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MEASURES OF HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS' EXPOSITORY WRITING:
DIRECT AND INDIRECT STRATEGIES

As demand increases for competency-based tests of students' basic
academic skills, additional requirements for measures of writing profi-
ciency also have surfaced. The need today is for measures of writing
that not only are technically sound, but which also serve as meaningful,
efficient indicators of clearly defined writing competencies. Addi-

tionally, the demand is for measures that carry clear implications for

—instructionatplamring:
The present study was undertaken in an effort to examine relation-
ships among writing assessment strategies which are potentially respon-
sive to requirements of competency-based testing. Three alternate
strategies to measure secondary students' expository writing were
developed and administered. Two of the strategies, direct measures,
involved collecting and rating students' writing samples. The distinc-
tion between the direct measure strategies lay in the response criteria
by which the samples were judged. One form of criteria, an Analytic
rating scale, required raters to assign scores to six different char-
acteristics of the writing samptes. The other form of criteria, an
Impressionistic rating scale, yielded a single score on the quality of
each essay as an example of exposition. The third strategy, an indirect
measure, was an objective test of writing-related competencies derived

from the Analytic rating scale.



Background

The measurement of writing and writing-related competencies his-
toricaliy has presented unique technical and validation prcblems. From
pioneer assessment efforts to current composition tests, measurement
experts have contended with such recurring problems as fluctuating test
reliability, implementation of efficient scoring procedures, and examin-
ing the validity of indirect, i.e., objective, measures of writing.

In recent years, additional requirements for measures of writing

have arisen along with increasing demand for competency-based tests of

basic skills. This situation has prompted renewed attention to a funda-
mental concern in writing assessment: How to identify and define measure-
ment tasks that will serve as efficient and instructionally meaningful
indicators of writing competence. Identifying test tasks (or items) to
measure a domain of learning is, of course, an intellectually difficult
aspect of competency-based assessment, especially for complex behaviors
such as the production of written discourse. Millman's (1974) assertion
that a performance domain should be defined ". . . by those facets and
elements that make a difference 1in how the learner responds” Tleads

naturally to the question, what facets make a difference?

The Response Criteria Issue

In the measurement of writing skills, one "facet" that clearly
makes a difference is the criteria by which writing sampies are judged.
Although a variety of guided scoring procedures for sorting or ranking
written pieces currently are in use, most can be classified as either

"analytic" or "holistic.”



Analytic scoring procedures presume that a piece of writing can be
viewed as consisting of component, but not necessarily independent,
parts which are worthy of individual scrutiny. The procedures require
raters to assign points to each of several specified aspects of a compo-
sition and yield an estimate of overall quality of the writing product,
as well! as sub-scores on separate elements of the writing sample.
Analytic rating procedures aptly meet the requirements of competency-
based assessment programs which call for information on specific skill

strengths and deficits.

. In contrast, holistic rating procedures assume that * each

factor that makes up writing skill is related to all other factors and
that one factor cannot be easily separated from others" (0ffice of the
Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schools, 1977). Under holistic
procedures, raters assign a single value to a piece of writing. A
specific type of holistic procedure, impressionistic rating scales, also
requires assignment of a single value to a written product. Uniike most
holistic approaches, impressionistic scales 1involve only a minimal
rubric to guide the judgments of raters. The apparent advantage of
holistic rating procedures in general, and impressionistic scales in
particular, is that they tend to be an efficient and reliable direct
measure of writing performance. The drawback is the lack of precise
information on the attributes of writing to which raters attend. Whether
analytic and holistic procedures provide substantially comparable esti-
mates of writing competence is an important question, especially within

the context of competency-based assessment.



The Response Mode Issue

Another "facet" in the measurement of writing skilis is the form of
response elicited from examinees. Indeed, an important issue in writing
assessment centers on the relative merits of two contending response
modes: production of a piece of writing, i.e., "writing samples,” and
selecting a response from among given alternatives, i.e., "objective"
tests of writing.

That there is any question regarding the most appropriate approach

for assessing composition skills at first may appear puzzling. Clearly,

therefore possess prima facie validity. This, in fact, is the principal

argument supplied by proponents of writing samples as a means of composi-
tion assessment. Those who favor more indirect methods, i.e., objective
tests, however, have pointed to the wusual unreliability of writing
samples, notably the difficulty of ensuring reliable scoring procedures
and the tendency of a writer's performance to fluctuate in quality over
time and task. Problems of unreliability in writing samples have been
the subject of recent research which has resuited in promising procedures
aimed at enhancing measurement reliability. Nonetheless, a clear advan-
tage of objective methods of assessment is the efficiency with which the
measures can be administered and scored, an economy of especial importance
when sizable aggregates of students are to be tested.

Arguments of efficiency, though, have fajled to impress many profes-
sionals in the discipline of English, who have voiced concern over the
inherent lack of content validity of indirect approaches. In response
to such objections, proponents of indirect measures have cited findings

from studies (e.g., Godshalk et al., 1966) which reveal statistically



significant correlations between performance on objective tests of
writing and performance on actual writing samples.

The Timitation of many correlational and predictive studies of
objective tests of writing for competency-based assessment, however,
centers on the criterion against which the items are validated, notably
the use of holistic scoring procedures to rate the criterion essays.
Recall that holistic scoring results in a single score on the overall
quality of an essay: separate scores on different characteristics of an

essay are not provided. Consequently, no inferences can be drawn about

items and the classes of skill exhibited in the criterion essay. At

best, one can conclude that various combinations of skill measured by
objective items are related in some unspecified fashion to actual writing
performance. What appears to be needed is information on the relation-
ships between well-defined classes of objective items and equally well-

defined writing production measures.

Method

Subjects, 128 eleventh and twelfth grade students in six English
classes in the Los Angeles area, were randomly assigned within each
class to treatment groups determined by the order in which the measures
were administered. Attachment 1 depicts the three measurement strategies.
Each subject wrote two essays of at least 200 words on topics designed
to elicit expository writing and completed an objective test of writing-
related competencies. Two raters were trained to employ an Analytic
rating scale and two to use an Impressionistic rating scale. The writing

samples were scored by both rater pairs, resulting in four total scores



for each sample. Final study reliability of ratings on the Analytic
total scale was .90, with rater reliabilities for the six Analytic sub-
scales ranging from .84 to .95. Rater reliability for the Impressionistic

scale was .87.

Measures

The direct measure writing task employed in the study consisted of
two major components: the writing topics (and directions) and two forms
of rating criteria. The topics, designed to elicit like-samples of

student writing, were intended to promote writing within the discourse

domain of exposition, that is writing ". . . that explains or clarifies
a subject" (Brooks & Warren, 1961). Task attributes guiding development
of the topics included discourse mode, rhetorical purpose, content
timits, and intended audience. Copies of the topics are presented in
Attachment 2.

One form of rating criteria, the Analytic scale, was designed to
reflect state-of-the-art pedagogical precepts and practice in composi-
tion. Elements on the scale were derived from an analysis of conven-
tionally recognized structure features of exposition as indicated in
curriculum guides and textbooks at the secondary level. The final ver-
sion of the Analytic scale yielded scores on six subscales corresponding
to the following elements of writing: essay focus (main idea), organiza-
tion, development, support, paragraphing, mechanics. The range of
points for each of the Analytic subscales was four (high) to one (low).
The rating rubric contained descriptions of essay characteristics for
each of the four levels for all six subscales. Attachment 3 presents an
abbreviated version of the Analytic scale and an example of one subscale

rating rubric.



The second form of response criteria, the Impressionistic rating
scale, required raters to make a judgment regarding the overall quality
of each writing sample as an example of effective exposition. The
rating rubric directed raters to assign each essay a single numerical
score by employing a six-point scale, with six (high) and one (low). In
addition to the scale, the rubric contained several definitions outlining
prominent conventionally recognized features of exposition. A copy of
the Impressionistic rubric is contained in Attachment 4.

Additionally, an indirect measure, a 37-item multiple-choice test,

of expository writing. The skills covered in the test were identified

through two related analyses. The first analysis consisted of a review
of expository writing skills frequently emphasized in secondary composi-
tion curricula and instructional materials for which selected-response
type practice was provided. For example, a typical exercise required
students to identify from a 1ist those details which either do or do not
support a given generalization. The skills identified through the
review were then arrayed against elements listed in the Analytic rating
scale in order to determine which skills were conceptually analogous to
the rating scale elements.

The final version of the Objective measure contained a subtest for
each of the following Analytic scale elements: focus (main idea},
development, organizatien, support, paragraphing. Each of the five
subtests contained five similar-format items which were generated accord-
ing to a set of test item specifications. Objectives for the subtests
are presented in Attachment 5. The method by which items for a sixth

subtest were generated was different from that of the first five subtests.




Unlike the stimulus passages of the first five subtests, which were
generated specifically for the objective test, the passages in subtest
six were drawn from actual samples of students' writing. The passages
selected exhibited one or more of the several types of errors, e.g.,
failure to state or imply the main idea, lack of supporting statements.
Each passage was followed by four items directing the student to identify

the statement(s) which exhibited a specified category of error.

Summary of Findings
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and Impressionistic Scale Scores

Correlations among scores from the two rating scales are presented
in Attachment 6. As shown, scores on the six subscales comprising the
Analytic scale proved to be highly related, with correlations ranging
from .69 to .90. Correlations between subscale scores and the Analytic
scale total scores ranged from .82 to .96.

The correlation between the Impressionistic scale scores and Analytic
total scale scores (.81) indicated a strong association between the two
rating strategies. The association extended to relationships between
the six Analytic subscales and Impressionistic ratings, with correlations
ranging from .65 to .80.

To further examine the relationship between Impressionistic and
Analytic scores, Impressionistic scores were regressed on the six Analytic
subscales, which jointly accounted for approximately 75% of the variation
(F = 53,736, df = 6,105, p .01) in Impressionistic scores. Two Analytic
subscales, Mechanics (F = 30.78%) and Support (F = 18.365), proved to be
significant predictors to Impressionistic scale scores in the model with

all six subscales {see Attachment 7).



The relatively strong associations among the Analytic subscales
suggested that the relative importance of the subscales as predictors
may be masked in the regression analyses. To examine this, a new compo-
site variable, Structure, which was comprised of the sum of scores on
four Analytic subscales (Organization, Focus, Paragraphing, Development)
was entered into the equation. The combination of the three subscales
Mechanics, Support, and Structure accounted for 74% of the variation in
Impressionistic scale subscores (F = 105.159, df = 3,108, p .01).

Again, Support (F = 28.502) and Mechanics (F = 31.468) emerged as sig-

F t et I " tetd f At t mt 7)

Relationships Among Rating Scale
Scores and the Objective Measure

The correlation between the 0Objective measure total scores and the
Analytic scale total scores was .61, while the correlation with Impres-
sionistic scores was .65 (see Attachment 8). Correlations between the
six Objective subtest scores and total scores on the two rating scales
ranged from .55 to .23.

To examine the predictive relationship between the Objective mea-
sure and the two rating scales, the Impressionistic and Analytic scale
total scores were independently regressed on the six major Objective
subtests (see Attachment 9). Results of the regression analyses for the
Impressionistic scale (F = 12.853, df = 6,92, p .01) and for the
Analytic scale (F = 10.338, df = 6,92, p .01) indicated that the six
Objective subtests jointly accounted for approximately 46% of the vari-
ation in Impressionistic scale scores and for approximately 40% of the
variation in Analytic scale scores. Two Objective subtests, Paragraphing
(Subtest 4) and Paragraph Analysis (Subtest 6), proved to be significant
predictors to both Impressionistic and Analytic scale total scores.

9



In an additional series of analyses, Analytic subscales were
regressed on Analogous groups of Objective items. These calculations
(reported in Attachment 10) resulted in significant F ratios for eight

of the nine groups of Objective items.

Discussion

An interesting finding to emerge from the study concerned the
pattern of strong relationships across the Analytic subscales. 0On the

basis of these data alone, it is tempting to infer that the Analytic

scale actually tapped a single unitary dimension of writing. Such an
inference, however, overlooks an fimportant facet of the writing task
which may have affected the results--the writing topic and directions.
The topics and directions of the study were specifically designed
to elicit writing developed through a logically arranged structure of
generalizations supported by specifics. Directions accompanying the
topics prompted students in the following way:
Remember, the purpose of your essay is to give an informative
explanation...Back up your ideas with specific support, such as
examples, facts, and other details. Make sure your essay is
well-organized.
As anticipated, the topics and directions promoted uniformity in the
rhetorical structures of the majority of students' writing samples, of
course, with varying degrees in quality of execution. Whether diffe-
rential subscale scores will emerge when writing samples display more
varied structural patterns is an area worthy of additional inquiry.
It is also possible that Impressionistic rating scores were indi-
rectly a result of the relative uniformity of the structural character-

istics of the essays. Once Impressionistic raters became habituated to

the structural patterns of the majority of writing samples (through
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practice and training), they may have attended to a few prominent fea-
tures--other than structure--which most noticeably discriminated among
the essays.

The preceding notion 1is supported by the emergence of the two
Analytic subscales, Mechanics and Support, as predictors to Impression-
istic ratings. Judgments regarding a writer's command over mechanical
aspects of writing can be made independently of the overall structure of
a written product. Similarly, judgments regarding adequacy of support

for generalizations embedded within an essay can be made without refer-

EBnce to the ovarall structure o a written piece. Given the relative
conformity of structural patterns of the students' essays, Analytic and
Impressionistic raters may have inadvertently attended to two readily
discernible, and thus discriminating, features of the writing samples:
mechanics and support.

This interpretation of statistical relations between the two rating
strategies is not meant to imply that the discourse domain of exposition
consists exclusively of two components, mechanics and support. The high
correlations between Analytic scores and Impressionistic scores suggest
that the Analytic subscales did, in fact, represent recognizable, if not
necessarily independent, features of exposition. A provocative issue
presents itself: Was the relative lack of independence among the Analy-
tic subscales--and the high correlation with Impressionistic scores--a
function of the homogeneity of student responses? Or, are features of
writing such as development, organization, and main 1idea actually
inseparabie for purposes of rating?

Not too surprising were findings which revealed moderately positive

relationships between Objective measure scores and those yielded by the
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two essay rating strategies. The positive relationship was expected, as
the Objective items were designed to assess, at the levels of recognition
and discrimination, those categories of skill measured by the rating
strategies at the level of production. Moreover, previous studies have
demonstrated that reasonably well-designed objective tests of writing
invariably correlate with scores on writing samples, a phenomenon which,
commonsensically, can be accounted for by the giobal constructs of
language (reading) ability or verbal aptitude.

0f more compelling interest to competency-based test developers

were the patterns of student performance on the 0Objective measure.
Given that reading ability was likely to affect test performance, the
majority of items were developed with the aim of minimizing reading
difficulty, e.g., avoiding complex constructions, abstract content,
advanced vocabulary. In fact, most of the items were designed to require
students to make discriminations among individual sentences, rather than
sentences embedded within prose passages.

The relatively high mean performance (see Attachment 11) of students
on items requiring discrimination among individual sentences suggested
that many of the students possessed the writing-related competencies
being measured, such as selecting details to support generalizations,
arranging given ideas in a logical order, choosing statements to develop
a given main idea. For many lower-ability students (as indicated by
teacher ratings), though, these competencies were not expressed when
stimutus competition within the task (e.g., number of words and sen-
tences, sentence structure) was increased.

Especially worthy of consideration are properties of items within

the two subtests (Subtests 4 and 6) which proved to be significant
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predictors to the essay-rating total scores. Both of these subtests
required students to make discriminations among statements embedded
within prose passages. Here again, the construct of verbal (or reading)
ability 1is a convenient, but hardly satisfying, explanation for a
statistical artifact.

The preceding discussion has highlighted some of the technical
problems and fissues associated with the measurement of writing and
writing-related skills, but what about practical implications? Findings

indicated that the two rating scales provided essentially comparable

8STIMates of Writing comperence. By dAeTInition, analytic scales, such
as the one employed, have a greater potential than impressionistic (or
holistic) scales to paint a clear picture of students' writing strengths
and deficits. As expected, the time required to train Analytic raters
and to analytically rate the essays was slightly greater than the time
required for Impressionistic procedures (approximately six hours). The
expense, however, is likely to be outweighed by the usefulness of the
information yielded by analytic procedures. The explicit nature of
analytic scales provides instructional decision makers and students with
clear information on the domain of Tearning being measured. Such infor-
mation 1is 1ikely to enhance dialogue among teachers, students, and
administrators on the status of student writing and may serve as a basis
for instructional planning, diaghosis, and remediation.

The contribution of indirect measures of writing, however, raises a
variety of issues regarding further study. One of the most basic issues
centers on the pature of the relationship between direct and indirect
measurement strategies. As demonstrated in the present study, as well

as others, there exists an array of selected response tasks (beyond

13



those measuring sentence level skills and writing mechanics) which are
conceptually and statistically associated with writing production. If
selected response tasks are to be useful within the context of competency-
based measurement, though, test developers must employ test items which
are positively related to instructional efforts.

Sixteen years ago, Richard Braddock characterized research on

composition as ".

. laced with dreams, prejudices, and makeshift
operations" (Braddock et atl., 1963). It probably is fair to say that

the state of composition research has advanced, even accelerated, in

Tecent years. This may be dus 1n |Ef‘gé part to QT‘UWIHQ ACCEPLANce pf4a

research paradim which views measurement and instruction as complemen-
tary pursuits. A continuing challenge to test developers, then, is to
identify measurement tasks which, when practiced under appropriate
instructional conditions, are 1likely to promcte, not simply predict,

acquisition of writing production skills.

14
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ATTACHMENT 1

Measurement Strategies

Type'of Strategy:

Direct Measure of Writing _Indirect Measure of Writing
1. Writing samples judged by 3. Objective items requiring

~ Analytic scoring criteria. students to discriminate
DA ' ' ' among givgn passages of

' _ Impressionistic scoring _
criteria. '

16



ATTACHMENT 2
Writing Topics

. FINAL STUDY TORICS
TORIC 1
Raading, Rriting, and arithmetic, the three R's, heva bacame a
serious problem for many'young adults. In fact, evefy year thousands
- of American students graduate from high schbo] unable {9 read simple 7_ 
‘words, write short essays, or do math. Tb‘understénd this problem, -

experts have studied areas such as teaching methods, family 1ife, and

the effects of television. However, no one best explanation has been
found. 7 - B
Assume you have been asked by a group of parents and teachsrs to

explain the problem. Wrife an essay in which you explain why manx;of

today's students graduate from high school without basic skills. Your

essay should focusicn'one (or more) of the "three R's", reading, writing. -
© or math. | _” |
_Remamber; the purpose of your essay is to give an informative ex-

. plénatién, not opinions. Back up your ideas'with'specific support,

| such as exampfe#, facts, énd pfher details. Make sure your essay is o

" well-grganized.

17
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ATTACHMENT 2 (con't.)

TOPIC 2

The usa of alconol, drugs, and cigarattes has become a sariou§
problem for many young adults. In fact, every year the use of these
substances hurts the lives of thousands aof American teenagars by making
them emotionally and pnysically i11. To better undarstand this problem,

experts have studied areas such as family and school Tifa, pressuré from

friends, and tha effects of telavision and advertising. However, no cne
best explanation has been found. -
- Assume you have heen askad by a group of parents and teachérs to

explain the problem. MWrite an essay to help explain why rany of today's

teenages abuse alcohol and drugs or smoke cigarettes. Your essay should

focus on one (or more) of the substances, alcchol, drugs, or cigarettes.
Remembar, the purpose of your essay is to gi#e an informative expian-
ation, not opinions. Back up your ideas with specific susport, such as

examples, facts, or other details. Make sure your essay is wa2ll-organized.

18



ATTACHMENT 3

Analytic Ratina Scale (Abbreviated)

THE ANALYTIC RATING SCALE

Analytic Scale Elements

Essay Focus: The introduction or conclusion of the essay clearly
indicates the subject and main idea of the whole essay.

Essay Development: A}l major Subtopics ("main points®) clearly
relate to the main idea of the whole essay.

~ clearly discerninle method of organization.

'Suggdrt: Generalizations and assertions are supported by spacific

clear supporting statements.

Paragraphing: The essay is composed of one or more clearly discernibls
units of thought, e.g., paragraphs. :

Mechanics: The essay is free of intrusive mechanical errors.

19



ATTACHMENT 3 (con't.)

Analytic Rating Scale: Sample Rubric

ELEMENT 1

Essay Focus

The introduction {if deductively structursd} or conclusian (if inductively

structurad) of the essay clearly indicates the subject and main idea or

the whole essay.

4. The introduction (and/or conclusion) of this paper clearly conveys the

main idea of the whole essay. It alse limits the topic by alerting
the reader to the key points cavered in the body of the essay.

Specifically, in the introduction {and/or conclusionj:
a. The subject of the essay is clearly identified.
b. The main idea of the whole essay is clearly stated or implied.

€. The topic is clearly limited. That is, key points {e.g., reasons,

ideas) or major line{s) of reasoning treated in the essay are
identified or summarized.

The introduction {and/or conclusion) of this paper conveys the main
jdea of the whole essay. It sets limits on the topic, but do2s not
clearly suggast how the main idea is developed.

Specifically, in the introduction (andfor conclusion):

a. The subject of the essay is clearly identified.

b. The main idea of the whole essay is clearly stated or implied.

" ¢. An attempt is made to limit the tapic. - That is, the number -- or

type -~ of key points is specified, but there is not clear refer-
 ence to the substantive issues treated in the body of the essay.

‘The introduction (and/or conclusion} of this paper gives the reader a

fairly clear sense of the main id=2a of the whola essay. Howsver,
neither the introduction nor tha conclusion help focus -- or bring
direction to -- the body of the paper. _
Specifically, in the introduction (and/or conclusion):

a. The subject of the essay is identified.

b. The main idea of the whole essay is stated or implied.

¢. No attempt is made to limit the topic.

20



ATTACHMENT 3 (con't.)

ELEMENT 1 (continuad)
Essay Facus

1. Reither the introduction nor the conclusion is helpful ta tha reader
in obtaining any sense of the main idez of the essay.

Specifically, in tha introduction [{and/or carnclusion):
4

a. Th2 subjact oF the essay is nob clearly idantified or thzre is
no reference to the subject
AND/OR
b. The main idea of the whole essay is not clearly stated or implied
or no reference is made to the main idea, or the reference is Con -
fusing.

21



ATTACHMENT 4

Impressionistic Pating Scale

IMPRESSIONISTIC RATING SCALE RATIR TRAINING MATERIALS

Impressionistic Rating Procedures

The purnose of Tmpressionistic Rating orocedures is to form a single impras-
sicn of a pisce of writing as ta how w211 1% carmunicates a while massage fo
the reader. Impressionistic scoring assumes that each characitaristic thac
makes up an essay -- organization of id=as, content, mechanics and so on --
is related to all other characteristics. Impressionistic scoring further
assumes that the qualities of an essay cannot easily be separated from each
other. In short, the procedure views a piece of writing as a total work,
the whole of which is greater than the sum of ts parts. o

DiScerning readers naturally will attend to, or be inflﬁenged by. some essay

P T

readars are not expected to assign valuss to separate characteristics of an
‘essay. Instead, they should arrive at a judgment regarding tha avzrall
quality of the essay. ) '

For this'rating session, you are being askad to form an overall imprassion
concerning the effectivaness of the essays as examples of expository writing.

The Topics

You will be reading essays on two different topics. Both topics, though,
- were designed to elicit writing in the expository mode. Seme views on
exposition are given below.

.Exposition is the kind of discourse that exp!ains‘or clarifies a
subject. : : ..

.EXpositidn seeks to explain or inform through such methods as
~ giving reasons or examples, camparing and contrasting, d=fining,
- ennumerating or through a combination of methods.

.Exposition explains why or how.

.Exposition promofes reader understanding of a subject.

22



ATTACHMENT 4 (con't.)

Instructions to Raaders

You are to read each essay quickly in ordar to form an overall impression

of its qual1ty-_ To assign the essay a scere, consider tha following quastion:
To what extent is the essay an example of effactiva exposition?

Assign each paper & mark of 1 - 6 using the scale balaw.

Righ ,

6 = An excellent example of exposition

5 = A good exampla of exposition

Middle

4 = An adaquate example of exposition

3=Aminimatiy edequateexampleof exposition

2=A pcbr example of exposition

1= Barﬁ]y readable and/or off the topic

fLEASE MOTE: The papers may not represeni a “nann&T“ distribution, that
is, some categories may have vary few papers while others

may have many. In other words, do not intenticnally sort
a2n egual number of papers inio all six categories. :

23



ATTACHMENT 5

Objective Measure Subtest Objectives (Abbreviated)

I. Objective

(5 items) The student will be given a brief paragraph which is lacking
: . .either a topic or concluding sentence, and four alternate
- sentences. Tne student is to select tha senience which
would serve as the most appropriate topic or concluding sen-
tence, i.e., a statement of the paragraph’s main idea.

II.  Objective

(5 items)  The student will be given a main idea statement for a multi-
- paragraph expository essay and alternate statements that

- might be included in the body of the essay. The student is _
to select the statement that most directly contributes to
development of the given main idea.

III.  Objective

(5 items) - The student will be given a topic sentence for an expository
o : paragraph and alternate statements that might be included in
the paragraph as supporting detail. The student is to select
the statement that does not provide specific support for the
~given topic sentence. ' - o

IV.  Objective

{5 items) - The student will be given a series of five to six lettered sen-
. tences which express two distinct thoughts {i.e., sub topics)
which are related to the same overall main idea. The student
1is to indicate where one complete thought ends and another
begins, i.e., where a new paragraph could logically begin.

V. Objective

(5 items) The student will be given five sentences which could be included.
S o in an-expository essay: One statement of the essay's main idea;
two "sub topic" sentences ("topic" or “concluding" sentences for

individual paragraphs within the essay); two supporting details. -

The sentences will be given in scrambled order. The student is
to indicate a logical order for the sentences.

24



ATTACHMENT 6

INTERCCARELATIONS AMGHG [MPRESSIONISTI

C AND ANALYTIC RATING SCALE SCOREs
) A | 11 Il v v Vi
- Imp. - An. Devel-  Organ- Sup-  Para~ Mach«
atal Total Focus ooment Jzation port gqraph anics
Impressionistic
Total . 1.04
Analytic Total .8 1.00
Analytic Subscala: _
1. Focus .65 .91 1.00
II. Development .69 .92 .90 1.00

ITI. Organization .76 .96 .89 90 1.00

IV. Support .80 .8 .72 i .82 1.00
V. Paragraphing .74 - .94 .80 .83 . .9 -84 1.00
V1. Mechanics .73 .82 .89 73 .72 .70 <70 1.00
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ATTACHMENT 7

Regression of Impressionistic Scale on Analytic Scale

REGRESSION OF IMPRESSIONISTIC SCALE SCORES ON
SIX ANALYTIC SUBSCALES

Standard Standardized

26

Analytic tUnstandardized

Subscales Coefficient Error of 8 Coefficient F

Mechanics - .58%5 - .106 424 30.789*

Focus 233 47 196 2.537
— Development 046 ——160 040 682

Organization .293 -182 .265 2.492

Support 514 .120 424 18.365*

Paragraphing .033 .148 .028 .048

df = 1,105

* = p < .01

r2 = 75

R = .87

 REGRESSION OF IMPRESSIONISTIC SCALE SCORES ON
' THREE ANALYTIC SUBSCALES

Analytic Unstandardized = Standard Standardized

Subscales Coefficient Error of 8 Coefficient F .

Mechanics .582 .104 .422 31.468*%

Support .560 .105 .462 28.502*

Structure! .017 .028 .056 .370

df = 1,108

* = p < .01 -
Structure1 = Composite score of Organization, Focus, Development, Para-
graphing
r2 = .74
R = .86



ATTACHMENT 8
Correlations Among Rating Scales and Objective Measure
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Regression of Rating Scales on Objective Measure

ATTACHMENT 9 -

REGRESSION OF ANALYTIC SCALEZ TOTAL ON SIX

0BJECTIVE MEASURE SUBTESTS

Objoctive Maasure

Unstandardized

Standard

Standardizad

Subfesihs Coafriciang Erecr of 3 Cozfficiznt F
Main Idea 7141 1.300 .009 012 .
Bevelapment .428 1.595 .025 072
Supporting Detail -1.502 1.569 082 811

Paragraphing 4.037 1.518 260 7.105¢
Organization L 1.173 .142 2.277
Paragraph Analysis =~ 2.18%- 674 .330 10.438*
df = 1, 92

=p < ,01
=86
r? = .40
REGRESSION OF IMPRESSIONISTIC SCALE TOTAL G SIX
OBJECTIVE MEASURE SUBTESTS
Objectiva Measure Unstandardized Standard Standardized

Subtests Coefficient Error of 8 Coefficient F
Main Idea 028 .274 607 008
De#elopment .497 .339 .137 2.182
Supporting Detail .209 .352 .051 354
Paragraphing 1.06 .318 .310 11.088*

- Organization 421 .248 - L1583 2.894
Paragraph Analyﬁis .37t .142 .254 6.08*

df = 1, 92
* =zp < .01
= .63

r2 = .45
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ATTACHMENT 10

Regression of Analytic Rating Subscales on Groups of Objective Items
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ATTACHMENT 11

Means and Standard Deviations on the Analytic Rating Scale,
Impressionistic Rating Scale and Objective Measure

Average
Measure Mean SD ~ Percent N
Correct
I. ANALYTIC SCALE
Subscales
1. Focus (Main Idea)  10.58  3.13 - 66% 12
2. Development 10.71  3.19 67% - 112
— 3 Orgamizatior %9t 33— 62— 12—
| - 4. Support 10.33  3.07 65% o112
5. Paragraphing 10.64 3.21 - 67% . 112
6. Mechanics 10.60 2.63 66% S § ¥
TOTAL SCALE 62.77. 16.78 65% ‘ 112
II. IMPRESSIONISTIC SCALE
Total Scale 13.33 3.72 56% 112
III. OBJECTIVE MEASURE
Subtests _
1. Main Idea 3.56 1.13 - 71% 113
2. Development 3.54 1.05 71% 114
3. Supporting Detail 4.63 .88 93% 114
4. Paragraphing 4.23 1.09 83% 115
5. Organization 3.93 1.38 . 79% 116
6. Paragraph Analysis 8.21 2.56 69% 114
TOTAL TEST 28.39 5.45 76% 109
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