEPI Subscale SDC M So 

Global 1.00 19.24 3.94 

Constant -5.99 

Note: Chi square = 6.70, P < .001; 
canonical correlation = .27 

101 

M SO 

21.17 2.99 

wilks 

.93* 



Table 8a 

Classification Accuracy Using Table 5 Calculations 

Actual Course 

100 

101 

100 

56.8 

42.6 

Predicted Course 

101 

43.2 

57.4 

103 

with the essays combined, global scores emerged as the 

only predictor (see Table 9). The 101-level students rated 

it higher at 17.04, while the 100-level students rated it at 

14.19. The Wilks score is significant at .05, which 

translates to an overall classification accuracy rate of 

about 58% (see Table 9a). Combined, these analyses indicate 

that the high-quality essay, used with the PEPI, is the most 

accurate predictor of course placement. 
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Table 9 

Means. Standard Deviations and Discriminant Analysis Results 

Depicting the Relationship· Between Course Placement and PEP! 

Subscale Scores using Responses to Both Essays 

Course 

100 

PEP! Subscale SDC M SD 

Global 1.00 14.19 6.02 

Constant -2.75 

Note: Chi square = 10.53, P < .001; 
canonical correlation = .24 

Table 9a 

101 

M SD 

17.94 5.51 

Classification Accuracy Using Table 6 Calculations 

Predicted Course 

100 

Actual Course 

100 57.0 

101 41.0 

Overall: 58.10 

wilks 

.94* 

101 

43.0 

59.0 
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Summary 

For analyses related to question 2, when the HQE was 

employed as the stimulus, the global and mechanics subscales 

formed a significant function. In all instances, 101 

students rated the HQE higher than the 100 students, 

suggesting that they were more able to recognize good 

writing. There were differences of about three points using 

both essays (Table 8), to six points using only the high 

quality essay (Table 6). with the HQE responses, there is a 

67% overall classification accuracy. When the LQE was used, 

the global score formed the significant function, which 

exhibited a low canonical correlation (.26). Differences in 

the means were low as well. There was a 57.1% accuracy 

rating for the 100-level students; and 57.4% for 101 

students. overall, (57%) not much better than chance (50%). 

When both essays are used, only the global score emerged as 

a predictor of course assignment. The score was significant 

but weak with a Pearson correlation of .24. Here, however, 

accuracy between course assignment was almost evenly split 

(57% for 100 placement vs. 59% for 101 placement). In all 

three instances (analyses using the LQE, the HQE, and both) 

it is evident that the PEPI can predict course assignment. 

Although significant functions were created in all these 

instances, generally, the HQE emerged as the most efficient 

stimulus. with both the LQE and the HQE evaluations, only 



106 

global ratings emerged as a significant predictor. Again, 

101 students gave higher global ratings. Classification was 

almost evenly split; 57% for 100 students and 59% for the 

101 students, 58% overall. 

Research Question 3 

Can student evaluation of placement essays (in content, 

organization, expression, mechanics, and global 

impression) be used to predict their own proficiency as 

measured by the essay score they receive in their 

English classes? 

To address this question, I ran four separate 

regression analyses. First, I averaged the five major essay 

scores from the students' respective English courses. These 

scores did not include the final exam. This aggregate score 

constituted the dependent variable in the regression 

analysis, while the independent variables for each of the 

analyses were the PEPI subscales. All analyses were similar 

in that they used a Forward Stepwise Inclusion Model with 

the goal to maximize the variance ratio or the F value. 

When the LQE was used with students in English 100, 

organization ratings loaded in the regression equation first 

(Table 10). Thirteen percent of the variability in how well 

the students wrote their course essays is shared by how they 

rated organization in LQ. A multiple R of .37 and an r of 

.13 were obtained. Organization was the only significant 



Table 10 

. Regression Results using PEP! Subscales to Predict Essay 

Grades Low Quality Essay With English 100 

PEP! Subscale 

organization -.37 -.54 .37 .13 4.94* 

content -.19 .30 .39 .15 2.83 

Global -.20 -.14 .40 .16 1.96 

Mechanics -.04 .05 .41 .17 1.44 

Constant: -3.67 

High Quality Essay with English 100 

Expression .10 .25 .10 .01 .33 

Global .01 .29 .17 .03 .49 

Mechanics -.09 -.12 .19 .04 .41 

Organization -.07 .09 .19 .04 .30 

Content -.09 -.08 .20 .04 .24 

Content: 1.53 

Low Quality Essay With English 101 

organization .29 .63 .29 .08 3.79* 

Expression .02 .39 .40 .16 3.93* 

Mechanics .11 -.22 .42 .18 2.93* 

Content .20 .12 .43 .18 2.21 

Global .00 -.06 .43 .19 1.76 

Constant: .36 
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Table 10--continued 

PEPI Subscale 

High Quality Essay with English 101 

Mechanics .14 .20 .14 .02 .69 

content -.07 -.13 .20 .04 .67 

Expression .05 .09 .20 .04 .46 

Global .00 .07 .21 .04 .35 

Constant: 2.13 

*Indicates statistical significance (R < .05) 
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PEPI subscale that emerged. content was next, but it only 

added 2% more explained variability. Global and mechanics 

added another 1% each. The four subscales combined explain 

17% of the variability in essay grades, although 

organization explained the bulk with 13%. 

When the HQE was rated by students in English 100, none 

of the PEPI subscales were significant predictors. Although 

not significant, expression shared the strongest 

relationship, and only explained 1% of the variability in 

essay grades. Global was next, adding another 2% (R < .03); 

mechanics brought it up to 4% explained variability, and 

organization and content added nothing. Combined, the five 

subscales explain only 4% of the variability in 100 level 

student ratings with the high quality essay. 

When LQ was rated by the students in English 101, 

organization was entered first, as was the case with the 

100-level students using the LQE. The difference is that 

the correlations for the 100 level students between how they 

rated organization on the low quality essay and their own 

essay grades was negative. For the 101 level students, the 

relationship was positive between ratings and essay grades. 

with the 101 students and the low quality essay, 

organization was significant at ~ = 3.79 and explains 8% of 

the variance. The next variable, expression, added another 

8% of the variance and was significant as well (~= 3.93). 
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Mechanics was next, adding 2% and was also significant (F =f 

2.93). with this particular analysis, there are three 

subscales that were significant. They combine to explain 

18% of the variability in essay grades for the 101 students. 

When content and global are added there is a 1% increase, 

but they are not statistically significant. 

It appears that the LQ produces the best predictor of 

essay grades. When the HQE is used with 101 students, not 

unlike the identical analysis for 100-level students, 

nothing was significant. Combined, the PEPI subscales 

explain 4% of the variability, corresponding with the 100 

level students. These results indicate that poor writing is 

recognizable while there is no clear consensus about what 

constitutes good writing. 

Summary of Findings 

Initially, analyses focused on establishing the 

psychometric properties of the PEPI subscales. Internal 

consistency and interscale correlations were generated to 

examine reliability and validity. These proved to be 

acceptable and therefore the subscales were deemed 

appropriate for addressing the research questions. 

Research Question 1 

How do student results of writing proficiency 

compare to assessments made by graduate teaching 

assistants using the same measures and protocol? 
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When the HQE was used, no significant differences 

merged between GATs' and students' ratings. When the LQE 

was used, students rated organization, content, and global 

higher than did GATs. When both essays were combined, there 

were no significant differences, although students' ratings 

were higher on every scale except mechanics. 

Research Question 1a 

How does student assessment of writing proficiency as 

measured by the Projective English Placement Instrument 

correlate with other measures of reading ability (e.g., 

ACT Verbal and TSWE)? 

Only two correlations emerged as significant. The TSWE 

correlated negatively (-.16) with mechanics on the HQE, and 

positively (.18) with global on the LQE. The PEPI is 

measuring constructs which are unique and not greatly 

affected by ACT and TSWE scores. 

Research Question 2 

To what degree can student evaluation of placement 

essays (in content, organization, expression, 

mechanics, and global impression) be used to predict 

their own placement? 

Using the HQE, global and content ratings were the best 

predictors of course assignment. Results indicate that 

approximately 71% of the course placement for English 100 

students can be accurately predicted using global and 
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content scores, while 63% of English 101 students can be 

accurately placed. Overall, 67% of the sample was correctly 

identified. 

Using the LQE, global was the only predictor. Results 

show that 56.8% of English 100 students were placed 

correctly, compared to 57.4% of English 101 students and 

57.1% overall. 

using both essays, global scores emerged as the single 

strongest predictor. Results indicate that the HQE, used 

with the PEPI, is the most accurate predictor of course 

placement. 

Research Question 3 

Can student evaluation of placement essays (in content, 

organization, expression, mechanics, and global 

impression) be used to predict their own proficiency as 

measured by the essay scores they received in their 

English classes? 

When the LQE was used with English 100 students, 

proficiency in course essays was shared with how the 

students rated organization in the LQE. Using the LQE with 

100-level students, 13% of the variability in how well the 

students wrote their course essays is shared by how they 

rated organization. content, global scores, and mechanics 

added another 4% explained variance. The four scales 

combined explained 17%. 
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Using the HQE with 100 level students, none of the PEPI 

subscales explain a sUbstantial part of the variability. 

All five subscales combined only explain 4%. 

Using the LQE with 101 students, organization, 

expression and mechanics combined to explain 18%. content 

and global added 1%. 

Using the HQE with 101 students, nothing was 

significant. The PEPI subscales explain only 4% of the 

variability. 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 
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This chapter summarizes findings from the study, 

presents conclusions and implications based on results 

obtained from statistical treatment of the data, and offers 

recommendations for further research. 

Purpose 

The National Testing Network in Writing is urging more 

teachers to face the challenge of developing alternatives to 

traditional methods of writing assessment by providing "a 

forum that usually has been dominated by researchers and 

policymakers" (Hendrix, 1986, p. ix). It is refreshing to 

note that the challenge is being met and alternative 

measures to assess student writing ability and place them in 

composition courses are evolving. Moreover, some of these 

alternatives are being devised not by testing specialists, 

but by writing instructors (Hackman & Johnson, 1981; 

Matalene, 1982; Meyer, 1982). Following the example of the 

NTNW, I developed this study in an effort to "meet the 

challenge of producing tests that reflect learning models 

and values that we [composition instructors] profess" 

(Lunsford, 1986, p. 8). 



115 

Writing teachers have objected vigorously to the 

routine use of indirect tests to assess writing ability, 

claiming that not only does a multiple-choice format not 

approximate real discourse, but that the tests are 

counterproductive to the goals of composition teaching in 

the schools as well. The purpose of this study is to 

develop a composition placement instrument that is accurate, 

efficient, reliable, and valid. Additionally, my intention 

in designing the instrument is to investigate a different 

way of measuring writing ability in the effort to bridge the 

perspectives of the humanist and social science traditions. 

The instrument I developed, the Projective English 

Placement Instrument (PEPI), is an attempt toward that 

endeavor. The PEPI is a 25-item Likert-style, self-report 

instrument that asks students to evaluate an essay sample 

which a student wrote for placement in freshman composition. 

students are asked to evaluate the essay according to five 

criteria: content, organization, expression, mechanics, and 

global assessment. 

Findings 

This study involves four research questions: 

1. How do student evaluations of writing proficiency 

compare to assessments made by Graduate Assistants 

in Teaching (GATs) using the same measures and 

protocol? 



116 

1a. How does student assessment of writing proficiency 

as measured by the Projective English Placement 

Instrument correlate with other measures of 

writing/reading proficiency (e.g., ACT Verbal, 

TSWE)? 

2. To what degree can student evaluation of placement 

essays (in content, organization, expression, 

mechanics, and global impression) be used to 

predict their own placement? 

3. Can student evaluation of placement essays (in 

content, organization, expression, mechanics, and 

global impression) be used to predict their own 

proficiency as measured by the essay scores they 

receive in their English classes? 

Any discussion of the merits of a particular test must 

begin with an assurance of the test's reliability; that is, 

the consistency with which the test measures what it is 

designed to measure. The Cronbach alpha estimates of 

internal consistency for the PEPI, using both essays, ranged 

from a low of .79 in expression to .95 in the global 

ratings. The median coefficient is .89 with respect to 

mechanics. Since these estimates are positive and large, 

the items in the PEPI show that they are reliable. With the 

reliability of the measure established, answers to the 

research questions can be confidently explored. 
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Results for the first question show that students and 

GATs generally gave similar evaluations when the high

quality essay (HQE) was used. When the low-quality essay 

(LQE) was used, students rated organization, content, and 

global responses higher than did the GATs. When both the 

HQE and the LQE were combined for a score, there were no 

significant differences. 

Because student ratings tended to agree with those of 

the GATs using the HQE, findings from my study parallel 

those of Breland and Jones (1984). In their investigation, 

the researchers examined reader judgment in scoring holistic 

essays. They asked 20 college professors to rate 806 sample 

essays from the English Composition Test (ECT) that are 

written by what were determined to be "above average II 

stUdents. While half of the professors were already 

experienced readers of the ECT, the other half had never 

participated in scoring ECT essays. The researchers found 

that the experienced readers gave lower scores in their 

holistic score assignments than the inexperienced, differing 

with a mean holistic score of 4.46 as compared to a mean of 

4.68 for inexperienced readers. The experienced readers 

also tended to give slightly lower evaluations of specific 

characteristics such as statement of thesis,f organization, 

and rhetorical strategy than the inexperienced; however, 

differences between the two groups on syntactical and 
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lexical characteristics were small. In general, however, 

the scoring perceptions represented by the two groups were 

surprisingly minimal and, overall, did not constitute a 

significant difference. Breland and Jones' findings support 

the impetus to utilize students as peer evaluators in that 

they seem to be able to recognize a competent piece of prose 

as well as the trained GATs. The general homogeneity of 

responses could be due to two factors. 

First, results from the PEPI questionnaire indicate 

that most of the students in this sample have had 

considerable exposure to literature and writing. Although 

the students may not have as exacting a grasp on literature 

or possess the degrees of experience in writing that 

graduate teaching assistants purportedly possess, by virtue 

of an education that exposes students to literature and 

writing, the students have begun incorporating knowledge in 

these areas and, in turn, have developed knowledge 

structures, or schemata, for strategies which parallel each 

other in reading and writing (Rumelhart, 1980; spivey, 

1987). Kucer (1985) claims that language users share 

cognitive strategies for reading and writing. The two 

processes are not only parallel, but also use many of the 

same cognitive mechanisms, "drawing from a common pool of 

cognitive linguistic operations" (p. 319). Breiter and 

Scardamalia (1984) concluded that schema associated with 
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genres are internalized through reading processes and 

externalized through writing processes. the assumptions of 

such research in reading/writing connections also posits 

that instruction in one influences the performance of the 

other (Taylor & Beach, 1984). 

The second factor that might contribute to the 

homogeneity of responses may be due to the instrument 

format. Examinees were asked to respond to instrument items 

according to degrees of agreement or disagreement rather 

than performing the more traditional exercise of choosing 

between correct or incorrect responses. The items in the 

instrument may have acted as a guide for evaluation by 

directing the students' attention to consider various 

qualities of discourse in the essay (with respect to 

expression, organization, content, and mechanics) that they 

may have otherwise ignored. Breland and Jones also make 

this case in their study, citing the influence of evaluation 

forms in estimating reader reliability. with respect to the 

PEPI, the structural format may have acted as a rubric for 

some students, giving them categories that provided some 

schemata to assist them in making judgments. Hout (1990) 

also acknowledges that a relationship might exist between 

using a rubric and scoring essays in that the rubric could 

contribute to a limited focus of criteria. 
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Although there was general consistency in evaluation 

among the GATs and the students using the HQE, the low

quality essay (LQE) elicited differing evaluations in 

judgments concerning expression, organization and content. 

with respect to the LQE, readers weighed the subskills 

differently. Researchers in other studies have attempted to 

isolate those areas in which judgment differs with results 

that concur with my findings. 

For example, in an effort to determine which factors 

influence reader judgment in scoring essays, Freedman (1979) 

manipulated several discourse variables by rewriting eight 

average essays on eight different topics. The variables 

were derived from content, organization, sentence structure, 

and mechanics. She found that the most significant 

influence on raters' scores was the strength of the content 

of the essay while organization was the second most 

important influence. Results of my study showed inverse 

importance: organization was rated higher than content. 

Freedman's discovery reconfirmed one of the important 

findings of Diedrich's (1974) study. He found that readers 

place a high value on the quality and development of ideas-

in short, the content--expressed in compositions. The next 

factors weighing heavily on readers' judgments in his study 

were usage and sentence structure, followed by organization. 

Breland and Jones (1984) and Haswell (1988) found similar 
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results in their studies. Haswell concluded that, with 

regard to the organization of an essay, raters generally 

agree'more on a poorly written essay than on a well-written 

one. The results of my study confirm Haswell's results, 

showing further that students, as well as trained readers, 

may recognize organization as an important factor in judging 

writing quality. Breland and Jones found that organization 

was the most important consideration for readers when rating 

samples. 

Additionally, the ways in which criteria are classified 

and presented to readers may make a difference in jUdgments. 

For example, in the Breland study organization was separate 

from thesis and supporting material. Although the 

organization category in my study subsumes these strategies, 

the investigators in the Breland study separated them as 

individual sUbcategories. On the other hand, factors such 

as noteworthy ideas, statement of thesis, and supporting 

material could also be considered by other readers as 

content, and, in my study, are presented as such. 

Interestingly, before the readers actually participated 

in the Breland and Jones study, they completed a 

questionnaire that asked them what influenced their 

decisions most in judging brief, impromptu essays. The 

results of the questionnaire were similar to the evaluation 

form the readers used later in scoring the essays used in 
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the study. statement of thesis, overall organization, use 

of supporting materials, and noteworthy ideas were identical 

in rank in both the questionnaire and in the study results, 

indicating that readers bring with them preconceived notions 

(or schema) about writing quality. 

The importance readers alternately place on 

organization and content in relation to essay quality seems 

to be uniform across studies. A more elusive evaluative 

factor exists in the domain of style, which appears to be 

the most subjective dimension in assessing writing quality. 

That judgments by stUdents and GATs in my study differ 

on expression is not surprising, given the ambiguous nature 

of the concept. Scores in the expression subscale correlate 

negatively with scores from other subscales; for example, -

.71 with organization to -.41 with mechanics. This suggests 

that either a difference exists between students who have 

had training in making rhetorical judgments about another's 

essay and those who have not, or that rhetorical judgments 

are too subjective to measure as opposed to aspects of 

writing that are "fixed," such as mechanics, sentence 

structure or organization. 

The interscale correlations for the PEPI subscales show 

that the expression subscale correlates negatively with all 

the other subscales. This corresponds to Breland and Jones' 

(1984) observation that when a variable is of low 



reliability it tends not to correlate as well with other 

variables. My conclusion is that expression is a 

qualitative aspect that is difficult to quantify. 
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That expression or style (used interchangeably here) 

may not be readily quantifiable is not surprising, given the 

ambiguous definitions of the criterion offered by other 

assessment researchers. Cooper and Odell label the 

expression criterion as "style or voice" (White, 1985, p. 

124). In Diederich's (1974) terminology it is difficult to 

distinguish the separate criteria of "wording" from that of 

"flavor." Wording, he maintains, refers to the writer's 

showing more widely shared differences in word use, and a 

sophisticated vocabulary plus an awareness of appropriate 

diction according to purpose and audience: 

The writer uses a sprinkling of uncommon words or 

of familiar words in an uncommon setting. He 

shows an interest in words and in putting them 

together in slightly unusual ways. Some of his 

experiments with words may not quite come off, but 

this is such a promising trait in a young writer 

that a few mistakes may be forgiven (p. 56). 

An average writer, according to Diederich, "does not stop to 

think how to say something; he just says it in the same way 

as everyone else" (p. 56). It is difficult to separate 



diction from style, however, and his definition of flavor 

(or style) is even more oblique: 

The writing sounds like a person, not a committee. 

The writer seems quite sincere and candid • • • 

you could not mistake this writing for the writing 

of anyone else • • • he does not put on airs. • • 

(p. 57). 
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Sabban and Kay (1987) used Diederich's scale in a study 

comparing scores from objective tests with scores from 

direct measures. They found, as I did in this study, that 

the least reliable scoring variable on Diederich's scale was 

"flavor." 

The University of Arizona Composition Program's 

publication entitled A Student's Guide to Freshman 

composition (Siebert, Alvarado, & Gilles, 1989) labels 

"style," "voice," or "flavor" as "expression" and offers 

this definition: 

mature and fluent ••• , correct use of 

coordination, subordination; precise word choice 

and confident tone that exhibits awareness of and 

sensitivity to audience and purpose (p. 15). 

Hake and Williams (1981) suggest that we cannot define style 

because no consensus exists regarding the nature of what it 

is. Their study determined that, when given two different 

prose styles, teachers participating in the study chose an 
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inflated, indirect, or normal style over clear, simple, 

direct, verbal style. It is interesting to note that less 

sophisticated or less experienced teachers wer.e most 

impressed with what they perceived to be sophisticated 

writing (the nominal style), despite the fact that they 

"teach" their students to write clear, direct, verbal prose 

(which many would agree is sophisticated writing). These 

studies point out that, although vague and enigmatic, style 

or expression is an influential determinant in making 

judgments of writing ability. 

with respect to my study, the consistent negative 

correlations in expression also indicate that 

expression/style is outside the realm of quantifiable 

characteristics. 

The next three research questions ask how well the PEPI 

correlates with other measures (i.e., ACT-Verbal and TSWE) 

which are purported to assess writing ability, how well the 

PEPI predicts student placement into freshman English 

classes, and how well the PEPI predicts success in these 

classes. Answers to these questions are inherently tied to 

the validity of the PEPI and its usefulness as a measure of 

writing ability. 

The degree to which a test actually measures the 

variables it claims to measure is revealed in various types 

of validity. One of the most convincing types of validity-
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-and one of the most difficult to establish--is content 

validity. content validity shows that the topics in a test 

are representative of the content for which the test is 

sued: in this case, to assess writing ability and to ensure 

that the major dimensions of writing instruction are 

represented. 

White (1985) cautions against simplifying the meaning 

of content to a test, claiming that "a short test cannot 

possibly include all that has been covered in instruction" 

(p. 186). However, the PEPI is more representative of 

course content than either a holistically-scored writing 

sample or a standardized, multiple-choice measure. 

Standardized measures break down perceived content into 

discrete, measurable skills. White (1990) emphasizes the 

problem writing instructors have with this assumption 

saying, "the language of the assessment community too often 

defines writing as a skill, made up of component and 

teachable parts, expressed in measurable products [while] we 

[writing instructors] see writing as a complex mental 

process, intimately related to critical thinking and 

development of the self ••• " (p. 198). 

Although the PEPI does not require students to produce 

a writing sample, it represents other aspects of the 

composition courses. The format of the PEPI is that of a 

peer review instrument, which is a routine pedagogical 
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technique employed widely in the freshman English courses at 

The University of Arizona and elsewhere. The effect of peer 

influence is viewed by many educators as a "powerful 

educative force" by which students learn from reading other 

students' papers (Bruffee, 1984, p. 638). 

composition instruction in English 100 and 101 is based 

on the evaluation criteria developed by The University of 

Arizona's Composition Board. These criteria are published 

in a supplementary text purchased by all students enrolled 

in 100 and 101, and success in these courses is measured by 

how well the students achieve the highest degree of the 

criteria in their course essays (Siebert, Alvarado, & 

Gilles, 1989). Because many of the criteria in the 25-item 

PEPI are derived from the Composition Board's evaluation 

scale, the major dimensions of curricular goals are 

represented in the PEPI. 

The PEPI also exhibits predictive validity. This type 

of validity forecasts future conditions or scores in a 

course. The predictive validity of a test is usually 

measured against course grades to predict how well a student 

will perform in a particular class, or in a broader sense, 

in the first year of college. In this case, I consider 

course grades to be a less reliable indicator of student 

achievement in English 100 and 101 than a mean of the essay 

grades students received in the class. 
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Course grades lack the validity of essay grades for 

assessing writing ability because they are often inflated as 

a result of many subjective factors. Teachers may lower a 

student's course grade because of excessive absences, 

chronic late papers, refusal to participate in class 

activities and so on. Likewise, course grades may be 

inflated due to extra credit assignments or some other 

reason. The point is, course grades represent a confounded 

measure of writing ability. Essay grades, on the other 

hand, are more directly linked to writing ability. Results 

show acceptable relations between the PEPI and course essay 

grades. Pearson correlations are .41 with essay grades in 

English 100 and .43 with grades in English 101. other 

researchers (Freedman, 1977: Nold & Freedman, 1977) have 

examined qualities within essays that correlate with 

teachers' scores and have discovered unremarkable results. 

Breland, Jones, Camp, Morris, and Rock (1987) conducted 

a replication of the earlier Godshalk report (1966) to 

determine "the most effective methods for assessing the kind 

of writing skills needed in college courses in English 

composition" (p. vii). When essay and non-essay assessments 

(TSWE, ECT and SAT-Verbal) were compared with course grades 

and instructors' judgments of students' writing abilities, 

results were in the same range as those with the PEPI and 

essay grades. 
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In the Breland study, the SAT-Verbal correlated with 

instructors' judgments at .36 in one sample, and at .47 with 

another sample. The SAT-V showed a relationship with course 

grades at a low of .37 and a high of .48. The TSWE had 

correlations of .45 and .49 with instructor judgment, and 

.41 and .45 with course grades. The ECT was .47 and .52 

with instructor judgment and .41 and .44 with course grades. 

Because course grades are once removed from more valid 

criteria such as essay grades, the PEPI correlations 

indicate more accurate predictive validity than those of the 

standardized measures. 

Finally, the PEPI possesses convergent-discriminant 

validity, a two-way type of construct validity (Campbell & 

Fiske, 1959). In this technique, the elements being 

measured converge with a second measure which assesses the 

same or similar measures; in this case, the PEPI with course 

essay grades. At the same time, the element of measurement 

discriminates from an element different from the primary 

measure (Adams & Schvaneveldt, 1985). In this case, the 

PEPI does not correlate with the ACT and TSWE, but it does 

correlate with essay grades, demonstrating its usefulness as 

a tool to measure writing ability and to place students in 

appropriate English courses. That the PEPI shows 

discriminant validity demonstrates that it is measuring 

something different than the standardized tests. The intent 



of the study was not to create an instrument that would 

measure what the ACT and TSWE measure, but to develop a 

different, more practical tool that would complement 

quantitative information with qualitative judgments. 
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When multiple-choice test scores are correlated with 

scores students receive on writing samples, correlations 

vary due to the differing variables involved: for example, 

criteria, essay questions, scoring systems and so on. White 

(1985) claims that the correlation is roughly the same as 

that between adult female height and weight. He says that 

"you can guess a woman's height from her weight with about 

the same accuracy that you can guess a student's essay test 

score from his or her multiple-choice score" (p. 69). He 

points out that multiple-choice tests and a holistically

scored writing sample overlap only about 25% in the content 

being tested. To increase sampling content, several writing 

samples would have to be included in the correlation 

(Breland et al., 1977; Godshalk et al., 1966). 

Breland's (1987) results show that more than 80% of the 

variability in course grades is not being assessed by the 

indirect measures used, but these measures are continually 

employed to assess writing ability. On the other hand, the 

PEPI correlations show that 64% of the variability in essay 

grades is not explained by the measure. Therefore, the PEPI 
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provides a suitable complement to adjunct measures such as a 

writing sample for assessing writing ability. 

Results show that the PEPI is a sound placement 

instrument as well and could effectively be used to replace 

or to enhance other measures for accurate placement. For 

example, at The University of Arizona, placement into 

composition classes is determined on the basis of an ACT

Verbal or TSWE score combined with a score from a direct 

measure, and, in some cases, an interview. 

The outcome of this procedure is currently being 

examined in terms of its accuracy and efficiency, but 

results of a preliminary report conducted by The University 

of Arizona's Composition Board indicate that 88% of the 

students enrolled in English 101 agreed that they had been 

placed correctly, while 70% of English 100 students agreed 

with their placement (Evans, Clymer, Dye, Kiefer, Miller, & 

Rickel, 1989-90). No figures were available that indicated 

instructors' opinions concerning their students' placement 

at the beginning of the semester. Likewise, Hackman and 

Johnson (1981) reported 86% accuracy in student self

placement at Yale University, although the Breland (1987) 

study showed that student self-reports were poorer 

predictors than test scores. similarly, the Composition 

Board showed initial self-assessments to be poor predictors 

of course grades. The effectiveness of not only the 
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University's placement process but also self-assessment is 

still an open question. 

However, using the HQE in isolation, the PEPI 

demonstrates a 71% classification accuracy which indicates 

that, if used in conjunction with another measure, it would 

provide efficient, cost effective, and valid placement 

assignments. Given the PEPI's lack of correlations with ACT 

and TSWE but its correlations with other indicators of 

writing ability, if the PEPI were used in combination with 

other assessment tools, for instance a direct measure, 

placement accuracy and validity of assessment would increase 

significantly. 

White (1985) reminds us that "we need to be sure that 

writing tests and writing research are valid, because we 

want our teaching to be valid" (p. 189). Do we who teach 

composition, who administer writing programs, and who make 

budget decisions affecting composition placement and 

instruction need to continue to support private testing 

agencies that produce standardized tests, or do we want to 

meet the challenge of designing tests that parallel our 

writing curricula and pedagogy? Using assessment tools 

designed by individuals involved in writing instruction and 

writing program administration would not only validate what 

we do but also advance our professional integrity 

(Greenberg, 1982, 1986: White, 1990). 
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Implications of the study 

Aside from the more practical benefits inherent in 

using the PEPI (i.e., the cost-effectiveness and 

accountability factors), the measure makes sound pedagogical 

sense as well. Typically, the placement scenario at 

institutions of higher education employing a direct measure 

involves numerous individuals: those who design the tests 

themselves, those who orchestrate their administration, and, 

finally, those who evaluate the tests for appropriate 

placement (White, 1985; Witte & Faigley, 1983). 

Interestingly, in many cases, these individuals are not 

teachers and, in the case of indirect instruments, these 

placement tools are not used as part of the composition 

curriculum. There exists a certain pedagogical gap between 

what is tested and what is taught. 

In a certain respect, tests that reflect the curriculum 

bring to light not only the students' strengths and 

weaknesses but also those deficiencies and fine points in 

teachers and curricula as well. Tests can help teachers 

reassess pedagogical goals and classroom techniques 

(Lederman, 1986; White, 1985). Assessment can and should be 

used as a teaching tool, involving faculty at all levels of 

the placement process because faculty participation ensures 

that expectations and goals of student performance is 

clarified (Brown, 1986; Greenberg, 1982; White, 1985). In 
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addition, faculty involvement helps stabilize departmental 

objectives. 

Departmental evaluation standards are evident in the 

PEP!. Designed both as a placement and a didactic 

mechanism, the PEP! can effectively fill the pedagogical 

void left by exams (particularly standardized exams) that 

test what is not taught. Because the PEP! focuses on 

rhetorical strategies and devices as components of the 

writing process, students are guided into rhetorical 

analysis of the written test and, if used in the classroom 

as a pedagogical instrument, discussions of standards of 

writing quality. Furthermore, when students are engaged in 

critiquing and analyzing others' work, their own writing 

performance may evolve in a positive direction (Lamber, 

1980). 

As a reflection of instructional goals and the 

curriculum itself, the PEP! enables students to develop an 

awareness of writing and of thinking about writing. These 

skills are honed in the classroom via peer review and peer 

editing--exercises that open the door to meaningful dialogue 

about each others' writing, having at once been empowered 

with analytical tools and through peer workshops that they 

are able to understand and enjoy the writing process (Elbow, 

1981; Lambert, 1980). As such, the PEP! symbolizes the 

values of the curriculum, unifying elements of the recursive 
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processes of reading and writing and making judgments about 

what has been written. 

Limitations of the study 

Several characteristics of my study must be recognized 

as shortcomings in the work as a whole. 

1. The sample was limited to students at one 

university, which may not be representative of student 

populations across the United states. 

2. The study was limited to the use of a departmental 

essay examination written in 30 minutes for placement in 

university level courses, as opposed to an essay that was 

student-generated, revised, and edited over a period of 

time. 

3. The essays used were assumed to be representative 

of "good" and "poor" quality writing, or the writing level 

of students in English 100 and English 101. 

Recommendations 

The PEPI has demonstrated its usefulness in determining 

placement in freshman composition courses, but in order for 

the measure to be a more accurate predictor of writing 

ability, revision of the ambiguous test statements is 

necessary. Revision, or at least a thorough analysis of the 

items in the expression subscale is also needed. -If we are 

to continue making judgments about student writing 

proficiency, we need to investigate more thoroughly the ."'-. 
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subjective nature of characteristics (i.e., 

expression/style/flavor) that contribute to "good" writing. 

More importantly, we need to develop ways of 

understanding how a student's proficiency at making 

rhetorical judgments actually reflects his or her ability to 

perform rhetorical acts. There is some recognition of this 

question in the Enhanced ACT, which now includes a section 

on rhetorical skills. Further, Haas and Flower (1988) 

recently investigated the concept of teaching students to 

read rhetorically. At this juncture, however, knowing how a 

student makes rhetorical judgments is an open question and 

one that commands further study. Additional research is 

needed in this area not only to formulate a theory of 

writing but also to help instructors and researchers arrive 

at a consensus to define such qualitative aspects of 

writing. 

Application of the PEPI can advance further 

investigation in many other areas. The most obvious and 

immediate implications lie within LESL and bilingual (BL) 

populations. For example, how would their scores on the 

PEPI correlate with the scores from native speakers (NS)? 

Does the PEPI predict success in English courses for ESL/BL 

students as well as it does for NS? IF ESL students score 

lower on the PEPI than NS, should supplementary assessment 

methods be used to provide a more comprehensive picture of 
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the students' academic potential? because proficiency in 

writing usually occurs slowly and is not easily measurable 

in a single semester, longitudinal studies will be required 

to answer these questions. 

with respect to textual analysis, what salient 

characteristics of a student's writing lead us to determine 

placement level? Choosing or creating specific essays for 

the PEPI that reflect these characteristics may help us 

discover these characteristics. 

On a more global level, how does the schema factor 

contribute to reading/writing proficiency? Are the schemata 

that people bring with them to the reading task made 

explicit or are they changed somehow by writing instruction? 

The answers to these questions may help us refine tests of 

reading and writing ability to more accurately measure these 

abilities. 

Finding areas for future research is an easy task 

relative to the grass roots challenge of allocating 

resources to support teachers who are interested in creating 

assessment instruments that reflect their goals and their 

curricula. In an area dominated by researchers, test 

experts and policymakers, it is important for writing 

instructors to actively participate in the development of 

writing tests that represent course instruction. More 

importantly, the evaluative process must be interactive. 
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That is, educational institutions, teachers, and 

professional test-makers must continue to engage in dialogue 

and collaborative efforts to improve tests and to close the 

gap between teaching and testing. 



APPENDIX A 

PILOT TEST 1 AND 2 
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Description of criteria 

Generally, according to the criteria, the quality of an 

essay is judged by clarity of thought, maturity of 

expression, credibility and adequacy of support, coherence 

and unity of ideas. In addition to these criteria, five 

global items related to the same categories were also 

developed. These items ask students for an overall 

assessment of the essay and how they would grade it in 

relation to other essays they have read. Format for the 25-

item instrument criteria is loosely derived from Diederich's 

Analytic Scale (1974, 1961), in that specific criteria are 

identified to assess writing quality. In addition, the five 

global questions ask for holistic judgments of writing 

quality (White, 1984, 1985). As with any tool that assesses 

writing skill, the underlying assumption is that all 

participants share consensus of the criteria. 

pilot Test 1 

To examine the appropriateness of the Projective 

English Placement Instrument I conducted a pilot study 

during the Fall Semester, 1988, using 40 students enrolled 

in Freshman English classes at The university of Arizona. 

There were 24 students in one English 100 class and 16 

students in one English 101 class. 

Results of the first pilot test yielded a number of 

interesting findings about the PEPI. With one exception, 
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reliability coefficients (internal consistency) using 

Cronbach1s Alpha (1951) were acceptable, ranging from the 

exception at .33 (expression), to a high of .87 (global). 

Except for the expression scale, the reliability 

coefficients were judged acceptable for this study. 

Revisions were made and a second pilot test was conducted in 

the second week of the spring semester 1989 (see 

Table 1). 

Table 1 

Reliability coefficients for PEPI subscales (Cronbach Alpha) 

Combined E.1 E.2 

Expression .79 .61 .38 

Mechanics .91 .81 .90 

Organization .92 .84 .71 

Content .90 .78 .76 

Global .95 .85 .83 

Validity and Reliability 

One way to examine the validity of a test is to look at 

the subscales and how they are related to each other. For 

the most part, in the PEPI, they are relatively distinct. 



The Pearson Correlation Coefficients between scales 

indicated that they measured something different. The 

content scale was associated with the mechanics subscale 
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(r = .25; p = .08). content also shared a strong positive 

(r = .51; p = .00) relationship with organization. 

Remaining comparisons yielded 4 values less than .15. The 

largest correlation (r = .51) when squared, reveals that (r2 

= .025) 25% of the variability in responses to 'the subscale 

designed to measure organization co-varied with the subscale 

designed to measure content. Likewise, 75% of the 

variability in each subscale was unique to each. 

Altogether, eight of the 25 original items were either 

modified or replaced. For the most part, estimates of 

reliability were judged appropriate for the purposes of this 

study. The interscale correlations were generally low, 

indicating subscale autonomy. Four of the 10 ~ values were 

less than .10 (content with global .02; global with 

organization .07; mechanics with organization .01; 

expression with mechanics .06), seven less than .20 

(expression with content .14; expression with global .12; 

global with mechanics .12), and only two greater than .25 

(expression with organization -.25; content with 

organization .51). collectively, results from analyses of 

the pilot study data indicated that the expression scale was 
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in need of modification. All remaining comparisons 

supported the use of the PEPI for purposes of this study. 

Additional analyses involving pilot test data included 

an examination of scale scores to verify efforts to 

manipulate essay quality. Results from these computations 

are presented in Table 2. Overall, the summed scale scores 

for the global measure yielded the highest mean rating for 

Essay 1 (representative of the English 103 level) as 

expected. However, the difference between Essay 2 

(representative of the English 101 level) and Essay 3 

(representative of the English 100 level) was smaller and 

not reflective of the intended manipulation. A new Essay 3 

was needed (see Table 3). 

Table 2 

Interscale correlations between PEPI subscales 

1 2 3 4 5 

1. Expression -.20 -.69 -.59 -.65 

2. Mechanics -.22 .21 -.07 .13 

3. organization -.43 .55 .77 .63 

4. content -.33 .49 .63 .68 

5. Global -.20 .42 .62 .29 

Above diagonal, Essay 1; below diagonal, Essay 3 
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Table 3 

Means, standard deviations, and analysis of variance results 

depicting the relationship between PEPI scale scores and 

criterion essays 1 (English 100) and 3 (English 103) 

Subscale 

Expression 

Mechanics 

Organization 

content 

Global 

100 

M 

Essay Assignment 

103 

so 

18.78 2.96 

11.4 44.69 

13.7 23.48 

13.5 63.52 

12.5 63.17 

M 

11.33 

19.78 

21.39 

20.28 

22.00 

so F 

2.79 60.33* 

5.42 24.33* 

2.40 59.19* 

2.97 38.40* 

2.77 90.85* 

*Indicates statistical significance (p < .001), (d.f. 1,34) 

Revision of the Expression Subscale 

The low reliability coefficients generated from pilot 

test data indicated that items in the expression subscale 

needed to be revised: and, examination of the items revealed 

that most were asking for judgments about two different 

things. For example, statement #1 stated, "most of the 

words the writer uses in the essay are fresh and 

interesting. liThe words can be both, or they could be one 

but not the other, so I broadened the statement to read, 
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"The essay contains words that make it more interesting. 

"statement #2, "The tone is appropriate for an audience of 

your peersll became liThe tone of this essay is appropriate 

for the topic. "I considered the revision more specific 

because "an audience of your peers II includes so many 

different variations of a group of entering college freshmen 

while "appropriate for the topic" presents a narrower 

perspective. statement #3, "The sentences in the essay are 

dull," was changed because the word "dull" has a variety of 

connotations from drab and witless to tedious and archaic. 

It was not an accurate word to describe individual 

sentences. To revise, I chose to broaden the scope of the 

question to address coherence and unity. The statement 

became, liThe essay flows smoothly from one point to the 

next. "statement #10, "Sentences are clear and readable" 

could have been interpreted to mean the copy was free from 

smudges or that the ink was dark enough to make the essay 

readable. That item became liThe essay shows a hint of 

personal style" in large part because no other item directly 

addressed that area. Item #12, liThe essay is interesting; 

to read" was probably too broad, and item #13, "sentences 

are too long or repetitious" asked for two separate 

judgments. I revised #12 to read, "Sentences in this essay 

are repetitious. "These revisions sharpened the focus of 

the statements. Although item #15, "sentences contain 
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language that is inappropriate for the topic and audience" 

had the highest item total correlation (r = .33), I decided 

to change it since it was now similar to statement #2, "The 

tone of this essay is appropriate for the topic. "That item 

became, "The ideas in the essay are communicated effectively 

to the reader." 

pilot Test 2 

Interscale correlations between PEPI subscales 

indicated that as expression scores go up (r = -.20), 

mechanics scores go down. A very strong negative 

relationship was evident between expression and organization 

(-.69). For Essay 3, the same relationship was -.43. For 

Essay 1, expression was 4 = 20 with mechanics. For Essay 3, 

the same correlation was .22, showing that relationships 

were comparable regardless of form. Expression was 

negatively correlated with all other subscales. 

Although relationships for Essay 1 are much stronger, 

for the most part, the relationships are much more 

discrepant among each other. Overall, they are much more 

similar than different. These data should be interpreted 

cautiously, however, because there were only 18 respondents 

with each essay. 

The mean expression rating for Essay 1 was 18.78. For 

Essay 3, only 11.33. Analysis of variance indicated this to 

be a signjficant difference (F = 60.33). On every other 
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comparison, Essay 1 elicited significantly lower scores than 

Essay 3. In mechanics, Essay 1 yielded a mean score of 

11.44 whereas Essay 3 received 19.78. Analysis of variance 

indicated that the difference was significant (F = 24.33, P 

< .001). On the global measure, Essay 3 (22.00) was 

considered almost half as good as Essay 1 (12.56: F = 
90.85). There were no capitalization errors in any of the 

essays. I substituted the statement, "The content in this 

essay is interesting. "Although the original statement was 

designed to measure mechanics, I decided to change it to 

measure content for two reasons:One, the mechanics subscale 

contained what I felt were items sufficient to evaluate that 

component of an essay: two, there was no item that measured 

the overall quality of an essay. 

Additionally, in order to select another Essay 3, I 

assembled the same graduate teaching assistants once again 

to review the essays we scored earlier according to the 

PEPI. We re-read the essays to which we had given a 100 

placement and, by consensus, chose another Essay 3 to use 

with the instrument. with the new essay and the revised 

instrument, I was ready to begin the second pilot test (see 

Tables 1 and 2). 



Table 1 

pilot test 1 

1 Expression 

2 Mechanics 

3 organization 

4 content 

5 Global 

Table 2 

Expression 

Mechanics 

Organization 

Content 

Global 

1 

(.33) 

.06 

-.25 

.14 

.12 

1 

18.91 
18.50 19.14 

13.36 
18.25 0.57 

19.82 
21.75 18.21 

18.73 
20.25 17.86 

19.27 
18.75 19.57 
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2 3 4 5 

(.84) 

.01 (.74) 

.25 .51 ( • 66) 

.12 .07 .02 ( .87) 

Essay 

2 3 

19.55 19.80 
19.40 19.67 20.25 19.50 

15.45 12.70 
17.00 14.17 14.50 11.50 

19.18 19.40 
17.20 20.83 18.25 20.17 

18.55 19.30 
17.20 19.67 19.50 19.17 

14.64 16.70 
16.40 13.17 16.00 17.17 
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APPENDIX B 

PROJECTIVE ENGLISH PLACEMENT INSTRUMENT (PEPI) 
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Matric # ________________ _ Course # English, __________ __ 

1. Ethnic background: 

A. American Indian D. Caucasian 

B. Mexican/American E. oriental 

C. Afro-American F. other 

2. What is your primary language? 

3. Which area did your high school English courses 
emphasize most? 

A. 

C. 

non-fiction writing 
(essays, reports) 

grammar 

B. fiction writing 
(stories, poems) 

D. literature 

4. How often did you read and offer comments about a 
classmate's essay in your high school English classes? 

A. I never read another student's essay. 

B. I read other students' essays but did not offer 
comments. 

C. I read and commented on other classmates' essays 
once or twice. 

D. I read and commented on other classmates' essays a 
few times. 

E. I read and con~ented on other classmates' essays 
often. 

5. How often did you read and grade a classmate's essay in 
your high school English classes? 

A. I never read another student's essay. 

B. I read other students' essays but did not grade 
them. 

C. I read and graded other students' essays once or 
twice. 



D. I read and graded other students' essays a few 
times. 

E. I read and graded other students' essays often. 
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6. In the last year, estimate the number of hours per week 
outside of school that you spent writing: 

A. o c. 3-6 hours 

B. 1-2 hours D. 7 or more 

7. In the last year, estimate the number of hours per week 
outside of school that you spent reading: 

A. o C. 3-6 hours 

B. 1-2 hours D. 7 or more 

8. Are you repeating this course? No Yes 
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Cheating and Lying 

Reports of fraud and scandal·have received widespread 

coverage in the media recently. Measures must be taken 

i~ediately to stop persons in prominent positions from 

violating the public trust. If we don't stop these people, 

then what will this world turn into a grant scandal maybe 

not but you will never know. I think if prominent position 

have been violated in the world then those people should not 

be able to make money form this. Like for example, the 

Bakers with TV spots and books that is not right, because he 

did do something wrong. He should not get a second chance. 

They and many other who do the same thing. If people in 

prominent position can not do there jobs without scandal and 

fraud then they should not be allowed to work there in the 

first place. 

The media coverage just adds to it. We the people want 

to stop it. It is making the United states like bad when 

you see a man of the cloth cheating on his wife that wrong 

and it should be stopped, not add to. 

Maybe we should stop an think about what is right and 

what is wrong with prominent people. Most of all how the 

public can put there trust back into these people after they 

have cheated and lied to there wives and most of the people 

who believed in them. 

I feel we should take measures in stopping this, so it 



does not happen again.By banning them from ever work that 

profession. And not to let them make money from this. 
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The people of the United states should be hurt by this 

by I guess not because we go out everyday and do the same 

thing over and over. That's why we think its right cheat 

and lay to are husbands and wives. 

Its a joke because it not just one person in a 

prominent position but its three or four there is so many 

how can you keep count. 

There are no really measures in stopping people in 

prominent positions from violating the public trust. That 

is way when you open the paper there it is another person 

did something in the way of fraud and scandal. 
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Matric # Essay # 

Read the statements about the essay and mark your responses 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). 

1. Most of the words the writer uses 
in the essay are fresh and 
interesting. 

2. The tone is appropriate for an 
audience of your peers. 

3. The sentences in the essay are dull. 

4. This essay contains errors in 
tenses. 

5. The conclusion provides a sense 
of closure to the essay. 

6. The essay contains information 
necessary for the reader to 
understand the main points. 

7. This essay contains errors in 
subject-verb agreement. 

S. The parts of this essay are 
arranged in a coherent, 
logical, sequence. 

9. The controlling idea is supported 
by valid argument or examples. 

10. Sentences are clear and readable. 

11. Transition words or phrases are 
used effectively between and/or 
within paragraphs. 

12. Sentences in this essay are 
ordinary. 

13. Sentences in this essay are 
repetitious. 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 
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14. The focus of each paragraph is clear. 1234 

15. The ideas in the essay are 1234 
communicated effectively to the reader. 

16. The content of this essay is 1234 
interesting. 

17. Each paragraph has supporting 1234 
sentences to develop the 
topic sentence. 

18. The essay contains punctuation 1234 
errors. 

19. Each paragraph in this essay helps 1234 
develop the controlling idea. 

20. The essay satisfies the issue raised. 1234 

21. The essay contains sentence fragments 1234 
used inappropriately. 

22. The essay is just a collection of 1234 
thoughts or observations with no 
point of view expressed or no 
conclusions drawn. 

23. The essay contains misspelled words. 1234 

24. The thesis is evident throughout 1234 
the essay. 

25. The writer uses run-on sentences 1234 
inappropriately. 
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Compared to other essays you've read, how would you grade 
this essay in terms of: 

Development of idea A B C D E 

Maintaining reader interest A B C D E 

Logical flow of ideas A B C D E 

Clarity of presentation A B C D E 

Mechanical correctness A B C D E 

Now write a paragraph giving your overall assessment of this 
essay. Tell why you found some parts effective and other 
parts ineffective. 
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Heroes: Will They Never Die? 

The hero, male or female, plays an important role in 

our society. Traditionally, heroes have reflected the 

characteristics and values important to their cultures. 

Heroes have been around for thousands of years. As time 

progresses, the heroes and their stories change, but their 

role remains the same. 

One of the earliest, most recognizable heroes is 

Beowulf. Out of all the Thanes, Beowulf was the only one 

with the courage to face his fear, Grendel, and the strength 

and knowledge to overcome that same fear. Courage and 

strength were two very important traits in the Anglo-Saxon 

society and they were will represented in Beowulf. with 

time, societies' problems changed and so did the hero. In 

medieval England, corruption and unrest rose among the 

knights. It was time for a new hero. 

Arthur was created in their time of unrest. He united 

a fallen England with cunning, bravery and knowledge. 

During this time chivalry was approaching its peak and these 

Arthurian traits are what the people admired and believed in 

the most. When these characteristics were no longer 

important, the Arthurian legend, with its chivalry, wizardry 

and trickery all but vanished from English literature. with 

time heroes came and heroes went. Even the not-so-perfect 



American society developed a hero to reflect the problems 

and injustices of a "perfect" society. 
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Enter = the man of steel. Superman is one of the last, 

great heroes of our culture. Even though, today, he seems 

like nothing more than a comic book character, in five 

hundred years, historians can look back at him and see what 

society valued the most and what society valued the least. 

Justice, the good of all the people and truth can be seen 

with Superman, as well as the deep hatred and insensitivity 

imbedded in American society. 

Eventually these problems will disappear, but new ones 

will arise. We can say goodbye to Superman in a few years 

but someone, or something, will be there to fill his shoes. 
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Matric # Essay # 

Read the statements about the essay and mark your responses 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). 

1. Most of the words the writer uses 1234 
in the essay are fresh and 
interesting. 

2. The tone is appropriate for an 1234 
audience of your peers. 

3. The sentences in the essay are dull. 1234 

4. This essay contains errors in 1234 
tenses. 

5. The conclusion provides a sense 1234 
of closure to the essay. 

6. The essay contains information 1234 
necessary for the reader to 
understand the main points. 

7. This essay contains errors in 1234 
subject-verb agreement. 

8. The parts of this essay are 1234 
arranged in a coherent, 
logical, sequence. 

9. The controlling idea is supported 1234 
by valid argument or examples. 

10. Sentences are clear and readable. 1234 

11. Transition words or phrases are 1234 
used effectively between and/or 
within paragraphs. 

12. Sentences in this essay are 1234 
ordinary. 

13. Sentences in this essay are 1234 
repetitious. 
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14. The focus of each paragraph is clear. 1234 

15. The ideas in the essay are 1234 
communicated effectively to the reader. 

16. The content of this essay is 1234 
interesting. 

17. Each paragraph has supporting 1234 
sentences to develop the 
topic sentence. 

18. The essay contains punctuation 1234 
errors. 

19. Each paragraph in this essay helps 1234 
develop the controlling idea. 

20. The essay satisfies the issue raised. 1234 

21. The essay contains sentence fragments 1234 
used inappropriately. 

22. The essay is just a collection of 1234 
thoughts or observations with no 
point of view expressed or no 
conclusions drawn. 

23. The essay contains misspelled words. 1234 

24. The thesis is evident throughout 1234 
the essay. 

25. The writer uses run-on sentences 1234 
inappropriately. 
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compared to other essays you've read, how would you grade 
this essay in terms of: 

Development of idea A B C D E 

Maintaining reader interest A B C D E 

Logical flow of ideas A B C D E 

Clarity of presentation A B C D E 

Mechanical correctness A B C D E 

Now write a paragraph giving your overall assessment of this 
essay. Tell why you found some parts effective and other 
parts ineffective. 
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Matric # Essay # 

Read the statements about the essay and mark your responses 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). 

1. Most of the words the writer uses 
in the essay are fresh and 
interesting. 

2. The tone is appropriate for an 
audience of your peers. 

3. The sentences in the essay are dull. 

4. This essay contains errors in 
tenses. 

5. The conclusion provides a sense 
of closure to the essay. 

6. The essay contains information 
necessary for the reader to 
understand the main points. 

7. This essay contains errors in 
subject-verb agreement. 

S. The parts of this essay are 
arranged in a coherent, 
logical, sequence. 

9. The controlling idea is supported 
by valid argument or examples. 

10. Sentences are clear and readable. 

11. Transition words or phrases are 
used effectively between and/or 
within paragraphs. 

12. Sentences in this essay are 
ordinary. 

13. Sentences in this essay are 
repetitious. 

14. The focus of each paragraph is clear. 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

. 1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 

1234 
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15. The ideas in the essay are 1234 
communicated effectively to the reader. 

16. The content of this essay is 1234 
interesting. 

17. Each paragraph has supporting 1234 
sentences to develop the 
topic sentence. 

18. The essay contains punctuation 1234 
errors. 

19. Each paragraph in this essay helps 1234 
develop the controlling idea. 

20. The essay satisfies the issue raised. 1234 

21. The essay contains sentence fragments 1234 
used inappropriately. 

22. The essay is just a collection of 1234 
thoughts or observations with no 
point of view expressed or no 
conclusions drawn. 

23. The essay contains misspelled words. 1234 

24. The thesis is evident throughout 1234 
the essay. 

25. The writer uses run-on sentences 1234 
inappropriately. 
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Compared to other essays you've read, how would you grade 
this essay in terms of: 

Development of idea A B C D E 

Maintaining reader interest A B C D E 

Logical flow of ideas A B C D E 

Clarity of presentation A B C D E 

Mechanical correctness A B C D E 

Now write a paragraph giving your overall assessment of this 
essay. Tell why you found some parts effective and other 
parts ineffective. 
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