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. ) ?Among tﬁe'many'criticisms of the qué]ity of public edbeationm com-
plainis about students' inability to write prose lead the pack. At the
time of college admission when students need to be‘assigned to“ﬁeginning

English courses, writing deficiencies become especially salient. A% en-

trance to college, students may be assigned to college-level beginning

Eng]ish caurses, or with gfeater frequency, may-be placed in a special

;course des1gned td‘remedy comes1t1on prob]ems and to prepqie for regu]ar

[

’

--:- co]lege ]eve] work. Th1s initial p]acement dec1s1on is made through dif-

| . ferent means Some‘schoo1s base their deci$ion solely on student verbal
"scores on a co]lege entrance examination.: Others require that elf?students"

>‘ . take a special p]acement exam1nat1on These examinations may va in th'eir

- deve]opment history (]oca]ly prepared or commercially pub11shed definition

of wr1t1ng gnarrat1ve or expos1tory prose), format (mu]t1p]e ch01ce -or '

essay- production), and manner by which the passing score is determ1ned

An ideal and experimentally clean way to make choices among such alter-

natives woyld involve the systemat;c variation of some of these variables

to determine'which procedures"provide the least mi%taken estimate of stu-

dents writing ab111ty In fact, adm1ss1on is a ser1ous bu¥iness and Tittle

exper1menta1 "foo]1ng" with the system is to]erated in real. co]Peges and *+

et ‘ FEE
universities, even for the promised benefit of 1mproved dec1S1ons

A

This study, however,. is an attempt to contrast a]ternatiwe .assessment
methods in actual placement testing. Its practical 1mpetus grew from

. 0 ) spec1f1c requirements in the higher educatwon system in California. As

’
b
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'background, Ca]iforﬁia has two, state-wide university systems: . The Uni-
ver51ty of California (uc) and the California State Dniver51ty and Colleges
(CSUC) A]though the systems ar@ designed to attract different ]eve]s of

students (at UC, the top 124% statew1de and at CSUC, the top 23%) students
Y

may transfer from system to system or to difierent campuses,nith.. the

same system. CSUC consists oi 19 cempuses, and to standardize require-

4

ments "among campuses, a committee of faculty cooperdted with the Educa-

.tional Testing Service, (ETS) to developsa system-wide test of English .com-

’

position‘placement the Eng]ish Placement Test (EPT) The UC system of

9

nine campuses operates so that each campus unique placement test'(called
Q.

the SubJect A examination) is honored by the other campuses Since CSUC -
,students often wish to transfer to. UC schoo]s a study group made up of .
facuity from both. systems was appOinted to review the need for common writ-
ing p]acement procedure for a]] UC ‘and CSUC campuses. The use,of'the English
Placement Test was suggested by/the CSUC representatives.

The prob]em in its most Simpie form is whether the EPT would prov1de

“the same quality of information thought to be obtained through the existing

: procedures at UC campuses. Could a’ tes designed for a popu]q}ion consist-

ing of the top one-third of students operate efficvently for the top 12%%?
&

Embedded in this problem are a number of serious issues related to
the teaching and testing oﬁ writing. For a start, few agree on the defi-
" nition of writing competence itself. A common but operationally vague

de51re is that students ought to wrice wel] enough to succeed in other

co]]ege courses, as if success were an unidimenSional phenoméron, In fact, -
Y
Smith (‘975) demonstrated that requirements, for success vary from co]]ege

L 1S
.
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" specialization to specialization. Definitions of competence may focus

on particular features of writing, such as structural or grammatical ele- RS
L A ' . ” K Al
ments. In other views, acceptable mechanics are a minimum, but emphasis N ~

i's given, in addition, to the qﬁa]ity of thought or to the logic and c]aritj te.
' of the communication. ) ‘ e
A second issue running through this study is the form of student
response used to make the decision. Some tests of writing rely heavily ’ - .ﬂ
on "1nd1rect" measurement, where performance on mu]t1p1e choice tests is
used to "predict" writing achjevement. ‘These tests are jhstified along
these connected lines'of argument. First, the correlation coefficients
\» of wr%tten essays and mu?tip]e choice tests are high enough that the
"va]Tdityh of the objective test should not be challenged. The tests are
. funotiona]]y thouéht to measure the “"same thing" zGodshalk, Swineford, &
Coffman, 196%; Breland & Braucher, 1977). Given this equivaience, effi-
ciency favors chonsing the least expens1ve method, and obJect1ve tests
are easier and cheaper to adm1n1s er and ;score. The scoring argument is

. * .

bolstered bx the well-known differences 1n raters Judgments of essays,

IS

. \ ,
that is, the matter of scorer unreliability.
4 . . ’ . . v
Proponents of collecting.writing samples from students argue that
the cognitive }equ1rem§£ts of creating essays and answer1ng a series of

multiple ehoice tests differ markedly from one another and that no amount

* of statistical modelling can actually equate.wr1t1ng with choosing the ¢
.

right answer (Spooner-Smith, 1978; Quellmalz & Capell, 197@). Further
critidisms of rater unreliability are countered by the resultsi

of good training procedures. However, the cost issue remains, cast by
"

.. . . s, - . > 1. .
these advocates as a choice between cheap, irrelevant information ar more

% i »
N i . .




costly, va11d data g’ ' '

A third issue applies to any definition or form;t for'the assessment .
of student writing.compétence: how are standar&s of passing or fai]iﬁéﬁ
set? -Dogs'the stanaard treat equally the %wb forms of potential misclassi-
fication, éompetent'stddents who "fail" and incompetenf students who "pass"?
Js Eheré é po]icy»thgt the benefit of the doubt goes tg the‘foQent? Does

"t, 3 system so value it; definition of writing that it Qishes to be conser-

3 «

'yative about who gets to enter college English courses?

A last, but ¢ritical issue arises for those who have opted for the

co]]ectioq of essay responses. Not only questioned are the nuinber, type,

and Tength of.reSpqnses necessary for accurate judgment, but 5150'heated :

‘e

disagreement occurs over the best scoring procedures. The choices are

. petween hdlistic scoring, which ines an overall estimate of the essay,

and anaiytic. scoring which provides subScores for partictilar characteris-

14

- ) tics .of the writing. Again, the conflict is between cost, where holistic
scoring takes dpproximately 2/3 the time of analytic scoring, and grécisio

- of 1ngg?mat1on, where ana]yt1c scores provide d1agnos1s of deficient per-

formance. Strong advocates for holistic scoring cite its ecoﬁbmy (Godsha]k
et al., 1966; Ai]oway, 1978; Powills, Bowvers & Con]an, 1979). However,
Teature ana]yses of good and poor papers point to the distinct differences
in the1r content and structure (See Cooper, Cherry, Gerber, -Fleischer,
Cop]ey, & Sartisky, 1979), and advocates of ana]ytic ratings argue for

the use of such information in determining instructional po]%cy for re-,

"\ mediatipn (Quellmalz, 1980). g , /

. ‘ . With contention as a backdrop,. then, the practical problem of choosing

i

. ' LT
. .
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a "good" placement procedure for UC was studied. Staff at-a university-

. - S S
based research center-proposed research to cqmpare“three alternative

_methods for making the placement decision: the‘uée of the English Place-

ment Test (EPT) (consisting of an esséy:and multiple choice scales) pro-
posed by the CSUQ stéff;_the'pfacement procedure (Subject A- examinations)
in use at each of the two UC campuses; an anmalytic essay'rating sﬁale de-

veloped by the research center in the course of its studies of writing

(the CSE scale).’ Two simple questions were formulated to gui&e this study: -

1. How comparable are the scores students receive from each
at “ N . . .

form of writing assessment?
10

r

2. Would the methods'socp'studeqts in competent and

incompetegé‘groups in the same Way? L

-
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A VL METHODS } | :

X - . AN Overview
AN ‘ 14

Each of two UC caéﬁhses agreed to participate in the study Instead
of (equ1r1nq che1r own SJanct A exam1nat1on eachcampus administered the
EPT exam1nau1on to a samp]é (f students participating in regular. p]acement
examin.tions. The EPT essa} was first scored by ETS, rescored at each
campus using campus scoring rocedures (both campuses used holistic rating
grocedhres), and then the essays were sent to the research center for re-
rating according to the CSE anaﬂyt1c scheme. Actual placement dec1s1ons
for each student were made on th basis of the campus interpretation of

-

. ETS scores.. . . \ ' ) '
- “hree hundred eight high school seniors were required £o take tﬁe |
éxperimenté] version of the p]acemént examination at either of two UC
campuses. A placement test for writing. was a regular requ}rement for
students scéringlbefween.459 and 600 on the College Entrance Examination
Board (CEEB) test. |

o
Instruments

The English Placement Test

\ |

The EFT was developad hy the Edeat1ona1 Testing Serv1ce in co]]abor-

l ation with CSUC-as. a p]acement tool for first-year English c]asses in the

i

CSUC system. -~ The EPT requires students to write one 45-minute essay and

' to complete a 90-minute multiple choice section covering three skill areas:

~ reading, séntence construction, and legic and organization. The reading

$

] ’

12 . . . ". E




section.asks students to identify main ideas'and to interpret ideas®in
short reading passages. The sentence construction test items require

" students to recognize arrangements of sentence e]ements that "exbress
mean1ng clearly anH correctly." The log1c and organ1zat10n sect1on con-

‘ta1ns a variety of item types intended to measure students' ability to
. see re]atlonshlps between w;rds " For example,‘some items requ1re stu-
* dents tc arrange;words into categories; other items dnvd]ve identifying
sentences to begin, end, or support a given paragranh. Still other items
. intend tb measure the students' ability to disttnguish between fact and
opinion. The objective part of the EPT counts 75% of the total. '
Essay toéic. .The essay direction required students to write a 35-
minute essay on a topic eliciting narrative/descriptive writing. The

topic of this administration ca]]ed for students to write about "a real

or an apparent change that “had occurred in someone they knew." .

EPT’essay criteria. The EPT scoring scale is a six-point holistic
essay scale-divided into two parts--"upper haif.papers" and "lower half
papers " Raters are instructed to read each paper through quickly and-a'
as51gn an overall rating based on how we]] the éssay addressed itself to.
all aspects of the quest1?n (topic), how well the essay is organized, and
'how well'it demonstrates writing%uality. Aspects of writing quality men-
tioned in the rubric are syntax and diction. Papers that dd not respond

to, argue or avoid the question_are scored zero. The EPT was studied for

o

content validity, as reported by Breland and Ragosa (1976). Unfortunately, -

. no results were available.

L2
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UC Campus 1: holistic essay criteria-
Campus 1 employed a six-point holistic scale which permits readers

to assign a plus or minus to each'point on the scale (i=high, é=30w).

. ) - .
The rubric'directs raters' attention to the thesis statement and its de-

'velopment,;sentence structure, word choice, and a detailed list of "me-
chanics" features. Additiona]]y, each point on the scale corrésponds

to a placement decision. For example, scores of one, two or three indi-

p]

* cate that the student is prepared to take a regular freshman compnsition

counse, while a score of four through six indicates that the student should
be placed in one of a series of increasingly remedial Engiish classes.
Campus 1 typically employs a one-hour p]aceme;t éxamination._ - . _ B

-

Campus 2: holistic essay criteria

. A sixlpoint holistic ratihg scale was .also employed by Campus 2 (1=low,
6=high), The rubric emphas1zes f]uency and mechan1cs although reference
is made to the 10g1c and organ1zatxon of the writing scale. In its normal
p]acement'exam1pat1on, two one-hour essays are produced by each student
" at Gampgs 2.

CSE\ana]ytic essay criteria

'“ Unlike the three ho!1st1c approaches of the other rating procedures,

the CSE essay scor1ng prov1des an analytic rating of each essay (Que]]ma]z,

1979). The analyt1c rubric derived from other sca]es used for narrative -
d1scourse and from texts and tests in compos1t1on and rhetoric (Pitts, -
1978). The scale presents carefully.explicated criteria developed for

domain-referenced narrative writing tasks. Scale criteria require refer-

4




’ ’ 2
. “
' _e'nce to observable features in an’essay, unlike many rating rubrics wh;'ch
' include more subjective, affective judgments. Tr}e scale consfgfs of five
'subscales, each m:th ‘a range offfour points ™ Based on studies suggesting
that “holistic and analytic ratings provide Histinct information about stu-’
dent writing, the sca]e ca]ls for both hOl],St]C and analytic ratmgs
- (Wmters, 1978). The fzrst subsca]e, /General Impression, dlrects raters'
to read the paper quickly first and to rate 1't according to their g]oba]
judgments of its quality as an examﬁ]e"of na‘rr"afion. The r’e}rlaining four
subscales atteﬁd to the following components of the writing: focug, or‘—

ganization, support, and mechanics. The scoring rubric for the scale con-

-

tain\s a detailéd description of essay features associated with each of the

1

four Tevels of quality within each of the subscales.
r ‘ Archival student jnformation . ’

In addition to the three scores generated by the réscoring of. the.

required placement exam, Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) verbal scgres,

H

Collége Entfance Examination Board QEEB) scores, High School English

. course grades and grade point averages were also available for students.
) h ’ - . . . 7
Administration o

g

Students who came to the r,equi-red UC placement examination were di-
vided, as they arrived, i’nto groups takiné the regular-or the experimental
EPT administration. Students in the study were placed in the same room.
—’ *and not exposed to-the usual campus procedure. The entire EPT was admin-

istered according tE) the publisher's directions. This process was repeated

157
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on each of-the two UC campuses- in the study.

EPT Scor1ng;Procedure

2
*

The essays rated by the EPT procedures were graded at the same time-
as a [arger pool of essays from all CSUC campuses (n=6,293); Twenty;
5$e;en raters were trained in a three and’one-ﬁalf hour training session
to assign scores according to th& EPT rubric Each essay was read by two
readers and the final score assigned to an essay. was the sum of the two
scores. As the -EPT rubr1c wa2 a- six-point sca]e, essay scores ranged from '
one to twe]ve. Papers with i%ores differing by two or more po1nts and all
* - papers that rece1ved a zero score from one reader but a non-zero score
‘ from the'éther reader were read by a third reader Jhe total essay score.
in these adjudicated cases was the sum of the two most congruent scores.
EPT reported that the majori%y of discrepant scores occurreq in the th;ee._j_
to five score range. : B - \‘ :
Rater agreement was calculated by a correlation coefficienf summariz- -
ing the amount of agreement between the first and second scores assféqeh
to a paper, rather than of the amount of agreement between aarticular rater

pairs. The correlat1on coeff1c1eht reported for 5,756 papers was .59.

CSE Rating Procedures

The combined set of 308 essays was rescored at the research center
usyng the CSE Factual Narrative Scale II. Four ;aters, Ené]ish instructors,

. were' hired to read the essays. All of the raters had previous experience
R . .

1 ]
- in. the systematic rating of student essays, and two of the four raters had

-

.used the particular scale in previous studies. p

CSE vater training procedures ‘were similar to those'employed by $pooner-

Smith (1978) and Winters (1978).. Approximately four hours were devoted to




rev1ev, rating and discussion of 30~sample essays on the essay top1c

At the conclusion of the tra1n1ng sesS16n rater agreement coeff1c1ents

were computed for-each of the subscores and the**oﬁa] scale in order to

determirie whether training should be continued. A]phas ranged from é% } ’
to .92 (based on four ratings per paper), and genera11zab111ty coeff1- ‘
cents ranged from .59 to .87. As a.result, readers reread and d1scussed
the pilot test papers again for the one subscale with low re11ab111ty, .S
fggg§j\before reading the ‘actual "exPer1menta1",essayai. Papers were ran- ?

domly assigned to raters. . o - »

- Campus 1: rafing;procedure .o . . [

LS

0 Six';eaching assjstants experienced in teaching basic writing rated
the Qamaus 1 essays returned by ETSS 'Thg‘ﬁampqs'i sca]e,'based,prima;ily \
on a tally of meéhdnipa]‘errors, was used to as;ign essay scoaes. Each
Jaaper was read by oga reader; raters were deﬁartment teaching assistants _ '"f

>

i ’ ‘-
and were given no additional formal training. ¢

Campus 2: rating procedure //

Campus 2 ‘papers were‘read by, seven rayars, allecomﬁbsition_1nstructor§.-
The raters had pggzjous experience “in rating~p1acement essays for the Eng-
lish department, sofbnly about one and a half hours were devoted to }ater,
train%ng. During this session, raters read and discussed essays on topics
analogous to the EPT topic and assigned scores according ta the Campus 2
writipg exam scale. ’ L ’ v - ‘ ' N

Each paper was read by two ra;ers;<€;; final.score was the sum of the’

twb~ratings. Papers discrepant by two or more points were read by a third

reader and the discrepancy resolved in the same manner as were discrepan-

. 17
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cies in the EPT-scoring procedure. Campus' 2 calculated no interrater

reliabilities.
’ hd ) ~

5 _ RESULTS o

. Comparability of Assessment Procedures

The first section bf results addresses the coﬁpardbi]ity of the

3

, three alternative measures and includes internal analyses of each (see

Table 1). The EPT and CSE scores will be. treated first’beEause they

each provide subscales. Consider the EPT‘analyse‘sM The most dramatic

. - a.-..--.% .........

}ysert Tables 1 & 2 about here

findjngs surround the rg]a?iohship of the obj-~tive EPT subscales and.thef
essay score (see Tab]eIZ}. .Eaéh of three subscales strongly correlates '
with one ‘another, a fact which suggests thpi;%ﬁéy may provide ?edundant
information. These subscales, taken individua]]y or combiqed into an'"ob-
jeézgve" composite'relate only modenqte]y with.the‘EﬁT essay §core analyses
(ranges of r between .25 and .30). - '

The CSE scale analysis addresses the relationship of the four analytic

subscores, the total of these scores, and the General Impression, “holistic"

. score for each éssay (see Table 3). The relatively low correlations sug- ,/

3
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Table 1

Deviations

- . Means and Standard .
< ; o
‘Possible - . n - X s.d% dm; X s.d.
.EPT.TOTAL 180 104‘4 152.38. 6.44 . 201 ’154:17 3.84
EPT ESSAY 12 104 7.03 1.38 . 201 7.37 1.58
"EPT OBJECTIVE SCALES
D Readlng 180 104 . 153.04 8.81 201 15420 12.10
Senence construction 180 104 154.72 7.35 201 156.01 11.89_
Logic angy organization 180 104 153.16 7.89 201. 154.01 11.95
Composition 180 104 152.03 6.13° 201 153.09 11.53
Total Objective Score - 540 104 460.92 22.11 201 464.21 . 35.00
:QAMPUS SCORING 103 2.93 1.26 201 . 6.61  2.02
' , LI ]
OSE SUBSCALES \ ) j
"’ General Impression 4 69 1.2 .71 148 179 .78
.  Focus 4 69 - 1.80 .56 148 : A.98 .55 .
< Organization 4 69 1.70 .63 148 - " 2.00 70, .
* Support 4 69 ©1.88 .67 . 148 - 2.09 .69
-Mechanics 4 69 + 1,91 .53 . 148 2.35 .62
Total N ZQ' Y269 ¢, 8.81 2.35 148 -10.117 2.52 7
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Essay
" Reading

Sentence
construction

.—[ogic
Composition
Objective Total
Total
N= 308 °

CSE Scale

General

Impression
' .

Focus
Organization
Support

» Mechanics
Total
N =217

\

© .. __..__Internal_Characteristics of EPT and CSE Assessment

3
-

TABLE 2 -

3

- English Placement Test

L S , " . ‘ >
Essay Reading Sentence Logic Composition

- , < _construction R 2

.27

.28 .68

25 71 .62

J1 J0. .79 .73 '
© .30 91 .86 .88 .85

.62 . .85 .8 81 A .97

" TABLE 3
Center for the Study of Evaluation analytic scale

General Focus Organization Support ‘Mechanics
Impression : . -

YA - - . <

075 - ” 047 N »

.48 .46 .55-

A6 .41 . .32 . .28

8 . - .72 .83 - .73 .65

‘Objective

.93
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.componeht“ The corre]ation of .85 for the General Impression and the
total of the subsca]es suggests that directing one's attentlon to four 4

.particular features of writing honethetess produces values cons1stent'
with an overa]] holistic v1ew * : -
The comparisen between features assessed by the EPT and the CSE
> ind:Cators more directly addresses the question of assessment compar-
ability (see Table 4). .-
¥, o e
*:2“\ : Ensert-Tabie-4-about-here
'The essay scores derived from.EPT and gSE‘sébring suggest that'on]y a
moderate amount of over]ap~exists:in the scoring rubrics The holistic
“ratings between the CSE General Impress10n and EPT essay correiat%lin the
 mid-ranges; however, the component skills measured by the CSE analytic:
dimenSIons and the EPT subsca]es diverge dramatically. For instance, "or-
3 ganization" is assessed by both EPT and CSE .scores, yet the éorrelation
between subscales is only .12.  Sentence construction on the EPT apd me-

chaniés on the CSE subscale, apparently comparab]e dimensions, correlate

‘

.29. C]ear]y, the format of the EPT subscale responses ﬁy jective tests)
assesses a different capacity than the CSE subscale rating of the essay
Comparisons were .also made among the EPT scores, CSE scores, and the

UC campus holistic scoring procedures. In Tab]e 5, the first co]umn pre-

¢

”~

g ‘ o

*
In fact, the hp]istic score is undoubtedly gontaminated by the raters’
use of the analytic rating scales, after the first paper, that is.

\ . .
- 13
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PT
Essay
Réading

‘Sentence construction

Logic & organization
! Composition

Objective test: .,
O ” *
{

?btal ’ ’ K

Cross-Correlations Between EPT and'CSE Subscales

CSE

General
Impression

:46
17

‘.18.
.14
.36

.19

. 439

»

}
o

" Campuses' Combined

Focus -

.46
.15
.18
.20
.39
.20

.33

TABLE 4 ,°

.41

.14

.16
127
.32

.16

.28

<

.16
.15
11
.31
.16

.28

’

Organization . Support

42 .

Mechanics lTotal'
.38 ' .56
.27 .23
.29 .25
e 21
40 .4
.30 S
.39 .42




, | \\)\ e TABLE 5

Correlation of Placement Test Scores from ggl,~cdmpus 1

Campus 2, and CSE

A

EPT esZay . EPT objective Campus 1 Campus 2 'CSE
] > . ) . . .

7 EPT essay . N\
"+ EPT objective 30 -
Campus 1 .60 :53 * .
Campus 2. ' .25 .. .08 * .
+  CSE 40 27 ~ .48 .12

>

*Campus 1 and 2 scored only their own students’ esséys.
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. sehts the simplest contrasts. The EPT correlates at the .40 level with

the CSE total.  The h61istic‘scorfng procedures at the UC campuses re-’
sults in-discrepant. relationships (at Campus 1, r=.60, and at Campus 2, ’,

r=.25). A low risk conclusion is that "holistic" ratings (as used at

each campus and for the EPT rating) mea: different th1ngs In any case,

pus 1. Yet, ‘even 'if-these rat1ngs were ‘reliable, the conc]q51on from these

1nferences about the. stab111ty of these relationships is certa1n]y weak-
ened by the relat1Ve1y low inter-rater reliability reported for the FPT -
rat1ngs, the lackigf reliab111ty est1mates for the uc effqrts and the

vy

potential for error: inherent in the s1ng1e rat1ng procedure used at Cam-

.ﬂata wou]d be that raters us1ng deferent systems onerat1ona11ze writ1ng

in veny different ways. '

N ~
.

Relationship of assessment procedure and archival 1nformat1on ’

Tab]e\6 presents descr1pt1Ve statistics+for archival data by campus
aﬁB'Table 7 d1sp1ays the corre]atlpns among d1fferent writing assessment
methods and other writing-rélated archive] data often used in placement
‘deéisions. Making inferences from.such spotty resu]ts is\dangerous; how- _

ever, the most consistent rélationships areamong the College Entrance,

Scholastic Aptitude, and English Placement Tests: While this re]ationship

4

may result from connect1ons between underlying ab1%ﬁ:1es {for 1nstance,

comprehensxon ab1.1ty uS assessed on all three measUres), one might argué

“~that the fact that these tests or1g1nate from the same publisher, using

.

» | 25 . . ...“




-~ -TABLE 6

1

~

Means and Standard Deviations
for Archival Data* by Campus

\ .

High School”English Grades . 61

High School. Grade Point Average 90

o .
Co1lege Entrance Examination Board 90

Scholastic Aptitude Test (Verbal) 90

187
161

184
180
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::r, ) 'i
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-
. ¢
EPT total score
Campus 1
Campus 2
' Combined
LA P

-

o CSE total essay
= . score

Lo

. . Campys 1

R ‘ campus 2 -
‘Combined

Campus_essay

score
e ’
. Campus 1
A
Campus 2
) Y

TRABLE 7

Cor;é]ations Between Alternative Placement Scores
and Other Predictors of College English Performance

? * -
College Scholastic  High High School
Entrance - Aptitude School Grade ’
Examination Test English Point
“Board - ~ (verbal) - Average
. .50 59 40 .20
.66 .64. 232 .31
.62 . .62 " .19 :25
| P
.26 25 -.04 -.01
.29 -.01 05 .23
.32 v W21 00 07
22 - . . .23 07 .01
450 4 -.31 .20 .31
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supposed]j{ sin:i]ar test development technology, may be agplausible a
linkggﬁ;;g them. ‘ ",

More.disheartening, however, is the lack of relationship among writ-
ing indices and high school and English grace point average. Altbough
range restr1ct1on definitely must be considered (a]] students have a 3.2
minimum grade point average to qualify for UC adﬂ1SS1on), one wou]d still
hope that the grades of these students drawn as they were from the middle
of the CEEB d1str1but1on (450-600 scores), m1ght support the va11d1ty of
the measures. One gloomy view is that high schoo] performance, as meaSured
by grades, foes not include much writing cempetence. Research on the
amount of actuel precollegiate writing required of students supporte'this )
analysis (Pitts,‘1978). ‘ - i

A related qeestion is the amount of performance that can be inferred
to be e_specitic skill and the amount inferred to be general ability or
perhaps general information. The relatively higher values for the Campus 2
procedures may be exp]a1ned as genera] ab1]1ty This explanation is es-
peC1a11y interesting in the light of the weak categories in the scoring
rubric, and the form of rater training.’ When no need exists for identi-
fication and operational statement of criteria in order to achieve set
levels of agreanent among raters, it is reasonable to infer that the

wr1ters general ability rather than spec1f1c writing sk111 is detected

by the rating.

Alternative placement decisions.using three assessment models

To compare the utility of the three methods in view of different

~




stapdards for pass and fail, two analyses were performed: 1) the pass

score was set at the mean of the scores from the experimental UC distri-
=~

bution; 2) the cut score set according to present orrecommendedpraéfice.

The best approach for identifying the optimal b]acement of such standards

would naturally depend upon developing an adequate estimate of "future
success" in college writing, and working back from it, to identify the
- minimum requirements for combeténcy. In the absence of such a refined
external criyerion, the alterpative placement analyses shed'light on the

differences in decisions made by the various assessment approaches.

Group ana]yses ,

At the group level of analysis, Table 8 displays percentages of’
students who would be placed in remedial classes if cut-off scores were’
1) set at tﬁe mean of the UC sample fQr each of the three methods or 2)
set at the/$220mmended or regularly used standard. When the cu.-off for

the EPT essay is set at the UC mean (a customary ETS procedure),.54% of

£ s e es e es e e es v e e e e

UC students would be required to take remedial English. If the EPT cut-
off score were set at the averagg of the CSUC population, only 26% of the
UC sample would be placed into remedial English. This contrast reflects
the differences in popu]ationf in the two university systems and suggests
that if the EPT essay (and its cut-off) were adopted directly from CSUC,
then the standard of writing expecfed‘at UC would drop. The CSE scale
would place 61% of UC students in the‘remedial course, with either thé

average or a substantively set criterion score of 10.

- 29




Combined
campuses

EPT esséy
EPT total ”
CSE total

* Campus 1

- Campus rpbric
EPT essay
EPT total
CSE total

Campus_2
RN

. Campus rubric
EPT essay
EPT total

CSE total

TABLE 8

Percent of Students Placed in Subject A

by the Three Scoring Systems

When clt-off scores =
UC mean

Remedial
English -

N Scare
308 < 7.28 54
- 304  <153.62 48
- 235 < 9.83 61

P

T

103 < 2.93 49
103 < 7.03 63
103 <152.38 35
71 < 8.61 51

200 < 6.61 40
200 < 7.37 50
201 <154.27 43
164 < 10.35 53

* When cut-off scores =
those previously used’

. Remedial-
N Score English

34 < 6 26

304 <150 18
235 <10 61

104 31
34

104 <150 20

| A
K-S

104

|A
(=]

71 <10 79

200

IA
~

40
23

|A
(=]

200
200 <150 14

164 53

A
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: Contrasts in performance between the two UC campuses demonstrate

that Campus 2 apparently draws from a somthat more proficient populatién‘

of writers than Campus 1. ~ / . >
- : \ .
Individuat placement decisions N

Different predictions can be made about the placement of any individ-

ual student under the three assessment methods k;ee Table 9). Numbers

in the "off" diagonal represent students who would pass under one system -

R .  m e m e e —ae -
' , - Insert Table 9 about here ‘ /

K3 e

and fai] according to another (taking pairs~of procedires.one at a time
for each c%mbﬁs). For'example, at Campus-1, if the pass score were set
at the CSUC mean, 30% of the students who pass the EPT essay would fail
using €Le regular standards of the campus, and 57% would fail using the
CSE scale. Pfa ement discrepancie; between CSE and Campus 1 procedures

are greater than between Campué 1 and the EPT decisions. Campus 2 place-

ment decisions simil »iy demonsfrate discrepancies; but with different
details. For instance, in comparing the CSE with Campus 2 standa;ds, one
can see that 36% of the students would pass in one system ;ﬁd fail in the
other. However, the degree of difficulty (as judged by the pércentages*
passing and failing in either system).shows rough equivalence. Thus, in

the case of the Campus 2-CSE comparison, it is the defintion of writing

.competency that accounts for differences in placement rather than “diffi-

culty" of the measure.

~

” ‘ . L. 31 ' .
e e e .. _ N A, * y)
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EPT essay rubric
Pass

. .

Campus 1 rubric
Pass
(<3
Fail

>4

EPT essay rubric
Pass

’> TABLE 9

Are Set at Previously Employed Standards

Cahpus 1 rubric

Pass Fail’
<3 >4
37 31 68
(30%)
31 8 35
(30%)
68 © 35 103
CSE rubric
Pass Fail -
<11 210
5 - 40 45
(579)
10 15 25
(14%)
15 55 70
CSE rubric
Pass Fail
>11 <10
15 33 48
£472) |
0. - 23 23
(0%) -
15 56 71

-~

Comparison of Placements When Essay Cut-off Scares

&«

'Campus 2 rubric

!

¢« Pass Fail
>8 <7 .
EPT essay rubric
“Pass 79 76
>7 , (382%)
Fail 9- 36
<6 - (5%) .
“88 112
CSE rubric
"Pass Fail
>11 <10
Campus 2 rubric| °~ |
Pass . 47 .29
>8 (18%)
Fail __30 58
<7 {18%) P
7 _____8%
- T
CSE rubric
Pass Fail
>11 <10
EPT essay rubric
Pass - 70 57
>7 (35%)
Fail 7 29
<6 (4%)
77 86

.32

155

45

200

76
88

164 -




DISCUSSION .

The findings of the study dramatize the dilemma facing multi-sate
éducational systems, attempting to establish, uniform_writing competency
testing The question s whether newﬂy proposed placement method B is ~
better than extant placement method'A and the answer is, in this case .
unfortunately‘ "It depends " Itidepends on what you are looking for and

what evidence w1ll convince you that you have found it _This study under-

--scores the fact that writihg is not anundifferentiated skill construct'and

that different tests may\measure or emphasize Xery different aspects of

the writing competency domain. '

.\; The questions guiding this study structured rnformation about the
~§equences of u51ng different assessment’ methods 1) Are descriptions

of student writing competence provided by the proposed placement exam

comparable to campus methods in use or to an analytic essay scoring scheme?

and_2) Do al®ernative placement methods result in.the same placement de-

cisfons? The answer to both of these questions is, basically, "No."

The data indicate that descriptions of a student's writing competence
derived from the three alternatiVe measures. the EPT (essay and objectiVe
tests), the local campus rubrics. and the CSE essay scale differ congid-
erably. These differences are indicated by the generally low correlations
among the placement methods and other writing~related’indices, and, most
importantly, by the discrepant classification of the same student as master

or'nbn~master. These empirical analyses suggest a need to return to a

‘logical and psychological -analysis of the content of the thtee meastrement

, !
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B

4

i&;;baches as they relate to what is meant by writing competence.
Lo : .
The low.or moderate correlations of the ratings generated by the

EPT, UC campus and CSE rubrics imply that™ the criteria in these scales

emphasize different essay features. A look at the content of the rubrics

confirms these differences. Even when nominally similar methags were used,

empirical differences were found. For instance,'both the EPT and Campus 2
rubrics were applications of the ETS halistic scoring procedures applied

in large scale writi assessments (Conlan, 1976 Alloway, 1978 Powills,

et él.,«1979). Yet- the same bas1c approach results in clearly different
sﬁecificatibns and applications of criteria by different sets of raters.
These results, at minimum; cha]]enge the stab111ty and va11d1ty of holistic
scoring for p]acement and competency dec1swons, where it is cr1t1ca1 that
consistent criteria be applied fairly to all students.

" Our datavillustrate that, contrary to folklore, competent writing
does -not "surface"-apart from the details of the rating scheme. The view
of writing competency reflected in any gg;ing procedure vastly influences
what happens to students. The results of ihissstudy were presaged by

-earlier work. In a study of the effects bf alternative response criteria
~ .

in holistic, analytic and quantitative rating schemes, Winters (1978) also

" found that the scales differentially profiled the same set of essays and

_characterized students as masters or non-masters. Furthermere, she re-
ported that imprecisely worded criteria were refined and clarified by
raters during'traininé, and she hypothesized that a new set df raters would

refine end apply the criteria differently.

&
>

w% : . | . ‘




This study suggests that the design of writing placement assessments
require detailed and systematic consideration of a range of test deVélop-
ment jssues. Methodology for designing domain-referenced tests (DRT) in: -

5

-general (Hively, 1974; Boker, 1974; Popham, 1978, 1980) and for domain-

o "

malz, 1978, 1980; Baker

. - . .
& Quellmalz, 1979) may provide a useful approach to devefoping_or select- 1

referenced writing assessment in particular (Quel
ing writiﬁg assessments. Such methods begih with a detailed dp?inition
‘of desired writing cémpetencies~and then vequire precise domain specifi-
cations for the rhetorical features of the writing task, explicit criteria
in the rating scale, and reliable rogedures for using the scale. These
specifications permit examjnatigfs of the planned placemeﬁ% test by subject
matter and testing experts prior t& the test administration. For example,
screening of the task structure and scoring procedures in this study might A
have resulted in chaﬁgiﬁg the essay task from a narrative one to an exposi-
tory task more representative of the type of wr{ting required in college
courses. 'Ex;hination of the planned scoring methods\might‘bave resulted
in'the calculation of inigrrater reliability for Campus 2 and for the scor-
iné of placement essays by more than one rater for Campus 1.
The design of the domain of task and scoring features for a particular
" placement test also can provide a bluep(jnt for guiding development of com-
parable, parallel.writing tasks, rating criteria and rating procedures,
assuring the fairness of decisions from occasion to occasion and site to
site. In the ideal case, evidence should indicate that the p]écement test

discriminates between surviving and'floundering college writers. This study

, ; /
emphasizes the need for a systematic approach to selecting or develdbing

QW
o




writing competency test§: ‘Perhap‘s through domai n-referenced testing
methods and continuing longitudinal research on writing assessment prob-

lems, we can improve the confidence we place in decisions about writing

ability. ' ‘

5
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b IMPLICATIONS OF LEARNING RESEARCH -
FOR DESIGNING™ COMPETENCY BASED ASSESSMENT .

-

One might argue that theory and methodology in learning research

should generally precede and,inform theory and practice in instruction - a

_and testing. Although such linear patterns of research and- deve]opment

rarely are found in practice, findings in learning can affect test de- .

sign. This section explores the relationship of learning research and
test design in order to, provide insight into current,problems and to sug-
gest future directions for test design. The section begins by briefly
tracing the roots of domain- referenced testing in behavioral psychology,
end how current problems in design may be attr1buted both to superficial
application of behaviorism and to the limits of that learning paradigm.
The section then presents implications for test design of more recent
cognitive processing learning research.

. The reader should note that this review ref{ects the perspective that
testing should ‘be integrated with instruction- and should inform %netruc-
tional decision making. This perspective is derived largely from learn-
ing and instruction research paradigms and asserts that botn test and in-
structional tasks should be formed from the same or compatible specifica-

tions. Further, to be maximally useful, these specifications should re-

flect learning research and describe precisely the content and response

7
1

Timits for both testing and instructional tasks. In other words, task
variables which affect student performance must be con51dered and specified-

in instruct1ona1 and test design. " -

.
.
.
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Domain-Referenced Testing and Behavioral Psychology

As hoted in previous sections, domain referenced testing finds its
origins in Skinner's operant theory of human behavior (Skinner, 1954).
Skinn;;'s ané]ysis of iearning idéntified two salient elements in learn-
ing: a stimulus and an overt behaviora] response elicited by the stimulus.
Menta] procedsing of stimulus 1nformat1on,by the learner was excluded from
the learning model since internmal, unostﬂvabTe phenomena were character-
ized as inaccessible to hypothésis testing. The methodology and theory
developed in this hypothesis testing resulted in several interrelated
princip]es‘applicable to domain-referenced tésting and instruction:

1. Stimulus and résponse requirements must be rigorously describeq;

2. Llearning and criterion tasks must be replicable;

3. 'Learning tasks must match crite%ion tasks (or test tasks).

The requirements for carefully specifying task content and respénse
limits advocated by DRT propﬁnents (Hively, 1974; Baker, 1974; Popham,
1980; Polin & Baker, 1979) thus can be derived directly from the experi-
ménté]iparadigm of behaviorisg. However, while these researchers call
for replicable, rigorous test task speﬁification, practice has génera]]y .

not heede9 the call. Most curriculum programs and commercially published

’ te§ts, for example, have been developed from vague and imprecise spec1f1ca-

tion and do not attend to content and response dimensions that affect stu-
dent performqnce (Anderson, 1972; Wardrop, Anderson, Hive]y, Anderson,
Hastings; & Mui]er, 1978; Royer & Cunningham, 1978; Quél]ma]z, 1980)%
Practice generally has ignored, also, the demand for congruent learning

and test tasks. Critiques of instructional programs and curriculum embedded

%
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‘noted that reading researchers, paid inadequate attention to the alignment

- been inattention to the cognitive processing operations required for stu-

tests document mismatches between instructional objectives and tests pur-
porting to measure those objectives (Baker & Spooner-Smith, 197;; Quell-
malz, Snidman, & Hermar, 1977). Even learning researchers epparently have
not attended very closely to requirements for task and criterion match:
Anderson s (1972) review of 130 research articles found that less than

33% gave any rationale for test selection or development, and 51% provided
not information abodt the relationship of content and response requirements

for test items.and experimental conditions. Montague (1980) similarly

of independent and dependent variables. General awareness of the need
for precise test and task specification, then, has been lacking.

A second major problem in the state of the art DRT methodology has

dents to brodqpe_the observable specif{ed response. This probﬁem can be
traced to behaviorism's research focus upon overt, observable behaviors

and its exclusion of covert, hypothetical processes mediating those re-
sponses, although response hierarchies were proposed (GagnE, 1977). The

new wave of cognitive psychologists considers the exclusion of cognitive
processiné in a learning model an error of omission. erticslof objectives-
based technology and'behaViorsim repeatedly cite the need for metnodol-
ogies of learning, instruction, end testing to identify, specify, and .
account for response complexity in terms of information processing which

the student must activate to engage the content of the task and produce 2
the requested response (Chomsky, 1957); Greeno, 1976).

The recent shift in learning research from stimulus-response behav-

b
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iorism to cognitive learning is producing findings with profound impli-
cations for the design of compatible test and instructional tasks. Learn-
ing has become viewed not as a passive reaction, but as a constructive

one. Researchers have resurrected notions from Gestalt psychology and

reanalyzed Bartlett's constructionist account of retention (Bartlett, 1932)..

The learning act is now described as "intefactive' (Solomon, 1980) or
"generative" (Wittrock, 1974). Research in perception regarding the in-
fluence of "anticipatory schema" of what was visually perceived (Nessier,
1967) blends with a schema theory of learning (Anderson,-i977). Language
research (Chomsky, 1957) and perceptual research (Nessier, 1967; Paivio,
1971) suggesﬁ that learners extracted and abstracted generic rules, strat-
egies, or knowledge representations from repeated encounters with a corpu§
of oral language, text or problems witﬁ recurring elements. These hypo-
thesi;:Z internal "frames" (Minsky, 1975) are called schemata, defined as
data structures for represent;;g generic, stereotypic concepts stored in
memory (Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977). Schemat. both determine what information
is retained or produced and what it‘“meansl” Empﬁasis has shifted from the
end product, a response, to the operations required for the response to

*
occur.

-

The Cognitive Research Paradigm

Much of learning research in the structure of knowledgé in the domains
of math, reading, writing, oral language, and artificial intelligence is
now attempting to identify the types and sequences of processes, operations,
or routines that demark different levels of developing skill in these do-

mains. A salient feature of the paradigm is rigorous description and manip-
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ulatiéon of the task content, and intensive analyses oirthelﬁtéps or op-
erations leading to the response. Less often'is responding elicited in
a rgcognition, selected response, form;t than in"a production format.

Often research methods include extensive protocol analysis of processes

reported by the learner.

Types of Knowledge -

In an attempt to categorize and form a taxonomy of learning task types,.
cognitive learning researchers make some distinctions among types of knowl-

edge. These distinctions have important implications for analysis and thus

specification of the content and response limits of test tasks. Earlier
L

work (Gagné, 1977) had proposed types of content: knowledge, facts, con- .
cepts,- principles, and a corresponding response'hierarchy. Cognitive re-
searchers propose similar cqntent-responserdistinctions. Brown, Campione,
and Day {1980) write that knowledge divides into three types: strategic,
gont On} factual, and meta-cognitive. Hays-Roth (1980) delineates five

types. of knowledge: general cognitive skills, declarative knowledge, pro-

cedural knowledge, motiGation, and attitudes and ‘beliefs. In their dis-

cussion of measurement problems in reading comprehension, Royer and Cunning-

N

ham (1978) distinguish among domain skills, topical world knowledge, and

reagoning ability. Otﬁer researchers characterize information processing
involving two componénts: a knowlédge or content séructure'component con- ’
taining a network of concepts and relations, and a set of cognitive processes
for operating on the content (Anderson, 1977; Greeno, 1976; Norman & Rumel-

’ [ g

hart, 1975; Chi & Glaser, 1980).

Common throughout these characterizations of knowledge is the distinc-

.
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" for domain-referenced test design.

tion between content and operations, parallel to the distinctionfhade in
domain-referenced task specificatf%ns. Ho&ever, these general typologies
begin to sdggest even more men§ions that édu]d.app]y t6 learning, in-
struction, énd test-tasks spgcification. Most critical for the formula-
tion of vé]id tqsks is -an emerging awarenegé 25§Sf§ attempl .o separate
content and operations integral\to mastery of skills in a subject matter

domain from content and operations irrelevant to that domain.

Variables 'in Cogqitive Learning Research Relevant to Test DbsignJ
; £
With its focus on processes and the conditions influencing them, dif-

ferent variables assumed prominence in cognitivé learning research. The

© remaining parts of this section will discuss the variables most relevant

N,
1

" Antecedent conditions. Cognitive learning researchers renewed their

attention to perceptions, values, sociél, cu]fural, and language experi-

~

ences and t§ information processing strategies the learner brought to the
‘ , "
ask

learning task. In particular, these foci emphasized the critical influence

of antecédent conditions on, the learners' engagement in the immediate task

(Flavell, i977).» Researchers asked, what features of the task did the
learner attent to; what-schemata, scripts, and’'plans did the Jearner have

as he engaged in a new task? These cognitive processing questions expanded

behaviorists' concern With "entry level skills," instructiohal sﬁecia1i§ts"

concern with pretesting and, by implication, test designers' at:ention to
item difficulty. Some researchers suggested that the influence of antece-
dent conditidn% implied a need for "tailored tests" (Rudner, 1978) or tests

sepsitive to individual differences in "world knowledge" and in previously
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established content and response schema.- Other research attempted to

account or provide for antece”2nt condftions through more refined de-
>

sign of the learning task. I )

~«

\

Because of thé diverse task dimensions that cognifive research sug:
gests are impertant for eliciting performance, the research relating to
task elicitation conditions will be discus$ed as it pertains to separate

dirensions within the content limits.and‘response limits of tasks.

v

Content Limits C . ' S ) ? , ' .

-

‘ 1) ggggggﬁ. Among the most strikingnfinaings of cdgnitive learning
research has been the sensitivitx of pé;formance to the Jcontext" in which *
the task is set. "Gontext" inc]ude$ not: just the physiéai setting, but
the social sefting in which the learning, (and testing) takes place. Writ-
ing and oral language researchers criticﬁzg_pheﬂdecontextualized features
"of most school language tasks (instfq??iona]uand assesgment) leson, 1977,
Scribner &/Cole, 1978; Cazden, 1974; Britton, Burgess, Martin, McLeod, &
Rosen, 1975; Florio, 1979). They cite tge importance of perceived relevance
and communicative intent in "?eal" speegh acts and writing acts as impoftant
factors in determining {e;iner'mozivatioh and deployment .of particu]ar
stratégies. FKnowledge of a real and séeci;jc pqrpdserand audiencge ijfer&
ently inf]uegce what content, form, aqg style speakers and writers mobilize . &
‘(e.g., Olson,'197z; Britton et a].,f1975).‘ To ‘the extent ﬁhat the occasion

. © -
is natural, familiar, and meaningful-to the learner, the writing or speech
is'mofeoor less motivated and facilitated. When language performance is -
elicited in decdntextualized settings, described by Bri;ton as'typical ' ‘

assessment settings, then other, pérhaps,‘ﬁ‘;éqelant variables intrude

B ’

~
‘s
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into the task (Britton et al., 1975). - ;
s In addition to information about audience and function, the context

also inclndes a time allocation for task completion. Ability tests often

’attemEt to differentiate individuals through "power" or speeded testing.
et Formal ‘achievement asséssment often sets~arbitrary time limits for task
performance. Cognitive research on fnformation processing re]ated to
subprocesses in ‘a task (e g., decodIng in read1ng, sentence construct10n
in wr1t1ng) suggests that less o/9f1c1ent learners might require moré t1me
for subroutines which have become automated routznes for masters (No]d 1979
Norman & Bobrow, 1975; Stallard, 1978). Thus time limitations for assess-
ment tasks may not pérmit students at var&ing competency levels to complete

prOCesses they can perform, e.g., decode and comprehend; p]an write, edit;

‘ ' ana'lyze and solve a problem. Some researchers (see Cooper, 1979) suggest
Y Jthat formal, time-1imited assessment should be rep]aced by sampling of
work completed under more "natural® classroom or life conditions.
'] 2) TOE]C&]]t In addition to context, .the influence of a second
%
B T cognitive learning research. " World know]edge-refers to networks (or

> ‘ . R %
a "memory bank") of information about world phenomena learners have in

task feature, "topIcallty" or "world knonﬂedge," has becqme a popu]ar 1s?pe

; their repertoire. In the subject domains of reading, mriting, oral lan-
guage, and math, world knowledge is considered a prerequisite vehic)e for
‘EXercise‘of’comprehension, syntactic, or problem solving skills. As Royer

[ - i" and Cunningham (1978) point out, a student cannot apply a main idea iden-

. tffication strategy to a passage about a topic if the student 4ias suf-

ffcient,topic knowledge to discriminate between superordinate and subor- -

¢
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dinate pieces of information. Other researchdocuments that lack of topic .
familiarity or a "script" may result in reduced comprehension and reten-
tion of passage content, e.g., Bransford and Johnson (1972), Anderson,
Reynolds, Schallert, and Goetz (1977).

Similarly, in written production, ; student cannot begin to compose

a coherenet essay without a sufficient store of facts and relations within

a topic. Tdpical content of test passages or of writing topics can be

. differentially biased against students with particﬁ]ar cultural or language

expérinces (Capell, 1980; Royer & Curningham, 1978; Baker & Quellmalz, 1980).

Thus topic faﬁﬁ]iarity is a critical task feature in test design. This di-
mension may be provided for in test specificati9ﬁ§ py either empirically
verifying subjects' topic familiarity or "world knﬁwledge" on contemplated
topics prior to test desigq (treating it‘therefore as an antecedent vari-
able), or by Q;tempting to provide some minimum topic information throdgh

the énc]us%Gﬁfof pictures or graphic material. The faci]itatfve.role of

'visuaTE‘in language comprehension. has been reviewed extensively by Levin

.ghd Lesgold (1978). Studies in writing per%ormance have also attempted

to contyol fopic informationnby using pictures as writing stimuli (Pitts,
1978; Crowhurst, 1980).. In addition, writing studies have found facili-
tative éffedts:of pictures on wr;tingtcgherence angd support for lower J’
aphfeving\students'(Béker & Quellmalz, 1980).

3) Task fype/discoursg_mode. Task type appears to be a’third task

feature ignored in the design of test tasks. Cognitively oriented read{pg

and writing studies are documenting that the recurring structural features
LR §

of the separate modes of discourse, e.g., exposition, narration, argumenta-

7

g -
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t1on. jong described by rhetorical theorists, e. g » Kinneavy (1971), are
extracted by readers and. stored as schemata;, or temp]ates of regular dis~ ,
course features. These schemata become‘"frames" f&r comprehending dis-
course.; Research on learners"extractions of conventional discourse struc-
tures and abplicat1ons of these schemata to new text has demonstrated that
the schemata aids comprehension of narratlve and expository discourse -
(Bransford & Johnson, 1972; Stein, 1978; Anderson et al., 1927; Meyer,'

1975).

—Hritingresearch-also provides-a useful vehicTe‘for‘Uﬁaerstaﬁalng

the importance of discourse mode in the’'general problem of test design.
Studies pave shown that writers employ different Tinguistic structures,

" in different discourse modes and that writers are differentially skilled

in producing essays in the mohes (Quelimalz & Capell, 1979; Baker &
- a
Quellmalz, 1980; Prgeter & Padia, 1980; Crowhurst, 1980). While research-

. ?
ers conjecture whether discourse conventions or schemata can or should

.

be directly taught (Parls. .Scardamaliz, & Berelter.*1980), the cumulative

-evidence i$ that the d1ffer1ng structural features of d1scourse modes place

quite different task demands on students. Tn discussing the syntactice
shifts across discourse modes Cooper (1579ﬁ suggests that different modes

will ma*e a difference in prodnct-orjented writing studies. He suggests,

4

for example, that wrnting planning might change ‘as much as 50 percent.

’

Also, in math 1earn1ng, researchers have found s1m11ar performance

sens1t1V1ty to task type and are explor1ng the un1que and common operations

within and between math task types. Davis and McKn1ght (1979) are studying

the applications of frame or schema theory to mathematical learning. Brown

-
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3 - ® : .
» ‘ . !is attempting to find common errors or "bugs".studénts make in relation

to types of math taSks {Brown & Burton, 1978). In her discussion of
" generic, meta—cognitive skills, uays—hoth (1980) describes one component
wnich consists of a learner's repertoire of strategies and procedures for
,.najor problem types. -

4) Structura] complexity A fourth task feature unexplicated in cur-

‘

rent domain specification° and high]ighted in cognitive research -is the
structural comp]exity of passages. Woik . discourse ana]ysis (Kintsch,

' 1974; ‘Meyer, 1975 Davis & Nold, 1978) indicates that semantic structure

involving abstraction levels, amount of infbrmation, and number and type
) . ~y H ’ .

of relationsiiips aniong pieces of information interacts with learners’
+ . e .

. . 7
compreliension, retentfon, and production of that information. _ Thus, de-

‘ signhing reading math, or other s’ubJect-matter passages that fail.to control

for semantgc structure cou]d result in performance variability dhe to
reader's comprehension difficu]ties with passage. structure, rather than

‘ per;ormance on the subject matter concepts and skills qf interest. In

s addi:ion, sﬁecifying ruTes for text st{ucture would be more likely to guide
production of somewhat homogeneous item poo]s

5) Lin guistic compiexity. Cognitive learning research suggests a

fifth content d*mensios:, lingujstic Structure. The extensive literature
docomenting‘influence of linouistic complexity on comprehension supports
v, the importance of linguistic control as ap ttem dif{gculty or readability
factor. (See, “for example, Kintsch 1974; Loban, 1976; Qui]]ian, 1968.)
Some reading test specifications attempt to control this through readabil-

;! , b
‘ ity formulae (Fry, 1968; Klare, 1963); most test specifications,‘however,

: Ll
ignore the role of 1inguist1c’comp1exity ntask design (see Polin & Baker,
1979). : '
S0
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Response Limits 1 ) | - - .
Cognitive 3earn1ng'research has parcicdlar relevance for the speci-

fication of respbnse limits in tasks. A marked failure of domair-refer-

enced testing fis inattention to the operations réquired for the student

to react to the content. State-of-thé-art test specifications tend to

describe the respcnse limits as constructed or‘SEiected, and specify the

types of criteria or numbers of alternatives. /tt-does riot tafe a cognicive

. psycholagist to realize that a greater range of djf%erent thought proces-*

sing and problem solving goes into selecting hultig}efchqice answerszfotwﬁw:

some tasks ‘compared to others. 3
, . . s '
1) Response mode Learning research has long noted the performange, S

distlnction between selected and constructed response modes (Bourne, 1956
'Skinper, 1954), but cognitive researchers are examining,the operatlons
required by the two response modes. In fact, much cognitive research .
elicits lengthy constructed responses from—students during task processing,
e.g., whiié solving an equation, while regding, or while p]annlng, writing ' ‘ |
and revising, as well for the final response {the solution, the free recall,

the essay). This\cattern contrasts with the preference for muitic]e-choice - E
options in actual tests. R o ' #*

”

Learning research in reading finds different inforﬁhtioﬁ retained-on 3

L 4

cued (often multiple choice) vs. free recall tasks (Andersqn et al., 1977).
Nritiné process research is applying exteneivg pngcccol analyses to reports
o% writers' processes and to their productiohs elicited duriné planning,

writing, and revising tasks, ‘e. g , ‘Hayes and. Flower (]978 1979) and Ber-

%
eiter (1979). Writing assessment research in a domaan referenced frame- o




work has found ven} different descriptions of writing performance yielded ‘

by scores on multiple choice tests and writing samples (Spooner-Smith,
1978; Que]]ma]zeg Capell, 1979; Spooner-Smith, Winters, Quellmalz & Baker,
1980). Math learning research finds that requiring production responses
during prob]em'so]vjng'and at the poiht of solution provides more diagnostic
information about achievement (Davis, 1979; Brown & Vanlelm, 1980). in
general, these researchers seem to value constructed responses in all sub-A
Jject areas' as more }eflectivgtéf the stqtus,of learner's skill development.
__ This_emphasis on constructed responding suggests that classroom level diag-
"nostic tests, aimed at describing a student's competeﬁcy status, should
reduce dependence upor the copventional multiple ch;ice mode. If tests
_c;n include coﬁstracted response tasks for "benchmark" stages of develop-
ing Ebbject matter skill, tnstructors would have pore powerful, sensftive

diagnostic assessment devices.

2) Processing operations or routines. Cognitive learning research is

beginning to test speculations about the nature and difficulty of operations
inVOived in skilled performance. These studies on inferencing from tekt
(e.g., Thorndyke, 1975; Spiro, 1975); routiqes involved in planning, writing,
and revising (Shuy, 1977; ﬂayes_& Flower, 1979); procedures for so]ving'
math.probiems (Brown & Burton,‘1977; Davis & McKnight, 1979; Greeno, ;978);
and operations in other subjects such as physics and chess.(Simmon_& Simon,,
1978; Chi & Glaser, 1980; Larkin, 1979) aim to idéntify domain-relevant
operations. Matﬁ research has identified routines for some skills (Davi%

"4 MéKnighf, 1979; Brown & Vanlehn, 1980; Resnick, 1980); reading and writing

research are just beginning to identify and verify operations.




. " Error analyses of processing problems or "bugs” are bei ng conoucted

. to sheo‘light on problem solving.r6utines. Results from these analyses

may not only inform test design about the routines required for‘ditierent
taskhtxpes, but also about the types of distractors that could be gener-
ated for many multiple choice tasks. For example. Brown s research iden-
tifying common "bugs" 8& errors would ‘suggest types of distractors to in-

© clude on math multiple choice tests (Brown & Vanlehn, 1980). Shaugrhessy,

description of common writing errors might suggest classes of distractors

. __ for:mechanics-oriented writing multiple choice tests (Shaughnessy, 1978).

3) Meta-cognitive strategAes A third dimensio% on which cognitive

: research suggests the response 1imits of test tasks can vary is on meta-

‘ cognitive, general reasoning skills. :Cognitive researchers differ in their
: views on the place of these skills in subject matter test tasks. Royer
‘ \ and- Cunningham (1978) propose that general-reasoning skills are sepearate
: from, ‘and should be removed -from tests of reading comprehension. Brown,
Campione,and'pay (1980), however, define meta-cognitive information as that
knowledge learners have ahout the state of their own knowledge base and
gstrategies available to face task demands: They desqribe meta-cognitive
strategies for approaching text comprehension which seem more specific to
reading domains than to general)strategies. |
Hays-Roth (1980) defines meta-cognitive sk#lls as strategies for
knowledge acquisition, problem solving, and rea%oning that are domain in-
: dependent These #nvolve the learner 3 assessment of a repertoire of stra- .

. tegies suitable for a problem, selecting, scheduling, executing, and eval-

. uating the efficacy of those strategies. Cognitive learning research with
b
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with adults has correlated differences in meta-cognitive skills with
differences in quality ot learning and prdb]em solving performance, (Chi
& G]aser, 1980; Hays-Roth, 1980). Frase (1980) also describes dif-
ferences in test performance attrlbutable to learners' 1napprogr1ate
test taking strategies-based on gptional or partial representation

of test tasks. _ \ *

The researcn on meta-cognitive or executive strategies is clearly ;
still exploratory. Its potent1a1 for test design may be the identification
of learning and task engagement strategies 1mportant for students to ac-
tivate across many subject domain tasks. Ident1f1cat1on of generallzable
strategies would permit either their assessment as.antecedent variables or
provision in test task design for partialing out or controlling for their
relationsip to domain-specif;e\operations. A line of current research in
writing is concentrating upon identifying the set of meta-cognitive strate-

-

gies required for competent writing (Flower, n.d.; Cooper & Matsuhashi, 1978;

Rose, n.d.).

Summary of Impiications of Behavioral and Cognitive Learninngesearch for

Domain-Referenced Testing

This review of the implications of learning research for test‘nesign
yields three major recommendatiens for design methodology. _First, we have
asserted that much state-of-the-art domain-referenced test development
methodology could be vastly improved by simply improving the desériptive
rigor of the content and response limits in doma1n—reférenced test spec1~

fications. The content and response dimensions of test tasks shou]d be




A<
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’ gdescribed so clearly that- they provide rules for replicably genrerating

items with'homogenebgs content and response’ components. The content and
response dimensions so explicated should be those that research~sugggsf§
make a difference in student performance (and, therefore, items' concept-
ual and performance hoﬁogéneity)g' .
~  Second, domq{nxépetifications should include those additional task

features that research demonstrates influence learning and performance.

These dimeqsioés include content limits that affect examinees' understand-

. ing of the‘task demands: (1) conteﬁt (e.g., purpose, audience, relevance,

A

and*ﬁime); (2) topic range (e.g., baseball-games) and presentationmode
(e.g., pictures); (3) discourse mode or task Eypes (e.g., narration, ex-
pos1t1on three var1ab1e a]gebra1c equations); (4) structure (e.g., induc-

t1ve deductive); and (5) 11ngu1st1c complexity. Additional factors af-

~ <
'fec%nng examinees' responses should be included in response limits which

J . )
should specify (1) response mode (e.g., direct, indirect) including scoring

criteria; (2) required operations and distractor or discrimination parameters.

“Whether these spécifigd task conditions do indqedgdifferentially influence

performanc;~on the particular test gan be empiriéa]]y.verjfied for a par-
tiﬁu]a} test. '

Third, test désign meth;;ology §hou]d aftemptAto contrel for or tailor
tasks td‘the antecedent cond%tions emeréing as important learning and per-
formanée variables. Methods for dealing with antecedent factors include
pretesting or tailoring tasks to indivjdual's Qord.kﬁow]edge, sghemata

or.cuitural, cdanitive predispositions to engage test tasks in identifiable

ways. It may be that constructed response tasks will permit identification =

35
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of the interaction of student's entering repértoire with the task at
hand. . i

Generally, as cognitive learning vesearch documents the impact of

‘thecedent or task conditions on student performance, test design method-

-

ology should. more promptly and judiciously attempt to account or control
for these conditions in assessment instruments. By attend%ng to learning
research, designers of tests (and instruction) can construct more valid,

defensible, fair, and useful methodologies and measures.
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' EFFECTS OF DISCOURSE AND RESPONSE MODE ON THE

MEASUREMENT OF WRITING COMPETENCE
f

‘v
1
{
}
|
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A% school. district and state assessment programs attempt to test:

student basic skills achievement, attention to the methodo]ogical prob- V
lems 1nherent in measuring Writing competence increases The comp]ex1ty.

of writing as a sk]]] domain and the lack of consensus abo?t its com- T
p0nents have engendered much controversy about the 1mportant character- |

istics of nr1t1ng tasks. There is little agreement about/the type, =

N
4

length or number of tasks that should be adm1n1stered foé‘a giyen test |
form and even about wnether some aspects of,composition r%quire "direct"
» assessment through the elicitation of writing samp]es. l\\
N - Two salient measurement issues involved in spec1fy1ng wr1t1ng task . .
‘ types are the response mode (selected vs. constrUCted) and the d1scourse -
mode vequired by the tasks. Conventiona]iy, 1arge scale assessments have
dealt W1th the response mode issue by measur1ng wr1t1ng skills indirectly
with multiple cho1ce tests. Support for such indirect measurement der1ved

.

from reportéd high corre]at1ons between obJect1ve tests and d1rect\heasures
[

of written product1on, from the erratic re11ab111t1es accompanytng 1mpres-

s1onist1ca]1y scored essays and from the egonomlc and ]og1st1ca1 demands ¢

o;”coliecting_and scoring writing ‘samples (Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, & Schoer,
l , ' ; ,

1963; Godshalk, Swineford & Coffman, 1966; Breland, 1977). More recently,

however, demands for writing tests with content, construct and ecoloyical

validity have prodded reinstatement of direct, written production tasks.

’
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Yet even when assessments collect writing samples, students usually produce

-only one composition, despite thé well documented fluctuation of writing per-

formance from one sample to the next (French, 1962; Braddock et al., 1963;

_Diederich 1974)" By nece551ty, a 51ngle sample taps student performance en

only one type of discourse aanon one topic. .This 1imitatipn presents a
measureﬁent problem since the géneric methods of development in partié-
uler forms of diséourse differ'sqbstantially from one another. Salient
structural features of argument,.;;r instance, are issues, lreasons, and
conclusions, thle stéries incluae plot, character; setting, and theﬁe.
Exposition involves main idea, supporting detail and logical development;
narrative e]aborates events in chronological erder, and description por-
trays conerete details 1n spatial order. Since différent purposes set for
writing tend to elicit the generic structural elements of the modes of
discourse (ginneavy, 1971), it seems likely that the schema'or frames
activated in the writer by writing tasks ,varying in purpose should differ

(Anderson, 1977; Minsky, 1975).

ResearEh on Discourse Mode Effects

- 2
Evidence from reading and writing research support the distinctive-

ness of processes required by varying discourse modes. Reading research
suggests tnat different schema are used as students attempt to comprehend
narrative and exp051tory text (Meyer, 1975; Graesser, Haufi -Smith, Cohen
& Pyles, 1979). As in reading, writers also employ various §kills and
P:rsonal resources to meet the demands of a kind'of writing or mode of

discourse. For students learning to write, these different discourse

©
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modes represent very dlss1m11ar challenges and, furthermore, attempts
ta comoare stvdent wr1t1ng skills across modes of d1scourse constitute
a real assessment issue. In one of the most frequently cited wr1t1ng
assessment studies, the performance variability in "topic" discussed
. by Godsha]k ‘et al. was, probably, equal]y or more attributable to the
five different d1scourse modes st1mulated by the assignments than to the
subject matters addressed. Veal and Tillman (1971) reported variabglity
in elementary students' pen*ormance on tasks specifying different dis-
'course aims as did Prdeter and Padia (1980).

Moreover, other writing research demonstrates that different writing

purposes stimulate writing that varies in structural complexity (Crowhurst

& Piche, 1979 Crowhurst 1980; Perron, 1977) and that represents writing
topics qu1te d1fferent1y (San Jose, 1973; Perron, 1977). Most importantly

for instruction and evaluation, this accumulating body of writing research

. v

suggests that different writing purposes require dissimilar writing strat-

egies of varying difficu]ty for ind%vidual students. Cooper (1979) has

cited research 1nd1cat1ng that sentence structures shift when d1scourse

mode changes and specu]ated that a student's p]ann1ng demands for an essay
(m1ght change as much as 50%.

. The implications of reading and writing studies on discourse mode
effects for wr1t1ng assessment are that the mode of d1scourse of the
wr1t1ng purpose will make a difference in writing performance For ex-
amoles, students might be more skilled at narrative writing tasks re-

quiring chronological development than at expositury tasks requiring

logical development. Thus the profile of writing competence for a stu-

y ke




" As such, ‘recognition tasks are often consjdered, at best, behaviors enroute

dent derived from a writing test calling for exposition may differ from
the profile of writing cémpetencé for that same student derived from a

narrative or persuasive task. . \

Résearch on_Response Mode Effects

In addition to the quesiign of skill commonality across discourse
modes or geares, thé question of the‘response mode or measurement form ° .
in which the writing skill should be assessed continues as a hot]y de-
bated topic. While many claims are made for the preaictive or concurrent _
va]jdity of indirect, objective writing measures (Coffman, 1971; Breland,
1977), indirect mfasures simply are noi considered by writing res;arcﬁers
to meet the more crucial standards of content or construct validity (Brad-
doék, et al., 1965; Cooper &<0dell, 1977). Learniﬁé tneory and research

%

suggests that selected responses elicited by multiple choice tests provide

some valuable information, but are, after all, measures of processes re-

quired in reading comprehension, not measures of actual* production ability.

to constructed responses (Bourne, 1966, Skiﬂnér, 1963).

Comparisons of direct and indirect writing measures have yielded
moderate correlations between the scdres rbsulting from the two response
modes. In one-of the sém%na] writing assessment studies, Godshalk, ot al. v
(1966) reported cof}elations from .46 to .75 between the sum of 5 essay
scores from high séhoo] students and their Co]]gge Board Ehg]ish goipre- ‘ ‘
hensioﬁ Test. In an attempt to validate ETS’s Tﬁft of Standard Written
English, (TSWE) Breland, Conlan and Ragosa (19?6) found correlations of

\\
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only .42 between thét mechanics-oriented test and é 20 minute essay scored
on a ﬂ-point sca]e.. In a subsequent ;tudy, Breland and Gaynor (1979) re-

'ported correlations raﬁging from .58 to .63 between students' three sep- -
arate essay scores awarded on a 6-point scale and the TSNg, while the
correlation between the sum of the three essays and the TSWE was .76. ;
Similar Tow to moderate.corre]ations of .43 to .67 were.found ina - i
comparison of the American College Testing Program's/ English Usage j
Test (a]go emphasizing seﬁEEEEE-leOe] skills) and gtudents* scores on ‘
three essays. Hobqn and Mishler's (1980) stdhyﬁo the rélatjongﬁip
between thirq and eighth grade gtUdeﬁ%§' Metropo]itqn Achievement Test

."scores and one essay yielded corré]ations of .68 and .65, while the cor-

relations increased to .75 and .81 when a second essay score entereé inEP

the caiculations. g

In general, the methodology of these studies has related essay scores

derived from ) norm-referenced holistic ratings to a total muitiple choice

test score. The”apparent assumption was that both gets_of measures tapped

the same set of writing skills. However, content anal;ses of the essay " ]

. rating criteria reveals that they were often vague]x worded, but did refer-

ence whoTe-text featurés such as thesis, coherence, support and style, as

well as sentence-level mechanical conventions. Items on the multiple choice

tests, on the ofher hand, oftenstmphasized sentence-level mechanics and

required few if‘any text-level discriminations and, obviously, no produc-

tion responses. At issue then is not simply whether measures correlate

statistically, but whether different measu.es focus on the"same text.fea-

tures of written productions and whether they reflect the same underlying
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skill constructs.

? N AN
Design Requirements for Comparing Alternative Measures of the Same Construct

To compare the information yield and psychometric quality of writing
measures involving different discourse and response modes, data are
needed that contrast the performance of a gr@up of examinees across equiva-

lently specified skill domains varying only by the modes of measurement.

. The specific test objectives (skill domains), stimulus dimensions, instruc-

tions to examinee§, and response criteria/characteristics need to be matched
as closely as possible across discourse and response modes; i.e., each of

the measures should present‘parallel content-valid procedures for assessing
éhe same skill or skills. Data from measures designed to be psychologically

parallel can then be examined in terms of the comparative construct validity

.and reliability of the discourse and responsemode variables. A test of writ-

ing researchers' Contentions that text-level writing skills such as thesis
statement, organizationation and support are best measured by written produc-
ti;n tasks would involve comparing multiple choice test subscale scores
measuring comprehension of passages for such subskills as organization,
support, and mechanics with ratings of these features in text the student
produces. This paper reports such comparisons for scere profiles obtaiﬁed
from analytically scored direct assessments of student writing (essay and
paragraph length writing samples) and an indirect assessment (multiple choice
questions concerning prose baséages). Measures were designed to be concept-
ually para]]é] by using the domain specifications that guided production of
directions/promﬁis for the writing tasks to construct the passages employed

in the multiple choice task. Similarly, the dimensions of writing quality
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making up the analytical scoring rubric applied to the writing samples

determined the specific aspecfs of the prose passages the multiple choice
measure questioned.

The measurement issues addressed in the study congerned the éompar-
ability eof writing scores obtained from tasks varying in digcourse and
response mode. The study departed from more conventional methodo]ogj in
two respects. First, the measures of writing skills in the different
response modes were specifically designed to present tasks parallel on
all dimensions but the discourse and response mode variables. Second,
the study augmented the standard correlational comparisons of the measures
with'a multitrait multimethod (MTMM) analytical technique designed to
identify the factor structure underlying student's writing score profiles
derived from the alternative measures. These analyses examined the vari-
ance of the writing scores derived from different discourse and response
modes and the comparative discrim{;gﬁt validity or distinctiveness of
the sets of scores across mode variations, treating the scale scores com-
prising the writing pfofi]es as "traits,"” and the discourse or response
modes as "methods" (Campbell & Fiske, 1957). Correlations among differ-
ent operationalizations of the same variable should arise from the influ-
ence of a single common factor or trait (e.g., organization). Also the
method of measurement should exert an influence on each variable, so that
variables measured by a common methéd will covary to a gréater degree
than those measured by different methods; this covariation gan be thought

of as reflecting the operation of a common method factor. /Phis formulation

of the MTMM approach has been implemented in other empirical studies
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through conf%rmatory factor ana]ys;s (J0reskog, 1974; Traub & Fisher, 1977;

Werts, Joreskog & Linn, 1972). - Traub and Fisher (1977) for exaﬁp]e, com-

pared verbal and duantjtatiVe scores derived from fill-in, right/wrong mul-

tiple choice and partial knowledge multiple choice responsé formats in ¢
exactly this fashion. -

Two studﬁes attempted to compare direct and indirect measures of
reasonably ﬁaral]elltext features. Spooner-Smith used domain-referenced
skiil specifii?tions to design multiple choice items analogous to essay
rating criteria. She found cor;elations of the multiple choice tgsti
total score with a Génera]‘lmpression score of .65 and_with the total of
analytic ratings of .61. Relationships between analogous features such
as Organization and Support, however, were much lower, ranging ffom .23
to .55. Her findings §ugge§f¢d that when multiple choice scores and essay
scores derived from precisely matched definitions of text features, the
comparability of scores on these compoqent writing skills might be even
lower than those previously reported.

In this study we asked 1) whether student writing performance profiles
are comparable for tasks differing in discourse mode (writing purpose), and
2) whether tasks requiring different response modes (paragraphs, essays,
and multiple choice items) provide ihe same type and quality of information

u:ébout student writing competence. In the MTMM framework, we examined
whéther distinctive common factors underlay the corresponding variables

from the writing p »files derived from the discourse and response modes

variations.
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Sample

. response writing tasks (two essays and one paragraph) were in the same

Method

o & :
To examine the relationship of writing scores yielded by tasks. dif-

fering on the two variables, digcourse and respopse mode req;irements,
h1gh school studeats rece1ved writing tests on three separate occasions.
Each student_peceived a mu1t1p1e cho1ce test and a paragraph wr1t1ng task
as well as two full lergth- essay ass1gnmeqts. Ratings of the essays and
paragraph on an analytic scale and scéies on the objective test provided

’

the bases for the comparisons.

Apbroximate]y two hundred eleventh and twelfth grade students frofn
three high schools in a small school district in the Los Angeles area par-
ticipated in the study. Students were selected who were attending English
or composition classes that were judged by teache?s to contajn average br
above averége pupils. Scores from the verbal gortion of the Diffefihtia]

Aptitude Test were available for 92 Students in the sample; the mean per-

centile score for this subsample was 63.9 (s.d. = 28.6). _ -~

Design
Students within each class were randomly assigned to one of four test-
ing conditions defined by the relationship of the discourse mode(s) of

the essay tasks. 1In Céﬁditions 1 and 2 (Same Genre), the three constructed

discourse mode. Condition 1 students wrote two expository essays and an
expository paragraph; Condition 2 students wrote two narrative essays and

a narrative paragraph.

/—/
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In Conditions é and 4, (Different Genre) students wrote one narrative
and one expository essay. Condition 3 stuoents‘wrote,an expository essay
on Topic A and a narrative essay qn‘Tooﬁc B, while Condition 4 students
wrote an expository essay on Topic B and a narrative essay on Topic A.
Half of the subjects in Conditions 3 and 4 wrote an eipositoryfparagraph,
while half wrote a narrative paragraph. ‘

Response mode, the second factor, was a within-subject factor and con- .
sisted of the multiple cho1ce test (selected response), the paragraph (short

"constructed .response) and the essay (long constructed response). During theq
three testing occasions subjects received the multiple choice test'and para-
graph on one occasion, and an essay on each of the other twd occasions. The

design counterbalanced the order in which students rece1ved the tasks.

~ . /
g!easures

<
B

The essay and paragraph tasks were'constructed in accordance.with a
set of domain spec7f1cat1ons for expos1tory and narrat1ve wr1t1ng These
spec1f1catlons included the purpose of the writing assignment, guidelines
for appropriate topics, the response criteria by which written products
Qefé to be judged, and gujdelines for the'content and.format of the directions
for the tasks., The response criteria were chosen to reflect the diseourse
features of an ana]ytio scoring system developed at UCLA (Pitts, 1978;
Spooner-Smith,‘1978; Winters, 1978; Quellmalz, 1979). The version of
the scoring system used in this study generated five ratings for. each
written product: .

(1) General Impression -- A global jiogment of writiné;quality

assigned by raters after a quick initial reading of the writing ( \i\\-

(4

sample.
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" Each essay and ‘paragraph was assigned ratqngs on these fjve subsca]es by ,
‘one of two pairs of trained raters, the med1an generalizability coeff1c7ents ®

© for the two rater pairs were .61 and .83/ac?oss topjcs/occasions and subxé

(2) Focus -- The extent to which the “subject and main idea of the

. ; (e . .
~ wWriting sample were clearly stated or imp]ied.

4

(3) ‘Organization -- The extent to which the main idea was developed
accordIng to a d1scern1b]e method of organ1zat1on (e .g., clear
chronological.or logical deve]opment).

(4) Support -- The extent to which generalizations and assertions ' 3
were supported by specific, relevant, subordinant stdtements.

~ - . ] "

(5) Mechanics -~ The extent” toswhich the writing sample was fiee

from intrusive sentence-level mechanical errors (i.e., usage,

sentence construct1on spelling, cap1ta11zat10n and. punctuation)

3

scales. The three writing samples represent’ng direct measurement (two

essays and one paragraph) generated 15 subsca]e scorPs, each on a one (low) ;

-

to four (h1gh) scale. The -scores were ca]cu]afed by avera91ng the scores
ass1gned by both raters to each essay and’ parabraph for éach subsca]e

The st1mu1us.attr1butes ‘from the spec1f1catlons for the wr1t1ng tasks .

were used to develop the passages to be read in the multiple choice task.
Ten passages were constructed, five expos1tory and five narrat1ve For each
(

passage, there were three questions, de519ned to be ana]ogous to text features

v

jncluded jn the rat1ng scales --.main idea (focus),~0rgan12at1on, and support. \ '

Main jdea questions were referenced to a stated generalization near the begin-
ning or end of the passage. Organization questions required the .selection of

‘. .

a new sentence that would best fit at a point in the passage marked by an

arrow. Support questions asked which new‘sentenée wou]dibegi support the main

14

idea of the passage. ( d
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Results

>

w ‘ ' ¢
Discourse Mode Effects

The first set of analyses compared. students' scores according to the
b B : ’ 3 : . '

discourse mode of the task. - ‘

Table 1 presents means and-standard deviations of.essay ratings for

o

each of the four test conditiens.

.-On all five_subscales and on totel essay scorei, narrative ratings
- were lower than expository ratings. This finding may be due to the dif-
ferentie] curnicular emphasis given to narrative and'expository writing
in_the high schools, to subjects' lack of knowledge at a personal exper»
ience level with 1nformat1on requ1red to deal with the narrat1ve top1cs,.
or to raters' tendency to score narret1ves more strlngently
Table 2 displays the correlat1ons between students two essay segres
on each of the analytic scale subscales As expected, correlations be>
tween essay scores of students writing two essays in the ‘same discourse
mode (Same Genre) are higher than those of students in the Different Genre .

conditions.

. An examination of individual subscales across conditions suggests

that General Impression-and Orgenizetion seem ta dffferentiqte fiost be-

; _ '
. tween the different discourse modes. ‘This fjnding might also be e?xpected,

.~
L] . -

s~
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Test
Condition

General
Impression
Focus /
O;ganization
Suppo;t‘

" Méchanics

Total

1

13

~

qule 1

v

2 3 - ? ,
Means and Standard Deviations-of Essay Scores

poid .

Same Genre
-1

A B A
'YX 2,20 2.01 1.27
sd .60~ .70 1.44
X7 2.45 2.30, 2.21,
sd .69 .64  -.68
X 2.16 1.98 1.88
sd .72 . .70 .98
X  2.38 2.38 2.42

sd .64 .54

X ' 2.35 2.3%  2.55
sd. .64 .68 .69
X *11.50 10.90 10.35
sd 2.78 2.67 3.84
40 40 39

81

-

.
L

2.21
.64

1.62
J1

2.19
.66

2.42
.67

9.32
2.89

39

2.36
.70
2.28
.80

'10.23
3.36

40

Different Genre

1.89

.66

2.19
.69

1.95
.70

2.28
.65

2.03
.81
10231

3.02

40

.94
.88

2.26

.51

1.52
.56

2.10
.54

2.35
.56

9.18
2.02

54

1 2.33
.53

2.08
.56

2.26
.53

2.42
.54

11.19
- 2.05

54
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Table 2

.\ Correlation Between Students’ Two Essays

»
-

. ’ Same ;re . Different Genre

23 .

Condition 1 2 3 4

Genéral _ ) ‘
Impression .56 .39\ .33 " -.08
"Focus .43 .68 41 37
Organization 42 42 .20 -.10
Support 21 . 8 .07 38

. g AN :
Mechanics .58 .63 . 63 .50
Total .60 .55 .& 22
n= 40 39 40 54




‘Table 3 presents the results of this anmalysis.

13

since General Impression requires a Jjudgment about the global quality of the

essay as an example of exposition“or narration. Therefore the constel-
lation of essay factors influencing this Judgment should be the most com-_
'prehensive for each discourse mode and thus the most discriminating.

Structuraliy,‘expdéitiOn and narration differ dramatically in their.charac-

- teristic use oﬁ\lﬁij::] or temporal organizations, (espectively. On the

Mechanics subscal€;~correlations across conditions are most comparable,
L3 L3N M - L3 - 1. -
reinforcing the notion that the constellation of syntactic, punctuation,

! - 3 " s ® "
spelling and usage skills may not vary between modes of discourse so much as
. . a
L) . .

text-level skills do. ‘

To test the statistical difference between students' scores received

in the same and different discourse mode conditions, the correlations in
: !

Table 3 were transformed to standardized scores, average standardized scores

were calculated for' the same and for different genre conditfoné, and these

average standardized scores for same and different conditions were contrasted.
- !

!

f‘

- e e e em ws e me e =

- e em e e e e e e e

The comparison reveals that the realtionship betweenfstudent's two
essay scores on Cene}a] Impression, Organization, and thé Total is signi-
ficantly stronger when students write-in the same genre than when they
write in J%fferent genre. \

Compar;isons between disglirse modes on the paragraphs were conducted

only at the. group quel, since an individual student wrote only one para-

graph. Table 4'presents the results of these comparisons. The analytic

’
b
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Different Genre

o

4
z
-.08
.388
-.100
-400
.549
’.224

54

» Zave *34
1315
412
.0515
.235
.645
.33

94

= Tab] e°' 3
Comparison Between Essay Scores
k) .
Same and Different Genre Testing Conditions
]
Same Ganre,
Condition 1 2 3
z z z z
ave.
General . 12
Impression .633 412 .5225 .343
Focus .460 .829 .6345 .436
, Organization .448 .448 .448 .203
Support 277 .288  .2825 .070
N T
Mechanics .662°  .829 .7455 .741
Total .693 618  .6555  .436
n = 40 39 79 40
*p<.05
' .80
7 '

C P
M

Zobsgrved
2.516*
1.496
2.551*
.306
.647
2.095*
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:
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Insert Table 4 about here \‘Q

SuQséa]e scores ranged from 1-4, total scores from 1-20. 6 Ratings of niar-
.rative.paragraphs.were“genergaly lower than ratings of expository para-
graphs. Ratings of expository paragrabhs differed significantly from
farrative paragraphs on thé General Impression, Focus, and Organization

subscales and on the Total scores, suggesting that as a population, these

‘high school students wrote more skillfully in the expository mode. Con-

." sonant with essay data, Mechanics and Support were not as influenced by

. the different discourse tasks.

<

Multiple choice test comparisons of interest were the.sqqres each in-
dividual received on the narrative and expository sections of the exam.

Table 5 presents the means and standard deviations. -

£
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On this reading comprehension test of items measuring recognition of
writing-reTated skills, students were able to answer Focus/Main Idea and
Supporf que§tion§ sim}]arily well %or both expository and narrative passages.
On Organization questions however, students had more difficulty in general
(73% ovc all average), pqrticu]arly with narrative organization (66%).

Table 6 displays the correlations between individuals' expositofy and

ES

narrative scores on.the three multiple choice subscales,




/ . Table 4

Differences Between Scores on

) Expository and Narrative Paragraohs
;l /‘I o
Expository Paragrash Narrative Paragraph -
X 1.93 1.05
Genera] s.di 71 A 1.06
Impression tme Gl 74RR :
\ X 2.3 2.09
Focus s.d .54 . .63
t = 2.93%* o
ow- Lool® o R
zation o ) -
t= 2.41**
X 1.94 '_ \ 2.02
Support s.d. .67 J1 .
‘ t= .87
) . X 2.35 2.29
Meckanics s.d .65 . - 74
t= .65
. X 10.50 9.15
Total Score s.d 2.66 ¢ 2.93
: Sl
n= 111 n =289




. ‘

Table 5

Means and Standard Deviations of Muitiple-Choice Test

~ Expository

Focus X .. 4.61 (92%)
T sl 77

" Organization X o 4.05 (81%)
' s.d..  1.03

Support X 4256 (91%)
s.d. .77

Total ¥ 13.23 (88%)
| £d. . 2.0

n= 241 ,,a’#, :

N

Narrative
4.50 (90%)
.89
3.31 (66%)
‘1.13 -
.98 .
12.23 (82%)
. 2.43 .,

—

Total
9.13 (91%)
1,38
7.39 (73%)
2.03

4.41 (88%) s 8.97 (90%)

1.51
25.33 (84%)
4.26
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While all correlations are statistically significant, the correlations
S;tween the narrative and exSository §ubsca]es are substantially lower
(§=.47 to .49) ihan th; correlations befween the total expository and
narrative scores (r = .65). !

In the aggregate, the preceding analyses constrasting students' per-
formance oﬁ'writ{ng tasks differing in discourse mode suggést that:

1) students' writing skills-vary in the differeﬁt discourse m§des, and -
2) discourse mode score variability seems to be differentially distributed
across writing subskills. These results occurréd in separate analy:es of
students' essays, paragraphs and mu]ti—choice'scéres.

To test the effect of discourse mode on subskills, the data were then
subjectid to multi-trait mg]ti-method (MTMM) analyses using confirma%ory
factor analysis techniques_(Jg}eskog, 1974). Traits were defined as the
writing subskills; m2thods were defined as exposition and narration. The
analyses required withiqfsubject measures of trait and discourse mode,
therefore data from 94 subjects in test conditions 3 and 4 were used to
examine the effects of discourse mode.v In these conditions students
wrote an expcsitory and narrative eessay and answered multiple choice
questions about expository and narrative passageé. Since students wrote
oniy one paragraph, paragraph scores ‘.ere.not included in the analyses.

To examine the factor structure of discourse modes in essay perform-

ance, the five analytic subscales of General Impression, Focus, Organization,

" Support and Mechantes formed the trait dimension. These five trait scores

were composed by averaging scores over raters and standardizing across

L4

', | - &4

.
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Table 6

Correlations Between..Expository and
Narrative Multiple Choice Scores

- : '

A4

o . -Expository Subscales
_ Expository
Narratiye Focus Organization Support Total
Subscales
Focus 477 e 32 T .50
Organization .30 . .48 .33 .49
“Support .43 .35 .49 .53
Narrative .50 .52 .51 . .65
Total
Test Total - ~.64 73 .63 .86
n= 241
A \

Test
Total

.64
.73
.64
.88




>

topics.' Thus ten scores-we}e constructed, %wo each {expository and P
narrative) fon\tach of the five subscales.

To examine'the factor ;tructure of discourse modes across response
modes, a second set of analyses used just the thr;e subcales (traits)
common’'to the essay and multiple choice ;ests, Focus, Organization, and
Support. For the multiple choice test, number correct séores were formed
within discou#ge mcde for each of the three md]tip]e choice subscales.

A trait score for each discourse mode was then formed by staﬁdardizing' ‘
scores across the two response modec (essay and multiple choice). The
standardization was aimed.at removing interactions between response mode '
and genre. This second set oé analyses employed six scores, t@o;each

(expository and narrative) for Focus, Organizatian #nd ‘Support. . Table 7 . ' *

describes the variables and their abbreviations.

3

- e w e e = e e e e = e -

All éﬁalyses were based on correlation matrices computed for the
variables in Table 7. Maximum likelihood estimates of the parameters of
the MTMM confirmatory factor anatysis models were obtained from the LISREL
cohputer program for the analysis of covariance structures (JS}eskog, 1973,
1977, Jgreskog & Sorbom, 1978): The LISREL program allows the analyst to
treat model parameters (e.g.,hfactor loqdings or factor intercorrelations)
in. one of three ways: (a) as free parameters to be estimatéd by the pro-
gram; (b) as fixed parameters specified in advance to equal some fixed
number/(usua]]y zero); or (c) as constrained parameters to be estimated
by thi progrém subject to the constraint that they equal other estimated

|

v

[
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TABLE 7

Description of Variables in LISREL Analyses

of, Discourse Mode Effects-

—
- Ax}a]y:::es For Essay Data
. H - . "
, : Method Variables
Trait Variables Exmsifory . Narrative
" General Impression . GIE GIN ‘ :
Focus . FI : FN /
Organization ©  O0E ON ‘ /
Support . SE ) SN -
Mechanics. ME MN .
@ ‘ .
Analyses Pooling Essay and Multiple Choice Data R
: Method Variables
Trait Variables Expository Narrative
‘Focus FE FN
Organization OE ON
Support SE SN

*]




°
&

) pérameter;. In addition, the program computes standard errors for all
free and constrained parameter;, as well as an overall chi squ;re test ‘
of the model's fit tg‘the data. A;I ﬁ;del equations (in LISREL nptation)
ére of the: form:

¢ Y= Agte (1)

17

Ly =k Y

-t - Y' * 98 (2)

-

Each obse;ved score in Y depends on tﬁé latent variables z and €, common
factors and measurement errors, respectively. - Equatlon (2) shows the hy—
pothesized structure under]ylng the covariance matrix of the Y' s; it con-
sists of a m@jrix of-factor]oadings QY (hgreafter denoteé Lambda), the
covariance matrix~of the E's, v (hereafter Psi), and a (usually) diagonal

. matrix of error variances. Interest in the analyses to follow focuses on

the contents of Lambda and Psi.
The first set of analyses’ examlned the influence of discourse mode

on writing trait scores derived fkom essays. The correlation matrix of

. g
the transformed scores appears ‘in Table 8. Figure 1 displays a path

- e e e e = e o . e

- e ws e W e e o e

” 2, . ’ . . )
diagram for a model specifying the ‘ive trait subscale factors and the

two discourse modes/method/tactors.

- e e e e e - - -

Each test score was assumed to be affected by a discourse mode, either

" narrative or expository, and a writing subskill. Since writing skill might

be affected by other factors 1ike 1.G. or reading ability, the five traits :

- o

88
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Correlaiion Matrix of Scores Containing. Discourse Mode and Subscale Trait Effects

GIN GiE N © FE ON. OF SN SE MN ME
GIN 1.000 : : n
GIE .380  1.000 e
FN .608 308 1.000 S
FE .306 523 327 1.000 '
" ON .672 .174 690  .330  1.000
" OE: ,087 .502 .108 .456 .007 1.000
N .609- .30  .474.  .060  .600 .116  1.000
SE 230 571 066 .461  -:016  .478 087  1.000
MN .411 .482 351 222 .286  .125  .322  ,297  1.000
ME CL198 7642 083 . .386  .015 5.354 109 .410  .545 1.000
N = narrative GI = General Impression
E = expository F = Focus , TR
0 = Organization
S = Support T
M = Mechanics

N . I @ -
R . . .
Z . .
| . ' | | ‘
.. . - . . .
»

TABLE 8
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“ . «or writing skills were assumed to be distinctive, but interrelated, while
the two discourse modes were assumed to be independent With the effect
. of each tra1t constrained to be the same ‘on the two discourse mode test
‘ scores, the est1mates of the parameters and their standard errors (in par-

entheses) are summan1zed in Table 9.

Insert Table!9 here ' /
o A A .

The chi—gquare value of 19.94 yields l non-significant prob;bility of .46.

This result indicates that the observed test scores fit this model ade-

quately from a global point of view. ‘

~ Examination of all-the LISREL estimates suggests that a better model

might be formed to fit the data. Loadings of test scores on their cor-

' responding traits range-from .194 for the Organization subscale to .726

; ‘ for the Mechanics subscale. The test of signifieance for the loading of
each ob;erved seore on trait shows that trait; have a significant effect

.~ on their corresponding test scores with the exception of the trait of Or-

ganization The correlation .among all traits, or psi-coefficients, 1nd1-

cate$ that three coefficients are abnormally hagh 1 They are the corre-

-0

]at1ons between General Impression and Organlzat1on, between General Im-

pression and Support, and betw.2n Focus and Organization, as indicated by

the values of 1?378 1.178, and 2.106, respective]y Ihe@e high corre-

lations 1nd1cate that the corresponding tra1t§ are hygﬁhy intercorrelated 3

. and are not distinctive from each other. These high correlations might

absorb a large portion of measurement error for }Model I anu result in a

small chi—square value and non-significant probabi?ity. Therefore, a

1Theoretica]]y, correlations of such magnitude are impossible. These values
may be an artifact of "overfitting" too 'many variables to the models and
suggest the need for a new model with fewer factors.

U" - \__ -
- 92




TABLE 9

fISREL Estimates for Discourse Mode and iraits Effects

Model I
GI FO OR su ME . Narrative EX
GIN .629 0 0 0 0 .592
(.109 . . . (.130) 0
GIE  ".629 .0 0 0 0 0 518
(.109) . (1.33)
FN .0 . C 530) 0 0 (.493) , 0
‘ 115 (‘. : 133 :
FE 0 580 0 0 0 508
©(.118) - F (.146)
0N 0 0 19 0 0 822 0
(.321) -(.130)
0E  © 0 .1% 0 0 0 .685
' (.321) . . (.167)
3 .
SN 0 0 0 37 0 0 .656 0
.7 (.170) | {.141) '
SE 0 0 0 .374 0. 0 . .557
» (.170) _ (.157)
MN 0 0 0 0. .72 243" 0
. (.099) - (.124)
ME ° 0 0 o . © 786 .0 .433
: (,099) (.130)
: ] :
- 1
GI FO R - SU | ME
"6l 1.0 ,'
FO .834 1.0, ' R
© o (.140) : :
ok 1.378  2.106 1.0 \ .
(1.814) . (2.986) -
Su 1,176 .552 980 1.0 ‘ o
e (.31 (.321). (140 o
ME 0.773 429 -~ 663 .693

( .125) ( .190) ( .¢53) (.297) -1.0

°
nou
o.
&>
N
EoS ]

33
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N ’ refined model is required to fit the structure of the data.
“ 7 A refihed model with reasonable psi-coefficients-requires some modj-
.fications on the CSE sbbscafes Signaled by information from psi corre-
]at10ns we referred to the def1n1t10ns of the CSE subsca]es (traats)
F1rst the tra1t of General Impress1on is a g]oba] rat1ng encompa551ng,
but not’ 11m1ted to the other subsca]es The psi coefficients of.General
Impress1on “With _other tra1ts rangnng from 773 to 1.378 suggest that GI
s is highly correlated w1th each of the four spec1f1c traits, supporting
the global character1st1c of GI. Second,“the traits of Focus and 0rgan1-;
zatlon have common e]ements in their def1n1t1ons Both traits are basic-
T ally dea]lng with the construct of coherence, the logical reIatlonshlps
amopg 1deas in the essay. S1nce the GI tra1t is:not so distinc*ive from

A

) traits,, it seemed advisable to exclude the GI trait from the model. Model

¥

‘ 'the others and contr1 butes httle information beyond the four specific
4

I alsc supports the advisability of collapsing the traits of Focus and
Organization into a single trait of Coherence. ) '\\
Figure 2 presents the reﬁined model. Instead uf five traits, the new
. model” consists of only.thre: traits: Coherence, which combines Focus and
Organization, and the traits of Support and Mechanics. The LISREL esti-

mates for Model II, summarized in Table 10, show that the value of chi-

- e e o e e e e wn e e

- et e W e e w e e -

sduare, 16.028, again yieids a non-significant probability of .248. With

- e e a m am w m e e e
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.. Path Diagram for Model II
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TABLE 10

R
.

LISREL Estimates *~r Discourse Mode and Refined Trait Effects”

g -2
, c s , M N E
. .
7 FN - .559 0 0 .595 .000
(.119) - - (a31)
FE .559 0 10 .000 . ..580
e (.119) . - (.146)
ON .348 0 0 .789 .000
) (.139) (.125)
OE .348 0~ . 0 000 . .599
- ¥ (.139) . (.155)
SN 0 .294 0 .739 .000
(.195) . (.145)
SE 0 © .29 0 .000 .667
(.195) o (.162)
.MN 0 0 742 .285 *.000
. (.097) L (.122)
" OME 0 0 742 .000 . .320
- (.097) (.133)
l 1
' C 1.000
N s 311 1.000
- _ (.462) .
R M '.413 U854 1.000
(0197) . (.476) \\\\ ~
K = 3
2
,
‘X13 - ~16.028
p = 0.248




Correlation Matrix for Model.I11 Pooling

FON

1.0
.§47
.661
.567
.518
.504

* FOE

1.0
.455

.622

-~ .650

Table 11

Discourse Mode

bY

ORN

Muj tiple Choice Test Scores

A
Essay and
@
ORE SUN
1.0
.416 1.0
+568 .615
/
97

SUE

1.0




“choice test scores, Focus, Ordengzation and Support. This analysis did not

o 20
)P .
a Wé1]~fitted mode],'pe can proceed to' inspect each parameter estimate.
The loadings of observed:daéa on corresponding traits are significanx,
except for the Support subsca]es. The .psi eoefficient§ which are legs-
than 1 and comparat1ve1y low,‘W1th the respect to the size of their .
standard errors, 1mp1y that the- tra1ts of Coherence, Support, and Mechan-
ics, are distinctive from each other. The righ lToadings of observed data
on the two.method factors, discourse mode, indicaie that the inf%uence
of discourse mede is quite large on observed data. »This result fdrtherf
supports previous analyses suggesting that the discourse mode required by B
an essay task might dominate a‘etudent's performancei
To examine whether the discourse mode effect holds across response
mode as hé]l, a second set of analyses investigated the factor structure . .
under]ying subskill (trait) and discourse mode in pooled essay and muktiple -

choice test scores. Six scores were formed for these analyses, two each

(expository and narrative) for the three traits ccmmon to essay and multiple

combirie Focus and Organization into.e Coherence factor since this procedure
Wou]d-hare produceg a two tra%t, two-method model not appropriate for the
LISREL ca]cu]atione. The correlation matrix for these variables appears
in’Tqble 11. l ) _ : . ‘

Figure 3 displays the path diagram for Model III and.Tap]e 12 presents

the LISREL estimates of the free and constrained parameters.




The non-significant probability of .6587 yieided by chi-squareuof 1.6030

Thith 3 df., suggests’that data pooﬁed across essay and multiple choice
f scores are adequate]y explained by this model (Figure 3) In other
/ words, the«var1ances of each of the six observed scores . in this model are

accounted for by two sources of 1nf1uence, d1scourse mode and CSE subscale

| Q

trait. ° High loadings of the pooled scores oun their corresponding traits
(Focus, Organization, or Support) revea] that each score 1s well def$%ed
by its under1y1pg trait. Load1ngs on two discourse modes (narrat1ve or
expository) are low te moderate except for ORN. Apparently, ORN was more
effected by discourse mode. In comparison to discourse mode, CSE‘eraits
- have more~domingnt effects 2p pooled scores. The re]aejons among trait
factore shgw ?hat Focug, Organization and Support are moderately to highly
correlated, (.697 to :531), supporting the hypothesis that the treits
. are d%stincfive, but not independent from one another. The traits Focus
and Organization are again highly correlated (.831); In comparison to
the psi matrix for Model I, the addition of the mu}tiple.choite scores
feems to incfease the inte?reletionships among the subscales, suggest-

ing that the mu]tip]e'chqice data blurs the-distinctiveness of trait

#

. . 4 . . . . creq sl
information yielded only by essay ratings. We =xamined this possibility
: directly through analyses of response mode effects.

.
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‘Table 12 ™/

LISREL Estimates for Discourse Mode and Refi ne Trait . S {
b . . A - .
_ Effects Pooling Essay and Multiple Choige Scores
: T Model 1II - . ‘ o
d . FO "~ . OR_, Sy __ _N E .
. FON , .811 0 0 .233 0
. (.074) 5 : “(.381)
f d A “
FOE 811 o v~ "0 . 0 .348
+.  (.074) : o , " (.135)
ORN 0, .764 0 .660 0
' ~ . (.076) . © (.980)
ST s . « . .
ORE 0 ( . .764 0 0. . .300
- S (.076) ., _ (.128)
StN®° . 0 0 . .786 , .080 .0
. .- : {075} (1.75)
SUE 0 .0 .78 0 , - .460 :
. - (.075) : © (.156)° o
\ ' . )
i FO OR su N E
{
l:'O El.O \ f
OR .831 ’ . , ,
(.062 1.0 . -
v
sy .780 697 * 1.0 Q ,
(.670) (.086)
BN - : ; .
- T
/ s Y o ¢ 4 v
~ = '\..'
¥3 = 1.6030 . % t .
D el
p = 0.6587
' . _"f‘ , {
O ) , ‘ 7 .
: l,oi >
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Response Mode Effects Coaee - ' g
FORN -The second measurement issue addressed by the study was whether tasks, B
,‘ v o requ1r1ng d1ffere response modes (direct, productwn modes: essa.ys, .7

£ ’ .

paragraphs, 1nd1rect, sel ection modes: mu1t1p1e cho1ce) prov'ide the"same
o type and quality of data about student writing abilities. Analys:es first
exartined correlations b,etween scores students received on the1"r es_says, '

' Paragraph;s an'd mu]tip]eﬁ c‘hoice\Q@’stions when the scores were from mea-

S Sures #11 in the same discourse mode and when the scores were on tests

o \ . .y ¢ >

in different discourse mbdes. Table 13 presents’ these comparisions;
Y . R T
. { . ‘

’ ' In~ general the relationship between scores a student received on the

‘ two direct-measures (essays and paragraphs) are stronger than the re]at1on-

P -

o ship between his/her scores on the direct and indirect measures. Further-

~

*

more,* the substantially Tower, correlations between résponse mode scores

’ when the tasks also differ jn discourse.mode further corroborates the ' -
- . « .t « . y M ' . Y
discourse mode hypotheses. An MTMM analyses was performed next to search

| more intensively for the factor st}'ucture under1y1ng response mode effects.
The method variables for response mode were constructed accordmg t6 pro-
.. cedures analogous to those used ‘to construct the d'iscourse mode va-riables.*}
:) ' ., Each of the f1ve subsca]e scores provided- by the essay and paragraph
C "ratings was averaged over raters, then standardized withm top1c and dis-
course mode. Standardizations were accomplished.by removing possible

interactions between response mode on one.hand and genre and/or topic on

. : ) -

" . . .

"
o . 2 €
a 1]
. - ’ . .
L3 . N
. L)
Al . L
w s - "
- » . . - .
' . . .
.




Table 13 ’ .
. ¢ )
Ca .Cprrelations Between Test Scbres from Different Response Modes \
. a : v
A1l Tests Were ‘in the Same Discourse Mode
. EE C e EMc .
GI .51 (78)-. 147 (183) . X v
FO .559 (7 .275 (153) 1314 {316) ° .371 (192)
OR. - .473 (78) .208 (153) - 152 (316) .300 (192)
- , . 1 o N , .
Ysu. . .286 (78) 353 (183) . .136 (316) 323 (192)
ME - .629 (78) 582 (153) . X .- e X .
"' Total ., .624 (78) +  .428 (153) © .32 (316) 471 {192)
N . ’ v
o '
% ' .{,
D Tests Were i‘n Different Response Modes & ¢
£ .
| EE EP : EMc - e
GI .126 (94) 415 {90) X X
FO .391 (%), ,205 (90) 211 (316) .288 (192)
OR .008 (94) .301°(90) .180 (316) .233 (192)
U .229 (98) .345 (90) .180 (316) . . .,203 (192)
ME .583 (94) .632 (90) X X
Total .355 (94) .484 (90) .325 (316) .376 (192)
GI~ General Impression EE - Essay: Essay - |
*FO - Focus EP - Essay: Paragraph
OR - Organization EMc- Essay: Multiple Choice ./
SU - Support PMc~ Paragraph: Multiple Choice
: ME - Mechanics ' i
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" cohdrence as .the comb1nat1on of Foucs and 0rganizat1on their séparate '

_ot General Impression and Mechanics (two essay and one paragraph), and

the other. Complet® data were available fer 148 of the;students.

humber egrrect scores were formed within ;enre for each of the three
multiple choite subscales, standardized within/aenhe, summed etross genre,
and then restandardized to prodhte scores scaled in a manner comperable ..

- ' - "
to those derived from the writing 'samples. No measures of General Impres-

A ]

. siop and Mechanics were included in the multiple choice-task.

In sum, 18 scores were éonstructed for analysis, three measures each

four each of Focus, Organization and Support (two essay, one paragraph
and one.mu1t1p1e choice). “fhe variables and the abbrev1atrans used to

refer. to them in the response mode ana]yses appear in Table 14. R

‘. . -

r
——.-——. —————— . s

T hrmmm T F- - .
The transformed scores permitted analysis first of the relationshﬁgé{
‘among the response mode variables after removing genre effects. Table 15

presents the correlations.matrix for the three response modes and five

subscales. , "L
Insert Table 15 here ° : T :

. B T F - .
The MTMM ana]yses began by cons1der1ng the data, for the "Essay 1"

and "Essay 2" methods on]y, exam1n1ng the eight scores def1ned for these
two conditions, two measures of Focus (fel, fe2) 0rgan1zat1on (oe oez)
Support (Sel’ seé) and.Mechanics (mel, me?) While-the modgls consrder,

4

observed gcores are entered “into the analysis. The model specified for v
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o Table 14 ‘
, Description of ‘Variables in LISREI\L ‘ L.
" Analyses of Response Mode Effects .
’ £ ‘ " o
e @ . ) .
. {
- - - o \-‘

v o - 4
WRITING.VARIABLES "Essay 1" ° “Essay 2" _Paragraph Multiple Choice -
General- Impression g1'el gie, gip - '

u
Focus . - f_el fez' fp fmc
Organization 'o“él ) ‘oe, op omc )
Sq'pport ‘ sey se, . SP. smc
Méchanics me, me, mp — ‘ ‘
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, | Table 15 L g
Correlation Matrix of Scores Containing Resfaonse Mode “apd Subscale fran‘_t Effects, .

-~

| GIE GIE, GIP FOE FOE, FOP FONC ORE, ORE, ORP TORMC SUE, SUE, 'SUP SUMC MEE, MEE,. MEP.
iy . ’ ; == T -

GIE, . 1.000 S - : o | g
GIE,  0.282 1.500 ) o I '
GIP  0.333 0.232 1.000 ‘ .
CFOE;  0.407 | 0:318 -0.236 1.000 '_ S ) \ o

FOE,  0.215 0.£21 0.271 0:424 1.000 T L : .

FGP  0.132 0.1.) 0,511 0.231 0:270 -1.000* o o L ,

FOMC . 0.214 0.325 0:299 0.256. 0.379 0.362 1.000 - AN
ORE;"  0.816 0.197. 0.224 0.441 0.211 0.057 0.226, 1.000 o T ‘

ORE, . 0.281 0.775'.0.250 0,345 .0.608 0.192 0.353 0.252 1.000 .

0RF  0.235 0.209 0.810 0.195 0.279 0.559 0.286 0.176 0.228 1.000 - ]

QRMC  0.131 0.285.0.348 0.229 0.360 0.304 0.474 0.142 0.307 0.339°1.000 '

SUE,  0.670 0.274 0253 0.434 0.247 0.252 0.149 0.566 0.230 0.223°0.181 1.000
SUT, 0.284 0.525 0.179 0.233 0.475 0.186 0.215 0.246 0:550 0.170°0.256 0.314 1.000 '

SUP  0.268 0.360 0.620 0.324 0.375 0.520.0.344 0,269 (%322 0.579 0.328 0.353 0.294 1.000 ‘

SUMC  0.314 0.165 0.302°0.239 0.264 0.259 0.419 '0.312 0.253
MEE,  0.492 0.286 0.305 0.423 0.234 0.305 0.222 "0.436 0.264 0.232 0.285 0.396 -0.266 0:297 0.317 1:000
"MEE,  0.357 0{452 0.392 0.365 0.512 0.353 0.373 0.276 0.419 .0.297 0.344 0.300 0.361 0.428 0.354 0.589 1.000. .
MEP 0.369 0.298 0,478 0.345 0.352 0.433 0.311 0.311 0.399 0.429 0.352 0.314 p.272 0.330 0.360 0.603 0.555 1.000

NN )

.291 0,437 0.197 0.172 0.245 1.000

-
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these variables includes the three relatively distinct tralt/subscale

content factors emerging from the discourse mode andlyses and two "method”.

factors, one for each essay Figure 4~ displays a path diagram for ModeT I,
and Table 16 presents the LISREL est1mates of the free and constrained
parameters for the model.

« e e e .-

- em em wm m w m e M m e s e e e

‘Sihilar to the model specified for the giscourse'mode'MTMM analysis,
the Figure shows Model I.allowing the trait or subscale factors to Ee
freely intercorrelated, whi]e the method factors are specified to(Be un;
correlated with each other and with the suBsca]e'factors. The restric-

o

tion.-on the method:factor correlations corresponds to the h&pothesis that
they act as independent additive components in the explanation of tne ob-
serted scores. In addition,'he constrained the factor loadings for each
pa}r of subscale measures on their corresponding trait factors to equal
one another. These constraints are equivalent to a test of the hypothesis
that subsca]esseores t;om different essays wt]] exhibit the same degree
of relationship to the trait factor they measure ;

The mede‘ as a whole cannot be réJected the ch1 square goodness of
fl* test y1e1ds a probab111ty of .202° (ns), suggesn1ng that the model pro-
vides an adequate accqunt for the observed correfations among essay vari-

ables.. Loadings of the essay vargahie: on their respeetive trait factors

ganization to a high of .768 for Mechanics. The Organization subscale

103
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’ are all substantial and highly sjénif1 aﬁt}\ranging from a low of .472 for Or-
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FIGURE 4

Response Mode Lt

o e Path Diagram for Model I
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Table 16
. i )
LISREL Estimates for Response Mode and Trait Effects
. Model I
/ :
LABOA ¢ - S M E, 2
Fe, .63 0 o . 255 0~
: (.069) . cos (.100) _
’ ’ . / t
" Fe 633 0 q 0 . .48
. (.069) . (-095)
Oe, .72 0 o . .67 0"
(.075) o : . (.130)
Oe,. .472 0 o 0 - 639
©r(.075) o (.105)
Se, - 0 .53 0 - . .53 0
: (.077) _ (.118) :
Se, 0 © 535 0 .0 .507
: (.077) (~104)
Me, ¥ 0 0 . .768 289 . 0o ~
L (-062) (-092)
Me, O 0 768 0 . .254
: (.062) ‘ (.089)-
% ‘,{\ ’
kS c s Mo
. ! ) - . 1 4
S 1 ¥
S .799 1 : ‘.
(.102) .
M 706 - .626 1
' (.083) . (.115) .
‘ . *Zyith df. 13 = 16.93%8 -
B o = .2021 7
y s . . ~
5"' 110 .
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- <

1dadings on the method-factors are re]afive]y high and the loadings of

the Suppogt{subscale are moderate. Both Focus and Mechanics ldgdings

. are Tow. Turning to the psi mat}ix, we see that the estimates of the

reélations among the trait factors are moderate (below .80), ranging from

]

"a low of .626 for the correlation between Mechanics and Support to a

' < . * X
high of .799 between Coherence ard Supﬁ%pt. The Mechanics factors,
appears to be thg\most independent in the set.
Model II adds the data from the paragraph task and expands to 12

the number of variables jné]uded in the analysis. Four subscales forming

" the three trait factors specified in Model I each have, under Model II,

an additional subscale score loading (no constraints are placed on these

- loadinas); and a new, segond method factor appears, Paragraph, to account

for covariation specific to this mode of responding. .%igure 5 displays
- the path diagram for this model and Table 17 presents the results of the

LISREL estimation of the paramétérs of Model II. . »

he.]

Model M provides an adequate overall fit to the observed intercor-
re]at;dns among the essay’and paragrﬁph variables (chi square with 43 df
= 51.533, p = .{]5). This result provisionally supports the ﬁypothesis
that the scores generated by application of the rating system to paragraph

léngth writing samﬁles can be interpreted as measiuring the same underlying
4 * L "

11




Figure 5

Response Mode .7

Path Diagram for Model II

L 112
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G Table 17 ; ,
‘ LISREL Estimates for Response Mode and Trait Effects
| | Model 11 L
;\ LANBDA c s R g Ey P :
.’ . . . c,. ‘
- Fe, ;581 0 .0 - .282 0 .0 ,
. (.068) - - (,008) c
Fep « 581 - 0 0 0, ' -.495 0.
N (.068) . ' :(.094) - e~ ]
Fp’ 485 - 0 o 7o 0" 0 . 473, .,
s (.094) ' )\ . 3 (.-looL “i
L 08 .468 6 .. 0 . 683 . 0 0- |
L (.869) . \ (.126) |
Oe, 468 - o - 0 0 " 1650 , 0" Ve
_ . (.069) P 05 11 R ‘
op - .417 0 .0 0. 0" - . .780 °
‘V (-095) : . . . (:114)
se, 0 " 522 0 502 .0 0
u ] « (.070) s, 4aa) _ o
‘ Se, - "0 522 0 - o . .46l oo -
M S (.o70) - . : (.099) .
R T | .639 0 0 0 . .421
L - . - (.095) . (.095)
:  Me, 0 0 773 .250 0 0
(.062) (.081) - .
Me, 0 0 .773 .0 .192 -0
| (.062) | (.080) - -
Mp 0 t 728 0’ 0 .207
: (.078) ' (.078),
v PSI C ‘ S M
~ c 1 ‘%,
, . .937 B
' (.061) -
: \ M ) .809 .684 -
‘ R (.066) (.082) 1
e x2 with df of 43 = 51.5331
p =.175 ‘ -
,\.
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content as the stores derived from full length essays. Inspection of the
"associated trait factors are éj substantial magnitude in each case, and

- k) . -t . .
as for the two essay method factors. With one exception, the paragraph
. definition.of the Sﬁpport‘fgctor(than either of the support measures derived

;paragraphs than it 1S in longer wr1t1ng samp]es A test of this hypdfhesis,

4 L

.

lihbda~mqtnix shows that the loadings for paragraph subscale scores on their

that the Yoadings on the paragraph factor follow the same general pattern
variables appear to,relaté to trait factors less strongly than do thé‘essay

scores. The one exception is an interesting one: ,"sp" provides a clearer
4 > h

from essays. This ﬁpuld seem to suggest that the réter's task of judgihg

-

the use of support is carried out more distinct]y'in the\Eaﬁtext of single .

howeVer, would requ1re multiple par7graph measures of the "sp" 'variable.
As in Mode] I, the trait 1ntercorre1at1ons in the Model II Psi matr1x
are moderate to h1gh, 1nd1cat1ng cons1derable 1nterdependence among the

~N
subscales. Again, Mechanlcs exhibits lower 1eVels of relationship to the

3

other subscales. .

Comparison of Models i and IT reveals two ma%n differences. First,
there is some iﬁétabjliiy in the size of the essay variables' loadings on
the associated trait-factors as we move from the first to'thé.éecond model.
This leads to the interpretation that the factors coﬁposed of both essay
agd paragraph variables do nét measure precisely the same content as factors
composed of essay vafiables only. - (In order to retain the same factor traits
across. both models, we can Eonstrain the lambda coefficients and psi coeffi-
cients in Model I to be identical to correspOnd1ng eoeff1c1ents in Model II. - .

This procedure i$ applied 1n latermodels. ) Second estwmates of the trait

-

¥

L
-
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, 27 )
. f f ’ '
. : “intercorrelations in Model II are greater than their counterparts in Model I. -
) ‘,\\ _Thus, although.the inc]ysl'an ef paragraph scores .m"ay have broachened the ,

. content of the trait factors, it seems a]qso to have diminished their dis-
tinctiveness. . t BRI
The th_ird’ MTMM ana]ysi.s builds on the previous two by adding the three
scores derived from the mu]t:iple’ choice items administehed t:)‘ the students
~ in the study. Recall that only items analogous to the Focus, Organization
-and Shpport s‘ubsca1e§ were included in the multiplé choice test. Model 111
p differs from Model.fl, then, by) fhe specification of trait loadings .for a-
these three subscales,‘and the addition of a mu]’fip]e Choice method factor.
Figure 6 d1sp1ays the path d1agram for Model II anpd Table 18, the LISREL

est1mates of the model parameters

As 1n the first ‘two analyses, ModeI 1II provides a reasonably good fit
‘to ‘the data (chi square w1th 76 df ,-.84 962, p = 226), implying that the -
same 3-trait structure is not vio]ated by the mc]uswn of the mu]tip]e

cho1ce’*scores By and large, however, the Mode] III est1mates of the essay

»

' trait faci‘.drwloam ngs have dropped in value i comparison. with the corre-
sponding estin;a;tes from Mt_):jel‘s I and II. Also, the trait factor intercor-
relations in Model III have iné?‘ea_sed for Coherenge ahd Mechanics, indi:_
catzing that the subscale content factors has drifted closer’ together as

a result of addmg the mu]t1p1e choice variables. Thus, while the mu]tip]e

- ‘cho1ce scores apparently share some content m’ti) the constructed response

. ‘ variables to which they are purportedly analogous, they also seem to possess

e

a higher degree of "latent collinearity" (Yates, 1979) in the trait factor
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. s
. _ Takt’e 18 o
" LISREL Estimatesg for Response Mode and Trait Effects )
) Model II1
T " . —
C & S M E, | P Me*
.585 0 0. .323. 0 0 0.
(.065) \ 4 (.092) | Wt
.585 0 0 0 -, 472 o . 0
(.665) T (.G30) , .
.514: 0 0 0 0 444 0
(.089) " S , (.100) - .
.546 0 0 .0 0 0 .399
(.088) ' , (.125)
.483 0 0 .672 0 0 0
(.066) . (.111) CLy
.483 0 0 0 .619 0 0.
(.066) (.100) .
470 2 0 0 0 ¢ .0 .737 0
(.090) (.118)
528 0 0 0 0 0 462
(.089) - _ (.136)
0 ¢ o469 0 546 0 0 0
. (L067) (.103) . -
0 .469 0 "0 .480 o 0
(.067) (.098) (
0 .611 0 0 0 .398 0
) (.089) T - (.004) . ,
0 .483 .0 0 0 0 . s
1 (.091) ?\128)
0 0 772 .277 0 0"
) (.061) ., (.078)
g &
0 . 0 Nir3 0 .183 0 0
(.061) (.078)
0 0. .747 0 0 .182 0
: (.077) ' (.078)
c S Mo
* o :
e cC 1. : .
- s .978 o1 -
; , (.049) : w
o M .786 .786 1 y
(:059) {.073) . ,
E: ~ o with 76 df | = 84.9618
" = 0. 2255 ,
S 118 )
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space. Whether this situation arises because the multiple choice variables
are related to writing ability <in some non~specific fashion, or because
allrof the variables,'but espectfally *4e multiple choice scorescishare a
common dependence on general verbal ability, can not be disentangled with-
‘~out additional aha1§ses, including tests marking general abi]ity~iactors.

In any event, it is reasonab]e to interpret the increased interdependence

-

among trait factors *as an’ indication that the mu]tiple choice scores possess
genera]ly lower va]idity as 1nd1ces of distinctive components of writing

-ability than do measures based on actual writing.samples.
' Y
Model IV examines the re]ationship of the paragraph and mu]tiple cheice

4

&
variables to the set of—trait factors defined solely on the basis of the

Q?
3

essay«gariab]es Genera]]y speaking, both the contribution of the essay

M . . e Lt

scores to the definition of the'subiscale content factors and the degree of

N

~e

independence of these factors from one another were reduced as data from

, the alternative response modes were added to the analysis. Model IV takes
Lo _ the trait faotor structure that obtained when on]y essay scores were in-
cluded in the analysis (i.e., Model I) as a criterion definition of the.
content underlying the subscales, treating the,Model 1 trai{ factors as
"unmeasured" criterion variables against which to compare the scores }rom
g ' the othar two résporisemodes. This can be accomp]ished in LISREL by modiﬁy-
ing the specification for Model II in two ways. First, instead of esti-
= mating trait loadings for essay variables, new specifications fjé_their
;alues to equal those estimated in hode] I: Second, we place a similar
,constraint on the trait factor intercorrelations in:Psi, by fixing their

‘ values at those obtained in the essay-only solution for Model I. These ]

T
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‘twoe_se.‘ts of restrictions will ensure that the trait factors found in Model 1

. LI
will be reproduced exactly in Model IV, and\the standing of the paragraph
;“and mu]tip’ae choice variables (can be evaluated vis~a-v1‘s the essay criterion
f
/tra1t structure. The LISREL estimates of the free parameters in Model IV

k]

i are contdined. in Tab]e 19,

e | ° - :
The only parameter estimates, of direct int;erést in Table 19 are the

trait factor loadings for.the paragraph and mu]t.iple }:hojce var"iab]’es.'

The daj:a‘ indicate near uniform‘reduction in,t;zeir magnitude, in comparison
to the estimates obtained from Modgf{ II1. This shift does not reduce the-
overall model f1t (chi square with 83 df = 95.547, g = 164) In a]l but

~
s " | two 1nstances, paragraph and mu1t1p1e cho1ce trait factor loadmgs are lower

than the corresponsing loadings for the essay variables. Both e"xceptwns
a;\e recurrences of the findings from Model II'and Mode] IIT that the mea-
sure of Support derived from a paragraph leng;th writing sample outperfom?s
the ‘Support méasu;'es based on full .ler{‘gth essays and the grganization score
in mu]tip]e'choice is slightly more distilnct thaﬁ;the Organization- measures
"on essays r{espactijvglhy. Su’pport as measured by multiple choice items )
seens to r:efl ect relatively little of wh.at is measured in actual writing_
samples; whiia multiple choice measuré;‘ of Focu$ and QOrganization seem

* to ~convéy a roughly comparable amount of; information about subscale content

»

'to that contained in a single paragraph.

» 3
/ ¥
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Table }9

* LISREL Estimates for Response Mode and Trait Effects

Model* IV <
c - S M E, E, p Mc
Fe, .633 0. 0 . .333 0 0 0 \
. . (.092) . |
rez*’ .633 0 0 0 .436 .0 0
. ' (.088)
- Fp . .463 " 0 0 0 0 .457 0
. {.088) ~ : (.095) ~ |
“Fmc ) ..526 o0, c 0 0 0 - .407 . JJ
R - (.087) - . ' (.115) P
Oel‘ .472 o 0 .676 . 0 0 0
AN . (.109) \ {
0e,’ 472 0, 0 0 606 - 0 - 0 g
R (1100) l : 1
Op 1,408 ° 0 0 0 0 ,767 0
, (.088) o (.113) |
ome /492 - 0 0 o o 0 .452
(.088) ' (.123)
Se, 0 - ,535 0 .538 0 P 0
S : i . (.099) <N\
Se, 0 .535 0 0 496 .0 0
‘ (.100) o
Sp 0 - .604 0 0 0 .414 0 .
(.089) ' : (.089) .
Sme . 0 .410 0 0 0 0 475
(.094) (.131)
Me, 0 0 .768 .290 0 0 0
(.078) o
Me, 0. . 0 .768 0 .178 1) 0
- (.079) -
Mp 0 .719 0 0 ©.197 0
(.072) : (.075)
2 - % 4 s .
x¢ with 83 df = 95,5468 ' i
p = 0.1636
o
. ¢ - 121 - :
' gid el . . D e Cemme . evr o e - - ,.._':.....: S m e — et A < — — — _—— . > am—— et




Summary and Conclu$ions

Thé ﬁurpose.of the étudy was td examine the comﬁaraﬁiiity'of‘writing
ébmpetency prof%]es derivéﬁ from test tasks differing in discourse and -
response mode. Theory and research in the fields of learning, ipstructioﬁ
.and rheto;ic have fueled conte:Lions that tﬁe knowledge structures and
processing st;ategies activated by different writing aims~ahd modes of ré-

sponding are quite distinct. We were attgmptiﬁg to demonstrate the ro--

13
A

:baétnesé.of these claims from a measurement perspective.
’Infﬁ?ééfﬁce,many;ﬁrreh£swriting assessmeﬁg prog}§ﬁ$ fail to consider
the validity of test data-that does not distinguish;béfween the demands-
of types of writing tasks and between the requireﬁents of production and
selection. At heart, the issue is on; of construct va]idfﬁy,'Qp these

% N
- alternative task and processing variables measure the same thing? Bur

results indicate that the answer is "no." T

In this.study the results of correlational, parametric and multi-
trait multimethod analyses indicate that levels of performance vary on
.taské presenting different writing purposes. These data cast doubt oﬁ
the asghmption that fa’gpod writer js a good writer" regardless of the
assignmment. 'The imbfféation is that writing for differgnt aims draws
different skill constructs which must'therefore be measured separately
to avoid erroneous, invalid interpretatiuns of perforﬁance, The find-
ings suggest that generh]izations about student writing competence must
reference the particular discourse domain rather than the general domain
of wr{ting. '

The study also investigated the distinctiveness of information

about writing competence provided by direct and indirect measure-

4 .
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ment techniques. Agafn the issue is one'of validity, do both response

. TModes measuhe\the same skill construct? Again the answer is “no."” When-
‘essay performance is set as the criterion, multiple chojce performance

a seems to be a’poof proXy. Tests of response mode effeets within an MTMM
framework suggest that scores.on the Generai Impression and Organization
subscales contain large method cohponents when measures are taken from con-
dtructed responses:'A plausible explanation for this finding is that the‘
method factor loed{hgs for these variables are inflated by within-occasion
(e.g., a given essay) residual linkages betweeh GI. and O brought about by
raters' tendency to depend more on Organiz;tion than on other‘specific
features in fohmu]ating their General thtession ratihg. The remaining
th}ee subscales all were found to.contain‘proportionately larger amounts

of content-related variance than method related variance, with Mechanics
appeartng to be the purest of the three. The patterning ;f method variance
saturat10n in the five subscales was the same for the three writing sampleé
available for each subjectx

‘ An interesting picture of the effects of the varying response mode
emerged from the ana]yses hile mode]s caqvbe fitted to the data from
all three response modes that confirm the subscales’ content, the de-

gree of independence of the resulting subscale faptors‘appears to be
affected-by which response modes are included in the ana]ysts. The most
differentiated subsea]e factor structure is obtained by int]uding only-
essay variab]es.in the analysis; interdependence among the subscale factors

increases with the addition of both paragraph and multiple choice measures.

Thus,: the effect of shortening the assessment task for the examinee through
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examination of just paragraphs or of changing the form gf the response
(multiple choice tasks) does not simply increase the measurement error.
The gavings in_ testing time are obtained also at the "co$t ofi clarity and
" distinctiveness in the informat%on about each of the subscales. When
the subscale content factors are located in the variable space sé-a§ to
maxim¥ze their relhtionship to scores derived from the essay resbonse
mode, all other subecale-response-mode combinations, except one, provide
weaker Substantjve information. The one €. :eption is the measure of
Support based on paragraph-]ength writing samples which seems to be su-
perior to the correspond1ng essay variables in 1ts;gP1]zty to capture
subscale content. It may be that the use of support is less equ1voca11y

evaluated in the context of a §1ngle paragraph than in an essay contain-
ing mu]tipie paragraphs, each of which may suggest a diftz;ent view of the
examinee's ability to provide supporting detail. '

- The MTMM analyses also provided information about the validity of the
ratingoscales.? The MIMM analyses suggested, first, that re;eated applica-
tions of the tSE coring,rubric.to writing samples in fact produce measures
that tap the same underlying centent. Thus, givenbmultiple measures og
each subscale, it is possible to fit a‘factor anaiysis model that confirms
their hypothesized content. Second, it was found that factors ref]ecting
the content of all five suﬁsca]es are strongly fnteﬁcorre]ated, and this in-
terdependence appeare to be pﬁesent no metter what respénse-mode subjects
are assessed in. When the global judgment for General Impression was re-

moved®®nd Focus and Organization combined into a Coherence subscale, scale

intercorrelations became more moderate and distinc%i Since techniques
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for producinq writina that is coherent, supported and mechanically correct
are often taught separately, further examination of the value of rating
.writingdccordingto sep- ‘te component features should consider both their
diagnostic uti]ity and component distinctiveness. '

Finally, fhe study- exemplified the cbntribution MTMM analyses can
make to validity studies. The technique may provide more sensitive, pre-
cise statistiéa] indices of hypotheéized competencies underlying.test_
'performance. .

In summary, the study highlights thé importance of precision in dé-
signing, analyzing and reporting writing aSsessment data. It may be that
the techniques developed for specifying domain-referenced skill boundaries |
can provide a reasonable framework for focusing attention, discussion,

assessment and instruction on clearly bounded classes of writing perfor-

mance.

.,
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Problems in Stablizing the Judgment Process

Edys Que]lma]z
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Universi:y of California,"Los Angeles

»

The increasing demand for competency assessments of compleg human

?\\\ performance has led to renewed scrutiny of the conceptual and: technical

™

quality of prevailing testing practice. Particu]arly in~the area of -
lahguage production. j.e., writing. oral language and orai%reading, re-
searchers and practitioners assert that competency tests must provide
tasks that match performance objectives and that activate cognitive
processing strategies required by proquction rather than recoonition
jn, o tasks. The validit} of indirect (i.e.; multiple choice) measures is no
‘ . Jonger logica‘lvly. psychologically or ecologically acceptable to the '
majority of professionals in writino'instrGCtion and evaluation. Life
EE is not a multiple choice. Students' language production skills, in par-
. ticular, must be sufficiently" proficient for students to function auton-
RV omously in the real world. ' . .
Although collecting samples of complei performance can presumably
h . provide "direct," valid measures of content, the renOWned'unreiiability'
; \of Judging- constructed responses continues to plague assessment method-
I}}§§‘ " ology. Because direct performance samples are mediated by highly vari-
able Jua§mént§”of*raters-who~score‘ormcharacterize:performance samples
along"some"dimensions,'a critical goal for performance judgment in gen-

-
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eral, and for writing judgment in particular, is to find ways to assure
that judges apply scoring cr?terja’accurate]y and fairly. As a part of
a broader_program studying issues in test design, we have investigated - -

dimensions of- the test tasks, context and scoring that will reduce irreles -
. [

vant variability in ex&minee and rater behavior:
This, paper analyzes a series of measuremen€ problems that jeopard%ze-‘
the validity of the judgment process and examines the effectiyé;ess of

methods currently emiipyed to addfess~these.dro§1ems. Reviews of pre-

vailing rating practices, in conjunction with cbmulaiive empirical evidence

on factors influencing judgments in dgm;in-referenced assessment, demon-
strate that.direct writing assessment ‘faces a dual validity requirement.
Both the test task and the scoring‘procedurg must meet separate cahceptual
and statistica] validity standards. The pager e]aBorates the requirements {
for accurate and fai?_ﬁriting competence assessment and i1lustrates how
state-of-the-art rating processes pose serious threats to the validity of

the writing assessments.

Dotain-Referenced Scoring® Requirements

The avowed intent and structure of competency or domain-referenced

~ tests require explicit, replicable scoring criteria and procedures; thus,

the need for methods to stabilize rating criieria and readers' app]icat&on
of %hé% is immediate and real. Soon the uniform application of performance
cr{teria may bécomg a legal requirement when decisions based on these tests
result in life-altéring consequences forrstudents. Mandates proliferate

at state and local levels for writing assessment at all levels of pgb]ic'

‘ ’ }
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school, &nd large numbers of writing samples must be scored by great
‘numbers of raters. Many assessment programs are required to pronde stu-
dents repeated opportunities to pass comparable forms of a test Also-
built into many assessment programs is a requirement to administer com~
| parable tests. at regular interval s, at geogruphically separate sites.

The purpose of these competency ass_essmentsi‘ls to monitdr oevelop-
ment of students’ skills at points specif!ied throughout their schooling,
to detect skills for which they might nead remedial assistance and to
document skill development. -A student who fails to demo‘nstrate _:ompétency
in writing, receives additional instruction, and is then retested should
be jodged according to the same standards at “e"ach test administration.

His or her score should not depend‘ on either the performancéﬁ;of a new

¢ Y . .
. cohort of examinees nor upon the idiosyncratic values of differently ori-

-, .
g LY

ented sets of raters. PR
. Unfortunately, many writing assessment programs derive their guide-~

lines from fiorm-referenced test methd_dology..w In practicey nonnl-referenced

- writing tests are scored b,\.; ranl<in§' /papers withi n the limi tsz of a partic-
ular sample. Essays are usuaflly scor.ed holistically. on general‘lyade-
scribed criteria, and involve scoring procedures where raters rank essays

L by sorting them into piles anchored by the range of quali:):y of that

particular sgmple (Conlan, 1976). Thus a particular paper's rank and/or

score could change from sample ‘to sample. if the range of the quality of

- i thexompetitiouamedimm one_tesu_;rouppto the-next. Such practices— —
\ . result in a "sliding scale" where the rated quality of a particular paper

changes according to the quality range of papers in the group. for example,
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a student might take a writing competency tést in tie faH when &ll stu-
dents ]ow achievers to college preparatory students, participate. A ,

b

student'strank in this wide quality range is bglow mastery. ln the spring,
the student, along with the restricted range of students who failed the
first admin}stration, takes another.writing-conpetency test and Just passes.'
Does s/he pass because intervening writingbinstruction has strengthened

weak writing -skil}s, or because her or hiskrank is higher in the restricted
'range of poorer writers? Present holistic scoring procedures can not pro-
vide an answer to this nuestion. The holistic score provides no eV1dence

of the developmental leVel nf specific writing weakness that were lTow and
may hayve improved. Despite the use of “anchor" papers during training to
illustrate what a "6" or "3“ had been for other groups, the most prevalent
holistic scoring procedures still require raters to distribute papers

across the score range. ‘ . , . -

A major measurement prnblemﬁfonfronting many'competency based writing
assessments, tnen, jst the failure to deal'with the need to assure compar--
ability of scoring between test occasinns as‘well as within a scoring
session. Snch comparability would require not just statistical indices
of rater agreement but comparisons ,bf mean scores, since ratings within
a session might agree but differ between sessionSz Adopting a_norm-refer- —
) encen method of criteria application based on ranking within accasion h
imperiis, if not prgcludes between-occasion unifornity of criteria ap-
plication. Therefore two measurement'broQIems inheére in judgment sta-

bility, stability within a session and stability acrosssessions. - '"‘**“;‘%’f"
7/
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To" document scale stability, an assessment would have to intersperse
anchor‘papers scored in previous assessments among papers rated within
- an on-going rating séssion aﬁd report Sompaiability of anchor paper scores

" across test occasions and rater groups. Such documentation of compara-

+, - abjlity is conspicyousfy absent in both research and practice.

KN

NEP 2

Research on Rating-Variability

Evidence peinﬁing to the seurces and manifestations of scale instability
can be fou;d in'the rapidly accumelatiﬁg body ef research on issues of
rating variabilitv The instability of ratings has been a ﬁajor, and gen;.
erally ackniwledged, weakness of measures of writing skill (Coffman, 1971b).
Braddock, Llpyd -Jones and Schoer {1963) classified four sources of error:

1) the writer, 2) the assignment, 3) the rater, 4) between raters. Although

considerable . research within the franework of domain-neferenced testing

has examined dimensions of the test task that influeéce writer performance -

such-as discourse aim and topic modality (Pitts, 1978; Spooner-Smith, 1978;

Quellmalz, 1979; Praeter & Padia, 1980; Crowhurst, 1980), less attention

has been given to the factors involved in rater behavior.

In the broadest sense, inter- and intra-rater variability are a matter

“" of fluctuating standards of judgment. Research has Emply demonstrated

that anarchical scoring of essays, where raters apply their individual
'standards,,results in high disagreemenf among raters from different occu-
‘pations (Diederich,. French, & Carlton, 19615 and even among English pro-
_ fessors"[Findlayson, 19515 McColly, 1970). Follman and Anderson (1967) - -

demonstrated that thé more homogeneous the background of raters, the more

134

. . ‘ ) |
T s
‘{.‘i‘ - 5 :

\‘;\‘1




. ‘ ' : : s

their scoring agreed. Long ago, Eels (1930) demonstrated the problem

of intra-rater criteria bias when he found that the var1abi]1ty in essay
scores assigned even by the same reader on different occasions approached
the degree of variability 'of scores assigned hy'difﬁerent readers. Recog-
nizing the magnitude of errqr occurring in unstructured scoring. researchers

“attempted to devise various techniques fﬁr control1ing score var1abi]ity,

”

Methods for Contro]11ng Scoring;yariability _

o Fhe first and most critica] step in stabi]izing the bases of readers
Judgments is to establish common, explicit scoring criteria. erteria
may. either be specified deductive]y.Py'invokiqg standards derived from
the rhetorical tradition (e.g.; Kinneavy, 1971) or'inductively by seek- -

" ing commonality among‘readers' comhents’on papers (Diederich, 1974;

Freedman, 1978)." Systematic train1ng on common scoring criteria has
proved to reduce,some kinds of interrater variabi]ity effective]y

" (Stalnaker, 1934; Diederich, 1974). As.a result of these pioneering
stddies, standardémethodology’now includes trainino,of raters on the use

~ of rating scales until a high level of agreement among raters is achieved.
In a recent study of the discrim?native va]id?ty of alternative scoring

' rubrics, Winters (1578) suggested that high rater reliability coefficients
in pilot or in final rating sessiohs might not necessarily signal standard,
uniform interpretation of rating scales over rating occasions and across
rater groups. During rater training she observed thdt less operationalized
scale rubrics stimulated extensivé discussion and interpretation and sug-

gested that different rater groups might achieve high reliability, but
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rater groups.

have interpreted vague criteria differentlv by devising different specific

v
decision rules for the same ambiguous criteria. Thus, high reliabillity

coefficients 'might be obtained, but at the cost of accurate, replicable .

.scoring. As Winters implies, redefinition of criteria by the social ratinq

group can have serious implications for the fairness of ratings acros

Rater Drift s e \

- Even with training for rater consensdus, when raters practice applyin
explicit criteria, rating fluctuation may still occur. The deviation of
raters from previously-shared criteria is termed "rater drift“ and may be
signaled by lowered inter-rater reliabiliy and.differences between ca&erS'\
criteria interpretation and expert-generated criterion-based ratings.

Rater drift is particularly a problem when there are large sets of
papers to be scored. Shifting criteriz or drift may be caused by rater
fatigue, or by more systematic influences, 'such as the quality range of
the sample of papers being read or idiosyncratically valued criteria.

In a description of the rater as a source of error, Braddock et al.
(1963), discussed the need for contrelling for rater fatigue. They cited
fatigue as a cause for raters to become severe or erratic in their eval-
uation or to place more weight on particularly noticeable essay elements
such Ss mechanics. Godshalk, Swineford, and Coffman (1966)'found‘signif~
icant differences between papers scored holistically early and later in a

set of 646 papers. Coffman (1971b) warned that even when two sets of scores




derive from changing combinations of raters, "there may still be differ-

*

ences in the means and standard deviations attributable to order effects

-- that is, the tendency of groups of raters to shift their standards as
the reading proceeds” (p. 276). Coffman (1971a) also discussed raters'

tendency to regress to their own 1nterna11zed set of standards and recom-

l /

mended practice on common criteria.

T

Rater drift impairs the technical quality of rating results by reduc-
ing inter-~ and intra-rater re]1ab111ty, and more importantly, compromises

the validity of ratings. However, writing assessment programs do not seem

»
-
v

to acknowledge rater drift as a validity prob]em, nor do they deal with

rater drift directly.

-~

State-of-the-Art Procedures for Treating Scoring Variability

Current rating procedures (Conlan, 1976;.0ffice of the Los Angeles
Superintendent of Schools, 1977) generally follow methods recommended by
Braddqck et al. (1963), and Coffman (1971a) "and have evolved a number
of methods to deal with raten:variabi]ity. Typica]]y,_?aters begin by
practiciné applying a rubric to a sample set of papers. The nafure and
relative specificity of scale criteria and scor1ng formats (holistic vs.
ga]xt1\;~;;ry, as" do the weights of component cr1ter1a Before independent

rat1ng beg1ms, tra1ners conduct a rel1ab111ty check. Sometimes consensus

is checked statistica]]y; sometimes it is indicated by a show of hands.

During independent ratings, methods for dealing with.rater agreagent

tend to take two .tacks: correction iand maintenance. Procedures which

- emphasize correctidn use post hoc methods io treat score discrepancies:

7/
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Common options are: 1) having a third reader score any paper whére the ~
first readers disagree by more than one point; 2) using the sum of two —
ratings as a tota] score; 3) randomizing the order in which two raters
score an essay in order to distribute rater error, although often the
randomization occurs in a single day. These post hoc correction proce-
dures sidestep the validity problem of thE changing criteria employed

by the driftin§ rater.

A second set of procedures for dealing with rating variability aims -
at maintenance of sccring.accuracy. Periodic consensus checks on iden-
tical papers are interspersed at varying intervals. Checks may be common
to all raters, discussed in the group, discussed within rater pairs or
discussed with a "master” rater. In the procedure, discrepancies are
called to the rater's attention and. their bases revised. These main-
tenance procedurés at least attempt to prevent, detect, and control scor-
ing error by providing feedback to individual raters regarding the accuracy

and consistency of- their scoring decision rules.

Rating Variability in Competency Assessment Research

In a series of studies examining dimensions important in the formu-
1at1on of valid, instructionally sens1t1ve writing assessments, we
documented the effects of several stringent procedures for attaining and .
maintaining rater congruence and fiae1ity to the rating scale. One com-
ponent of the methodology was to develop analytic scoring rubrics referenced
to basic strdctura] features of a di:aour§e mode. Exp]ic{t criteria were

designed to reference operational, instructionally manipulatable elements

\,n"‘

‘e
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of the paper. Raters practiced applying the scoring rubric in intensive

training sessions and reliability checks using generalizability statistics

were calculated to assure inter-rater reliability. During final, indepen-

_ dent ratingﬁL-cohmon‘checks-occurred at frequent intervals. Discrepancy

resolution procedures were of several types, including group discussion

or pair discussion. The research focus of these studies was on variations

of the tasks of writing rather than on variables influencing the rating

process, yet the acchmu]ating data indicated that stabildizing the juq§;

ment process was a complex issue--one deszrving direct experimental in-

vestigation. This conclusion derived primarily from three of our studies

in which we observed rater drift surface as a problem, despite the differ-

ent procedures used to prevent it. We also began to inspect indices of

scale stability by looking atscores given by raters trained at different

times to the 'same set of papers.

Rater Drift

In our writing assessment research our initial scoring concerns were

to establish and maintain rater agreement. To determine that this occurred,

®

we comparedxeliabilitiesobtaingd immediately after training (on a pilot

R
4

test of independent ratings) and after the final ratings. Table 1 presents
- > \ '

;é comparison of generalizability coefficients marking rater agreement

\

Tevels on pilot and ffpa] ratings.

. Insert Table 1 here ' \

The first rating procedure was -empiuyed in Study 1 where Spooper-Smith

»




Table 1

COhbarison of Generalizability Coefficients for Rater Agreement
Immediately After Training and After Final Ratings.

. ] ' F
Study 1 - "Expository Scale I (Spooner-Smith, 1978)

Pilot - 4 raters n=15
Final - 2 ratings n

F Dev 0
GC GC GC
949 .92 .94

=112 .84 .80 .85

s« Pa M Total
G G G . GC
83 .94 .80 .90

.85 . .80 .95 .90

Study 2 - Expository Scale II (Quellmalz and Capell, 1979)

Pilot - 4 raters

Final - 2 ratings .

.
-

Ty

‘Pilot - 4 raters
Final - 2 ratings -

G F . 0
WG 6 G6C
74 .63 .74

.67 .59 .61

. Narrative Scale II

GI . F 0
6 6  6C
.86 .76 .39

.84 .60 .72

S M .Total
GC GC
J7 .73

67 .52 .66

S M Total
GC GC
.76 .52

J2 .69 .83

Study 3 - Expository Scale 11l (Baker and Quellmalz, 1980)

Pilot.- 3 raters
Final - £ratings

GI Gen Comp Coh
GC GC GC,
74 .65 .86

.66 J1 .62

N Narrat1ve Scale III

Pilot - 3 raters
Final - 2 ratings

GI Gen Comp Coh
GC .GC GC
.83 - .75 .62

.70 .76 .53

Po ‘Su M “ Total
GC GC GC GC
.93, .84 71 .89

.83 J1 .76 .81 ¢

Total
GC GC GC GC
.87 54 .85 .79

.87, -.67 .68 .81
#

KEY

Study 1 (Spooner-
Smith, 1978)

F = Focus '
Dev: = Development
0 = Organization
Su - = Support

Pa = Paragraphing
M = Mechanics

T - = Total

A
.
A

GC = Genera]izab%]ity Coefficient-

Study 2 (Que]]ma]z and
Capell, 1979)

I = General Impression
Focus
Organization .
Support

Mechanics

G
F
0
Su
M
T Total

W uwnun

. Study 3 (Baker and
Quelimalz, 1980)

61 . ,= General Impression”

Gen Comp = General Competeéncy

‘Coh = Coherence v )
Po’ = Paragraph Organization
Su = Support

M = Mechanics

T- ¢ = Total
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(1978) compared direct and indirect measures of writing competence. Four
raters received five hours practi;: applying an analytic rubric, Exposi- ‘ a
tory Scale I, to a set of pupers representative of the :experimental set. ‘
The top‘table presents Spooner-Smith's interrater reliabilities for four ..
raters on the pilot test conducted immediatélyrlfter training and on the B
_ final independent ratings of the experimental papers. During the final o ;
independent scoring, raters read, rated and discussed discrepanc1es on
a common paper as a group approximately every hour to check adherence to
criteria. While the total score reliability on the final ratingSoremained
high, reliabilities of four of the six subscales dropped as much as 14
1ndicating some degree of rater drift from original consensus levels.

The second rating procedure occurred in Study 2 (Quelimalz & Capell,

19797’wh1ch compared writing performance in different discourse and.re-
sponse modes. Following scale training prdcedures employed by Spooher~
smith (1978), pilot tests of interrater reljabilities for two revised
anaiytic r:&rics, Expository Scale II and Narrative Scale II, checked
'level'of agreement of the four raters prior to final rating. Additional ‘
training occurred on any subscale where the generalicability coefficient
was less than .70. Duringg?inal scoring, rater pairs read and discussed
common, papers after every 20 independent ratings. The two tables for
Study 2 indicate, again, that agréement levels on the total scores were
acceptably high, but that-déliabilities on three of the expository s'b-
scales deteriorated as much as —.20. The interpretation of thése data

was that the frequency and nature of the common check procedures were still

not curbing rater drift adequately.

o , 5 141



Conseouently;Study3 impiemented a revised’rating procedure. Study .“;
3 (Baker & Quéllmalz, 1980) investigated-the effect of modality of topicb ; ”
presentation on eighth grade writing performance ‘Three raters pattici- ¢
pated in sca]e'training for analytic Exp031tory Scale III and Narrative “
Scale III. Fol]owing a pi]ot test of -inter-rater reliability, the three ’
‘raters independent]y scored the experimental papers. Each paper received -
two ratiags. Common checks occurred every hour and were discussed hyrthe 7
entire group. l . " : \ '7

As the two tab]es for Study 3 indicate, agreement levels fall on .
General Impression, but not on the Generai Competency rating. Reliabil-
ities plummetted on the expository Coherence ratings and on the Mechanics ,‘\\

: : - @

ratings of the narrative.scale. These comparisons of pilot and fina] re-
iiabilities for Study 3 suggested that the revised checking procedure was
genera]]y maintaining rater a;reement, but still dia not,preyént drift on
some_supscales. R ‘

Inaz::i?detailed inspection of the emergénce of rater drift in Study 3;
‘we also compared reliabilities and mean scores on papers scored early
and late in the rating sequgnce (seealable 2). ‘Table 2 presents the ear]y | , ’
.vs. late comparisons for Expository Scale ill and Narrative Sca]e 1., .
On the expository sca]e.re]iabilities across al] rater pairs remain high
{a 76 to .85) except on the General Impression and Coherence subscales,
Parametriﬁygomparisons of mean scoresuon early vs. late papers did not
reach statistica] significance.but late scored papers received slightly
higher ratings than ear]y\scored papers v

Re]iabi]ities on Narrative Scale 111 remained high on General Compe- . -

A
/s

Py
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TABLE 2’
Comparison of Early vs. Late Scored Papers in Study 3
(Baker and .Quellmaiz, 1980)
i : '
SN . Exposito_ry Scale 1II
- , © . Inter-rater . , r
> - Reliabilities ‘ Mean Scores X
o ‘Early - 'late - __ Early_ CLtate  t | . s
e General Impression o .85 - .69 ¥. 228 @ 2.29 .97 -
- s ¢ S:D. 1.07 -85 _
i . General Competency a .75 .77 X ‘2.20 2.43 - .23
: . ‘_“ ) ) . ¢ . S.Do : 091 086 T "~
X .. Coherence . a .78 .57 X  2.39 2.63 .21
, ok : s.0. .88 .9 .
Paragraph. a. .87 .86 X, 2.03 2.22 .40
Organization ' C . S.D: 1.05 1.08
Support o' %78 .76 X 2.9 3.1 .51
: : .. §.D. .85 . .90
Mechan1cs‘ "o .67 .82 ¥ 2.8 2.99" -1.08
; . S.n. .8 J6 0 -
. Total® - a .87 8 - X 14.78 15.89  -1.06
v o - .8.D. 4.86 4.49
! o, nzA0 P40 p=80 . p=49. -
’ . g - ' '
. , g Narrative Scale III ,
. . - v #
General Impression .a .78 J1 X 2.62 2.19 2.31*'
' | ) .o s.0. .92 .73
General Competence o .81 .78 X 2.5 . 2.20 .88 .
s ~ | s.0. ..87 8 | e
%Mmme « .77,, .46 Y 2.60 .2.31 ~ 160 "
' , s.0. .99 .59 1
Paragraph - o .93 .85 X 222 2.03 .74
~ Organization . o S.D. 1.29 1.00 )
Support .. o .88 8. X 2.82 2.51 1.68
4. ‘ ) N \.S D 097 ' ’-068 .
Mechanics = a .68 .80 X o230 2.6 | ..8&
: ; | s.0. 80 - .74
3 (1°) "« .90 .86 Y 1.3 13.05  1.49]

n=40 ,‘nao E@W4M 3:48

- &’a‘alpha ::heffi;:iént ,’ e

. .

P
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" tence, Support; Mechanics and Total score. General Impression reliability
dropped 08‘ Coherence dropped substantially (a .77 to .46) and Paragraph
Organization fell (a .93 to .85). Contrasts of mean dirferences between
early and late ‘scored narrative papers. revealed a significant difference

on General Impression Fatings. JPapers scored later received lower ratings .
than those scored earlier. 'All subscale scores were lower for late scored
:papers. These—findings are-consistent with other research (Godsha]k et al.,
’ 1966) that reported raters became more severe as scoring progressed. In o

. Study 3, Expository papers were scored before Narrative papers, so late
scored Narrative papers were at the very end of the entire scoring sequence

Inspection of the scoring data from theft ree studies suggests that

rater drift within a scoring session can occur and weaken scoring rigor.

Raters' judgments waivered on some subscales more than others,'signa]ling

——

a need for more careful explication”of criteria on those Subscales and
pratticel dn their application. Since state-of-the-art procedures for

controlling rater drift were employed and even refined 1n these studies,

’
’

the data imp]ied the need to continue to exami ne methodologies for detect-

ing and preventing«rater drift.

3

Scale Stability

..

A validity concern coordinate with maintenance of scale fidelity with-"
in. rating -occasion is assurance of Judgment accuracy across rating occa51ons.
Standards of fairnesc and methodoiogica] rigor mandate that criteria app]y
uniformly. across sets of raters and sets of papers. '

Prevailing practice does not seem to. recognize stability as a technical -

problem. Large scale assessments do‘not routinely report and inspect a.
. ° i . '




4

series of rater re])ab1l1t1es for separate scoring sess1ons. Even re-

liabxlity 1nd&ces are not suffic1ent however. Compar1sons of mean scores -

on common papers should supplement rellab1]1ty statistics. Scale stability
could be demonstrated by comparing seores on a common set of papers given
by. d1fferent rLter sets trained separate]y, or by compar1ng seeres from
the same raters rating at d1fferent occas1ons. Wh1le we have not yet in-

vest1gated th?i phenomenon w;thIn an exper1mental parad1gm, we have, how-

ever, 1nspected\scor1ng data gathered during the process of our other writ-
Ve

1ng assessment nesearch in an attempt to.understand the nature of variables

/
dnfluencing scale stability.

13

Fl

Our Table 3 presents the neans and standard deviations of essay scores

_given by two different rater sets to the same papers. ,Raters A and B
"scored 30'enposit3ry~essays. Rater pairs 1, ? and 3 rated these same 30

essays in the éourse of-Study 3. Rater.pairs 1, 2 and 3 were using Ex-

pository Scale I;Iﬁha renisien of the analytic expository rating scale

used by Raters A ang B. Therefore only»scores from those subsca]es that
'were not 31gn1f1cantly ehanged were entered into the ana]ys1s Agreement

leve]s were not ca]culated due to the 'small sample s1ze

Inspect1on of the means reveals that Raters A and B gave genera]]y

higher tratings than Rater pa1rs 1 2 and 3. COmparisbns of means,for

each subsca]e and the total‘score were all s1gn1f1cant. While the small ~
" pumber of papers clearly 11m1t 1nterpretat1on of these data, they. do dotu-

ment that criteria def1n1t1on and app11cat1on did change from one rating

A Y l" /
sevsion to the next.




Table 3

?
)
P

Companson of Essay ‘Scores* Given by Different Rater ‘Sets
. on Separate Occasions )

’ / N -

Y - Ratings; -

Subsca]eg . Occasion 1 . Cccasion 2 e

s Raters A and B . ‘ers 1-6 t df.
General . X . 2.92 © A5 2.9 57
Campetence s.d. - <« .62 oL 238 '
n N 29 . 30 '
Paragraph.”  X.' sl .2.19 , 1.46 +«  3.67* 58
Organization s.d. " .98 - .50 )
o n 29 31 . "
3 ) ,
X N 2.76 2.07 3.25* 59
“Support 3 . s.d. 1.08° .50 ,
n 29 32 -
h" ) . ¢ ’ .
Total ’ X 11.81 . 8.97", 4.38% 59
' “s.d. 3.17 %, .. 176 . :
'.n . 29 32
1 ) C
] - L )
i - /
Scores by rater pairs 1-6 were transformed from Y score range of 1 6 to
.1-4 ta permit ana]yses.- t
- ! . ’ -' . . | : . »
<
' g N ‘
' . -,




" had not personally scored.

;
" In addition to looking at the scores different raters trained at

separate occasions gave to the same set of papers we inSpected intra-

* rater agreement of scores a pair of raters gave to common papers scored

at different sessions. Table 4 displays means and standard deV1at1ons

of a rater pair (N) which participated in two d1fferent rating sessions.
. . v -.P.

JIn Study I, rater pairs M and N scored essays,erm a general high school .

population which were then "salted in" a set of co]ﬁege ighjssion,e§§ays -

réad for Siudy 2. In Study 2, pair N rea& the eight essays they had sporeq ¢,

previqus]y in Study 1 and 8 additional essays from that study that"thé&

The means of pair i in the;%wq studies are

.2
¢

fa1r1y comparable except on Support and Mechan1cs. In contrast, the means .

of pairs M and 0 are substentlally different. Pair 0 means are cons1stent1y
lower. The greater stability of meahg fp( pair N may suggest that they
were applying criteria in a uniform hanner: Pair 0 was probably influenced .
by the gyerall higher quality of “the college admissions samp]e, thus mak1ng

the "salted in" general popu]at1qn h1gh,sphoolﬂseemdw0nse. Methods for e]1m—iih

3 [y

inating this subtle "norming" of.pregumab]y'explicif cr%ter1a to the quality
range of part1cu]ar sample is a phenomena reunr1ng further research

.Our intent in inspecting these adm1ttedk9>l1mited data was to illus-

‘trate one method for tracking the stability, of rating scale app]réat1on.

Writing -assessments could systemafiga]]y ihblude a "Eheck",set of papers
: : " ; X

in each rating session to document the comparability of* judges' decisign'}

R
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CSE Subscale -

General
Impression

Focus
‘ Organization

Support

Mechanics

Total

]

et

- —Rater—Pair——- -

>
¢

TABLE 4

Study-1
-M N
1.92  1.28
1.32  1.37
6 8
2.8 1.71
.38 .9’
6 8
2.33  1.65
.98 .6
6 8
‘_f
2.42  2.76
.92 1.15
6 8
2.50 2.20
.84 .70
6 8
11.25  9.60
3.71 2.79
6 8

Comparison of Rater Pair Scores Across Studies

Study 2
N 0
5‘ i‘
/| 1.00 .94
11113 .o
16 16
'1.69  1.53
.48 .50
16 16
1.72 1.38
86, .50
16 16
2.00  1.63
1.78 .50
16 16"
1.78  1.75
77 .58
16 16
% .
8.19 7.21
3.40  2.53
16 16




rules at differentorating sessions. We believe that .scale stdbi]ity\

. :
across topics, quality range of papers and sets of raters can be achieved
and that the factors influencing scale stability require systematic fin-

vestigation. '

Summary and Recommendations

Thé,need for stabilizing the scoring process is critical to the val-

idity of writing aséessments. Direct evidence of student writing compe-

: tence, actual wr1tten product10n, is a necessary condition:for content

and construct validity; it is not suff1c1ent however. Rater's judgments
must be replicable and defensible. We believe that explicit rating gri-
teria are a coﬁdition fer defensibility and rep]icabi]ity. Our rater drift
comparisons suggest'that total scores and a ho]15t1c score seem to mask
fluctuat1ons in Judgments on the elements that contr1bute to the more

global summary scores. We suspect that, at least during scale development

‘and validation, assessments should collect separate ratings on component

text features such as Support and Coherence that contribute to a total
score. Otherwise,* there is no way to identify and track cons1stency of
\he bases for global judgments. ‘

Certain]y, scale training and an-initial reliability check is essen-
tia]. Rather than relying priﬁa&i]y on randomization or statistica] pro-

J
cedures to correct for rater drift post hoc, rat1ng methods shou]d inter-

.sperse periddic checks into lengthy, 1ndependentnscor1ng The var1ables

making these checks effective for maintaining agreement and scale fidelity

-

'requipe further investigation. Frequency of checks is one important factor;.

the nature of feedback on scoring accuracy is even more essential. We
\}

-
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are currently conducting research on methods for curbing rater drift.
Scale stabi]%ty is a critical validity issue for competency-ﬁased
writing assessment. Large scale assessments can, at least, document
stability by track1ng scoring of a core set of papers by different groups
of raters. Methodo]og;es for selecting and preventing scale instability
should also receive direct experimental.attention. Fair, informative,

generalizable, defensnb]e scoring procedures are necessary- requ1rements

of sound writing assessment '

LA
4
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EFFECTS OF VISUAL OR WRITTEN TOPIC INFORMATION /j '




When 6ne°éonsiders the critical propertieé a test ﬁust\have, the

\elemept of va]idiﬁy is a]most always d;scus§ed. Validity means the test

" measures what it i$ supposed o, and, as an essential corollary, makes

" that measurement fairly. Fa%rness or equity involves thé kind qf chance§
students have to demonstrate their competency. In some cases, test equity
js’also in;erred fnom.thé’éhape of the resulting distribution of scores
for differeﬁf §tudent gﬁ%ups. Thé task of writing assessment is a partic-
ular and special subset of.the testing proées§. Writing assessment con-*

- tains three special'features that increase the importance of its research:

1) Writing skill is recognized by the public and by educators as a critical

goal of schooling; 2) the study of writing provides access to the sthdy of

cognitive processes; 3) writ%ng_assessment serves as a case from the larger
seégof éopsfrugted responses in achigvement pgsting, a set to which rela-
tively Tittle psychometric theory has been applied. '

Although phe use of actual student writing samples seems the most ob-
vious way to obtain estimates of student performances, it is loaded with

practical complexities. UYnlike multiple choice tests, which appear to be

fixed artifacts, essay-based assessment appears less constrained in the
writing tésksthemse]ves;particu]ar}y in the actual directions or prompts
given .to learners and ghelfriteria used to score performance. Of course,
differences in either of-these dimensions greatly affect the inferences we
make. Were writing assessment to remain the domain of individual teachers,
as they p}ivéfelxxieqch and assess, we would expect that idiosyncracies 6f
tasks and scoring schemes in particular classrooms would be balanced over

‘ . . .

) : 2

]
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time by the number of different teachers to whom any givén student was
exposed.“ Yet, writing assessment assumes public rather than private pro-
portions, as exemptified by compétency t;sting for high school graduation
and statewide assessment programs. The puﬂ]ic functions of writing assess-
- ment bring with them the necessity to develop and to d1sp]ay to students’
and teachers the spec1f1cat1ons guiding .the preparation of writing tasks.

. From a research perspective, moreover, writing assessment presents a
special opportunity to under§tand thé learning process. By studying in-
formation requirements, the .effects of cues and';upports given étudents,
the technica] aspects of assessment can be improved and desirable features
identified for inclusion in yriting instruction. wrjting, as mugh aseany
schoo]—frained act%vity, shoys us how students think, how they organize
information, and how they understand subject matter.

Our worﬁ on writing agsessment related to a general'assessment frame-
work. Th1s framework includes e]ements relat1ng to 1) social and intel-

lectual motivation; 2) student ability and information; 3) features of

taskss 4) critgria used for scoring. (See Figure 1) Although these cate-

L . ‘
gories.could be elaborated almost infinitely, our research focuses on ele-
" ments endogenous to the writing tasks, such as cues, modes of discourse, and «

information.

Tasks for Writing Assessment

The first problem of writing assessment is the selection of a topic,
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backgrounds. With Tess shared experiences ameng students, writing tasks

petency at its highest level? ‘ L

direction, or prompt to elitit\;:udént composition. -It is common to give

assiénmenté'on topiqs that students have some ipformation about but which . ' S

_avo1d systemat1ca1]y advantag1ng p rt1cu1ar students w1th spec1a]1zed knowt-

edge Th1§}"nodd1ng acqua1ntance" mode’ of topic 1dent1f1cat1on resu]ts in
bland general topics,-such as "My Street" -- topics unlikely to generate Y
réal enthusiasm and mean1ng for students. Nonetheless, particular stuQents‘ °

are. thought to be about equally -prepared on such topics. In addition,

- these 1noffens1¢e ass1gnments will not- d1sturb parents or schoo] .adminis-

tratgrs. The “general” experience tapped by such tasks eorresponds to the

"gepera] "frames" described by Minsky (1975) and Anderson (1972) in

sy N . / ° \
research on the cognitive aspects of«reading comprehension. These frames o

consist e<sentially of certain geperal information and common referents P
L , ' )

prereqhiéite to ‘the ability to use special tactics to'g rate responses. ' a e
In particular, the reliance on common frames or referent "general ex- ' - '

’ » ' »
perience” becomes more and more risky as ;ﬁudents1come‘from rore diverse

themselves may need to provide information for studentk to write about.

We are led to the simple question of whether pbssessi of specific in-
. . . . Fe

_ .formation affects students’ abi]ity to write. In other words, can students’

demonstrate their, writing ab711ty when they have little specific information °
to convey? Or, is wr1t1ng*f]uency 1ndependent of spec1f1c 1nformat1on and
related more to the general or common referent information? Most 1mportant1y,

how can students be supported so that theycan disp1ey their writing com-

To explore these questions, we need to -provide specific information



to students so that they may have “"contént" for composing. How can one
S 1}
go a?out this- task7 Eng]1sh composition teachers have attempted {0 pro-

" vide suff1crent 1nformat1on to learners to enab]e them to write knowl~ - . ‘
edgeably and productively. Such efforts mdst often take the form 8f an*’ , |

extended set of wr1tten dﬁrect1ons wh1ch sets the context and audience o .

and provides a- brief d1scus51on of the purpose of the essay. 6ne 11m1ta-
tion of this form.of prompt, the "extended written passage," is the read-

ing comprehension load p]aeed.upon the yqu]dfbe writer, a particular dis- -

)

advantage for a large humber of poor readers. Another consequence frequently

) noted'by teachers is imitation. Students nay mimic the form and style of the

o

extended prompt itself.* The strongly styled prpse‘instructidhs may jeopard-

ize studenfs; writing and, consequently, the accuracy of the assessment
; ejjort. ‘ ' .o~ .

Becayse pictures convey information that is both general and specific,
they have been‘used formally inisz?} assessment settings as a way around ex-

cessive' reading burden In fac evin and Lesgo]d (1978) descr1be the facili-

Qé
tat1on properties of pictures in read1ng comprehension tasks If pictures

) .
enhance. comprehens1on d1fferent1al]y for poor comprehenders then the use of

p1cture pronpts as substitutions or e]aboratlons for prose d1rect1ons shou]d
positively affect wr1t1nglperformance, paft1cplar]y for students with poorer

writinb skills. ‘ o ' .

. f
Overview

B 3

The study represents a start in unra@eling the relationships between .,

.

inﬁormation %n YSfting tasks and writing perfqrmance. “In"this research, &

The bhenomenon is much like a tendency to write short, zippy declarative

sentences after reading Hemmingway, convoluted and sent1menta1 passages after

reading Dickens,or to forego the rules of cap1ta]1zat1on after confronting

e. e. cumm1ngs _ ; E

v
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the information provided in picture prompts for eighth-grade writing
tasks which-were varied in two odes of discourse, exposition’and narra-
tive, was compared with written trompts A]thcugh'bictures tend to be. - .

associated with narrative or des riptive wr1t1ng, the frequency of and Lo

genera]]y d1sma] performance~on pository tasks led us to test p1cture

_prompts in expository tasks as we]l as descr1pt1ve wr1t1ng An experi-

ment was conducted where’ n1ghth g#ade students were random]y ass1gned to <.
receive e1ther a picture or wrlttéh prompt and either an expository or

narrat1ve wr1t1ng task. Students q]so completed a test of reading ability.
. 1 4

Result$ were assessed using both geueral‘and aha]ytie;%ccring schemes and

were examined for $tudents of differeht reading aciiievement levels.
. AR

Subjects and Samgfing ) ' T e . S

ment in a study of California educational refo

£

was chosen because,.at that grade, students often write both narrative

¥

The eighth grade level

and expository compositiohsl Eighteen schools wer samp]ed; to represenﬁ
a seheme stratified by school size, per enfage of 1ow or non-English speak-

. ing students California geography; and socioeconomié.stanSu(éES). Two
¥}

heterogeneously grouped classrooms in ea h school at the eighth grade were

’ random]y selected.

A

o _ s ot
Instrumentation . \ - : , .

’

Writing Task. Because the different information ¢onveyed by picture-

H

and prose is a matter of aphorism, the study made no attempt to equate con;

crete or general bits of information in these two stimulus classes. ’




t

Within each classroom, students ‘received one of fdur treatmeﬁts: . "
1) picture prompt/directions for .exposition (PE); 2) picture prompt/
" .directions for narration'(PN); 3) written prohbt/fbr exposition (WE){ ,

4) written prompts/for_narration (WN). . .

" Reading Test. The reading.test Eonsisted‘of 68 items and was com;
posed of thr?e subséa]eé: vocabﬁ]ary (21 items), literal comprehensibn
(24 items),‘ Qd inferential comp;ehension (23 items). Thé tests'were
uéed to assess reading skf]is in a statewide evgiuation study. feSts
Weré generated using domain-referer -ed testing procedures (see Hively,
1974; ﬂerman; 1977; Baker, 1927). ASpearman-Brown coefficients.were com-
‘pdteé and coeffiqiepts‘.?ﬁ, .80 and .22 were obtained respective]y, for
the three subsca]eé. The:%pearman-érown coeffiqient for the total 68
item test was ~92. " The difficugty by’substale was .64 for vocabulary, ‘

.65 forrliteral comprehension, and .64 for the inferential comprehension

¢ >

subscale..

»

.>Scoring Systems for Dependeq; Measures.’ In previous studies, (Winters,

~ - s

1978; épooner-Smith, 1978), the utility of alternative scoring.stfategies,
e.g., holistic and anélytié procedures, was.assessed using high school
‘ and cﬁTﬂege popu]ations.‘ Since th{s sainple popu]atidh was younger, a pilot -
study of scoring ﬁrocedureéwwas'conducted using thirty papers, selected
. at random from the entire sample. On the bqsis\df this pilot stud& (Baker
. &'Quellmg]z, 1979), the use of TruhitS‘as a erendgnt mea;uré was excluded
:for tpis research. A géneral’imgreégion (GI) or'ho]istic assessment. was
given po‘each essay score, using a six-point scale in the pilot study. 1In

addition,~<an analytic scor#ng rubric was applied to each essay on schema

3
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pneyious]y employed in other writing research (Pittg,’1978; Quellmalz,
1979;.winters, Spqoner-Smith,‘gg, cit.). "This rubric consists of fghr
subscq}es (of $ix-point range) on structural features of the essay:
1) paragraph organization,‘z) coherence, 3) support and 4) mechanics.
-fThese~subsca{es ?re conbined into a Genera! Competency scale. Previous
“work (Quellmalz & Capell; 1979) ident%fied,the relative_independénce
of the sca]es | ’
Soc1o-econom1c Indicators. The State of Ca]1forn1a has no direct

a
index of S for its secondary school popu]at1ons Instead, the percent

of students rece1V1ng Aid to Families witlr Dependent Children (AFDC) is

’
>

, used as a proxy.

Procedures

Teachers were directed to administer the test of reading comprehension
on the first day of testing during the spring. On the second day, students
received a writing ta-k to complete in forty minutes. The ‘four treatments

were randomly assigned within classroom. Teachers returned by pre-paid
. Y
mail coded ‘student response booklets to the researchers.

[y

Rater T?ain{ng Three pa1rs of raters were tra1ned to use this rubr1c

on expos1tory and narrative sample papers. * S1x hours were spent tra1n1ng
and pract1ce scor1ng in the expository mode until an acceptable level of
agreement was reached (a]bha = .83, generalizability coefficient = .89).
AlY expository pépers were then rated in a group. During a subsequent

session, practicebwas provided in applying the rubric {p narrative papers

B

Student paper length varied from one-half page to two pages. Student.
papers were not retyped for scoring. V-

“ )



v

until acceptable concordanre was reached {alpha = .83; generalizability

coeff1c1ent .79). Raters f1rst gave each paper a general impression rat1ng,
which-included estimates of the sty]e, creat1v1ty, structural-and’ mechan-
ical features of the paper. Next, they gave a genera] competency score
with regard to the sub3cales - coherence, support; paragraphing, and mechan-
ics. Lﬁé%, the raters scored each subscale. k]] scores were assigned

from a 1" to "6" scale,

Analysis
‘Data were returned from thirteen of the eighteen schools. Because of

constraints. about information for individual studerts in this sample, only

- school level data were évéi]ab]e:regarding SES and language dominance. Ac-

_ cording to a comparison at the sample means with the statewide means, the

attrition (the--loss of five schdo]s) occurred in those schools with lower

SES and higher percentages of low English speakers. The digtribution of

" AFDC in our total sample was 10% and in the returned sample 6%, indicating

phat the drop-out took place in low SES schools. In addition, the percentage

of low'English speaking students was reported as 1&ss than one percent for
odr sample, much lower than for the entire California population. Clearly,
the lower achieving side of the sample did not return the measures. Although
the sch601 level/student level SES data ;roblem was clear, and we had hoped
that some indication of SES might assist us in our analysis, we fog:ﬂ,;hgf
our test of reading achievement correlated .62 with AFDC. This correlation
corresnonds to relationships found over the last few years of studies of

achievement and SES in California elementary schools (Baker, 1976; Baker &

" Herman, 1977; Baker, Herman & Yeh, 1978; Quellmalze& Baker, 1981).

f
-




. . Eler1menta1 LContrasts. Students' writing performance was assessed

1]

using 2x2x2 des1gn, emp]oy1ng two levels of reading scores, high and low
. 1
split at the mean, two types of prompt, and two types of discourse task..

Data were separately analyzed for the General Impression scale (GI),
for the Generai Competency scale, for the four. subscales of the analytic
rubric, and fo: the total. _Meahs'and standard deviations for each variaB]e_

. R & :
were computed .and multiple ciassification analyses of variance were per-

‘ »
formed. , « ° 1

7
Results, '

-

~

Means and standard deviations of the dependent measures by-blocking

factors are presented in Tables 1 through 24. Because of the large number

s

of analyses conducted, somé significant findings would be detected by
Y

chance alone. Only those findings which show up consistently across mea-
PN X

sures wz]] be discussed. _ .g‘

Overali Findings. The salient feature of the tables is the relatively

poor performance of-students.in writing competence. Raters were instructed

to use "4" as a score of sufficient competency or, oxymoronically, minimum-
> :
)

(mastery. No average, either for high scoring readers or for any treatment

variation, is 4 or higher. This finding is particularly depressing in the
“1ight of the drop-out analysis and the inference that schools with poorer

per’orm1ng students did not return the measures for scoring.

* Holistic Scoring. Two forms of ho]1st1c scoring weire used: the General

Impression (GI) scale, which included style and other "intangibles" such

as creativity, and the Generai Competency score, an estimate of the total

L

‘ ' _l(;ig



"competency" of the paper with regard to the features of the ana13t1c
R Y

/ scale. Recall that these two scores were given before deta11ed analytic

scoring took place. “Using the total reading score as a blocking factor,

- e e Em e e e e e e e -

a significant two-way interaction was found on GI for mode of discourse
and reading ability (F = 4.17, d% = 1,212, p = .04). Inspection of Table 1
suggests that performance by the ]qw readers on narrative‘taeks was par-
ticulary poor. With regard to the General Compétency score, mode of dis-
cotrse and prompt form. s1gn1f1cant]y 1nteracted (F = 4.50, df = 1,212,.

p= .04) with the inferential comprehension block1ng factor (see Tab]e ])
and missed by a little (F = 2.58, df = 3,212, p = .055) on a]] other
b]oeking runs. A speculative interpretetion is that writtenAexpository
and picture narrative combinatijons are most facilitative on General Com-
petency. Inspection of Tables 1- 9 suggests that these effects were true
for the better readers, a speculation supported by the three -way interaction
in Table 7, (F = 4.08, df = 1,212, p = .C45). The findings for the Coherence
dependent measure, (Tables 9-12) display a significant maﬁn effect for
prompt type (F = 6.12, df = 1,212, p = .pl) in favor of ﬁfctuves. This
finding is also replicated on the vocabulary subscales (f = 5.92, df = 1,212,
p = .016). fab]e 11 provides an interesting case where the poor readers
out perform.the good,readers under the picture-expository conditiuq‘by

-

about .5 stanaard deviatien, out perform low reading groqps without pictures
. . | .
by a greater margin, and about equal the high regding groups who do nct have
{ , i

- e e e e @ e @ e e

- e e E o e W e e e om
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' General Impression .
Table 1 : ) - Table 2
] Total Reading , Inferential fomprehension
) ) Picture . Written Picture “Mritten
, Expository- Marrative EXPOSiiﬁfy- Marrative Expository - Marrative Expository Marrative
Wich X 2 36 2.92 < 2.51 2.53 Wigh , x| 2.3 9 2.83 . 2.55 2.67
X g w
otal  sd| o0.e0 | . 0.89 1.07 0.61 Total sd.| 0.81 0.89 1.05 | 0.6
Peading n= 33 . °comqrehension . 28 30 30 33
Low O 2.18 2.06 2.12 1.94 Low X 2.25 2.17 2.20 | 1.92
Total sd. 0.61 | 0.47° 1.08 0.63 Total sd. G =66 0.6f‘ 1.10 0.67
. : Inferential n=
d = 4 .
Peading n 19, . 24 20 3 23. ' Comprehension | 24. ( 24 25 19
C
. Table 3 X Table 4
Comprehension ' Vocabulary :
Picture Hritten _ Picture Written

. Expository  Marrative  Fxpositorv, Marrative ' Expository  Marrative Expository -Marrative
High X -2.34 2.85 2.59 2.46 High X 2.44 2.870 2.79 12,42
Total  sd. 0.79 0.89 1.1 0.64 Total sd.{ 0.79 0.967 1.17 ©0.58
Compre- . . Vdcabulary n= 23 27 24 " 26

hension n= 28 26 29 25 . | .
Low X 2.25 -} 2.25 2,17 2,00 | Low X 1 219 2.20 2.08 2:12
Total sd. 0.68 0.70 : 1.02 0.68 Total sd. 0.69 0.54 . 0.9 0.75
Compre~ ‘p=| 0 24 28 26 27 1 Vocabulary n= 29 27 31 _

- “hension ' . g .
- . . L . = . o~ z
165 | ‘
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Table 5 Feneral Competency Table 6
Total Peading Inferential Comprehension
Picture Written Picture HWritten
Expository Marrative Expository Marrative Expository MNarrative Expository Marrative

High X 2.3% 2.88 2.59 2.47 High X 2.32 2.75 2.63 2.44

Total sd| 0.66 0.88 1.03 0.61 Total sdf . 0.63 0.91 1.04 0.62

Peading n= 33~ 30 35 29 Inferential n= 28 3C 30 33

Comprehension |

Low X ] 2.13 1.96 2.23 1.94 Low X 2.27 2.13 ¢ 2.24 1.87

Total sd. 0.62 0.49 0.91 0.76 Total sd 0.69 0.66 0.90 0.76

Reading n={ . 19 . 24 20 23 Inferential n= - 24 24 25 | 19

- Comprehension ’
{
~
Table 7 Tahle 8
\
Comprehension Vocabulary'
Picture Written Picture Pritten
Expository Marrative Expository Marrative Expository [l'arrative Expository Marrative
" High X 2.67 2.79 2.72 2.42 Hign X 2.46 2.815. 2.79 2.44 K
. Total sdf -0.63 0.85 1.08 0.69 Total sd 0.67 0.97 1.05 0.61
. Lomnre- - Vocabulary n= 23 27 ¢ 24 26
hension n= 28 26 29 25 . .
E‘" >
f Low X 2.33 2.18 2.15 2.06 Low Y 2.17 2.13 2.19 - 2.02
| Total sd| 0.69 0.77 0.80 0.73 Total sdf - 0.57 0.87 0.78
- Compre- n= ©24 28 26 27 Vocabulary. n= 29 27 31 26
‘. hension - ]
. - - =
. | . 163
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Coherence

Table 9.
Total Peading
: Picture Vritten
Expository Marrative Expository Marrative
High - X| 2.59 . 3.02 2.5 | 2.43
- Total sd 0.70 0.98 0.97 0.55
© Reading n= 33 - 30 ~ 35 29
. Low x| 2.66 2.33 2.35 2.13
Total sd 0.55 0.58 1.09 0.51 .
Reading n= 19 24 20 - 23 -
N
. .
-+ Table 11
Comprehension
Picture HWritten
Expository . Marrative Expository Marrative
High X 2.48 ~3.04 2.72 2.40
Total sdt  0.71 0.87 0.96 0.48
Compre-
hension n= 28 26 25 25
bow K| 2.7 2.41 2.25 2.20
Total - sdf 0.54 0.80 . 1.02 0.59
Compre- n= 24 28 26 27
_ hension - :
Q -

Picture Marrative
Expository Marrative Expository Marrative
High 2.52 2.95 2.62 2.46
Total sd. 0.73 0.99 1.02 0.51
Inferential n= 28 30 3C 33
comprehension
Low 2.73 2.42 2.36 2.03
Total sd. 0.53 .0.64 1.00 0.51
Inferential n= 24 24 25 19
" Comprehension
AN
Table 12
Vocabulary .
Picture iritten
Expository Marrative FExpository Harrative
High x| 2.70 2.96 2.69 2.31,
Total . sd 0.75 0.94 1.07 0.45
Vocabulary n= 23 a1 24 26
13 ° L
Low x|  2.55, 2.46 2.36 2.29
Total sd 0.56 0.77 0.95. 0.64
Vocabulary n= 29 27 31 26
: : 3
170
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if replicated would suggest a compensatory role for picture—sﬁmulated

pictures. Obviously the data are only exploratory,'but such findings,

expos1tory writing. The three—way 1nteract1on, significant beyond tg

61 level (F = 7.87, df 1,212), suggests a disordinal relatjonship

where p1ctures fac111tate the high readers’ narrative production and

affect the low readers' expository.performance. A mode ‘of discourse by

<

inferential comprehension interacti:>1’s*a]sq significant' (F = 4.50,
t

df = 1,212, p = .035) and suggests poor readers have less success:

v

with narrative tasks. (See Table 10.) No differences were detected gh‘ ¢

H
’

the paragraph1ng subscale.
. "For the Support subsca]e where use of examples and deta1ls are as- 4

éessed, the findings are the most consistent. w1th the total reading score

~

as a blocking factor (Table 13), maip effects are found for prompt form .

Insert Tables 13-16 heie v - o

(F = 21.32, df = 1,212, p = .0001), for mode of ‘discourse (F = 11.96,
df

1,212, p = .026).

L]
Id

5.02, df =

1,212, p = .001), and.a mode.x prompt interact{on (F =

In Table 13, we are struck with fipdings that suggest,
with pictures, low readers perform equivalently to, high readers ih the® -

expository mode and superior to high readers in any other tréatment[: In

k4

addition, it appears that readers make special use of pictures in the nar-

rative mode. This pattern of findings is repeated with Inferential Compre-

>
hens1on scores as a blocking factor and an add1t1ona1 two-way interaction

‘e

between mode of discourse and reading ]eve] is found. Again, these find-

ings support the "special" use good readers make of pictyres in the nar-

]
’

rative mode (Table 14). t
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/ Table 13
/4ota1 Reading

. 'Sugpgrt .

Picture : Written
Expository /7 Narrative - Expository MNarrative

. { y- .

“ High *X 3.46 3.13 2.86 2.1

. Total sdf, 0.65/ 0.9 0.88 - 0.61
'Reading n= . 33)/ 30 35 . 29

- Low x| " 3/40 2.42 "2.50 2.4

" Total, sd 66 0.57 0.86 0.72

“ Reading n=} /719 24 - 200 23 -

Table 15 .
. Comprehension \
: Picture Hritten
; ! Expository - Marravive Expository, Marrative
: . , . \
- High - X 3.47 3.12 2,83 | -2.76
. Total sd 0°58 0.85 0.90 | 0.6
Compré- n= 28 26 29 .25
i ---Mension \
Low - X 3.42 2,54 2.62. | | 2.41
. Total sd.] .0.,73 0.76 0.86 -} ' 0.68
+ Compre- n= 24 28 26 | 27
* hension . v
Q

A

High X
Total sd.
Vocabulary n=
Low X
Total sd.

/ ‘Table 14
, / Inferential Comprehension ’
s / “Picture | Written '
‘Expository Narrative Expository Marrative
High x| 3.7 | 32 2.83 2.73
Total sd| 0.66 0.9 0.87 0.61 -
. Inferential n= 28 ' 30 30 - 233
Comprehension / ‘
bow -~ °  X| 3.2 12,44 2.60 2.32
Total sdl  0.65 0.60 0.89 0.69
Inferential n={ 24 24 25 . 19~
Comprehension

Vocabulary n=

Table 16
: Vocabulary ,

Picture . -/ Vritten
Expository Marrative Fxpository. Marrative
3.52 3.11 3.02 , 2.65

.0.61 0.92 0.93 \ 0.58
23 27 24 \ 26
3.36 2.5 2.50 2.50
0.68 0.66° 0.79 0.75
29 27 31 26




A

¢ R .
The Mechanics subscale provides a different sense of the treatment

- e M e e e = e o e = e e

effects. Under all b]pckiﬁg conditions, a main effect is found for mode
of discourse.  [Tables 17 to éb\gfnsistent]y display an asﬁogiation of the
narrative mode with poorer use of mechanics;(spelJing, syntax, punctuation).
With the Inferential Comprehension blocking facter (Table 18), prompt form
is significant, favoring written prompts. Perhgps the presénce of pictures

encourages rapid, sloppy execution of sentence structure.

4 e e e e o e m e - e s - -

- Tttt -

On, the total writing score, compesec of both holistic and analytic
scoring procedures, a reading level by mode of d};zburse interaction effect
.is found {F = 4.38, df ='1,212, p = .038)-and that fiﬁaing is evidenced

4 .
either significantly or marginally (p = .06) in the other blocking analyses.

Summar -

With éaveat underscored, the summary. of Fhese_data are as follows:

1. égmp]ed-eighth grade chi]dren'gawriting ability, Qhether scored
ho]istjcé]]y or analytically, stimulated by picture 6r written
brompt, and with either a narrativé or expository task, is below

_ minimal levels-of competency. |

2. 'Picture prompts generally %aci]itate writing, particularly for

those subscales’which emphasize content detail and cohereﬂce.

3. Picture prompls differentially facilitdte good and poor readers'




Mechanics
Table 17 2
‘ JTotal Reading :
Picture ~ Uritten .
:‘ s Expository - Narrative Expository Natrative
" High X 3.08 2.63 3.15 2.47 High X’
-~ Total sd 0.7% 0.9 0.92 0.54 Total °? /sd.
" Reading. .n= 337 ¢ 30 35 29 Inferential n=
o Comprehension
low X | .2:78 1.92 2.78 1.89 | Low L X
: Total sd{ ~0.70 0.58 0.94 0.71 Total J sd
© Peading n= 19 24 20 23 - Inferentia) n=
' _ . ‘ Compreheniﬁon
’ /
j
-4 g . ,
:

o Table 19 “ j

/// Comprehension f

. Picture , Written '

Expository Marrative Expository NMarrative : /

High x| - 300 2,54 3.0 .| 2.36 High | X
.. Total “sd 0.84 0.86 1.00 .0.64 Total sd.
- Compre- n= 28 26 29 25 VocabJ]ary n=

hension !

Low X 2.93 2.11- 2.77 2.02 Low X

Total sd 0.69 0.81 0.80 0.66 Total sd.

Compre- n=f’ 24 28 26 27 Vocapulary n=

hension - : - |

/

» 1]
Table 18 ?
" Inferential Comprehension
Picture . Mritten ° :
Expository Narrative Expository MNarrative .
. ~3.03 2.52 3.21 2.36
0.80 0.90 0.98 0.56
28 30 30 33
2.90 2.06 2.79 1.87
0.73 - 0.74 0.84 0.72
24 - 24 25 19
Table 20
Vocapulary &
Picture Hritten
Expository Marrative Expository Marrative
3,14 2.54 3.36 2.42
0.80- 0.98 0.86 0.56
.23 21 24 26
i 4
2.83 2109 2.75 1.94
0.72 0.65 - 0.92 0.68-
29 27 31 26
. L 1
i o
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Table 21 . . Tablie 22
Total Reading ~ T (\[ . Inferential Comprehension .
, Picture Uritten Picture Hritten .
-Expository  Narrative Expository Marrative Expository Marrative Expository Marrative

{ High "X 16.27 17.10 15.76 14.97- High X 16.06 16.57 15.89 14.73

1 Total sd 3.62 499 5.16 - 3.08 Total sd. 3.60 } 5.12 5.14 3.14

}g Reading n=| - 33 30 35 29 Inferential n= 28 30 30 33

: _ | Comprehension . L.

Tlow X 15.10 12.35 4 "!4.08( 12.11 Low X | 15.58 13.02 14.27 11.92
Total sd. 2.51 2,36 5.0/ \ | 3.73 Total sd.| 2.92 3.12 5,08 3.84

1 Reading n={ ]9 24 20 26 . Inferential -n= 24 24 25 19

1. 4. . ’ comprehension ‘

, .
. . J .
Table 23 A Table 24,
1. . ' Comprehension *© Vocabulary
. H ~ ~
Picture Written . Picture . Vritten .
\ Expository - Marrative Expositorv Narrative: Expository Narrative Expository Narrative.
R

:'ngh X - 15.80 . .16.86 16.25 14,88 High X 16.68 16.59 16.98 14,65

-{ Total sd 3.63 . 5.08 5.37 3.56 Total - sd: " 3.69 5.31-, 5.67 2.97

1 Compre- n= 28 26 29 25 Vocabulary n= 23 27 24 26

1 hension . . .

1 Low X 15.89 | 13.23 13.92 12.61 Low S x| 1508 [T13.39 13.74 12.75
‘Total i 2.89 3.47 4.69 3.61 Total sd. 2.81 3.33 4,24 4.04
Lompre~ n= 24 28 26 27 . 29 27 3] 26

{y hension : - -

; o ” 5
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_ Implications For‘These Findings :

» ~

performance condizioned by mode of discourse. Pictures improve

'~}, poor readers’ 'expos1tory writing to the extent that they at least
equa] and somet1mes outperform good readers in the same treatment
‘coqd1t1on, exceed good readers in any other condition, and surpass
other poor readers. The sige of. fhese effects ranges from around
1.5 s.d.‘to .5 s.d.

4. Picture prompts facilitate good readers’ performance on narrative

weiting tasks. \

N\
5. The effect of pictures is neégative only for ‘the subscale dealing

with mechanics&\g.g., spe]]?ng, punctuation, etc.
. ) 2
6. Narrative modes receive pocrer scores in general, but are particu-
larly hard for poor readers.
7. Expository writing, stimuléted‘by written prompts, provides an
adequate opportunity for good readers -to demonstrate their

<

competence.

-
,
,-r/ ' :
.

4

Of most interest, of coursé; is the repjicatign of these findings .
under conditions which s&hp]e a range offna ative and equsitory tasks in
picture and.written prompted situations. ‘The co]ﬁectioﬁ of ininidua]
demographic data would also allow for finef grained interpretation.

The analysis of why the narrative mode fares less well than exposi-
tory may be attributed to long term practice effects Children may write
mor? expository than narrative prose, despite contrary claims of curriculum
guiées. It is surely the.case that raters have more practice, and comfort,

with expository rather than narrative writing. Thus, the practice effects

N




of'réters may be perpetually confounded with those of stqdents.

What is so powerful about picture nrompted expository writing for
poorer readers? Pictures appear to proJide the necessary content for
students to write about. Perhaps poor writing performanc. results from
Students may be induced

¥
to express ideas if they are presented with a contentlbase. Similarly, .

the lack of a content repertoire to_write about.

one might question why good readers seem to do well with narrative when
stimulated by picfures. In our studies, the narratives invoived "making
up" a ‘story and called for some generative behavior of both content and -
form. At one level, this task is much more abstract than that of exposi-
tory writing,‘since a narrative line needs movement, imagination, and
specific content. It may depend more on the genéra] “frame;" a knowledge
of standard story structures, andjperhaps the_experience of_hearing nar-
ratives read aloud. Poor readers may not have the skill to "make up’a
story" and a single picture may present an insufficient prompt for them.
Its effect may actually Le.distracking.

It is educators; pepchants to sound the alarm for individualized in-
struction whenever disordinal interactions occur. But our task is assess-
ment, rather than exclusively instruction. Instead of matching good or
poor readers to ore or another combinaffbn of prompt forms and modes of

discourse, our responsibility may be to provide é%udents with alternative

opportunities to demonstrate their writing bompetency. Apart from specu-

lation of the function of prompts, our data suggest that single, arbitrary

writing prompts do great disservide, particularly to those students who may

 need our special atdention.

.




‘ . Perhaps the greatest challenge is to find ways to help students to
rgtrieve and dse the coﬁtent that they already have to write about but do
not recognize or acknowledge. They may be able to write, if we give them
something to say. The instructional implications of this analysis would s
suggest we spend a greét deal more time and care in “pre-writing" activities

to assure students have something to communicate.
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P Construct Validity in Writing. Assessment: : 3

Practicing What We Preach
(Effects of Time and Stragegy Use‘?n Writing Performance)

’

\ Although writing is one of the three‘basic skills, it has received
mpph less attention in-research, instruction, and agsessment than have
. the other two subjects areas, reading'and'mathema?ig§, Now, hoyever,
, accountability anq minimum compétéhpy tésting mandates have begun to expose
* the lack of understanding and attention to writing. The urgent need among
séﬁoo] practitioners for.a reliable, ec9nomicallsystem for assessing student
writing ability hasgleﬁ to th$ megsurement of writing. through readily iden-

tifiable, countable, text fegturésf Accordingly, testing research issues in

writing have focused upon reliabiljty: ratingbscales, rating procedures, and

.Y Al

‘s task parameters such as s&lection of topic or mode of discourse. This

narrowed perspectiv% on writing raises a second measurement issue, validity.
To what extent can we feel confident that writ%ng assessment procedures are.
Teasuriné nontrivial writing skills? A growing number of researchers in :
‘writing skills {piee grave doubts about‘thé'cohstfhct va]idity of prevalgnt
rating scales and testing methods. For the mo§t'p;rt, these people cite
'erronepus measuremenrt assumpticns that'emphasizeia static and decontextua]ized
'writtgn pfbduct; others express concern for‘fhe apparent tack of theoretical
basis for many measurement decisions (Cmig & Parker, 1976; Gére211980; Hirsch,
) . "f .
In %gntrast to practitioners and test developers, most researchers haYg
focused -upon establishing and validating theory and théory-based models of
writing. The most recent, successful, and widely endorsed efforts propoée a,
: dynamic view of writiig as a set of "recuréive" processes. In particu]ar,’
éogn{}iVe information-processing and problem-solving theories applied to

-writing have resulted in similar models of fhe;writers” active engagement of

R -
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- (Nold, 1972}, may affect organization, amount and kind of detail and summary

=

the writing task (Hayes & Flower, 1979; Noid, 1979). A growing amount or
process-based research supports these cognitive models (see for example,

Bracewell, Bereiter, & Scardamalia, 1980; Bracewell, chndama]ia, & Bereité}:

. 1980; Matsuhashi & Cooper, 1978; Perl, 1979; Stallard, 1§78).

- . *

Briefly, the model of writing this study assumed can be characterized
as a cognitive, information-processing model, comprised of two major inter-
dependent and ovgr]apping processes: composition and transcription. Composition

' ° ° \ ° - (3 l”.
refers to the invention of the message context, to'activities occurring before

\writing; transcription refers to the encoding of the message, the actual'pro-:

duction and refinement of the message (Stallard, 1976). These two large pro-’ ,

-

cesses subsume many subtasks and skills.
During composing, the writer makes decisions about the audience, writing

purpose and topic. These decisions act as focusing and refining criteria

-

which influence the recurrent search and selection activities that shape the
»
message during writing. That is, before actually writing, the competent

writers conceptualize their intentions. This framework, in turn, acts as a

plan guiding writing. Such a plan, .e.g., the "intendéd‘ﬁeaning representation™

gfnéralizations, tonelénd %veh(syntax initﬁe writtenéproduct.

The transcription process also can be proken down into subtasks. These
include "recursive" or recurrent planning and revising during writiﬁg, massed
revision efforts, and editing, e.g., of-mechanics, diction, spelling. These o
aéijities require reading, or rereadigg*fghe text during and after writing,

to-formulate a sense of what has been ﬁrodp ed thus far. The writers then

-

. X o ?
cdmpare this "text meanﬁng representation"}(ﬂo]d; 1979) with their original

* r3
%57
A

intentions. Any resylting disscnance suggests aﬁpropriate revision strategies,
. LI

~ / » y
carried oﬁz through deletion, substitution, additicn, or reaﬁ}aggsment of the
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. . text.(S’qmmers, 1979)."
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This model presgqts‘w;iting‘as a complex activjty involving many.sub-
skills and processes) e;ch of which draws hpon an individual writér‘s.limifgd
resources (attention, effort) and capacities (memory), as'well as stovres of , "
information about the writing topic and the reading éud{gqce. Thus, in human -
information-processing terms, writing can be viewed as boéh’a resource-limited
and a data-limited task.! The effect of resource dem%nds‘fﬁom the myriad
activities or subskil]é'required for competent writing:pé;?ormance has been

termed "wWriter overload" (Nold, 1979). However, although Qriier resources ”

are limited, they may be stretched or augmented. For inétance, the writer

+mgy become more adept at some of the subtasks; 'thus free to "pay lesg attention”

8
to them. This concurs with descriptions of "skz]]ed wr1ters“ at work (Hayes

& F]ower;!%978 Matsuhash1 & Cooper, 1978 Sta]]ard 1974). Or, the writer may -

“employ a "metap]an“ describing s*rateg1es for efficient deployment %f resources

across the required subtasks.(Flavéll 1976- Miller, Galanter & Pribram, 1968).

2
This may describe the implicit oaa] of 1nstruct1on in pre-wr1t1ng act1v1t1es

that are often exp1a1ned in sucn terms (Odeli -1974; .Young, Becker, & Pike, 1970).
Another means of stretching write ' ra2sources is to dintroduce more 1nformat1on
into the task, cueing the writers and thereby reducing the processing require-

13 'g .
ments for attention. In effect, the writing task procedures may be manipulated

2 4

to assume some Jf the burden: of the many processes required to compose and
N . /
transcribe the writtem response, an essay. In such a case, the resource-

& .

limited model of writing suggests‘writing performance ought to be féci]itatgd,

improved. ' ) . -~

o

This last method, i.e., manipulation of task components, describes the

" methodology thiﬁ study émploybd to examine the writing process construct and

ity iﬁp]ications'fon test dhsién in writing assessment. This approach has

. ‘%» o en y - . "‘.1637’.




been termed "facilitative intervention" and used in construction and valid-

ation of cognitive models of behavior and, in particular, in studies of

. writing instruction (Bereiter, Scardama’ia, & Bracewell, 1979). This study

did not, however, employ an instructional intervention and then test the

sensitivity and fidelity of'dependént measures. Instead, the study inter-

3

vened in the assessment phase, breakipg abart the usual assessment tésk,

o

dominant instruction of theory and vn‘1

writing an essay on a given topic, inlo subtasks identified with pre-
[h empirica]]y.supporﬁ%d theories of
the writing process construct. )

Clearly, a fot of mental act{vity occurs before, during, and after the
writing of an essay. Cognitive theorists include these activities and their
simultaneous, interdependent nature, in the descrip%ion of writing skills.
Given such a rich process domain, testing writing by scoring essay samples
seems a questionable evaluation of writing coﬁpeteﬂce or achievement. While
essay writing surely calls upon the writer tg perform all of these ski]]g,
it cqn:qgequately measure only the extent to which the student writer is aQ]e
éo "put it all together" in producing an essay. That is, there is no rating

Por skill at correctly interpreting the topic, auqience; or purbose of

F?skm, There is no rating describing‘competencc at planning and re-.

'Vi§ing skills.® Nevertheless, resea..ch and theory suggests these are the

b;sics upon which the essay is built. Furthermore, these subskills or

The publications of the National Council
, f
of Teachers of English and the focus of instructional methods consortia (the

processes are accepted by teachers.

Bay Area Writing Project and its spin-offs in forty-one statesj endorse and

encourage process-instruction in writing.

R .
To the extent that the cognitive process models of writing are viable,

current testing is short-changing both the-student writers and their teachers
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' ‘ | by' testing and “scoring" only the criterion perfornlance, 'integrati_ve essay

' production on a given task. There may be enroute or prerequisite skills and
writing processes at which students are, 1n facf competent per?ormers and

for which they have received effective instruction. Yet these students'
competencies and growth in writing may be lost because of the "overload" . )
arising’ under tests of writing requiring only an essay response to a given
topic. . ’ . a : -

" . "Method

Subjects and sampling

. &

Tefith grade students (N=320) from two Los Angeles area high schools - “
partjcipated in the study. The two, high schools and the study sample were
r5cia11y‘mixed nith respect to Asian, h]ack, hispanic, and white student
;j ' groups. The schools, from different schoo] d{stricts, drew from middle to
i . low-rnidd]e income neighborhoods Students whose teachers ratéd them vulner- *
able to language interference problems from a non—Eng]ish primary language

were excluded from the sample (n=18).

Procedures ) ' ; ,
W1th1n each classroom. (n=13 classrooms), students ‘were random[y assigned
to one of six treatment variations. The 1ndependent var1ab1e in th1s study
was strategy assistance. Strdtegy ass1stan%e refers to the worksheet activities
given to students to ass1st them in carrying out processes that are hypothesized
requisites for good writing. These processes have been described above as
p{anning and revising. In'this study there were two dimensions of-planning |
and revising.assistance: (a) broad level\'Task Only, and (bs specific, level, _ j
' Ta‘sk-Response focused. Taﬁ? Only worksheets 'as.'ked students questions about
the, content, purpose, and audience of the given writing task. Task-Response o

worksheets asked students those questions interspersed with three additional #

¢
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questions about the same qualities in their own essay response (either for

planning or revising). Thus, the four treatment groups were: (a) Planners
receiving Task Only worksheets, (b) Planners receiving Task;Response work-
sheets. Two additional student groups wrote unassisted by worksheets:

N LI ?
(e) Unassisted, Two-Day writers, (f) Unassisted, Ope-Day writers. These

- latter groups allowed comparisons of the effects of strategy assistance and

’.l‘
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of s%mp]y "extgnded time" for writing. Directions to both Unassisted groups
did sqggest they use their time wisely to p]a;, draft, and revise their essay.
StuQents remained in their:intact classroom through?utvthe.four consecu-

Five days of the study. Individual study packets cgntained the distinctive
task.insf?hctions and materials. Study monitors presided over the c];ssrooms
at all times ddring the study. Regular.c]aSsroom teachers remained inﬁtﬁe
‘rgom,_but were asked to distance themselves from the proceedings. For tbe
fost part, Ehese teachers sat ;n the back of the room grading papers or plan-
ning assignments. " The students did not have any difficulty understanding the
‘nature of their da%]y tasks, the larger four-day context of those tasks, no}
the fact that.different students were engaged in different tasks. Study
monitors d{d not identify any siqnifiéant digruptions or confusions.

The s;uqy took place over four consecutive days in Spring. The first
day was used to collect baseline samples of expository writing from all
studeﬁts. The second and third day students wrote on one of two different

-

treatment. essay topics, randomly assiyned within trea?ment groups,, The essay

task qske& for an expository essay written to an audtence of pee?s (for the

~

. { .
school nawspaper) about the va]ue(q) of either stmmer-jobs or elective

courses. Students used a blue pen on the first treatment day and.a black pen
p .

" on the second treatment day. This helped identify the focus of each day's

' N v
efforts. Students in all groups were instructed to keep any drafts, notes

—

(
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or out]ines they generated. These continued to be available to them through
the1r 1nd1V1dua1 study packets. The-dictionary and thesaurus could be used

1f desired. On the fourth and last day, all students comp]eted quest1onna1res
on the]r perceptions of writing under "usua]" cond1t10ns and on their. per-
ceptions of instruction received over the semester in their Eng]1sh composition

class.

.

Dependent measures : ’ .

’ ) : :
-The dependent variable in this study was wr1t1ng performance. * Students®

-

treatment essays were scored using two measures, each based upon very d1fferent

assumpt1ons about the nature of writing. These two measures were: (a) CSE ‘
Exposf%ory Writing Scale IV, (b) primary and secondary tra%t‘ruhrics. The
first scale is an analytic and‘hgﬂistfc rating scale deveToped at the Center _
for the Study of Eva]uatibn, UCLA (Quellmalz, !3%0)1 A six category rubric;,-
%tlrates students'-essays as a)whole (in“categories of General Impression

and General Competence) and by analyzing specific features (in categories of
Essay Coherence, Paragraph Coherence,'Suppdrting Detail, and Mechanics). In
each of the six categories there is a six b;int range for describing competence;
SCOras cF'three and below are considered below masteri'or “criterion~ for’

carpzence. :he major assumption of the CSE Expository Sca]e IV is the exis-

,tenre o ¢e~eralizable features of good writing that can be 1dent1f1ed with

the dcmain of expository essay writing, regardless of topic, aud1ence or’
context of the g{yen essay task. The CSE scale and its assumption about writing
reflect predeminant essay measures and beliefs about writing assesshent found
in school districts and state educationaP agencies (cf. Spandel and Stiggins,
1980) ! '

The second essay rating measure, primary and secondary trait scor1n2> is ¢

best described as a method of construct1ng both tasks and task- spec1f1c scoring

Yo e
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‘ " rvubrics. That is, this assessment syste‘rﬁ assumes just the oppos‘ite of the .

CSE eﬂg similar measures, -.e., wy1t1ng performance is highly affected by

_ context and content of the task~. Unlike the CSE Expository Scale which can
be used without modification for a variety of expository tasks, the primary
R trait scale is built from a careful analysis of the features of each:unique
writing assignment. To the extent that assignments differ, thed too, the
rdtric‘requires.alterations. é]early a more labor-intensive method, the
primary and secondary trait scale is more popularly endorsed by theorists and -
Fesearchers than by practitioners. 'Neverthefess, its specificity has prodbted \
use by the National Assessment of Educational Progress to track natdonal),
writing achieVedent over time, and by CEMREL Incorporated i~ aneir attemﬁt to‘
deVe]op a writing curriculum (Klaus, Lloyd-Jones, Brown, Littléfair, Mu]]is, ,
Qii]er, & Verity, 1979; Mullis,.1976). For this study, essay\tobiCSZWere . .
‘ devé]oped frow..‘a set of domain specifications,'i e., as a domain-referenced
| test might be. The scoring rubr1cs for primary and secondary tra1tf were f e
.v1rtua11y identical for the two topics as they were conxtructed from the same.
i set of task criteria. Essent1a]1y the pr1mary irait assessed was the use of

related support o link generalizations about "values" to specific features of

\ “summer jobs" or "elective courses." The secondary trait assessed was the use

e
.

C o . ) . .
of -peer-appropriate referents to-establish a spec1f1¢-aud1ence, peers. The ‘

°

primary trait was rated on a zero to four point system; the secondary trait on?

\

Base11ne essays were obtained from all students on the first dav of the

5 @ one to four system
study: Instructional history questionnaire data were also obtained and included
’ in analyses. Teachers were asked to rate their students' writing ability on a ‘
six point scale for which each point was carefut]y’defined. The baseline ‘essays

and teacher ratings were available foi use_as covariates in final data analyses.

3
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Data Analyses R

JThree sets of analyses usei essay scores derived from the two dependent’
measures. Analysis of variance provided answers to the major research ques-

-tions about the effect on writing performance due to extended tfﬁe for writing,
sf??tégyféssistaqce, ana timjng and specificity of that assigtance. Base-'
Tine ess2y scores and teacher ratings of student writing abi]it& were used ;s
covariates in analysfs of covariance invéstigatiqns of entry ski11§ upon/stud}
treatments. Stepwise regression analyses used students' qué§piénﬁaire data to

determine the interaction of students' skills, instructional experiences, and

perceptions with the study_variab]eé.
Rater reliabilities fer the two measures were caluclated as generaliz-

abiltty coefficiepts. For the CSE Expository Scale IV, rater agreements on

students' essays were: General Impression = .77; General Competance = .76;

Essay Coherence = 164; Paragraph Coherence = .63; Supporting Detail = .69;
Mechanics = ..75. For the primar& and sécandary trait scores,-ngliébilities
were .75 and .70, reépec}ive]y.

The bhi]osophica] differences between pracfitfoner and research perspec-
tives on writing,,gresﬁmed to underlie the two dependent measures, were borpe
. out.?n'the,study data. Correlaticas between subscales of the CSE Expository

Scale IV and the pﬁimary'and secondary traits can be considered moderate at

best.

- e e e e e e = e e = e e e

2

The Primary Trait Rubric emphasized building a relationship between‘general-
izations bout "values" (of summer jobs or non-basic skills classes) and the
- particular features (of working or a given class) that facilitate or generate

those values. This might be considered an emphasis upon ;upport and coher-

ence at‘the essay level. Not surprisingly, those were the CSE subscales with
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| : “"Table 1
Correlations Among Dependent Measires .
Primary Trait Rubrics ‘
CSE Expository Scale IV Primary Trait Secondary Trait
General Impression ‘ ' .47 . -.16 . )
General Competence .42 - 1
. Essay Coherence 1 ? .47 ~.12
Paragraph Coherence .32 -.06 . . "
Support .48 -.13 )
.28 -.12°

Mechanics

/

~

Note. Witi1 the exception of Paragraph Coheren(;e, correlation toeffi-
_c-ients are based upon a sample of 230 st.udent’essays.' Parag;aph:
Coherence figures reflect a sample of 139 student essays in which
paragraf)hing was éttempted: Essays w.ithout evidence of paragraphing
i)y indentation or line skipping betweeri blocks or prose, were assumed -
d _ to be one—paragrax;h essays. To score them in Essay Coherence a;1d
Paragraph Cc;herence would mean to score the same skill twice. They.
were scored.as "missing data" for Paragraph Coherence. This

practice is reflected" in all.ana'lyses of this report.

Al
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‘ which the PM_V Tra1t scores. were most strong]y, albe1t moderate]y, cor- ' o

“velated (r‘- 4§ and .47y respectively). However, as m1gh%: be expected from
. \
the under]ymg differences in perspectives on writing, Primary Trait and CSE

. . Scale score ¢éorre]at1'”ons were only moderate, thoughn significant (ranging

from r = .32 to .49). ‘The Mechanics subscale was a standout exception.
Primary 'Trait is intended-to "overlook" mechanics and syntax ;err,brs in favor
of assessing students' fulfillment of the communicative intent of the task. .

. * Yy
) . Thus, the. Tower correlation, r = .28, was not unexpected. The Secondary
- [ . .

. " frait rubric em?hasized audience iensitivity in students® essays. Th/i's

‘ _' “ “sensitivity was defined in terms® of tone, wording, and centent referent
: rnarkers throughout the text. As the €SE Expository Scale IV attended to

. £ - ’ ’ ’ o ‘. . - ., . - . \— ’

,audience'concerns on]y as part of its General Imprefsion rating, the lack -of

¥

. ‘ C 51gm £’|cant correlation between Secondary Tralt and CSE subsca’le scores was

.

expected (coeff1c1ents range from r = ’Oﬁ to, - 13) It Ls\worth notmg that

all corre]at1ons bemeen Secondary Trait and CSE subsca]es vere negatwe, though s

- N .0 F ,.‘ :
Tow. - - P
* ‘. . - J . - ’
, Correlations among the subscales of the CSE Expository Scale were qu'ite . -
high, a phenomenon obcerved in some previous studies using earlier versions ,

of the scale (Quellmalz & Capell, 1980). ; ,'

: Sy c- - ’
In ‘particular, General .Impression, General Competence, Essay Coherence and
Supporting Detaﬂ ranged from .87 to .96. Paragraph Coherence, a]though lass
. : . strongly corre]ated with other subscale$, was still qu1te h1gh w1th values
. *rangjng, from .80 to .92« I:!echamcs was the most - mdependent of the sfx

categories, as might he .eXpected. Neverthe]éss moderate, sigmﬁcant co-~

| C . efficients were obtai'ned for correlat1ons w1th other sqbsca]es (ranging




Table 2

Correlations Among Subscales of the CSE Expository Scale IV

]

~

¥ 4
. General Essay Paragraph R
. Comptence Coherence” Coherence Support ° Mechanics
General : o ) Lo
Impression .92 . D .93 .77 - 96 .65
‘General ' ‘ - .
Competence - .87 .72 .89 83
Essay : bo. - ) .
Coherence ) - .78 §.90° .58
: Peraéraph . coee ! )
Coherence - .80 " .45
Support A . ., - .53,
Mechanics - . ‘ T ’ .-:5-
ﬁot‘e. With the exceptxon of Paragraph Coherence, correlatxon coeffi—

- o

ments are based upon a sample of 223 sbudent essays.

“~

Paragraph

Coherence reﬂects a sample of 139 student -essays m wh1ch paragraph—

.ing was attempted and could therefore be’ }udged

i

i




\. - from r= .45 to .65). In‘regression and‘some post hoc analyses described
below, the four, highly correlated subsca]es were coJiapSed (by straight - *.
:- : averaging) into a Single CSE Exp031tory Text Levgg Score, Mechanics remained
~ s> s ‘intact. ' -

- * -~

v The, student questionnaire data were selectively used lb create seven

. ‘thstructional variables describing the instructional emphases ind practice.
opportunities i students’ English composition instruction during‘the semester.
These variab]es were: practice with extended time ava1]ab1e for writing,

- 1nstruction and practTce on planning; 1nstruction and practice on rev151ng,
1nstrUCt13n on or%anization and support, 1nstruction and practice on audience

: conSiderations in writing; instruction on grammar and punctuation, and
_practice on expasitory writing.. In addition to these instructional variables,

. regression anglyses used students’ se]f-réported'use of revision and planning

‘ ' . strategies,-and interaction terms suggeste by the corre]ation natrices for *

4 q*

these variables.

¢

s Results -

< - N
. The variables in&the study included: time avai]able Jon writing !one s
versus two day time period); strategy assistance.(worksheets or no assistance);
‘timing of assistance (as’planning or revising); specificity‘of assistance (three he
. ~questions about the"assignment ve;sus six questions about the assignment and
. the.essay response). JThe study 1nvestigated the cognitive, 1nformation-pro-
56551ng model of writing which describes the"ﬁﬁiting process construct in terms

of numerous 1nterdependent skills and‘subtasks 1nyo]ved 1n generating a

competent essay. Theory postuldtes. that this comp]ex of processes may over-

' whelm writers and inhibit their performance of individual sKills at which they

& may be competent. The study sought to a]]eViate ihis “writer overload" .effect
v
by breaking apart the wrating task to allow students to focus their efforts

o




s

’

one €ssay.

upon planning and rev1s1ng proces° requ1rements This was expected to

' fac111tate performance by allowing students‘ sk1lls, e.g., at planning and

rev151ng, to be fully realized.

Extended Time for Writing

L.
o~ . ® A

To determine the effects of stratggy assistance on writing performance,

it was necessary to gé abﬁe to exclude the effect of simp]ykhaving;moré time

.

. ’ i
available in which to write. For that reason, the two- day, Unass1sted Group

was' 1"nc1uded. It was also valuable to kno\«%whether any 1ncrement in per- -

. ?

‘formance in the two-day, Unassisted Group would .arise; for th1s reason the .

study a]so 1nc1uded the traditionai, yr1t1ng assessment setting: one day for

PN

t
- ®

The compar1son)between the two day and one day, Unassisted student writers

indicated that there was no statistical d1fference in their performance. This

resu]t held true for both dependent measures in both the analysis of variance

A
L4

and covar1ance procedures
The student quest1onna1re asked students about the s1gn1f1cance of time
constraints 1n a variety “of contexts. First, asked about preferences for

wr1t1ng assessment, 69.8% of the students (n = 208) indicated\they would rather

wr1te one essay over two days than wr1te two essays in the standard time frame

of one class per1od for each (usua11y about fifty m1nutes, less sett]rggkdown"

t1me) Second,.t1me constraint on writi

ormance was raised as a possible

prob]em student wr1ters faced; among other possibilities such as worry1ng

2%

about "what the teacher wants,“ about "good grammar," what to say in the essay,
and so forth. Table 3 presents data on this second questlon‘about time

restrictions.

- a e e e g e e m we s e e

Tt

a




° _ o Table 3

Students' elf—Reported Writing Problems .

P ¢.. ','.:._ . .
K o Students IndlcatmLYes 3 ) /
Wnting Problems : . : Number % of Total®
~Goming up with 1deas to usein . ' o ‘ “" .
the essay . 145 . 49.8 .
Organizing my ideas - 123 42.3 B
Finishing beford I run out of time 122 41.9
'Eiguring out what the teggher . " 113 38.8 -
" wants X ' ' N .
Getting down on paper the ideas o . oy
I have,in my head ) 108° 371 .
Wntmg in "good" Enghsh . 108 36.4
Knowmg what to do to make the N )
- essay better 85 : - 32.8
Going back to check -over what _
I've written 40 13.7
Nothing. I don't have much - Wl
- trouble writing essays. . 33 : 11.3 = -

. ‘v o
3 * °

. Note. Students checked multiple responses; column total exceeds. 100%

- 8The number of students” answenng the question totalled 291

- ~

. iy
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= " . ' "Fi*nishing ﬁefore I run out of time" ranhed third among the list of
‘ nine potentia] concerns for student writers. Forty-one percent of the students
(n ]22) indicated time constraint pressure yas a prob]em for them. The

third context in which students were queried about time was in ‘terms of belav-

.jors “and processes going on dur.ing actual writing. Table 4 'presents restﬂts s

A ]
a

- e wmt w @ e e = = = = -

4

N " for this question. . : : . A

’ Insert Table 4 about here.

v

- e @ @ Em e e m = e e -

o . ’

Included along with "thinking *apout how much time is left" were such choices-

. as rereading, editing,- p]anning, rethinking ideas. In this-grouping, time

concerns were much less sahent than ‘other, conéerns and ranked fifth on a

3

o’ Tist of eight items. HoweVer, 41% (n 122) again indicated watching the .

-

clock was something they were, conscious of doing while writing.

} . The student questionnaire also inqtnred about students' eXperiences ‘with’ .

“r

3 time limits on writing. Table 5 presents these data.

1

Here a-majQrity of students 58 9% (n = 175), 1ndicated that tuey had had four N

or more opportu'nties during the semester to write their esans over a 1onger

A

period of time than one class sessiof or one "overnight" period. ‘On]y 16.5%

of the respondents reported never or only once writing under such_ extended

: « N ° . »
time conditions. * . . .
H . - % *

In short, students report time ‘constraints are a major concern during
writing, as a general writing problem, and in consideratidn of.writ‘ing;. '

- . K, , . . . o “ 4 ., . -
- ' assessment- preferences. It appears that a majority of student.s.haVe regular

- . opportunities to write es'says without time constraint pressures. Neverthef*’
ndecftime

Tess, despite. thei' expressed prefereance for and experience with ex




Students' Self-Reported Pr('Jce.SSBS’Dttﬁ.ng Writing

A

Table 4

-

“+

Students Indicating Yes

-

Processes During Writing Number % of Total
Planning ahead for the .next thmg ,
to say 199 68.4%
Rereading what I've written, even’ (
before I'm finished 188 65.3
Changing my ofind about ideas 179 61.5
Fixing spelling, grammar and /or . :
punctuation mistakes . 154 52.9
Thinking about how’ much time is :
left 122 41.9
Trymg to keep in ‘mind who's’ going '
to read the essay 56 19.2
Startmg over lots of times 37 12.7
Unsure (or) I just kéep writing °
"until I'm through- ‘ 28 9.6

Note. Students checked uiultip‘e responses; column totals exceed 100%.

r

8The number of studerits answering the quest*ion totalled 291.

L
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K ‘ Table 5 '

ji
“ _Students' Reports of Opportumty to Practice

’

Number of Occasions in the Semester

. o . Two to  Four or
Practice on Instruction None ' Once - Three More
Spend more than ohe class .
period or one night writing . .
an essay A v 8.4% 6.1% 24.6% - 58.9%

’ v 7 !

Write an gssay as if some. e ’ v

" besides the teacher were 1 '

« going to read it 37.¢ | 17.4 17.4 28.2
Write essays'in other classes v g J
like history or science 46.1 4.2 18.0 21.7
Turn'an essay back into the g
teacher, after you rewrote - . .
all or part of it 28.5 17.1 22.3 32.2

. Turn in a rewritten paper and

- get it back, graded, a .

second .time 40.4 - 17.8 23.6

. 18.2
3 P

.Note.

‘each item.

v\

ror®

Total number. of respondents is 298,

Figures represent the

'percent of total respondents indicating a particylar frequency for

r

o

. ﬁ'
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: ‘ ' for writing, simply pro(n’ding students with th§t ex}ra time did not improve
“‘. . 'the1r wrj;1ng performance in compar1son to student§ wr1t1ng under the con- ‘
_ strained time condition. *
Strategy Assistance Effects\ R

R 2N

'At‘fts-broadest Ievei, the study investigated the iméact of strategy

‘ assistance as opposed to none, i.e.,.the extra time only, described just ‘
.. above. This .contrasted the Unassisted two-day writers dgainst the assisted
' groups of planners and revisers. Table 6 presents the means and standard

) 4
deviations for each group.

pT ' _ Insert Table 6 about here

The analysis-of variance.invéstigations did not yield strong effects for
* assisted groups ongany of the CSE Expository subséa]es. However, when -
‘ ability covariates were used, allowing greater control over the within group

_variation, marginal effects emerged for the Essay Coherence subscale of the

-

. CSE Expository Scale IV (p .07). Means among strategy assisted and unassist-
ed groups was largely due to context of that aSS1stance
- The” scorgs for assjsted and unassisted groups looked oromising for the
Secondary Trait (see Table'6). It seemed that s1mpiy providing students with
‘ K worksheets that focused some attention on the aud1ence feature cf the writing
assignpent, resulted i{n imporved scores on that trait. This difference did-
i: - not yie]d”stong«significant résults in analysis of variance (p =..]1) ’ It
| \ did seem that results might be more favorable when the context variable govern-
ing assistance wa& exaé1ned ' ‘
The student quest1onna1re aiso asked students whether they considered
‘ themsefves olanners and.revisers when thgy normally Qrote essays. The possi-'

bility that the freatment worksheets interfered.or interacted with these .

stogents' planning and revising processes was considered in regression

~ !

<03




.e . Tabie 6

>
v

3.22

+ o / * . - . . x
- . : " Means, Standard Deviations ;‘pr Strategy by Specificity i
vy - . . + X \’. . i
T~ - Planners Revisers )
. Subscale Unassisted 3Qs . 6Q's 3Q's 6 Q's ’ '
CSE Expository Scale IV ’

\ Geneyal . 3.24 3.19 3.20  8.17
Impression (1.03) (1.14)  {1.05) (1.26) (1.10) o
General 3.05 3.2 3.3t - 315  3.19 - AR
Competence (0.95) (0.99) (.87)  (1.08) (1.06) - !
" Essay 3.21  3.58 3.5 3.38. -3.33 .
. goherence (1.00) (0.593  (0.91) (1.12)  (1.13) A
Paragraph 3.30. 3.43  3.43 3.45  3.38 o
Coherence (0. 99) (0.95)  (0.81) (1.05)  (0.94) ;
'Support 3.22 3.29  3.45 3.38 3.40
B (1.03) (1.04)  (0.83) (1.21) _ (1.09)
- N '
Mechanics 3.55 3.51  3.59 3.29  3.24
o . (0. 99) (0.99)  (0.88) 0.91) (0 97)
P;rimz\ary Trait Scoring Rubrics ' - ‘
Primary 1.14 1.13  1.05 1.16 . 1.28
Trait - 10.69) (0.863)  (0.75) (0.80) (0.73)
Secondary 1.24 41 1.39 1.59  1.52
Trait (0.72) (0.66)  (0.70) 0.87)  (0.64)
' ' '
Number 43 55 39 41 40

&

. 6 Q's Revisers n=24,

_al‘he'Pa.ragraph Co‘ erence subscaie is 'scored cnly where paragraphing
' h;; bee.n attempted. Non-paragraphed essays or single paragrai)h
essays tf"er.e conéidered cases of miscing data for the subscale. According-
-15.(. the group size differs for that subscale, as noted: Unassisted n=28;

3 Q's Plenners n = 34;' 6 Q's Planners n=30; 3 Q's Revisers n=25;

P By ' ' .. ’ ) ‘ . I | ) !




analyses entering self-reported strategy as a variable predicting dependent

Y

measure scores on the CSE Scale compostte text-level scores (described

edrjier), the Mechanics subscale score, the Primary. and the Secondary Trait
scores. These results are d1sp1ayed on Tables 7a through 10b, and are discussed
in the next section on context and specificity of worksheet assistance, with

which they did, in fact, interact. ' :

Context of Strategy Assistance'

The two values for the context of strategy assistance destribe the timing .
of worksheet assistance in re]ation to the two-dax writing process. Students
who.received worksheets at the beginning of the first day were encouraged and
assumed to apply that assistance in p]ann%ng their essay. Students who re-
ceived: their worksheets at the beg1nn1ng of the second day were assumed to -
apply that assistance 1n revising their essay. Students were obliged to com- '
paré their worksheets before mOV1ng on to any wr1t1ng or rewriting act1v1t1es.
The colored worksheets qsfe easy to spot in the c]assroom and mon1tors for the .
study were able to ensure that students did complete their worksheets as ~
scheduled.” Students maLked down the starting and f1n1sh1ng times for{complet- \
ing the worksheets. The average time'for the six question worksheets was
twentyifiﬁe minutes; fifteen for the shorter worksheets. There did not appear

L]

to be a difference in time between Planning and Revising contexts.

. Analysis of variance did not reveal any strong differences between )

Planning and Revising groups on the C§E Expository Scale. However, the CSE
Methanics suhsca]e\scores were signifiéant]y'differeht for the two strategy

cohtext groups (p = .05). Means for the two groups suggested that, for the

[

=

205
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Table 7a
Mechanics Scores Regressed on Strategy Treatment,

Instructional Practice and Normal Strategy, and Interactions

?

[

Source _ b . Beta f ratio
étrat;g Treatment, Step 1 - ‘ :
Plan, -.08 . -ds 2 -
Revise Ttz -13 226
Praf:tfce and Normal Strategy! Step 2 )
 Extended Time for Writing 7 .25 9.81%
" Practice with Audience, Tone 19 - 21 675
Pz,iactice with Bxposﬁtory Mode” .13 .18 5.58*:
’Interactions,' Step 3
Revise Treatment x Normally -.69 -.15 5.09%*
w Revise Only ’
.01 o
o .05 | P _
§ ) '
P 3

.
h
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.Note. The variableg in the table are instructional variables created

- Table 7b

4

Oorrelations for Variables in the Regression Equation:

CSE Mechanics Subscale Scores ' S

. -

Variables h 2 3 4 -

Extended Time for wr'i ting — ‘5}; .45 .04

Audience Practice ¥ — 41 '.18‘

1
2
3
f o

. Expositicn Practice ) : —_— .01
. Usually Revis® Only x , ]
Revising As51stance Group N

from *he questionnaire data.

3

r-u



. .
y - .. . . -‘ > . ‘. - . .. . . -
3 ‘ - S ' Table 8 | ] ‘~
:; ) ‘ ‘ "~ Expository Scale Regressed on Strategy Treatment, - .
} ' Instructional Practice and Normal Strategy, and Interactions
Source _ v b Beta F’
Strategy Treatment; Step 1 . ' ’
| Plan | 147 7 .83 \
" : Revise . ' ‘ -.04 .00 ~ ‘.06 \ . |
PJ:'actice and Normal Striggy, Step 2 : |
s Extended Time for Writing 3.35 .47, 36.46% o
Practice on Revi_siné Activities | ‘ -‘2: 78 ' -..33 , 13.20"“ . . ‘.:‘_-
Practice with Audience, Tone - . -2.12 -.23 5,93+ —
: . ‘Practice wit'h Expository Mode ) .88 J1 '2. 60 1 . - .
. ’ Interactions, Step 3 - I v . . ‘
) ‘ | Normally Plan and Revics x ‘ . ‘
Practice. on Organization and .
Support \ . 1.30 168 - 7 5.40%¥ _
*  Normally Plan Only x C S - -
Practice on Revising . - - I
5 . Activities _ . 2.20 - .12 3.58 . .
. Note. Analyt%c. Score represents zverage over CS? 'Ex_positt;ry oo ~ :ﬂ
‘Subscales: _G;neid Impression, Ge;leral Competence, Essay Coherence, . ‘k'
. Supporting D;taﬂ. Refer to Results section for explanation of
' éonversion. ‘ . ‘ .
S el S * o
X | **p .05 . T o " ]
. ' )
208 , SR

P .y



Table

Correlations for Variables in’ the Regression-Equation:

8b

. Revising Practice . . j

* >

. CSE Expository Scale Sno:re‘i
 Variables a 1 -2 ‘3.4 5 &8
1. Extended Time - sz a5 .85 .08 -
2. Revising Practice - —~ .78 .33 L4 .02
3. Audiencd ‘Practice 2 = .. .3 a0
‘4. Exposition Brecﬁce , - .24 11 -
5. ﬁsuany Plan § Revise"x . "
Organization & ‘Support R -
Practice - i -~ =.25
¢6. Usually Plan Only x * a ) .
D N

.‘I;Ioté. The vanables in the table are instructlonal vanables created

Srom the quesnnnnaire data.

NV

1

’

\

%The CSE Expository Scale score is a composxte score repreaentmg the ‘

%y -

-average over the subscales of General Impression. ‘General Competence.

Essay Coherence, and Suppor,t. This transformation is described in the'

_ text of the Results section.

k)



‘Table';' 9a

[AY

Primary Trait Score Regressed on Strategy Treatment,
_Instructioral Pracﬁgé and Normal Strategy, and Interactions

® >
Source - s b - Beta F
Strategy Treatment, Step 1 ’ - .
Plan & - _ 01 - .01 .01 ‘

L3
2

. Revise Ao : .08 - . .06 .42°

- 4

Practice’ and N\g:mal Strategy, Step 2
 Normally Revise Oply ST SN -ad2 -2.35
o~ Normally Planand Revise b .;'9 14 . 2.96 ,
| Extended Time:for. Writing. ~ .08 .18 3.3 i
Practice gxf Revising Activities 'v-.-16 -.26 '10.""84*
, . Fragtice with Expesitory Mods .05 .04 6 1.66 |
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. ‘Table 9
E ey : Correlations for Variables in the Regression Equation:

Primary Trait Rubric Score =

- " Variables : 1 2 3 4 5

3 L4

\ 1. Usually Revise Only  : -- — “d2 ' .23 .04

U 2. Usually Plad & Revise -~ .37 .21 .18 '
. 3. E*:tended .Time for Wntmg -= .52 .45

¥

4. Rewsmg Pracnce S - .33

-

I 5. Bxpositiorl Practice LT e e C—

= * s
T O

"Note. Variables in the table are from the queétionnaire responses.
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: StratééY" Treatment, Step.1 .

‘Secondary Trait Scores.Regressed on Strat
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egy Treatment,

Ins_tructioxial Practice and Normal Strategi. and Interactions

L]

N - T .

Beta. - ‘ 'F

Si_)urc"e - : - b

Plan coo . .21

Revise - ' . e 22 601 -
Practice and Normal Strategy,* Step 2. J .
. . J. . S )
Practice on Planning Activities -.14 -.21 ° 6.81*
jPrg’gtice on Revising Activities T .23 .35 20.83%
. Interactions, Step 3 ] o ’
Revise Treatment x
Normally Plan Only ~-.35 -.13  3.72 /
*» _ .01, TN y
4% .05 -
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w . . " FAR , .
T . \ .
o . . 'Correlations for Variables in the Regression Equatiop:

t . -Secondary Trait Rubric Score .

- " ’ ' . * ,

o, Vamblas - - 1 ' 02 3 .

A 1. Planning Practice ) - . .53 Az

o 2. Revising Practics . - < - ' —~\ .85 .

R Usually Plan Only x . . '

. S Rawsing Assmtance Group . ; -~
. . Note. Variables in the table from the questionnaifte responses, <y
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’ #
Mechanics score, the Rev*s1ng groups were degrading .heir scores, rather than

'that the Pﬁanning group students were somehow performxng better on this dimen-
sion. Note that the Mechanics mean for the Unassisted Group is 3. 55 and for
Post hoc comparisons us1ng

.04).

1, ] the Planners, 3 54 (see Table 6 ‘for means).-

I,

.SCheffe s test for sjgnif1cance supported this hypothe51s (p =

The two ass1stange groups also differed sign1ficant1y 1n their .Primary

Trait scores Zp =

.06), when teacher ratings were entered as a covariate to

account for additional within-groUp\variation.

Means for the Planners and

Revisers revealed that the Revisers were outperforming the Planners (see
Table 6). It appeared that this difference was primarily the result of better
.scores for‘%he\ReV1sing Group with the Six- quest1on worksheet aSS1stance

is,-the effectiveness of assistance was tempered by the interaction of con-
' text and specif1c1ty for that assistance. ) _ ‘
The Secondary Trait sco e differences for the P]ann1ng ang Revising looked

- 4

more promising than the Primary Trait scores had: However, the comparison of
" assisted (Planning and Revising combined) apd Unassisted groups had not turned

up statisticd]]y significant differences, despite the’apparent differeh%e in

o~ ‘s '
means. Differences between Planners and Revisers on this score were also non- -y

’ . 7, - ’ ¢ K w’"?‘;?‘:‘

sign1ficant (p = .13). I o3

. BT ALY

° 14 . ) - .: B

. Specificity of Strategy Assistance qgﬁ%
‘. ’ ‘ S
. « P 3:;:;

Specificity of assistance-describes the distinction between the long, o

six-question worksheet and the shorter, three-question worksheet used by
\

P]anners and Revisers. The short worksheet asked Students to decode the essay

assignment in terms of its aud1ence, céntent, and purpose.’' .The longer version°
also asked students to either develop a plan in response to those features, or
to interpret their own essay draft in light of these features of the assignment.

Contrasting the three and six question writers (across the planning and,

That




_ revising context), analy$is of variance and covariance did not yield any

differpnces for this main effect of specificity of assistance. However,

interactions of specificity‘gnd Eontext for strategy assistance did yield

3

some interesting results.

Interaction of Strategy Context and Specificity of Assistance

L4

3
[ﬁ Means for all four strategy contéxt by specif1c1ty groups suggested a

few comparisons @ight reveal interactio effects for these variables. First,

mean scores on the CSE Support subscale appeared to differ for the two Planning

gréups, depending upon which- version of the worksheet student writers were K

exposed to. The“short version, fhree—Question Planners, averaged 3.29, com-

pared to the Unassistéd Group which averaged 3.22. The Six-Question Planners,

S

hiowever, averaged 3.45 on the same subscale. This mean was the highest of all

group means. The Rev1sing groups, both the Three- and Six-Question Revisers,
did not Ap"ear to be that much d1fferent in the1r scores. Analysis.of variance
did not turn up.any interaction effects for the CSE Expository Scales, includ-

ing the Support subsca]e However, when the covar1ates were used, the inter-

action of spec1fic1ty and context did atta1n some sign1ficance (p = .05).

Post hoc comparisons using Scheffe revealed the expected marginal, d1fference

between the Three- and Six-Question P]ann1ng groups (p = .06).
Although the Primary Trait means looked promising for the effects of Six-

Question worksheets by Planning versu§ Revising context, this difference did

ﬁ'ﬁqi test out at a significant level under Scheffe (p-= .16).

When the four highly correlated subscales of the CSE E¥p0§ito}y Scale '

.were collapsed into a single "composite"‘Téxt-IeveI score for exposifjon the

context by'éﬁécificity interaction effect was marginally significant

Planning groups ir analysis of variance’(p = .06). The Six-Question PYayners -
s . \ \

outscored thq‘Thrée-Question Planners.
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‘ “ Regression Analyses with In§tructional Variables
[ AT

-

- For the composite CSE Expository Text-level Scale score, instructional

practice that allowed extended time for writing a single composition y{elded“

' sjgnificantly higher scores (p = .01). - Other 'instructional variables of
significance bore a negative relationship to the Expository Scale Text-]evel'
score. Instruction and practice in revision showed a strong, negative relation-
ship with essay‘ scores (p = O‘r‘)" I:nstruction'and practice on audjence con-

. . cerns m ertmg, a]so thougn less strongly, demonstrated a detrimental.
influence on the Expository Sca]e (p =-.05). Students who reported them-
selves as Hoth plarrners and revisers" and who reported greater instfucti ona]
emphases on orgamzat1on and sup}iortmg de%aﬂ in writing, scored more h1 hly
on their essays (p,= .05).’ 5

| Q ] On the Mechanics subscale, higher scores were found for students report-
b A ing gyeater practice in expository writing (p = .01), and essay v)riting that, *
e)i(tended beyond one class period (p = .05). Interestingly, 'n"egative influences
on scores were found for students reporting greater'instruction and practice -~ '

\

with aud1ences besides the teacher/eva]uator and atdience considerations such

p as sty]e and tone (p 01) Students in the Revising treatment who reported

themse]ves to be "rev1sers only," had ‘significant]ly Tower Mechanics, scores

» . - X .
. (p = ,05). ' ) . Ce
For Primary Trait scores, the.oniy signjficant variable was the _'negative‘
mf]uence from 1nstructlon and pra\.t.ce on revision (p = .01). The Secondary

r 4
' Traft scores obtained the opposite result; higher scores for students report-

ing.greater instruction and pragtice on revision (p = .01). Revision treat-
. ' ment group membership also resulted in h%gher Sehondary Trait scores (p = ‘.05).

' . . .
However, lower scores resulted for students reporiing more inctruction and
. p _
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_the study was able to operétiona]ize'some of those processes for students. )

- pended upon the level of specificity of our prompting. Students planning with

>

practice emphasizing p]anning'attivitiee (p = .01).

"Discussion

- ]
P

Summary of Results

This study was successful in its attempt to break apart the essay test
task into meaningful subtasks. The domain of writing skills, defined to

include a cognitive process construct, is indeed legitimate to the extent that

'Ihterestipg;%, treatments interacted with the two philosophically dis-

v

tinct measures. . Planning-assisted students were superior to other students
* Y . N

on the analytic scale categories, eerpt.mecHanics. ﬁevising students degraded

_ their.scores on the,mechanics scale. On: the other hand,.primary trait scores

were 5igher for revisiné stydenﬁs; for the secondary trait, eigay audience,
all assisted studegtg outdid unassisted peers. :
) (ggeg;ession analyses using questionnaire'data confirmed the study premiee.

Stugdents” who reported themse]ves as "planners orlyh were imﬁune to the neéatiVe

effects (on the mecharics scale) 1n prompted revision groups; students who

' reported that they were "revisers on]y" had their revision problems exacerbated_

by encouragement to revise. Students reporting themse]ves as both "pianners

' and revisers" were more effective regard]ess of the treatment group in which

»

they found themselves.

-

Interpretation of Results

Strategy assistance treatment maee a difference in the subsequent writing
performance of a'significant number of students iqﬁboth the pr1mary/secondary
tra1t scale and the CSE analytic scale. In General Essay Coherence ratings,
students who first completed planning sheets scored higher than their rev1s1ng.

(and unstructured) peers. inxthe Support scals, this effect of planning de-

e ”21;7




the six-question worksheet scored well above other worksheet promnted groups;
On the ;r1mary trait subsca]e. strategy was aga1n a potent effect. However,
here the revising sheet students outscored the planners. //P]ann1ng effects
then.-seem more salient when assessment methods emphas1ze test.dua]ities pre-
sumed to exyst in'all writing, i.e., generaiized writing skills. On the
other hand, revising seems more effective in assessments that emphasize
communjtative intent, i.e., skill in addressing the’phrpose=and audience of
the ;r}ting. although it is unclear why this effect would not have been
mirrored by the Eeneral Impression score of the analytic scale.

Planning worksheets had students decode the given task in terms.of_the '
tontent, the purpose and the given audience. It is, of course, true that the
impect of answering such items may be effective merely because %t~slows students

-down to read the topic carefully. However, the differential effectiveness of
* the sﬁecificity of planning activities suggesiz that something more was going
on, at least for the detailed planners. Further interhretation of vesults

should note differences between the analytic and primary trait scale. Decision

~ -

rules for classifying a paper "off topic" differed considerably. Frequently,
‘othernjse "well written" (in a text sense) essays were included and rated
highly.by CSE analytic scale raters, whereas the same essays were judged "off
topic“‘by primary trait r;ters Further, the analytic scale completely
e11m1nated "of f top1c“ essays, scor1ng them as cases "of "missing data," while
the pr1mary trait scale relegated off topic essays "to the lowest category of
competence. _ ' 7

—-AYso, the analytic sca]e assumed that 1ts six categories measured separab]o

texﬁ)features with the General Impression and General Competence scores funct1on—

-

ing as global, ccmposite Judgments (see Results section). However, the correlation-

between even the four presumably discrete text elements, Essay Coherehce, Pata-
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graphiCoherence, Support and Mechanics were very high, with the exception of

PN
e

) thglMechanjcs scale. Therefore,‘when examined across all treatment groups
~ the subscale intercorrelations suggest that the CSE scale provided two
distinct scores,”one at the text-level, one at the sentence level. In effect,
the CSE'scale, with its five related scores, might have b:en able to account
“ For more variation in raters, i.e., to be more sensitive to effects. \
These measurement factors aside, writing theory offers suggest1ons re-
garding f1ﬂd1hgs The p]ann1ng students might in fact have been led t6 for-
mulate a representation of the task features ggfgrg_beginning to write. This
sense of task, thepry proposes, guided wr;ters in drafting their essay response.
Thus we expected such'guidance to be retlected in an.“essay coherence” sub- ,
..sCa]e. That is, planners had formu]ated a task context (parameters) within
which to write. Further, the spec1f1c level planners who were prompted to
p]an thelr own essay, had rehearsed possible content before writing. Our =
’modeJ suggests that by relieving some of this "th1nk1ng while writing" ldad,
we should have faci]itated performance. For 'the specific planners, improved
.writing performance was reflected, these students' additiona] planning questions
asked students to p]an for main idea and supporting details, as we]T as
audience factors to cons1der. It is gratifying to have the effects of struc- .
tured planning show up as significantly higher scores on the supporting detail
subsca}e. - ¢
Revising effects were confined to the primary trait scale, and the impact
was uneffected by specificity of revising activities. Revising worksheets also
asked students to decode the task (again, in terms of content, purpose, and
audience). It is true that revising effects might simply have resulted from

a "break" from writing and a fresh return to the task after completing

revising worksheets. However this "break" effect was also available ta

21q9.
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planners, most of whom began drafting their essay on tﬂ% first day, return-
ing te finish it.on the second day. That differencgsir;the specificfty of
refision worksheegs did not make a difference suggeéés tﬁét the general task
decodiﬁg questions were sufficient. Simply the reconsideration of the given
task appears to have provided revising students with some inputﬁto improve

their essays. .,

Why did revising affect only primary trait, and planning only the
\

analytic scalé? Twe important assumptions in éach of the measures may
account for effects. _ In p;imary trait scoring, raters were cautioned spe-
cifically against letting students' grammar and mechanics interfere &ith
judgménts of the primary trait. FSr both essay topics, the primary trait ) .
scale emphasized the writer's ability to build.a relatiopship between spe-
cific reasons and a genefa] resolution. Secondly, this scale's highly task
seﬁsitive categories resulted in a very clear distincﬂ‘en between "off
topié" and "eligible” essays. Under the CSE analytic scale rubric, few essays
were deemed "off topic." -
Planning, however, .did not include a “check” on the validity of the
student planners' interpretation of the essay task. That is, planners m{;ht
initially go "off topic" and without é critical reappraisal of match between
task and essay response, never realign their essay. Unprompted students tend -
to constrain their revis}on efforts to word Snd sentence level modif{cation.
Planners, then, judged under.a scale emphasizing task and essay, match, and
de-emphasizing Eext features, might lose their advantage against a group of
revising students and to larger, task-oriented' reconsiderations.
Revisers began writing without planning assistance. Obviously, "off
topic" respénses were also likely to be generated (perhaps even more likely

s0). However, revisers were halted somcwhere between drafting and turning
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in the essay to be rated. In this writing hiatus, students were asked to

go back tq'the original t§§k or assigﬁment and decode it in terms of its
content, purpose and audience. After this "ti-2 out" to reconsider the

given task, revisers returned to their essay responses, the representétion

of the task components fresh in their mind. Further, these students had

been cued to revise their essays in light of their worksheet responsés. That
is, they had been prompted to view revision in a broader context. Thus for
revisers, text level features such as the use of transitions (valued in the
essay coherence subscale) were less salient than the alignment of task and
response. Accordingly, it is not surprising that primary trait scores were
improved by revising activities. }he ;bsence of this effect from the analytic
scale seems a bit difficult to explain, except in terms of the Egmparative
strength of planning effects. It m;y be less that revising is ineffective

for the analytic scales, than that the planning effect is simply greater. In
fact, if we ! ok at strategy group%means, revisers do outperform the compar-

json group (two-day, unstructured) but nevertheless trait planning group effects.

In and of itself, students' usual writing strategies (self-reported)
l\ , affected scores on the primary trait scale when students were assisted by
;léﬁhing prompts, and particularly when.this assistance was more detailed.
Students who reported naturally employing planning st;ategies were more suc-'
cessful with ‘their essays. The earlier reborted effects were stonger. Addi-
_ tionally, previously unaffegted subscales of mechanics {CSE analyti; scale)

and audience on the secoﬁdary trait subscale reflected the impact of strategy

treatments when ability (as usual strategy use) was entered into the model.

‘ . Thus it appears that students may indeed be able to use strategies,
planning at least, yet not be able to bring their strategy skills to bear up-

on their essay. This is less.the case for revision; howeyer, instructional
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‘ history, as reported by students, suggests students receive little practice

or feedback on their revision efforts. While teachers correct and hénd back
papers with useful commentary, these remarks reflect upon the planning and
writing more tgan the revision. < They provide information about writing
efforts so fa?, i.e., pre-revision, and supply information to guide next
efforts on a new (next) assignment.

Further, post hoc revision is much more difficult to prompt. Students'
planning efforts are always put into action,-even subcohécious]y, once the
writing begins. However, simply encouraéing revision; even having students
re§ead and critique essay and task (as in our revision worksheéts),‘does not
ensure that students will use their revision information and ideas, nor know

how to do so. In short, treatment in ?evision was much less controlled by

s

. the structured context than by student cooperation and/effori:.
}

Implications for Test Design

This study succeeded in helping students divide the essay task into sub-
tasks they could handle. This expanded doméin of writipg skills included
planning and revising processes and without éhpp]x%ng answers, asted students
to focus on the main ;eatures of the éssay assignment. In particular, success
was dreétest for planning b}ocesses. Using a worksheet with items requirihg a
written response, students in planhing groups decoded the test task into fea-
tures of audience (peers), content (topic 1 or topic 2). Presumably this

supplied writers with a "representation” (albeit crude) of communicative- in-

tent and task parameters. This alone made a difference in writing as the plan-
ning students drafted their esgay responses. A planning subgroup was led _ >

‘ further into planning processes by answering worksheet items about the actual

- main idea and support, and features of the given peer audience that would for-

muTate the essay response. In short, these planners made “plans to do" .and

222




39,

and “plans to say." Carrying out these prdcesses by direction and over an
extended period of Qnme (not at the expense of essay writing time), prompted
wr1ters seemed better ab]e to cope W1th wr1t1ngdemandsand prodyce better .
essays. . ' '

Resdlts from this-study bear upon test design in writing. It appears
that there are, in fact; sutski]]s involved in writing that affect the
quality of writing whether that quality is defined in terms of text features
or communicative function. It appears that these subskills or proéesses can* -
be broken out from the essay writing task., It also appears that many students
who claim to perform these subskills are unaple to do so effectively in the{m

essay writing. This suggests that if we only measure writing in terms of the

complex, integrative task of generating a complete essay we are missing student

'competence at lower levels of skill (developmentally or hierarchica]]y).

On the other hand, if we expand assessment of writing to sample the full
doma1n of wr1t1na skills we may provide more 1nstruct1ona11y useful and sen-
sitive 1nformat1on\\?out student cgmp:tence Perhaps we should explore the
pos. .nle methodologies for assessing "enroute" skills such as planning and
revising (beyond simple word and sentence level errors), e&en determining
communicative purpose of writing. 7 .

A second important imp]icatjon of this study is the measurement focus
issue. The differential emphases of the analytic and primary trait scale
were reflected to some extent in the difference between strategy fociﬁ Where
planning led to greater cohesion and suppo;t, revising led te greater success
at fulfilling the task purpose and attending to aud1ence cons1derat1ons

Although it is unclear why the primary traits coordinate emphases on support-

ing generalizations with specific detail did_npt correlate more strongly with

»

the analytic scale ratings‘of coherence and support. Further research efforts
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might attempt to disentangle concerns for audience and task sensitivtty

by compat:ng separate ratings of these fegtures with the composite prlmary

trait ratlng . . ' . )

-

In sum, wé believe this study has prov1ded rationale, empirical support
and some avenues to explore in the development of a broader, more valid

“assessment approach to the writing skills area. L . .
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Balancing

. Designing Writing Assessments:
Fairness; Utility, and Cost

To/attain the fundamental goal of language competence, educators,
- .stugénts, and parents must have information describing the status and

progress of language sk§1zs development.
Q

achievement in writing,

" Mounting concern for student
e of the principal-arenas of lahguage devel-
opment, has refocused tﬁe.attention df policy makers, evaluators, in-
structors, and researchers on the features of writing assessments
.necessany to represent a student s writing skill fairly, usefully, and
economically. While the relationship between procedures employed to
evaluate writing in large scale testing an& those used tﬁcthe classroom.
has historically been tenuoqs, the requirements of minimum competeney
testing ptograms have stimulated tesearch on meth?Js to tighten the con- *

nection. These competency testing progréms require school systems to

assess the status of sic skill achievement, and then either to certify

encies: have been'attained-er signal the need for re-

/ mediation anq provide repeated opportunities te pass comparable test fGrms.
It these writing competency tests a;e to fulfil
then the writing assignments and eva]uative criteria of ]arge scale tests

_and classroom instruction must interrelate.
At present, many large scale writing tests bear little resemblance
to students' c]assroagf_71t1ng experiences. . Many states and districts
rely on multiple choice tests that measure sentence—level eaiting skills

or passage comprehension. Yhen writing samples are collected, the structure

¢ N
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their intended function, _ |
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~ and topic of the Qriting assignment' may call for information afid strategies

\
that vary considerably from students' experiences in and out of the class-

roém. Furthermore, writing samples are often scoi«d rapidly and ho]istically
, by raters trained to varying levels of precision and accuraﬁy. Students

1

receive a single score purportedly representing the level of their writing

Y
[

competence. 'J : ~ ~ _ !
Reactions of practitioners and researchers to such current practices
are increasingly critical. Thgy find mahy faults in curéent writing tests
- théir logical and psycho]dgiéa] relevance to realistic wr{ting situafions,
their utifity for- informing depis%ons about ind{vidual competence or pro-
gram effectivenessa their fairness to students and instructioh, their le-
gq]ity for sancfionjng exit requ{}emengs. dThi§ paper suggests that state
and district writing assessments shou]d.ré-eva]uate their current methods
for assessing student writing competence in light of thege criticisms. An
accumu]éting Eody of ]iteratﬁre indites mad& of the methods assessments
ﬁog use that ﬁave been derived from custom, folklore, and adaptations of
‘norm-referenceﬁ testinq methodo]ogy'éhat.are inqppropriite for the purposes
of. competency assessment. Iggexaminidd fhé’criticisms leveled at writing

tests and consddering alternatives proposed by recent writing theory and

. N
. research, we may find solutions that will improve the falrness and utility

[

of writing assessments, yet remain within reasonable economic bounds.

. &
Problem 1: Specifying Writing Goals .

Just what is "good" writing? For schools, a major conflizt has been
to ‘distinguish between realistic characteristics.of minimum competence,

reaﬁéfible high school writing exit competence and the competence of pro-

. .
, r . <
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‘fessionaI writers and "experts." A significant component in *his contro-
versy over "standards" has been the function various types of wr%ting
canoend/or Should have for the student. Thus the discourse-aim or writing
purpoSe of transactional writing has been 1dent1f1ed by many school systems
as functionaf]y most relevant to the maJor1ty of students. At the lower
grades, expressive writing has been viewed by some as valuable in its
onn_right and by otners'as an educational vehicle for mdtivating writing
that will 1ncnease fluency and sentence-level competence. " e

" Clearly, the schools' definition of the target constrains the specific
criteria thet will provide logical and empirical evidence that the target

has been hit Currently, goa]s may relate to two cmnpetency levels a

' 'min1mum competency ]eve) targeted by most state and d1str1ct minimum com-

petency testing programs 3nd a reasonably desirable iiigh school e§1t com-
petency level ime]ied in many systems' curricular goals.” Most competency
programs emphasize transactional writing in the factual narrative, expost:
tory or persuasive modes. Minimum prdgrem goals are often that students
'wr%te & clear, cohetent paragraph that makes a point and that exhdbits

few or no mechanical, sentence-]eyel errors.' For high school exit goéis,v
English depart@ents‘set their sights at:the mu]ti-peragrahh, essay level,
seeking writ%ng that has 2 theme or potnt, tnat is coherent between, as
we]l\as within parégrap%s and that exhibits few sentence-level errors.
while min1mum goals general]y specify functional wr1t1ng, high school
des1rab1e exit goals may expand -the types of writing a1ms or purposes’

in which they would 11ke students to be competent. By distinguishing

between minimum and desirable goals, school systems may be'in a better

s
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position to defend the logic, utility and fajrness of focused test pro-

cedures.

“r

Problem 2: Designing Appropriate Writing Tasks

‘Perhaps the most common controversy in-the design of writing tests
swirls abou% the relative merits of direct and indirect tasks. Indirect;
usually-multiple choice, measures have been defended by test pub]ishérs
because of their economy andrhigh cérée]atjons with essay scores (Godshalk,
Swineford & Coffman, 1966; Breiaﬁd & Braucher, }977). Critics of multiple
choice tests reject them logically and psycho!ogicai]y. They argue that

multiple choice tests/bresent primarily editing tasks or bomprehension,j

tasks ényqthat~they therefore do not tap the same kinds of mental processes

'requiredfby production tasks (Bourne, 1966; Quellmalz, 1978; Cooper, 1979).

Recent empirical studies of student's scores.on direct and indirect: mea-

sures indicaie considerably lower correlations between writing skill compon-

- ent .scores derived from multiple choice and writing samples (Quellmalz &

Capell, 1979; Quelimalz, Smitﬁ, Winters .& Baker, 1980; Moss, Cole & Kham-
paliket, in press). Furthermore, QuellmalZ and Capell (1979) faund multiple

choice’ test scores provided less distinctive information about underlying

. writing skill conéfructs or traits than did essay ratings (Quellmalz &

Capell, 1979). Infcombinat%on, these studies support contentions that

direct and indirect measures tap different psychological processes. These

" data would aTlso, of coursé, suggest that, multiple choice test scores would
:not serve as fair or useful proxies for actual writing skill. At best,

multiple choice_te%ts seem to over estimate skills (NAEP, 1981) since they

7
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measure skills presumably enroute to production skills (Skinner, 1957).

In add%tion to the form of response required by w?iting tests, there
is considerable disagreement about the appropriate structure of assignments
used to promﬁt writing. Criticisms of writing tasks are that they do not
present full rhetorical contexts that sufficiently inform students about
the writing purpose, topic, audience, wfiters' role and intended criteria
(Britton, 1978; C@?den, 1974; Scribner & Cole, 1978; Florio, 1979). Re-
search shows that writers perform differentially well when writing in dif-"
ferent discourse modes, e.g., exposition and narration (Veal & Tillman,
19;&; Crthdrst,uIQSO; Quelimalz & Capell, 1979; Praeter & Padia{ 1980; &
Baker & Quellmalz, 1980). Research also reveals that accessibility of in-
formation about an assigned topic affects the quality of students' writing
(Baker & Quellmalz, 1980). Polin has found that when given egtended time
and cues about the rhetorical demands of the task QUring planning or re-
vision, some writers improve some features of their work. In sum, studies
of features of‘the writing task that influence students® writing perform-
ance suggest.that variations within features such as mode of discourse
{writing aim) topic, audience, time and structural cues do present dif;
ferent psychological demands and therefore should be distinctly specified.
To be clear and f;ir, the writing task should provide a full rhetorical
context and time to engage in all parts of the writing process. . The cost
of developing well formed writing prompts is not high, partiéu]arly in
comparison to the cost of erroneous inferences about -competence made from

assessments of writing students generated in respense to ‘incomplete or

ambiguous prompts. * v
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Problem 3: Specifying Scoring Criteria and Type of Rating Scale

Criteria employed for evaluating student writing vary q]ong a number
of dimensions: from qualitative to quantitative; from general to specific;
from comprehensive, full discourse features to isolated features; from
vague guidelines to replicable, objective guidelines.

At the’most qualitative, vague end 6f the continua are general im-
pression scoring schemes where readers apply their own criteria to give
the writing a single global score. Follman dand Anderson‘s "Everyman"
procedures (1967) and teachers' A-F general schemes fall in this category.

Still providing a single score or quality rating, but guided by slightly

more descriptive and acknéwledged criteria are holistic rating schemes
such as the E%S four or six-point scales ranking papers within a set.
Téachers'useof 2 letter grade with some suppérting comments might relate
to this evaltuation scheme. Some rating schemes are speéific to discourse
mode, others, like the primary trait.rating method, are specific to dis-
course mode and the particular topic (Lloyd-Jones, 1977). The most de-
tailed scales are analytic rating schemes referencing compoﬁent features
of.the written product.

. Where do these criteria come}erm? Criteria for these scales may be
inferred from: features commonly referenced by knéﬁ]edgeable readers, may

"be arbitrary, or may be.theoretica11y~ or .empirically-based dimensions
deemed important by‘the group designing the scheme. Analytic scales vary
in the degree to which they éomprehensiveLy reference rhetorical, structural
syntactic feétures, a; well as the degree to which criteria for features

are qualitative, more objective, or, even, quantitative. In .n attempt
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to be comprehensive, the subscales of the Diederich Expository Scale range
from "ideas" to spelling (Diederich, 1974). In contrast, analytic text
analysis schemes such as T-unit analyses or Halliday and Hasan's measures

of cohesion focus on isolated‘components of the written piece

(Halliday & Hasah, 1976). Diederich's "flavor" subscale is far more quali-

tative and judgmental than counts of numbers and types of cohesive ties.
In classroom evaluations of student writing, grades and teachers' comments,
too, may reference a range of essay features such'as content, organization,

and mechanics (Freedman, 1979); or their comments may only relate to sen-

-. tence-level problems.

" Oneissue in developing or using a rating scheme is the meaning of
writing score(s). From a |:sychological perspective, does being a "2"
vs. "4" .dfscriminate bef%een 1evels of a student's writing competence?

At present, there is little research evidence that any sets of criteria

-used in actual practice are more valid than others for discriminating

between levels of expertise: From a logical perspective, how specific,
repiicab]e, and informative are rating criteria? Pedagogically, what
implications do the scores have for diagnosing strengths and weaknesses?
The bases of the score, the crite;ia, should sérve,as feedback to teachérs,
students, and parents. To be fafr, criteria employed in minimum cohpetency
éests should specify writing elements thatwgce basic writing skills, €.g.,
organization, support, mgghanic;. The criteria should also be those amen-
able tc instructional intervention. The more judgmental, qualitative,
soghisticatedand]ess teachéb]e writing elements such as flavor, style, or

-~

voice would seem less'fair3 and useful, and would, therefore be inappro-
{ - .

-
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priate as rating criferia for jugéing basic Q}iting competence. Speci-
. fication of criteria may be the most important decision affectind the
utility of fnformation provided by assessment, both large scale and class- ot
rcom level. Certainly, consensual decisions on these criteria should
involve instructional and evaluation perSGhne1ﬁ

It seems logical that criteria used in large scale writing competency
.asseésment should reflect, if not derive.f;om, criteria used to evaluate
student c]a§£room writing. An ideally integrated inﬁtrpctional system
that targets particular writing elements as 5mp6rtant basic competencie§
wodld iﬁvo]ve teacﬁers and evaluators in specification of rating criteria
and encourage focuséd cﬁassroom guidance, feedback, and gva]uation on
theselelements. Instructionally, spe¢ification of valued -basic criteria
cdﬁiﬂlprovide a more comprehensive framework for‘teachers to focus instruc-
tion and communicate feedback to students about their writing. The scanty
research on classroom evaluation methods suggests that teaghér\comments
m&re oftexjciée easily identified sentence-level meché%ica] errors than

text level feedback such as organization and supbort (Pitts, 1978; Quel]ma]i;
Baker, & Enright, 1980). As Coffman pointed out, while few would ;ecéﬁ-
mend cdpplete restrictiqn and regu]atioﬁ of the criteria teachers use in
classroom writing assessment, neither would thex condone sybjecting stu-
dents and the instructional program to wildly fluctuating, idiosyncratic
Etandards.of‘individual tgéchers (Coffman, 1971). Some standardization

of writing criieria seems particulér]y critical for mi nimum .competency

goals. And, of course, economically §chools using crité}ia for system-.
wide assessment that are also used in classrooms would eventually, con-

siderably reduce the cost of training raters.

¥
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Assum1ng that cr1ter1a have been spec1f1ed that are,logical, .fair,

and usefu] the format for record1ng scores remains a problem. Many ¥arge
‘scale assessments°report a sing]e, ho]istic score. A Iqgical question.
is whether it makes sense ‘to comment en component features of a student's
writing instead of, or in add1t1on to, its oVera]l qua11ty A likely
quest1on to be ra1sed about a s1ng]e g1oba] score by a teacher, student,
parent (or lawyer) is "Nhy?" fo]]owed by "Show me." While writing theory
may suggest that the "whole" is greater than the sum of Jits parts, research
.1n psycho]ogy -and pedagogy suggests that learners advance when taught how
to use components and combine them into competent performance (e.qg.,
Sk1nner, 1957; Resnick, 1980). Another logical question is whether students
are d1fferent1y c]ass1f1ed as masters and non-masters and/or if analytic
schemes yield a d1fferent1a1 score profiler Winters (1978) found that
variovs scoring rubr1cs 1nc]ud1ng a gene;a] 1mpress1on sca]e, two_analytic
scales ané a T-unit ana]ys1s, did c]psslfy-students differently. Quellmalz,
Smith, Winters & Baker (1980) found that three separate holistic rubrics
and an analytic rubric c]assified entering freshman differently.
_ Polin (1980) found very ]ow corre]at1ons between primary trait and analytic

LY

ratings of the Same essays. Each of these studies compared’ scoring rubrics
which referenced some similar criteria but.which, in appfication, produced
Variab]e characterizatipns of the same“essays still unexamined are the
g cost benefits of the scales using exact same criteria, but record1ng a

s1ng{e, holistic qudgment or several separate analytic scores. Such a
study is currently in progress (Quel]malz,;i981). |

A major problem for large scale Writing assessments, to be sure; i;
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the cosf of providing more detailed ratings.. In the narrowest sense, cost
is measured in terms of time required to train raters and time required
tg rate papers. Generally, training on &org criteria that are more ex-
plicit requires more time than trainfné oﬁ fewer or less explicit criteria.
Currently available data on scdring-costs indicate that ;raining time
for holistic and primary'trait scoring averages two to four hours (Pawliss,
Bowers, & Conlan, '1979; Mullis, 1980) and for'ana]yticlscéring averaées -
six to eight hours (Sm1th 1978; Que]]ma]z & Capell, 1979)‘ Trained raters
. can assign a holistic or pr1mary tra1t score to .a student’'s paper reliably
in 30 seconds to\l% minutes (Pow]1ss et al., 1979; Mullis, 1980).. Rating -
time‘for providing five to eight separate aﬁa]ytic scoref range from four
to-five minu£es for muPti-péragraph essays and from two to four minuteg
for paragraphs (Smith, 1978; Quellmalz & Cape]] 1979).
‘ In a recent study comparing two score formats, an analyt1c scheme or _; Wl
sa ho]1st1c scheme modified to provide diagnostic checks for students: rated‘ )
® below mastery, Quellmalz found that average rating t1mes per paper differed
by approx1mately one minute (Que]]ma]z, 1981). Is the add1t1ona] training
and rating time "worth it?" School systems we1gh1ng this quest1on might
' consider broader definitions and implications of cost. F1rst, the cost
of either analytic or holistic training could be jointly shared as an in-
service activity, by curriculum budgets. ‘These training costs wouyld g]ko
then decrease to review time‘dhen all teachers in a system were traiﬁed

A -second potent1a1 cost shar1ng strategy is to v1ew essay rat’ngs as diag-

nost1c components of the 1nstruct1ona1 system to both focus and moni tor
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program improvément. A third cost concern is an ethical one. Students

have spentfﬁonside;able tiﬁe producing writing samples and the psychological
and 6ppo}tunity costs to them of uninforﬁati@e or errongous-c]éssification
as faf]ures can be profound. Finally, a system ﬁight consider the.degrée
of'specific sqpport useful for. defending mastery/non-mastery classifica-’
tions; the costs of remediation and lawsuits hecause of misclassifications

~

can be high. : -

»

Problem 4: Technical Quality of Rating Criteria - .

A fundamental responsibility of an assessment program is the documentation

of its technical quality. For writing asseszygnts this becomes a problem

? of scale stability and validity, i.e., demon trat%ng that score criteria

l‘am; applied uniformly-within and between rating occasions and that other

measures of student writ%ng competence corroborate the test ratings (Quell-
malz, 1980).

l
When cdiefu]]y structured §)a]e training sessions precede actuzl rating,

- most holistic and analytic rating;scales éan demonstrate high- interrater

rel{ability (Powliss et al., 1979; Mullis, 1980; Quellmalz, 1980; Steele,
¢ ”

.1979; Van Nostrand, 1980). But interrater agreement within a rating session

is not sufficient for demonstrating scale reliability. Analogous to the
. T s '

problem of test-retest reliability, a reliable scale must be stable, i.e.,"

deﬁonstrate‘that its criteria would be applied consistently by new sets v
of raters to both a new set of papers and to the set of papers scored by -
the first raters. To the extent that criteria are differently app]ied, the

scale is not stable and reliable (Queilmalz, 1980).

&
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Few scales currently used in wr1t1ng assessment report data about
'the1r stability across sets of raters and rdting occasions. It seems
that scales with more explicit and opeiational criteria are less su;--‘
teptibie to fluctuating qualitativé judgments and are more likely to be
stable across_paper sets and raters. Holistic sca?e; sdﬁh as the ETS
method which awards scores a;cording fo-a papgr's }anking within a unique
set 6f pagérs result in a sliding scale (Conlan, 1979). A "2" pqpef‘in
"one paper set may well have characteristics quite different fromfaliZ" .
papér in a 'set of papers with a broader or narrower. quality range wh11e
ﬂfome attempt is made to stabilize Jjudgments across sets of raters by in-
serting ancher papers durjing trairing, anchor papers are l&ss frequently
o comparability of sco;es giveb on any suchanchorp;:f:;,by\different gfoups

of“}aténs is noticeably, and seriously, absent. us, holistic scales
A .

interspersed in actual rating sequences. Statistical evidence of the

<

using ranking procedureé'within sets and unexplicated criteria are .uitable
for nqrm-refere;ced se]ec;ion decis%ons, but can not meet competency test
requiréments for stable; uniform app]icgtion qf'Eriferia: On the other
hand, holistic scales based on more descriptive criteria such as the ﬁ}i-
mary trait-method (Lloyd-Jones, 1977) thay be more likely to permit stabie
app1icption écnoss paﬁer and rater sets. Reports for most analytic sciles
" also d;cument interrater reliability within rating occasion but do not
track stabi]ity across occasions. .For analytic as well as holistic scales,
" precision of criteria is a critical faétor ih achieVing*sca]e stability.
Scﬁool systems designing w-iting assessments should édutine]y report inter-

¢

-rater reliability and check scale stability on common paper sets scored

4
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at different rating sessions. These measures will reassure stakeholders

that assessments a}e uniform and_ fair.
. The task of documenting the ualidity of writing assessment rating "\

scales can take several forms. Most competency-based writing assessmefits \\“

attﬁn\pt to estabhsh content vahd1ty through expert judgments abOUt the

skills assessed (Breland & Ragosa, 1976). Few wr1t1ng assessment programs

subjecg the rating scales used to evaluate those skills to content va''d-

ity scrutiny as well. Since, for writteb'prodlgtlon the scale defines

what acceptab]e writing is, the content va11d1ty of scaJes shou]d be Judged

by the same procedures as test items or spec1ficatsons. It may be thqt

some scalés with vé#§u€ criteria or criteria heavi}y weighted toward sentence-

leyeﬁ mechanics would not get the stamp of approval- from a bnoaq range of

expertg.,’lt should be noted that holistic scales with no exp]jcit criteria

are "content" free and assignment speci%ic. These scales are'not suitable -

for competency assessments. b

‘ .0f course, content validity is onlu one index of validity, (Cronbach,
1971; Messick, 1975). Both concurreﬂt or predictive'and construct va]idity )
should be examined. The most common method for va}idatino laroe scale

rating schemes has been‘to report their corpelations uith other writing-
related measures {ncluding‘otner English grades, reading test scores and
multiple .choice urit{ng test scores. 'Many of these "criterion" variables,

) nowever,'ake even more questionable indicators of writing abi]it& than the
rating scale Being va]idateo. A major problem. in validating rat{ng‘scales
‘is identifyjng'aopnopriate criterion groups and test scores (Winte;s, 1978;

| f . . 14
Quelimalz, Spooner-Smjth, Winters & Baker, 1980). A directly réjated
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;‘:, e : criten’oh would be relationships of jntaediate]y preceding and subsequent'

. wr'iti_n?assignment stores. Unfortunately, as different criteria are often
employed in other 'rating scales and/or in teachers' grading of assignments,
few appropriate direct comparisons are poss-iﬁ’fe:

From the student's viewpoint, this problem: raises concerns for fair-
ness and i'nstr_uctional Gva]idity. How c]ose].y'dp"the’t‘ﬂ‘teria used in the
assessment mateh those used in the classroom, and how closely do they

. represent writing skills for which the student kias received instruction?
Fundamental precepts of fairness require that if, a system hasn’ t exphmt]y

14

taught the skills, it shou]dn t hold the student acco(ﬁwtab]e for being

N (.\p &
competent in these skﬂ]s. For example, or1g1nahty, humor, anq. flavor

are desirable features of writing; they are not often taught directl:y. f

g_‘ we have no information on the criteria used in holistic scoring, that method
- w . - N
isn‘t fair; we #lave no way to determine if what was" tested -was what was

- taught. The legal implications of .this diTemma  are obvious.

(5% A
a

Summary - -
Ba]ancmg 1dea]1y detailed analyses of students' writing w1th the

i

M those ana]yses is no easy task..- Schoo] systems and teachers acrosi‘

the country-are wrestling with the proplem and arriving ai'. varying solutions. °
Some systems ,don't even try to initiate lar\'ge sca\le rating of writing sampl es.
* . . . . , v, '-‘ ‘
. Some teachers assign 1ittle writing and provide cursory or global feedback.

Other systems are-willing to pay-the prig‘:e and moupt articulated writing

assessment and/instructional systems (e.g., Detroit, Los Angeles, Pittsburgh).

‘ | ) | ‘
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Some rating schemes apply explicit, rep]icab]e; reasonable criteria;
some scales are silly,.some are misapplied, some are downright harmful.

Large scale éssessments can devise ways to reduce the costs of train-
ing raters to score large humbers 6f essays. In an ideally integrated
assessment system, tasks and criteria for the large scale assessment would
be tﬁe same as those used in the c]assﬁoom: A district or st?te m%ght
construct a scé]e that réferenked basic text/qémponents used by class-
room teéchers, e.g., main idea, coherence, éééport,\mechanics, and devfse
a scoring system where ;papers were checked of#.as competent on each skill
and a156 checg off in more detail the components falling below mastery.
For example, one text might ﬁaQe.competent support and receive a mastery
check; another essay might not and gét a check for "details are not re-
lated to the main point," Of,"detailé are not coﬁcrete." &

" Systems migﬁt allocate the cost of training raters to staff develop-

ment. Al] system teachers ‘could be trained in applying the rating cri-
teria which should promote greater articulation of the formal assessment

with classroom criteria. .Bistricts such as Detroit find it cost effective

to pay lay personnel to rate writing samples. Alternately, thg system

might ask teachers to swap papers. Teachers could use the rating,écale

to score writing of other students in the district in return for having

their students' writing scored-by other teachers trained as raters. This
would reduce traininé costs for district scoring. Many alternative logistics
could be engineered to spread the time and energy costs efficiently with-

in existing system resources.
4
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THE RELATIONSHIP OF CLASSROOM INSTRUCTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
) e

AND WRITING IN THE DESCRIPTIVE/NARRATIVE MODE

Publi¢ concern over™an apparent declire in students] writing skills

has prompted educaters to examine fwo central issues: (1) the desggn of

-

composition curricula. and (2) the valid and reliable assessment of stu-

dents' writing-’ pérfermance. This study addressed :these two jssues by

describing, instructional characteristics in a specific curriculum, by

developing anq employing an‘ana]ytic rating scale to evaluate students'
writing performance, and by examinipg the relationship of instructional
characteristi;s to writing performance. ’

This research was exploratory in' nature and exhibits -]imitations

inherent in exploratory studies such as sma]]lsamp]e size. Nevertheless,

. . 2 .
the study provided descriptive information about selected instructional

characteristics of composition classrooms énd, thereby, provided data

relevant to current concerns about composition curricula. Secondly,

genérélizab]e procedures for constructing and field testing an anaiytiﬁ
rating scale and for training raters in its use were obtained from this
research and may contribute to our knowledge base in- the area of writing
assessment. ¢ |

Among recent developments in our efforts to calm public anxiety over
;tudents' writing. skills and to discern how best to teach writing and
assess studenisi writing are the design-anduimp]em'ntation of composition
courses iﬁcorporaﬁed as requirements into-the high school curricu]u;.‘ This
research focused on a typical curriculum change designed to improve writing
skill, a one-se$ester required composition coursé developed by a Harge

£ [}

urban school district and incorporated into the curriculum at the eleventh

grade.
w »
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Briefly, the course provides instruction in four domain§ of writiﬁgz

(1) the sensory/descriptive, (2) the imaginative/narrative, (3) the prac=.

tical/informative, and (4) the apalytic/expository. The recommended

?

minimum fumber of compositions for each of the domains is three, making the

minimal number of completed compositions for the semester 12. Teachers.are

- 13

encouraged to offer instructionkin each of the domains and to iﬁc]ude in

their instruction: (1) préwriting and precomposing activities to elicit
ideas from students and to motivate them to wrife; (é) writing practice to
increase flexibility, fluency, skill, andrconfidence; (3) reinforcement;
and (4) instrﬁction in grammar as it relates to the writing process.

The course's curriculum outline gnd these recommended activities were
valuable resources in the design of two instructional quést&onnaires, the
primary data collection instruments in thg study.

| Information concérniqg instructional practices , was obtained from
teq;hers‘and students for a selected grﬁup of variables: (1) communication
of instructional outcomes to.stydents, (2) writ?ng practice, (3) feedback,
(4) instructional time use, and (5) téacher expectation. In "addition,
papers.previous1y assigned and graded by the teachers supplied information
about, the usual-emphases and specificity‘of correction provided students.
Foremost in the se]ectizn of these variables over other instruc-
tionally important dimensions -identified in the ]iteréture was the fact
that the¥ involve concrete instructioﬁa] events. The presence, absence,
a;d frequency of occurrence of these events can be monitored and reported‘
by teachers and students. This was an impoftant consideration given the
methodology used in the study, which relied heavily on teacher and student

%

self-report.
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Procedure

Students' writing performance was measured by their cdhbiqed scores on

ry

two narrative/descriptive .writing tasks. An- analytic’ rating scale,

) deveioped for the study and appropriate for the*parrative/descriptive mode,'

was employed by three h1gh school teachers to rate the writing samp]es
The teachers, all of whom had rated e$says previously, were tra1ned in the

use of the ratinhg scale.

Sample

¥ . s . .
The subjects of the study were the students and teachers in 19 compo-

sitfon classrooms in five high schools in a large urban school District.

" The selection of the schools in the sample was based on achieyement ‘and

demographic data published annually byitﬁe district. These data were used

to deQelap profiles of iﬁhfvfdua] high schools 3n the district; the five

schools selected for inclusion in‘:the study ﬁad relapive]y homogeneous

-
profiles along these dimensfons.\

The number of c]asses,partféipating.ianged between three and four per -
scheol. Participation was voluntary, wiph the decision to take part in the
study resting with the individyaf teachere.“ Six of the classrooms were
designated by the participating'schoois as advanced (abbve average); 11 as

average; and two as skill (below average) classes.

<
- i-l,
-

. Data collection in the five eehools tdok place during the last two

1 3

"weeks of May 1978. Visits to each school were schedu]ed to prov1de for an,

'1nterva1 of approx1mate]y one week between writing assignments. Forty

minutes writing time was allotted for 'eaeh writing occasion; order of

topics was counterbalanced by class.

252




During this period teachers provided the investigator with e’set of

»

_ previously graded student cdmpositions. After the writing samples and sets
of graded papers,héd been eéﬂlected, students angd teachers‘comp]eted the 7

‘instructional quest1onna1res . . .

AN the essays were returned to the students at the comp]et1on of the

study. Several teachers used the essay &5 a graded class ass1gnment o
Independent Variables ° . - . ¢
The independent variables in the study were: (1) communication of ~

e

instructional outcomes, (2) use of instructiqﬁal.time, (3) weiti;g prac- .
tice, (4) feedback, and (5) teacher expectation JInformation related to

-~ /
each of these variables was tollected *frum teachers and students via

quest1onna1res Parallel items perta1n1né to many of the var1ab1es
appeared on both the teacher ‘and sttdent quest1onna1res ) -
The first 1ndependent variable, commun1cat1on of instructional out-
comes or intent,.was operationally defined ‘as 1nform1ng students of the
sk1lls they were expected to acqu1re at the end of the semester. In order
to ascertain the extent to which'teachers had“successfu]ly communicdted
this 1nformat1on, teachers and students were prov1ded with parallel lists
\of post~1nstruct1ona1 skills and asked to select those. which matched most
closely the 1nstruct1qpa] outcpmes in the1r c]assroomsn An index which
measured‘the ag%eement between the\ski]]s selected by stueeﬁts and teachers
was teen computed. ‘
The second independent variable, time on academic content, was opera-
" tionally define&{as the amoent of time spent on: (1) modes of discourse,

(2) writ’hg activit%es, and (3) features of writing measured by the

analytic rating scale developed for the study. Data for the first and

- ' - 253



P Al

L]

B rp,»of the_'four, domains of writing in ‘the curriculum and teachers’ énd stu-
degts' ‘reports of the activities on which class time was spent (e.g.,

‘ - (3 - ° ° N (3 ° * ° A - AY
reading composition texts, reading Tliterature, prewriting discussions,

st

in-class writing). - .

The third ‘_d:.iﬂhension of this "variable was measured(by questionnai're
items which reqt,x“'i red teachers and studenfs to indicate the number of c]aéjs
N periods (i.e., Oi 1-5, 6-10, over 10) spent on specific featu;'es of writ«ingi
related to descri;_)ktriAc;n, narrative b;‘der, énd-mech_anics.

The third independent variable, practice, was defined as the amount of
wvi‘t~~;ng,, i.e., frequency and length assignfnents writtdn in class and asa

homewg’rk. Another dimension of the practice variable for which desc'riptive

‘ . data were obtainéd was the type and numbe™ of writing assignments students
f comblett'ed over the semester. Teachers and students estimated the number of
completed ‘compositions that were expository, descriptive, narnative, mu]’ti-

~

t N paragrth, single-paragraph, etc. ‘ ' R

! The“fourth _variable, feedback, was composed of‘ three dimensiops:
immediacy, helpfulness, 'apd- instr;uctiveness. The‘first‘dimension, immed-
i_ac_y_of’ feedback, was measured b.); parallel questionnaire items in which
_teachers and students esfimat,ed{ the t}"me period within which students'
papt‘ers’lwer'e u%uaﬂy read and returned. Since the results of previous
researlcl’) a.nd data f:rom pilot tests had indicated that the most common
methods of providing feedback were igdividual conf;erénces with students and
T -, written comments on compositions, information was obtainedtlfrom students

? .
‘ concerning)these evaluation practices. Helpfulness of written feedback on

éorrected papers and feedback received during individual c&nferences with
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second dimensic;ns of this variable were purely descriptive. They involved.

. ‘ 'teac'hers' estimates of the percentage of instructional time spent on each.
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. Dependent Measyre -

L
Y

the teacher were measured by s?udents’ ratings. An. item on the stuuent
questionnaire also provided a ‘measure of the instructiveness of feedback,

and additional data related to this dimension were obtained in a separate

£2e

analysis of sets of éreviously aggigned and correcfed papers provided by

the teachers. In addition,fteéchérs reported on the features on which Ehéy

’ s - - .
focused during correction and the usual methods they used to provide

>

‘feedback. , - o

-

The fifth independent variable in the study, teacher expectation,’was

measured by teachers’ recolfections of the amount of imﬁrovement they had

.expected in students'’ berfofﬁance at® the beginning of the “semester.

. P
> ki B ¢

A

The writing task in the study was closely related to -the sensory/
descriptive and imagiﬁative/narrgt%ve domé}ns_desbribed in the curriculum

r * . N -
outline. The task, primarily but not purely narrative, was Structured so

g

, that descriptive detaii would be included in the two compositions students

Z
wrote.

Both of the “writing assignménts used pictures as writing stimuli.
Students were directed to write about the scene in the pictures and fhe
events which might have precedgd and followed it. They were to include in
thfir essays descriptive detail for readegg who would not have an oppor-
tunjty to ook at the pictures. Further, students were airécted to use the
third person pofnt-of-vi;w. They wé;e told thgt the purpdse of the assign-
ment was to write a story based on the pfcturé aﬁh to %nc]hde descriptive
detail related to setting, characters, and action.

The selection of the pictu;es”aﬁd the development of the directions

for. the two assignments were based on data from field tests with comparable

students.

.-




A narrative/descriptive analytic rating scale was developed and-used

H

to evaluate "students' essays. The features 1nc]uded on the sca]e were

derived from a surveysof theoret1ca1 and pract1ca1 works on descriptive and,

narrative writing.as-modes of d1scourse and from-an examination of pub-

-

11shed rat1ng scales. Draft versions of the scale were reviewed by faculty
in the UCLA English department and by staff at the Center for the Study of

_Evaluation. The flnal version of the scale reflected the changes suggested

N
v

by the reviewers as well as minor modifications agreed upon dy the investi-
- J

., gator and the readers prior to the actual rating of students' essays.
. - Sy ) .
/&* As a first step in developing the sca]e,' a review of available theo=

S
retical and pract1ca] pieces on descriptive and narrative’ wr1t1ng was

4

, conducted. This review resulted in the identification’ of four essential

features of narrative/descriptive “writing which appeared to be appropriate

' . criteria for evaluatihg relatively short pieces written under timed condi-

tions: " setting, characterization, action, and descriptive detail, .the

,
<

. Wclusiongof which contributes to the reader's sense of setting, the
cnaracters, and the aetion or sequence ot, events.

The selection of these ‘features: was supported by a state-of-the-art
review of pub]i§hed anelytic rating scales relevant to narretiye/deserip-
tive writing. A review of non-mode-specific features of these and other
prominent analytic rating scales was also undertaken to identify elements
're';ated to mechanics for inclusion in the sca]e. ~

Based on this review, a- sentence structure/diction subscale and a

.- grammer/spe]hng subscale were developed. The criteria on the first scale

.includg fluency and vamety of sentence structure, the selection of clear

. and specific words and their correct use. The grammar dimension of the

-grammar/spelling subscale focuses on reference errors, tense shifts,
. r .

Vs




_punctuation errors, misplaced modifiers, and the 1jke. The first mode-

specific subscala, sequence/coherence, inc]udes criteria related to

" temporal order of events, their ]og1ca1 déyelopment and the continuity

w1th which they are deve]oped While the ériteria for this subscale focus

on the narrative aspects of the writing task, the criteria for the other

-'mode-specific, features, setting and characterization, focused more on the

s

descriptive aspects of the task.

’ v

Students essays (n = 228) were rated by three tra1ned readers for

each of the features on the narrat1ve/descr1ptlve scale. All the readers

lwere h1gh school English teachers; all had pr1or expea1ence in holistic

3

rating. Approx1mate1§/two days were spent tnaining the readers and another
one and one=half days were- required to read and rate the essays.
Prior to the training and rating sessions, all identifying info?mation

was removed from tﬁe students’ essays and ‘each papér was assigned a, code

number. A1l the essays were then typed to facilitate rapid reading and to

remove the confounding effects of handwri®*'ng. No corrections of any kind

were ‘made onithe typewritten versions: They were'dup]icatesﬁ}f the hand-
'

written essays in every respect. In addition to the 228"samp1e essays, 140

extra essays were prepared in a similar manner for use in rater training
. . . .

-

and in calculating inter-rater reliability.

-

, Both days of rater training were full-day sessions. ~The morning of
the first day wis spent reading, discussing, and applying the rating scale
te specially selected training essays -chosen to represent the range of

essays in the sample. A procedure was followed in which the readers rated
’ *

one, two, or three essays individually and then discussed their ratings.,

-

During the discussions discrepant ratings were examined; elements on the

. V-
. scale and the terms used to describe them were clarified. A first inter- -

- -

. : ' 8
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rater reliability check was conducted Hdring the afternoon. A,three-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) w;s used to calculate, inter-rater reliability
for the ratings assiéned to 46 essays (two essays writ@en by each, of 20
students) read over a one and one~half hour period. The three factors in
the ana]ysis'were‘;ubjects, tbpics, and raters: A mixed model was employed
in which subjects and raters‘were random factors and. topics were fixed.

The second day’ of training Qas spent discussing, refining, and apply-
ing the subsca]éé fow which the initial reliability coefficients had been
considerably pg]ow the .Bdiﬁeve] for average ratings chosen as the tesf of
accepé%bi]ity.' The rating of the 228 essays.beggn when the inter-rater
reliability coeffic;ents for each thsca]e had increased and were greater

than . 80.

The essays were placed in a different random order for each rgter SO

1

that the likelihood of all readers rating the same essay at the same point -

s . [ . .
in time was, reduced. However, a common group of essays was included in

each reader's stack of papers so that another reliability check could be

conducted.

The.ffna] inter-rater reliability for the”228 essays was guite high,
with average ratings of .88 and .89 and single'ratings of .72 and .74. The
total score reliabilities were .94 (average ratings) and .87 (single
ratings). )

On the average, student performance was not high or low on any one
subscale. Furthermore, the mean performancé of students in classes desig-
nated as aboVe'average was consistently higher than the mean performance of
students in average and Lelow aderage c]asses: The meaﬁ_perfOrmance of

average level students was, in turn, consistently higher than the mean

performance of students in below average classes. In all cases writing
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total writing score in each.classroom.

Data Analysis and Results

performance was measured by total writing score for each student or mean

14

A

( .

A

[}
L] .

two-stage data unalysis was performed to examine the ré]ationshibs

between students' and teachers' reports on classroom use of instructional

variables and the. quality of student wiiting samples.

In the first stage of the aﬁ%lysis, descriptive statistics were per-

formed

research qyestions addressed were:

1.

2.

»

on* the data from fhe teacﬁec and student questionnaires. The
How are selected instructional variables employed in the composi-
, tion classroom: (a) as reported by students? (b) as reported by

teachers? . ’ v

-

© Are' intended instructional ‘)outcomes communicated ~ to
. students? ) ) D)

©  How do teachers allocate %n;t;;ctional time to wrif?hq\\
\ activities, modes of discourse, and specific writing skills?

. .

. © yhat kind and how much opportunity for writing pract%ce is

provided? o ' :

© ' What is the time interval for feedback, what form does it
take, and ﬁow instructive is the feedback provicded students?

What expectations do -teachers have concerning students' writing

performance? o .
* t

In the second stage of the amalysis, a series of multiple regressions-

was performed to examine the re]qtionships among reported use of the inde- .

»

pendz2nt variables and student writing performance. The research questions

Y

addressed were:

. 10
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1. What is the relationship between students‘ writing,berformance

-~

and use of the four instructional variables: (a) as reported by

students? (b) as reported by teachers? ¢

2. What is the relationship’ between students’ writing perform-

ance, use of the four instructional variahles, and teachers'

-

expectations?

~ s

Results of the descriptiv? analysis of the duest%dnnaire data provide
a rich base of information concerning instructional préctices in the 19
classes in the sample. } -

According to the teachers and students iﬁ these classes, the intended
1nstruct1ona] outcomes in the majority of the classrooms were: éo write
complete and grgmmat1ca]]y correct sentences; to write we]]-Oﬁganized
essays; to include supporting detail in essays; to use a consistent poipt
of view %“ writing; to follow accepted sta;pards of usage; and to expre;s
idea§ in'an original way. Students in above average level classes were
most in copcert wi;h their teachers regarding the ing;ructional outcomes in

-

their classrooms.

Witﬁ respect to the classrcom activities designed to achieve thece

outcomes, teachers and students in the majority of the classrooms agreed
that aétivities‘wére prewriting discussion, ip-c]ass writing, composition
analysis, rgading literature, and listening to formal lectures by the
teacher. The first three activities are recommended -in the course's

s

curriculum guide. \

N

The guide a]so suggests that teachers spend approx1mate1y equa] time
dur1ng the semester on each of the four writing domains specified 1n the

curricu]um. In fact, eight of the teachers in the sample indicated they

-n
-

11
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divided their available 1nstruct1ona] time equally among the four domains.

The majority of these teachers taught above average classes.

With respect to the type q¢f assignments. completed, the majority of the’

teachers and their students//éafeed that teachers offered one-to-five
assignments for narratiQ;{ descriptive, expository; énﬁ argumentative
writing over ‘the semsster. Also, more than half of the students indicated
they had written one-to-five short stories Jﬁriﬁg the course of the
semester. Teachers of average level classes assigned msre grammar ‘exer-
cises than their counterparts in above average c]asses; while this ]attér
group assigned more researsh papers and mu?ti-ﬁaragraph essays.

As might be expected, all the students in‘the sample wrote in class

more frequently than at home. Teachers of above average classes, however,

had their students engage in writing activities more often, both a home

and in class, than did average level teachers. Moreover, the in-class

essays of above average students were longer than those required of average
level students.

Above average class teachers also spent more ,time in individual con-
ferences with students and provide& more specific rules and suggestions for
improvement in the written comments on students' ‘papers. Less than %a]f of

the teachers of average classes had individual conferences with the1r

students to discuss an assignment. They also wrote fewer d1rect1ve-

o

comments on students' papers and, as might be expected, had a faster

.turnaround time for corrected papers.

In’an analysis of the comments on previously graded papers provided by
the teathers, the comments on over one quarter of the sets were rated as
highly directive since they included specific rules and suggestions for

students. The majority of these papers were from above average level

12
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classes. Slightly less than one quarter of the sets provided specific
indications of.strengths and weakness but failed to suggest specific stra-
tegies to improve the paper. A similar percentage contained no comments;
and the comments on the remaining papers, nearly one guarter of the total,
were too general to be of any instructive value and contained only general
remarks about thg paper.

In addition, teachers reported they attended to content and mechanics
or organization and mechanics when they corrected students' papers. As
might be expected, the analysis of both the interlinear notations and
commehts on the sets of previously graded papeés showed that more notations
pertained to mechanics.

The results of the descriptive analysis indicate that import;nt dif-
ferences may exist in instruction between competency levels. The pattern
of instruction in above average‘ level classes seemed to rely upon and

extend students' initial writing skills. Students wrote more often, wrote

longer essays, had more individual conferences with their teachers, and

received more instructive feedback than did students in average level
classes. Not only did teachers of average level classes make shorter
assignments, these included more grammar practice. Grammar exercises are
de-emphasized in above average classes. _Thus, the data suggest that these
teachers teach to the competency level of their classes. More competent
classes ;eceive more demanding instruction; less is expected and asked of
]esg competent groups. Indeed, teachers' expectations concerning the
amount of improvement in students' writing performance over the semester

is positively and significantly correlated with the school-designated

competency or tracking level of the classes.

13
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The powerful influence of tracking level on student performance was
more apparent in the regréssion analyses performed. Results of the
multiple regressions based on students' reports, teachers' reports, and the
discrepency between the perceptions of both gro;ps indicated‘that, for the
variables examined iq this study, classroom tracking level is the Eing]e
significant variable related to students’ writing performance. Thus the
analyses revealed no relationship between reported instructional practices
and students' performance, despite the findings that such practices tend to
vary for classes in different tracking levels.

These results may derive from ]imitati&ns in the design and scope of
the study and from additional constraints imposed by the curriculum itself.
Nevertheless, théy inform fu}ther research and invite secondary analysis.

Because of ’the exploratory nature of this study, the sample size,
using the classroom as tﬁe unit of analysis, was extremely small (n = 19).
When the sample was further subdivided into tracking levels, numbers were
even smaller: average classes, n = 11; above average classes, n = 6; below
average classes, n = 2. Within the limitations of the sample size, it was
impossible to examine the relationship between total writing score or
subscale scores and instruction due to the correlation between instruction
and tracking level.

An additional constraint whiqh may have hampered the discovery of
significant. relationships 1lies in the curriculum itself. This course is
only a semester long, ard yet the curriculum requires instruction in each
of four writing modes. As reported in the findings above, teachers do in
fact provide instruction in a]]‘four modes. Furthermore, there is some
indication that the course is more cf a survey of different writing domains

than extensive drill. For example, the curriculum recommends that

14
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a minin‘]u;n of three assignmenis be completed in each of the four domains
over the semester. Given. that the mission of this cours'e is t’o provide
students with basic writing competencies if they have not mastered these in
previous classes, this number’ appears to be quité conservative.” The
results showed that teachers provided a moderate amoun‘e.of writing practice
and moderate number c;f writing assignments in contrast to the more inten-
sive instruction that might be expected in a comfaosition course of this
nature. Perbaps ]irln'ting the curriculum to fewer modes of discourse or
ex'panding the course length to one full year to accommodat;a ;ﬂ] ,four modes
would strengthen instructional effects. Futu;'e studies under such condi-
tions .might uncover relationships that were too weak to appear in the
présent study. o

Despite these ]imitaiions, other methodological features of the study
appear to be prom}sing strategies for studies of this type. First,\ the
collaborative reports of teachers and students provided a reasonable
indicator of instructional practices. Teachers and students, especially
those in above average classes, were in considerable agreement, and the
collection of survey data from both of these groups seems feasible and
practical, especially at the senior high level Future work might make use
of more frequent surveys thrc;u'ghout the semester to prevent honest inaccu-
racies in recalling information over a long period of time. Studies should
aiso include direct observation of classrooms. Observation of ongoing
classrook interactions and instructional processes wouid allow more precise
description of instruction and corroboration of questionnaire data.

A second *promi;ing strategy included in this study which could be

incoporated into future work was the examination of teachers' naturally

occurring comments as a way to qualify their - self-report data. Other

15 "
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' e procedures of qualifying the data provided in this type of study should be
.éxamined as weld. o

Another product of the study which can be applied in other research

studies is the narrative/des&riptivg analytib rating scale developed for

the study. - Experienged readers with a minimal amount of training can

achieve highly re]iable“ratings using this scalé. Moreover, it appears to

"be a valid measure of %riting performance given the high correlation

between tracking level and the mej; total-writing score of students in a

particular classroom.
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Sequence/Coherence--criteria for-rating:

NARRATIVE/DESCRIPTIVE RATING SCALE

-1 point

2 points

3 points

4 points

P

There is.no clear temporal (chronological) order to‘the
events in the narrative. The reader is not sure which
event comes first or fo11ows any other evgnt. 1In fact a
sedugnce may not be re]gted at all. The paper®may be
purely expository or de;criptive. ' ‘
There is a noticeable beginning and end although the
temporal order of events may not be clear. * Events are
merely listed rather than pﬁogre§sive1y and ]ogica11y ’

related to each other. Sentences and paragraphs. are

.

- poorly tied together. There are lapses in coherence; or;

if transitions are used, they ﬁay be used incorrectly d%

repetitiously.

.The temporal order of events is clear. Transitiens are .

'used correctly. The paper has continuity and there is a

clear progression of ideas, althougﬁ there may be minor

¥

lapses in mot1vat10n and loglc ’ ¢ L

This paper has all the elements of a "3" paper, with the
addition of a sense of control frqm beginning_to end. Ihg
sequenting o% events is 50 ;el} doﬁe that the reader has a
sense of movement. There is a Ioéﬁcal progress#on:of
jdeas. Transitions may be eipér;]y used and movement
facilitated by-‘a varie?y of tranéit{ons. ‘The paper is

often interesting, original and.may include conflict,




R}

II. Setting--criteria for rating: -

' , .
" | | 1 point jl’he setting of the narrative is not clear to the reader ‘
PO " because: (D the'writer does not specify where er when ‘
, the action is taking 'place; (2) the reader is unable to
infer the setting from the information included in the !

harrative. The setting is so vague, general and unspeci-

) fiﬁ that the reader has no image of time or place.

2 ppints . The setting of the narrative is ahbarént to the reader. = ’//
‘ The actual place or time is stated or inferred, but there - //(
_is little or no elaboration. ?/ ' : . ///

3 points The reader has a clear understanding of setting. Tﬁe //'

setting is more explicitly stated than in a "2" paper.

e ‘ Details may relate to geographic locatidn, time period/ or
. . . \ \ . )
‘ ' . general environment through which the characters mové.,
' . 4 points  This paper includes all the elements of a "3" papér, with

ya
the addition of excellent use of detail. The-writer uses
hi

, specific detail to describe the setting: The setting is

4 -

&' o so developed that it seems to give the events a "real"
place in which to happen. The setting is an important

>

component in furthering the narrative.

III1. Characterization--criteria for rating:

1 point Characters are not identified or only barely identified:- !

by name, noun, pronbun or there may be one or mdre adjec-

tives which act 1ike labels. However, there is no con-

‘ ¢ . scious attempt to develop the characters through their
' /
speech, actions, reactions to other characters or other
characters' reactions to them.
Qo A 19
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2 poifits”  Compared to a "1" paper, this narrative includes icre

information "about one or more characters but this informa-

tion s not elaborated. Detai{; may only be 1listed, not

N R
developed. Characters are not clearly established.

3 points Detail, interpretative comments, specific actions and

6‘-

reactions-of the characters may be included. One or mote

of ,the characters may be a :tere&type. Character is

- . established and a specific direction for development is
indicated. )
¢

|

4 points One or more of the characters in the narrative may emerge

- as a unique, attention-get;ing person. A specific char- N j

' . actep+s well-developed through dialogue, action, reac- 1

2 &\v1ﬁ2:§’:o other characters, or by descriptions and/or ‘
_interp;étations of the character's appearence, feelings,

or thougl.ts.

2y

IV. Sentence §lructure/Diction-~criteria for rating:

1 pointv Sentences are garbled, incomplete. Numerous structural

\

problems interfere with the reader's comprehension. The
sentences are not coherent; words are merely strung
together. Monosyllabic words are used and the vocabulary
is childish.

Z/B%Gnts Sentences may be short and choppy or run-on: There may

be ffagments and comma sp]ices.' Word choice is limited.

&

Words may be used incorrectly, repetitiously and

inaccurately.
/

3 poihts The sentences read without noticeable breaks and_there is

variety in sentence structure. There may be some sentence
* ‘ ’
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—errors-but the paper is fluent. Werd choice is exact and
appropriage although uninspired. There may be several

cliches and overworked expressions. ‘The paper may be
’
© o« L
' stilted or inflated. '

4 points The paper has mg;ure sentences making it easy and pleasing

to read: ;@\;s marked by sirong and precise diction.\\\_

o . . Yo &P - »
Vivid descriptive words wh?qh suit the writer's purpose
: # (w. e
J‘t

are usedn

Grammar/Spelling=-criteria for ratipg: -

_ 4 points  Thi

\

"1 point  There are numerous g?a atical errors (e.g., agreement,

! pronoun reference, migplaced modifiers, tense shift,
punctuation) which i terfene with the paper's readabilify

The writer seems t have no grasp of basic spelling ru]es

2 points This paper is readable a]though\fhe grammatical errors are

-

distracting. ere are several spelling errors in common

words.

3 points The paper i5 basically competent. Errors are noticeable
bﬁt they /o not interfere with the writer's message.
pellifig errors occur in words that are harder t6 spell.
paper has very few or no grammatical or spelling
rors. The errors that remain make Tittle d&fference to

the reader; they are editorial problems anézslips.
- ’ - P,
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. ’ _ . ABSTRACT

,
As demand increases for competeqcyibased tests of studentsﬁxéasiC‘
adacemic skills, additional reqdiréments %8r<measure§ of writing profi-
ciency also have surfaced. The need today is for measures of writing that
-not only are tébhnically sound, but which also serve as meaningful,
effjciént indifators of c&éaf]y defined writing competencies. JAddition-

ally, the de%and is for measures that carry clear implications for

instructi'snal planning. ST,
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MEASURES OF. HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS' EXPOSITORY WRITING: -
'DIRECT AND INDIRECT STRATEGIES

v

As -demand increases for competency-based tests Ef students’ basic
academic skills, additional }équirements for measures of writing orofi-
ciedqy also have surfaced. The need today is for measures of writing

: .

that not only are technica]]j souﬁd, but which also serve as meaningful, ’
efficient. indicatﬁrs- of clearly defined writing competencies. Addi- .
" tionally, the demand i; for méasd€gs that carry clear imp{itations fér :
instrucu?na] f)'la‘nmng.' S o ' @ ..
* The present study- was undertﬁken”in ap effort to examine relation-
ships among writing assessment strategies which are potentially respon-
sive 'to requfrements .of competeqcy-based testing. Three a]ternaié
strategies to measure secondary students’ expository writing we;é
deve1oped: and ?dminiétered. Two of the strategies, direct: measures,
involved collecting and réting students' uriting samples. Thg Histiqc-
tion between the direct méasure strategies lay in the re;pﬁnse criteria
by wh;’ch' the samples were judged. One form of criteria, an Analytic
rating‘scale, required raters to assign scores to six different cﬁap-
acteristics of the writing samples. The other form of critéria, an
Impressionistic ratjng\scale, ;ﬁeldéd a fingle score on the quality of
each essay as an gxample of exposition.: The third strategy, an indirect
méasure, was an“~objective test of writing-related competencies derived

-

from the Analytic.rating scale. ' .




*

Background

P

The measurement. of writing and wr1t1ng related competencies his-
torrtéiiy has presented unique technical and validation problems. From
pioneer. assessment efforts to current ;omposition tests, measurement
experts haVeleontended with such recurring problems as f]uctqating test
reliability, imp]émentation of efficient scoring procedures, and examin-
ing the validity of indirect, i.e., objective, measures of writing.

In recent years, additional requ1rements for measures of writing

-

have arisen along w1th increasing demand for conpetency~based tests of

basic skills. Th1s situation has prompted renewed attent1on to a funda-

mental concern in writfiy assessment: How to identify and define measure-

.ment tasks that.-will serve as efficient and instructionally meaningful

indicaters of writing compétence.. Identifying test tasks (or items) to
measure a do;%in of learning is, of .course, an intellectually difficult
aspect of compeiency-based assessment, especfally for complex beﬂaviors
such as th;zpr?duction of written discourse. Millman's (1974) agseﬁtion
that a performance domain should be defined ". . . by those facets and

elements that make a difference in how the learner responds” leads

naturally to the question, what facets make a difference? . '

The Response Criteria Issue

In the measurement of writing gki]]s, one "facet". that clearly
makes a difference is the criteria .by which writing samples are judged.‘
Although a variety of guided écoring procedures for softing or fanking
written pieces currently are in use, most can be classified as either

"anglytic“ or "holistic.”

N




Analytic scoring procedures prefume that a piece of writing can be

" viewed as cbnsisting of component; but not necessarily independent,

parts which are worthy of individual scrutiny. The procedures require
raters fo a§sign points to‘each of several specified aspects of a compo-
sition and yield an estimate of overall quality of the writfng product,
as well as sub~séore; on separate elements of the writing sample.
Analytic rating ﬁﬁocedures -aptly meet the requirements of competency-
based assessment programs which call for information on specific skill
strengths and deficits.

In conérast, holistic rating procedures' assume th t.". . . each-
factor-that\makes up writing skill is reTated to all other\factors and

that one factor cannot be easily separated from others" (0ffise of the

Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schools, 1977). Under holistic

‘procedures, raters ‘assign a single value to a piece of writing. A

speci%ic type of holistic procedure, impressionistic rating scales, also
requires assignment of a single value to a written product. Unlike most
holistic approaches, impressionistic scales- involve only a minimal
rubric to guide the judgments o% raters. The apparent advantage of
ho{istic faiing procedures in general, and impressionistic scales in
pérticular, is that they tend to be -an efficient and reliable direct
measure of writing Egrformance. The drawback is the lack of precise
information on the attributes of writing to whféh raters attend. Whether

analytic and holistic procedures provide substantially comparable esti-

mates of writing competence is an important question, especially within

* the context of competency-based assessment.

——
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The Response Mode Issue

Another "facet" in the measurement of writing skills is the form of

_response elicited from examinees. Indeed, an important issue in writing

-assessment centers on the relative merits of two contending response

modes: production ot a piece of writing, i.e., "writing samples,” and
selecting a response “from among given alternatives, i.e., "objective"
tests of writing.

That there is any question regarding the most appropriate approach
for assessing composition skills at first may appear puzzling. Clearly,
writing samples :epresent a direct measure of writing performance and
therefore pos;ess Rﬁiﬁ; fazie validity. This, in fact, is the principal
argument supplied by proponents of writing samples as a means of composi-
tion assessment. Those who favor more indirect methods, i.e., objective
tests, however, have pointed to the usual unreliability of writing
samples, notably the difficulty of ensuring reliable scoring procedures

and the tendency of a w-iter's performance to fluctuate in quality over

time and task. Problems of unreliability in writing samplgjﬁpave been

the subject of recent research which has resuited in promising procedures

aimed at enhancing measurement reliability. Nonecheless, a clear advan-

tage of objective methods of qssessment is the efficiency with which the

measures can be administered and scored, an economy of special imporfance
when sizabie aggregates of students are to be tested. )

Arguments of effi%ipncy, though, have failed to impress many profes-
sionals in the discipline of English, who have voiced concern over the
inherent lack of content validity of indirect approaches. In response
to such cbjections, proponents of indirect measures have‘cited findings

from studies (e.g., Godshalk et a ., 1966) which reveal statistically
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significant correlations between performanze on objective tests of
writing and performance'or_m actual writing samples.

The 1limitation of many corre\]ational and predictive studies of
ob'jective tests of writing for compétenc_y-based assessment, however,
centers on the criterion against which the items are validated, notably
the use of holistic scoring procedures to rate the criterion essa_y‘;s.
Recall that‘holistic scoring results in a single score on.the overall
quality of an essay: separate scores on different characteristics of an
essay are not provided. Conseguently, nro inferens:es can be dirawn about
possible relationships -between the classes of skill tappéd by objectve
items. and the classes of skiil exhibited in the .;:riterion essay. At
best, ;ne can conclude that various cémbinatiorg of skill measured b_y,
of)jective items are related in some unspecified fashion to actual writing
perfof‘mance. What appgar; to be needed is information on the relation-

ships between well-defined classes of objective items and equally well-

defined writing production measures.

Method K

Subjects, 128 eleventh asnd twelfth grade students in six English
classes in the Los Angeles area, were randomly assigned within each
class to treatment groups ¢etermined by the order inwwhich the measures
were administered. Table 1 depicts ‘the three measurement strategies.
Each subject wrote two essays of at least 200 words on topics designed
to elicit expository writing and completed an objective test of writing-
related competencies. Two raters were trained to employ an 4Ana1yt1’c
rati[hg scale and two to use an impressiom‘stic rating scale. The writing

! .
samples were scored by both rater pairs, resulting in four total scores

b
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a
for each sample. Final study reliability of ratings on “the Analytic

total scale was .90, with rater reliabilities for the six Analytic sub-
scales ranging from .84 to .95. Rater reliability for the Impressionistic

scale waé .87.

Measu}es ’

The direc’ measure writing task emp]oyéd in the study consisted of
two major components: the writing topics (and directions) and two:forms
of rating criteria. The- topicg, designed to"e]icit 1ike-samples of
student writing, were intended to promote writing within the discourse
domain of expoijtion, that is writing ". . . that explains or clarifies a
subject" {Brooks & Warren, 1561). Task attributes guiding development of
the topics included discourse mode, fyetorica] purpose, content limits,
and intended audience. |

One form of rating criteria, the Analytic scale, wés designed to
reflect sta£;~of-;he~art pedagogical precepts and practice in cgmg&si-
tion. tlements on the scale were derived from an analysis of conven-
tionailly recognizéd structure features of exp siticn as indicated in
curriculum guides and textbooks at the secondary level. The final ver-
sion of the Analytic scale yielded scores on six subscales corresponding
to the following e]eménts of w~iting: essay focus {main idea), organiza-
tion, development, support, paragraphing, mechanics. The range of points
fo# éagh of the Analytic subéﬁa]es was four (high) to one (low). The
rating rubric contained descriptions of eésay characteristics for each of

the four levels for all six subscales. Table 2 presents an abbreviated

version of the Analytic scale.




?

. e s £ s s s . )
The second form of response criteria, the Impressionistic rating

scale, required raters to make a Jjudgment regarding the overall ‘quality - B

of each writing s;%ple as an example of effective exposition. The rating

N

. rubric directed raters to assign each essay a single numerical score by

emp]oyiné a six-point scale, with six_.(high) and one (low). 2#In addition
P \

- to the scale, the rubric contained several definitions out]ininﬁ prominent

conventionally recognized features of exposition.

Additionally, an iﬁdirect measure, a 37-item multiple-choice test,
was developed to measure ski]}s nresumably related to acthal production
of expository writing. The‘skills covered in-th; test ;:j}\igentified
through two related analyses. The first analysis consisted of a review
of expository writing skills freqﬁentlx emphasized in secondary composi-
tion curricu];\ahd instructional materials for which selected-response
type practice was provided. For exampie, a typical exercise required
;tudents to sidentify from a list those details which either do or do not
support a given generalization. The skills identified through the review
were theﬁ arrayed against_e]embnts listed in the Analytic rating scale in
order to dét%rmine whiga\skills were conceptually analogous to the rating
scale elements. -

,The final version of “the Objective measure éontaineq a subtest for
each of the following Analytic scale elements: - focus (main idea),
development, organiza?{dn, support, paragraphing. Each. of the five

subtests contained five simi]:;;ijfiat items which were generated accord-

ing to a set of test ﬁtem specifitations. Objectives for the subtests

are presented in Tabla 3. The method by which items for a sixth subtest

were generated was different from that of the first five subtests.

. <80
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Unlike the stimulus passages of _the fif;t five gubtésts, which were
ggnerated specifically for tﬁé obje;tive test, the passages in subtest
six were_drawh from actual samples Af students' writing. The passages "’
selected exhibited one or more of the? sevgra] types of errors, e.g.,
failure tolstate or imply the main ide;, lack;of supporting statements.
Each passage was followed by four items directing the student to identify

the statement(s) which exhibited a specified category of error.
Summary of Findings

ﬁelationshig§7Among Analytic Scale

and Impressionistic Scale Scores

4 .

Correlations among scores from the two rating’scales are presenced
in Table 4. As shown, scores on the six subscales comprising the Analytic
scale proved to be highly relateh? with corfe]ations rangiho from .69 to
.90. CorreIation§'between subscale scares and the Analytic scale tgta]
scores ranged from .82 to .96.

v

The cerrelation between the Impressionistic scale scores and Analytic

_'total scale scores (.81) indicated a strang assdciation between the two

rating strategies. The association extended to rélationships bet.een the
six Analytic subscales and Impressionistic >rqtings,‘ with correlations
ranging from .65 to .80.

To further examine the relationship between Impressionistic and

Analytic scores, Impressionistic scores were regressed on the six Analytic

subscales, which jointly accounted for approximately 75% of the variation

Py 3 -
(F = 53.936, df = 6,105, p .01) in Impressionistic scores. Twa,_Analytic

t 4

subscales, Mechanics (F = 30.789) and Support (F = 18.365), proved to be
significant predictor§ to Impressicnistic scale scores in the model with
all six subscales (see Attachment 7).

v
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The relatively strong associations among the Ana]yfic subscales
suggested that the relative importance of the subscales as predictors
may be masked in the regressiﬁn analyses. To eéxamine this, a new compo-

site variable, Structure, whith was compr1sed of }he sum of scores on
/

- four Analytic subsca]es (0rgan1zat1on Focus, Paragraph1ng, Development).

was entered into :he ‘equation. The combinatich of the three subscales
Mechanics, Support, and Structure accounted-for 74% of the variation in
Impressionistic scale subscores (F = 105.15§, df =°3,108, p .01).
Again, Suppor@ (F = 28.502) and Mechanics (F =\31.468) emergedxés sig-

nificant predictors to Impréssionistiq scores (see Table 5).

-

Relationships Among Rating Scale _ ) .
Scores and the Objective Measure ’

The correlation between ‘the Objective measure total scofes and the

--Analytic scale total scores was .61, while the correlaticn with Impres-

sionistic scores was .65 (see Table 6). Correlations between the
, B
six Objective subtest scores and totdl scores on the two rating scales

'ranged from .55 to .23.

To examine the predictive relationship between the Objective mea-
sure and the two rating scales. the Impressionistic and Analytic scala
total scores were independently regressed on the six major Objective

subtests (see Table 7). Results of the regression analyses for the

Impressionistic scale (F = 12.853,- df = 6,92, ‘p .01)_ and for the’

. Amalytic scale (F = 10.338, df =6,92, p .01) indicated that the six

Objective .subtests jointly accounted for approximately 46% of the vari-

ation in Impressionistic scale scores aad for approximately 40% of the

variation in Analytic.scale scores. Two PbJect1ve subtests, Paragraphing
(Subtest 4) and Paragriaph Analysis (Subtest 6), proved to be significant

predictors to both Impressionistic and Anaiyt1c scale total scores.




In an additiona: ;s.eries of ana]ysesl Analytic subsca]es‘_}were

i
regressed on Analogous groups of Objective items.’ These calcutations

(reported in Table 8) resu]ted in s1gmf1cant F‘ratios for "eignt

" of the nine groups of Objective items.

P

- Discussion

An 1nterest1ng finding to emerge from the study concerned the

pattern of strong relationships across the Analytic subscales. On the

o,

basis of these data alone, it is tempting to infer that the Analytic
. %

scale lactua]]y tapped a single unitary dimension of writing. Such an

inference, however, ovérlooks an important facet of the writing task

5

. which may have affectedthe results--the writing topl’c and directions.

The topics and d1rect1ons of the study were spec1f1ca]1y designed

to eh'::\%t wr1t1ng develop-1 through a ]og1ca]1y arranged structure of
/

generalizations 'supportea by specifics. Directions accompanying the

topics prompted stulents in the following way:

Remember, the purpose of your essay is to give an informative
explanation...Back up your ideas with specific support, such as
examples, facts, and oiner details. Make sure your essay is
well-organized. . t
As anticipated, the topics and directions promoted unifermity in the
rhetorical structures of the majority of sttfdents"writing samp]es, of
course, with varying degrees in quality of execut'ion Whetner diffe~
rential stbscale scores will emerge when wrlung samp]es display more
varied structural patterns is an area worthy of additional “inguiry.
~Jt is also possible that ‘Impressionisti¢ rating score. were indi~

»

rectly a result of the re]atjve uniformity of the structural character-

4

istics of the essays. Once Impressionistic raters became habituated to

the structur{a% patterns of the -majority of writing samples (through

10
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practice and training), they may have attended to a few prominent fea-
tures--other thah structure--which most noticeably discriminated among
‘the essays.

The preceding notion is sup;orted by the emergence of the two
Analytic subsca]es; Mechanics and Support, as predictors to Impression-
istic ragings. Judgménts regar&ing‘a‘writer's command over mechanical.
aspects of writing can be made independently of the overall structure of '
a written productz‘*Simiiarly,juj;ménts ‘regarding aqeéuacy of supﬁort
for generalizations embedded within an essay can' be made without refer-

" ence to the overall structure of a written piece. Given the relative
conformity of structural patterns of the students' esséys,‘Ana]ytic and
Impressionistic iaters may have inadvertently attended to two readily
discernible, and thus discriminating, features of the writing samples:
mechanics and support:

This interpfetation of statistical re}ations between the two rating
strategies is not meant to imply that the discourse domain of~expo§ition

. corsists exclusively of two components, mechanics apd support. The high
correlations between Ana]yfic scores and Impressionigtic scores suggest
that the Analytic subsca1e§ did;*in fact, rep}esent regognizable, if not

y, necessarily indépendent, features of exposition. A pRovocative issue

'g.presents it;;1f:h Was’the relative lack of independence among the Analy-

. tic subsca1;;~-and the high correlation with Impressionistic scores--a

function of the homogeneity of stud?nt respor.ses? Or, are features df
writing surh as development, organization, and main iaea actually
inseparab]é for purposes of rating?

'Not too surprising weré findings which revealed méderately positive

relationships between Objective measure scores and those y?b!ded by the

11




two essay rating strategies. The positive relationship was expected, as
the Objective items were designed to assess, at the levels of recogm’tion

L]

and discrimination, those categories of skill }easured by‘ ‘the rating
strategies._ at the level of production. .‘Moreover, previous studies have
demonstrated that reasonably well-desighed obljective tests —of writiny
invariably correlate with scores on writing sa‘mples, a,phenomenor; ‘which,
commohsensica]iy,' can be accounted for by the global constructs of

language (reading) ability or verbal aptitude.

Of more compelling interest to competency-based test deve]opers

'Y

were the patterns of student performance on 'the OBJective measure.
Given that reading ability was h'ke]y to affect test"perforn; nce, the
majority of items were developed \:/Rh\f.h\e aim of minimizing readmg
Bdifficu]ty, e.g., avoiding comp]ex constructw'xs, abstract content
advanced. vocabulary. In fact most of the 1tems were designed to require
students to make discmmnatJ\ons among individual sentenceé, rather thanu
sentences embedded within prose passages. . R

The-re’lative]y high mean ’performance {see Tabie 9) of students
on i:tems requiring discrimination atnong 'fndividuél, sentences suggested
that omany: of the students possessed the writing-}‘elated eompetencies
being measured, such as selecting details to support gen?raiizations
arranging gwe‘n 'ldEdS in a log1ca1 orderf! choos1ng statements to deve]pp
a given main idea. For many lower- ab1fhty students (as indicated by
teaciier ratings), though, these competencies .were not expressed when
“stimulus competition wi'thiq the task (e.g., number of words ‘and sen-
tences,; sentepce structure) was ipcreasetl. X

Especially wor‘th.y‘;y(s consideration a're‘ properties of items within
the two subtests (Su.tests 4 and 6) which proved to be significant

'
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predictors to the essay-rating t&ta] scores. Both of these subtests
required students to make discriminations among statements embedded
within prose passages. Here ggain, the construct of verbal (or reading)
ability 1is a convenient, 'but\ pardl& satisfying, explanation tor g
statistic?1 artifact.

The preceding discussion has highlighted some of fhe technical
problems and issues associated with the measurement of writing and
writing-related skills, but what about préftical implications? Findings
i;djcated “that the two rating scales providéd essentially comparable

estimates of writing competence. By definition, anglytic scales, suth

. as the one employed, have a greater potential than imﬁreséionistic (or

ERIC -

IR

.

hol1st1c) sca]es to paint a clear p1cture nf students' writing strengths

and def1c1ts As expected, the time requ1red to train Analytic raters

.and to analytically rate the essays was_slightly greater than the time

réquired for Impressionistic proéedures (approximately six hours). The
expense, howevet, is limelywto be outweighed‘by the'usefu}ne;s of the
informatian yielded by analytic proce@ures. The explicit nature of
ana1yt|c scales provides 1nstruct1ona] dec1s1on makers and students with
clear’ 1nformat1on on the domain of learning be1ng measured Such infor-
mation is 1ike?y to enhance dialogue among teachers, students, and

administrators on the status of student.writing and may serve as a basis

for instructional p]ann1ng, diagnosis, and remediation.

-~
M L

" The contribution of indirect measures of writing, however, raisvs a

varjety of issugs regarding further study. One of the most basic issues
{

-

centers on the nature of the relationship betweeq- direct and indirect

meastirement strategies. As demonstrated: in phé presént study, as well

as others, there exists an array of selected response tasks (beyond

[




‘those measuring sentence level skills and writing mechanicé) which are
conceptually and sfgtistica11y associated with writing production. If
sg]ected response tasks are to be useful within the context of competency-
based measurement, though, test developers must employ test items which
_are pqs{tive1y related to instructional efforts.

Eighteen years ago, Richard Braddock characterized.'research on
composition .as “". . . laced with dreams, prejudices, and makeshift

operations" (Braddotk et al., 1963). It probably is fair to say that

the "state’ of cozééiition research has advanced, even accelerated, in

i}

recent years. This may be,due in large part to growing acceptance éf a
resear;h paradim which views measurement and instruction as cqmpiemen-
tary pursuits. A continuing'cha1]engé to test developers, then, is to
identify measurement tasks whtch, when practiced under appropriate
instructional cenditions, are 1likely to pro;Bte, not simply predict,

‘aéquisition of writing production skills.

Iy
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) TABLE 1
Measurement Strategies
N : & .
- T_ype ‘of Strategy' . ' . )

Direct Heasure of Nntmg

Indirect Measure of Writing

1. Writing samples -judged by

.. Analytic. scoring criteria.

2. Writing samples judged by
- Impressionistic scormg

3. Ob:;ectwe items reqmrmg-' )

students to discriminate
among given passages of
untten drscourse. ST
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‘o

2. Essay Deve?ogg' at: A1l major subtopics (“main points”) elearly
" relats to the main idea of the whole essay. ) o

5.

. 6.

"TBLE2 .74

S

Analytic Rating Scale .(Abbre\'liated)

" THE ANALYTIC RATING SCALE

.. Amalytic Scale Elezents
‘r

Essay Focus: The introduction or conclusion 6F the essay clearly .
indicates the subject and main idea of tha whole essay.

Essay Organization: The main idea is developed according to a

. €learly discernibie method of organization.

kS

ngcraahir_wg:' The essay is composed of ona or mo}'e claarly discernibla
units of thought, e.g., pagagraphs. ;

Hachanits: The essay is free of intrusive machanical errors.

/7 ' .

# 19 T
. 290 “
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' Sugé rt: Generalizations and assertions are supported by specitic .
clear supporting statements. .
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” TABLE 2 (coa t )

Ana]yhc Ratmg Scale: Sample Rubric

ELEMENT 3

L, Essaz‘ Focus "b

. - - . . >

* : . . : A} : L. . '<‘~ .
The introduction (if deductively structurad} or conclusioa (if inductively
structurad) of tha essay claarly indicates the subject and main idea 'of
" the whole essay. - O ] o :

4. The 1ntroductmn {(and/or conclusion) of this paper clearly coaveys tha B -

oo ) .+ wain idea of the whole essay. It also limits the topic by a]er’ting
> : L thn readar to the xey pomts covered m, the _body of tne essay.. .

.

.Spectfica‘lly in the mtroductton (and/or conc!uswn) ‘ - . S,
.77 a. The subjdct of the essay is clearly identified. Lo
~_ -b. The main idea of tha whole essay is clearly stated or imp) ied. - - B N

, " € The tgpic is clearly limited. That is, key points (e.g., reasons,. -  ° =,
SN *  ideas) or major line(s) of reasoning treated in the essay are ’
'lden"xfied or swmamzed. ) o

§dea of the whole essay. It sets Timits on tha topic, but does not . L

. ‘ . 3. The mtroduction (and/or conclusion) of this paper conveys t{nafn
: c‘laeﬂy suggest how the main idea is developed.

R Spocxﬁcany, in the mtroductwn (and/or conclusion):
: a...The subjet:t of-the essay is clearly identified.
' b. The mam idea of the whole essay is clearly stated or mplied

) . €. An attempt is made to Vimit the topic. - That is, the number -~ or
' . type -~ of key points is spegified, but there is not clear vefer~ -
-~ " 7 ence to the substantwe issues treatad in tha body of the essay.

'2. ‘The intraduction (and/or conclusion) of this paper gives the rezdera - - e
f2irly clear sense of the main id2a of the whola esszy. However, R St
neither the introduction nor the conclusion help focus ~- or bring o R
direction to - the' body of the papar. i T A
Specificany, in the introduc..ion (and/or conclusion). . o

) a. The sudbject of the essay is identified. .

¢ _ b. The main idea of the whole essay is stated or ‘imp]ied.

c. No attempt is-mad= to limit the topic. . ..

)

.
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N ST TABLE 2 “(con't.)
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ELEMENT 1 (ccntinuad) ' | ¢
Essay Focus L

. . ‘ X .
v, 1. Neither the intwoduction nor the conclusion is helpiul to tha ¥eader S
in obtaining.any sense of the rain id2a of the essay. cow T

- I N o
- . - oo

N ! Spacifically, ir tha iatroduction {and/or conclusio

aks ) .
s a. Th2 sudjact oF tne essay is nol clearly identified or there is - R ‘X N
. . no reference to tha subject ) ) . . T
. R -~ AND/OR ' LT L R
. b. The main id=2a of the whole essay is not clearly stated or implied Lt
or ?o reference is made to the main idea, or the reference is cop- ) :
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1.
(5 items)

oI Objective 1 - 3
. (Siftemsj - S
- .. . - .paragraph expository essay and alternate statements ,that . - T

" 'to select the statement that most directly contributes to . -
. development of the given main idea. g
: \

ML Obfectivs o : . . R TE R ¢
(5 items) . - The student will be given a topic sentance for an expository . - - i
; .« paragraph and alternate statements that might be included in IR

Iv. " Objective I I "
(5 items) ; ; T

‘:v. ‘__

(5 items)

= ' e

.
PR - .y © Ames

Objective
. The student will be given a brief paragraph wbjc@ is lacking
. :either a topic or concluding sentence, and four alternate ~
- septences. SRR
. would serve as che most appropriate topic or concluding sen- IR

. the paragraph as supporting detail.

.._given topic sentence.

s to indicat
, +begins, i.e., where a new paragraph could

TRBLE 3

. Objective Measure Subtest Objectives (Abbrev{éted)
'%

Y

The student is to select.the seatence which >

teace, “i.e., a statement of the paragraph's main idea.

~ ¢

-~
The studenf will be given 2 main idea statement for a multi- -

might ‘be included in_the body of the essay. The student is

The student is to select L

the statement that does_not provide specifjc support for. the

-!-i.
., . . . . g . é-

The student will be given a series of five to six lettered .sen-

tences which express tyo distinct thoughts (i.e., sub topics) .. . .~

which are related to the same overall main idea.

there one complete thought ends and another . AN

™ - fe. el .

Objective - S . S SRR

The student will be given five sentencgs which could be inc]udeaJ%'?T;f

-~

in an-expositdPy essay: One statement’of the-essay's main idea;.
two "sub topic" ;sentences ("topic" oF “concjuding" sentences for

individual paragraphs within the essay); two supporting detai]s.'b:fii'

o

The sentences will be given in scrambled order.
to indicate a logical order for the sentences.

- - v

The student is - -~

«
. .
PR T

L R

t - . . e -
‘ .- = .

The student :-*J=i4fi

Togically. begin. ',;:-1;5;7

.t
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TABLE'S . . S
: SR - 5. -
N Regression of Impressionistic Scale on Analytic Scale : oy
3 ' . .
. - ' REGRESSION OF IMPRESSIONISTIC SCALE SCORES O3 -
’ ' SIX ANALYTIC SUBSCALES
Analytic ~ Unstandardized  Standard’ ~Stahdardized .
Subscales Coefficient Error of 8 Coefficient’ F T
Mechanics © -.585 - . .106 - - .424 30.789%
. Focus | 233 .147 .196 . 2.537 .

. Development .  .046 . 160° % .040 . .082 -

' Organization .293 - .182  .265 2092 . o "
Support : 514200 4z 18.365%
Paragraphing .033 148 .028 .048

C o df=1,105 | i
’ * = p< .01
) u ~ r2 = .75
. ‘R = .87 . 3
- . . TABLE 5 ;
. IN ’
" REGRESSION OF IMPRESSIONISTIC SCALE SCORES ON
' THREE ANALYTIC SUBSCALES |
- Analytic Unstandardized Standard -Standardized. o -
i 4 Subscales Coefficient Error of 8 Coefficient F .
. Mechanics . .582 .. .104 T o.422 - 31.068*
" Support ¢ ° .560 .105 .462 28.502% .-
" Structires, .017 .028 056 370
n L df = 1,108 , ' | .
‘ J = p < .01 . ) ' . ) _ . .t » Ped
Structurel = Composite score of ‘Organization, Focus, Development, Para-
' graphing
r2 = 074 " >
. R =.8 . . - . ;
‘ — 294 . )
- ~e - - = -
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5 : ’ , ol : ' TABLE 6 . ;
: S ' , . o -
: CORRELATIONS AONG ANALYTIC AND IMPRESSION!STIC TOTAL SCORES AND
. © - OBJECTIVE MEASURE SCORES

Para, - y Tota)
Imp,  An,  Main Devel- Supt, Para- Organ- Anal- Main, Devel- Organ-  Supt.  Test

Total Total lIdea opment Datafl graph izatlon ysis Idea? opment} ization) Detail}

I. ' S . 1 u .y Voo A B . ¢ D
|
|
|

Impressionistic Total 1.00 . ~
ﬁ L Analytic Total .81 1,00 . - ‘
'Q:” *.. -Objective Subtests - ' g ! ' : ' '
"~ - 1. Main Tdea 24,23 1,00 o
I1. Development 46 37 .17 1,00
I11. Supt. Detai) W35 .35 L11- 135 -1,00
IV. Paragraph T35 .49 0,29 43,37 1,00 - .

V. Organizatton ~° 45 .42 .26 .38 .2 .39 1.00
VI, Para, Analysis *..83 .63 .36 -: .47 ° .35. .43 43 1,00 .
A Main ldeal 30 L3824 36 020 23 L2 .72 100

B. Develoo- .40 40,26 .33 L3035 .37 4 40 1.0
- . ment? L

C, Organfzation? .39 .33 . .32 .35 .3 - .32 .33 .75 .44 . .34 1,00

D. Supt, Detaild .47 ~ .51 21 .33 20,33 42 J1 .30 .38 .44 1,00 o
Objective Total Test ~- .65 -. ,61 .53 - .66 .55 ' ,68 .68 - «85 .84 T 66 .67 63 1.00

.danseal} aaL3dslgp puR saeds bHurgey Huouy suoilead+o)

1= Items within Paragraph Analysis L R
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TABLE 7

’

"Regression of Rating Scales on Objective leasure

14

-
, REGRESSION OF ANALYTIC SCALZ TOTAL ON SIX
OBJECTIVE MZASURE SU3IESTS
Objectiva Maasure Unstandardizad Standarsd Stendardizad
Subtests s Co2ificisnt Criede € 2 Coxfiiciznt . F
Main Idea .141 1.3cC0 .003 ~012 .
Development - .428 1.595 . .025 072
Supporting Detai} 1.502 1.669 .082 811
Paragraphing 4.037 1.514 .260 7.105%
Organization 1.771 1.173 .142 2.217
Paragraph Analysis 2.18% - 374 .33 ¢ 10.488w
df = 1, 92
* = p<.01
R ='.66
r2 = .40
" REGRESSION OF IMPRESSIONISTIC SCALE TOTAL Oif SIX
OSJECTIVE MEASURE SUBTESTS
Objective Measure *  Unstandardized Standard St>nderdized
Subtests Coefficient Error of 8 Coefficient F,

Main ldea .025 274 . .007 008
Developrent - - .497 .336 . - 2137 2.182
Supporting Detail .209 -352 .- .051 ~354
Paragraphing * 1.05 .318 T.3100 T 11.088%
Qrganization .421 .248 153 . 2.894
Paragraph Analysis .371 <142 .254% 6.08r
df = 1, 92
*"2xp<.0l
R » .68
r2 = 46

/
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REGRESSION OF ANALYTIC SUBSCALES ON ANALOGOUS OBJECTIVE MEASURE SUBTESTS

Unstandardiéﬁd Standard Standardized

Analytic’SubscaIe Objectivé Subtest . Coefficients  Error of 8 Coefficients F df N o

1. Focus ’Main ldes .518 ,209 . 188 ' 3.709¢ 1,96 s37 .14
% Hata Idea 1,051 375 273 7.826* 1,96

11, Development Development .Eso .307 213 4.619*r 1,96 .40 .17
' Development! 953 233 200 BT 1,9

111. Support : . Supporting Detail ‘.545 ’ 313 .161 3.026* 1,96 A8 .23
- Swporting Detatt®  nseg 347 412 19,896¢ '

1v: Paragraphing paragraphing .+ 1,303 269 442 ?3.511* 1,97 A4 .20

Y. Organization  Organization ,905 360 " 1,360 13.516* 1,96 .42 .18
drganization? 51 A3 1 1797 1,9

1 = {tems within Subtest Vi, Paragraph Analysis

"+ =p< D]
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ABSTRACT
{he purpose of this study was to describe.the effects of using
competing scoriqg systems on classification decisions ian]ving high
school and college wripers. Two questions were of interest:

1. What are the comparative reliabilities of different scoring
systems? \

2. What are the comparative validities of different systems for

classifying writers into the appropriate levels of writing
skill?
A

3




C o THE EFFECTS GE DIFFERING RESPONSE CRITERLA
. ON THE ASSESSMENT OF WRITING COMPETENCE p

The method selected for judging writing samples ipso igggg.defines
"good writing." :However, decisions about writing competence derived
from one scoring system may not lead to the same decisions about an
examinee when another scoring system is used. The effect of using
alternative methods of judging compositions on the c]assificati;n of
rexaminees into a priori defined levels of writ;ng skill has not been‘
investigated. The purpose of this stuéx/yas to describe the effects of
using compet%ng scoring systems on cdgssification decisions invo&ving

high school and college writers. ” Two guestions were of interest:

1. What are the comparative reliabilities of different scoring

systems?
) ' 2. What are the comparative validities of different systems for
) classifying writers into the appropriate levels of writing

-~ skill? -

The Validation of Scoring Systems

Types of Scoring Systems

. Scoring systems are generally of three types: 1impressionistic,
ané]ytic, or frequency counts (Braddock et al., 1963). General impres-
'sion marking is the system whereby two or more raters quickgy read an
essay then assign a single score ranking the writing sample in relation
to all other papers being evaluated. The several ratings assigred by
different scorers are averaged to obtain a reliable (i.e., stable)

’ estimate of a writer's ability. Several sorts of general impression

- - marking are popular and incorporate rubrics of varicus, levels of
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specificity and different score ranges. The one feature shared by

impressionistic .systems ié the inclusion of rater training prior to

scoring in order to "calibrate" readers in-the assignments of marks '

{Conlan, 1976).
Anaiytic scoring s;stems,_in Fontrdst to general impféssion marking,

require careful scrut{ny of th2 writing samples. While impressionistic

systems are predicated on the assumptinn thét good writing {s clearly

recognizable, analytic systems assume that quality writing is character-

ized by the ih&ﬁusion of certain rhetorical elements. One of the most

popular of the znalytic rubrics is the ETS Composition Scale, often

called the Diederich Expository Scale. This scale emerged from a study | ..

that iﬁvestigated factors inf1uenciné human judgment of expository

writing samples. A factor analysis of patterns of rater agreement,

combined with a review of rater comments on the essays\belonging to each

of five obtained clusters, was used to form the gategories for the

Diederich Expositorv Scale (DES). ’ ) éf
The third type of scoring system is the Trequency count. Whereas

generall impression and analytic scales focus on the quality of an essay,

frequency counts are concerned with fhe quantity of such linguistic eie-

ments as the number of uqique words in an essay, the number of sentences,

or the number of words per independént clause. The frequency counting

method with perhaps the most potential for judging levels of writing

skill is the T-unit. T-units are the shortest grammatically complete

sentences that a passage caﬁ be cut into without creating fragments

(Hunt, 1977). Studies investigating the relationship c¢f T-unit length

to some measure of writing quality have tended to support the hypothesis

-
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that‘a positive relationship between the two éxists (Howerton, 1977;
Hunt, '1977; 0'Hare, 1973).

A number cf studies (Follman . Anderson, 1967; 0'Hare, 1973;
Howerton, Jacobson, & Elden, 1977) have found relationships among the
three types of scoring systems. These findings have led researchers to
hypothesize that différent scoring systems measure a number of elements
in common (Follman & Anderson, 1967). However,. a simultaneous compari-
son of impressionistic, analytic, and fréquency count systems has not
been done. The different assugftions about writing skill implicit in
each type of rubric suggest that high intercorrelations may not exis?/
If such is the case, their interchangeability for judging writing l

competence is-impugned.

Validation Procedures

There have been few attempts to vatidate direct measures'of writing

skill (i.c.. sets of response criteria) beyond the level of content or

descriptive validity. The content validity of the‘scoring criteria used.

in NAEP and the College Entrance Examination Board's Advanced Placement
Examination was established by “expert judgment" (Lloyd-Jones, 1977).
Neither of ihese well-established systems has been investigated as to

its ability to predict success on subsequent tasks or classify examinees,
issues in empirical validation. ‘

While few guideiines exist in the literature on writfng research
for the ®mpirical validation of scoring systems, techniques for estab-
lishing empirical validity have been described in the context of
criterion-reffrenced testing (Hambleton et a].;‘1977; Harris, 1974;

Millman, 1974). Criterion-referenced reasurement technology offers two

major strategies for investigating empirical validity: (1) the use of

1

-
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,scores on established tests as a criterion to which newly developed test

items should predict, and (2) the use of the performance data of éri‘
terion groups to-validate the accuracy of classificaiion decisions to be ' o
made from the test. .

The use of criterioﬁ groups to investigate the empirical validities :
of different scoring criteria provjdes an a priori classification system
aéainst which the criteria can be tested, i.e., the ability to sort
examinees representing different levels of writing skill into the cor- e
rect writing groupé.. The criterion groups in this study were chosen to
contain low and high performance high scHO”l and college writers. These
four groups provided an operational dgfinitioq;of the construct ﬂwriting
competence." The four scoring systems validated were selected to repre~.
sent.the three types of scoring criterig: impressionistic, analytic,
and frequency counting. Two types of ana]ytié scales, the Diederiéb ’ -
Exposiiory Scale and the CSE Analytic Scale, were tested. The Dieder%ch
Scale cpntains both impressionistic elements and elements tied to the :
requirements of exposition. The CSE Analytic Scale was derivednfrom
current composition textbooks and emphasizes the elements of writinq
taught in the schools. T-unit analy;%s was the method selected té
exemplify the frequency counting approach. It was chosen because it was.

validated against qualitative measures of writing and was expected to

have elements in common with impressionistic and analytic scales.

A}

Procedures

Assignment of Papers to Raters

N . N . »
Two designs were used for assigning student papers to raters, one

for scoring sample papers used to evaluate the effectiveness of rater




training (Pilot Studies) and the second to examine-the'writing perfor-
mance of the four<criterion groups across the four scoring systems
(Final Papers). Eighty subjects produced two expository essays on two
test bc;asigns, one week apart. Twe sets of four'raters were trained in
two scoring systems and gradeq éssays after eéch training session.

The Pilot Studies were used to }nsur;'that all raters were assign-
ing essay ;cores consistent with éach other, to investigate topic effects,
and to obtain estimates of generalizability for several research designs
for the final rating of paperg. These studies were conducted four
times, once after eath rater training session. Twenty-four papers,
chosen to represent ai] four criterion groups and bo}h topics, were
scored by all four raters. Two analyses of variancg were run on the

“

pilot scores, one to obtain intrac]a;s cocefficient alpha and the other

. .
to obtain estimates of variance components for subjects, topics, raters,
and their interacticons under a random model, fully cross.d design. The

coefficients calculated from thesé analyses are displayed in Table 1

below. ,
o~ Table 1
Alpha and Generalizability Coefficients: Pilot Data
~ )
Coefficient and Condﬁéion Scoring System
GI DES CSE T
Alpha:* 44Raters--Topics Fixed .97 .82 .96 .98
Generalizability: 4 Raters, 2 Topics .87 .88 .88 .65
Predicted G: 2 Raters, 2 Topics .85 .79 .78 47
Predicted G: 2 Raters, 1 Topic .85 .87 .85 .68




-paper per examinee. The finéT/rating design crossed subjects and topics

-

Results of the pilot studies indicated that fairly high reliability

could be obtained under a mested design with two raters reading 6ne
&

with raters, but nested raters within topics. Each rater read only 80.- °
papers, one from each subject, 40 of which were Topic 1, and 40 of

poic 2. Subjects and topics were randomly assigned to raters.

Pl

.Figure 1

Assignment of Writing Samples

-

. Group .
Rater- HSL HSH Coll L Coll H
n=20 n=20 n=20 ' n=20
1 T1 T1 T1 Tl’
n=10 n=10 n=10 n=10 \
Ty Ty Ty Ty
n=10 n=10 n=10 n=10 ,
.............. e e e e e e e e e am
<3 .
2
Subjects

The subjects of the study were high school and college students

N

enrolled in composition classes in June 1981.% Twenty (20) sets of
writing samples were randomly selected from papers obtained from writing
classes atqg suburban, workiip-class high school a;b a major urban 2, \
university: Classes were chosen £o represent two levels of writing

skill, high-and low, for both high school and collegé populations. , The
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students whose samples ‘were selected .became the criterion groups
described below: i
1. Low Performance High School Writers (HSL)

Students enrolted in hasic composition classes at the eleventh
«grade level who do not intend to attend a university.

2. High Performance High School Wyiters (HSH)

Students enrolled in eleventh grade advancéd composition
classes who plan to attend a university.

3. Low Performance College Writers (Coll L)
Students enrolled in remedi=1 college composition at a univer-
sity by virtue of having failed a written English p]acemént
examination. . !

4. High Performance College Writers (Coll H)

Students enrolled in freshman composition at a university

after having passed the written placement examination or a
course. in remedial composition.

Writing Tasks

;ubjects were given 50 minutes to produce a 200-word expository
sample on two test occasions, one week apart. Two parallel topics were
randomly assigned to subjects and counterbalanced to con;ro] for test
occasion. Dictionaries were not available, although subje;ts were told

to revice papers if time allowed.

Controls ,
: The design did not attempt to control for the instructional history
of the subjects or the effects of test occasion. It did, however, 4
attempt tc contro] for the following: (1) topic effects, (2) rater
background, and (3) inter-rater disagreement. Table 2 and Figure 2

summarize the steps taken to control sources of variation due to topics

and’ raters.
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Dependent Measures and Rater Training

3

There were four dependent measures for each subject. These con-
sisted of each student's score over two topics and two raters for each

of the four scoring systems. As the validity of these %easures was
)

- . Table 2

A Summary of Controls for Sources of Variation
Due to Topic and Rater

-
) N :
1. Examinee scores were averaged across topics.
2. A stratified random sampling procedure was used so that each rater

received one writing sample from each of the 80 subjects and an
equal number of-papers on each topic.

» 3. Papers were arranged in rater packages so that each rater received

papers in random order. Add1t1ora]]y, rater packets were created
so that there was no systematic pairing of raters. «

4. Writing samples were typed and assigned random identification
numbers to obscure examinee name and criterion group status.

- 5. To minimize reactivity, scoring systems were assigned to training

' conditions so that the two analytic scales were separated and-
general impression.marking introduced first.

6.  Each training condition consisted of four raters, two high school

and two college teachers. A1l raters learned at least two systems.
Two raters were trained in all four systems.

' =

Figure 2

}Assignmeni of Raters to Training Conditions

“Session 1 ' Session 2

GI & DES ’ CSE & T _
Rater 1: College remedial deachar Rater 1: Cb]]eée remedial teacher
Rater 2: (Ollege composition Rater 2: College composition
Rater 3: High schiool English Rater 3: High school English
Rater 4: High school English Rater 4: High school Engf?sh

+ -
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® directly dependent upon their reliabilities, raters were trained to use
each system before being aliowed to score essays. The generaliprocedure
for ‘rater traipfhg in each system follows: (1) Ratefs were givéﬁ mater-
ials- explaining the purpose of the scoring system, copies of tﬁe topics,
and practice papers representing samples of each of the criterion groups.

(2) Raters discussed thesrubric and defined scoring categories aﬁop
themselves. (3)‘;raé%ice papers were scored apd diséussed until r;ters
felt they could agree on the assignmgnt of marks. (4) Raters read 24
sampie papers for a pilot study (described in a previous section).

(5) When the alpha coefficient from the pilot aata was .80 or better,
raters were dee;éd "trained” and allowed to score the actual writing
samples.

In inveétigating the classification validities of the scoring
sytems, two issues were involved: “Which systems discriminated the best
among groups? And which sysfems classified subjects most accurate’y?
%or each of these issues, theldependent measures differed. The followr

ing outline summarizes the variables of interest for each question:

I. Variables of Interest in Finding the System(s) Which Best Discri-
minate Among Groups
&

A. Independent Variables: Criterion Groups

Y
J v

B. Dependent Variables: Scores Obtained on Systems

1. GI: Score Scale 1-6 .
2. DES: Score Scale 5-45 .
3. CSE: Score Scale 6-24

. 4, T: Score Scale 8-34 words per T-unit

1I. Variables of Interest in Finding Scoring Systems Which Best Predict —
Criterion Group Status

A. Independent Variables: Scoring Systems as a Treatment

B. Dependent Variables: Criterion Group Membership
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Anaiyses

Several preliminary analyses were necessary in order to select *‘he
appropriaté procedures for ana]yzing data related to the question of
classification validity. Rater aéreement a. 1 genera]izabi]ity coeffi-
cients were calculated. The relationship among scoring systems was
examined with Pearson Correlations. Fina]ly, univariate analyses of
variance for each écoring gystem were run to identify those systems
wﬁisp-distinguished'among ;;iting groups (see Tables 3-6). |
%he results of \these analyses indicated that while all systems had
high alpha coefficieats, the reliability coefficients were somewhat

lower and not as comparab T-unit, which had the highest alpha (.99)

cou]d‘nqt be inyestigated with a G coefficient due to unusual subject by,
topic interactions. DES had the highest generalizability coefficient
(.85) and an alpha of*.90. ‘GI and CSE were comparably reliabie with Gs
of .83 and..67 r;spectively and alphas of .81 gnd .87. Reliability

‘dropped from the predicted pilot coefficients. Finally, unusual subject

by topic effects of a high magnitude were found. » These could not be
explained because the res;arch design confoundéﬁ topic with occasion for
the individual examinee and rater with topic.

Intercorre]atiohs among the three systems for which significanf
differences among~writing groups were found (GI, DES, CSE) at first
appeared quite high. However, when the data were anaTyzed by criterion
group, the relationship among these systems fluctuated from mild to
weak. T-unit analysis did not measure what is conventionally descr%bed
by hSIistic systems (GI) or ana]yfic criteria (DES, CSE) as ggod wrliting.

Its negative relationship to other systems for some of the criterion
L Y
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Table 3
‘ Data for Estimating Generalizability Coefficients: Final Papers

. Estimated Variance
Source . SS of MS Components*

(a) General Impression

- Subjects 224.286 57 3.935 .418
Topics 3.446 4 .862° - 0.000 =.63
Raters within Topics 3.941 8 .492 .003
Subjects X Topics 55.304 57 .970 .325
Residual 36.556 224 .321 .321

Subjects by Rates within Topics

(b) Diederich Expository Scale

Subjects 9649.122 52 185.560 33.473
Topics 647.993 4 161.998 0.000 G=.85
. Raters within Topics 76.227 8 $.528 .073
‘ Subjects X Topics 1202.453 52 23.124 - 8.852
) ‘Residual 563.693 104 5.420 5.420
Subjects by Rates within Topics
(c) CSE Analytic Scale
Subjects 2447.302 62 39.473 4.400
Topics 30.800 4 7.7 0.000
Raters within Topics 23.092 . 8 2.887 .025 G=.67
Subjects ¥ Topics 545.944 62 8.806 3.773
Residual 156.376 124 1.261 1.261
Subjects by Rates within Topics
(d) T-Unit Analysis
Subjects 1370.150 51 26.866 0.000
Topics 290,958 4 72.748 .002
Raters within Topics 2.042 8 . 255 .001 G=Undef1ined
Subjects X Topics 1488.059 51 29.178 14.493
Residual 19.537 102 .192 .192

Subjects by Rates within Topics

. * Negative variance components are reported as zero.

312




Table 4
‘ ‘ Intercorrelations Among Scoring Systems
. o for Total Sample (N=80) | )
Systep ’ GI DES CSE T-Units
GI -
DES .82% -
_CSE .79% .86* -
T-Unit .00 . .06 .00 -

"* Indicates significant correlations at p .05, df 18.

+

- . Intercorrelations Among Scoring Sysiems
by Criterion Groups (n=20)
. .
¢ « Low ‘ High

' .© - 6 DES’  CSE Gl DES CSE
High School ' . e
GI " .64% .54%
DES L71% .79% L44% .30
CSE .28 .33 .30 .00 .24 .21
College
GI 3
DES .53% .51%
CSE .11 .37 .70% . 60%
T -.07 -.39 -.52 -.31 -.23 -.52

LY

* Indicates signficant correlation at p .05, df 18.
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Table 5

Criterion Grodb Performance Across Scoring Systems:
Means and Standard Deviations

HS Low HS High  Coll Low Coll High Total
System n=20 n=20 n=20 n=20 nFe”
GI x =-1.97 3.21 4.01 3.33 . 3.02
(Total 6) S.D.= .50 .65 .72 .74 1.00
DES x =13.25 25.66 28.00 26.00 23.29
(Total 45) $.D.=2.95 - 2,91 3.26 4.09 6.63
CSE X =9.84 15.50 17.07 16.18 14.65
(Total 24) S$.D.= 1.57 1.92 _2.08 2.83 3.55
T-unit X =14.18 15.07 13.99 14.89 14.52
a (Range S.D.= 3.45 5.18 1.95 2.05 3.38
- 10-34)
’ Table 6 -
Analyses of Variance for tach Scoring System:
’ Criterion Groups as Independent Variables ,
System Source SS DF MS F Eta2
GI Between 752.637 3 250.879 36.094 .53
Within 528.250 76 6.951
DES Between 42930.338 3 14310.113 80.522 .76
Within 13506.550 76 177.218
' CSE Between 1028b.700 3 3426.090 46.320 .02
Within 5€22.500 76 73.980
T Between 263.740 3 87.91 .470 .02
Within 14205.085 76 186.90
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groups suggested that, in the present study, information gained from

T-unit 'scores wolild be of 1ittle benefit in predicting expository writing
performance as defined by cr]ter]on group membership. It was therefore
not used in 1ater anaTyses

The classification validities of the systems were investigated by a
simple ranking procedure and with discriminant analysis. The discrimi-
nénf analysis (see Tab]és 7 and 8) revealed only one significant Linear
Di:criminant’?unctjon_(LDF) for each of two combinations of scoring
systems, GI/DES/CSE and DES/CSE. An examination of the within-group
corEplation matrices and the standardized LDFs indicated that DES possi-

bly contributed most to yroup sercaration when it was combined with either

. CSE or GI. Both DES and CSE separated group centroids better than GI. '

. Table 7

Within-GEoups Correlation Matrix for Riscriminant Analysis

System GI DES . .CSE '

|

|

/ |

GI -- |
DES . .54 .- !
CSE .48 .55 -- i
T IR 1} ] .04 -.04 |

) Table 8

LDF roeff1c1ents for Two Discriminant Analyses:
GI/DE/CSE and DES/CSE

Eigen Relative % of Information Wilkes' Standardized

Analysis value Accounted for by LDF tambda  LDF Coeff.
GI/BES/CSE 3.388 96.69 .20 GI-0.61

DES/CSE 3.374 99.69 . 226 DES-0.758
‘ CSE-0. 214
DES-0.793

CSE-0. 232
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Discriminant classification revealed a 61% accuracy®of group place-
ment when three systems were used (GI/DES/CSE) and a 59% accuracy with
the two analytic systems. Classification accuracy was greatesf for the
High §choo] Low group (95%) and least for the College H;gh group (20%).
}redictioh was better for the Low writers in each level of school! than
the high. Misclassification fended to be from College High to Co]iege
Low and College Low to High Schoo) High. The High School High group was
misclassified as Coliege High when only the twr systems were used. When
three systems werfe used, misclassifications were almost aqually distri-
buted between the two college groups for the High School High writers.
The most accurate discriminant classification analysis is reproduced in

Table 9 be]owi
Table S

Classification Accuracy Using GI, DES, CSE scoring é}gtems

Predicted Group Membenghip
Actual Group N HSL HSH  Coll L &cm H
High School Low 20 95% 5% 0% . 0%
High School High 20 0% 55% 10% 35%
College Low 20 0% 25% 70% 5%
College High 20 10% 20% 45% 25%

Percent of cases correctly classified: 61.25%

The frequency distributiocns used for examining group classification
for each scoring system sepa}ate]y displayed the same trends as the dis-
criminant classifications (see Figures 3-6 and Table 10). For all

systems but T, the High School Low group was clearly discriminable from

the other three groups. There was much intermingiing among the other

_groups, although DES appeared to separate the High School High and

College Low gréups better.than did the other two (GI/DES) effective
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Table 10

Classification Accuracy for Scoring Systems

Predicted Group Membership

Actual Group

Overall T-unit Accuracy = 24%

N HSL HSH Col1 L Coll H
(a) General Impression
High School Low 20 81% 19% 0 0
High School High 20 15% 36% 46% 0
College Low 20 ¢ 21% 29% 56%
College High 20 5% 28% 39% 36%
Overall GI Accuracy = 46%
(b) Diederich Expositpr} Scale
High School Low 20 93% 8% 0 0
High School High 20 2% 46% 38% 16%
College Low 20 0 17% 35% 48%
College High 20 7% 3% 49% 37%
Overall DES Accuracy = 53%
(c) CSE Analytic Scale
High School Low 20 88% 13% 0 0
High School High 20 3% 46% 3€s 51%
College Low 20 0 23% 36% 51%
College High 20 10% 19% 39% 33%
“ Overall CSE Accuracy = 51%
(d) T-Unit Analysis
High School Low 20 38% 18% 15% 30%
High School High 20 30% 17% 28% 25%
College Low 20 < 25% 34% 16% 25%
College Hign 20 - 8% 32% 41% 20%
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scoring systems. With all systems but T, it appears the High School Low
subjects are assigned the bottom third of the scores with the other
criterion groups almost normally distributed about the top two-thirds of
the score rankings and virtually indistinguishable from each other.
Unexpected findings include tﬁe impotence of the T-unit to discri-
minate or classify, a; well as its non-existentvrelationship to qualita-
tive scoring systems. Also unexpected was the wide divergence in types
of writing samples receiving high and low ratings from each system. A
perusal of the actual essays, more than any otﬁer analysis, illustrated
the differences among the four systems. There was an unanticipated
reversal in group means for the Coliege Low and High groups. Finally,
the inability of the systems, acting singly or in concert, to clearly

separate all four groups was unanticipated._
Conclusions

Classification Validity

In order for a scoring system to accurately classify examinees into
the correct writing groups, it must be ap]e to distinguish among the
groups. It was found that three of the systems, General Impression,
Diederich Expository Scale, and CSE Analytic Scale, were associated with
differences in group performance. T-unit was not, making it virtually
useless for classification purposes.

When the three "discriminating” scoring systems (GI, DES, CSE) were
used to classify examinees into the proper criterion groups, it was found
that three systems classified more accurately than two. This finding
was predictable in that classification accuracy is often enhanced by the

use of several sources of information. Another explanation for the

-~
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advantage of using three scoring systems to classify examinees is tied

to the kinds of scoring systems used in this study. Two analytic and a
general impression system were retained for the discriminant analyses.
Although one analytic ;ystem (DES) contributed most to group sebération,
the best prediction was obtained with a combination of DES and GI scores.
It may be that accuraie assessment of writing must incorporate both
impressionistic and analytic strategies. Support for this inierpretation
15 gained when i; is remembered that the one system that appears as the
strongest variable is the‘DES, a system combining both general impréssion
and analytic elements. The CSE scale does noé'lead to as accurate
classification of group membership as DES. This result may be due, in
part, to the fact that the scale provides no rating category for.an
overall impression of the effectiveness of the essay.

These interpretations must be accepted with caution, however, due

L

to the unusual intercorrelations of the systems.- There are groups by
scoring/:&stem difference; which may'diminisﬁ the possibiiities that any
one scoring system can be an accurate predictor for all four groups. It
is quite apparent that either holistic or analytic methods are more "
effective for distinguishing among writers of several ability:levels and
within a restricted age range.

The results of the classification analyses indicate that it is
fairly easy to identify the lowest ability writers in a group and even,
perhaps, some of the highest, but most difficult to separate writers of
medium to high ability. :

High school grouping practices provide a reason for the better

classification accuracies obtained for the high school than college

groups. In high school, students are assigned to English classes on the
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basis of previous grades, td¥acher recommendation and fost hiﬁh school

educational plans. The high school eavironment is.smaIIer; teachers
often know students well enough to “counsel" them‘into the appropriate
English classes. On the other hand, the university composition place-
ment decision is m;de on the bﬁsis of an impersonal, one-shot examina-
tion scorgd on criteria unknown to ccudénts and teachers. This proce-
dur; greatly increases the posﬁibility for mistakes in classifying
examinees.

Cfassificatign accuracy is best for the low writing groups in both
high school and college. It may Qe that’ the éharacteristics of "low"
writing performance are more stab]é and discernible than those of "high"
writers. To paraphrase Tolstoy, poor essays are very much alike, but

good essays are outstanding in their own ways.

Recommendations

Several.iimitations constrain the generalizability of this study's
findings. Scores reported for each system were obtained by raters who
had participat%d in training. Rater training causes persons with poten-
tially divergent views to "agree to agree" on both the meaning of the
scoring rubric and the meaning of the scores. Different raters could
agree with each other but disagree with the interpretation of the szoring
rubricl and score assignments reported in this study. The norming pheno-
menon, though clearly unavoidable, is rarely reported in writing research.
The lesson: scoring rubrics never specify the entire set of criteria
used to judge an essay. , There is-always that "x" factor which stands
for now a rater intefpreps the ruBric._

A second 1imitation to the generalizability of results has to do

with the subjects. Participants in this study do not represent a random
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sample of high school or collgge writers. They do represent a sample of
typical writing groups about which adacisions must be made for placement

e

into writing programs.

Fina]ly, the topics used in this study, whi;h appear to have pro-

) duced some unusual effects on writing performance, were expository.

There is no evidence that other modes of discourse or even other genres
of expository topics would have produced the same results.

&n spite of these limitations, several recommendations, both
methodo]ogica]hand substantive, emerged from the study. Several pro-
cedures used.facilitated interprefation of results. The use of a
generélizabi]ity study during pilot ratings madecit possible to identify
conditions responsible for inconsistencies in score agsignment. The G
study a]]owed various designs for the‘final study to be considered in
tefms of‘the trade-off between reliability and cost-effectiveness. The
caiculation of both rater and G coefficients c]ari;ied the amount of

rater disagreement coptributing to variation in examinee scores attribut-

able to error. Rater training provided va]uaﬁle insights as to how

human factors interact with scoring criteria and essays to produce a

final estimate of writing ability. Finally, a review of representative
essays revealed how scoring systems differed in théir definitions of
"good writing." . ‘

Substant1ve results point to testable genera11zat1ons about the
comparative validities of the four systems for describing and classify-
ing the writing performance of high school and college students. General
Impreésion scoring, a widely used screening procedure wh%%h is speedily

trained and scored, may not be the best system for making placement

decisions or for graduation competency. The lack of descriptive power
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of its rubric severely restricts Phe instructional utility of this
‘ system when compared to” analytic scoring techniques. Results of this

study indicated that, while not sufficient as a placement tool, GI

scores may be a necessary part of any writing assessment procedure.

The Diedericb Expository Scale, while requiring extensive training
time,‘appeérs to be the best system for distinguishinglﬁetﬁeen high and
low performance writers at both the high school and college levels. Its
mild cerrelations with Gi and CSE analytic scores indicate that the DES
may be éroviding two sorts of information, impressionistic as well as
analytic. It was found that discrimination and. classification accuracy
were increased when the number of data sources were increased. These
findings suggest that the complex construct "writing skill" might best ‘
be assessed by more than one approach.

‘ The u.se of the CSE scale to distinguish among examinees at different

writing skill levels is a highly reliable and promising technique. The

fact that this scale contrihﬁ%es less to group discrimination than the
DES is possibly explained by its lack of attention to any of the quali-
tative aspects of writi?g. A revision of the scale with a category for
the holistic aspects measured by GI may increase' the classification and
descriptive powers of this system.

‘ The ability of measures of syntactic maturity to assess writing

Quaiity is‘seriously questioned by the results of this stugy. The lack

of correlation of T-unit scores with three qualitative systems indicates

that claims for a relationship between writing quality and syntactic

.

maturity, at least for writers within a restricted age range, must be

‘ seriously re-examined. .
! "
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