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ABSTRACT

This study had two main purposes. The first was to
determine the factors in each of four areas that tended to
reduce reliability of scoring of grade twelve essay
examinations. These areas were compositions, ‘readers,
scoring variables, and writing tasks. The second purpose was

’

to determine the reliability of the essay examination as a
whole. * ‘

The étudy utilized three samples of papers. One
consisted of seven papers scored by seventy-five markers, and
the second of ten essays scored by sixty-four markers ffﬁm
the January, and June, 1986, scoring sessions.; Tﬁese samples
Qére used to stSﬁy four sources of uhreliability of icoring.
The third sample of ninety-six compositions ‘was used to

determine the reliability of the _test as a whole, and. to

determine the impfovement in reliability that resulted from
having compositions read more than éq‘e.

The major problem rglated to the compoéitions was a Balo
effect amdng the {eaders.g ' This effect was caused \bf
numerous mechanical errors, . appro&al or disapproval of the
views ekpressed ‘by the writer, unusual compositions,
sentiﬁéntal' or emotionaL contént;‘ essay ilength, false
indicators of complex thought, and expreséion typical of
English as gsecond language st?dents. | |

with respect to reader-based problems, it was found that

some readers bbndeq’pdt to agree-w{éh the general consenéus;

that 1is, their correlations with other reéders were low.

’

-



Other .readers were consistently reliable in their scoring.

Also, some readers tended to award marks that were higher or

lower than those of other readers.

Scoring variables associated- with the

N

more complex

writing tasks (organization, thought and detail) were scored

less reliably than other varggbles.

¢

Of the three writing - tasks, functional’ writing was

scored least reliably, and response to visual communication

most reliably.

Reliability of the essay examinations was estimated
through wuse of coefficient ;lphaf . A modest in¢rease from
0.796 to 0.816 was recorded from the first reaaing to the
final reading; however, it was evident that‘the first value
was inflated by the halo effect. Strong evidence of the

value of scoring the essays more than once was presented.

Recommendations were made with a view to improving

reliability of scoring. -
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM
Background and Significance

Although examinations \in oral form had been in use in
China as early as 2200 B.C. when the emperor tested "his
officials every third year to determine their fitness for
continuing in office" (Dubois, 1970, p- 3), written tests
were not introduced into European schools until the twelfth
century at the time that paper began to replace papyrus as a
recording medium (Dubois, 1970, p. 8). The use of written
examinations for measuring student achievement in English
language arts has been an acceptable practice for over a
hundred and twenty-five years (Caldwell and Courtis, 1925, p.
37) and the utilization of written compositions to assess
student achievement continues today.

With the use of written examinations comes the preblem
of the reliability of the scoring. This difficulty was noted
as early as 1015 A.D. in China when examinations taken by
public officials were graded by two readers while a third
reader was requiréﬁ to '"receive and reconcile the sealed
grades" (Dubois, 1970, p. 4). The problem of the reliability
of written compositions in the English language was
identified as early as the 1880's (Englehart, 1950, p. 407)
and it has been the topic of many research projects
throughout the years. In general, each decade has produced
at least one major reliability study (Edgeworth, 1890; Starch

and Elliott, 1912; Darsie, 1922; Stalnaker, 1934; Anderson



and Traxler, 1940; Finlayson, 1951; Diederich, French, and
Carlton, 1961; Coffman, 1970; Sweedler-Brown, 1985), and the

topic continues to be of importance to anlrﬁh educatoqp

today.
In recent years several provinces in Canada have
returned to the utilization of government -sponsored

examinations of the basic subjeét areas, and with these tests
comes concern about the significance of the scoring methods.
The province of Alberta began examining English language arts"
students at the high school leaving level in January, 1984.
One half of the test that 1is administered by Alberta
Education consists of an examination of written skills. When
composition skills are tested ~on a large-scale basis, it is
necessary for an examination authority to ensure that the
papers are scored consistently. Alberta Education has
attempted to do this by selecting only those markers who meet
the criteria which have been established by the evaluation

branch, by having the various school boards recommend

‘outstanding candidates, and by choosing the most suitable

people from the names which have been submittgd. All markers
are required to go through a training program, practice_
grading sample papers, and participate 1in consistency
checking sessions. * These procedures are carried out to
improve the feliability of the scoring methods because the
importance of treating students equitably is recognized.
Alberta's procedures related to the testing of writing

ability involve thousands of students, and scores of markers



and supervisors. The expenditures of money and human energy,
plus the {importance of the results to the careers of
thousands of students, make periodic evaluations of the
procedures imperative: This study q;sessed the scoring
methods utilized by the province; however, it also had
significance beyond the evaluative dimension. There were
facets of the problem of the reliability of essay
examinations that received little or no agtention. Some of
these facets were addressed in this research project.

The study dealt with essay examinations at thé high
school leaving level which were written by non-academic
students, that is, students who Wer§ generally not college-
bound. Compositions written by these individuals were chosen
because researchers tended to concentrate on colleée— or
universipy—bound students, and non-academic groups received
little attention when the topic of inter-rater reliability
was studiedf The problem was probed by investigating some of
the procedures employed by the province of Alberta in dealing
with the difficulty of inter—rate? reliability 1in a large-
scale testing situation. The matter of the reliability of
the essay test was also‘investigated. Data for the study
were provided by Alberta Education based upon compositions
and scores from the provincially administered English 33

examinations given in January, and June, 1986.

s

Statemeq; of the Problem
This study focused upon two distinct problems. The

first, and most important, was to identify features that



posed grading problems which resulted in reduced reliability
of scoring. Qpi;éhticular,'four features that contributed to
unreliability of scores were investigated—~problem
compositions, readers, socoring variables, and writing tasks.
Each aspect made a unique contrigution.to unreliability;
however, no one of them was entirely independent of the
others. Problem compositions asgb source of unreliabilily
included variation in grades caused by such +things més
idiosyncracies in expression, emotional overtones of the
topic, and sex biases. Raters wﬁo\ordina}ily awarded ﬁighly
similar grades might disagree on papers of a certain type.
These txpes were referred to ;s problem papers in this study.
Readers always disagree“ to some extent, even. on
straightforward compesitions, and therefore constitute a
source of unreliability of grading. Scoring variables also °
contribute to unreliability in their own way. Readers may
agree highly on some variables and exhibit considerable
disagreement on otheis. Finally, different compositions or
writing tasks, produced by the same student, may vary in
quality. Certain writing tasks may contribute more to
scoring unreliability than others. These four sources were
studied as they applied to papers selected to represent
different écoring situations. A second problem of major
importance was .to determine the reliability of an essay
examination as a whole, as opposed to 1imit12g the study to
the reliability of scoring. Reliability of scoring takes

into account only the disagreement- among raters. Reliability



of the test as a whole involves the additional variation in
scores caused by diffebencesé.fn quality of writing across
‘variables being assessed. These pfoblemi/were set in the
context of a test of writing skills of,a large number -of non-
academic candidates at the high school leaving level.
Specific objectives‘ of the project are l&sted below.
These are grouped according to the two problems mentioned,
the matter of essays associated wifh iow scorer reliability,

(

and the matter of assessing test reliability.
b N

(g
A. Compositions Having Low Scorer Reliability

The first two specific objectives were relaéed to the
types of problems found in the paperé.

1. Identify problem papers, that is, papers for which
there Qas greater than average disagreement in grading.

2. Categorize the perlem papers according to common
.characteristics that were reléted to low scorer reliability.
The categoriés emerged as a result of the data produced.

The third objective related to the differences among
readers as a sourée of unreliability. ‘

3. Determine whether there. were readers who tended to

N

submit discrepant scores, and identify if the difficulty was

\

A fggfth objective dealt with differences inherent in

general, or closely tied to .the problem papers.

the scoring variables.
4. Assess the effectiveness with respect to reliability
’ R é
of each of a "number of scoring variables that were commonly

employed.



The fifth objective was concerned witthifferences in
scores associated with different writing tasks.
5. Assess the effectiveness of each of several types of

writing tasks that were employed in a written examination.

B. Assessing Test Reliability

The final two objectives were conc;rned with test
reliability.

1. Calculate the reliability of a ;ritten test,
involving eleven variables distribﬁted over three topics,
submitted by non-academic twelfth grade students.

2. Evaluate the improvement in ureliability tﬁat
resulted from combining scores submitted by three markers as
opposed té scores _submitted by one marker, only. The
underlying question here was whether the’ improvemeng in
reliability when changing from a singie grading to three
gradings was worth the additional expenditure of time and

4

effort.

Assumptions
A number of assumptions were made at tﬁe dutset of this
study. The primary ones are stated below.
1; Aspects such as thought and detail, organi;ation,

matters of choice, and matters"of convention are aétually

separate variables in writing which canh be identified by

‘teachers for assessment purposes.

2. The scoring variables sSécified and defined by

Alberta Education constituted a valid measure of written

0



1

composition for non-academic grade twelve students in

‘Alberta. It was assumed, for the pugposes of this study,
" that these variables defined the field of composition at this
level. t .

3. It was assumed that markers were making their best
efforts to score papers according to the directions given by
Alberta Education staff members.

4. The scoring procedures were intended, among other
things, to improvegthe reliability of scoring over what would

otherwise be achieved.

.- Limitations

Three samples of compositions were drawn for this study:
one consisted of sevéﬂ papers (the first review sample), the
second consisted of ten ' papers (the second review sample),
and the third consisted of ninety-six randomly selected
papers (the reliability sample). A number of limitations
were imposed on the study because of the nature of the
samplei.

With respect to the review samples, there were severél
important limitations. First, compositions written only by
Alberta students were sampled for study. These essays were
submitted by candidates at the high school leaving level
(grade twelve) who were registered in a non-academic English
course (English 33); that ‘is, the} were generally not
college-bound students.’ Next, the sample compositions were

written under rather specific conditions. Review samples

were made up of compositions completed under provincial



examination conditions¢ during the January, and June, 1986,
testiﬁg sessions. The written part of the examination 15
two-and-one-half hours in duration, involves three writing
tasks, has no flexibility in choice of topic, allows only a
dictionary and thesaurus as reference materiai, and is scored
independently by readers Qho have taught the course’ at.leést
twice and who are teaching English 33 during the time period
from September, 1985, to June, 1986.

It follows that the results of the study related to the
reliability sample may not be generalizable to compoéitions
submitted in other countries, at other grad? levels, by
college-bound students, in examination conditiohs other than
those described above, nor in compositions marked by people
not involved in the teaching of the course related to the
test. . -

In addition, it must be notéd that the review samples
were not selected through a random process (see pages 42 and
43). 1Instead, papers were chosen to represent the various
ipsponses made by students, including types of papers
considered difficult to score as well as those perceived to
be straightforward. The’ resulting limitation was that the
étu&y dealt\with a restricted set of written responses. It
is posalble that some types were overlooked in the selectiom
process add therefore were not studied. This 1limitation was
not cornsidered serious because of the experience of the
people who made the initial selection of papers and the

screening process that resulted in the final sample of papers

4



which %ﬁre employed during reliability review sessions.

Another limitation was associated with the scoring .
variables employed in tﬁe marking of the compositions. While
dif%erent evaluation procedures had differing 1lists of
variables, inevitably there was a high degree of overlap.
The fact rehained, however, that scores based upon dffferent‘
sets of variables differed (Diederi%h, 1974, p. 8), even with
respect to the essay rankings that were produced. It must be
noted, therefore, that the results of' this study were
generalizable only to a situation where a similar set of
variables was employed. (The scoring descriptors are
provided in Appendix A.)

Finally, with respect to limita£ions, it must be
emphasized that this study was concerned with reliability of
essay grades and essay examinations. It did NOT address the

matters related to test validity.

Definitions of Terms
A. Holistic Scoring »
Holistic scoring‘-essentially ‘consists of reading a
document and assigning a grade on an impressionistic basis.
Cooper (1977) states that with holistic scoring:

The rater takes a piece of writing and either (1)
matches it with another piece in a graded series of
pieces, or (2) scores it for the  prominence of
certain features important to that kind of writing,
or (3) assigns it a letter or number grade. The
placing, scoring, or grading occurs quickly,
impressionistically, after the rater has practiced
the procedure with other raters (p. 3).

Holistic scoring 1is a‘ popular method because it can be done



quickly and 1is therefore less tedious than other methods
(Coward, 1952, p. 84; Britton, 1966, p. 28).
B. Focused Holistic Scoring
Focused holistic scoring is similar to the holistic
method; however, several scores are awarded representing
different writing skills. Some of the’commonly used aspects
include mechanics, content, and style. Breland (1983) stated
O
that with focused holistic scoring:
The scoring might be done for each dimension after
! a single reading, or it might be done for each
separately so as to minimize influences of one
focus on the other. The number of focuses must of

course be limited; otherwise, the procedure tends
to be more like an analytical proeedure (p. 9).

C. Analytic Scoring A

The analytic method is much like focused holistic
scoring, but the number of scoring aspects or dimensions is
‘increased. Instead of two or three variables, the number may
be ten or more, but each 1is scored on an impressionistic
basis, wusually on a scale from one to five. Cast. (1939)
describes the analytic method as having examiners "allot
marks separately for each of the main aspects or elements of

a good English composition, and to base their final marks on

the total" (p. 260). )

D. Atomistic Scoring

Atomistic scoring involves awarding er deducting points

10

for specific details found ih the composition. Fifty poihts.

may, for example, be blockéd'.out for mechanics, then two

points’ will be subtracted for ‘each  spelling error or
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punctuation error that is made. Additional points will be -

deducted for sentence errors and errors in form, The marks
are totalled to obtain the ¥inal score. Coward (1952)
summarizes atomistic scoririg when she states:
The reader's evaluation of a given cemposition is
fragmentized; he 1is asked to make a number of
specific and objective judgments on each
composition, and these ratings are then summed to
give the final grade for the paper (p. 81).
E. Scoring Descriptors
The scoring descriptors (also called scoring variables)
are the categories outlined for markers so that grading of
papers. can take place according to pre-set guidelines. For
this study the scoring descriptors have been outlined by
Alberta Education in the January, and June, 1986, scorers'
manuals. It is these scoring descriptors which establish the
criteria for the marks that are awarded to the English 33

written examinations. The scoring descriptors for the three

writing tasks can be found in Appendix A.

F. English 30 and 33

English 30 is a grade twelve or high school leaving
course offered in the province of Alberta which is "more
appropriate for students intending to pursue further academic

studies at the university level" (Alberta Education, 1982, p.

6). ﬁﬂGIish 33, another: dgrade . twelve high school leaving ]

course, is "more appropriate for students intending to go to

vocational school or to seek employment immediately after

leaving high school®™ (Alberta Education, 1982, p. 6).



G. Halo Effect

The halo effect is a term appled when the rating of a
characteristic is influenced by a previous rating éiven to
another characteristic. Selltiz et al (1951), 16 describing
the halo effect, state:

<

) If more than one characteristic.of a person is to
. be judged, raters freguently carry over a
" generalized impression of the person from one
rating to the next, or they try to make their
ratings consistent. Thus, 1if a rater considers a
person to be shy and he believes shy people to be
poorly adjusted, he is 1likely to rate the person

poorly adjusted as well as shy (p. 352).

~ Summary

Reliability of scoring of written compositions has been
a matter of concern for centuries; however, studies in this
area continue to be done, ‘This study, wusing Alberta
Education data related to English 33, a matriculation grade
twelve high school leaving course, focused upon two broad
problems. The first was to identify aspects that reduced the
reliability of scoring. Difficulties related to papers,

readers, scoring variables, and writing tasks were the four

areas covered. The second problem was to determine the

12

reliability of an essay examination as a whole, rather than. -

limiting the study to the reliability of scoring.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction

effectiveness of written samples to assess the

étitinq skills of individuals was summarized by Diederich

(zgiﬁ) when he stated:

‘A similar

As a test of writing ability, no test 1is as
convincing to teachers of English, to teachers in
other deparfments, to prospective employers, and to
the public as actual samples of each student's
writing, especially if the writing is done under
test conditions in which one can be sure that each
sample is-the student's own unaided work (p. 1).

view was expressed by Britton, Martin, and Rosen

(1966); however, they recommended the use of a reading test

as well as a written examination to assess student abilities:

CoffWan

»
. . .a candidate's ability to use his mother tongue
in the written form is best tested by taking a

sample of his performance 1in writing and -in
reading; that is to say that a composition test and
a reading-comprehension. test are the basic

requirements and it ought not to be assumed that
they need supplementing by grammatical or other
forms of language test (p. 2).

(1971a) supported the other writegrs' opinions
concerning the importance of task perfo¥mahce with his

comment :

The only way to assess the extent to which a
student has mastered a field is to present him with
questions or problems in the field and see how he

- performs. The scholar performs by speaking or

writing. The essay examination constitutes a
sample of scholarly performance; heance, it provides
a direct measure of educational achievement (p.
273). s

These types of statements help to demonstrateg, why the

extended-answer examination has been used by educators for

t
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many years to assess the ability of students to write. Such
statements also help to explain why, "despite more than

Aa

halt a century of c¢riticisms by educational measurement

specialists, the essay remains a principal means of
evaluation in  courses of instruction ot all types" (Breland,
1983, p. 7).

Because of the essay's significance in measuring the
knowledge and abilities of students, the matter of the
marking of compositions is of prime importance to educators.
Problems associated with essay scoring have plaqued both
Studenfs and teachers since written examinations 5egan to
replace oral testing. Over the past seventy-five years,
however, educators have become aware of the difficulties
associated with the grading of written compositions and have
carried out many studies in the attempt to eliminate or at

least ﬁmprove the situation. )

Reliability Studies
N

One of the earliest studies that dealt with the problem
of reliability was the work of Starch and Elliott conducted
in 1912,  These researchers had over three hundred markers
score two final examinations in the subject area of English
written by first year high school students. Scorers
consisted of senior pﬁgh school English teachers, English
curriculum methods students, and studénts in an ed¥%cational
measurement class at the University of Chicago. Starch
and Elliott found that ". . .the range of mark§ given by

different teachers to the same'paper may be as large as 35 or

.



40 points"™ (p. 454). They summarized their views regarding
the problem of scoring written examinations by stating "such
wide variations certainly impeach the reliability of the

marks" (p. 456).

Typical studies of the nineteen twenties include one by
Dafsie (1922) and another by Hulten (1925). Both of these
works involved the wuse of composition scales ‘to provide
guidelines for the scoring of papers. In Darsie's study,
eighteen teachers college students marked compositions
written /by pupils in grades four to‘eight. Each scorer rated
anywhere from ten to thirty paper$ and every paper was graded
twice. Darsie concluded that the Willing Scale was "a very
trustworth; instrument for measuring the 'story value' of
compositions” (p. 89), and he reported a correlation of 0.884
for the two ratings of each paper. This high reliability
might have been caused, in part, because the first grade
appeared directly on the paper in view of the second marker.
v Hulten used the Hudelson‘ English Comp;sition scale in
his ;tudy. His, results were not as favorable as those
obtained by Darsie and he concluded that "teachers' marks are
mere guesées, some good, some poor, some indifferent. Since
they are mere guesses they are not sufficiently reliable to
be used for promotion purposes'" (p. 54).

A study by Stalnaker (1934) demonstrated that the author
was aware of thg problem of the reliabiiity of scoring. He

set out to improve reliability by having‘thé scorers work in

small groups becauyse "it was hoped that agreement on

15
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standards would be reached more quickly and that greater
reliability of reading would be achieved" (p. 219). These
groups were, in effect, training the markers to become
conscious of acceptable and unacceptable standards of writing
for 1@ compositions that were to be graded. Stalnaker
reported a reliability Coefficient’of 0.88 after his markers
had completed two readings of the same ninety papers.

Hartog and Rhodes (1936) examined a number of English
tests written primarily at the high school 1leaving level.
After examining the scores éwarded to composit;ons by markers
they stated:

Some examiners marked consistently higher, some

consistently lower, than the majority; others

narked sometimes high, sometimes low. . . (p. 25).
In another part of their study Hartog and Rhodes had ten
markers grade seventy-five papers.using the impression method
of scoring; the same markers then graded Seventy-five
additional papers wusing a detailed marking scheme. It was
found that, in every case, the average of the impreSsion
grades was lower than that of the papers marked with the
detailed marking guide. Based upon these findings, the
researchers concluded: )
- . .the use of a detailed marking scheme does
conduce to a closer approximation of the standards
of examiners, but. . .it does _pothing to reduce the
element of random marking‘(p.‘&b). .
Hartog and Rhodes noted that when four topic choices were
given to students at the college entrance level, markers were

consistently biased for or against particular topics that the

pupils selected. They stated:

~



The fate of a candidate in this type of examination
is partly dependent on the particular examiner's
reaction to the subject of the essay (p. 55).
This was the first study that documented the difficulty some
graders have in scoring compositions written about subjects
that they deem problematic.

A second study conducted by Stalnaker (1937) mentioned
the importance of having students' names concealed on answer
booklets and the significance . of placing no marks on the
compositions Yhen they were being scored. Stalnaker also
stressed that th grade sheets must be removed from thé

answer books and that new ones should be attached. He stated

that "this procedure gives a second apd completely

independent reading of the paper and provides a means of

S

checking the reliability with which the papers are read" (p.

672). Although these are common practices utilized in
scoring large-scale English examinations today, the
importance of these techniques for maintaining student
anonymity and helping to reduce marker bias had not been
specifically documented before Stalnaker's study.

Cast's research (1939; 1940) was the first to compare the
reliability of different ways of grading writing. ﬁis study
had markers use four distinct methods of scoring--their
individual method, the achievement-of-aim method, the general
impression method, and the analytic method. After forty
compositions written by fourteen- and fifteen-year-old girls
had been graded, Cast éoncluded that analytic scoring was the

most reliable technique to use when grading written
) - J
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compositions. ° He summarized his research findings by
stating:

Of the four methods of marking employed, the

- "analytic" method (allotting separate marks for
specified points or qualities), though laborious
and unpopular, appears almost uniformly the best,
as judged by each of the criteria. The method of
marking by "general impression" discriminates more
widely among the individual candidates, but tends
to judge them by more superficial characteristics
(p. 59).

A study conducted by Anderson and Traxler (1940)
attempted to confirm the results of Stalnaker's earlier
research (1934). Based upon Stalnaker's findings of
improving scorer reliabilitj through fhe training of markers,
Anderson and Traxler conducted a reliability study in June,
1934. They had more than one hundred high school students
write essays that were scored by two graduate students in |
English from the University of Chicago. The correlation
between the scores of the two readers was 0.894. The authors

L ]
decided "to undertake another study of a wider scope in order
to verify the findings obtained earlier. . ." (1940, p.
524). Two essays were written by 281 high school students.
The first essay was completed at the beginning of a school
year and the second almost a year later. The comﬁositions
were not scored immediately, but rather were filed for future
study. Later in the year, a graduate student marked the

M Y
essays by following a set of detailed instructions which had
been provided. The researchers inserted a number of

compositiohs which had already been scored into the pile of

essays which-were still to be graded. From the 138 papers
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that were rescored by the graduate studgnt, a, correlation of
0.893 was obtained. The writers concluded that "a single
reader can be trained to read English essay tests with high
reliabilify" (p. 526). when two readers graded the same set
of papers, 5 correlation of 0.878 was obtained. Anderson and
Traxler reinforced their findings by stating: \

The data in the two studies and those reported
earlier by Stalnaker provide strong evidence that
it is possible to train a group of readers who will
not vary greatly among themselves in the scores
which -they assign to essay tests in English (p.
526).

By the beginning of the nineteen fifties, the problems
linked to reliability had been narrowed down to difficulties
assoclated with several markers scoring a paper, a single
marker re-scoring an- examination, and the problem of a
student's written work varying according to assignment and
daily performance. Research in this decade concentrated on
improving reliability when these factors were considered.

Finlayson (1951) conducted a study which was concerned
with both intra- and inter-rater reliability. Two months
after his raters had scored essays written by twelve-year-old
students, they were sent the same essays for re-scoring. A
reliability of 0.786 was reported for the study and Finlayson
concluded:

It will be seen at once that, while the performance
of each marker is similar on both essays, there is
a considerable difference in level and scatter of
the marks from marker to6 marker (p. 128).

Coward's study conducted in 1952 dealt with a slightly

different aspect of reliability in that she compared the



atomistic and holistic methods of scoring.' Based upon one
hundred themss that were scored by sixteen markers, Coward

concluded:

The wholistic [sic] method of reading employed was
considerably faster than the atomistic method. It
is likely that the reading reliability of the two
methods would be about the same if the samé amount
of time were taken (p. 93). “
{
The researcher commented upon reader variation when either

atomistic or holistic scoring was used and she expressed
concern regarding her findings by stating:

There may be an intrinsic difference in what is
measured by the atomistic and wholistic [sic]
methods of grading; but, if there 1is, it was not
sufficiently great to overshadow the individual
variations between readers which occurred
regardless of the method of reading (p. 91).

Research conducted by Huddleston (1954) and by Vernon

20

and Millican (1954) found a lack of conéistency in inter-

rater reliability. Huddleston obtained coefficients of 0.68
and 0.62 in two separate studies and made the comment:

The results are discouraging to those who would
like to develop reliable and valid essay
examinations in English composition--a hope that is
now more than half a century old (p. 204).

Vernon and Millican obtained correlations of 0.415 when
fifteen markers graded more than two hundred essays written
by students attending a teachers college. They were able to
explain the low correlation by breaking down their findings
into several key components and concluded:
Inadequate correlations between different markers
of the same essays chiefly occur when the
candidates are selected and therefore homogeneous
in ability. They are also lowered when the writers

"are mature, the essays are short, or the. markers
relatively inexperienced. A still more serious

-



source of inconsistency in assessing English
ability is the varying performance of candidates
when writing essays on different topics (p. 73).
Vernon and Millicafl also made an interesting statement about
markers and less able students. They found that "the less
skilled or mature the writers, the more their essays are
marked for mechanics rather than for the relatively
subjective qualities of style and thought-content" (p. 66).
Qiseman (1956) found that reliability increased yhen a
team of markers was used in grading papers and he stressed
that unreliable readers should be eliminated from a scoring
project. He expressed cogcern that very few inconsistent
"graders were dropped from marking sessions in England and he
pointed out that reliability could be increased if
inconsistent graders were dismissed.
The topic of reliability of scoring was stressed during
“the nineteen sixties as English teachers continued to
struggle Qith ghe pfoblem'of consistency in grading. Perhaps
the best known reliabilitf studies were conducted dﬁring this
decade by Diederich, French, and Carlton (1961) and by
Bréddock, Lloyd-Jones, and Schoer (1963).
Diederich, French, and Carlton (1961) examined the
scores that were awarded to (three hundred : compositions

written by college freshmen. The markers consisted of

‘English teachers, social scientists, natural scientists,

21

writers and editors, lawyers, and business executives. 1In a

discussion of the study one of the.researchers stated:

« « «1t is probably typical of the ‘amount of
disagreement one would find in any large group of



readers without such training and discipline that,
out of the 300 essays graded, 101 received every
grade from 1 to 9; 94 percent received either
seven, eight, or nine different grades; and no
essay received less than five different grades from
these fifty-three readers (Diederich, 1974, p. 6).

The correlation obtained from the scoring data was 0.31;
however, it was determined that, even with this 1low
correlation, certain characteristics caused the markers to
agree with regard to what was important in the grading of the
essays; The authors found that readers were most influenced
by the ideas expressed in the compositions and that tﬁey were
next most influenced by the errors the students made in
"usage, sentence structure, # punctuation, and spelling”
((Diederich, 1974, p. 7). The third most important grading
criterion consisted of "organization and analysis" (1974, p.
é), the fourth was "wording and phrasing" (1974,§p. 8), and
the last was composed of the "personal qualities &eVealed by
i

the writing" (1974, p. 8). The writers laéelled this
component "flgv&r" (1974, p. 8). These five fact&rs made up
the components of the scoring models 1in latér research
conducted by Diederich. ) . ;

The report that Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, fand .Schoer
produced for The National Council of Teache;é of English
(ﬁ963? contained many references to reliabiiity studies
comp&eted over the years. The ‘write;s g&nthesized the

t

findings of others in a discussion of comgbsition rating.

t

They mentioned that an evaluator could nqber be sure that

" "the student is fully using his ability" (p.( 6) when writing

and they warned that the writer variable was important when
; ! . -
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assegsing written performance. They stressed the importance
of the assignment variable and emphasized that "the topic,

the mode of discourse, the time,afforded for writing, and the

w

examination situation" (p. 7) must be controlled. The
writers recognized that the rater variable was important in
that a markér would "vary in his own standards of evaluation"
(p. 10). To reduce these -difficulties two cautions were

given. The first dealt with rater fatigue, and the
researchers stated:

Fatigue may lead raters to become severe, lenient,
or erratic 1in their evaluations, or to emphasize
grammatical and mechanical features but overlook
the subtler aspects of reasoning and organization.
Consequently, raters should not be permitted to
rate late at night or for lengthy periods during
the day, and they should have regular rest periods
to help them maintain their efficiency (p. 11).’

The second concern dealt with proximity, and the writers
”~

found:

. . .1t seems highly desirable to have all of the
raters working in the same or adjoining offices,
where the investigator can be present and, without
entering "into the rating himself, insure that
everything runs smoothly (p. 11).

Another component with which the authors were concerned was
labelled the colleague variable, It was recognized t@g?
markers varied in the way they evaluated writing and that
consistency was an important factor in order to maintain some
degree of fairnesé towards the writers of the compositions.
The authors recommended:

3

A common set of criteria seems essential in coping
with the colleague variable; if raters are not
evaluating- for the same gualities, they cannot be
expected to rate with validity or reliability.
Three principal means of achieving this commonality

23



are composition scales, a ‘'general impression"
method of rating, and an "analytic method" (p. 12).

It was also suggested that writers should be given the
opportunity to practice rating papers before the actual

scoring began and that these ratings could be used "as a

24

basis for pairing raters with differing standards of séverity-

and leniency" (p. 15). A warning was made against stressing
mechanics over the) other factors involved in scoring
compositions and that raters should be careful not to

emphasize one factor and ignore the others.
In a study by Britton, Martin, and Rosen  (1966), the

"rater and colleague variables" discussed by Braddock et al
1

were again recognized. The authors believed that it was

-

necessary to "take a constructive interest in the differences
between examiners" (p. 31) and that "if the judgement upon a
piéée of writing is to do it justice the marker must respond
to it in a more personal way, a way that reflects his
outlook, his attitudes, his personality" (p. 10). The
authors tentatively proposed:
- . .examiners, where they differ, differ in the
areas of their most sensitive discrimination and
. . .this is the very element in their judgement
that we should wish to incorporate into our
assessment (pp. 10-11). ' ‘
Britton et al recognized that the "concern about individual
differences 1in the scoring aof compositions needed further

research. \

In another study conducted 4n 1966, Myers, McConville,

and Coffman discussed the :éliability of scoring as it was
e

calculated in a large-scale study on a daily basis. They

-

\
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found that inter-rater reliability dropped markedly (from
0.732 to 0.589) on the final day of scoring in a large-scale
essay examination situation in which more than eighty
thousand compositions were read over a five—day-period. The
writers concluded their research with the following questions
and remarks:

Is it possible to maintain a "“high state of
vigilance at the end of the reading period? 1If the
readers are mature and conscientious people, as
they were 1in the present setting, they might
resolve the problem themselves if it were pointed
out to them that there was a tendency for them to
slip at the end of the reading period. If,
however, the readers were not able to maintain a
state of vigilance by their owh efforts, then the
reliability problem will appear more troublesome.

We have been assuming that the drop in
reliability occurs at the end of a reading period
because the readers are anticipating the completion
of their task. 1If thid is so, it means that there
would be an equivalent drop in- reliability
regardless of how 1long the reading period was.
This implies immediately, of course, that this
problem cannot be handled by simply shortening the
reading-period by any small amount. "It would seem
that some external source would be needed to
bolster the reader morale and effort (p. 53).

In a study published by Godshalk, Swineford, and Coffman
(1966), specific écoring procedures designed to improve the
inter-rater reliability. were presented in great detail.’
Their markers were asked to rate - compositions holistically/
awarding grades from one \59 three. A "two" paper was
considered to be an average piece of writing while a "one"
paper was inferior and a "three" was superior. In awarding
grades, the markers were asked "to- judge each paper on its
merits without regard to other papers on the sage topic" (p.

" 10). They,were told to use the full range of marks ' and that -
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awarding all or almost all average marks (the grade of two)

should be avoided. The authors attempted to improve the

reliability by adapting the following procedures:
Standards for the ratings were established in d@o
ways: by furnishing each reader with copies of the
sample essays for inspection and discussion, and by
explaining the conditions of administration and the
nature of the testing population; and by having all
readers score reproduced sets of carefully selected
sample answers to all five questions and to report
the results. The scores were then tabulated and
announced. No effort was made to identify any
reader whose standards were out of 1line, because
that fact would be known to him and would be
assumed to have a corrective effect. The procedure
was repeated several times during the first two

days of scoring to assist readers in maintaining
standards (p. 10). :

%£;t§r foilowing these technigues, the researchers found that
the reliability of the scoring increased; howevg;, they had a
number éf other important recommendations to make in order to
raise the réliability even further. ‘They found that
reliability decreased when students were given the freedom to
write on a choice of topigs and they thus suggested that "no
options should be permitted" with regard to the assigned
topic. They found that relijability increased when a four-
point rather than a three-poiné scale was uséd, and they
favored the u;}lization of the four-point markiné scale for
holistic scoring. They summarized ﬁheir findings by stating,
"the reliability of essay scores is primarily a function of
fhe numbef of different éssays and the number of different.
readings inclgded" (p. 39) and  concluded that, "the most
efficient preéictor, of a reliable direct measure of writing

ability is one which includes essay questions or interlinear
¢ ; ) \



exercises in combination with objective questions" (p. 41).

&or Follman and Anderson's study (1967) reported a high

inter-rater reliability, from 0.810 to 0.953, when five

14

different methods were used to score ten themes. M1l of the

twenty-five markers were students enrolled in an English

f%4

methods course and the researchers commented that the similar

traintng

background of the students may have caused the high

reliability. They stated:

-~

When a group of heterogeneous raters uses an
evaluation system and the mean religbility is
higher than what it would be without the system, it
appears that the system provides a sensitizing to
certain elements of a theme and to certain values
used in theme evaluation (p. 199).

ﬂﬁftwriters concluded that the improvément of reliability
depénded

upon sensitizing heterogeneous raters so their

judgments were guided more carefully.

Similar findings were cited in a study by Smith (1969).

The researcher mentioned Follman and Anderson's idea of the:

similarity of the background of the raters as a contributing

factor in increasing reliability and he agreed that 'teachers

~
4

. e uT
in one large school district and undergraduate and @rad@?te

students

in a few classes in one university could certainly

beé considered more homogeneous than a general population" (p.

192).

The
with éﬁe
studié;
research.

than it

nineteen seventies brought many more studies dealing

topic of essay scoring and reliability. These

shied away  from the earlier works in that the

was less concerned with reliability coefficients
|

was with making general recommendati?ns for markers.

L%
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In a study conducted by McColly (1970), the issue of
competence was brought forth. He Dbelieved that competence
was the most c¢rucial marker characteristic and elaborated on
Fhe term by sfating, "the kind of competengce meant here is
scholarship or knowledgeability. Some normalcy of
temperament 1is required as well for the demonstration of
competence in essay—rating. . " (p. 150). McColly discussed
the importance of training and orientation for markers and
stated that two methods could be wused to train readers
effectively. The first presented markers>with "predetermined
standards and criteria and some kind of artifapt for their
abplication, such as exemplary‘ essays" (p. 150), and the
second called the readers together to discuss the reading,
examine a series of compositions, and : arrive "at a
determination® of théiﬂ own ;landards and criteria through
consensus”" (p. 150). McColly/ also stressed one of
Stalnaker's earlier findings (1934), that of the importance
of practice 1in raising the level of reader performance. A

) ¢
final point made by McColly ééalt with the matter of marker
fatigue, a concern that had also been examined by Coffman,
McConville, and Myers (1966), McColly recognized that
fatigue wvas a problem in scoring; however, he pointed out
that researchers could not be certaiQ\ when it began to be
felt and what the consequences might be.

Coffman (1971b) discussed the essay examination and

listed four ways of improving reader performanée. He found

that the teacher could reduce rating error as follows:
A

28
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First, use a sufficiently fine scale for recording
the ratings. Second, develop clear reference
points to anchor the scale. Third, distribute the
error randomly rather than systematically.
gﬁ?ally, include multiple rating where feasible (p.
Akeju's tesearch (1972) differed from most other
reliability studies in that it involved high school
compositions written in Ghana. Akeju discussed the problems
of inter-rater and intra-rater reliability in essay scoring
and agreed with Gulliksen (1950, p. 212) and Diederich (1974,
p. 33) 1in stating that an acceptable reliability coefficient
was 0.80 or better. « He concluded that the reliability
coefficient of 0.72 that was reported from his study of one
: hundred essays was unsatisfactory and that to raise the

reliability it would be necessary to increase 'the number of/a’
markers who read each essay" (p. 179) and to adjust
statistically the "differences in standard between.exami;ers"
kp. 179). This systematic adjustment of standard differences
had not previously been ‘diécussed as a solution to the

problefy

The publication Measuring Growth in English by Diederich

»

(1974) made a number of suggestions for improving

reliability. Early in the book, the aufhor recognized the
difficultiés associated with essay scoring and suggested that
one way to improve thét‘reliability of an examination in
English was to include w;;tten compos;tions as wellLas "a few
sections of objective items on related pargg of proficiency

in English" (p. . 2). Diederich preferred two essays, one

written in the morning and another written in the afternoon
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to allow for the writer variable and he "encouraged the
teachers to work rapidly and to trust their first
impressions, since we found that this increased the
reliability of grading”™ (p. 3). The researcher supported the
scoring of essays by two markers with a third rater examining
the marks when the scores differed by more than one grade
point. He then suggested:
Papers on which the two grades differed by more
than one full grade-point were referred to a small
committee of the most experienced and trusted
readers, who did not know what grades these papers
had received; they knew only that the grades
differed. One member of this committee would give
each paper a third independgent reading, and a clerk
would substitute this gradé for whichever of the
two previous grades was farther from it. If they
were equally distant, he discarded the grade
nearest the mean, since combining or averaging,
grades pushes everybody toward the middle, and we
want to keep them spread out as far as possible.
But if the first two grades were B and D and the
third was C, he discarded the lowest grade to give
the student the benefit of the doubt (p. 20).
Diederich's text consolidated earlier reliability research
effectively and demonstrated to teachers that simple
techniques could be used to increase reliability within
large-scale testing situations and within their own school's
marking program.

An article by Cooper (1975) reiterated the importance of
using student identification skips to preserve anonymity, the
necessity of having teachers practice using whatever scales

had been devised, and the significance of a committee to
examine papers with more than a ten-point difference between
raters. Cooper added one new factor in grading essays by a

number of markers, and that was the concept of the rater



number. The researcher stressed the importance of having
each teacher assign "himself any random three-digit number as
his Reader Number" (p. 119). This was done to keep the
rating process anonymous. ’

Horner's article A(1978), like Cooper's, emphasized the
importance of practice scoring and of writer and reader
anonymity when compositions were marked by a number of
raters. She suggested that discrepant écores could be "noted

in the final sEoring procedure, during which time the scores

are compared and a majority decision reached”" (p. 60) or that
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an alternate procedure would irvolve "the use of a 'master

reader' who makes decisions on controversial papers" (p. 60).
Horner recognized fatigue as a factor but was more specific

than the other researchers in that she recommended ten minute
breaks for every hour‘;;\ggbring.

Cooper and Odell (1977) made .a. ~number of suggestions
based upon thé findings from the earlier research of
Stalnaker (1934), Follma; and Anderson (1967), Coffman
(1971), and upon theif own ideas about composition scoring.
They summed up the research of the decade when they stated:

The raters themselves must be carefully trained.
They should practice wusing the holistic scoring
guide with sample papers exactly 1like those they
will bPe scoring, and thé&y must be able to make
their judgments within the context of the range of
performances in the particular set of papers they
are scoring. Scoring is always relative to the set
of papers at hand and must take into account of
[sic] the writing task, the conditions under which
the writing was done, the age and ability of the
students, '‘and the full range of quality of the
papers., Reliability cannot be achieved when some
raters are using an absolute standard of quality,
perhaps that of published adult writing. Some



-papers must receive the highest scores, some the
lowest, and most the scores in the middle range.
Raters should check the reliability of their
ratings during training to 1insure they reach an
acceptable level Dbefore they begin the actual
scoring. Then once the scoring is underway, they
should periodically check themselves on perhaps
every twenty-fifth paper. . . (p. 20).

The nineteen eighties continued the trend of the decade

before it by producing few actual reliability studies based

upon writing samples. Instead, the research most commonly
made recommendations for improving scoring reliability
applicable to teachers,  school districts, and larger

divisions when essay testing was carried out.

Miles Myers (1980) published a book which was devoted to
the topic of writing assessment and the grading of
compositions. He supported the use of holistic scoring ‘when
marking compositions and discussed the importance of scoring
criteria and anchor papers. Myers raised the 1issue of
"slippége" within a rscoring category and stated that
"al§ﬁough several pépers might\ have one number, they often
will have recognizable differences" (p. 31). He also
labelled a group of papers which did not fit neatly 1into one
numerical value as "splitters”" and gave his remedy fof the
difficﬁlty when he emphasized:

The solution for splitters, then, is to clearly
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define the difference between upper-and lower-half

papers and to define what should be emphasized on
either side of the splitter. When a question
exists about a particular paper, examine the
anchors on both sides of the suggested score (p.
38). : : '

A}

The author stressed the importance of helping deviant scorers

by table leaders through a procedure whereby the leaders



conferred with deviant markers and showed how the paper could
be fitted within certain boundaries. It was ;lso suggested
that if "an individual reader continues to give odd scores,
the table 1leaders should assign that reader to the head
reader for special duties, such as collecting papers and
counting them" (ﬁp. 43-44). This was the most radical method
cited for improving reader reliability in the review of the
literature.

An article by Odell and Cooper (19t0) introduced the

term "range finders." The authors elaborated upon the range
finder procedure as follows: N

First a scoring coordinator and several assistants
read through the complete set of papers,

identifying "range finders," papers which
illustrate the full range of performance on the
assignment. Assuming that this range might be

represented along a four point continuum, the
leaders of the evaluation identify pairs of papers
which, iff  their  judgment, illustrate the
distinction between a 1 paper and a 4 paper,
between a 2 paper and a 3, and so on. During their
own reading, the coordinato and his. or her
assistants discuss the .reasoniﬁé\ underlying their

" judgments about the quality of papers. But in
training scorers to evaluate the papers, these
leaders do not prepare a 1list of criteria for

~distinguishing beﬁgeen better and poorer papers.
Rather, they chobse papers that illustrate these
criteria. The scorers' Jjob 1is to infer these
criteria, with the 1leaders providing only brief
explanations ag to why they rank the papers as they
do (p. 36).

By following ~ this technique, graders wére given guidelines
regarding the marking standards, yet they Qere still able to
make the final decisions regarding the marks themselves.
¢ Braddock et al (1963), Godshalk et al (1966), Follman and

Anderson (1967)&\ and Smith (1969) also believed that scorers

-
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should feel that they had made important decisions relative

/pb the marking process.

/

H Lees (1981) listed seven ways to improve reliability in
essay evaluation. These included:

1. Raters with a common background are chosen.

2. Raters pass a qualifying test in order to be
eligible to read.

3. Raters agree to share a set of common evaluative
criteria, either criteria they have formulated
themselves or criteria an investigator supplies.

4. Raters study a common set of scored sample
essays before beginning to evaluate on their

own.
5. Raters practice reading unscored sample essays
together.,
6. Raters discuss differences that arise in their
evaluations of sample essays.
/ 7. Raters are monitored during the actual evalu-
-ation session to ensure that they're reading

consistently (pp. 3-4).

Nyberg and Nyberg (1982b) demonstrated that essay models
coul be uséd to 1improve scorer reliability in marking
writing. They found that compositions "should be graded so
as to produce separate’ scores for mechanics and style-
content”" (p. 14) and that the holistic abbroach "was more
efficient than the 'atomistic' approach" (p. 14). This
latter conclusion was based upon a correlation of 0.97 found
between the "true" s$ores for the variable '"general
impression" and the "true" total scores for the essays. The
"true" scores were means based upon twenty-one independent
readings of th; papers by different markers.

vMéredith and Williams (1984) addressed'the concern of
writing assessment in-large-scéle testing programs and were
able to summarize many of the factors importagt to increasing
scoring reliability. The authors first mentioned the

’ ¢
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importance of ensuring that "the scoring criteria are
understood and applied appropriately by all raters throaghout
the scoring sessions" (p- 12). Ensuring understanding of
criteria could most easily be done, they found, by developing’
a scoring guide which "contained materials that are relevant
to accurately applying the scoring criteria" '(p. 12).
Guidelines were given for the training of scorers and it was
suggested that this be carried out through the scoring of
sample papers which had already been premarked. Raters were
to be given the "opportunity to become familiar with the
scoring guide so that [they] can acquire a feel for the
scoring criteria” (p. 13) and once familiar, they were to

[}
score "solid" papers, representing definite mark values
agreed upon by the prescoring committee and "marginal"
papers, representing problems in grading. It was suggested
that markers should be monitored on a daily basis by
practicing on papers that had previously been scored by a
range-finding committee. They also suggested the follqwing:
A complete quality c%ntrol system would wuse daily
reports on accuracy and consistency, as well as to-
date indices of rater performance. In addition to
accuracy data, information contained on this
monitoring report would include indices such as the
total number of readings, the number and percent of
pass/fail papers; the number and percent of scorer
agreement with other scorers; correlation
coefficients; percent and direction of score point
discrepancies; number and percent of papers needing
resolution; and number and percent of agreement
with resolution scores (p. 14).
:‘iy Gee (1987) conducted a study based upon compositions
written at the high school 1leaving 1level in 1978 for the

Alberta English Written thposition Achievement Test. While



not a reliability study, the research had implfcations

V.

relevant to this area. Gee examined the topics that had been

assigned and concluded:
!
. . .topics cannot be selected, despite the care
and rigor exercised 1in their selection, so that
they are of equal difficulty or quality. The
structuring of the topic statements themselves, and
the differences in that structuring, appear to
influence the development of an essay. It also
appears that, where several topics are made
available on an essay examination, the students who
opt for the least popular topics tend to make the
highest grades or scores. Markers may be biased
against a topic, get bored when marking the same
topic over and over again, or more capable students
may opt for one to two particular topics. Even the

order of topics may influence their equality (p.
1,12). :

Summary of Literature and Extent of Application By
Alberta Education

‘Most of the reliability studies which dealt with the
subject area of English languaée arts contained common
elements. These studies conducted from the early nineteen
hundreds to the present date have been summarized in Table
I1-1.

When Alberta-Education initiated its diploma examination

testing program for English 33 in January, 1984, many of the
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recommendations from the reliability studies conducted in the °

past ninety years were put 1into practice. The Student
Evaluation Branch chose to follow some of the sgggestions
made by the various studies - rather clo;ely while
’recommendétions-.made by other researchers wefe virtually
ignored. Policies which were adopted}are listed in Table II-

2; those which were not followed are given in Table II-3.



Table II-1
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF RELIABILITY STUDIES

Date & No.
Researcher(s) Rel. Rdrs. Level Comments
1912 Graded by teachers
Starch & Elliott varied 326 H.S. English students,
and measurement
students
1922 G4d. Used essay models;
Darsie 0.88 18 4-8 marks on papers
1934 Univ. Read twice by sane
Stalnaker 0.88 pairs Enrtr. reader
1937 Papers read by two
Stalnaker 0.84 100 CEEB readers .
1939, 1940 Age Analytic method
Cast 0.49 12 . 14-15 Jjudged to be best
1940 ﬁc, , Grade Two forms of test
Anderson & Traxler 0.89 2 11 given
1940 Markers followed
Anderson & Traxler 0.88 2 H.S. written directions
1951 Age Re-scored after 2
Finlayson 0.79 6 12 months; general
impression method
1952 : Holistic and atom-
Coward 0.70 16 Adult 1istic procedures
compared
1954 0.68 ? H.S. First study used
Huddleston 0.62 39 H.S. to set up next one
1954 Papers read twice
Vernon & Millican 0.42 15 Educ. by two markers
1956 Pri- Two papers written
Wiseman 0.80 4 mary four months apart
1961 Readers from five
Diederich, French 0.31 53 Univ. fields; no guide-
lines were imposed
1966 0 General impression
Britton, Martin & 0.51 100 Level method; .scored at .
Rosen Exams least three times
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Date & No.
Researcher(s) Rel. Rdrs. Level Comments
1966 . Holistic scoring;
Myers, McConville & 0.73 145 CEEB reliability drop
Coffman on final day
’ \
1966 Holistic scoring;
Godshalk, Swineford 0.71 25 Grade each paper read by
& Coffman 11-12 five markers
1967 0.81- Grade Five methods of
Follman & Anderson 0.95 25 5 evaluation used
1969 0.60- Two compositions
Smith 0.79 218 Grade scored four weeks
5 apart; holistic
1970 Four point scale;
McColly N 0.43 16 H.S. fast marking (ppne
essay per minute)
1972 : Low reliability
Akeju 0.72 7 H.S.  because of "inher-
Leave ent idiosyncracies
of scorers"
1982 0.78 6 H.S. Mechanics & style-
Nyberg & Nyberg 0.77 Leave content rated by
: use of models
1984 Two ratings made
Marsh & Ireland 0.70 6 Grade ten months apart;
7 holistic, analytic
1985 Holistic method; 2
Swartz & Whitney 0.85 3 H.S. reader minimum and
third resolved
- problems
1985 . . Analytic and hol-
Sweedler-Brown 26 Univ. istic; two readers

and third resolved
differences
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Tagble II-2

A,‘

i RECOMMENDED PROCEDQ&ES ADOPTED BY ALBERTA EDUCATION

\
Recommended Procedure

Researdﬁ;E}s) and Year

Practice scoring on
.sample papers and
train markers.

Instruct scorers in
small groups.

nceal students'’
nakes and place no

marks on essay papers.

Assign a number to
each marker.

Use a combination of
holistic and analytic
methods of scoring.

Compile and issue a
daily report card to
the markers.

Score each paper more

than once. .

Train the markers, and
havé& them working in
close proximity.to one
another.

Utilize a common set

of criteria for \

scoring the papers.

*

Do not identify
deviant markers to the
others.

Limit the choice of

topics available to

the students writing
the test.

Allow for fatigue.

Stalnaker (1934), Anderson & Traxler
(1940), Godshalk et al (1966), Mc-
Colly (1970), Cooper (1975), Cooper
& Odell (1978), Horner (1978), Lees
(1981), Meredith & Williams (1984).

Stalnaker (1934).

Stalnaker (1937),
Horner (1978).,

Cooper (1975),

Cooper (\975), Horner (1978).

“ 5\\ .‘
Cast (1940f, Coward (1952), Godshalk
et al (1966), Braddock et (1963),°
Diederich (19743, Myers (1980).

Meredith & Williams (1984)
N “

Coffman (1971b), Akegu (1972), Died-
erich (1974). .
\a
3

Braddock (1963). :K

Follman & Anderson
(1970), Coffman
(1981), Meredith &

Braddock (1963),
(1967), McColly
(1971b), Lees
Willigys (1984).

Godshalk et al (1966).

Godshalk\et al (1966). )

L
3 .
Braddock et al (1963), McColly
(1970).
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Table II-2 (Cont'd) %\

Recommended Procedure

Appoint homogeneous
leaders; that is,
leaders who have
taught the course.

Require students to
write more than one
essay.

When grades differ,
assign a marker the
task of making the
final decision.

Recognize and give
special attention to
"splitter" papers,
that is, papers that
are assigned scores
near the cutting
points.

Utilize "range finding"
procedure, that is,
identify a set of
papers that represents
the full range og
performance.

Train markers on papers
represepting a wide
rangelan quality of
writ;ﬁg.

%éesearcheg(s) and Year
Smith (1969), Lees (1981).

Diederich (1974),.

Diederich (1974), Cooper (1975),
Horner (1978).

Myers (1980).

Odell & Cooper (1980).

Meredith & Williams (1984).
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Table II-3

RECOMMENDED PROCEDURES NOT ADOPTED BY ALBERTA EDUCATION

Recommended Procedure

Assign deviant markers
to other tasks.

Employ scale with 7 or
more points.

Periodically, check
work done by>»markers
after work commences.

Distribute marker error
randomly by having
different readers score
each guestion.

Adjust markers scores
so as to correct for
differences in grading
standards.

Have students write
two essays on different
occasions)

Require the raters to
pass a qualifying test.

e 4 e

Wiseman (1956), Myers (1980).

Coffman (1971b).

Cooper & Odell (1977), Lees (1981).

Coffman (1971b).

Britton et al (1966), Akeju (1972).

Diederich (1974).

Lees (1981).

_mggggarcher(ql an@_(ggg___i
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CHAPTER II1

DESIGN OF THE STUDY
General

The overall purpose of the study was to address the
problem of essays that resulted in discrepant scores, and to
calculate the reliability of an essay examination as a whole.
The essays that posed difficulties in scoring were studied
with respect to four sources of variations in marking--those
related to the compositions, those related to the readers,
those related to the scoring vartables, and those related to
the writing tasks. Reliability of the essay test was
calculated, as opposed to the usual task of computing the
reliability of scoring. The procédure was to collect samples
of compgsitions, to gather data on scores awarded to those
compositions, and to conduct an analysis focusing on the
specific objectives of thé problem.

In order to secure relevant data, the cooperation of a
large-scale scoring authority was necessary. This
cooperation was readily provided by the Studgnt Evaluation
and Rec?rds Branch of Alberta Education and compositions
written under ~examination conditions in January, and June,

1986, (part A of the examinations) were made available.

Sampling
Three samples were drawn. The first consisted of
examinations which were selected for use in the scoring

consistency checks (or reliability reviews as they were
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/
called). This sample was not intended to be representative

of any population of papers submitted. These papers were
chosen by having a group of trained readers p%ck papers which
they believed were wuseful 1in demonstrating the various
situations that markers might encounter when they scored the
examinations. Each of these papers was discussed by the
trained readers and a consensus was reached before the paper

was finally placed in the reliability review sample. The

43

sample consisted of seven compositions submitted in January,

1986. The second sample, drawn by a similar procedure from
examinations written 1in June, 1986, was composed of a total
of ten compositions. The two reliability review samples were
not drawn merely for the purposes of this study. Rather,
_they were intended for use in training the groups of readers
for consistency. During the marking session, t?e.gépers were
photocopied and distributed one at a time to all of the
markers. These papers were utilized during the reliability
review checks which took place every morning and every
afternoon.

The third group of papers consisted of a random sample
of ninety-six test papers which“ had been taken from the
January, 1986, scoring session. The actual précedure
involved the _Qelection of examinations on the basis of
computer-generated random numbers which had begn apeﬂied to
the identification numbers printed on the test boéklets.
Uniike the two reliability review samples, the third gample

was drawn for use in this study, only. One photocopy of each
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paper was made for the purposes of this study.

‘Data Géthered
Each of the re}iability review papers was scored by all
of the readers engaged in marking at each .of the two
sessions. That 1is, for the seven papers in sample one, eacﬁ
had been graded by all seventy-five readers on every

4

variable, and for the ten papers in sample two, each had been
similarly graded by all sixty-four markers on every variable.
The result, then, was seventeen matrices of scores as
represented in Table III-1.

The random sample of ninety-six papers (the reliability
sample) was scored in the same manner that was employed for
the total group of 4218 papers (Student Evaluation, 1986, p.
9). This procedure involved having each ;paper graded
independently by three of the seventy-five markers. The
marking was based upon the same set of scoring descriptors
listed in Appendix A. No systematic procedure was used for
deciding which set of three markers would score a particular
paper; instead, the selection of groups of papers by the
markers themselves was left to chance. The total group of

.
examination papers was divided into several large batches.
Each batch was subdivided into bundles of eight papers, by
clerks, then was submitted for scoring. Only one batch at a
time was scored. The bundles of eight were circulated until
each had been graded three times. After completing the
scoring of a paper, a reader recorded his or her marker

. v
number in a box printed on the back of each paper. A reader,
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Table III-1
COLLECTION OF RELIABILITY REVIEW DATA

January, 1986, Reliability Review Session

Paper #1
Essay Reader #
Task Variables 1 2 3 - - - 75
Thought
I & Detail  X(1,1) X(1,2) X(1,3) - - X(1,75)
Organi - >
I zation X(2,1) X(2,2) X(2,3) - - X(2,75)
I Choice
Conven-
I tion
Thought
II & Detail
Organi-
II zation
Writing
I1 Skills
bl
Thought
ITI(1) & Detail
Writing )
ITII(1) Skills
Thought
III(2) & Detail
Writing
ITI(2) Skills X(11,1) X(11,2) Xx(11,3) - - X(11,75)

Note: X(1,1) was the score awarded in row 1, column 1, that
is, the score given for Thought and Detail by Reader #1.

This format continued through paper #7. A similar set of ten
matrices resulted from the July, 1986, scoring session.



when choosing a bundle, would ensure that he or she had not

graded that set at an earlier time during the scoring session

by checking the numbers in the boxes.

Reliability Review Procedures

A reliability review check consisted of dividing the

markers 1into dgroups of aéproximately five, 1including a
leader, and then distributing copies of one sample paper to
all readers. The paper was then scored in the usual manner
after which the marks for each variéble were tallied and a
summary table was constructed. Readers whose scores were
discrepant were expected to explain their grades, although
observations and ideas were welcomed from any member 6f the
group. At this point the markers were invited to change
their grades, but there was no direct pressure on them to do
so. Each group leader then enteréa marks on tally sheé;s
based upon the final consensus. Next, summaries of the
scores recorded by the groups were drawn up and posted; that
is, a table showing the distribution of grades for each
variable on the initial reading was constructed, as was a
table showing the final totals aftér discussion and after

changes had been m by individual markers.

This procedire ordinarily took an hour to complete,

although the time lost was much less because yeaders returned
to the task of ;Eoring papers as soon as their group had
completed the reliability review session. These scorers

continued marking papérs while tables were being constrqcted

by thé clérical staff members. The posting of the
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reliability review tables was announced a short time after
the reliability review session, and each reader then took the
opportunity to compare his or her grades with the final
consegsus. Group leaders also compared their table's scores
with those on the overall table.

The primary focus was upon how each individual performed
in relation to the total group. No direct suggestion was
made that a reader was grading too easily, too severely, or
inconsistently; however, it was generally assumed that the
markers would; see this for themselves and adjust their
standards. Experience had shown that some of the scorers
would be inflexible.

During- the first day of the scoring- session, a
reliability review session took place once during the morning
and once during the afternoon. In general, the morning
session involved comparing grades with markers from the group
in which a person normally worked; in the afternoon session,
group leaders [remained at their assigned tables and the
memqﬁrs of the Student Evaluation and Records Branch Staff
assigned markets to new tables on a random basis. By
following this procedure, markers were given the opportunity
to work with many individuals and to compare their
performance with that of others Toward the end of the
scoring séssion, reliability reviews were generally conducted
once a day rather than twice daily because it was assumed
ghat markers were becoming more familiar with the different

types of papers as they gained greater experience.

47
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For the purposes of this study, data from the
reliability review samples were taken from-'the initial-
marking rather than the post-marking discussion. This

. - .

procedure was used because it was felt that the initial

scores more truly represented the actual scores being awarded

by the readers.

Details of the Design

Data from the two review samples have been represented
in five tables to aséist the reader 1in following the
descriptions of the various analyses." Table III-1 is a
master tabie representing all data coil?ctea'relative to the
. review samples. The data were entered on punch cards so that
each contained one reader's scores for a ‘single essay. Each
column in Table III-1, therefore, represents one card.

Table III-2 shows how each of the raw scores, awarded by
a single reader, was weighted to produce the scores actually
used in computing students; marks. This was carried out
according to the guidelines established by Alberta Educagion
when the examination was brought into effect in 1984.

“Pable- III-3 repfesests a matrix of total scores,
weighted as outlined in Table 1III-2. Values in each row
consiét of total scores awarded for a single essay. The
\}deal situation would be for the scores in each row to be
identical, and theréfore to have standard deviatiops of zero.
EachCZ;lumn consists of scores awarded by a single reader.
Ideally, the means should be equal, b?cause each reader had

scored the same set of papers. Differences in means



Table III-2

English 33 Diploma Examination Blueprint

Description of the
Writing Assignment

Reporting Category

Proportion of

Total Mark

A

49

Personal Response

to Literature b
The student is required 1. Thought & Detail 10 %
to read a short liter-
ary selection that 2. Organization 5 %
serves as a stimulus
for a personal or re- 3. Matters of Choice 5 %
flective response.

4. Matters of Cgnvention 5 %
Functional Writing
The student is required 1. Thought & Detail 10 %
to write for a,
specified purpose and 2. Organization 2.5%
audience. ,

3. Writing Skills 2.5%
Response to Visual
Communication
Writing assignments are 1. Thought & Detail S %
connected to a cartoon.
The student is required 2. Writing Skills 5 %
to write about main :
“ideas, techniques of
communication, and per-
sonal reactions.

50 %

(Student Evaluation, 1986a, p. 10)-
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Table III-3
\SEIGHTED SCORES BY READER AND PAPER
(January, 1986, Review Sample)

Reader No.

Paper ’ S.D. for
No. 1 - 2 3 e 75 Papers

1 X(1,1) X(1,2) X(1,3) --- X(1,75) SP(1)

2 X(2,1) X(2,2) X(2,3) --- X(2,75) SP(2)

3 X(3,1) X(3,2) X(3,3) --- X(3,75) SP(3)

7 X(7,1) X(7,2) X(7,3) --~- X{(7,75) SP(75)
Means for _ _ _
Readers X(1) X(2) X(3) X{(75)
S.D. for '
Readers SR(1) SR(2) SR(3) ~--- SR(75)
Note: Entries in the table were weighted total scores for
papers. Raw scores awarded by readers were weighted as
indicated 1in Table III-2. For example, X(2,1) was the

weighted total score awarded to paper 2 by reader 1

.
-
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reflected differences in scoring standards by the readers.

The standard deviations, in an ideal situation, should also

be equal; variations reflected differencqb‘ in how readers
tended to spread the scores.

Table III-4 1is a matrix representing correlations of
total weighted scores for essays for all pairs of readers.
Mean correlations for “each reader are repgésented at the foot
of each column.

Table III-5 is similar to Table III-4 in that
correlations between all pairs of readers are represented.
Table III-5, however, deals with only one scoring variable at
a time. The complete table, ‘then, consists of eleven
sections, of which only the first 1is illustrated. The mean
correlations, shown at the base of the columns, are

indicators of the degree of agreement among readers.

I. Compositions Having Low Scorer Reliability
A. Problems Related to the Compositions

Problem papers were 1identified as those having the
largest discrepancies of scoring amongst the readers (see
Table III-3). Standard deviations, calculated for all essays
across all readers, were used as measures of scoring
discrepancy. That\is, each essay was scored by more than
sixty readers, and éhe standard .deviation of the scores gave
an indication of the disagreement. ' It should be noted that
in the actual scoring situation, the raw scores were weighted
before being combined (see Table III—25. These wg&ghted

scores were summed, and then used in calculating the staﬁdard



Table III-4 ~

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TOTAL SCORES FOR ALL PAIRS OF READERS

(January, 1986, Reliability Review Samplef

} Reader No.
Reader

No. 1 2 3 - 75

1 r(1,2) r(1,3) --- r(1,75)

2 r(2,1) r(2,3) --- r(2,75)

3 r(3,1) r(3,2) --- r(3,75)
75 (75,1)  r(75,2) £(75,3) -

Mean _ _ _ .
Carrelation r(1) r(2) r(3) - r(75)
Note: Correlations between any two readers could be
identified. For example, r(2,1) was the correlation between

total scores over ithe 7 essays awarded by readers 1 and 2.
All correlations appeared in the table twice, because the

value labelled r(1,2) was the same assthat labelled r(2,1),
etc. ‘

No entries were made in the spaces where the two reader
numbers would be the same, for example r(1,1). This woculd be
the correlation between reader 1 and reader 1.
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Table III-5
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN READERS FOR ALL SCORING VARIABLES
(January, 1986, and June, 1986, Review Sample Data)

Variable 1 (Thought and Detail)

Reader Reader No,

No. 1 2 3 e 37

1 r{(1,2) r(1,3) --- 1r(1,37)

2 r(2,1) r(2,3) --- r(2,37)

3 r(3,1) r(3,2) -~-- r(3,37)

2

37 r(37,1) r(37,2) r(37,3) -
Mean _ . . _

Correlation r(1) r(2) r(3) r(37)
Note: Each value 1in the table represented a correlation

between the scores awarded by two readers on scoring variable
1. For example, r(3,2) was the correlation between readers 3
and 2 on the scores they awarded for scoring variable 1. As
in Table III-4, all values appeared twice, and no entries
were made where the reader numbers would be the same.

The table then continued, giving values for scéring variable
number 2, 3, and so on to variable 11.
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deviation for each paper.

Once the compositions having low scorer
reliability were identified, they were categorized according
to common characteristics. These characteristics could not
be predicted before the data were anal{lled; rather, they were
determined after inspecting the problem papers.

B. Reader-Based Problems

The degree to which readers tended to submit discrepant
scores was determined. Weighted scores awarded by the
readers on the reliability sample compositions were again
employed. These scores were used to calculate correlations
between all pairs of readers. Next, the mean correlation for
each reader was determined ‘(see Table III-4). Readers
associated with the lowest mean correlations were identified
as being the most‘discrepant.

It must be noted that cor;elation:coeffiCients reflected
only one aséect of scoring discrepancies. They indicated the
e#tent to which readers agreed in the ranking of the papers,
but ignored differences in standards. For example, two
readers could have a correlation of 1.0, indicating perfect
agreement in raﬁking the essays, but one readér might award
marks that were consisténtly ten points lower «for every
essay.

Discfepancies in standards were determined usiﬁg another
criterion. | This criterion consisted of the means and
. standard deviations of the scores awagded by readers over all

of the review samplé compositions (see 'Table‘III-3). . A low



mean indicated that the reﬁder was marking more éEVerely than
the others, and conversely;;; high mean indicated a generous
reader relative to the others. High or - low values of the
standard deviation 1indicated readers who scored over a
relatively wide range or narrow range, respectively.
C. Problems Related to the Scoring Variables

The effectiveness of the various scoring descriptors was
judged. Data from the combined rev%sw samples were used to
determine the descriptors for which the reliabil{ty of
scoring was conparatively 1low (see Table III-S). The
combined samples were used because many readers (thirty-
se&en) were involved in the January, 1986, and June,
1986, scoring sessions.‘hile the writing topics given to
the students differed, the scoring variables did not. For
each variable, correlations betwean all pairs of raters were
calculated. Variables for which the mean corgelation was low
were identified. Again, what was deemed to be low was
determined after the data were examined.
D. Problems Related to the Writing Tasks

Writing tasks for which the reliability of scoring, in
the review samples, was lower than others were identified.
For each of the three writing assignments in an examination
paper, the reliability of. scoring was estimated by
calculating the mean correlation over all pairs'of readers.

-

Comparisons revealed any writing task that was scored less

reliably than the others.



II. Assessing Test Reliability

The reliabflity of the written test as a whole, as
opbosed to the reliability of the scoring, only, was
calculated. Scoring reliability was 'concerned with
discrepancies among the readers when each student submitted
an essay. Test reliability, in addition, took into account

differences 1in quality of the writing. For example, a

student might write a high quality essay in one instance, and

a lower quality essay in a second instance. An alpha
coefficient based upon all ‘ the scoring variables was
computed. This coefficient was a measure of 1internal

consistency, similar to the well known KR20 estimate of
reliability used 1in objective tests., The difference is that
KR20 applies when test items are either right or wrong and
are awarded a score of one or zero. An alpha coefficient
applies when items could have a wide range of scores. The
welighted scores actuall? awarded to the essays were used;
these scores were based upon three independent readings.

The purpose of this procedure was td determine the
effectiveness of the methods employed by Alberta Education to
increase reliability. The value was expected to be higher
than 0.8, (Diederich, 1974, p. 34; Akeju, 1972, p. 178) in
view of the special measures taken. .

The improvement in reliability that resulted from a
consensus reached from three gradings instead of from a
single éEoring was calculated. The\ reliability of the test

/
as a whole (coefficient alpha)/ was computed in connection
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with objective B. 1. (see page 6). The reliabiliﬁy
(coefficient alpha) of the scores submitted after the first
reading of the compositions from the random sample of ninety-
six was computed and compared with the coefficient calculated
from the f?ﬁ&l marks that were awarded. These final grades

were based upon scores given by all three readers.

Summary

The problem of essays for which discrepant scores were
submitted was addressed through data gathered from the twice-
daily reliability review sessions. Problems related to the
compositions wefe studied by comparing the standard
deviations of the scores awarded by all of the raters.
Reader-based problems >Were investigated, first, 'by
determining which markers tended to have the 1owe;t
correlations with other markers; second, by identifying
readers who tended to Eyard scores that were too high or too
low, as compared to the other readers; and third, by

v

identifying readers whose score spreads were high or low.
L Y
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Problems related to the variables were identified by'

determining which ones were associated with low correlations
amongst readers. Similarly, problems related to the writing
tasks were identified by determining whicg tasks had low
correlations amongst readers. The alpha cqefficient,

calculated from a random sample of papers, was taken as an

estimate of test reliability. Comparisons between coeffo\/ﬁ

ciq&:s based upon the first reading of the essays and upon

the final grades determined from three readings were made.



CHAPTER 1V

OBSERVATIONS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
I. Compositions Having Low Scorer Reliability

A. Problems Related to tge Compositions

The proposed procedures (see page 51) for identifying
problem papers were carried out. Standard deviations of
scores given by all readers were calculated for each of the
reliabilit; review papers (see Table IV—f). Next, the papers
for which the standArd deviations were high (that is, when
the reliability of scoring was low) were analyzed with a view
to pinpointing the causes of the disagreement among scorers.
A detailed analysis of the problem papers for the January,
and June, 1986, scoring sessions was carried out. Following
this analysis, generalizations were made \reqarding what
constituted problems for many markers. \lIn the \study,
inferences based upon‘subjective judgments often were made,
These judgments seemed Jjustified 1in view of the extensive
experience of the author as a group leader during scoring

sessions and in view of conferences held with other markers.

1. January, 1986, Reliability Review Papers |

Statistical calculations revealed that during thL
January, 1986, scoring session, the standard deviations for
the seven reliability re;iew papers ranged from a high of
12,658 (paper five) to a low of 5.473 (paper three). The

seven papers that were scored by all seventy-five readers

were examined to determine the extent to which these

/’_°\

4 <
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examinations caused difficulties for the markers. These
seven papers were studied in detall and the results were
summarized in the following pages.

Table IV-1

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF SCORES
ASSIGNED TO RELIABILITY REVIEW PAPERS

Januagy, 1986, Session . June, 1986, Session
___Paper #  Mean S.D. Paper # Mean S.D.

5 ©73.840 12.658 9 52.397 9.614
2 49.507 8.427 6 60.968  9.244
4 65.973  8.426 2 54.953  8.757
7 58.982  7.802 8 73.141  8.387
1 45.973  7.793 7 77.156  8.339
6 . 65.068  7.336 1 62.797 8.120
3 90.680 5.473 4 72.638 8.106

5 41.746  7.368

3 85.206  7.236

10 67.585  6.939

Paper Causing Greatest Problem - Jan. R.R. #5

Reliability review paper number five (see Appendix B
Part 1) caused the largest problem for the markers (stanaard
deration of 12.658) and ‘}he difficulty had much to do with
the writegfs treatment of the'subject in section one of the
exam. The assigned topic‘ (topics for Januqrjt and June,
1986, are found in Appendix C) was to "write about an
incident that focuses on the giving or receiving of a special

glft2ﬁ+Alberta Education, 1986, p. 3). Students were asked
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v

to "describe the incident, examine the feelings and attitudes

~

o -€£?ated v the incident, and explain how this 1incident has
affected you" (Alberta Education, 1986, p. 3). 1In paper
five, the student chose to write about an intangible gift,
the gift people have of being talented in more than one area.
It should be noted that common responses to the topic dealt
with articles that students had received as gifts kfemales
often wrote about receiving a pilece of jewelry from boy

« friends; males commonlx wrote about getting thei} first car).
The writer of paper number five described three aspects of
what was termed "giftedness'--talent in carpentr#«and fixing
cars, and the person's ability to get along with others. The
papér concluded by describing Athe personal satisfaction
gained whgn others were héméeg. These 1deas were not
commonly found 1in most papers written by English 33 students
and, in addition, tﬁey were expressed in a sincere way.

In section one of the examination, seventeen markers
awarded the highest possible érade of five for variable one,
thought and detail. One marker must have believed that the
ideas did not deal with the preséribed topic and thus gave.
the lowest possiblé grade of INS (ihsufficient) and fifteen
others gave grades of' one or twe for variable one, thought
and detqil.- The mafks)awarded for the first scoring variable
spread over the entire range of possible grahes, and'the
paper appeared to cause markérsédgfoblems because of the
unusual treatment of the topic.

The halo effect seemed to énter into the scoring of

#

& ‘'
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paper five in that seven of the markers awarded the grade of
five . to the other three variables in section one
(organization, matters of choice, matters of convention) and
five of, these same markers awarded the grade of five for the
three variables contained in section two of the examination.
It was somewhat difficult to defend the grade of five in the
category of matters of convention ("The . writing is
essentially free from errors in-spelling, punctuation, and
grammar. Errors that are present do not reduce the clarity
of commudication" (Student Evaluation, 1986b, p. 33].)
because there were numeroﬁs errors in all three of the cited
areas. The halo effect also appeared to-cause the marker who
gave the grade of INS in section one to continue giving lower
grades than the scoring descriptors called for in section two
of the examination.

In section two, the students were asked to invite a
speaker to the school to "represent the caree;'or occupation
that most interests you" (Alberta Education, 1986, p. 11).
Students were told that the letter should demonstrate "your
interest in the career or occupation that your speaker will
represent" (Alberta Education, 1986, p. 11) and that it
should include "all of the information that your speaker ,will \
need to make his or her participation successful'" (Alberta
Education, 1986, p. 11). A sample poster\ that had been Y
placed on a school wall was included which pfovided morL_u////

information for writers. Paper number five was. one and one-

half pages in length and was longer than most compositions
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written by English 33 students. | The letter listéé the
purpose in writing, mentioned the paramedical field, cited
questions that students would ask, and asked for -an early
reply.

In section two of the examination, the greatest
differences in grades appeared to occur becéuse of the halo
effect continuing from ;ection one. If, in the first writing
task, markers had not followed the scoring descriptors and
Kad awarded higher or lower grades thén could be expected,
they continued to do so in section two of the test.

Section three of the examination consisted of two

questions based upon two cartoons. The first question asked
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students how they would feel if they were. one of the'

chara?ters i'n the cartoon. They were asked to provide
support for their answers. The writer of paper number five
gave a response that was a page in length; this was a ionger
answer than was typically given. The question was .answered
in a slightly different way in éhaty feélings were not
expressed in a direct manner. Instead, the writer used a

r

rhetorical question about hitting a finger with a hammer.
Five markers awarded the }grade of five for thoﬁght and
detail while four markers gave the grade of one in the same
category. The generalizations that had been expressed in the
answer seemed to cause proé}ems for the markers.
In question two of section three, students were asked to
list the main idea that was common to both cartoons; they

N
were then to support their response with details from the



cartoons. The writer of pa%er five gave a lengthy answer
that covered the activities shown in the cartoons. Although
the statements were true, they'did not aeal with the main
idea common to both drawings.

Seven markers awarded a gréde "of four for variable
ten, thought and detail, even though the scoring guide for
capable writing did not appear to fit well ("Interpretation
of the comic strip, cartoon, or photograph is appropriate and
is in the form of a generalized idea or, theme. Specific
details wused for support are well-defined and accurate"
[Student Evaluation, 1986b, p. 37].). Three of the markers
who gave grades of two for variable ten, thought and detail,
also gave the same grade to the writing skills section. It
Aappearéd that the scoring descriptors were not followed
carefhlly, but that the same érade of two was arbitrarily

given to the writing skills section.

Paper Causing Second Greatest Problem - Jan. R.R. #2
Reliability review paper number two (see Appendix B Part
*2) caused the second largest problem for many markers
(standard deviacion of 8.427). Section one of this paper
'containeditwo diary entries. A The first entry cogsisted of
the sto;y the writer had heard of a grandfather telling his

grandson that life could be compared to the seasons. The
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second entry was brief and stated that the writer had the’

confidence to liQe a full life. This paper did not mention
. 5

the word gift and, 1liké paper five, contained a different

idea than was typically found in the examination papers.
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A number of markers appeared. to have difficulty in
grading variable one, thought and detail, because of the
nature of the composition. Markg ranged from insufficient to
four with the mean mark given being a grade of two. The two
markers who gave the grade of INS seemed to have felt that
the paper did not deal with the assigne v topic; markers who
awarded the grade of four might have thought that the content
was creative and thus worth a higher gra ) They might also
have been influenced by the rather sentimental nature found.

in the treatment of the subject. Ten markers who gave the .
grade of two for thought and detail in section one also gave
Rbe same grade for organization ("The beginning and/or
cénclusion are non-functional. Relationships among sentenceé

and between paragraphs are frequently unclear" {Student

Evaluation, 1986b, p. 321].) if seemed tha the halo effect

\

entered into the scoring in these caséé because the
composition did contain a functional beginning, development,
and conclusion and more closely fitted the adequate (grade of
three) category. It should be noted that three markers who
gave the grade of one for thought and detail move? to a two
for organization. They believed the student-writer ;érned a
lower grade for thought and detaiiiand also penalized the
writing for organization.

Section two of this .stu'rnt‘s paper ;contained a half-
page letter inviti&% a Speaker to talk about his occupation,
although - the specific occupation- was nev!; Mentioned.

Possible questiongp were cited and the writer concluded by

¢



stating interest in the speaker's occupation.

Grades for variable five, thought and detail, rénged
from one to four. The grades of three and four seemed to be
a little generous after the scoring descriptor was examined
carefully in the marker's gquidebook. The one marker who
awarded the grade of four for thought and detail also awarded
the same grade for organization in this section.

In section three question one, the writer did mention
his feelings directly by stating that he would feel
"discusted"; the response to the question was rather brief
and was also stated in general rather than specific ¢ernms.
These factors seemed to cause problems for some_readérs.

Marks for variable eight, thought and detail, ranged
from one to four. Although there was no real problem with
variable nine, writing skills, it should be noted that the
mark of four that was awarded by two markers was somewhat
questiénable. The writer did not make many errors in this

*

question; however, the response was very(brief and there was
little opportﬁnity to make mistakes.‘ Brief answers often
caused problems because an accurate sample of the student's
ability was not produced.

.In question two of section three, the writer gave a main
idea from the cartoons that was not particularly accurate.
The writer stated that the idea behind the cartoons was that
people could not afford fancy homes and that they had to

build simple ones themselves. The marks given to this

question ranged from one to four. The marker who awarded a

,
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four for variable ten had also awarded the same grade for
variables eight and nine; perhaps the halo effect entered
into thke marking for variable ten. The grades of three and
four seemed high if the descriptor were followed carefully.
The ideas stated were not correct and the grade of two seemed
to be more appropriate.

In the writing skills part of question two, the marks
ranged from one to four. The marker who gave the grade of
one also gave the same grade for variable ten, thghght gnd
detail; it appearéd that the halo effect entered into the

scoring of variable eleven.

Paper Causing Th;rd Greatest Problem - Jan R.R. #4

Reliability review paper numgér four (see Appendix B
Part 3) caused the third largest problem for many markers
(standard deviation of 8.426). Section one of this paper
deqlt~with working at a petting zoo for children. One little
girl gave the worker a picture that included @e vrds, "I
love ya." The writer stated that the gift of a little girl's
love had been received. Numerous ﬁechénical errors were made
throughout th;s.composition.

The mafks for variable one, thought and detail, in
section one ranged from two to five. The content of the
composition was mature and ma‘e direct réference to a qgift
that was received. f Retrospection about the situation was
directly stated. Three markers gave the érade of two fof
thought and detail and it seemed as though these i;g;viduals'

were penalizing the student for the number of writing errors



that had been made throughout the composition. Matters of
convention appeared to influence the grading for thought and
detail.

The hext problem in section one occurred with variable
three, matters of choice. The marks ranged from two to five.
One of the markers who awarded the grade of ffve for variable
three had also awarded the same grade for the first two
variables; it‘@ppeared that the halo effect caused the marker
to pay little attention to éhe scoring descriptor deﬁinition.

The final problem in section one was found iP the area
of matters of convéntion, or variable four. Marks ranged
from one to four for this variable. Although the writer made
numerous spelling mistakes throughout the coggosition, the
errors did not, "severely impede the clarity of the
communication" (Student Evaluation, 1986b, p. 33) and the
grade of one seemed somewhat harsh. To award the grade of
four meant | that there were "few errors in spelling,
punctuation, and grammar" (Student Evéluation; 1986b; p. 33),
and this was not the case with the paper. it appeared that
éome markers were not following the =scoring descriptors
caiffully Qhen grading matters of cqnvention.

i Section two of the examination contained a lengthy
ileéter which went on ;to the third page in the examination
booklet. In the .first paraéréph, " the writer requested the

speaker to share some information with the school. In
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paragraph.two, questions were asked about gemology, and in-

paragraph three, ‘the writer aéked tﬁéf potential speaker to
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"show up" at career day.

The marks for variable five, thought and detail, ranged
from two to five. The grade of five awarded by eight markers
seemed to be somewhat high because the descriptor called foc
"precise and appropriate details" (Student Evaluation, 1986b,
p. 34), and the writer gave details which were not
particularly related to the assigned topic. It seemed likely
that some of the markers were influenced by the number of
details presented and by the length of the composition rathér
than by the quality of the work.

The marks ranged from two to five for variable six,
organization. One of the markers az?rded a five for thought
and detail and also awarded a ﬁgive for organization; it
appeared that the halo effect was operating. Two other
markers gave the grade of one for thought and‘det;il and gave
a two for organization; their lower&grades also seemed to be
influenced by the halo effect. '

Variable seven, writing skills, i%!d‘marks ranging from
one. to four. TQS single markgr who awarded the grade of one
for writing skilLs' éiso,fgave -the same grade for the
conventions part of sectioﬂ one. This marker gave the grade
of one for the writing skills part of section three, question
oné and appeared to be Qrading harder than other markers in
the area of mechanics for this particular paper.

In section'thrée question one, a lengthy one-page answer
was given. The writer picked a single character from the

cartoon and expressed many feelings about the situation in a



69

[ 4
direct manner. The feelings expressed were rether general in

nature and much was inferred about the cartoon character.
Marks ranged from two to five for variable efbht,

) : )
thought and detail. Markers who awardéd the grade of five

might have been influenced by the length and general nature

of the answer. The writer was creative in making up a

situation that related to the character ' in thé cartoon;
. .
however, the details were not '"deliberately chosen for

support and/or illustration of the feelings presented”
(Student hvaluation, 1986b, p. 36).
Markers also had difficulty with variable nine, writing

skills, and the marks ranged.from "one to five. One marker

who gave the grade of i;é also gave the same grade.for the
}

category of matters of convention in other sections of the

exam; the grader marked consistently harder for this paper.

Another marker awarded\the grade of five in other parts of

&

the exam and awarded the same grade for variable eight; the

marker graded consistently higherafor-this paper. -Again, it

N

~appeared that the Spread of séores was caused by markers

failing to follow the scoring definitions.

In question two of . section three, the writer'egpressed

the idea that indivjduals wanted to have things ' that others
« '

had. The writer made a number of mechanjical errors, but-.

managed to express the theme behxnd the cartoon.
Markers had trouble with the category of writing skills.

The five markers who awarded the grade of four awarded lower

v QV"

grades for the thought and detail sectlon.‘ It appeared that
' .

9
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the markers reversed the categories, penalizing for thought

and detail and rewarding for writing skills.

Paper Causing Fourth Greatest Problem - Jan. R.R. #7

Reliability review paper number seven (see Appendix B
Part 4) 7Paused the fourth largest fbroblem for many markers
(gtandard deviation of 7.802). Section one of this paper
dealt* with the story of ‘a soapgtone carver named Jonah. The
boy gave his parents a cagving he had created as a present
and the couple hoped that their_son would become a great
artist. Retrospection was stated directly. Words were mixed

up in this composition and errors were made 1in matters of

choice and conventicn.
—

Only variable one, thought and detail, caused problems
for markers 1in section one of the examination. The marks
ranged from two to five and the problems that occurred might
have been caused by the nature of the tobic and by the errors
that were made. The subjects discussed in the ®omposition (a
gift for parénts, the development of talent in youth, and the
sense of a boy's appreciation for what his parents have done
for him) seemed to carry with them a form of sentimental
attachment for certain markers. Some markers might have been’
influenced by the nature of the subject matter (either
positively or negatively) and feelings - rather than
descriptors appear to have been followed. On the other hand,
the grade given for thought and detail by some markers seemed
to be affected by the nu@ber of errors in choica and

convention that the writer had made. A number of graders

«r



seemed to be reluctant to separate matters of choice and

convention from the category of thought and detail.
Descriptors were not followed; instead, some markers seemed
to grade on the basis of superficial feelings. One of the

markers who. awarded the grade of five for thought and detail
chose to give the grade of four for matters of choice.\ The
scoring descriptor was not followed, and it seemed likely
Lhat the halo effect entered into that marker's judgment
about descriptor three.

Section two of the examination contained a letter that
was just over a page in length. The first sentence of the
composition was very long and the style was closer to thatrcf
a telephone conversation than a business letter. The
occupatioé of R.C.M.P. was mentioned and justification for
asking the speaker was givén. The writer mentioned the need
for pamphlets and slides in the presentation. Details were
rather geheral in nature throughout the letter.

Marks for variable five, thought and detail, ranged from
one to four. The single marker who gave the grade of one
appeared to have had - the problem of not following the
complete wading for the descriptor. The final words of the
descriptor were '"the purpose 1is not fulfilled" (Student
Evaluation,- 1986b, p. 34), and these words did not apply to
the letter. It seemed‘likely that the grader did not read
the entire degcriptor carefully before givin§ the grade.

In sectlon’t rée question one,.lhe writer did not choose

one of the cha ter§ in the cartoon directly but stated that

71
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pain would be felt by all the men in the drawing. The
composition was a full page in length but many irrelevant
details were cited.

Marks given for variable eight, thought and detail,
ranged from two to five. It appeared that the three markers
who awarded the grade of five were more influenced by the
length of the answer than they were by its content. The
scoring descriptor ‘&as not followed accurately by those
markers who awarded the grade of five fos thought and detail
because the writer was to have assumed an appropriate role
from the cartoon "effectively and consistently" (Student
Evaluation, 1986b, p. 36); this requirement was not met.

In section three gquestion two, the writer became a
little confused about the main idea comﬁon to both cartoons
but still wrote a full page response to the question.. The
student answered that some men do the same kind of work on
the same type of building and that the_,six men were in pain.
In anofher,paragraph,}the writer seemed to become ,Leven moré
muddled.

Marks for question two, variable ten (thought and
detail) ranged from one to five. It appeared that the fou;
marks- of four and Vtﬁe one mark of five were awarded on the
basis of the’iength of the composition ‘ and not upon the
content of the answer. it also seemed likely that the
answer was not read carefully and that the scoring

descriptors were not well applied to the content of the

composition, For vériable eleven, writing skills, the marks
' v
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ranged from one to four. The marker who gave tﬂe grade of
one for writing skills also awarded the'same mark for the
category of thought and detail; it appeared that the halo

effect carried over from variable ten to variable eleven.

Paper Causing Fifth Greatest Problem - Jan. R.R. #1

Reliability review baper number one (see Appendix B Part
5) caused the fifth largest problem /for many markers
(standard deviation of 7.793). Section one of thié paper
dealt with the story of a Christmas gift that had been given
to a woman by her husband. The woman received a large box
and opened it in front of her family. Inside the box was a
bag of ,candy. when the upset woman reached into ;he bag, she
found a diamond ring. The woman still remembered that he;
husbénd had said, "You always make ag judgment before
discerning or compairing.” The writer attempted to utilize
large words but they were often missgelled or misused\.
Judging by the content and style of the composition, it
seemed likely that the woman was an adult student who had

<

learned English as a second language.

1)

.

Markers’ had trouble with variable one, thought and k
detail,/becauselthe grades ranged from two to five. The
grade/g; Q:o seemed somewhat harsh in that the retrospectf&n
was "convéntional" (Student Evaluation, 1986b, p. 32) and not

}“"obscure of uncertain” (Student Evaluation, 1986b, p. 32).

The mark of two could have been giyen because of the problem
he writer had with matters of choice and matterél of

convention; some marKers penalized for thought and detail

- - . 4
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when they also penalized for mechanics. The grade of five
that was awarded by one marker appeared to be generous when
the retrospection part of the descriptor was fol}owed;
retrospection was not particularly "insightfui" (Student
Evaluatibn, 1986b, p. 32). Some of the markers might have
been influenced either positively or negatively because the
writer appeared to be aa adult and an English as a second
language student.

Fpp variable two, organization, the marks ranged from
one to four. The graders who gave the grade of one most
likely confused the category of matters of choice withuthe

-

ol
category of organization. Some of the words 1in the

N N

introduction were used awfwardly ~or ’lncorrectly, but E?g
‘fntroduction and conclusion were present in the ;ompositi;;r
and certainly could not be considered to be "obscure"
(Student Evaluation, 1986b, p. 32). It appeared that markers
were penalizing for poor mechanics when they'yere supposed to
be scoring for the categoty of organizatioh, The two markers"
who gave the grade of one for worganizatidn, variable two,i
also gave the same grade for variables three and four
(matters of choice and matters of convention), sugéesting
that the halo effect entered into the marking 'situation.,

For variable three, mattegg of choice, the marks ranged
frédm one to four. Three markérs who .aw;rded‘the ‘grade ofs
fbdr might have been influenced by the writerfs'attempts to
choose longer and more’ compléx wokds. - These. words were
éﬁosen for effect, a fequiremént when awarding the gr;de of

.

*
N
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four; however, the writer did misuse many of the words. This
misuse caused the grade of two to fit the composition better
than the grade of four.

Section two of the examination consisted of a letter
inviting a doctor to the career day function. The letter was
a little more than a page 15 length and contained numerous
mechanical erro}s. The style was rather awkward and was
overly polite. 1 f‘

The marks ranged from one to four for v§riable five,
thought and detail, in section two of the examination. The
gradé of four seemed to be rather high in that very little
information was presented in the letter. It appeared that
the threé markers who awarded the grade of four were not
following the descriptor carefully when grad}ng for thouéﬁt
and detail; these markers might have been influenced by the
very polite tone of th§\3et§er.

In séction three, question one, the student mentioned
that if she were Jack, she would feel stupid cutting the
‘grass because it would be better to bg inside. The wording

-

was quite 'stiited and the composition was difficult to

cbmprehend.
The marks fénged from one to four for variable eight,

thought and detail. One marker awarded the grade of four and

<

"did not appear to apply the total descriptor definition to

the answer written~by-thg student.” Although the writer did
(’choose a character,_she did not establish clear feelings and
_ did -not use "specific details" (Student Evaluation, 1986b, -p.

-

.
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36) for support that were "well-defined and accurateh
(Student Evaluation, 1986b, p. 36). The writer expressed
generalizations rather than specific details.

In section three, question two, the student wrote that
people could be slaves to their houses but could also take
thing; easily. It was also stated that people could rebel
against their houses. The writer failed to grasp the message
found in both cartoone, but did attempt to answer the
question. °

Marks for variable ten, th?ught and detail, ranged from
insufficient (INé) to four. For the two mairers who awarded
the grade of INS, they must have believed that the student
did not respond to the question that was asked. This grade’
seemed to be rather harsh in that the student did respond
even éthoegh the answer was not particularly accurate.
Markers often had trouble with the category of insufficient
in vthat it was difficult to determihelwhether a divergent
a53wer fitted the descriptor. The ;rade of four that was
awarded by one marker seemed high in that the interpretation
of the cartoon was supposed to be "appropriate" (Student
Evaluation; 1986b, p. 37). It appeered that the descriptor
was nog fellowed‘carefully before awardiﬁg the grade.. ‘*'

For the final *variable, wriping skills, one marker
awarded the grade of four and must heve felt that "the
se&ection’and use of wofds and structures is often effective"

(Student’Evaluatbon, -1986b, p. 37).: If the composition were

read carefully, the marker should notice the large numbeﬁﬁﬁf

!

w (
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errors in the words that the writer used. The descriptor did
not appear to fit the composition well and was likely chosen

LN
because of ' excessive speed in marking or because of careless

grading.

gaper Causing Sixth Greatest Problem - Jan. R.R. #6

Reliability review paper number six (see Appendix B Part
6) caused the sixth largest problem for many markers
(standard deviation of 7:336). Section one of this paper
dealt with the story of two sisters who told each other what
their par%nts were dgetting them for Christmas. The
composition related an incident <clearly; fe@}errors were
made, but qu retrospection about the 1incident was.stated
rather briefly. }

Markers had some.difficultyn;with variatge one, thought
and detail, in that the marks ranged from two to five. The
threé markars who gave the grade of two likely believed that
the grade was justified because they might have feit that the
"retrospection or circumspection 1is obscﬁre or uncertain"
(Student Evaluatién, 1986b, p. 32). “The remainder of the
descriptor for the grade ;f'tﬁo did not fit the composition
well and the marke?s likely had to make a decision whether to
give a grade of two or three. Although markérs ;ere told to
"waffle up" when in doubt, the thfee markers who gave the
lowest grades appeared to have done the opposite. ~The two
markers who awarded the grade of five did@ no follow thé

descriptor very effectively in givind the highest grade to

this compbsitioﬁg Retrospéction ~wa§ not particﬁlarly

{ -
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"insightful™ (Student Evaluation, 1986b, p. 32) and the
markers should have noticed this before awarding the grade.
Marks for variable two, organization, caused a problem
for one marker as evidenced by the grade range from two to
five. The‘single marker who gave the grade of‘.two had also
given the same grade for the first variable. It was assumed
that the halo effect was operating for the grader because the
paper did not fit the descriptor listed for the ggade o% two.
> Section two of the ;xamination contéined a letter which
began by giving .an inf?oduction to Career Day and then went
on to give an invitation to spegk. No specific career was
mentioned and the date was cited as January rather than June. '
Variable five, thought and detail, in section two of the
examination ca?sed problems fér a few m;rkers. The marks
ranged from one to four and three markers gave the gréde of
one in this, Section; . These markers might have been
influenced by the treatment of the subject. The assignment
was to 1invite a speaker Qho represented a career that was of
interest to the student. Markers could have felt that the
treatment of the subject was different from the assigned
topic in that no .sgec}fic career was described. Markers
mig@P also /héve»given the‘grgdetbf one béFause'of thgdfhange
in the date from' that listedion tbe assignment page. |
Marks ranged from one to five for variable six,
organization. The two markers whglgave the grade of one had -

also given either the grade of one or two for variable five,

thought and defail; " The halo effect appeared to enter into
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the grading for these ihdividuaLs and it seemed that they did
not follow the descriptor carefully. The singlé marker who

awarded the grade of five for organization might have read‘
the descriptor quiekly and decided that it fitted the

cdmposition. It did appear'fo fit some of ghe letter in that

there was an "effective statement of topic or function"

(Student Evaluation, 1986b, p. 34), but when the composition

was examined carefully, it could not be said that it.fitfed\
theentire descriptor effectively.

Marks ranged from two to five for variable seven,
writing skills. 1In both the high extreme‘ana the loy extr®me

: L
cases, it appgared that the markers were not exaq}ning the
compositioﬁ carefully and were not applying what they had
reag to'the‘scoring descriptors. It seemed diff{fult to see
how four markers could say that the selection of wordse,was
"usually effective" (Student Evaluation, 1986b, p. .35) while
thirteen “others found those same words to bé "often
iﬁeffectiveh (Student Evaluation, 1986b, p. 35). ’

;n section thrge, question one, a six‘line responée was
given. The writer stated that she would feel "embafresed"
being a carpenter and hitt;ng her thumb.;‘

Marks for thought and detail ranged from one to four. ]
 Both extremes‘ of the marks awarded appeared to be‘caused.by
markers whoiwere following part of a.descriptof but not the
entire deféhition‘ The writer did assume a "plausiblg role"
{Student Evaluafion, 1986b, p. 36) in the qoqposit;oﬁ; if the

writer had not, then the grade of one should have ,been

-



e
80

awarded. The composition did not provide specific details
that ¥ were "well-defined and aecurate" (Student Evaluation,
1éé6b, pP- 56); if it had,  then it should have received the
'éradebof four. It appeared that only part of the descriptor
was folloFed by the discrepant markers. |
« In Section three, question two, the writer stated that
,?._‘ the Taig'.idea of the two cartoons was home maintenance; the
f resp* was just over ten line's‘ in length.»
| <£ Marks for variable ten, thought and detail, ranged from
s one to "four. The six graders who' awarded the mark of four
did not appear te. hape followed the descriptor because the
answer« given was supposed to be appropriate, but this
}t;esponSe had lifttle to do with the meaning of the cartoons.
| Marks for variable .eleven, writinggskills, ranged from
two to five. The one marker who awarded the)grade of five

also awarded the grade of %ive for each of the other writing

skills sections of the examination. The marker might have

’

felt she was being consistent in awarding the same grade to
\

the. same student for the same category"throughodt the
. : N
™~ examination.

.

- N oal -

Paper Causing Seventh Greatest Problem - - R.R. #3

4 Reliabiiity reView paper number three (see Appendix B
Part 7) vcaused the least difficulty of the seven papers for
the. markers (standard deviation ‘of 5. 473). This paper was
written ef?;ctively and utilized a mature style, comggsitions
that fit the scoring descriptors "at the top level ("five"

papers) rarely cause markers a great deal of difficulty in
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scoring consistently.

Section one of this paper contained an account of the
writer's failure to find his mother a birthday present. The
writer recounted details from his past and stated that no
event had moved him so much in his life. Sixty-one markers
awarded the grade of five for variable one (thought and
detail) in section one and twelve more awarded the mark of

A4 -

four. Two markers gave the 'grade of EPree and these
individuals ‘mighf' have J’believed -'that the student's
retrospection wés brief and therefore was. coAventional. The
effective sitﬁation had been established and the implicit
aspects of the retroséection appeared fé h;ge Qgen missed by
the two markers. A ’

______ _Oné marker gavé ﬁhe grade of three for variable two,
“iﬁbrganization. This individual had given the same gfade for
v;riable one and it appeared that the halo effect was
operating.

The letter written for section two of the exémination
contained information necessary for a speaker, but did not
give much detail about the speaker's task. The letter was
w;itted in a mature style and was virtually erro} free.

. Marks ranged.from two togfive &for variable(five, thought
and detail. The five markers who awarded e grade of five
had;all awarded the same grade for each variable in sectiéh‘
one of the examination. The halo effect seemed to carry over

- 3
into this part of the examination.

For variable. six, organization, the marks ranged from
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two to five. The two markers who gave the score of two and
the eight graders who gave the mark of three might have been
influenced»hy the three quarter' page length of the letter.

4

They could have felt that the 1et%gr s brevity did- not allow

»

for details to be related to the top25~ t ‘should be noted**
that these two markers had also given a two for variable”
5}ve; the halo effect might have entered into the scoring for

WS descriptor. R
- W

Two markers gave the grade of three for variable seven,

-

-

writing skills. These individuals had given lower grades for - Q

LY

all parts of section two; the halo effect appeared to be

operating. - » . ﬂ!,
’ In question one of section three, the student wrote that
N S
he would try not to feﬁu anything because everything was too

. ~ s oy
much, the same. This response was very different from others .

thdt had been written; the paragraph contained few errors.‘
The marks- for variables eight and nine (thought and

detail and writing skills) ‘ranged from three to five. Two

markers gave the grade of three for variable eight t

peoplesmight have been confused by - the different nf
. s 4
the response. The single grader who gave the mark of‘three

for varigble nine also gave .the same grade for all .partsoof
. . P e v

section three; the  halo' effect seemed to influence this
"individual. ) )
For quéstion two of- sectioen three! the . student wrote

-

’that people were influenced by things arou d them; evidence

from both cartoons was cited. . , ' ‘ ’

N
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The marks for variable'\ten, thought and detail, ranged

frqe two to five. One marker gave the grade of two and seven

gaveythe gradé of three. ?hese §Core;s might have been

influenced.bY.the'relatively brief answer that was gi;;n.
Variable eleven, writing skY1lls, had marks which ranged

from three to five. A single marker dave the ade of three,

the same grade that he gave for all parts of*section three,

2. june, 1986, Reliability Review Papers
Statistical calculations revealed tha£ during tse June,
1986, scoring session, tfm: standard deviations for the ten
reliability review papers ranged from a ﬂﬁgh of 9:614 ({paper
AN
nine) to a low Of 6.939\ (paper ten)." All of ‘the papers

scored by the sixty-four markers were studied in detail and

the results were summarized in the following pages.

?

Paper Causing Greatest Problem - June R.R. #9

Reliability review paper number nine (see Appendix B
Part 8) caused the largest problem for many markers (standard
deviation of 9.614). The assigned topic was to write about a
person who "has revealed an unexpected side of himself or
herself" (Alberta Education, 1986b, p. 2). Students were
asked to: '

Describe the person's public reputation, relate an

incident that reveals an unexpected side of the person,

examine feelings and attitudes resulting from the

person's unexpected behavior, and explain why the

person's unexpected behavior |is memorable to you

{Alberta Education, 1986b, p. 2).

In paper nine, the student.wrote about a girl who was able to

make others feel good about themselves. The writer used



LY
r .

complex words and the composition contained few errors.

The marks for section one, variable one, thought and
detail, ranged from one to four. The twelve markérs who gave
the grade of one might have had some problgm with the topic
that th%‘kstudent chose. It was not stated directly what the
girl's unexpectéd side really was; however, it could be
inferged that her positive attitude was different from_the
typical one of many people. These twelve markers must have
felt that an "inappropriate situation" (Student EQaluation,
1986c, p. 30) had been presented. The two .markers who
awarded a grade of four for thought and detail did not seem
to be foldowing the scoring descriptor carefully in that the
cri€er1a of "spec*fic details ébout actions and/or characters
are well-defined epd plausible” (Student Evaluation, 1986c,
p. 30) did qot fit ;his composition well. Generalizations
.rather than specific details were presented.

Fd} variable three, matters of choice,\ the marks ranged
from one to five. The two mar&grs who gave the grade of one
likely felt that the student's attempt to use complex words
caused some difficulties. Some of these words werp misused
and this might have cau;ed the markers to grade more harshly.
In giving the grade of one, it seemed that personal bias
entered into .the grading. - The errors in choices made by the
student could not be considered to be "usually ineffective"
(Student Evaluation, 1986c, p. 31). The single marker who
awarded the grade of five likely felt that many of the wérds

Ead been chosen for effect, but ignored the problem that some

4
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oi theseﬁwwﬁrds had been used incorrectly. It appeared that
Y& ) , L3 :
the deseilPtor was not followed with care.
R .
For variable four, matters: of conventions, the marks

AY

rangea from one to five. In both the high and the low
extr;mes, it seemed likely*that markers were not reading the
composition carefully when comparing it to the descriptors.
There were neither "numerous é&rrors in spelling, punctuation
and grammar"” (Student Ev?luation, 1986c, p. 31), nor was the
writing "essentially free from errors in spelling,
punctuation and grammar" (Student Evaluation, 1986c, p. 31).
Because this réliability review paper was scored near the end,
of the marking session, some graders might have felt that
thei‘hadb"internalized" the _scoring' descriptors and these
people would 1likely not have taken the time to reexamine the
marker's guidebook while grading this composition.

In section two, the students were asked to write a
letter to the editors of a newspaper that identified "one
problem that is of concérn in your community" (Alberta
Education, 1986b, p. 11); a list of possible problems was
provided. Students were told to "descflbe, in detail, the
problem that is of concern to you and tell what should be
done about .the problem you have described"‘ (A}berta
Education, 1986b, p. 11). Paper nine ocontained an answef
‘that was more than two pages in length. The student wrote
about the lack of community services for senior citizens from

the point of view of a senior «citizen. The composition

contained generalizations rather than specifics about senior

*
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citizens and the student attempte® to employ complex diction.
'Marks for variable five, thought and detail,\ringed from

one to foutr. The three graders who awarded the mag&_of four
did not appear to follow the scoring descriptor. Details
which were provided in the composition\wgre not "appropriate"
(Student dvaluation, 1986c, p. 32) and did not "efficiently
fulfil thel purpose" (Student Evaiuation, 1986c, p. 32). The
- problems that some individuals had might have been caused by
markers who did not examine a descriptor carefully becauzs of
"internalized" standards. Variable six, organization, had
marks which ranged from one to five. The halo effect seemed
to be operating for the markers who awarded both the high and
the low grades. The marker who gave the grade of one for
N

organization also gave consistently .low grades for the entire
paper, and the other grader who awarded the five awarded
consistently high grades for the paper. Feelings rather than

descriptors were likely followed.®

The grades for- variable seven, writing skills, caused

86

difficulties because the marks ranged from one to four.'

Markers who gave the grade of one might have penalized the
composition.because of the student's attempts to use larger
Qords. The descriptor did not appear to have been followed
cafefully in ‘éhat the errors in spelling, punctuétion, and
grammar did not "often impede the clarity of communication"
(Student Evaluation, 1986c, p. 33).

Section three of the examination  consisted of two

questions based@ upon one cartoon. The first question asked
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the student to choose one of the characters in the cartoon,
describe that character's feelings, and suppor£ the answer
with details from the cartoon. The second question asked for
‘the main 1idea that was communicated by the cartoon; details
from t%e cartoon were to be used to support the answer that
was given.

Variables eight and ten caused problems for markers.
Both of these variables consisted of the category of thought
and detail for questions one and two respectively. In the
first question, the student gave a one page answer and stated
directly that the girl in the cartoon was '"feeling a sense of
achievement.'" Few errors in mechanic§\v¥ere made in this
composition.

The response moved away from the assigned topic in the
final sentences; however, the student expressed a very
plausible emotion. The emotion was not suppofted with a
‘great deal of evidence from the cartoon and probably should
not have been given the grade of five. The marker who
awarded the grade of five might have Been influenced by the
length of the answer. The two markers who gave the grade of
one likely felt that the writer strayed off the topic and
thus gave the lower grade; however, the descriptor was not
followed well and it seemed apparent that feelings entered
into the scoring for this variable.

In answering fhe second question, the student stated
that the main idea was that children had different views on

life. Variable ten, for which scores ranged from one to

LY
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five, was obviously a problem for markers. The single marker .
ﬂwho gave the grade of one had also given the same grade for
variable eight. The halo effect appeared to énter into the
marking. The marker who awarded the grade of five might‘have
agreed with what the writer had said about 1ife and thus

awarded the generous mark; however, the answer givén did not

appear to fit the five descriptor for thought and detail.

Paper Causing Second Greatest Problem - June R.R. #6

Reliability review paper numker six (see Appendix B Part
9) caused the sécond largest problem for many markers
(standard deviation of 9.244). Section one of this papef”was
written in the form of a letter to the local’ne@spaper. The?
writer described a hockey player who was calm in life yet who
was aggressive when he played hockey. ‘

Marks for variable one, thought and detail, ranged from
one to four. The composition was raéher different in that it
took the form of a 1letter andﬁ that form did not seem
particularly appropriate to the topic; it might haveibeen
chosen by the student as a simple way to begin and ehd a
piece of writing; The content of the . writing was somewhat
garbled in nature -and the message was not totally clear;
these faétofs might have caused the two magkers who gave the
grade of qpe to follow their inclinations rather than the
descriptor definition.

Mafks for variable two, organi;ation, ranged from one to

five. The sjpngle grader who awarded the score of five graded

consistentf§ high for all categotries in sections one and two
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of thé examination; the halo effect appeared to influence the
grading of the:paper. "The grader who gave the mark of one
for variable two had also given a low grade for variable one.
This marker might have been influenced by the halo effect.
In both the high and the low cases, it appeared that the
descriptors were not followed with care.

Marks for variable three, matters of choice, ranged from
two to five. The single marker who awarded the score of five
was “the same individual who <created the problems with
vafiable two by awarding a geperous mark.

For variable foyr, matters of convention, the marks
ranged from two“to five. For the three markers who gave the
grade of two and for the four markers who awarded the grade
of five, it appeared that they were not able to follow the
descriptor; with accuracy. If the composition were reaq
carefully, neither the highest nor the lowest ma;k that was
awarded fitted the pilece of wrig}ng. Marks seemed to be
awarded witho;t care and attention.

In section two of the examination, the student discussed
the condition of the town community hall and it was suggested
that all the members of the community could rebuild thé hali.

The letter was approximately two pages in length and was

3
-

written in a clear style.
_ For variables five (thought ° and detail); si
(organization), and\ seven (writing skills), ;he marks rangeb
from two to five. The gra%i of two that was éivgn by some
hY

markers for each of éhe th¥ee variables in section two was a

\
|

\, \

)
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grade that did not barticularly fit the cbmposition. It
appeared that the markers who awarded the grade of two did

not follow descriptor definitions carefully.

90

In section three, question one, the writer stated that

the «children were. playing '"shurades" and that one boy was
going to perform the part of a plane. The final.paragraph of
the composition contained some muddled wordings and
mechanical errors, and was therefore rather confusing.

Marks for variable eight, thought and detail, ranged

from INS .to four. The writer picked a different character

from the girl‘ who was wusually chosen and the student

AN

expressed feelings that were somewhat hidden within the
response, For one marker, this might have ‘been enough to

make him believe that the composition did not respond to the

" question that was asked and the grade of 1INS was giveh. It

appeared that the marker who awarded .the grade of four did

not follow the descriptor for thought and detail. The

emotion experienced byh one of the characters was not

"clearly described" (Student Evaluation, 1986¢c, p. 34) nor

was it "appropriate" (Student Evaluation, 1986c, p. 34). The

details used for support were also not "well—definéd and

»

accurate” (Student Evaluation, 1986c, é. 34). This. marker
had awarded .the grade of four for variables tﬂo Ehro&gh.nine
ad it ‘appeared that the grade was assigned bécause of'the
h;lo effect. | | ‘

’ In section three, question -two, the writef stéteq that

the main idea of the cartoon was .that people enjoyed

\
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themselves at school because teachers were nice.
The marks ranged from one to four for variable ten. The
single marRer yho awarded the grade' of four ana the ten
markers yho gav; the grade of three might - have been
influenced by the subject. The ideas stated presumably were
pleasing oneévfo;‘teachers although they had llittle to do
with thg meaning of the cartoon. The nature of the subject
matter might have caused_the markers to award grades that

) .
were higher than what following the descriptor would have

warranted.

Paper Causing Third Greatest Problem - June R.R. #2 N

‘Reliability review paper number two (5ee Appendix B Part
10) caused the third la;gest problem for manf _markers
(standard devia%ion of 8.757). Section one of this paper
dealt with the story of Paul Lloyd, the "king" of Aspen
playground. The younger children were afraid of him, but the
older group saw "threw" hinm. An example was prodeed‘from
the summer before.. The composition was chronoiogically
inconsisfent and contained many mechanical errors.

The marks for variable one, thought and detéil, ranged
froﬁ one to four. The single grader who gave the gradevof
one also gave six more grades of one in other categories of
this paper. Either the halo effect entéred ,intb the marking
procedure-Or the individual was grading consistentlﬁ hard.

ggarks for ya;iable three, mattg;s of choice, fhnged from
two to five. One grader awarded . the score ‘of‘ five for

variable three; this peréon might have been influenced by the



writer calling the boy a "rabid dog, ready to iash‘odt" or by
the slightly muddled words from the sdng, "he was bad leroy
Brown the baddest dude in the hole town;" however, these
words that were chosen for effect did not fit the descriptor
for the grade of five. '"Many words are chosen for effect and
most are correctly used" (Student Evaluation, 1986¢, p. 31)
simply did not fit this composition better than the
descriptors given for either the grades of three or four.

For vari?ble four, matters of coﬁvéntion, the marks
ranged from one to four. The two graders who a&arded the
score of four might not have read the composition carefully
before,comparing it to the scoring definition., The student's
handwriting made the piece somewhat difficult to read and if
the mdarkers read the paper quickly, they might have missed
the mechanical efrors that were made throughout the writing.

In 'section fwo of the examination, a two-page letter was
written outlining the problems of snow removal and road
maintenance in the fictional town of Nalwen.

Marks for variable fivé, thought and detail, ranged from
one to five. The single marker who gave the grade of ége had
also given the same score for variables one and four and.for
all of the parts of section two of this examination. This
marker might have disqgreed Wwith the somewhat flippant tone
‘uged in this composition and could have scored the piece
based upon his feelings rather than by following the scoring
definitions listed in the guidebook.

Marks for variable six, organization, ranged from one to

92
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four. The grader who gavé the mark of one also gave the same
grade for all parts of section two (see paragraph above).

Variable seven, writing skills, had marks ranging from
one to four. The one grader who awarded the mark of four
also awarded higher grades for all parts of section two and
the halo efﬁéct appeared to affect the ssores.

In secEion three, questioh one, the writer stated that
the boy thinking about the sailboat was "probaly wonding how
he is goiing to do it" and that he did not think he could act
out the part. The response was brief and was difficult to
follow because of the errors made in choices and conventions.

Marks ranéea grom INS to three for variable eight,
thought and detail. The single marker who gave the grade of
INS might ‘havé been somewhat confused because she did not
give the same grade for variable nine. When the grade of INS
was given, markers were required to awafd the same grade for
all parts of that section of the examination, It seemed
likely that the marker was attempting to award the lowest,
possible grade and chose the grade of INS rather than the
more appropriate grade of one. The marker who awarded the
grade of four might not have followed the scoring descriptor

~

carefully; this grader awarded the score of four for
variables nine, tén, and elevéﬁ. |

For section three, question two, the student wrote that
the cartaoﬁ showed the differences among people and that

people«tpought differently. The half-page response contained

numerous errors in mechanics.



variable eleven, writing skills, caused problems for the
marker who awarded the grade of f?ur on variables nine, ten,
and eleven. It appeared that the sﬁoring descriptors were
4 .

not followed.

t
Paper Causing Fourth Greatest Problem - June R.R. #8

Reliability review paper number eight (see Appendix B
Part 11) caused the fourth largest problem for many markers
standard deviation of 8.387). Section one of this paper

contained the story of a young man from a troubled home who

turned to crime following the death of his dogg. Few

~mechanical errors were made in this two-page composition.

#

The marks for variables one and two, thought awmd detail

and organization, ranged from two to five. A single grader
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gave the hark of two for both variables. This marker might -

have been negatively influenced by the sentimental nature of
the subject and thus awarded lower grades than what the
descriptors called for. Pers&%al bias appeared to enter into
the scoring.

For variables three and fou?, matters 6f choice and
matters of convention, the marks ranged from two to five.
The grade of two seemed to be rather harsh when the
descriptor definitions were compared to the composition. One
marker gave the grade 'of two for both variables while two
others gave a tgo for matters of convention only.

In section twd‘of the examination the road conditions in

. . /
and around Nalwen were -outlined. The letter was ‘written

- rather clearly and contained few mechanical errors.
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The marks ranged from two to five for variables five,

six, and seven (thohght and detail, organization, and writing
skills). One person gave the grade of two for variables five
and six while another marker gave the same l;w’mark for
variable seven. This composition did not fit the mark of two
that was given for all three variables; it aﬁpeared that
descriptors were not read caréfully before the mark #as given
in each case.

In section three, question ‘one of the examination, the
student stated that girl probably felt that she was
getting her ‘idea aéross, when she actually was not. The
writer repeated ideas tﬁroughout the composition; however,

)
few mechanical errors were made.

Marks for wvariable eight, thought and detail,-fanged
from one to four. The'six graders who gave the score of one
and the seven'graders who awarded  the grade of four might
have been a little careless in giving the 1low and the high
scores. The definitions bfqvided\}ﬁfthe marker's manual did
not appear to fit either éxtreme very effectively.

In section three question two, a half-page~:esponse:was
given'stating that the main idea in the cartoon was about
things people do and about' how othegs see those things.

‘ Marks for variable ten, thought and-detail, ranged‘frbm
two to five: The four graders~who awarded the grade of five
might not have followed theﬂ?enttfe scoring definition
carefully. The interpretation?\gf the cartoon was qpt

. particularly "insightful" -(Student Evaluation, 1986¢c, p. 35)

~
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and the mark of five appeared to be rather generous. Markers
might have given a higher grade because the answer was more
accurate than what commonly was found as the answer to the
question.

For variable eleven, writing skills, the marks ranged
from two to five. One grader gave the score of two for_this
section. The mark of two seemed to be a little harsh in view
of the descriptor; however, the marker who\gave the two had
also given the same grade for variables seven, eight, and
ten. This suggested that the halo effect was operating for

. 7
variable eleven.

Paper Causing Fifth Greatest Problem - June R.R. #7

Reliability review paper number seven (see Appendix B
Part 12) caused the fifth largest problem for many mar@ers
(standard deviation of 8.339). Section one of this agper
dealt with the story oﬁ a ringleader of the underworld who
was cruel to his enemies but kind to his family. Thé
composition was a littlg different from many others in th;l
it narrated a story and did not directly state the two sides
of the man's character. R:trospection was, not given directly

but was implied within the story.

In section one of the examination, the mark for
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variable one, thought and detail, ranged from two to fiveQ

The seven §radeta who gave the scord of two might have had
trouble with the retrospection part of the composition
because it was implied. This might have made the

retrospection appear to be "obscure or uncertain" (Student
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Evaluation, 1986c, p. 30). The remainder of the descriptor

did not fit the composition very effectively and the markers

would have been more consistent if all of the descriptor had
been followed.

[n section two of the examination, the letter to the
editor didcussed thé lack of recreational facilities ’for
young people but the writer did not deal with the solution to
the community's problem.

The marks for variable four, thought and detail, ranged
frem two to five. The score of five seemed somewhat generous
in 1light of the fact that the detailg given 1in the
composition diq ndt appear to be "precise and appropriate"

. (Student Evaluation, 1986c, p. 32). The student wrote about
a concern that was of interest to youths and adults and the
treatment of the subject might have influenced the markeré in
awarding more generous grades.

Variable five, organization, had marks which ranged from
two to five. Three of the four graders who gave the score of
two for variable five had also given ;he same score for
variable four. The halo effect appeared to enter into the
marking of this variable and the descriptor might not have
been followed with care.

In section three, question one, the student wrote that
the girl was trying to communicate thé idea of‘a flower and
was lgnorgng the rest of the class. The answer given was

4/ just over four lines in length.

Marks ranged from one %o five for variable™eight,

*



thought and detail. The short answer might have caused the
single marker to give the grade of one; however, the three
markers who _awarded the\~ grade of five likely were not
following the scoring descriptor accurately. The "precise
lea}ls" (Student Evaluation, 1986c, p. 34) needed in the
response to receive a five did not appear to be present in
the answer written by this student.

Marks for variable nine, writing skills, raanged from two
to five. Markers might have had some problem with this
category because of the brevity of the response. Few
mechanical errors were made in the composition, but the
student had little chance to make errors in writing a four
line answer. .

In section three, question two, the student wrote tgat
the main idea involved the differences in interpretation that
people received. The response summarized the meaning
clearly, but did not emphasize the details from the cartoon.

Marks for variable ten, thought and detail, ranged from
two to five. The single grader who gave the score of two was
the same individual who had given the score of one for
thought and detail in variable eight. This person appeared
to be marking consistently harder for the two variables on

this paper, and it did not appear that the marker was

following the scoring descriptors accurately.

Paper Causing Sixth Greatest Problem - June R.R. #1

Reliability review paper number one (see Appendix B Part

13) caused the sixth largest problem for many markers

98



(standard deviation of 8,120). Section one of this paper
contained a letter which described how a friend had repaired
‘an object. The writer had not realized that his friend had
any mechanic¢al abilities. The handwriting caused this
composition to be quite difficult to read; a number of errors
were made throughout the piece. .

Marks for variable one, thought and -detail, ranged from
INS to four. One grader gave the score of INS and might have
felt that the composition did not respond to the assignment
as stated. Perhaps the marker was expecting a personality
change in an individual rather than the demonstration of an
unexpected talent.  Another grader gave the score of one, a
grade that seemed to be rather low when the ;Qmposition was
examined carefully. The definition for the grade Qf one
called for "an inappropriate or incomprehensible situation"
{Student Evaluation, -19h6c, p. 30); this csmposition had
established rather a clear situation. It appeared that the
descriptor was not followed carefully.

For variable two, organization, the grades ranged from
two to five. The composition followed a %ogical pattern from
beginning to end and the s&ngle grader who chose the grade of
two might not have followed the descriptor carefully before
giving the lower score.

For variables three and four, matters of choice and
matters of convention, the scores ranged from two to five.

The markers who awarded the grade of five for both variables

\might not have examined the composition carefully while they
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were matching it to the definitions. It appeared that the

choices were not particularly proficient and that the
composition was not "essentially free from errors" (Student
Evaluation, 198é6c, p. 31). It was possible that the

stadent's handwriting caused some markers to miss the errors
that were made.

In section two of the examination, a letter was written
describing the poor condition of the‘ main road through
Nalwen. The problems ciféd seemed to be a little disjointed
in nature and the composition did not flow’well.

Marks for variable five, thought and detail, ranged from
two to five. Two graders awarded the grade of five and these
individuals must have felt that "significant information is
presented, and this information 1is enhanced by precise and
appropriate details that effectively fulfil the purpose"
(Student Evaluation, 1986c, p. 32). The composition
contained ratgér a simplistic solution to the road problem
and the writer appeared to believe that none of the
additional work would cost more money. The markers might not
have looked at.she content of the writing carefully before
awarding the highest possible grade. )

Marks for variable seven, writing skills, ranged from one
to four. The single grader who gave the grade of one had
also awarded 1lower grades for the m?tters of convention
variable and for all the writing skills variables on this
paper. This marker must have felt that’the writer was

consistently weak in the mechanics area.
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In section three, question one, the student wrote that

.

the boy who was thinking about the alrplane was not
interested in the girlI's dance. Marks for variable eight,
thought and detail, ranged from one to five,. Two graders
gave the score of one, and one grader gave the score of five.
Both of these extremes seémed to be‘rather discrepant when
the scoring descriptors were mété;gd to the composition.

Variable nine, writing skills, had scores that r;nged
from two to five, The singl§ marker who gave the grade of
two had also given a 1lower score for variable seven, the
writing skills variable in section two of the examination.
It was possible that the halo effect became a factor because
this grader had also given thz';ame grade for variable ten.

In section thrée, éuestion two,‘the writer stated that
the main idea was that ''growing children have a big
imaginations." The response was just over five lines in
length and contained a number of mechanical errors.

Marks for vari;ble eleven, writing skills, ranged from
two to five\ The two markers who awarded the grade of five
for the writing-skills variable in question two had also
awarded the same grade for the wr;ting skills variable in
question one. The halo effect might have influenced the
scoriné of variable eleven because the answer was quite brief
and yet it contained a number of mechanical errors. Through
careful following of the scoring definition, it would be

.

difficult to award the grade of five in this case.

’



102

Paper Causing Seventh Gr%atest Difficulty - June R.R. #4

Reliability review paper number four (see Appendix B
Part 14) caused the seventh largesf problem for many markers
(standard deviation of 8.106). Section one of this paper
contained a letter which discussed a young man who appeared
to be happy and successful but who had committed suicide.
The composition was similar to the poem "Richard Cory" and
the writer had adopted basically the same point of view.

In section one of the examination, the marks for
variable one, thought énd detail, ranged ffom two to five.
The four graders who gave the scére of two might have been
troubled b? the similarity between this compoéition and E. A.
Robinson's poem. -~ The descriptor definition for the grade of
two did not fit this composition well and it appeared that
.another factor might have affected the scoring. That factor
could have been a feeling that the subject was not original
and that the markers had heard the material before.

Section two of the examination confained a letter
- written by a bqéinessmén who stated that he had moved to one
of éhe "richer areas in town" but that his garbage was not.
being collectgd. The writer suggested that people should
save their garbage and dump it on the lawn of city hall. The
letter expressed a dif;erent situatioﬁ than what most writers
wrote about and the course of action that was described was

quite original. / '

Py

Marks for variable five, thought and detail, ranged from

two to five. ‘The three ' graders who gave the ' score of two
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might have been upset with the writer's subject and tone in
the composition. The writer described himself as a wealthy
man, discussed a éituation that likely would not have
occurred, and concluded with a scheme which threatened city
hall.. These factors might have caused the markers to give a
lower grade for variable five.

Variable seven, writing skills, had marks that ranged
from two to five. The one grader who gave the score of two
could have been influenced by the rather sarcastic words that
the writer chose in his composition. Although errors were
‘made in this piete, their frequency ’hidnnot seem to warrant
being given the grade of two. It seemed likely that the
writer's tone entered into the giving of the mark of two for
one marker. ‘

In section three, question one; the writer used the
first person point of view. The writer stated that he wanted
to leave the boring classroom to go fishing but that he Qas
afraid he would be caught by the teache£ again. This
paragraph was different from most in .that the feelings were
expressed as if the writer were a character 1in the cartoon.
Some errors in mechanics were made.

Marks for va}iable eight’ ranged from one to five. The
graders who gave the score of one-and two might have heen
troubled by the different tpne the writer chose. The writer
displayed a rather negative attitude toward school and
teachers and this might have influenced some of the markers.

Kl

The writer's idea about fishing was not a typical response
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4 . .
and some markers might not have been able to accept a

different answer without penalizing it.

In section three, question two, the wfiter stated that

a

~
everyone was different with different "ideas, wants, and
1
worries." It was mentioned that the cartoon also showed that
life was a "wondrous and grand thing." The response moved

from the message of the cartoon to a rather grand statement
of theme.

Marks for variable ten, thought and detail, ranged from
two to’}ive. The four graders who awarded the score of five
might have been influenced by the rather sweeping theme that
the student stated. The theme did move away from the meaning

found in the cartoon; however, some individuals might have

liked and rewarded the general idea that was expressed.

Paper Causing Eighth Greatest Difficulty - June R.R. #5

Reliability review paper number five (see Appendix B
Part 15) caused the eighth largest problem‘gpr many markers
(standard deviation of 7.368). The composition written for
section one of the examinmation dealt with the story of a boy

;

who lied and got another boy into trouble. . The writer
concluded by stating that she wondered what happened to the
boy and that she hoped that he "changed to good person." The
writer appeared to be an English as a second language
student; many mechanical errors were made. Marks for
variable one, thought amd detail, ranged from one to fo;r.
Five graders gave the score of one and these individuals

might have been influencéd by the nature of*the composition.
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The writer appeared to be an E.S.L. student

and some of the
sentences were rather stilted and difficult‘to understand.
It markers became frustrated with the wtiting style and
mechanics of the composit;on, they might easily penalize in
the category of thought ‘and detail.

Marks for variable two, organization, ranged from one to
four. The single grader who gave the score of one for
variaﬁle two had also given the same grade for variables one
and three. It appeared that the halo effect entered into Qhe
scoring procedure,.

The next problem with the scoring of this paper occurred
in section three of the examination. The student wrote that -
she chose the character who was thinking of a tree. The
character thought of a tree because the girl's hands were
raised up, her body was skinny, and her legs looked 1like the
"stem." The same probiem with mechanical errors existed in
this part of the examination.

Marks for variable eight, thought and detail, ranged
from ‘INS «'to five. Two individuals gave the grade of INS,
four oﬁﬁe;s gave the grade of four, and one person awarded
the grade of five. All of these markers giving marks at the
extremes appeéred to be having difficulty applying 'the
scoring descriptor definitions to a paper that was written by
an E.S.L. student. The message should not have been
considered to be ihsufficient, nor should it ha&é been
considered Eapable or proficient; however, when the message

became muddled with the awkward wording, some scorers seemed
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to héve had difficulty in determining the most appropriate
grade.

Section three, question two, contained a- difficdlt
message to understand. The student wrote fhat the ﬁessage
was that '"people act that it should be what it like while she
was acting but people as the audience thinks itl was
difference way." The message was somewhat garbled and many
mechanical errors were made in this paragraph.

Marks for variable ten ranged froq one to four. Five
graders gave the mark of one énd these people might have been
influenced by the confﬁsing beginning of the composition. It

was difficult to understand the student's message in the

first sentence, but later the meaning became more clear.

Paper Causing Ninth Greatest Difficulty - June R.R. #3

Reliability rey;éw paper number three (see Appendix B
Part 16) caused the ninth largest problem for many markers
(standard deviation of 7.236),. Section two of this paper
contained the first problem for scorers. The writer
discussed the need for good day care facilities so that
mothers could go back to work. The composition was one and
one-half pages iq. length and contained a few mechanical
errors. .

Marks for variable five, thought and détg;l, ranged f;om
two to five, Thg single grader who gave the score of twa
might have felt that the "supporting details are scant and
haéhazard" (Student Evaluation, 86c, p. 32) .because/the

f |

letter was somewhat’ shorter in ngth than many of the other



107

compositions that had been marked. It might also be possible
that the grader did not agree with the subject matter of day
care and thus penalized the writer for the choice of subject.

Section three, question one of the examination described
a little girl who was sharing her feelings about the music
that was playing. Evidence from the cartoon was given
directly which supported the writer's views;

The marks for variableg eight, thought and detail, %anged
from two to five. One grader gave the score of two. This
individual might not have believed-that a feeling was stated
because the feeling was discussed later in the reééonse. It
was possible that the statement of feeling was 'skimmed over
or missed by the marker. ’

In section‘ three, question two, the student wrote that
people had different ideas "even from an éarly age." It was
mentioned that tﬁe girl was attempting to communicate the
image of a flower but that each of the other c¢lass members
perceived different pictures. It was also mentioned that
each student had a different picture and that '"these
different pictures 1illustrate the different ideas each child
can have." "The word "different" was repeated several times
in the last two sentences.

Marks for variable ten, tﬁought and detail, ranged from
two to five. The single grader who gave the score of two
could have been troubled over the repetition of the wording

about different ideas. Because of this repetitiﬁ?, it might

have appeared that the student had not answered the question

-
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completely but that he was merely repeating ideas again and

again.

-

' Paper Causing Tenth Greatest Difficulty - June R.R. #10'

Reliability review paper number ten (see Appendix B Part
17; caused the least difficulty of the ten papers for the
markers (standard deviation'of 6.939). Section one of the
examinatlion contained the story of/é young man who revealed
his feelings for his girlfriend/after he was hurt during a
hockef’game. Retrospection was stated directly.

Marks for variable ;ne, thought and detail, ranged from
two to five. Three graders gave the score of two. When the
descriptor definition was examined, the composition did not
appear to fit the definition associated with the grade of

¢
two, and it seemed probable that another factor might have
entered into the scoring. The markers might not have liked
the sentimental nature of the topic that was discussed by the
student. Sentiment often caused problems for markers because
they seemed to approve or disapprove of the .emotion that was
expressed.

Marks for variable three, matters of choice, also ranged
from two to five. One grader gave the score. of two and it
appeared’th;t the marking guide was not followed carefully in
this particular case. The composition did not match well
with the definition for the grade of two.

In section two of the examination, a letter was written

which discussed the need to renovate Nalwen's community hall.

The letter was’brief, being less than a page in length.
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Marks for wvariable five ranged from one to four. The

grader who aWwarded the score , of four might have been

influenced by the halo effect. The same grade had'alsd been

awarded for variables one, three, four, and for variable six

through eleven by this marker.

In section three, question one, the student wrote that

tQﬁ proud girl in front of the class was trying to look like
—~—

a flower but that her classmates were thinking of something

i
else. :

Marks for variable eight, thought and detail, ranged
from two to five, Bo;h extremes of the grades, the two and
the five, seemed to be rather inconsistent. It appeared that
descriptors could have been followed more carefully.

In sectigp three, question two, the writer stated that
the main idea’was that "everyone thinks different from each
other." The answer was two sentences in length,

Marks for variable ten, thoyght and detail, ranged from
two to five. The grader who awarded the mark of five had
awarded the same grade for variables eight and nine. The
halo effect probably affected the scoring because the brevity
of the answer and the generalizations expressed did not

appear to match with the definition for the grade of five.

3. Generalizations‘Regarding Problem Papers

The problems that were analyzed in detail based upon
each of the scoring :variables in the reliability review
papers were examined with a view to making generalizations

about the difficulties that some markers had in awarding
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.ccurate grades. These problems clustered about a failure to

", dpply the scoring descriptors.

FEEEPRR 4
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A detailed study of the papers for which grading
! problems were eviéent revealed that failure to follow the
i8coring descriptors was the single wunderlying cause,.
| ;;f{hermore, this failure was the result of a halo effect;
£hat is, there was a tend&8ncy among some raters to score all
the variables high or low on the basis of a superficial
opinion. When some markers liked or disliked something about
a composition, they tended to reward or penalize the writer
not only in tHe category relevant to the perceived merit or
deficiency, but in other 'categories as well. This halo
effect has several distinct aspects that deserve further
dgscription. *
One of the most common examples of the halo effect
resulted from a high number of mechanical errors. While the

area of mechanics was intended to be included in the scoring

variable labelled "matters of convention," for some readers
“ N

the deficiency crept into all of the varia"ggg resulting in
. £

¢

4

low scores.

Anothér example involved raters' approval or disapproval
of the suBjects dealt with in the compositions. Views that
the teachers liked, or with which they agreed, often resulted
in high marks being awarded for all variables. - Similarly,
whqn papers expressed ideas tﬂ%t dealt with subjects teachers

| disliked, marks for all variables tended to be dapressed.

Another example of the halo effect was produced when
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unusual compositions were written, For example, when

students did not deal with the topic in a diréct way but *
rather chose to write on a more symbolic level, some markers
had trouble scoring the paper. Markers had difficulty with
compositions that gave topic sentences nearer the end of the
composition rather than at the beginning and with
combositiens that left material for the reader to infer.
Some markers awarded higher grades when this occurred, but
most markers who had problems penalized the plece of writing.
This -was especially noticeable when the grade of inaufficient
was given in that these markers had such problems with the
inferential answer that they believed the composition did not

deal with the assigned topic.

An additional example of the halo effect resulted when
14

writers dealt with their topic in a sentimental fashion.

Some markers rewarded and others penalized if a student wrote

. —-—

about themes that were emotiopal in nature. The greatest
problems occurred for markers when the subject dealt with
love and family relationships.

Another example involved the problem of different
lengths of the compositions. Difficulties»occurred both when
compositions were brief and when they were long. .Shorter
rvompositions were. Bot rewarded and penalized by markers;
some 1individuals must have believed the short answer
contained a concise, desired response while others must have
felt that not enough was ‘- said about a subjeét. Longer

answers were usually rewarded by giving a higher grade even

N
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when the response itself did not fit the assigned topic very
effectively.

A less common example was relateq to false indicators of
deep thought. Answers that contained complex wordings (even
when the words were badly misused), sweeping statements, and
over-deneralizations were often rewarded by some of the
markers.

A final example of the halo effect came from papers
written by English as a second language students. When it
was obvious that a student's paper had been written by an
E.S.L. student, some markers penalized the composition in all
scoring categories without utilizing the descriptor
definitions effectively. Other markers who recognized an
E.S.L. paper appeared to reward the writer by giving generous
marks in categories other than khe ones which dealt with
mechanical errors. These markers seemed to adopt the
attitude that E.S.L. students should be gra@ed more leniently
than other English 33 students because they were Learning a
second language. V

These aspects of the'halo effect seemed to be rather
prevalent, and no doubt, were responsible for much of the
inconsistency that existed among markers. A positive aspect
of the problem was that the difficulties could be readily
identified and, through training, it appeared likely that
they could be reduced.

B. Reader-Based Problems

Problem readers were defined (see page 54) in terms of

AY
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three criteria. The first criterion was a lack of agreement
with other Eeaders; the second was a tendency to grade too
hard or too easy; and the third was a tendency to produce
unusually high or low score spreads. In order to identify
~roblem readers, the three «criteria had to be operationally
defined. Degree of agreement with other readers was taken to
be the mean correlation between the grades awarded by each
marker and every other individual marker. The severity of
scoring was defined as the mean score given to all of the
papers, and the score spread for each reader was taken to be
the standard deviation of the scores submitted.

The relevant statistics, mean correlations, mean scores,
and standa;é deviations, by reader, are outlined in Tables
IV-2 and IV-3. These statistics serve as a basis for further
study of reader-based problems according to the three
criteria outlined above. The results are described under
separate headings.

1. Lack of Agreement With Other Readers

A mean correlation of 0.8 between one reader and each of
the others was set as the minimum value for satisfactory
reliability of scoring. The value seemed to be a realistic
expectatjpon for two reasons. First, respected scholars had
used this standérd; and second, the situation present in this
study was similar to that of other studies. For the purposes
of this study, two levels of unsatisfactory reliability were

defined. A mean correlation of less than 0.8 (values between

0.795 and 0.8 were all rounded to 0.8) but greater than or



MEAN CORRELATIONS,

Table IV-2

MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

FOR ALL READERS (JANUARY, 1986)
Reader # Mean Mean Standard
Correlation » Score Deviation
1 .860 70.00 18.01
2 .815 64.14 17.75
3 .774 62.43 18.49
4 .869 67.33 23.89
5 .757 65.00 18.12
6 .662 66.50 12.72
7 .857 63.86 17.74
8 . 721 61.86 13.37
9 .837 65.29 14.08
10 .775 70.14 21.83
11 .845 59.33 24,54
12 .722 69.71 11.49
13 .884 66.43 16.16
14 .794 63.71 15.06
15 .847 59.29 13.93
16 .815 68.29 14,31
17 .689 59.29 19.64
18 ~.773 71.29 10.09
19 .777 62.00 17.03
20 .864 60.14 16.34
21 .827 69.00 13.53
22 .808 61.29 14.97
23 .859 59.83 19.00
24 .862 68.86 18.01
25 . 845 66.00 16.86
26 .880 65.17 18.58
27 .883 68.50 14.20
28 . 724 60.67 18.55
29 .791 62.00 16.56
30 . 901 69.67 16.97
3 .812 64.57 14.15
32 .878 60.57 17.80
33 .872 65.29 15.94
34 .877 69.67 14,31
35 .776 60.83 15.45
36 .797 58.29 17.88 »
37 .880 63.50 19.76
38 .737 64.71 19,88
39 « 772 69.17 22.44
40 .836 63.43 15.69
41 .846 60,29 13.33
42 .462 53.29 21.71
43 .867 66.67 18.39
44 .836 60.33 26.85
45 .877 13.25

67.29



Table IV-2 (Cont'd)

Reader # Mean Mean Standard
Correlation Score Deviation

46 .824 67.86 17.66
47 .831 367.67 17.06
48 .853 66.29 17.39
49 .844 65.29 17.85
50 .825 71.29 16.62
51 .826 65.57 16.44
52 .744 70.43 17.98
53 .878 65.00 14.80
54 .792 74.00 ‘ 13.35%
55 .836 67,14 19.55
56 .838 67.67 12.88
57 .821 58.29 15.64
58 .826 66.14 18.33
59 .846 59.29 16.22
60 .793 66.57 20.57
61 .677 61.14 s 21.33
62 .867 66.00 21,14
63 .798 64.86 15.79
64 . 848 65.67 16.63
65 .883 63.29 21.00
66 .821 65.57 16.65
67 .789 61.14 24,08
68 .866 60.17 15.64
69 .842 56.57 15,38
70 .647 56.57 16.41
71 .780 62.29 14,58
72 .884 63.00 16.00
‘73 .878 65.67 21.83
74 .863 68.14 16.85
75 .790 95,00 20,13

Overall Mean 64.51
Median 17.05




Table IV-3

v

MEAN CORRELATIONS, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
FOR ALL READERS (JUNE, 1986)

Reader # Mean Mean Standafd
Correlation Score Deviation

1 .677 1 59.30 12.94
2 777 68.60 13.95
3 .821 62.33 ‘ 16.61
4 .825 65.80 16.57
5 .778 68.11 18.78
6 .699 67.90 15.39
7 .784 61.56 18.04
8 .84 63.67 16.96
9 .808 63.44 15.69
10 .808 65.33 14.81
11 .697 64.11 17.77
12 .739 ) 63.67 19.27
13 .824 66.75 15.45
14 .802 62.56 14.37
15 .666 64.67 11.61
16 2723 64.25 13.27
17 .677 71.80 13.11
18 .698 55.22 15.94
19 .653 67.40 , 14,27
20 .521 70.38 12.45
21 .831 59.80 16.71
22 .784 66.00 23.54
23 . «777 64.10 19.77
24 ) .816 63.80 12.62
25 .778 65. 44 ) 14.63
26 «.799. 64.67 16.37
27 . 795 66.10 17.49
28 .769 69.11 13.15
29 .678 66.20 15.26
30 .457 63.90 ' 16.04
3 .716 66.40 15.65
32 .796 65.90 12.89
33 .764 64.70 16.43
34 .805 \ 68.90 . 19.87
35 .828 64.89 - 13.27
36 .739 © 63.60 /’ 18.57
37 .833 62.22 . 18.12
38 «753 58.30 12.45
39 .662 67.20 14.72
40 .697 65.90 A : 11.25
41 .708 64.80 11.60
42 « 771 66.80 13.76
43 .606 61.10 _ 8.44
44 .814 63.44 16.09
45 .792 74. 11 14.10



Table IV-3 (Cont'd)

Reader%f Mean Mean

Correlation Score
46 .793 68.00
47 .611 71.70
48 .809 62.30
49 .433 68.44
50 - .666 62.88
51 <721 63.70
52 .752 60.50
53 .812 62.22
54 .615 65.11
55 .775 61.30
56 .769 63.10
57 .732 65.40
58 .782 66.89
59 .815 64.10
60 .853 65.75
61 .697 62.10
62 .642 63.20
63 .584 60.40
64 .778 61.50

Overall Mean 64.73
Median 15.06

Standard
Deviation

18.74
14.11
13.94
11.40
11.78
13.42
10.29
16.18
14.89
17.38
16.85

18.72

15.05
15.03
20.52
12.25
13.18
14.35
15.83
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equal to 0.7 was considered to be mildly unsatisfactory while
values of less than 0.7 were considered to be definitely
unsatisfactory. The markers in the middle level were judged
to be in a gray area. It must be borne in mind that the mean
correlations of all markers tended to be deflated by the
generally low values contributed by the very unsatisfaétory
group. Highly satisfactory readers would not inflate the
mean. Grades from good readers would correlate .highiy with
grades from other good réaders, but poorly with grades from
poor readers. Poor readers, in turn, would not agree to any
extent with anyone else. Also, because the sample of papers
was small, it was possible that the mean correlations were
low because of random error. It must be remembered, however,
that in the reliability review situation readers were on
their "best behavior" because they knew that they were
accountable for the grades that they submitted. ~Mean
correlations less than 0.7 represented readers who, for one
reason or another, were far below expectation with respect
to the reliability of scoring. Table IV-4 shows the results
of the categorization of the'reade;s.

.

Table IV-4

DISTRIBUTION OF-CORRELATIONS BY CATEGORY

" Category
Grading Satisfactory | Mildly | . Very Total
Session " Unsatisfactory Unsatisfactory
r = 0.8 or » r=0.7 to 0.795 r < 0.7
January 51 19 ' 5 75

June 19 .. 25 20 64




2. Easy or Severe Markers WA

Mean scores of the markers over the reliability review

’

samples were used to identify easy and'severe readers. The
degree of discrepancy to be tolerated was decided logically.
A value of five was chosen; that is, rater means within five
score points of the overall mean were judged to be
acceptable, but discrepancies greater than five were not.
Several factors influenced the choice. First of all, the
letter grades B and C had score ranges of fifteen. A grade’
of B, for example, ;ncluéed score values from sixty-five to
seventy-nine, and C ranged from fifty to sixty-four. A
discrepancy of one third of a letter grade seemed reasonaﬁle,
ané\certa}nly not too severe. A second ponsideration was
'directly related to the scores. A group of papers having a
"true" score (the mean of all the scores) of sixty—five would
feceive grades ranging from sixty to seventy without
objection from most teachers. Values that’deviated further
did not _seém to be justifiable. A third consideration was
that discrepancies exhibited by readers were probably lqwer
than would occur in an actual scoring situation, because in
the situvation at hand, markers were motivated to perform at
their best. :

To assist in analyzing the extent to which deviant
grading standards were a problem, different levels of
discrepancy were established. Deviations of five to seven
and one-half score points were judged "easy" or "hard."

Deviations greater than seven and one-half points were judged
: > .

s
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"very easy" or ‘"very hard." Table 1IV-5 shows the
distribution of the deviations according to category.
Table, IV-5

DISTRIBUTION OF DISCREPANCIES IN MEANS BY CATEGORY

Category
Grading Overall V. Easy Easy Satisf. Hard V. Hard
Session Mean > 7.49 5 to 4.95 to -5 to <-7.49
' 7.49 -4.95 -7.49
Al
January 64.51 1 : 8 57 6 3

June - 64.73 1 3 57 2 1

3. Discrepant Spreads of Scores

With respect to standard deviations of scores submitted
by readers on the 'reliability review sample, the range of
discrepancy to be tolerated was arrived at through a logical
approach bas upon comparisons. First, frequency polygons
representing the standard deviations for the January and June
scoring sessions were plotted (Figure IV-1 and 1IV-2). Next,
’the acceptable range was defined as the values within five
score‘points of the median value of the standard deviations.
This range seemed reasonable in that, on the frequency
polygons, the fringe values were cut off as unsatisfacté%&.
While a discrepancy in the standard deviation of. five score
points might seem to be great, it should be borne in hind
that the effect on grades of st;ndard deviations of that
magnitude is not serious. ‘
A higher than usual.‘standard deviation by a marké;‘

-indicated that the spread of marks was greater, which meant

-
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Figure IV—1
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that good essays would receive higher marks than expected,
and weak essays would receive marks lower than expected. The
large number of scof;s in the middle range would b&hclose to
those awarded by non-discrepant readers.

4. Overall Results

A summary of the results of the study of the problem
readers is given in Tables IV-6 and IV-7. Inspection of the
figures in the tables revealed that the number of ﬁarkers
with unsatisfactory mean correlations was greater for the
June, .1986, marking session than for the January, 1986,
examinations. Forty-five of the sixty-four markers who
participated in the_ reliability review scoring session in
June had unsatisfactory cerrelations (below 0.8) while
twenty-four of the seventy-five markers who worked in
January had correlations below this standard. Twenty markers
had correlations below 0.7 in June, of which ° four were below
0.6, while, for the January group, only five had correlations
below 0.7, of which‘one was below 0.6. .

With respect to the mean scores given .to the sewven
reliability review papers frém the January, and June, 1986,
scoring sessions, the number of discrepanciesi (see Table 1V-
5) was not great; however, the patterns for the two sessiong
differed. The percentage of dé;iant markers was dgreater for
the Jaghary session (24.0%) than for the] qune session
(10.9%).

There were fewer problems with standard deviations than

there were with the mean score and mean correlations. In
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Reader #

Table IV-6

PROBLEM READERS (JANUARY, 1986)

Mean
Corr.

Problem

b
SOV bW =

12
14
15
17
18
19
28
29
30
34
35
36
38
39
42
44
50
52
54
57
59
60
61

67
69
70
71

75

.774
. 757
.662
.721
.775
. 722
. 794
.689
.773
L7177
.724
.791

.776
.737
L1772
.472

.744
.792

.793
.677
.789

- -

.647
.780
.790

mild
mild
severe
mild
mild
mild
mild
severe
mild
mild
mild
mild

mild
mild
mild
severe

mild
mild

- —— L

mild
severe
mild
severe
mild "
mild

Mean
Score

70.00

70.14
59.33
69.71
59.29
59.29
71.29

69.67
69.67
58.29
53.29
71.29
70.43
74.00
58.29
59.29

56.57
56.57

I

Problem

easy

easy
hard
easy
hard
hard
easy

easy
easy
hard
v. hard
easy
easy
V. easy
hard
hard

v. hard
v. hard

s. b.

23.89

24.54
11.49

10.09

22.44

26.85

24.08

- - -
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Problem

high
high
low
low

high

high

high
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Table 1V-7

PROBLEM READERS (JUNE, 1986)

N

Mean Mean

. Reader # Corr. Problem ~ Score Problem S. D. Problem

1 .677 severe 59.30 hard -
2 L7177 mild . e
5 .778 mild SR ——— e
6 .699 Severe S - o I

7 .784 mild - - - ———
1%( .697 severe - S .
¥
15

-739 mild - - S

.666 severe - - —— - o
16 .723 mild N - - -
17 .677 severe 71.80 easy —--- ————
18 .698 severe 55.22 V. hard ---- -
19 .653 severe - ——— —— - e
20 .521 severe 70. 38 easy - _—— -
22 .784 mild S R 23.54  high
23 777 mild - e _——
25 .778 mild - SR t_-__ _———
27 . 795 mild _———— ——_— _——
28 .769 mild S Ceaam . ———e
29 .678 " severe ——— _—— - -
30 .457 "severe _——— - —— ——
31 .716 mild - _—— ——— _———- "
33 .764 mild -—— .- _—— ———-
36 .739 mild -———- .- _———— -
38 .753 mild 58.30 hard -——— _——
39 .662 severe _—— —_———- ———— _———
40 .697 severe -———- -——— - ———
41 .708 mild - _——— .——— R
42 YA mild -———— ——— —-—- -———
43 .606 severe -———- --—- 8.44 low
45 . . 792 mild 74.11 v. easy ---- -———-
46 .793 mild -———- _—— -——— ———
47 .611 severe 71.70 easy -———- -———-
49 .433 severe -———- -———- -—-- -———-
50 .666 severe -———- -———- -——— -—--
51 .721 mild ———- -—-- -———- -—--
52 ° .752 mild -——- .—_—— 3 m——— —_———
54 .615 severe -———- -———- -———- ----
55 .775 mild ———- -———- -———- -——-
56 .769 mild -——— -——— -——-- -—--
57 .732 mild -——- ———- -———- -——--
58 .782 mild N ———— -—— -————
60 ———— === -——- -———- 20.52 high
61 .697 severe - _—— —_— -———
62 .642 severe -—— -——— -—— -— "
63 .584 severe -———- -———- -———- -———-
64 .778 mild -=== -==- -—=- -—==

{
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January, 1986, five markers had high standard deviations and
in Jane, 1986, ‘two markers had high standard deviations. Two
markers 1in January and one marker in June had low staAdard
deviations; these individuals were grading toward the mean.
It should be noted that mean cor?élations ¢caused the
greatest problem in the June scoriﬁq session and -that there

were fewer problems with respect to the means and standard

deviations. 1In all but one case, marks with unsatisfactory

means and standard deviations were also lacking with respect
to the mean correlation. During the January scoring session,
the results were more scattered.
C. ifoblems Related to the Scoring Variables

Problems based in the scoring variables were
investigated through a sample made up of readérs who had been
involved 1in both the January, and June, 1986, scoring
sessions. This group consisted of thirty-seven markers.
Combining the . two scoring. sessions resulted in seventeen
reliability review essays being rated by each marker. First,
the correlation between each pair of readers, for each of
eleveg scoring variables was determined. Next, the mean
correlation for each reader for each variable was calculated.
Finally, the mean of all correlations for each of the
variables was found. The magnitude of this correlation was
taken as an indicator of the effectiveness of the variable.
The results are shown in Table IV-8. Also shown }s the range
of mean correlations for each variable, and the rank order of

these correlations.
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« Table IV-8

MEAN, RANGE, AND RANK ORDER OF CORRELATIONS
BY SCORING VARIABLE

(JANUARY, AND JUNE, 1986)

Variable & Mean Corr. Range Rank
Writing Task (#) Order
1 &%) .501 .274 - .635 9
Thought & Detail
2 (1) .483 .209 - .596 10
Organization
3 (1) .690 .469 - _774 5
Matters of Choice
4 (I) .733 .587 - .817 1
Matters of
Convention . )
5 (II) .537 .226 - .686 7
Thought‘& Detail
6 (II) . 456 .037 - .596 11
Organization
7 (II) .720 .489 - .829 _ 3
Writing Skills
8 (III,1) .512 .263 - .653 8
Thought & Detail
9 (III,1) .694 .578 - 774 4
Writing Skills
10 (IXI,2) .590 .295 - .730 6
Thought & Detail
1 (II1,2) .723 .597 - .815 2

Writing Skills

,

A study of Table Iv-8 produged some pertinent
observations. First, some of the correlations ranged so low
as to be not significantly different from zero. A

correlation of 0.48 was required for significance at p = .05,
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‘ : : : 3 .
The mean correlation for scoring variable six (organization,

functional writing task two) was not significant, and for
variable two (organization, personal response to literature
writing task one), the mean was barely significant. This

meant, of course, that approximately half of the correlations
for these two variables did not differ significantly from
zero. It was noted, also, th;t for variables four (matters
of convention, writing task ~one), seven (writing skills,
writing task two), nine (writing skills, writing task three)
and eleven (writing skills, writing task three), only, all
of the correlations were significant.

It was disturbing but perhaps not surprising to note
that the variables more closely related to the higher skills
involved in writing--variable one, five, eight, and ten
(thought and detail), and two and six (organization)--did not
producé the strongest correlations. This distinction was
left to variable four (matters of convention) and to
variables seven and eleven (writing skills), which consisted
of less sophisticated skills such as ’mechanics, diction, and
sentence variety. It was a little encouraging to note that
thought and detail, which was welghted heavily in the
scoring, at least, did not produce the lowest correlations.
These came from the variable labelled organization.

D. Problems Related to the Writing Tasks

Problems related to the writing tasks were investigated

according to the proposed procedures (page 55). For each of

the three writing tasks, the correlations between all pairs

.
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of readers were determined, then the mean correlation for
each marker was calculated. These values are shown in
Appendix D, Tables D-1 and D-2. Next, the mean of all these
means was found for each of the tasks. This overall mean was
taken as an estimate of the reliability of scoring for each
writing task. The results are shown in Table IV-9.

! Table IV-9

MEANS OF CORRELATIONS BETWEEN READERS BY WRITING TASK

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3
January Means .740 .672 .835

June Means .689 .59 .695

Table 1IV-9 shows a consistent pattern -for the two
writing sessions. Correlations for task two were
substantially.lower than the values for tasks one and three
in both January, and June, 4986. Task three had noticeably
hfgher correlations than did the other tasks. |

Figures IV—3‘and IV-4 are frequency distributions of the

correlations shown in Tables D-1 and D-2 (see Appendix D).
Further consistencies in the patterns between the January and
June wr;ting sessions are revealed. All of the correlitton
“distributions were ske&ed to the left; that 1is, each
distribution was drawn out at the low end of the scale. This
suggested that a few readers, perhaps ten percent of them,
had problems with one or more of the writing tasks.

An obvious question, regarding  Figure IV-3 and IV-4 is

whether the same markers were consistently found among the
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weaker or the stronger readers for each of the three writing
tasks. Tables D-1 and D-2 were used to locate the ten lowest
and ten highest readers in each distribution. A comparison
of the lists of markers revealed that there was, indeed,
considerable overlap. A summary of the results is shown in
Table 1IV-10.
* Table IV-10

NUMBER OF TIMES READERS' MEAN CORRELATIONS APPEARED
IN TOP OR BOTTOM TEN

Frequency of Occurrence

Session ° Category 3 2 1

January Lowest Ten 2 4 16
January Highest Ten 2 S : 14
June : Lowest Ten 2 3 18
June Highest Ten 1 6 15

s

An explanation of the table by way of example is
offered. For the January scoring session, two readers were

found in the bottom ten on all three of ﬁhe writing tasks,
‘

four readers were in the bottom ten on two of the tasks, and

sixteen were in the lower ten on only one of the tasks.

II. Assessing Test Reliability
The reliability of-the essay test as a whole, a broader
measure than thg reliability of scoring, was estimated
through a measure of internal consistency, the alqha
X coefficient. During the January, 1986, marking séssion, a
_dﬂhrandom sample of ninety-six papers was drawn after they had

been routinely read by three markers. There were seventy-

five markers involved; therefore, only a few of them scored
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more than one of the sahple papers in each instance. It was

possible, also, that a particular reader might not have

scored any of them.

The alpha coefficient dealt with the eleven scoring
variables employed by the readers. %his method essentially
processed the data as if each variabl% were an item of a
test, then determined the 1internal cén’istency of the test.
This is analogous to calculating the ihternal consistency of

an exam made up of eleven written q&estions, and remotely

resembles determining KR?O for an eleveﬂ—item multiple choice
test. 1 "

The alpha coefficient is an estimate of test
reliability, and should approximate the value that would be
ob£ained if two similar essay examinations were administered
to a group of students and the scores for the students
correlated. It should be not:d that disagreement among
readers is one og\\the sources of unreliability,' along with
differences among reading tasks, differences among reader
percéptions, etc. -

The alpha coefficient for the first reading of the
papers was calculated, and found to be 0.796. This meant
that if the examinations had been read once by the seventy-
five trained readers, the test reliability would have been
0.796. This value is essentially up to the mi;imum of 0.8
mentioned earl%er (page 56). It is quite respectable when it
is borne in mind that the 0.8 standard was for scoring

reliability, only.
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An important aspect of scoring of the sample of ﬁinety—
six papers was to determine the imprévement that was achieved
through scoring the papers threé times, then calculating a
final écore. This was done by computing the alpha
coefficient of the test by using the final scores awarded in
the eleven variables after three scorings. A comparison was
then made with the alpha value for theﬁgirst scoring,-only.

The alpha coefficient, based uponhthe final scores given
for the'eleven variables was 0.816, an improvement of 0.62.
This m¢ﬂest improvement, and more significantly, the final
value of 0.816 are impoftant results in view of the ogher

factors operati ﬁd. These are discussed in Chapter V.

Discfgp' es between first grading scores and final

scores were calculated. Absolute differences were recorded;
however, it should be noted that in fiftyfeight instances,
the final mark was higher than the initial score, and in only -
twenty-nine cases™ were the marks lowered. Table IV-11
represents a frequenc& distribution which showed absolute
differences between the initial scores and final grades.

In respénse to the question of how large a discrepancy
could be tolerated, the criterion of one third of a letter
gréde, applied previously (see page 119) was employed. A
difference - of more than five score points was judged
uﬁdesirable. Application of this standard indicated that
thirty-three of the scores (thirty-four percent) awarded in

the first instance were unsatisfactory. Once again, the

significance of this is left to the next chapter.
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Table 1V-11

ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN INITIAL SCORES AND FINAL GRADES

Difference Frequency Difference Frequency
22 1 10 1
21 0 9 5
20 0 8 6
19 0 7 Unacceptable 5
18 1 6 Difference 6
17 T e e e
16 0 5 Acceptable 8
15 2 4 Difference 11
14 0 3 8
13 2 Y2 13
12 0 1 14
11 3 0 9

Summary ‘

Data based upoi the reliability review samples were
analyzed to identify, first, problqms related to the
compositions. it was found that failure on the part;af some
readers to fol%ow the scoring descriptors was the single
cause of reduced reliability. This cause-identified as a
halo effect had several aspects: a large number of -
mechanical errors, approval or ﬁﬁsapproval of the views
expressed by the writer, unusual coﬁbositions, sentimental or
emotional content, 1length of the essay, false indicators of
deep thought, and evidence that English was _the writer's
second language.

The second problem stuﬂied reléted to the readers. Three
aspects were investigated: readers whose grades had low
cdrrelations with scores of others, those who consistently

gave high or low grades, and those whose scores had wider

-

"
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spreads than others. For the January scoring session,

twenty-four of Fhe ;§§§nty—five readers were judged to be at
least mildly dﬁsatis%actory, while for the June session
- forty-five of the sixty-four were so judged. With respect to
consistently high or low grades, eighteen of the seventy-five
readers were quatisfactory in January, and seven of the
sixty-four were deficient in June. Unacceptable score
spreads occurred in seven of the seventy-five readers in
January, and 1in three of the sixty-four markers in June. It

was noted, finally, that there were more problems associated

with readers in the June session as compared to the January

AN

session.

\

The third problem studied related to the/eleven scoring

~
who were involved in both the January and\‘June scoring

ugiiables. Data were based upon the readers (thirty-seven)

sessions. The pattern that emerged waéithat the variables.

\

involving simpler skills, such as matters ofﬁconvention, were
scored most reliably, while those that dealt ‘'with more
“complex matters, such as organization, were weakest, = -

Finally, problems related to the writing tasks were

F-3

studied. It was quite evident. that, for both scoring.
sessions, the fhird composition was scored most reliably, and

the second least reliably. It waé also noted that the

; . \
distribution of correlations in all cases was skewed to the

* 3

left. This suggested that for each writing task, a few of

a

the readers gave scores that did not agree with the

consensus.
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The reliability = of the eiﬁéy as a whole (alpha
coefficient) was calculated based iéon the first reading and
then upon the final marks that were awarded. The values wére
0.796 and 0.816 respectively. Discrepancies Setween the
first reading scores and final grades were also calculated.

For thirty-three of the ninety-six readers, the discrepancies

were unacceptably large.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS,‘RECOMME&DATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

The results listed 1in Chapter IV suggest conclusions,
recommendations,’and implications related to the reliability
of scoring and to the {improvement of test reliability in
general. These are dealt with in this chapter, first, under
the headings used previously, that is, problems related to
‘the compositions, readers, scoring variables, and writing
tasks. In addition,‘the overall test reliability is examined
-in an attempt to assess the effectiveness of the scoring

procedures that were used.

I. Compositions Having Low Scorer Reliability
|
A. Problems Related to the Compositions
Problems based in the compositions caused some markers
to produce discrepant or inaccurate grades. The composition-
based problems mentioned in Chapter ‘IV were aspects of a
single cause, a halo effect, that resulted in realers failing
to follow the scoring descriptors. @ The problems were:
numerous mechanical errors, readers disagreeing with views
expressed by the writers, unusual compositions, a sentimental
or emotional approach, unduly 1long or short compos%tions,
false indicators of deep thought, and expressisn typical of
English.as a second language studentd.
The implications for improving scoring seem rather

clear. Training of the markers consisted primarily of

reviewing in detail the scoring descriptors and of applying

138
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the descriptors to selected papers used for training. The
reliability review papers employed during the scoring
sessions were used as a check on the application of the
scoring descriptors. The instructional procedures, however,
did not deal with special problems that c¢ccurred such as
those described here because there was little or no awareness
of them. It follows, then, that scoring reliability should
improve if, during the instructional sessions, the readers
are made particularly aware of the problems revealed in this
study.

A basic assumption of this study was that writing could
be separated into different compartments called variables for
assessment purposes. One explanation of the difficulty some
reade?s had in accomplishing this intent 1is that these
readers allowed the halo effect to influence their judgment.
A second possibility which was not examined in this study is
that the very nature of writing is such that factors such as
thought and detail, organization,_ énd matters of cholce are
so interrelated that they cannot He isolated.

Recommendation One: In the marker training

sessions, the readers should be made aware of the

composition-based problems that 1lead to the halp
effect and the failure to follow scoring‘
descriptors. These problems include either unduly
positive or Pnegative reaction to: numerous errors
in mechanics, views expressed by the writers,

unusual compositions, sentimental or emotional
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content, brief or lengthy essays, false Indicators
of deep thinking, and expression typical of English

as a second language students.

B. Reader-Based Problems

It was noted earlier that a relatively large proportion
of the markers in both the January, and June, 1986, scoring
sessions were considered deficient with respect to agreement
with other readers. The problem regarding hard or lenient
markers was less severe, as was the problem of markers who
had discrepant score spreads. The fact that the lack of
agreement was a more serious problem 1in Jyne as c?mpared to
January was not readily explainable. Several/ possible
contributors, however, came to 1light when the matter was
discussed with Alberta Education supervisors.

First of all, there was more pressure on the markers in
June. There were more papers, fewer markers, and the marking
period stretched over a longer period of time. Consequently,
the fatigue factor was greater in June than in January. An
aéditional contributor to fatigue involved the timing of the
scoring. The June scoring session commenced five days after
the end of tQF school year. As a result, the energy of the
teacher-markers was likely at a lower level *in. June than in
January.

Another contributing factor to the 1lower level of
agreement among markérs;in June might have been caused by a

last-minute shift of markers that became necessary. When the

marking session was about to begin, it was found that
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additional markers were needed for English 30, the grade
N
itwelve course Iintended for matriculation students. A call
went out to those English 33 markers who were also qualified
to score English 30 to leave the English 33 group. As a
result, ten people were shifted, which further increased the

work 13ad for the FEnglish 33 scoring groups.

The fact that a considerable proportion of the readers
were deficient with respect to agreement with others
indicated thaé special attention should be given to this
.problem. The practice of scoring reliability review papers
could be extended to serve this purpose. A closer stuay of
the results, with more emphasis placed upon the necessity of
achieving higher agreement with other markers, could be
conducted without serious difficulty. Also, a policy could
be developed whereby the overall reliability of each marker
was rec:rded. In this way, graders with favorable statistics
could be urged to serve as readers more: frequently than
others. In addition, a few - readers who achieved very weak
statistics might not be engaged as readers in future scqfing
sessions. |

Monitoring of tendencies to grade hard or easy or to
give unduly high score spreads should also be conducted. If
additional instruction to reduce these problems were
unsuccessful, it might be necessary to resort to mathematical
procedures for equating reader standards. The procedures are
simple. Scores by hard or easy markers are adjusted by

adding or subtracting the difference between their mean and
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the overall mean on a sample of papers. For example, if a
sample of papers is drawn (twenty-five papers), and these are
scored independently by all the markers, a mean score for
every reader could be determined, as could an overall mean.
If one of the raters had a mean that was 2.5 below the
overall mean; then 2.5 would be added to every score awarded
by tH?F rea@gr.

A\Eéf(ér whose standard deviation was half of the means
of all the standard deviations resulting from scoring tﬂe
sample would be corrected by first doubling every one of his

or her scores, then subtracting so as to correct for the

mean., When ail the scores are doubled, the standard
deviation 1is also doubled. The mean, however, is also
doubled and is therefore too high. Subtracting a fixed

amount from efgeh score, as described in the previous,
paragraph, would correct this fault.

In view of the findings that some markers were highly
reliable raters while some were not, and that some graders
gave scores that were too high, too low, or had unduly high

or low standard deviations, two recommendations were

ormulated.

’ Rocommlendation Two: A core group of markers who
have a history of grading reliably should be
identified. These people could be given special
recognition and encouraggd to serve as scorers on
frequent occasions. Also, markers who grade

unreliably should be given) '.special instruction.
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Readers who fail' to come up to standard should not
be engaged again.
Recommendation Three: Mathematical adjustment of
scores should be wused to correct tendencies to
grade hard or easy or to give scores with unus;ally

high or low standard deviations when the situation

warrants.

C. Problems Related to the Scoring Variables

It was noted earlier kpage 128) that the lower
correlations were associated with the more complex writing
skills such as organization and thought and detail. The
higher correlations were related to the simpler skills, such
as matters of choice and matters of convention. For these
variables, expected levels of performance were more easily
defined.

The variables yielding the lower scoring reliabilities
are essentiai to the judging of a written prbduct. Thought
and detail, for example, cannot be disregarded, downgraded in
importance, nor modified to any gfeat extent without daméging
the validity of scdring, that is, the extent to which the
variables together really represent skillé in writing. Other
means for improving tﬁe performance of the variables must be
found.

Identifying the troublesome variables i§ a first step
toward improving the scoring reliability. These variables
could be giveﬁ special attention when readers were being

trained, and when ‘reliébility checks were being conducted._
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Reliability of scoring of each variable could also be
checked. It is possible that a few objective standards will
evolve for the variables that prisent difficulties with
regpect to consistency of séoring.
Recommendation Four: Special attention should be
given to instructing and monitoring the scoring of
each of the variables.
Recommendation Five: More objective standards for
scoring the higher process variables should be
sought. The emphasis should be upon getting a
consensus through discussion and through following
the scoring descriptors, then 1insisting that

grading be done according to the standards set up

by the group, not by the individual rater.

D. Problems Related to the Writing Tasks

The results of the investigation of the problems related
to the writing tasks, conducted by comparing mean
correlations across “markers for each of the three tasks,
revealed that writing .task two (functional writing) was
scored less reliably than the other two assignments. it was
further noted that the reliability for task three was
highest. Differences in relialhility among the three tasks
could be attributed to the combination of variables present
and/or differences in the natﬁre of the writing task.

It was immediately evident that task two suffered with
respect to reliability because of the presence of the

variable labelled organization. 'In Table IV-8 (page 127), it
. r
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wae reported that variable six, organization, had a mean
correlation between lpairs of readers of 0.456, the lowest of
all. This same variable, in reading task one (variable two),
also had a weak correlation (0.483). The variable was eot
included in the grading of writing task three. This fact no
doubt contributed to writing task three being scored the most
reliably of the three. Writing task one included the problem
variable, but it made up e smaller proportion of the total
score than was the case for task two. It seemed clear, then,
that the variable of,organization was a strong factor in the
lower scoring reliability of task two.

The hypothesis that some trait of writing task two
contributed to reduced scoring reliability could not be
substantiated from these data. The other scoring variables
involved (thought and detail and writing skills) were scored
as reliably in task two as they were 1n the other writing
assignments. It must be concluded, therefore, that the
presence of the variable labelled organization was the
primary and perhaps the sole cause of the poorer performance
in scoring.

The solution %o‘ this problem of 1low reliability of
scoring of students' ability to organize might be simple. I1f
recommendation five were acted upon and the procedures
su ssful, the difficulty found in scoring the functional
waZjng task (task ‘two) should -be alleviated; howevex, a
reconsideration of the variables assessed 1in each of the

writing tasks should not be ruled out. It seemed strange, at

[y

AN
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first glance, tha® the variabléflabelled organization was
included in the grading of writing task one and two, but not
in task three. There was, however, a ’gOUd reason for its
omission. The responses elicited in task three tended to be
short, and therefore required a minimum of oaganization.
Eliminating the category called organization from task two
might - be considered} however, this procedure smacks of
sacrificing in the area of validity for the sake of improving
reliability, and this is not acceptable. If this procedure
were §rried to its ultimate conclusion, all variables would
be eliminéted save the one for which reliability of scoring
was highest. This would no doubt result in high scorer
reliability, but only a small and rather insignificant aspect
of essay writing would be evaluated, A better procedure
might be to increase the writing required for task three and
then include organization as one of the scoring variables.
.This change would increase the importance of this variable
and would make the writing tasks more comparable, but would
reduce scorer reliability; however, if special attention were
given to scoring this variable, the problem should be
alleviated.

Recommendation Six: The variables to be included

for scoring in each of the writing tasks should be

reconsidered. In particular, the variable labelled

organization should be included in all three of the

writing tasks, and special attention should be

r t
given to improve its reliability of scoring.
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II. Assessing Test Reliability

The results of the calculation fof overayl test
religbility were rather encouéaging. Table II-1 (péges 37
and 38) revealed that in approximately one third of the
studies reviewed, a scoring reliability of 0.8 or better was
achieved. The reliability of approximately OA$ recorded in
this study was especlally satisfying when it was borne in
mind that other sources of wunreliabjility besides scorer
disagreément were present. 1t was realized, of course, that
reliability coefficients computed by different methods were
comparable in a rough way, only. Direct comparisons with
other studies were not possible because no other studie;
employing the alpha coefficient wefe found.

Recommendations made so far 1in this study aimed at
improving scorer reliability would, 1if successful, also
improve the test reliability. It seems safe to say, then,
that the procedures employed by Alberta Education produced
respectable results insofar as reliability was concerned.

The matter of the improvement in test reliability
brought about by scoring the papers more than once deserves
further comment. The procedure resulted in a small increase
in test  reliability. This was encouraging in view of the
fact that the halo effect would tend to inflate the alpha

N .
- coefficient computed for marks based upon the first reading,
but not for the final marks. This may be inferred from the
fact that the élpha coefficient - is a function of the

correlations between the variables. A halo effect'would
. '] . .
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increase these correlations and therefore elevate the alpha
value. For final marks, no halo effect 'is present because
the score for each variable 1is based upon a consensus by all
of the glarkers. While the alpha coefficients might be judged
to be satisfactory, the quéstion of whether the increase that
resulted from \repeated scoring was worth the expenditure of
money, time, and effort remaihed.

Before reaching a decision on whether the.repeated
scoring of the tests is worthwhile, an additional factor must
be considered, that 1s, the effect upon individual students.
In the sample, there were several instances where the final
grades differed substantially from the marks awarded in the
first reading. The differences between initial scores and
final scores, revealed in Table IV-11 (p. 135) indicate that
about one-third of the marks awarded initially were at least
mildly unsatisfactory, and a few were highly erratic. If
deviant marks awarded in the first instance were not adjusted
as a result of subsequent readings, the students would
suffer. Inordinately low marks on the first reading, if
uncorrected could, obviously, affect the students negatively.
It is less obvious that undeserved high marks that go
uncorrected could aiso harm the studedts. The pupils
themselves, however, would have »inflated ideas of their
achievement as would those who were judging the potential for
future success, In any case, then, grades that did not
reflect reality were potentially harmful. In order to help

ensure the accuracy of grades for individual students, it
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would appear that repeated scoring of the essay papers is not

merely desirable, but égsential to the scoring process.
Recommendation 7: The procedure of scoring papers.

more than once should be continued.:

The calculation of an alpha coefficient based upon a

sample of papers drawn after the scoring is completed is a
relatively simple and inexpensive process. There 1is no
reason why it should not be routinely carried out after every
scoring session so that comparisons can be made over time.
The results would provide an ongoing check on the reliability
of the English 33 tgst.

Recommendation 8: The alpha coefficient, based

upon a random sample, should be computed at the

conclusion of each scoring session.

III. Impiications
This study is of value and interest to any organization
involved in grading compositions, on a large-scale, at the
scHool-leaving level. Results apply especially to Alberta
Education for .the obvious reason that their data and their
system of scoring served as the base for the research.
However, the identification = of the haio effect has
. implications for all grading of high school compositions.
'é%ﬁﬁiw'suggested methods of controlling thi% problem are of
’ immediate value to the Alberta examination system, but are
generaIIzable to‘ other systems to the extent that the

assigned tasks and the scoring procedures are the same.

Retention of a core of proven readers, monitoring the
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reliability of scoring thrOQghout the marking session, and
mathematical adjustment of readers' scofes can be used to
advantage in Alberta and probably in other jurisdictions.

Suggestions for sharpening the variables through
instruction and consensus in definitions after discussion is
of particular value to Alberta, as is the recommendation that
the writing tasks employ more uniform variables. These
suggestions are also of value to all large-scale scoring of
written work if the procedures used resemble those épployed
by Alberta Education..

The importance of having the papers graded several times
is underscored, and‘ judged to be necessary in the Alberta
situation. This method has been advocated by other
researchers (Coffman, 1971b, Akeju, 1972, Diederich, 1974),
but this study provides additional hard data to back up the
recommendation. This procedure serves to reduce or eliminate
the halo effect, and to a large extent, correct the errors in
judgment that individual markers make.

Over the 1long term, it may be that the use of the alpha
ccefficlent to estimate the reliability of an essay
examination as' a whole will becbme widespreaé. No instances
were found in the literature where this important matter was
addressed; rathef, previous studies focused upon the more
limited.topic of the reliability of scoring. The alpha
coefficient can be applied in‘a situation where essays are
graded on many variables, and where a' sizable sample of

papérs can be drawn. The conclusion that an inflated value

-



151
of the coefficient caused by having only one rater grade each
paper 1is also a valuable contribution. For the Alberta
scene, the research involving the alpha coefficient 1is of
immediate value. It provides details of a procedure that can
be applied at once, and also reveals that the reliability of

the Alberta English 33 examination is quite respectable.

IV. Recommendations for Further Research

This study on the reliability of essay grading, by
nature, was limited to a specific situation in that
compositions written by English 33 students under examination
conditions in Alberta were séored. The raters were Alberta-
certificated teachers who had taught the course in the
previous year. Important research possibilities outside of
these limitations are suggested. Some of these are listed
below.

1. Research on the reliability of scoring composiéions
written by English 30 (academic-stream) sﬁudents should be
conducted, and the results compared with those for’gnglish
33.

2. Reliability of scoring creative wri¥ing should be

investigated. At present, skill in creative writing 1is one

of the aspects considered by teacher of English when they

—

compile marks representing students; achievement over the
instructional term. The question arises as to how reliably
teachers rate creative writing.

'~ 3. Research on why teachers score unreliably in some

situations should be carried out. The question of whether
/A
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the halo effect noted 1 this study is related to personality
tralts of the raters needs to be answered. .-

4. The question of sex bilas or differences arises.
Research should be cdnducted to determine 1if there are
effects attributable to the sex of the writers and the sex of
the raters.

5. Longitudinél studies shoulda be set wup to monijitor
reliability o scoring over time. As examination procedures
are adjusted ov.r the years (for the length of examinations,
number, and nature of topics, scoring variables,
q(lalifications of reade'tc.) effects on reliability of
scoring should be determined.

6.'Furth§r research on the rellability of examinations
as a whole should be carried out. Methods other than the
alpha coefficient should be used, and comparisdns made.

7. Studies on the validity of English 33 and Englisﬁ 30
should be organized. Wwhile this study, 1like many others,
focused upon reliability, the more comprehensive problem og
validit& should be addressed. Reliability and validity are
not independent - of one another, and high reliability is
essential to high validity. Good reliability, however, does
not ensure a high 1level of -walidity. A séud& to determine
what can be predicted based upon English 33 and Eﬁglish 30
marks would be of real value. ™

The above 1;st is not intended to be‘exhéustive; but is
inténded‘ to give at least some direction ?or possible future

research,
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Summaygy

With respect to* the reliability problens related to
scoring, the causes ot this halo effegt, identified in
Chapter 1V, were reviewed and discussed. An argument was
submitted that, since the causes of the problem had been ™
revealed, instructions for the markers could focus upon them
and reduce their effects. A recommendation in this veln was
made,

Regarding reader-based _problems, some readers were
consistently high in reliability of scoring, while séme were
low. A recommendation was made that a core of reliable
markers should be identified and encouraged to serve, and
that weak markers should be given special instruction or not
re-engaged. Mathematical adjustment of scores was
recommended to correct for easy or severe grading, or scoring
.by readers that resulted in unduly high or low distributions.

The primary problem related to the scoring variables was
identified as the tendency for the more compiex writing tasks
to be scored less reliably than the simpler tasks. For
example, organization was scored less reliably than matters
of convention. Recommendations fo; plleviating the problem
included improved instruction and égnitoring related to each
variable, and more objective standards, arrived at through
discussion.

Tge writing tasks varied 1in reliability of scoring
because of differences 1in length and differences in the

variables used for scoring. A recommendation that the
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‘variahles,should be reviewed and that the writing tasks
should be more uniform resulted.

Calculation of alphafcoefficlents indicated, first, that
the reliability S the Alberta written examination for
Fnglish 33 was quite satisfactory, and second, that there was
merit in having each paper scored more than once.

Implications of the study were stated. These focused
upon the importance of the findings for Alberta, 1in
particular, and for any situation 1involving- large-scale
scoring of high school written examinations.

Seven recommendations for further research were

suggested.
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SCORING DESCRIPTORS - ENGLISH 33

Section I: Personal Response to Literature
Thought and Detail
N

5 - PROFICIENT: A situation or concept has been
effectively established. Precise details about
actions and/or characters are deliberately chosen and
add clarity. Retrospection Q¥ circumspection,
whether explicit or implicit, is insightful. |

4 - CAPABLE: A situation or concept has been
appropriately established. Specific details about
actions and/or characters are well-defined and

plausible. Retrospection or circumspection, whether
explicit or implicit, is thoughtful.

3 - ADEQUATE: A situation or concept has been
clearly established. Details about actiong and/or
characters are clear and purposeful but tend to be
general.. Retrospection or circumspection, whether
explicit or implicit, is conventional.

2 - LIMITED: A situation or concept has been vaguely
delineated. Details about actions and/or characters
are generalized and are ‘inappropriate and/or
haphazard. Retrospection or circumspection is
obscure or uncertain.

1 - POOR: An inappropriate or incomprehensible
situation or concept has been presented. Details
about actions and/or characters are irrelevant or
absent, Retrospection or circumspection 1is not
present or is confusing.

INS - INSUFPICIENT: There 1is no evidence of a
discernible attempt tc respond to the assignment as
stated, or the writing is so deficient in length that
it is not possible to assess thought and detail.

Organization
5 - PROFICIENT: The . beginning creates interest
and/or promotes further reading. The ideas and

situations are developed by sentences and paragraphs
that flow smoothly and cohereptly to an appropriate
and effective conclusion.

4 - CAPABLE: An effective beginning is presented.
The ideas and situations are developed by sentences
and paragraphs that are coheréntly related. The
conclusion is appropriate.,



163

3 - ADEQUATE: The beginning, development, and
conclusion are functional. Sentences and paragraphs

are dgenerally related, but coherence falters on
ogpasion. -

2 - LIMITED: - The beginning and/or <conclusion are
non-functional. Relationships among sentences and
between paragraphs are frequently unclear.

1 - POOR: The introduction and/or conclusion, if
present, are obscure. Sentences aftd paragraphs are
not coherently related.

Matters of Choice

5 - PROFICIENT: Choices made by the gwritexr are
usually effective. Many words are chosen for effect
and most are correctly wused. Many sentences are

deliberately structured for effect.

4 - CAPABLE: Choices made by the writer are often
effective. Some words are chosen for effect, and
most are correctly used. On occasion, a sentence 1is
deliberately structured for effect.

3 - ADEQUATE: Choices made by the writer are
occasionally effective, Most words and structures
are used correctly, but attempts to structure
sentences for effect are rare.

2 - LIMITED: Choices made by the writer are often
inéffective. Many words and structures are misused.
No attempt is made to use sentence structure for
effect. : E

1 - POOR: Choices made by the writer are usually
ineffective. Words and structures are misused to
such an extent that clarity suffers.

Marars of Convention

5 - PROFICIENT: The writing is essentially free from
errors in spelling, punctuation, and grammar. Errors
that are present do not reduce the clarity of

communication. i‘

4 - CAPABLE: Few errors in spelling, punctuation,

and grammar are present. These errors sometimes

reduce but do not impede the clarity of
—~communication. )

3 - ADEQUATE: Occasional errors in spelling,
punctuation, and grammar are present. Some of these
"errors impede the clarity of communication.
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2 - LIMITED: Frequent errors in spelling,
punctuation, and grammar are present., Many of these
errors impede the clarity of communication.

1 - POOR: Numerous errors in spelling, punctuation,
and grammar are both noticeable and jarring. Most of
these errors severely impede the clarity of
communication.

Section II: Functional Writing
Thought and Detail

5 - PROFICIENT: A clear and effective awareness of
audience is demonstrated. "Significant information is
presented, and this information is enhanced by
precise and appropriate details that effectively
fulfil the purpose. ‘

4 - ' CAPABLE: A clear awareness of audience is
demonstrated. Sufficient information 1is presented,
and this information is substantiated by appropriate
details that efficiently fulfil the purpose.

3 - ADEQUATE: A recognition of audience is
demonstrated. Sufficient information is presented,
and this information is supported by enough detail to
fulfil the purpose.

2 - LIMITED: Recognition of audience is demonstrated
but is not sustained. Essential information may be
missing. Supporting details are scant and haphazard
so that the purpose is only partially fulfilled.

1 - POOR: Only a vague recognition of audience is
demonstrated. Essential information and supporting
details are lacking. The purpose is not fulfilled.
INS - INSUFFICIENT: There 1is no evidence ‘of a
-discernible attempt to respond to the assignment as
stated, or the writing is so deficient in length that
it is not possible to assess thought and detail.

Organization

5 - PROFICIENT: ° A clearly focused and effective
statement of topic or function is presented. Deétails
are coherently related to the topic or function and
are developed in sentences that flow smoothly to an
effective and appropriate request, statement of
expectation, or other conclusion.

J4 - CAPABLE: A clear and obvious statement of topic
or function is presented. Details are clearly
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related{to the topic or function. The request,
statement or expectation, or other conclusion is
appropriate. '

3 - ADEQUATE: A generally clear statement of topic
or function 1is presented. ' Details are organized so
that a general relationship to the topic or function
is maintained, but coherence falters on occasion.
The request, statement of expectation, or other
conclusion is functional.

I d
2 - LIMITED: A’vaguely focused statement of topic or
function is presented. Details are vaguely related
to the topic or function. The request, statement of
expectation, or other conclusion is unclear.

1 - POOR: An obscure statement of #&opic or function
is presented. The relationship between chosen
details and the topic or function of the writing is
obscure. The request, statement of expectation, or
other conclusion is absent or inappropriate.

Writing Skills -
o

.

5 - PROFICIENT: The seleé%ion and use of words and
structures is usually effective. Errors in spelling,
punctuation, and grammar that are present do not
reduce the clarity of communication.

~

4 - CAPABLE: . The selection and use of words and
structures is often effedtive. Errors 1in spelling,
punctuation, and grammar sometimes reduce but do not
impede the clarity of communication.

3 - ADEQUATE: The selectighr and use of words and
structures 1is occasionally effective. Errors in
spel g, punctuation, and grammar occasionally

impe the clarity of communication.

.2 - LIMITED: The selection and use of words and
'structures is often ineffective. Errors in spelling,
punctuation, and grammar often impede the clarity of
communication.

1 - POOR: The selection and wuse of words and
structures 1is usually ineffective. Errors in
spelling, punctuation, and grammar severely impede
the clarity of communication..
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Section III: Response to Visual Communication-
Question 1

Thought and Detail ,
5 - PROFICIENT: Given the situation present in the
comic strip, cartoon, or photograph, the writer ha$
effectively and consistently assumed an appropriate
role. Feelings are effectively established. Precise
detaiis are deliberately chosen for support and/or
illustration of the feelings presented.

4 - CAPABLE: Given the situation present in the
comic strip, cartoon, or photograph, the writer has
clearly assumed an appropriate role. Feelings are
clearly established. Specific details used for
\upport and/or illustration are well-defined and
accurdte. ’ :

3 - ADEQUATE: Given the situation present in the
comic strip, cartoon; or photograph, the writer has
assumed a plausible role. " Feelings are explained.
Details used j§0r support and/or illustration tend to
be jgeneralize »

2 - LIMITED: Given the, situation present in the
comic strip, cartoon, or phothraph, the writer has
attempted to assume a role but has not sustained this
attempt.  Expression 6f: feelings is inconsistent or
inappropriate.\  Detgails used -~ for support are
inappropriate and/or unclear, ‘
M
1 - POOR: Given the situation present in the comic

‘strip, cartoon, or photograph the writér has not

assumed a plausible role. Feelings are vaquely [sic])
delineated. Details are irrelevent [sic],
iraccurate, or absent,

INS - INSUFFICIENT: There is no evidence cf a
discernible attempt to respond to the gquestion asked,
or the writing is so deficient in length that it is
not possible to assess thought and detail.

Writing-Skills : '

5 - PROFICIENT: The selection and use of words and
structures is usually effective. Errors jn spelling,
punctuation, and grammar do not reduce the clarity of
tommunication.

[ L} e
4 -_‘CAPABLE:~ The selection.and use of*words and
structures is often effective. Errors in spelling,
punctuatiog, and grammar sometimes reduce but do not

" impede the clarity of communlcaﬂlon.

-
1
\

N
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3 - ADEQUATE: The selection and use of words and
structures 1is occasionally effective. Errors in
spelling, punctuation, and grammar occasionally

impede the clarity of communication.

4 - LIMITED: The selection and use of words and
Structures is often ineffective. Errors in spelling,

punctuation, and grammar wften impede the clarity of
communication.

1 - POOR: The selection and use of words and
structures 1is usually ineffective. Errors 1in
spelling, punctuation, and grammar severely impede

the clarity of fommunication.
I

Section 'III: Response to Visual Communication-
Question 2

Thought and Detail

5 - PROFICIENT: Intecrpretation of the comic strip,
cartoon, or photograph is insightful and appropriate
and is in the form of an effective generalized idea
or theme. Precise details are deliberately chosen
for support, and add clarity.

4 - CAPABLE: Interpretation of the comic strip,
cartoon, or photograph is appropriate and is in the
form of a generalized 1idea or theme. Specific
details wused for support are well-defined and

accurate.

-

3 - ADEQUATE: Interpretation of ?he comic strip,
cartoon, or photograph is conventional and may be in
the form of a maxim or moral. Details used for

support are clear but terd to be generalized.

2 - LIMITED: Interpretation of the comic strip,
cartoon, or photograph is vague and uncertain and
concentrates on a particular detail rather than the
cartoon or photograph as a whole. Details wused for
support are inappropriate and/or unclear.

1 - POCR: Interpretation of .the comic strip,
cartoon, or photograph is inappropriate, implausible,
or incomprehensible. Details are irrelevent [sic],
inaccurate, or absent.

INS - INSUFFICIENT: - There 1is no evidence of a

discernible attempt to respond to the question asked,
or the writing is so deficient in length that it is
not possible to assess thought and detail. )

-
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Writing Skills

§ -  PROFICIENT: The selection and use of words and
structures is usually effective. Errors in spelling,
punctuation, and grammar that are present do not
reduce the clarity of communication. \\\

4- - CAPABLE: The selection and use of words and
structures is often effective. Errors in sRelling,
punctuation, and grammar sometimes reduce butp\q? not
impede the clarity of communication.

3 - ADEQUATE: The selection and use of words and
structures 1is occasionally effective. Errors in
spelling, punctuation, and grammar occasionally

impede the clarity of communication.

2 - LIMITED: The selection and wyse of words and
structures is often ineffective. Errors in spelling,
punctuation, and grammar often impede the clarity of
communication.

1 - POOR;: The selection and use of wordsand
structures |is usually ineffective. Errors 1in
spelling, punctuation, and grammar severely impede
the clarity of communication (Student Evaluation,
1986b, pp. 32-37).
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Section It Personal Response to Literature - R.R. §5 - January, 1986

Appendix B Part 1
REVISED WORK

7 A 'ZWZM

Ne Tl Tl is rrane Rhow oma ;4;% Loene Zr ae ik,
&MMMMJM#‘/F :
J.-ml ,myz‘é ass g? ?‘?m :a_—_.,. d"b?: 2hent caaa‘mg

re is additional space for Revised Work on pages 7 and 9.
’ /
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REVISED WORK

@JAMUM;Q&:;%?MJWWJM/A;MQW

oyt .
MM&A aﬂ? sl rnts”

Casr Sl 4 gfadbyﬁwwé
Car atty®, Q@Mmpéﬁmw
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%Mﬂfﬁw

_ There s additional sface for Revised Work on page 9.
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;
REVISED WORK
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Nalwen Comlsmsi(e High School

P.O. Box 203, Iwen, Alberta.  T5) 2R2

Mt Jodo Henndy

16 Riverview Crescent ’ January 13, 1986
Nsaiwen, Alberta - : ’
T5J 2R2

Dear M J/Méf :
O Joes 2 1976, a2 nins LomBasllorina Ao ogtlis.
deiSlpoe) Db Ctmpin bl Higd Loberllio o Ty n b
. . . Y ’ . ’ :

. Xo wwmgﬂ_

There is additional space for Revised Work on pages: 15 and 17.
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Sectlon 11t Functional Writing

k REVISED. WORK

2 MWMWM
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There is additional space fpll’ Revised Work on poge 17,

. 15-
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Section 111 Response to Visual Communication - Question 1

1. Describe how you would feel if you were one of the characters In Selection One OR one of
the characters in Selection Two. Support your answer with seasons that ase consistent with

the situation that is presented. Answer bn pasagraph formn.

REVISED WORK

21 -

175
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Section 111: Response to Visual Communlc_a(lon -~ Question 2

-,

176

2. What is a main idea that Is common to both Selection One AND Selection Two? Use details
from the two sclections to support your answer. Answer in paragraph forip.

REVISED WORK

Anta . ;/Ml/aj/w‘z‘(sd M‘M&MAM

I,é—-dm. NIRRT A 'uum‘m‘_ﬂm&_ﬂz—/ﬁ*ﬂ&_‘
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Appendix B Part 2
¥ REVISED WORK
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’ b *fo\\\%. Th.e ‘Qréﬁdsha asked pohat ils
pauteally . The Grandfathersadl nanteally
e li ke 1t Cl\-adelﬂc: of 4¢fas%n3 1’'a A Yol
\Mmq dime e u&mui_ywa_anl il
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'ov\\\ a‘F , CLQ«A ’\c;ppnALss wl\(.\ You q-ef

oy ] .
&hi“g bgi o M{f -(uetu Hlts 1's gu\l af_L_a,qpmﬂ},

\l’

Wh d lat -l-oo/dgr ke ¢oed Co hoppincss
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There s additional spade for Revised Work on pages 7 and 9.
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Section It Personsl Response to Llterature

REVISED WORK

Otae Ohrat 31

B o

“There Is Mlt@al space for Revised Work on page 9.

-1- 4
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Noe
Nalwen Composite lhgh Schoyl
P.O. Box 203, Nalwen, Alberta.  T3J 2R2
M. Pat Jones ' . “ :
16 Riverview Crescent ) - " . January 13, 1986
Nslwen, Alberta v . ’ R
TSJ 2R2 ' &

Dear MC A’Q’\n 5'3‘

ﬁ:' Tawm o st &Mu_mgzslfg Hm/s
Wﬂb&‘_ﬁwc—%ﬁwiﬂ—é“&—

_ L ‘%D(&GL ol owe ga Cget D{"‘j OAJ-!!‘IG: rdNALE Y " -

o bout uauo © Ceta 20 tion

qcrr ape Sone o€ r)‘&cfbu ﬁ rms_th %g;g m.[l
eco_ba bly be QnSweeing t[g.n e %QM gms,“n

JON\Q Whet Q(# uowur [\QLA_(S N Oa Y O , k‘ QL’L.—

.

@L(uaqixo» ha o i+ been SQcceSsﬁm&gM

! .
5f¢«c'§¢¢‘, Ukad ’'s youc f.;o«'hng . ‘ :

___JL_M&M l1 Ke fo Kaouae w/-m-t 40U Aed fo

!)g.g 5‘& |A:|a ggug QQLQQQLQ bt Cle 0 Al
_LQ&\ u:rs nr\'l('ls'f‘gcf a ue)gr OCCAJQQsﬁL

N

L. \
* r.
- » -

. There is additional space for Revised Work on pages 15 and 17. - X ‘
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Sectlon 111 Respot:h to Visual C%ﬁnlcn}lﬁ — Question |

1. Desdibe how you would feel if you were (me;f the characters In Selection One OR one of
the chatacters in Selection Two. Support youl snswet with seasons that ase cousistent with

the siteation that is presented. Answer in parageaph form. .

. REVISED WORK
W wouwld _Qed discusled beamusr €uttyome
_budlt 4t _Sare Style af house ~ Lucy.oa ;
1he_sanmething. Evecybady _log ka_alike and Jbegall
[rye _va-tle_Same NeighAbochood.

-
8 4

.21 - .
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Sectioh 1111 Reeponse fo Visnal Cornmunleatlon — (Juestion 2

2. What {e o male Llew that Te eonmnm to both Selectlion Qune AHD Selection Twol Use detalls
from the two selectlons to support your answer. Answes In parsgeaph fuim,

, REVISED WORK . .
wllm.ﬁmc;m__-u‘m_o( (f_carloons (5 (Aal oo __
,¢\~Jng}_f_"l,mo,o_/c__can_g qf;mﬂé;&;{yg_ﬁ‘ﬁr
.AQ!‘5!5_,‘_’__!_’((J|ML.(O_":LA&LZLJI}-A[(_,[X@L.\__
And b dd' i Al Sclfs- One _dela sl _toa_5ecio. S
i€ show all 1hepm~a_a adle _taofs anre_hasuiy oaia
pPro blens__ W  the__ A r_(i }«JKCS_J_'{(_SACCOA;‘_AM
h J'r\A,S((Jn'ﬂd_l_’_'."YJ_!l[;!{;Ldb_ks {hat {fu S5d e @LLLON
ba (1 all 14 hocsas.

o”.



. ? »«aj%« | 182

Section I: Personal Response to Literature -~ R.R. #4 - January, 1986
Appendix B —Part 3 .

REVISED WORK

wgﬁmho me
s wlaad ¢ donam IMZH)QJ' %’ quzﬁ;:i)t

There Is additional space for Revised Work on pages 7 and 9.
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Sectlon 11" Tersonal Response fo Liferature

REVISED WORK
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There Is additional space for Revised Work on page 9. ’
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,) REVISED WORK




Section 11: Functional Writing

& Nalwen Com'smsi(e Migh School
; P.O. Box 203, Nalwen, Alberta. TS5J 2R2
Mn_ﬁdﬂﬁfn;’m’ . : ’ )
’ January 13, 1986

16 Riverview Crescent
Nsalwen, Alberta
TSJ 2R2

There is additional space for Revised Work on pages 15 and 17.

- 13-
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Section 11t Functionsl Wikting
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space for Revised Work on page 17.
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Section 111 Functional Writing
. f

REVISED WORK
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Sectipn 111:" Respense o Visual Communication — Question 1

1. Describe how you would feel if you were one of the characters in Selection One OR one o}
|h\ characters in Selection Two. Support your answer with seasons that are consistent with
_ the situation that is presented. Answer in pasagraph form. . :

: REVISED WORK

+ -21-



Section 111t Response to Visual Communication — Question 2 ‘ 189
» . .

2. What e 2 main iden that Is commen to both Selection One AND Selection Two? Use details
from the two selections to suppor| your answer. Answers In paagiaph form,

REVISED WORK

| ﬁﬁ_&.ﬁ%gﬂﬂ FATRATH UL EIING | N P2 T S
.JALLL' L’M_ALD_,_(MWWMLA_—
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Section It l’erunl Response to Literature - R R. #7 - January, 1986
Appendix B Part 4

REVISED WORK

There is tdditibml space for Revised Work on psges ‘7 and 9.

—
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There is additional space for Revised Work on page 9.

07.
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REVISED WORK
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Section 11: Functional Wiiting

Nalwen Comrsmsile IHigh School
P.0. Box 203, .nl)wcn, Albesta. 15) 2R2

M- Rnl/)h lapierre

Janvary 13, 1986

16 Riverview Crescent
Nelwen, Afberta
18) 2R2

IS

Dews Mc._ LaPiere

Y. 774 ;oY nm_ww?&(_ﬂ)fm___%\cé___

“There Is additional space for Revised Work on pages 1S and 17.
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Sectlon I1r Functionsl Wilting

REVISED WORK
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There i sdditionsl epace for Revised Work on page I7.
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ou were one of the characters in Selection One OR one of

1. Describe how you would fecl il y
polt your answer with reasons that are consistent with

the characters in Selection Two. Sup
the situationhat is presented. Answei in paragraph form.

REVISED WORK
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Section 111: Response to Visual Communication — Question 2
L]
ction One AND Sclection Two? Use details

2. What is 8 main idea that is common to both Sele
Answer in paragraph foum.

from the two selections 10 SUppOrt your answer.

REVISED WORK
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Section i Persons! Response fo Literalure — R_.R. #11 - Janvary, 1986

Appendix B Part S
REVISED WORK
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There Is additional space for Revised Work on pages 7 and 9.
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REVISED WORK
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There is additional space for Revised Work on page. 9.
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Section II: Functional Writing W Log

Nalwen Conwosﬂe High School
P.O. Box 203, Nalwen, Albeita. TS5J 2R2

e
Mro_dt el S.Ouv\.g, M

16 Riverview Crescen(
Nalwen, Alberta « .
TS5J) 2R2 |
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Japuary 13, 1986

There is additional space for Revised Work on pages 15 and 17.
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REVISED WORK

There is additional space for Revised Work on page 17.
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were one of the characters in Selection One OR one of

1. Describe how you would feel if you
with seasons that aie consistent with

the chaiacters in Selection Two. Suppost your answes
the situation that is presented. Answenin paragiaph form.

REVISED WORK
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Section 111t - Response to Visual Communication — Question 2

2. Whatiea mnln {den that Is commion to both-Selection Qne AND Selection Two? Use details
from the two selections to suppoit your answer. Answey In paagiaph foumn,
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Section 1: Personal Response (o Literature -~ R.R. 16 - January, 1986

Appendix B Part 6
REVISED WORK

ﬁxﬁwu)}nd bera :Joi‘,:lj mAﬂM__ _
/ManLMu;mJ Jllaa_qkkkl-aj Jeutans Lisoeora amd.
| Lok |
WMMMM
MI/APWMLQ(&?JWjM_

MUWMMMQ%,MmJW

(ut ctstio L s oSlat] s acircesreonbcl, §

— e 1 dsing JMWJMMML?_&M

MMWUJMMAMLW

NMym;MMMWM

© oachas #ihwuw_b:owﬁn(@d%‘a@g‘__
—Konte shod ooty oot Joavea ok Cusafirias.

;J_stn_&d_lznb‘m‘wuij_‘bum#g .xgu.j.w,m -
Q hecolina _mlu,/wal,mwwdf.&.&b&l&w_g fdaacsto

| _ism,dzuuza,m’-_& umo_?wyﬁ&_a‘mL_a&f_,@ao._
b hed alun ’!a_xtrcl_\n.e?/,d_aux_ gifta_gsa.Obakaboma
Y 7.7, SUr -
MM;_%QL_JM‘MO_JIM%AJW.&__
_m/mijm_kmu_gwqud del{ bay ’
AQ\A.,AZR)OLQMJ_AA;L.OK Wt ocrac,. : e

There Is additional space for Revisedk\Vot‘k on pages 7 and 9.

.5.



204
Section I: Personal Response to Llterature

REVISED WORK

* There is additional spoc; for Revised Work on page 9.
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REVISED WORK
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Nalwen Composite High School
P.O. Box 203, Nalwen, Alberta.  T5J 2R2

Mf. _Garns
16 Riyerview Crescent January 13, 1986
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Section I11: Response to Visual Communication — Question 1

1. Describe how you would feel if you were one of the characters in Selection One OR one of
the characters in Selection Two. Support your answer with tcasons that ase consistent with

the sityation that is presented. Answer in paragiaph foim.
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Section H1: Response to Visual Communication — Question 2

2. What is a main idea that is common to both Selection One AND Selection Two? Use details
from the two selections to support your answer. Answer in pasagiaph foum.
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Appendix B Part 7
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Section 1I: Functional Writing

' Nalwen C(nn'smsile High School
P.O. Box 203, alwen, Alberta.  T5J 2R2
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Sectioa I11: Response to Visual Communication — Question |

1. Describe how you would foel if you were one of the characters in Selection One OR one of ¢
the characters in Selection Two. Support your snswer with reasons that aie consistent with
the situation that is prescoted. Answer in pasagiaph form.
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2. What is » mais idcs that Is common to both Selection One AND Sclection Two? Usc details
from the (wo selections to support yous answer. Answes in paragiaph loin.
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Section It Fersnnnl Response to Literntuse R.R. B9 - June, 1986

Appendix B Part 8
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There is additional space lor Revised Work on page 9.
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- REVISED WORK
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P.QO. Box 203
Nalwen, Albenta
TS5) 2R2

The Editors

The Nalwen News
603 Block Terrace
Nalwen, Alberta
TS) 2R2

June 13, 1986

Dear Sir:

There is additional space for Revised Work on pages 15 and 17.
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REVISED WORK
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& Section 11:  Functional Writing
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Section HI:  Response to Visual Communication — Question 1

1. Choose ONFE of the characiers shiown in the cartoon and describe what you think the character

Is feeling in thic situation. Use specitic details from the cartoun loBuppuit your ideas. Answer

in paragraph form.
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Section 111z Response to Visual Communication ~ Question 2

2. What Is a main idea being connunnigated by the cattoon? Use details lrom the caitoon tu

support your snswer. Answer in parsgraph fosm,

: REVISED WORK

.23 -



224

Section I: Personal Response (o Llterature - R.R. #6 — June, 1986
Appendix B Part 9

REVISED WORK
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REVISED WORK

_ma@% - Q/Mz /‘ : l ‘

_all 456~ B7GT D6 cce _ﬁﬁW -

M_&ZM Py .
, : V)/%z;ﬁ% .

=

There is additional space for Revised Woik on page 17.

-15-



T 229

Section 1I:  Response (o Visual Communication - Questlon 1

own in the cartoon and desciibe what you think the character

1.° Choose ONE of the characters sh
your ideas, Answer

Is feeling in this sitvation. Use specilic details fron the caitoon (o suppost

in parsgraph form.

!

v REVISED WORK

-
. .
-

«21-



. 230
Section 111:  Response to Visual Communication — Question 2

2. What is a main idea being communicated by the cartoon? Use details from the cartoon to
support your answer. Answer in paragraph fotm.
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Section I:  Personal Response to Literature
Appendix B Part 10

" REVISED WORK
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Section 11 Personal Response (o Literature

. r
REVISED WORK ‘
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P.O. Box 203
Nalwen, Alberta
T5) 2R2

The Editors

The Nalwen News .

603 Block Tesrace : June 13, 1986
Nalwen, Alberta

TS) 2R2

IA&QQ%_MMM__AALM_AMM—
MMMMAM&;

1 Lo on e Mo lwun Conmunity . Maduin . aksall

N ‘I !- - .

o

There is additional !p'ace for Revised Work on pages 15 and 17.

13-



Section 1I:  Functional Writing

REVISED WORK
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Section H1: Response to Visual Communication — Question I
-

1. Choose ONE of the characiers shown in the cartoon and describe what you think the character
is feeling in this sitvation. Use specific details from the castoon o support your ideas. Answer

in paragraph form.
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Section 111:  Response to Visual Communication — Question 2

2. What is a main idea being commmmicated by the cartoon” Use details {rom the caitoun o

support your answer. Answer in pavagiaph fonn,
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Appendix B Part 11
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Section 1: Personal Response to Literature

REVISED WORK

There is additional space for Revised Work on page 9.
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P.O. Box 203
Nalwen. Albena
T5) 2R2

The Editors

The Nalwen News

603 Block Tervace June 13, 1986

Nalwen, Alberta

T5J 2R2 ‘

Dear Sir:
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1. Choose ONE of the characters shown in the cartoon and describe what you think the character
is feeling in this situation. Use specific details from the cartovi to suppoit your ideas. Answer
in paragraph fonm.

REVISED WORK
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Section 11}:  Response to Visual Communication — Question 2 243

PO

2. What is a main idea being communicated by the cartoon? Use dctails {rom the cartoon 10
support your answes. Answer in paragraph form.
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Appendix B Part 12
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(¢ a7/ REVISED WORK
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P.O. Box 203
Nalwen. Albenta
T5) 2R2

The Editors

The Nalwen News :

603 Block Terace June 13, 1986

Nalwen, Alberta

T5J 2R2 .

Dear Sir:
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(g

_ REVISED WORK
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Section 111:  Response to Visual Communication — Question 1

1. Choose ONE of the characters shown in the cartoon snd desciibe what you think the character
is leeling in this sitvation. Use specific details from the castoun to suppoit yous ideas. Answer

in paragraph lorm.

REVISED WORK
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Section 111:  Response to Visual Communication — Question 2

2. What is a main idea being communicated by the canoon?}}sc details from the canoon 1o
support your answer. Answer in paiagiaph foun.

REVISED WORK
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Section I: Peégsonal Response to Literature
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Section 1l:  Functional Writing
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Section I1l:  Response to Visual Communication - Question 1

1. Choose ONE of the characters shown in the cartoon and describe what you think the character

is fecling in this situation. Use specific details trom the castoon to support your ideas. Answer
in paragraph form. ~

! REVISED WORK
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Section 111:  Response to Visual Communication - Question 2 \

2. What is a main idea being commugicated b;'%!:nc cartoon? Use details from the caroon to

support your answer. Answer in paragiaph foig.
N

REVISED WORK
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Section I: Personal Response to Literature -~ R.R. #4 - June, 1986
Appendix B Part 14

REVISED W()?N(
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Section It Personal Response to Literature

REVISED WORK
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Section 1I:  Functional Writing

v P.O. Box 203
Nalwen. Albena
T5) 2R2
The Editors
The Nalwen News
603 Block Terrace - June 13, 1986
Nalwen, Alberta » P o
T5) 2R2
Rear Sir:
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Thete is additional space for Revised Work on pages 15 and 17.
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Section H: \ Functional Writing

»

REVISED WORK
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Section 111:  Response to Visual Communication - Question 1 : .‘

1. Choose ONE of the characters shown in the cartoon and describe what you think the character
is feeling in this situation. Use specilic details liom the caitoon (o support your ideas. Anszwer
“in parégraph form. : ,

REVISED WORK
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\
Section I1I:  Response lo Visual Communication — Question 2 ¢

§

2. What is a main idea being conmnunicated by the caitoon? Use details fiom the cantoon to
suppoit your answer: Answei in paragiaph loom.
REVISED WORK
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Sectlon I:  Personal Response (o Literatuie - R.R. 15 — June, 1986

Appendix B Part 15§
REVISED WORIK

- — e —

_ /I?L /Z/ALAJ/ﬁLa/) //c/u/ 7(%7"'

%/M@Aa Z_,JMJ_[JA’ i‘«z/___A// G
/m /A(/:A,:Zf Copl.. S (radoon

. _Bedlid, ,444{,// Wl M alao /‘J(Cﬂf4? vz

_AS @L__%Lfm&&g__ﬁ CL,__M_.

&,/Mf(m d__Ma( P/ /o S

T g adae édm{f_.@_[;,m__d Zfi.a‘ 7 AN
J// 4;244_4(,/&@324_(44;&_,_
J ZA’/( tZﬂd_/____.déQ %/ @4‘1&_4‘42.
dftc(.fi/d/;/{z/ M. Litst
/ﬂZﬁL_é_/z 7{:&& T ad i gl
ZQ__A@% ,zcé_ﬁ.ﬁ_/ Az(;li/&Z

T RTREIWI N,

(7 dg/(,/ aum
”77 /Ay, wWin 44/‘/

WW "7 e @edoal
jg_é_éé/‘ L7 o
A pa /z« M/,

Jlo ajdo /ﬁ'/ 2414;57
J’ /)(o{ /,/ L ﬁ’. )/(zm.a/ zard itk

b slas Audéf_,ézi_m__[_ﬂr_mdéﬂ-—

Gon ) thl(l( \/ aa ndt etlanricel _i

There is additional space for Revised Work on pages 7 and 9.

-5-



265

Section 1: Personal Response (b Litesature

REVISED WORK
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Section 1: Personal Respouse to Literature

REVISED WORK
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Section 11:  Functional Writing 267

P.0O. Box 203

Nalwen, Albena
15) 2R2
The Editors
The Naiwen News
603 Block Terrace Junce 13. 1986
Nalwen, Alberta
TS) 2R2 \

Dear Sir:
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Section 11: Functional Writing . 268
REVISED WORK
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Section 11I: Response to Yisual Communication - Question 1

1. Choose ONE of the characters shown in the cartoon and describe what you think the character

is feeling in this situation. Use specific details fram the caitoon 1o suppoit your ideas. Answer

in paragraph form. P s

-

REVISED WORK
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Section 111:  Response to Visual Coinmunication - Question 2 270

What is a main idea being communicated by ‘the cartoon? Use details from the canoon to

2.
support your answer. Answer in pasagraph fonn.
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" Sectlon It  Fersonal Response {o Literature - R.R. F3 - June, 1986

Appendix B Part 16
~ REVISED WORK
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REVISED WQORK

_ There is additional space for Rexised Work on pigc 9.
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Personal Response lo Literature

o

/ REVISED WORK
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a4 -
e
. ;
- P.O. Box 203
/} : . Nalwen, Albesta
s T5) 2R2
?
The Editors .
. Fhe Nalwen News : X
® M Blﬂcﬁa’cc . June 13, 1986 ° .
Nalwen, Ngiria . ] B
151 2R2 . . ’
P
,Dcar Sir: . ) /

Thcré is,:«!ditibilal space for Revised Work on pages 15 and 17. o .
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Section 11:  Fenctional Writing

REVISED WORK

There is additional space for Revised Work on pagc 17.
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- ~a -

\ Section 111 Resﬁonse to Visual émi,umlcallon - Question 1

' . 4 .
1. « Choose ONE{fihc characters showa in the g‘av!onn}lgl describe what you think the character

is fccji_qg._i_lulﬁmmalion. Uwgﬂﬂgmmm"n the cartovn to wpRoIt your idcas. Answer 5
in paragraph form. S &
. REVISED WORK .
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Section IHI:  Response to Visual Communication - Question 2

2. What is a main idea being commurlicated by the cartoon? Use details fiom the caitoon 1o
o suppoR your aifwer. Answer i par glaph\hml.

—

N REVISEDAYORK .
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Sectlon It Personnl Response to Litergluie ~ R.r. P10 - June, 19086
Appendix B ' Part 17
REVISED WORK
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Section I:  Perfiyial Response to Literature
“ #ﬁ?, | i
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Section I:  D’essonal Response to Literature

REVISED WORK ’
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Section Il:  Functional Wrylting

P.O. Box 203
, Nalwen. Albcita
TS) 2R2

The Fditors

The Nalwen News
603 Block Terrace
Nalwen. Albesta
15) 2R2 )

June 13, 1986

/

Dear Sir: ’ '
/
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Section HI:  Response (o Visual Communication — Question 1
[}

1T Choose ONE of the characters shown in the cartoon and describe what you think the character
is fecling.in this situation. Use.specitic details Liom the cartoon to suppott your ideas. Answci

in paragraph lorm.
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Cection 111: Response to Visual Conmumunication — Question 2

2. What is a main idea being communicated by the caitoon? Use details from the gartoon to
suppoit your answes Answer in paragiaph lorm,

REVISED WORK 4
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APPENDIX C. GRADE 12 DIPLOMA EXAMINATION -

ENGLISH 33 PART A:

~

WRITTEN EXPRESSION, JANUARY, AND JUNE, 1986
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GRADE 12 DIPLOMA EXAMINATION 287
EN(QI,!SII 3

PART A: Wrilten Respouse

GENERAL INSIRUCTIONS

T his examination consists of THREE sections. Read the WHOLE examination belore you
begin to wiite. Complete ALL sections. ~

TOTAL TIME: 22 hows
Budget your time caiefully.
‘The three sections of the test are as lollows: Page Number

Section 1: | Personal Response to Literature 2
Suggested time: 75 minutes (1Y hours)
Value: 50% of this examination

Section II: Functional Writing I
" Suggested time: 45 minutes (¥4 hour)
Value: 30% of this examination

e

Section Hl:  Response to Visual Conununication 18
Suggested time: 30 minutes (2 hour)
Value: 20% of this examination

-

You may use a DICTIONARY and a THESAURUS. ’
Space is provided for PLANNING AND DRAFIING and for REVISED WORK.

Please write your revised work in blue or black ink.

DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAMFEF ANYWHERE

JANUARY 1986



SECTION I: PERSONAL RESPONSE TO LITERATURE 288

Read the excerpt helow ahd complete the assigmment that follows.

N~ from THE KITE ,
R
4 .
Lhe novel, The Kite. fociises on Daddy Sherrv. a man approaching his 111 birthday and a
jowrnalist, David Lang. who has been sent ot [or an evtended time 1o do a feature article on
him_ 1he excerpt that follows is fiom the final pages of the novel 1t is Daddy’s l)il'!/ulu_\'.l Keith,
a voung boy, has just given Daddy a kite, and they have just launched the kite on its first flight.

Keith turned and stood with eyes uplilted to the kite hanging almost straight-over him. Even
as he walked back to Daddy and David it gave no indication of sinking.

“Gimme your arm. ™

David helped Daddy as he lowered himsell 10 the ground, leaned his back against the great
rounded side of the rack imbedded in the emih there.

“ftere you me. Daddy.”" Keith held out the stick to the old man.

For several moments the thiee sat silently on the giass, stating up to the kite. *Let oul
more string. Daddy.”” Keith said. **l only unwound a couple hundred feet of it.™”

Daddy released the pressure on his thumbs and the stick began to twirl. ‘The kite sagged,
began to fall. Daddy clamped down his thumbs; the kite took heait, soared upwards once more.
Alternately the old man held and released the string thinning Irow the stick. Before half the string
was out the kite had found the higher. stronger wind so that Daddy could unwind without stopping,
the kite climbing persistently with no altitude loss whatever, yearning ever upwards, shrinking
with distance till finally the stick was bare, the kite a high stamp pasted against the cloudless
sky.

“Ihat thete.”" Daddy said. “*outa all the birthdays | ever had — an’ oula all the presents
I ever got on “em — is the nicest one of all. Thanks."

“Okay,”" Keith said. : .

“I.ook at her up there — hangin® steady — pullin® real strong on this string. . . .""

“I made it mysell.”” Keith said. “‘mainly — Mr. Lang showed me how."".

“l know — | know. She’s a nice balanced kite — steady.”* tle gave a long pull at the
stiing. *'See that — " -

“What?"" Keith said.

**Never even dodged."" Ile pulled'on the string again. **Strong — she’s a strong one. Be{ore
we put her up again we got lo Iake at least a (oot olf of that tail — then she’ll be strong an’
she It be steady an’ she’ll be acrobatic t00."" He pulled on the string. **When | do that she oughta
loop the loop an’ she don’t. Aaaaaah — she’s a lovely kite — maybe not even a foot off — half
a foot might do it. . . .""

W.0. Michell



Section 1: Personal Response to Literature Assigmment ' 289

Everyone has given and received a variety of gifls in his or her lifetime. Gifts may be purchased
or handimade by the giver; they may be expensive o inexpensive, practical or frivolous. Whatever
their nature, however, gilts such as the kite given to Daddy Shesty are evidence of the Inu that
one person cares for another.

WRITE All()lll AN INC ll)l' NT THAT FOCUSES ON THE GIVING OR REC EIVING

OF A SPECIAL GIFT. TUHE INCIDENT YOU CHOOSE MAY BE FROM YOUR O)YN

IXPERIENCE OR FROM THE EXPERIENCE OF SOMEONE YOU KNOW OR HAVE

READ ABOUT. DO NOT USE THE INCIDENT THAT YOU HAVE JUST READ FROM

THE KITE.

In your writing BE SURE to ¢
® describe the incident

® examine the feelings and atlitudes created by (he incident .

hy

® explain how this incident has alfected you

Guidelines for Writing

Present your ideas in a PROSE FORM that will make your writing mteresting. For exainple, you
might wish to present your ideas in the form ol a letter, a jounal entry, or a conversation.

To develop your ideas you might wish to use description, delinition, reason, examples, or any.
combination ol these and other suitable methods.

Pr_
s
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SKCHION 1 FUNCHONAL WRIETING
Read the hypothetical situation described below and the assignment that Tollows,

THE SHTUALION

Your school is organizing a " Cateers Day *° You have been piven the task ol invitpng a speaker
to your school to epresent the career ot upation that most interests you. Posters such as the
one below have been put up at various places thioughout your school,

Flern NOW For Your Future Uccupat rorr!

CAREERS DAY

June 21,1986

T 00 AN —~400Pm,
Nalwer Co"vpos/tc//fyh Scheol
MAIN GYMNASIUM

LECTURES
DEMONSTRATIONS
WORKSHOFS
?  PAMFHLETS

DON'T MISS TNIS (MPORTANT EVENT

THE ASSIGNMENT

IN THE SPACE PROVIDED, WRITE A LETTER INVITING YOUR SPEAKER TO
NALWEN COMPOSITE HIGH SCHOOL.

BE SURE THAT YOUR LETIER .
® demoustrates your interest In the career or occupation that your speaker will represent

L
@ includes all of the Information that your speaker will need'to make his or her
participation successful

Use an appropriate tone in your writing. .“

.

PLEASE NOIE: Correct letter format has been provided beginning on page 13. Please give
your speaker a name. SIGN YOUR LETTER,"*Pat Jones.” DO NOT USE
TIE NAME OF YOUR OWN SCHHOOL ANYWHERE IN YOUR
WRITING. : ;

)



Section 1l: Functiomal Writing

Nalwen Composite High School
PO, Box 203, alwen, Alberta. 15) 2R2

M
16 Riverview (iescet January 13, 1980

Nalwen, Alberta
1S) 2R2

Dear M

Thjc is additional space [or Revised Work on pages 15 and 17.

- 13-
A
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SECHION H1: RESPONSE 10O VISUAL COMMUNICATION 292

Eximine the two selections that follow Selection One is a single [tame rom the National l"ik:\
Board of Canada’s short animated tilm The House That Jack Buali Setection Two i a fartodn

trom The New Yorker magazine. Answer Question 1 on page 21 and Question 2 on page 23 in

paragraph loom.

Selection One:

() ‘
()
()
L)
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SECTION 111: RESPONSE 10O VISUAL (‘()MMUNIA'I'I()N

Selection Two:

-19 -



Section H1: Response to Visual Conmunication — Question 1

294

I. Describe how you would [eel it you were one of the characters in Selection One OR one of
the chatacters in Selection Two  Support your answer with reasons that me consistent with

the situation that is presented. Answer in patagiaph lorm.

REVISED WORK

A

- 21 -



Section 111: Response to Visual Communication — Question 2

2. What is a main idea that is conunon to both Selection One AND Selection Two? Use detals
from the two selections to suppott your answei. Answer in paagiaph lon.

REVISED WORK

- - _ S e —_ - -
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CREDITS

The Kite by W.O_ Mitchell. Reprinted by penmission of Macmillan of Canada, a Division of
Canada Publishing Corporation.

¢
From 1he National Film Board’s short animation il The House that Jack Builr.

Dsawing by Claude; © 1960 Ihe New Yorker Magazine, Inc.
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o GRADE 12
" DIPLOMA EXAMINATION

English 33
Part A: Wrillen Response .

June 1986

Abaria

’ .




GRADE 12 DIPLOMA EXAMINATION

ENGLISIL )

PART A: Written Response

GENERAL INSITRUCTIONS

This examination consists of THREE sections. Read the WHOLLE exanination belore you

begin to wiite. Complete ALL sections.
Total time:  2%2 hours
Budget your time carefully.

The three sections of the test are as follows:
Sectian |: Personal Response to Literatuie
Suggested time: 75 minutes (1% houis)
Value: 50% ol this examination

-
Section IL: Functional Writing -

Supgested time: 45 minutes (% hour)
Value: 30% of this examination

Section IH:  Response to Visual Connmunication
Sugpested time: 30 minutes (V2 hour)
Value: 20% of this exandnation

/

You may use a DICTTONARY and a THHESAURUS.

Page Number

2

19

»

Space is provided for PLANNING AND DRAFTING and for REVISED WORK.

'Please write your revised work in blue or black ink.

- DONOT WRITE YOUR NAME ANYWHERE

IN THE TEST BOOKLET

JUNE 1986 .
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SECTION I:  PERSONAL RESFONSE 1O LITERATURE
~ 2

.Read the poem bhelow and complete the asslgnment that [ollows,

- BRIAN SWANSON
3

(e clean-sponpe May

1 cut a dead, damp cocoon

(tonn a solt redwood fence

for Bad Beian Swanson;

who once beat up my brother

and thiew a baseball

thiough Carlson’s picture. window.

Every time he sees e, Isian boasts cockily
N that his parents are still paying lor

the broken window; but, solter, alinost slgyly,

he always whispers that

the cocoan just hatched yesterday

and twined into a beautitul moth

with puiple wings that shine in the dark.

David Thompson

Scc:lmn I: Personnl Response to Literature Assignment

Ihete is aften a dillerence hetween a person’s public reputation and his or her private scif.
Occasionally a person will behave in & way that is dillerent {rom what others would expect.

WRITE ABOUT A PERSON WHQ, LIKE BRIAN SWANSON, HAS REVEALED AN
UNEXPECTED SIVE OF IUMSELF OR HERSELF. YOU MAY WRITE ABOUT YOUR-
SELF OR ABOUT SOMEONE YOU KNOW OR HAVE READ ABOUT. DO NOT WRITE
ABOUT BRIAN SWANSON. : '

- . ’

,‘
In your writing BE SURE (o
@ describe the person’s public reputation
~ ® relate an incident that reveals an unexpecled side vfHr€ person. ) .

® examine feelings and alt'tudes resulting from the person’s unexpected behavior

® expinin why the person’s unexpected behnvior Is memorable to you

~



Section 1:  Personnl Response to Literature

Guidelines for Writing

You may present your ideas in any FROSE Totm that will make your writing interesting. For
example. you might present your ideas in the form of a letter. a journal entry, or a conveisation.

(4
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SECTION ik FUNCTIONAL WRITING

Read the following imaginary situation and complete the assignment that follows.

~

THE SITUATION

In a recent editorial, the editors of your local newspaper. The Nalwen News, have listed some
community problems that they fecl require inunediate action by the community. Included in the

list are

® a lack of recreational lacilities for ymllh

® a lack of commumity sesvices for senior cilizens

@ an absence of day-care centies

® a need for park development

® a need far ongoing snowplowing and road maintenance
® a need to upgrade garbage collection and disposal

® a need (o renovate the community hall

‘The editors have asked each newspaper reader to write a lefter that examines ONE of these
problems or any other community problem that is ol concen to the icader.

THE ASSIGNMENT

IENTIFY ONE PROBLEM THAT IS OF CONCERN IN YOUR C()M'MU,NiTY. INTHE
SPACE PROVIDED, WRITE A LETTER TO THE EDITORS OF THE NALWEN NEWS
THAT ILLUSERATES THE PROBLEM AS YOU HAVE EXPERIENCED IT.

In your lefter

® describe, in detail, the problem that is of concern to you

@ tell what should be done about the problem you have described

Use an appropriate tone in your writing.

PLEASE NOTE: Correct letter format has been provided beginning on page 13.

DO NOT NAME YOUR ACTUAL COMMUNITY OR DISTRICT. Use
**Nalwen"" as the name of yoyp community or dislrict,

I)O NOT USE YOUR OWN NAME IN YOUR WRITING. Sign your letter
**Pat Jones'’

302
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Section 11:  Functional Writing

The Bditons
The Nalwen News
603 Block Terrace
Nalwen, Albetta
15) 2R2,

»

Dear Str:

0. Box 203
Nalwen, Alberta
15) 2R2

Juue 1}, 198O

‘There is additional space lor Revised Work on pages 15 and 7.

R
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s 105

Section 11:  Response to Visunl Conmunication — Question |

1. Choose ONE of the chasacters shown in the cartoon and desernibe what you think the chinacter

is teeling in this situation. Use specilic details hrom the cartoon Lo suppoit your ideas. Answer
in paragoaph torm,

REVISED WORK

<21 -
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Section II:  Response to Visual Communication - Question 2

2. What is n rin idea being commmmicated by the cantoon? Use details from the curtoon

support your answer. Answet in paragiaph fovm.

REVISED WORK ’
[
_———— —— - — e —— e ——— — A
4
3
A
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CREDIIS

L
David Thompson_ **Brian Swanson’” from Literary Cavalcade (New York: Scholastic Magazinces,
Inc.) Volume 20 Number 8 May 1968. Copyiight © 1968 by Scholastic Inc. Used with permission
of the Scholastic Writing Awards Program. ’

Drawing by C.E.M.; © 1961 The New Yorker Magazine, Inc.

.24 -
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APPENDIX D.

Table D-1 MEAN CORRELATIONS BY WRITING TASK
FOR ALL READERS (JANUARY, 1986)

Table D-2 MEAN CORRELATIONS BY WRITING TASK
FOR ALL READERS (JUNE, 1986)
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Table D-1

MEAN CORRELATIONS BY WRITING TASK‘FOR ALL READERS

JANUARY, 1986 (N = 75)

J N
Reader # Mean Corr‘.-—d Mean Corr. Mean Corr.
Section I: Section II Section III

|
|
|
!
|

1 .769 .775 ' .884
2 .681 .763 .841
3 .662 .702 .845
4 .769 .798 .880
5" .652 .622 .858
6 .623 .495 .497
7 .793 .691 .852
8 .737 .313 .535
9 .720 .722 .853
10 .618 .738 _ .756
1 .839 .809 .892
12 .515 .538 .762
13 .794 .685 .893
14 .668 A , .732 .786
15 .663 ' .677, .872
16 .632 .802° .863
17 .612 .606 .840
18 .531 | .806 .813
19 .666 .718 .780
20 .811 .604 .903
1 .819 .545 <769
22 .734 .744 .819
23 .783 .774 .889
24 792 ~ .764 .871
25 710 .787 .810
26 .853 .782 .861
27 .820 : .763 .903
28 .792 ) .343 : .818
29 .671 .732 .828
30 .797 .780 .775
31 .639 .701 .849
32 .790 .767 .855
33 .802 766 ¢ . .838
34 .682 .807 .909
35 .766 .429 '.834
i 36 777 .699 ‘ .765
37 .844 6717 ° .851
38 .606 B .668 .831
39 .727 .652 .789
40 .784 .550 .855
41 .715 .763 .891
42 .705 .462 .778
43 - .847 .686 .890
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Table D-1 (Cont'd)

Reader # Mean Corr. Mean Corr. ’ Mean Corr,.

. Section 1 Section II Section III
44 .720 .775 .878
45 .820 .718 .886
46 .779 .549 . 880
47 . .804 .528 .804
48 .769 .743 .896
49 . .802 .736 .820
50 .783 .542 .813
51 . 746 .601 .791
52 <72% .492 .724
53 .800 .669 .841
54 .778 .559 .692
55 .784 .619 . 841
56 .782 .635 .817
57 _ .173 .669 .847
58 .723 . .718 .888
59 . .759 .584 .817
60 - .759 .689 " .810
61 .548 .699 - .881
62 .752 .790 .872
63 .706 .608 .881
64 .851 .612 ’ .912
65 .770 .766 .893
66 .809 .612 ’ .887
67 .714 .694 .900
68 .761 .684 .929

69 .790 . 757 .872 .
70 .51 .559 .845
71 .766 .413 .820
72 +842 ’ .787 .935
73 .840 .799 .892
74 .796 .682 .858
75 .685 ‘ AR . ' .863

X = .740 .672 .835

¢
e
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Table D-2

MEAN CORRELATIONS BY WRITING TASK FOR ALL READERS .

JUNE, 1986 (N = 64) !

Reader # - Mean Corr. Mean Corr. ~Mean Corr.
Section I Section II Section III

1 .615 .472 .71¢
2 .766 . .562 .713
3 L7171 .645 .582
4 . .774 .680 .708
5 .708 .695 .714
6 .643 - .669 .691
7 .74 .623 .784
8 .747 .752 .760
9 .760 o .654 .726
10 .783 \ .737 - .592
11 .705 .479 .606
12 .729 .614 .722
13 .798 .618 .761
14 .766 .634 .805
15 .514 .690 . 491
16 .592 _ .633 .665
17 .581 ‘ .610 .774
18 .657 .571 .581
19 .597 .403 .650
20 .514 .201 .595
, 21 .782 .726 .688
22 .676 . .715 .763
23 717 .682 R .760
24 .767 .653 .671
25 .682 ~ .728 .725
28 -741 .570 .738
27 .758 .698 N~ 716
28 .774 .556 .682
29 .678 .484 .733
30 .328 .651 ' 681
31 .701 .607 .745
32 .758 .510 .718
33 .728 - .670 711
34 .690 .733 .760
35 .790 .690 .810

36 .733 .555 , .708
37 .775 .733 .780
. 38 .635 . .557 .611
39 .562 .518 .756
40 .640 .673 .628
41 .743 .484 w721
42 .720 \ .693 .650
43 . +473 //“\\ .440 " .695
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Table D-2 (Cont'd)

Reader # Mean Corr. ° Mean Corr. Mean Corr.
Section 1 Section II Section III
44 ‘ .804 ' : .523 .660
45 .800 ..567 L7717
46 .787 .635 .635
47 .569 .337 .733
48 .774 .607 .719
49 ) .414 .359 .476
50 .675 .498 . 725
51 ’ .680 .606 .611
52 .639 .628 . .649
53 L7172 .655 .636
54 .522 .543 .787
55 .770 .574 .781
56 .744 .611 .735
57 .754 .621 .617
58 .716 . .591 .716
59 » .750 .374 .763
< 60 .803 .744 .807
\\61 .710 .564 .610
62 .678 .337 - .642
63 .447 .544 ’ .662
64 L1002 .634 .643
_x_ =

.589 . 591 .695
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