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The purpose of this study was to examine the use of 

general impression scoring by teachers and students, and to 

compare the criteria used in evaluating student writings. 

Subjects for the study were 40 eighth grade and tenth 

grade students of varying reading ability in regular English 

classes in a suburban school district. 

Teachers and students evaluated two sets of writings in 

the narrative, classificatory and descriptive modes, 

generated by ninth grade students in regular English classes 

in the same school district. In addition, a comment, citing 

criteria upon which evaluation was based, was made on each 

writing. 

The design for this study was an extended factorial 

analysis. A three way analysis of variance was computed for 

ability and grade for each level of quality of writing in 

each mode of discourse. 

Six hypotheses were tested. Hypotheses one and two 

dealt with comparison of ratings by students who differed by 

ability and grade. No significant differences were found. 

Hypotheses three and four dealt with interaction 



between grade, ability and mode of discourse. No 

significant interaction was found. 

Hypotheses five and six dealt with differences in 

evaluations between teachers and students of varying 

ability. A significant difference was found in how teachers 

and students evaluate writing (p .01). 

Examination of criteria used in evaluating writings 

indicated that teachers consistently referred to elements of 

the text. Students also made text-based comments. In 

addition, students responded subjectively, referring to 

common experience, interest, and memories cued by the text. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The schools are placing a growing emphasis on teaching 

and improving students' skills for writing connected text. 

The ability to generate ideas is an important aspect of 

writing. The writer's ability to evaluate purpose, intent 

and meaning for an audience is equally important (Shaughnessy, 

1977). The use of peer writings as models is a common sense 

approach to develop language awareness and to teach 

evaluation skills (Moffett, 1968). To develop these skills, 

students must have the opportunity to write often in the 

classroom. Time to evaluate student writings is a pressing 

problem for teachers (Gere, 1980). Holistic scoring is an 

accepted method for quickly grading large numbers of essays. 

Selection of topics and modes in framing writing 

assignments affects both writing and the evaluation of 

writing. Narrative and descriptive compositions are 

relatively easy for students to write, and they receive 

practice in writing in these modes during their early school 

years. Yet, expository and persuasive writing, which help 

build cognitive skills, are what students are most frequently 

called upon to do in upper grades (Lunsford, 1979). This 

dichotomy between students' ability and teachers' assignments 

emphasizes the need for early writing instruction across the 



curriculum. 

Importance has been placed on writing for an audience. 

Students are frequently instructed to write for their peers. 

Student evaluations of peer writings are a legitimate way to 

determine the extent to which these writings meet the needs 

of their intended audience. Peers can give authentic 

responses because their standards of acceptance and 

intellectual development are closely related to those of the 

writer (Newkirk, 1984). However, current literature (Beach, 

1976, Elbow, 1981, Hilgers, 1984, Newkirk, 1984) indicates 

that teachers refer to elements of the text (organization, 

audience appropriateness, elaboration) when evaluating 

student writings. Conversely, students often use personal, 

subjective criteria (common experience, memories cued by the 

text). Though different from those used by teachers, these 

criteria are equally logical. This dichotomy in criteria 

used poses a problem for evaluation. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to compare evaluation of 

student writings by teachers and student peers. General 

impression scoring, a simple form of holistic scoring, was 

used as the basis for evaluating compositions in the 

narrative, classificatory and descriptive modes. Criteria 

upon which ratings were based, those used by students and 

teachers, were compared. Differences in reading ability and 



grade level, and their interaction with mode of discourse were 

evaluated. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purposes of this study were to compare general 

impression scoring of writing in the following areas: 

a) differences in evaluation of peer writings 

between able and less able readers 

b) differences in evaluation of peer writings 

between students in eighth grade and tenth 

grade 

c) relationship between reading ability and 

grade level in evaluating peer writing 

d) relationship between reading ability and 

the evaluation of narrative, descriptive, 

and classificatory writing 

e) relationship between grade level and 

the evaluation of narrative, descriptive 

and classificatory writing 

f) differences in criteria used between 

students and teacher raters in evaluating 

student writings. 

Research Hypotheses 

To carry out this study the following null hypotheses 

were investigated: 



1. There will be no significant difference in 

group means in able and less able readers' 

evaluations of good, medium and poor peer 

writings on a general impression basis. 

2. There will be no significant difference in 

group means in eighth and tenth graders' 

evaluations of good, medium and poor peer 

writings on a general impression basis. 

3. There will be no significant interaction 

between reading ability and modes of writing 

in student evaluations of peer writings. 

4. There will be no significant interaction 

between grade level and modes in student 

evaluations of good, medium and poor peer 

writings. 

5. There will be no significant difference in 

mean scores in able readers' and teacher 

raters' evaluations of good, medium and 

poor student writings on a general 

impression basis. 

6. There will be no significant difference 

in mean scores in less able readers' and 

teachers raters' evaluations of good, 

medium and poor student writings on a 

general impression basis. 



Significance of the Study-

Much time and effort are now devoted to teaching and 

improving writing skills in the classroom. Developing these 

skills can be achieved only by having the opportunity to 

write often. Grading large numbers of essays puts on undue 

burden on the classroom teacher. This study examined the 

use of general impression scoring by teachers and students 

as a quick, simple method for assessing writing (Diederick, 

1961). 

Studies (Grobe, 1981, Newkirk, 1984) indicate that 

guidelines and criteria used by teachers in evaluating 

student writing are quite different from those used by peers. 

Teachers respond objectively, referring to elements of the 

text, while students respond in a personal, subjective way. 

Since students are frequently told to write for their peers, 

this has implications for the classroom. This study compared 

student and teacher evaluations and criteria upon which 

evaluations were based. 

There is general agreement about the importance of 

making evaluative decisions throughout the entire writing 

process (Shaughnessy, 1971, Hilgers, 1984). This study 

examined the relationship between reading ability and grade 

level, and the ability to judge appropriateness of aim, 

purpose and intended meaning to an audience (Nold, 1981). 

Since most students receive practice in narrative, 



and descriptive writing, but are frequently called upon to do 

classificatory writing in secondary school, this study 

examined the interaction of grade and ability with the three 

modes of discourse. 

This study is significant in the following ways: 

1. The study provides information about the 

relationship between reading ability and 

the ability to evaluate peer writings 

2. The study provides information about the 

relationship between grade level and the 

ability to evaluate peer writings 

3. The study provides information about the 

interaction between reading ability, 

grade level and mode of discourse in 

evaluating peer writings 

4. This study provides information and 

insight into the effectiveness of using 

general impression scoring by students 

and teachers to evaluate writing 

5. The study provides information and 

insight into the comparison of criteria 

used by students and teachers in 

evaluating writing. 



Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined for this study: 

1. Holistic scoring. According to Cooper (1977), 

holistic scoring is "a guided procedure for ranking written 

pieces. The rater scores the piece for certain features 

important to that kind of writing. The rating occurs 

quickly, impressionistically, after the rater has practiced 

the procedure with other raters. Corrections and revisions 

are not made. Evaluation is usually guided by a holistic 

scoring guide which describes each feature and identifies 

high, middle, and low quality levels for each feature" (p. 3). 

2. General impression scoring. According to Cooper 

(1977), general impression scoring is a simple form of 

holistic scoring. The score of a paper is determined by its 

place in a range of papers. Raters may be trained to follow a 

guide which indicates the relevance of the content, purpose, 

audience, and mode. 

3. Modes of discourse. According to Kinneavy (1971), 

modes are methods of organizing prose. They include the 

following: 

a. Narration: presents a "story", 

sequentially organized. 

b. Description: presents details 

and attributes of a thing or 

an idea. 



c. Classification: presents 

elements grouped on the basis 

of characteristics. 

4. Reliability. Reliability is consistency of 

assessment. 

a. Score reliability: when second 

pieces of writing by the same 

students are given comparable 

scores by a second set of raters. 

b. Interrater reliability: when two 

or more independent raters give 

comparable scores to the same 

text. 

c. Intrarater reliability: when the 

same rater gives a comparable 

score to the same text after the 

passage of time. 

Limitations 

Research was conducted in a middle class suburban school 

district in intact regular classes of English using 40 

subjects of particular reading ability. Therefore, no 

attempt should be made to generalize results from this sample 

to other population groups. A further limitation of this 

study is the use of topics and modes. Therefore, no attempt 



should be made to generalize the results from this sample to 

other modes of discourse. 

Subjects for the Study 

The subjects for this study were forty students drawn 

from eighth and tenth grade intact regular classes in English 

in a middle class suburban school district, adjacent to a 

major metropolitan area in North Texas. The subjects were 

chosen on a voluntary basis. 

Procedure for Collecting Data 

Permission to conduct the experiment was obtained from 

the superintendent of the school district, school principals, 

and the parents of the population for the study. The subjects 

evaluated student generated compositions (narrative, 

classificatory, descriptive) written by three intact ninth 

grade classes in regular English in the same school district. 

Each ninth grade class wrote two compositions in a single 

mode of discourse. These writings were completed in two 

class periods. All writings were number coded and typed. 

Spelling errors were eliminated, in order not to influence 

raters during evaluation procedures. 

Three modes (each two sets) of writings were evaluated 

on a general impression basis by three teacher raters at one 

session. Training through a practice period at the beginning 

of the rating session was used to achieve interrater 
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reliability (.95). Each paper was rated on a numerical scale 

of 1 (low) to 6 (high). A brief comment, citing criteria upon 

which evaluation was based, was written on each paper. 

Each student evaluated six sets of six papers in three 

modes, randomly selected from the sets of writings evaluated 

by the teacher raters. Use of general impression scoring and 

the rating scale were explained at the beginning of each of 

two rating sessions. Students were given a practice session 

using the same writings as those used by the teachers in 

their training session. All student evaluations were number 

coded. 

Procedure for Analysis of Data 

Subjects were grouped according to reading ability and 

grade level. Groups were balanced according to gender. A 

three way analysis of variance (MANOVA) was computed for 

ability and grade for each level of writing (poor, medium, 

good) in each mode of discourse (narrative, classificatory, 

descriptive). 

Six hypotheses were tested in the null form. Hypotheses 

one and two dealt with the comparison of ratings by students 

who differed by ability and grade level. Hypotheses three and 

four dealt with the interaction between ability, grade, and 

mode of discourse. Hypotheses five and six dealt with 

differences in evaluation between students of varying ability 
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and teacher raters. Criteria for evaluation of teachers and 

students were compared according to text based and subjective 

comments. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Essay writing has caused problems for both students and 

graders. Students have had to deal with inconsistent and 

unfair grading, as well as anxiety-related aversion to 

writing. On the other hand, teachers have been faced with the 

unpleasant, time consuming task of reading and grading large 

numbers of essays. A great deal of class time is now being 

devoted to teaching and improving writing skills. However, 

the method chosen for assessing writing ability continues to 

stir debate. This review will cite and examine the development 

of holistic scoring and its appropriateness for evaluating 

written connected text. A major factor influencing writing is 

the use of the modes of discourse as guiding principles. Their 

decline in importance to regulate writing will also be 

discussed. Another important influence to be considered is 

the writer's level of cognitive development and the ability 

the make evaluative judgments throughout the writing process. 

More than thirty state Boards of Education have adopted 

holistic scoring as a measure of evaluating student essays as 

a condition for promotion and graduation from high school 

(New York Times, 11 February 1986, p. 22). Holistic scoring 

has come to be regarded as a reliable measure to assess 

writing ability, particularly when used in conjunction with 

13 
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an objective instrument (Cooper, 1977). 

Evaluating writing through holistic scoring 

In the early 1960's the College Entrance Examination 

Board authorized studies which would develop reliable 

approaches to the measurement of English composition skills. 

Cooper (1961) found unreliability in essay testing related 

to differences in student writing from one topic to 

another, and related to differences among readers as to 

what were the characteristics of good writing. 

In a study by Diederich (1961) sponsored by the 

Educational Testing Service, 640 eleventh and twelfth 

grade students wrote on five different topics and took six 

objective tests in writing ability. Twenty five 

experienced readers assigned scores ranging from one to 

three on four of the essays, which became the criterion 

for evaluating the fifth topic. One year later 145 readers 

read two of the topics. Results indicated: 

Reliability of essay scorings is a function of the 

number of different essay writings and the number 

of different readings. Reliability is greater for 

short essays (20 minutes) read holistically than 

for analytical readings and longer essays (one hour). 

Reading reliability (when another set of readers 

gives comparable ratings to the same set of writings) 

was .92. Score reliability (when a second set of 
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writings by the same students are rated in a comparable 

way by other readers) was .84. 

The most efficient predictor of a reliable direct 

measure of writing ability is one which includes short 

essay questions combined with objective questions 

(Godshalk, Coffman, & Swineford, 1966). 

In another study of judging and rating essay papers 

Diederich, French, & Carlton (1961) asked 30 academicians 

(English, social science, and natural science teachers) and 

30 professional people (writers, editors, lawyers and 

business executives) to grade 300 college student essays. 

Results indicated that while there was general agreement 

on what was considered a well written paper, evaluators 

disagreed on the importance of different factors in good 

writing. The greatest area of agreement was clarity of 

ideas expressed, followed by errors in mechanics. 

Organization of ideas was an important factor, as was 

varied word choice. The last area of agreement was style, 

or the personal qualities of the writing. The factors in 

this study were used as the guidelines for Diederich's 

Analytic Scales (1974). These factors were classified into 

two broad categories. The first category, general merit, 

consisted of ideas, organization, wording and flavor in 

writing. The second, mechanics, included usage, 

punctuation, spelling and handwriting. There has been 



16 

high correlation between scores on these Analytic Scales 

and holistic scoring. 

The purpose of holistic scoring is to evaluate a piece 

of written connected text by reaching consensus among 

graders based on an agreed upon rubric (standard of 

assessment of writing ability). General criteria for 

evaluation, topic for writing, and directions for scoring 

may be set prior to assessment. Individual school districts 

may adjust topic difficulty and mode of discourse for grade 

level. 

Cooper (1977) defined holistic scoring as a 

guided procedure for sorting or ranking written 
pieces. The rater either matches the piece with 
another piece in the graded series or scores it 
for prominence of certain features important to 
that kind of writing, or assigns it a number or 
letter grade. The rating occurs quickly, 
impressionistically after the rater has practiced 
the procedure with other raters. Corrections and 
revisions are not made. Holistic evaluation is 
usually guided by a holistic scoring guide which 
describes each feature and identifies high, 
middle and low quality levels for each feature 
(p. 3). 

Primary trait scoring, developed in 1974 by Richard 

Lloyd-Jones for the National Assessment of Educational 

Progress is another form of holistic scoring. For this 

type of assessment each writing task is treated as an 

individual situation requiring its own detailed scoring 

guide. The writing assignment is based on specific aims, 

purpose and rhetorical context. The response is field 



17 

tested to make sure students understand what is required. 

A scoring guide is written which identifies a particular 

feature in language (primary trait) necessary for success 

with that writing task, as well as secondary traits that 

should be included in the composition (Cooper & Odell, 

1977). 

Focused holistic scoring (Greenhalgh & Townsend, 1981) 

is a criterion referenced assessment procedure used by the 

Texas Education Agency. It attends to purpose, mode, 

audience, organization and elaboration of ideas in writing. 

Verbal and visual cues may be included in the writing 

directions to focus on particular demands. Topics and 

discourse modes are adjusted for grade level. Both primary 

trait scoring and holistic scoring follow Kinneavy's (1971) 

aims of discourse. Both methods of evaluation use annotated 

task writings as anchors to rate poorly and well written 

papers. 

General impression scoring (Cooper, 1977) is the 

simplest form of holistic scoring. The score of a paper is 

determined by its place in a range of papers. Raters may be 

trained to follow an agreed upon rubric which indicates the 

relevance of the answer, content, purpose, audience, and 

mode. 

It is of the utmost importance to reliability that 

raters should be trained together and that papers should be 
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scored under the same conditions. Uniformity in training 

and conformity in evaluating yield interrater and intrarater 

reliability ratings between .80 and .90. Each paper is 

given two independent readings. No markings are made on the 

papers. If there is a discrepancy of more than one point, 

the paper is submitted to a third independent reading. 

Writings consistently receive comparable scores when each 

step of the process is uniformly followed. 

Modes of discourse 

While many factors affect writing, one of the most 

influential factors is the mode of discourse. Connors 

(1984) has charted the development and importance of the 

modes in writing. In the 1860's Alexander Bain, the 

Scottish logician and educator, categorized the various 

types of composition as narrative, descriptive, expository, 

and persuasive. Narration is sequential ordering, as in a 

story; description presents details and attributes; 

expository writing is factual and informative, presented 

in logical manner; persuasion offers ideas in support of 

a point of view. These modes controlled the teaching of 

composition well into the 1920's. By the late 1940's, 

expository writing became popular, almost to the neglect 

of the other modes. During the decade that followed, the 

idea of a "central thesis" was the prevailing method of 

teaching writing (Connors, 1984). 
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Kinneavy (1969) maintained that aim and purpose control 

form and that mode is merely the method of organizing the 

written text. Purpose for writing should be stated so that 

the audience is clearly established. Limits and 

possibilities should be set by providing cues for content 

organization and skills to be demonstrated. Limits set the 

basis for context; possibilities allow for choice. Text is 

the relationship between reader, writer, and subject. 

Kinneavy is supported by Moffett (1968), who suggested 

that the superstructure of discourse is in the relationship 

between speaker, listener, and subject. Further, Elbow 

(1981) concurs, maintaining that the force of a real 

audience and how the writer wants to affect that audience 

is what shapes the needs and point of view of the writer. 

Within Kinneavy's frameworks, the modes are no longer 

the major regulating force in teaching writing skills. 

However, their use persists as organizational mechanisms in 

teaching. The modes used for writing today, as suggested 

by Kinneavy (1971) are: 

Narration: sequential, chronological ordering. 

Description: use of details to portray features 

and attributes of an idea or thing. 

Classification: grouping elements according to 

characteristics, such as comparison and 

contrast. 
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Evaluation: matching something to a designated 

standard. 

Writing and cognitive development 

Journal writing is a common classroom practice. It is 

often used to introduce students to writing, getting their 

ideas down on paper, and overcoming apprehension to writing. 

When teachers do teach writing, they often continue at a 

level of comfort established in journal writing. Students 

are usually asked to write in personal modes of narration 

and description. Persuasive and expository writing reguire 

more structure and are more difficult to write. Students 

therefore receive little practice in writing in these modes 

although they are expected to use them in the upper grades. 

Further, practice in expository and persuasive writing helps 

build cognitive skills (Lunsford, 1979). 

Kroll (1978) examined the difference in how fourth 

grade students explained, in oral and written messages, how 

to play a game. The study looked for differences in the 

amount of information communicated in spoken and written 

explanations, as well as clarifying information which 

would aid the listener or the speaker in understanding the 

game. Clarifying information indicated a child's 

appreciated for the difficulties an audience could have. 

Results indicated fourth graders were not highly proficient 

at adapting messages either to listeners or to readers. 
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However, decentration in writing tended to lag behind 

decentration in speaking. 

Prater and Padia (1983) asked 83 female and 57 male 

fourth and sixth graders to write, expressive, persuasive, 

and explanatory essays. Essays were scored by 12 holistic 

graders. Females scored higher than males on each writing 

at each grade level. Females and males received the highest 

scores on expressive writing, followed by expository writing 

and then persuasive writing. This study confirms the common 

assumption that after age 10, girls generally develop better 

verbal skills. Prater & Padia's results support the concept 

that gender and grade level interact with the mode of 

writing. 

Reed, Burton & Kelly (1985), studied the interaction 

of writing ability and mode on cognitive capacity 

engagement, measured by noting subject's reaction time to 

a random sound while engaged in writing. An assumption in 

this study was that experienced writers put less strain 

on working memory while writing, because writing tasks had 

become more practiced, reaching a point of automaticity. 

Three groups of college freshmen of basic, average and 

honors ability, wrote narrative, persuasive and descriptive 

essays. The quality of writing was judged by analytic 

scores. Results indicated narrative writing was considered 

an easy task for all ability groups. Descriptive writing 
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and persuasive writing were difficult for basic writers 

because of poorly developed skills. These same modes were 

only moderately difficult for average writers. They were 

easy for honors ability students who had high quality, 

almost automatic skills. 

Writing ability indicates a level of cognitive 

development, as does the ability to evaluate writing. 

Evaluating writing during composing, editing, and revising, 

is an ongoing subprocess of writing. It is the process of 

selecting aspects of intended meaning to be expressed, 

choosing the language to encode that meaning, and reviewing 

and revising what has been written to improve that meaning 

(Macrorie, 1981). 

Vygotsky (1965), in describing the phases leading to 

concept formation, refers to the child's egocentric inner 

speech as being extremely personal and idiosyncratic, as 

are a beginning writer's sense of words. The beginning 

writer thinks and writes for himself, rather that building 

a structure for the reader. Flower (1979) refers to this 

style as writer based prose. The meaning for the most part 

is in the writer's head and the reader must do most of the 

thinking. With experience and maturation the writer moves 

from egocentric inner speech to abstract thoughts and 

concept formation. Flower compares this growth to Piaget's 

idea of decentering and being able to organize information 
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from another's perspective. 

According to Piaget (1967), as the child goes from the 

concrete operational stage to formal operations, where he is 

capable of abstraction, reasoning and synthesis, he begins 

to decenter, to go outside his own frame of reference. He 

shifts from word oriented to meaning oriented thinking. 

Writing processes are transformed; the writer becomes more 

able to assume the point of view of the listener. Writers 

who can decenter their perspective from addressing an 

unknown audience can take the view of the hypothetical 

reader. They move from talking about present objects and 

actions to talking about objects and events in the past and 

future. Decentering is an ongoing lifetime process. 

Moffett (1983) contends that, as the child matures and 

reaches the level of hierarchical integration, he is on a 

two-way street. This upward climb toward integration 

depends on a downward thrust into details and 

discriminations. Emig (1981) reiterates that writers 

write from wholes to parts and from parts to whole. 

Writing is a recursive process which must have feedback 

in order to develop. 

Making evaluative choices in the writing process 

Beginning writers, according to Scardamalia, Bereiter 

& Steinbach (1984) are able to transfer information from the 

content space (What do I mean?) to the rhetorical space 
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(What do I say?) in a simple think-say process. They 

generate text in a linear manner, concerned primarily with 

what to say next. As a result, they are unable to move back 

and forth between content and rhetoric by evaluating past 

decisions. Sensitive to this complex processing, 

Shaughnessy (1977) claims evaluation is the most taxing 

part of writing. The experienced writer must control the 

direction the essay is taking while generating ideas along 

the way. Writers must keep track of where they have been 

while they look forward to where they are going. Flower 

and Hayes (1981) assume the problem solving point of view of 

writing. Writers build their own rhetorical problems to 

solve during composing, juggling the idea of audience, 

topic, rhetorical situation and background knowledge all at 

the same time. Writers make plans to generate ideas and set 

their own goals for producing a written product. They make 

judgments about what information to use and how to use it. 

Writers must also set goals and make decisions about self, 

audience, meaning, and text throughout the writing process. 

They achieve their goals by continually evaluating as they 

move back and forth between the content space and the 

rhetorical space. Writers must judge text against intended 

meaning. To do this, the writer must be able to conceive 

the meaning of the text for an audience separate and apart 

from the writer's intentions. This type of concern for the 
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reader is a late developing cognitive ability (Nold, 1981). 

Hilgers (1984) refers to the ability to evaluate as the 

"heartbeat of the writing process." The use of peer 

writings in the teaching and learning of evaluation skills 

has the advantage of relevance and immediacy. Students 

share a point of view, value judgments, and lines of thought 

that are particular to their stage of development. To 

develop language awareness, Moffett (1968) suggests using 

student produced texts. Published authors, as writing 

models, are intimidating and unrealistic to inexperienced 

writers. Audience feedback is of utmost important. Writing 

is learned, like many other basic activities, by doing and 

heeding what happens. Adjustments in language, form, and 

content come as the writer responds to his audience's 

response. Critical skills are developed because instruction 

is always individual, relevant, and timely. The teacher's 

job is to structure the evaluation sessions so that they are 

positive and offer suggestions for improvement, rather than 

for error hunting. 

Beach (1976), in a study of evaluation strategies, 

found poor writers were not able to detach themselves from 

their writings in order to see their problems. After they 

had explained and labelled their judgments, they did not 

understand the need to make changes. They tended to use 

textbook language (e.g., "smooth out, polish") in making 
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evaluations. 

Students are frequently told to write for an audience 

of their peers. An emerging pattern in the literature 

indicates that the guidelines teachers use in evaluating 

student writings are quite different from those used by-

peers. Teachers generally use criterion based feedback 

(i.e., content, organization, audience appropriateness) in 

general impression evaluation of writing. Studies indicate 

that they are influenced by other factors, such as length, 

lack of spelling errors, and mechanics (Grobe, 1981). In a 

study by Freedman (1981) topic choice was found to influence 

grading. Daly and Markman (1982) found contrast effect 

(where previous stimuli affect future stimuli) also 

influenced teacher evaluations. 

Elbow (1981), an advocate of teacherless writing 

classes, claims the force of an audience helps to determine 

the writer's aims by forcing the writer to pull his words 

into a definite shape, a point of view. Elbow differentiates 

between writing for a teacher and writing to a regular 

reader. Writing should be a natural act of communication. 

The transaction between teacher and student is not the same 

as between reader and writer. Real readers are different 

from teachers. Natural writing is usually an attempt to 

explain something to someone who doesn't understand it. 

Students write to satisfy teachers who are the standards 
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for judging what the student knows. This type of writing is 

not real, but is practice and exercise. Teachers use 

criterion based comments in evaluating student's writings. 

Reader based feedback is subjective and more honest. 

Studies of peer evaluation of writing 

In a study of evaluating skills of second and third 

graders, Hilgers (1984) found youngsters react, not so much 

to the text, as to memories and experiences cued by the 

text. The more they enjoyed the experience described, 

the higher they rated the writing. They tended to focus on 

the effort required for writing, length and neatness, 

rather than on content. Young students were found to mimic 

evaluation language learned from teachers, even when they 

did not understand what the comments meant. 

Newkirk (1984), in his studies with college freshmen 

at the University of New Hampshire, found that students and 

teachers come from different interpretive communities. They 

use different norms for intent and they use different 

criteria for evaluation. Teachers' responses generally 

refer to elements of the text, such as organization, focus, 

sentence structure, and mechanics. Students' responses are 

more personal and subjective. They react to the immediacy 

of the topic and to common experiences. Interest and 

enjoyment of a piece of writing are often not related to its 

quality. Students respond like private readers. One view 
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of evaluation is not any less legitimate than the other, 

simply different (Newkirk, 1984). 

General impression evaluation of writing, while not 

objective, has been proven to be a consistently reliable 

measure of assessing written connected text (Diederich, 

1961), particularly when used with short essays. It is a 

method that enables quick grading of large numbers of 

essays, making it possible for students to write more 

often without teacher raters being inundated by papers to 

grade. Students can be trained to use a scoring guide 

effectively. Criteria by which writing is scored can be 

agreed upon by the whole class. A scoring guide may be 

used as a standard against which students can match writing 

skills. 

When general impression scoring is used for assessment 

purposes, the difficulty of the topic and mode may be 

adjusted for grade level. The writing assignment should 

contain cues that clearly establish purpose, organization 

and audience. It should be framed so that attention focuses 

on particular features and skills to be demonstrated 

(Kinneavy, 1971). 

The ability to make evaluative decisions in writing 

indicates a level of cognitive development. Students need 

to be taught that judgments are made looking back and 

looking ahead throughout the entire writing process 
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(Macrorie, 1981, Emig, 1981, Moffett, 1983). 

The use of peer writings for evaluation makes good use 

of sin available classroom resource. Good peer writings are 

realistic models and represent attainable goals for less 

able writers. Student produced texts develop language 

awareness (Moffett, 1983). Carter (1982) maintains peer 

evaluations sharpen a writer's revision skills and make for 

more critical reading. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTION OF DATA 

Population for the Study 

Subjects for the study were drawn from eighth and tenth 

grade intact regular classes in English in a middle class 

suburban school district, adjacent to a major metropolitan 

area in North Texas. 

Permission was obtained from the superintendent of 

schools in the school district in which this study was 

conducted. Likewise, permission from principals of the 

schools involved, and parents of students in participating 

classes was obtained. A sample of the permission letter is 

included (Appendix A). 

Subj ects 

At the eighth grade level, all students in two intact 

classes in regular English classes participated. Twenty 

subjects were drawn from these classes. They were five 

males and five females, classified as less able readers, 

and five males and five females, classified as able readers. 

At the tenth grade level, all students in two intact 

classes in regular English classes participated. Twenty 

subjects were drawn from these classes. They were five 

males and five females, classified as less able readers, 

34 
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Less able readers are those students who scored in the 

650—700 range on the Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum 

Skills within the preceding school year. Able readers, 

according to W. Rutherford, Director of Testing, Fort Worth 

I. S. D., are those who scored in the 840-999 range on the 

Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills within the 

preceding school year. A concurrent measure, the California 

Test of Basic Skills reading scores, was used for 

reliability in grouping subjects. Less able readers are 

those students who scored in the 4th and 5th stanines; able 

readers are those who scored in the 7th and 8th stanines 

within the preceding school year. 

Procedures 

Materials 

Subjects evaluated student generated compositions. 

These compositions were written by three intact ninth grade 

classes in regular English. Ninth grade students were 

selected as objective peer writers for subjects in both 

eighth and tenth grade levels. The students that generated 

these compositions wrote two short pieces on similar topics 

in one particular mode of discourse. All subjects in a 

class wrote in the same mode, but the three classes each 

wrote in the same mode. This counterbalancing was to 

avoid their confusion with topic and mode. Writing topics 
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avoid their confusion with topic and mode. Writing topics 

and modes are based on Kinneavy's (1969, 1971) modes and 

aims of discourse and are similar to those currently used in 

the school system for assessment of writing ability at these 

grade levels. Each pair of writings was completed in one 55 

minute class period. Writing questions (Appendix B) were 

read aloud and explained, where necessary, at the beginning 

of each session. All writings were number coded and typed. 

Spelling errors were eliminated, in order not to influence 

teacher and student raters during evaluation procedures. 

Collection of Data 

Teacher Rating Procedures 

Three modes (each two sets) of writings were evaluated 

on a general impression basis by three teacher raters at one 

session. The teacher raters were experienced reading 

teachers with graduate degrees who had had previous 

experience with holistic scoring. Training, through a 

practice period at the beginning of the rating session, was 

used to achieve interrater and intrarater reliability. A 

range of expository writings, different from those used in 

the actual study (Appendix C), was used for the practice. 

In addition to rating each paper on a numerical scale, 

raters were asked to briefly write criteria upon x^hich 

evaluations were based. These criteria were later 
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categorized to compare student and teacher basis for 

evaluating writings. Teacher raters and students used the 

same procedure and rating scale. In each set of papers for 

each of the three modes a set of six papers in a range of 

low (1-2), middle (3-4) and high (5-6) were randomly 

selected for the students to evaluate. 

Student Rating Procedures 

Students in each class were given a practice session 

using the same range of expository peer writing as those 

used by teacher raters. Use of the general impression 

scale and ranking was explained at the beginning of each 

rating session. Each class of students was given the same 

set of writings in a particular mode, in random order, to 

evaluate. Each student evaluated six sets of six papers in 

three modes. Each student had a set of directions for each 

evaluation session. Directions were read and explained, as 

necessary, at the beginning of each evaluation session 

(Appendix C). 

Evaluation by students was done in two class periods. 

All evaluation measures were identified by code numbers. 

In the event that there was missing data for a student, 

that student was omitted from the study. All student 

evaluations were collected in a period of two weeks. All 

data for this study were collected within a period of three 

weeks. 
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Treatment of Data 

The design for this study was an extended factorial 

analysis. The independent variables were student ability, 

grade level and mode of discourse. The dependent variables 

were student evaluations of two sets of writings in each of 

three modes. Groups of students were balanced according to 

gender. A three way multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) for grade and ability was computed for each mode 

to test for main effects between grade and mode and ability 

and mode. These analyses also yielded information on 

interaction across grade and ability. The level of 

significance below which the null hypothesis was rejected 

was set at the p<.05 level. In addition, students' and 

teachers' responses were categorized and compared 

descriptively. A difference score was calculated for each 

student rating of each writing sample, representing the 

absolute difference between students' evaluations and 

average of the three teachers' evaluation of that writing 

sample. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

This study was conducted to determine if there are 

differences in evaluating student writing using general 

impression scoring by teachers and students who vary in 

ability and grade. Writing samples used were on differing 

levels of quality in three modes of discourse. 

The design for this study was an extended factorial 

analysis. A three-way analysis of variance (MANOVA) was 

computed for ability and grade for each level of writing 

(poor, medium, good) in each mode of discourse. The 

independent variables were student ability, grade level 

and mode of discourse. The dependent variables were 

student evaluations of two sets of writings in the 

narrative, descriptive and classificatory mode. 

A table of means and standard deviations for each 

level of writing for each hypothesis is presented, along 

with an ANOVA table with a between-subjects and within-

subjects section. 

Six hypotheses were presented to be tested in the null 

form. Hypotheses one through four dealt with the comparison 

of ratings by students who differed by ability and grade 

level. Hypotheses five and six dealt with differences in 

40 
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evaluation between students of varying ability and teacher 

raters. To calculate the differences between students' and 

teachers' ratings, a new variable was created to determine 

absolute differences. 

Another section of this chapter deals with the 

comparison of students' and teachers' comments upon which 

criteria for evaluation were based. Criteria for evaluating 

writings are categorized according to objective text based 

comments and subjective personal responses. 

Analysis of Quantitative Data 

Able and Less Able Reader Evaluation of Writing in 

Three Modes 

Hypothesis one, in null form, stated that there would 

be no significant difference in how able and less able 

readers evaluate good, medium and poor peer writings. This 

hypothesis was evaluated separately for each of the three 

levels of quality (good, medium, poor). 

Good Writings. Table 1 presents the means and standard 

deviations of able and less able readers' evaluations of 

good writings. An ANOVA on means of all good writings 

yielded F=.0l, p=.9l4 for differences between able and less 

able readers. The null was retained for hypothesis one 

based on good writings. 

Medium Writings. Table 3 presents the means and standard 
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deviations of able and less able readers' evaluations of 

medium writings. An ANOVA on means of all medium writings 

yielded F=1.93, p=.l73 for differences between able and less 

able readers. The null was retained for hypothesis one 

based on medium writings. 

Poor Writings. Table 5 presents the means and standard 

deviations of able and less able readers' evaluations of 

poor writings. An ANOVA on means of all poor writings 

yielded F=1.19, p=.283 for differences between able and 

less able readers. The null was retained for hypothesis 

one based on poor writings. 

Summary. Based on good, medium and poor writings in 

narrative, classificatory and descriptive modes, no 

differences were found between able and less able readers. 

Thus the null was retained for hypothesis one. 
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COMPARISON OF RATINGS BY ABILITY 
ON GOOD WRITINGS 
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Able 
Readers 

Less Able 
Readers 

Narrative 
Mean 
S.D. 

4.68 
.63 

4.76 
.85 

Classif icatory 
Mean 
S.D. 

4.75 
.58 

4.69 
.80 

Descriptive 
Mean 
S.D. 

4.96 
. 89 

4.88 
.85 

All Good 
Writings 
Mean 
S. D. 

4.80 
.54 

4.78 
.65 

TABLE 2 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR GOOD WRITINGS 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Siq of F 

Within Cells 39.50 36 1.10 

Ability .01 1 .01 .01 . 914 



TABLE 3 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS BY ABILITY 
ON MEDIUM WRITINGS 
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Able 
Readers 

Less Able 
Readers 

Narrative 
Mean 3.75 4.28 
S.D. .67 .70 

Classificatory 
Mean 4.22 4.41 
S.D. .75 .69 

Descriptive 
Mean 4.79 4.85 
S.D. .73 .84 

All Medium 
Writings 

Mean 4.25 4.51 
S. D. . 58 .62 

TABLE 4 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR MEDIUM WRITINGS 

Tests of Between-Subiects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Siq of F 

Within Cells 

Ability 

37. 34 

2.00 

36 

1 

1.04 

2.00 

j 

1.93 .173 



TABLE 5 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS BY ABILITY 
ON POOR WRITINGS 
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Able 
Readers 

Less Able 
Readers 

Narrative 
Mean 3.49 3.80 
S.D. .83 .83 

Classificatory 
3.58 Mean 3.49 3.58 

S.D. .79 .99 

Descriptive 
Mean 3.76 4.05 
S.D. 1.24 .74 

All Poor 
Writings 
Mean 3.58 3.81 
S. D. .82 .60 

TABLE 6 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR POOR WRITINGS 

Tests of Between -Subjects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Siq of F 

Within Cells 47.73 36 1.33 

Ability 1.58 1 1.58 1.19 .283 
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Eighth and Tenth Graders Evaluations of Writings in 

Three Modes 

Hypothesis two, in null form, stated that there would 

be no difference in group means in how eighth and tenth 

graders evaluated good, medium and poor peer writings. This 

hypothesis was evaluated separately for each of the three 

levels of quality (good, medium, poor). 

Good Writings. Table 7 presents the means and standard 

deviations of eighth and tenth graders' evaluations of good 

writings. An ANOVA on means of all good writings yielded 

F=.40, p=.531 for the difference between eighth and tenth 

graders' evaluations. The null was retained for hypothesis 

two, based on good writings. 

Medium Writings. Table 9 presents the means and standard 

deviations of eighth and tenth graders' evaluations of 

medium writings. An ANOVA on means of all medium writings 

yielded F=.02, p=.894 for differences between eighth and 

tenth graders evaluations. The null was retained for 

hypothesis two, based on medium writings. 

Poor Writings. Table 11 presents the means and standard 

deviations of eighth and tenth graders' evaluations of poor 

writings. An ANOVA on means of all poor writings yielded 

F=.l4, p=.709 for differences between eighth and tenth 

graders' evaluations. The null was retained for hypothesis 

two, based on poor writings. 



47 

Summary. Based on good, medium and poor writings in 

narrative, classificatory and descriptive modes, no 

differences were found between eighth graders and tenth 

graders. Thus the null was retained for hypothesis two. 

TABLE 7 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS BY GRADE LEVEL 
ON GOOD WRITINGS 

Eighth 
Graders 

Tenth 
Graders 

Narrative 
Mean 4.78 4.66 
S.D. .84 .65 

Classif icatory 
Mean 4.84 4.60 
S.D. .61 .71 

Descriptive 
Mean 4.93 4.91 
S.D. .96 .78 

All Good 
Writings 
Mean 4.75 4.72 
S. D. .60 .59 

TABLE 8 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR GOOD WRITINGS 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Sicf of F 

Within Cells 

Grade 

39. 50 

.44 

36 

1 

1.10 

.44 .40 .531 



TABLE 9 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS BY GRADE LEVEL 
ON MEDIUM WRITINGS 
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Eighth 
Graders 

Tenth 
Graders 

Narrative 
Mean 4.01 4.01 
S.D. . 89 .55 

Classif icatory 
Mean 4.30 4.34 
S.D. . 82 .62 

Descriptive 
Mean 4.80 4.84 
S.D. .93 . 61 

All Medium 
Writings 
Mean 4. 37 4.40 
S. D. .73 .47 

TABLE 10 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR MEDIUM WRITINGS 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Siq of F 

Within Cells 

Grade 

37. 34 

.02 

36 

1 

1.04 

.02 .02 .894 



TABLE 11 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS BY GRADE LEVEL 
ON POOR WRITINGS 
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Eighth 
Graders 

Tenth 
Graders 

Narrative 
Mean 3.66 3.63 
S.D. 1.84 .64 

Classif icatory 
Mean 3.54 3.53 
S.D. 1.02 .75 

Descriptive 
Mean 3.76 4.05 
S.D. 1. 20 .80 

All Poor 
Writings 
Mean 3.65 3.73 
S. D. .86 .55 

TABLE 12 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR POOR WRITINGS 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Siq of F 

Within Cells 47.73 36 1. 33 

Grade .19 1 .19 .14 .709 
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Interaction of Reading Ability and Modes of Writing in 

Evaluation of Good, Medium and Poor Writings 

Hypothesis three, in null form, stated that there would 

be no significant interaction between reading ability and 

modes of writing in evaluating good, medium and poor peer 

writings. This hypothesis was evaluated separately for 

each level of writing (good, medium, poor). 

Good Writings. Test of interaction between ability and mode 

of discourse for good writings was performed on means 

presented in Table 1. An ANOVA for this interaction yielded 

F=.024, p=.786. The null was retained for hypothesis three 

based on good writings. 

Medium Writings. Test of interaction between ability and 

mode of discourse for medium writing was performed on means 

presented in Table 3. An ANOVA for this interaction yielded 

F=2.07, p=.l34. The null was retained for hypothesis three 

based on medium writings. 

Poor Writings. Test of interaction between ability and mode 

of discourse for poor writings was performed on the means 

presented in Table 5. An ANOVA for this interaction yielded 

F=.30, p=.742. The null was retained for hypothesis three 

based on poor writings. 

Summary. Based on evaluations of good, medium and poor 

writings, no significant interaction was found between 

ability and mode of discourse. Thus, the null was retained 

for hypothesis three. 



TABLE 1 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS BY ABILITY 
ON GOOD WRITINGS 

51 

Able 
Readers 

Less Able 
Readers 

Narrative 
Mean 4.68 4.76 
S.D. .63 .85 

Classif icatory 
Mean 4.75 4.69 
S.D. .58 .80 

Descriptive 
Mean 4.96 4.88 
S.D. .89 .85 

All Good 
Writings 

Mean 4.80 4.78 
S. D. .54 .65 

TABLE 13 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR GOOD WRITINGS 

Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS 
1 

F Siq of F 

Within Cells 26.67 72 .37 

Ability .18 2 | .09 .024 .786 



TABLE 3 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS BY ABILITY 
ON MEDIUM WRITINGS 

52 

Able 
Readers 

Less Able 
Readers 

Narrative 
Mean 3.75 4.28 

S.D. .67 .70 

Classif icatory 
4.21 Mean 4.22 4.21 

S.D. .75 .69 

Descriptive 
Mean 4.79 4.85 

S.D. .73 .84 

All Medium 
Writings 

4.51 Mean 4.25 4.51 
S. D. .58 .62 

TABLE 14 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR MEDIUM WRITINGS 

Tests of Within-Subiects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F ' Siq of F 

Within Cells 19.95 72 .28 

Ability 1.14 2 .57 2.07 j .134 



TABLE 5 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS BY ABILITY 
ON POOR WRITINGS 

53 

Able 
Readers 

Less Able 
Readers 

Narrative 
Mean 3.49 3.80 
S.D. .83 .83 

Classif icatory 
Mean 3.49 3.58 
S.D. .79 .99 

Descriptive 
Mean 3.76 4.05 
S.D. 1. 24 .74 

All Poor 
Writings 

Mean 3.58 3.81 
S. D. .82 .60 

TABLE 15 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR POOR WRITINGS 

Tests of Within-Subiects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Siq of F 

Within Cells 36.59 72 .51 

Ability .30 2 .15 .30 .742 
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Interaction of Grade and Mods of Discourse in_ 

Evaluating Good, Medium and Poor Writings 

Hypothesis four, in null form, stated that there would 

be no significant interaction between grade level and mode 

of discourse in evaluating good, medium and poor peer 

writings. This hypothesis was evaluated separately for 

each level of writing (good, medium, poor). 

Good Writings. Test of interaction between grade level and 

mode was performed on the means presented in Table 7. An 

ANOVA for this interaction yielded F=.34, p=.711. The null 

was retained for hypothesis four based on good writings. 

Medium Writings. Test of interaction between grade and mode 

of discourse for medium writings was performed on the means 

presented in Table 9. An ANOVA for this interaction yielded 

F=.02, p=.983. The null was retained for hypothesis four 

based on medium writings. 

Poor Writings. Test of interaction between grade and mode 

of discourse for poor writings was performed on means 

presented in Table 11. An ANOVA for this interaction 

yielded F=.64, p=.528. The null was retained for hypothesis 

four based on poor writings. 

Summary. Based on evaluations of good, medium and poor 

writings, no significant interaction was found between grade 

level and mode of discourse. Thus, the null was retained 

for hypothesis four. 



TABLE 7 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS BY GRADE LEVEL 
ON GOOD WRITINGS 

55 

Eighth 
Graders 

Tenth 
Graders 

Narrative 
Mean 4.78 4.66 
S.D. .84 .65 

Classif icatory 
Mean 4.84 4.60 
S.D. .61 .71 

Descriptive 
Mean 4.93 4.91 
S.D. .96 .78 

All Good 
Writings 
Mean 4.75 4.72 
S. D. .60 .59 

TABLE 16 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR GOOD WRITINGS 

Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Siq of F 

Within Cells 2.67 72 .37 

Grade .25 2 .13 .34 .711 



TABLE 9 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS BY GRADE LEVEL 
ON MEDIUM WRITINGS 

56 

Eighth 
Graders 

Tenth 
Graders 

Narrative 
Mean 4.01 4.01 
S.D. .89 .55 

Classif icatory 
Mean 4.30 4.34 
S.D. .82 .62 

Descriptive 
Mean 4.80 4.84 
S.D. .93 .61 

All Medium 
Writings 
Mean 4. 37 4.40 
S. D. .73 .47 

TABLE 17 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR MEDIUM WRITINGS 

Tests of Wi thin-Subj ects ; Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Siq of F 

Within Cells 19.95 72 .28 

Grade .01 2 

o
 
o
 .02 .983 



TABLE 11 

COMPARISON OF RATINGS BY GRADE LEVEL 
ON POOR WRITINGS 

57 

Eighth 
Graders 

Tenth 
Graders 

Narrative 
Mean 3.66 3.63 
S.D. 1. 84 .64 

Classif icatory 
Mean 3.54 3.53 
S.D. 1.02 .75 

Descriptive 
Mean 3.76 4.05 
S.D. 1.20 .80 

All Poor 
Writings 

Mean 3.65 3.73 
S.D. .86 .55 

TABLE 18 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR POOR WRITINGS 

Tests of Within-Subiects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Sig of F 

Within Cells 36. 59 72 .51 

Grade .65 2 .33 .64 .528 
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Comparison of ABle Readers' and Teachers' Evaluation of 

Writings in Three Modes 

Hypothesis five, in null form, stated that there would 

be no difference in mean scores in how able readers and 

teachers evaluated good, medium and poor peer writings in 

three modes. This hypothesis was evaluated separately for 

each level of writing (good, medium, poor). 

To test hypothesis five, a difference score was 

calculated for each student's rating of each writing sample. 

The difference score represents the absolute difference 

between the student's evaluation and the average of the 

three teachers' evaluation of that writing sample. 

Good Writings. Table 19 presents the means and standard 

deviations of the difference scores on good writings for 

able readers. An ANOVA to test if there was an overall 

difference between able readers' and teachers' evaluations 

yielded F=63.84, p<.00l. The null was rejected for 

hypothesis five based on good writings. 

Medium Writings. Table 21 presents the means and standard 

deviations of the difference scores on medium writings for 

able readers. An ANOVA to test for overall difference 

between teachers' and able readers' evaluations yielded 

F=140.66, p<.00l. The null was rejected for hypothesis 

five based on medium writings. 

Poor Writings. Table 23 presents the means and standard 
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deviations of the difference scores on poor writings for 

able readers. An ANOVA to test if there was an overall 

difference between able readers' and teachers' evaluations 

yielded F=l88.09, p .001. The null was rejected for 

hypothesis five based on poor writings. 

Summary. A significant overall difference was found in how 

able readers and teachers evaluate good, medium and poor 

writings. Thus the null was rejected for hypothesis five. 

TABLE 19 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TEACHERS' AND ABLE READERS' 
EVALUATIONS OF GOOD WRITINGS 

Narrative 
Mean .86 
S.D. .45 

Classif icatory 
Mean .77 
S.D. .44 

Descriptive 
Mean .89 
S.D. .82 

All Good Writings 
Mean .84 
S.D. .41 
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TABLE 20 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR GOOD WRITINGS 

Tests of Within -Sub j ects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Siq of F 

Within Cells 25.18 38 . 66 

Able Readers 42.30 1 42.30 63.84* .0001 

*p<. 01 

TABLE 21 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TEACHERS' AND ABLE READERS* 
EVALUATIONS OF MEDIUM WRITINGS 

Narrative 
Mean .83 
S.D. .47 

Classif icatory 
Mean 1.08 
S.D. .60 

Descriptive 
Mean 1.56 
S.D. . 50 

All Medium Writings 
Mean 1.16 
S.D. .39 
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TABLE 22 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR MEDIUM WRITINGS 

Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Siq of F 

Within Cells 

Able Readers 

21.69 

80.27 

38 

1 

.57 

80.27 140.66* .0001 

*p <• 01 

TABLE 23 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TEACHERS' AND ABLE READERS' 
EVALUATIONS OF POOR WRITINGS 

Narrative 
Mean 1.83 
S.D. .78 

Classificatory 
Mean 2.16 
S.D. .78 

Descriptive 
Mean 2.52 
S.D. 1. 22 

All Poor Writings 
Mean 2.17 
S.D. .80 
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TABLE 24 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR POOR WRITINGS 

Tests of Within-Subiects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Sig of F 

Within Cells 57.19 38 1.51 

Able Readers 283.10 1 283.10 188.09* .0001 

*p<.01 

Comparison of Less Able Readers' and Teachers' Evaluations 

of Writing in Three Modes 

Hypothesis six, in null form, stated that there would 

be no significant difference in mean scores in how less 

able readers and teachers evaluated good, medium and poor 

writings in three modes. This hypothesis was evaluated 

separately for each level of writing (good, medium, poor). 

To test hypothesis six, a difference score was 

calculated for each student's rating of each writing sample. 

The difference score represents the absolute difference 

between the student's evaluation and the average of the 

three teachers' evaluation of that writing sample. 

Good Writings. Table 25 presents the means and standard 

deviations of the difference scores for good writings for 

less able readers. An ANOVA to test if there was an overall 

difference between less able readers' and teachers' 
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evaluations yielded F=85.34, p<.00l. The null was rejected 

for hypothesis six based on good writings. 

Medium Writings. Table 27 presents the means and standard 

deviations of the difference scores for medium writings for 

less able readers. An ANOVA to test if there was an overall 

difference between less able readers' and teachers' 

evaluations yielded F=207.19, p<.001. The null was rejected 

for hypothesis six based on medium writings. 

Poor Writings. Table 29 presents the means and standard 

deviations of the difference scores for poor writings for 

less able readers. An ANOVA to test if there was an overall 

difference between less able readers' and teachers' 

evaluations yielded F=289.25, p<.001. The null was rejected 

for hypothesis six based on poor writings. 

Summary. A significant overall difference wsa found in how 

less able readers and teachers evaluate good, medium and 

poor writings. Thus, the null was rejected for hypothesis 

six. 
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TABLE 25 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TEACHERS' AND LESS ABLE READERS1 

EVALUATIONS OF GOOD WRITINGS 

Narrative 
Mean .93 
S.D. .59 

Classif icatory 
Mean .95 
S.D. . 66 

Descriptive 
Mean 1.02 
S.D. .74 

All Good Writings 
Mean .97 
S.D. .52 

TABLE 26 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR GOOD WRITINGS 

Tests of Between-Sub" ects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Siq of F 

Within Cells 

Less Able Readers 

25.18 

56.55 

38 

1 

.66 

56.55 85.34* .0001 

*p<. 01 
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TABLE 27 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TEACHERS' AND LESS ABLE READERS 
EVALUATIONS OF MEDIUM WRITINGS 

Narrative 
Mean 1.23 
S.D. .57 

Classificatory 
Mean 1.26 
S.D. .51 

Descriptive 
Mean 1.72 
S.D. .71 

All Medium Writings 
Mean 1.40 
S.D. .48 

TABLE 28 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR MEDIUM WRITINGS 

Tests of Between-Subiects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Sig of F 

Within Cells 21.69 38 .57 

Less Able Readers 118.24 1 118.24 207.19* .0001 

*p<. 01 
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TABLE 29 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TEACHERS' AND LESS ABLE READERS' 
EVALUATIONS OF POOR WRITINGS 

Narrative 
Mean 2.14 
S.D. .82 

Classificatory 
Mean 2.24 
S.D. .99 

Descriptive 
2.80 Mean 2.80 

S.D. .74 

All Poor Writings 
Mean 2.39 
S.D. .60 

TABLE 30 

ANOVA SUMMARY FOR POOR WRITINGS 

Tests of Between-Sub; jects Effects 

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Siq of F 

Within Cells 

Less Able Readers 

57.19 

343.54 

38 

1 

1.51 

343.54 228.25* .0001 

*p <• 01 
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Summary of Quantitative Data 

Hypotheses One to Four 

No significant differences were found in ratings of 

good, medium and poor writings between able and less able 

readers. No significant differences were found in ratings 

of good, medium and poor writings between eighth and tenth 

graders. No interactions between grade and more, or between 

ability and mode were found in ratings of good, medium and 

poor writings. 

Hypotheses Five and Six 

Both able and less able readers differ significantly 

from teachers in ratings they assigned to good, medium 

and poor writings. 

Students rated the good writings lower than teachers 

but rated medium and poor writings higher than teachers. 

Student ratings were clustered and overall higher than 

teacher ratings. Teacher ratings were more widely spread 

and balanced in reference to the midpoint of the rating 

scale. 

Descriptive Comparison of Evaluation Criteria 
Used by Students and Teachers 

Introduction 

Educators who have done research in writing (Moffett, 

1969, Macrorie, 1970) have argued that peers should have the 

responsibility of responding to and evaluating students' 
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writings. 

Hilgers (1984, 1986) , in studies with young children, 

and Newkirk (1984), in studies with college students, have 

found that all students frequently use different criteria 

than teachers in evaluating writing. Teachers generally 

respond objectively to elements of the text, while students 

respond in a more personal, subjective way. Quality of 

writing may bear no relationship to whether or not they like 

^ piece. This section deals with a comparison of the range 

of criteria responses used by students and teachers in 

evaluating good, medium and poor quality writings in 

narrative, classificatory and descriptive modes. 

Practice Session 

Since the students who participated in the study 

were not familiar with general impression scoring to 

evaluate writing, they were given a short practice session 

before the study. Materials used in the practice session 

were student generated writings (Appendix C). The aims and 

purpose of the writings were discussed. Instructions were 

to give each writing a number rating from 1 (low) to 6 

(high) and to make a brief comment about why they rated 

the piece as they did. 

After the writings were evaluated, degree of consensus 

was evidenced through a show of hands. Reasons for rating 

the papers were elicited from the group to form a possible 
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basis for criteria in evaluating writings in the study. The 

responses were discussed and written on the chalkboard 

(Figure 1 and 2). Though these comments were not referred 

to by the examiner or students, they were left on the 

chalkboard during the actual study. 

The range of responses elicited during the practice 

session were categorized according to Newkirk (1984) as 

text based and subjective. Text based responses are 

objective comments that refer to elements of the text, 

such as information, details, development, structure, and 

appropriateness of aim and purpose. Subjective responses 

make assumptions about the author as a writer, cause the 

reader to identify directly with the topic, or relate to 

similar experiences. 

Classification of descriptive data 

Since there was no general agreement among student 

raters as to what constituted good, medium and poor 

writing, writings are grouped on the basis of teachers' 

evaluations. This type of classification made sense for 

ease of reporting, since there was consensus among teachers 

and lack of consensus among students. 

Comments were classified according to Newkirk (1984) 

as text based and subjective. Since comments ranged from 

positive to negative for all levels of writing, they are 

listed as they were noted on each writing. The range of 
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FIGURE 1 

PRACTICE SESSION RESPONSES - Eighth Grade 

Text based responses 

Content 

Organization 

Appropriateness 

Language 

Mechanics 

descriptive 
good definitions 
good explanations 
good examples 
lots of information 
lots of detail 
needs more description 
needs more explanation 
needs more information 
needs more detail 

organized 
in depth 
too long 

answered assignment 
didn't stay on topic 

good word choice 
good beginning 
poor ending 
poor sentence structure 
run-on sentences 

too many paragraphs 
needs longer paragraphs 

Subjective responses 

Assumptions 

Personal Reaction 

too many opinions 
showed effort 
enthusiastic 

exciting 
informative 
sentences don't make sense 

Persuasion disagree with facts 
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FIGURE 2 

PRACTICE SESSION RESPONSES - Tenth Grade 

Text based responses 

Content 

Organization 

Appropriateness 

Language 

Mechanics 

lots of facts 
lots of details 
lots of explanations 
lots of examples 
needs more facts 
needs more details 
needs more explanations 
needs more examples 

flowed together 

didn't answer assignment 

bland vocabulary 
poor ending 
run-on sentences 
inappropriate language 
poor sentence structure 
short choppy sentences 

good paragraphs 
poor paragraphs 

qnhipphive responses 

too many opinions Assumptions 

Personal Reaction worded to catch attention 
too factual 
creative 
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comments precede each piece of writing. There are two sets 

of writings, on parallel topics, in narrative, 

classificatory and descriptive modes. Each set of writings 

contains two pieces, evaluated as poor, medium and good by 

teacher raters (Appendix D). 

Appendix D1 contains a set of narrative compositions 

written by ninth graders. The topic for this set was "alien 

in a grocery store." Included in this set are two good, two 

medium, and two poor examples of writing, as rated by 

teachers. These writings were also evaluated by eighth and 

tenth grade students. 

Appendix D2 contains a second set of narrative 

compositions written by ninth graders. The topic for this 

set was "problems of a new student." Included in this set 

are two good, two medium, and two poor examples of writing, 

as rated by teachers. These writings were also evaluated by 

eighth and tenth grade students. 

Appendix D3 contains a set of classificatory 

compositions written by ninth graders. The topic for this 

set was "television programs." Included in this set are 

two good, two medium, and two poor examples of writing, as 

rated by teachers. These writings were also evaluated by 

eighth and tenth grade students. 

Appendix D4 contains a second set of classificatory 

compositions written by ninth graders. The topic for this 
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set was "school subjects." Included In this set are two 

good, two medium, and two poor examples of writing, as 

rated by teachers. These writings were also evaluated by 

eighth and tenth grade students. 

Appendix D5 contains a set o£ descriptive compositions 

written by ninth graders. The topic for this set was "a 

favorite place." Included in this set are two good, two 

medium, and two poor examples of writing, as rated by 

teachers. These writings were also evaluated by eighth and 

tenth grade students. 

Appendix D6 contains a set of descriptive compositions. 

The topic for this set was "a famous person." Included in 

this set are two good, two medium, and two poor examples of 

writing, as rated by teachers. These writings were also 

evaluated by eighth and tenth grade students. 

Narrative Writings 

The purpose of the assignment "alien in a grocery 

store" (Appendix Dl) was to elicit a fictional narrative, 

indicating awareness of narrative structure, setting, event 

and resolution. All writings contain at least one element 

of a narrative, the setting. Lack of length caused lack of 

development and detail. Some students rated writings low 

because they were not realistic and did not seem true to 

life. Students liked writings rated "good" for subjective 

reasons such as the "alien found a friend" or the writer 
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"put himself in the alien's place." Teachers consistently 

used objective comments, referring to elaboration and 

development, while students used text based and subjective 

comments. Writings rated good elicited more subjective 

comments than those rated poor and medium. 

The second set of narrative writings, "problems of a 

new student" (Appendix D2) elicited many subjective 

responses, on all levels of quality, indicating students 

had or suspected they could have similar experiences. They 

identified readily with the experiences and feelings written 

about. They related directly to knowing other students can 

feel frightened or sad. Though the students were instructed 

to write a story, narrative structure, except for setting, 

was not used. 

Teachers referred to lack of story structure, but 

students did not comment on its absence. Very short 

writings were cited for lack of detail and ideas by 

students and teachers, but students liked them for the 

feelings they conveyed. This set of writings elicited more 

subjective comments than the others because of 

identification with the experience and the feelings. 

massificatorv Writings 

Classificatory writing for this assignment required 

the grouping of characteristics of two similar items and 

giving supporting reasons for a preference. 
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Ten of the writings on "television programs" or "school 

subjects" answered the assignment adequately. When writings 

addressed the assignment, teachers rated them good. Lack of 

length made for lack of development and explanation. 

In the writings on "television programs" (Appendix D3) 

teacher raters consistently referred to the failure to write 

to the topic, while students commented on this, they also 

responded to the writer's choice of program. If they did 

not like the program, they did not like the writing. They 

also took objection to the writer's tone when an opinion was 

strongly stated. 

In the second set of writings, on "school subjects" 

(Appendix D4), teacher raters commented on the lack of 

development, as did student raters, but students also made 

personal reaction comments. 

Classificatory writings yielded fewer subjective 

responses than narrative and descriptive writings. Neither 

teachers nor students commented on the confusion of school 

"activities" with school "subjects" as selected topics for 

writing. 

Descriptive Writings 

Descriptive writing appeals naturally to the senses. In 

addition to physical detail it should convey a sense of 

feeling. 

In the writings about "a favorite place" (Appendix D5) 
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teachers consistently made objective comments on poor and 

medium writings, citing lack of detail and elaboration. 

Students also commented on these elements, but they related 

directly to a place, stating "I like it too" and 'It s fun, 

been there." They also related to memories cued by the 

text, such as "I go visit family and have a good time like 

this person." The writing on the "Land of Oz» (213S2) was 

most controversial. Some readers like it because of the 

movie and memories of the movie; others disliked it, 

referring to it as childish and unrealistic. 

The second set of descriptive writings, about a 

"famous person" (Appendix D6), were the students favorite 

series to read. These writings were rated higher overall 

than the others. Student raters related to the sport, the 

team, without consideration for lack of detail and 

development. They especially liked the fact they could 

guess who was being written about. 

Teachers made text based comments, while students made 

subjective and objective comments. Good writings elicited 

more subjective comments than those rated poor and medium. 

Summary of Descriptive Data 

Student responses to each piece of writing ranged from 

positive to negative on all levels of guality across all 

modes. Teachers consistently used text based responses 

while student raters, in eighth and tenth grades, used both 
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text based and subjective responses. 

In both sets of poor narrative writings, teachers 

referred only to elements of the text, such as lack of 

narrative structure, elaboration, and development. Students 

referred to lack of details, information and description. 

In addition, students made subjective comments, such as 

"true, boring, told feelings, covers assignment, but is not 

interesting." 

In medium narrative writings, teachers again commented 

on lack of narrative structure and development. Students 

referred to lack of details and explanations, but they felt 

writings were "true, could relate to it, told real things." 

Good narrative writings were referred to by teachers as 

detailed, descriptive and well organized. Students 

mentioned detail, description and flow, but in addition, 

they made assumptions about the author's time and effort in 

writing. 

Students responded in a personal way to the set of 

writings about a "new student" since many of them had had or 

felt they could have similar experiences. 

In both sets of poor classificatory writings, teachers 

cited failure to address the assignment and lack of detail 

and development. Students noted lack of detail, 

description and explanation. Students added subjective 

comments such as "rude, boring, disagree with opinion." 
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Writings rated medium by teachers were noted for addressing 

the assignment and explaining a preference. Students noted 

lack of details and examples but included "followed the 

assignment but plain, make it more lively." 

Teachers' comments on good classificatory writings 

referred to detail, contrast and support of opinion. 

Students noted good writings got to the point, but added 

"spunky, was good like a conversation, was written like an 

assignment, not a letter to a friend. 

Classificatory writings elicited the fewest subjective 

responses from students, but they frequently responded to 

the writer's choice of subject, rather than the writing 

itself. 

In both sets of poor descriptive writings, teachers 

and students remarked on lack of detail and information. In 

addition, students made subjective comments such as "put me 

in a good mood, been there, that's what it's like." 

Writings rated medium elicited text based comments 

about detail and elaboration from teachers and students. 

Students added subjective comments stating "I like it too, 

it's fun." 

Teachers' comments on good descriptive writing 

referred to detail and use of language. Students mentioned 

detail and word choice. Students again made assumptions 

about writer's time and effort. They also stated, "It 
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brings back memories; it was personal; although it was long 

it was not long winded." 

Students responded in a personal way to both sets of 

descriptive writings. They frequently commented on the 

writer's choice of subject, rather than the writing. They 

enjoyed reading the series of writings on famous persons 

because of the immediacy of the subjects, rock stars and 

sports heroes. 

For teachers and students, lack of length was equated 

with lack of development, detail, illustration, and 

examples. Students assumed a longer piece of writing took 

more time and effort on the part of the writer. If they 

reacted positively, in a personal way or agreed with the 

writer's opinion or choice of subject they rated the piece 

of writing high. If they found it "boring" they rated the 

piece low, even though the writer addressed the assignment. 

The range and type of subjective responses are supported by 

research (Hilgers, 1984, Newkirk, 1984) that states student 

readers relate to experience, feelings and memories cued by 

the text. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to examine the 

relationship between reading ability in eighth and tenth 

grades and the evaluation of peer writings in a variety of 

modes, using general impression scoring. In addition, this 

study attempted to investigate differences in how students 

and teachers evaluate writing, and to compare the criteria 

used in varying levels of quality. 

The subjects for this study were 20 eighth grade 

students and 20 tenth grade students of particular reading 

ability, in regular English classes in a suburban school 

district, adjacent to a major metropolitan area in North 

Texas. Subjects were selected on the basis of reading 

scores on the Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum 

Skills and the California Test of Basic Skills. 

Materials used in this study were writing samples 

generated by ninth grade students in regular English 

classes in the same school district. Two sets of six 

writings on parallel topics in the narrative (N=12), 

classificatory (N=12), and descriptive (N=l2) modes were 

used. These teachers evaluated the writings on a general 

81 
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impression basis and made brief comments on their basis for 

evaluation. After a practice session with each intact class 

(Appendix C) students evaluated the writings on a general 

impression basis and wrote brief comments on why they rated 

the writings as they did. 

Six hypotheses were tested at the p<.05 level of 

significance. Hypotheses one and two predicted that there 

would be no significant difference in group means in how 

able and less able readers in the eighth and tenth grade 

evaluated peer writings on a general impression basis. No 

significant differences were found. The null was retained 

for hypotheses one and two. 

Hypotheses three and four predicted there would be no 

significant interaction between reading ability and mode of 

writing, and grade level and mode of writing, in evaluating 

peer writings on a general impression basis. No significant 

interaction was found. The null was retained for hypotheses 

three and four. 

Hypotheses five and six predicted that there would be 

no significant differences in means in evaluations of 

teachers and able readers, and teachers and less able 

readers in evaluating writings on a general impression 

basis. Significant differences were found at the p<.Ol 

level in the way all students differed from teachers in 

values assigned to good, medium and poor peer writings on a 
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general impression basis in all modes. The null was 

rejected for hypotheses five and six. The range of student 

ratings were smaller, clustered, and higher over all 

compared to teacher ratings, which covered a wider range and 

were more balanced in reference to the scale midpoint. 

Writings, on all levels of quality across modes, were 

examined to compare criteria used by teachers and students 

in assigning ratings. Responses were categorized as text 

based or subjective, according to brief comments made on the 

writings. Comments ranged from positive to negative on all 

levels of quality, across all modes. Teachers consistently 

made comments pertaining to elements of the text, while able 

and less able readers in both eighth and tenth grades made 

text based responses as well as personal subjective 

comments. Classificatory writing elicited fewer subjective 

responses than descriptive and narrative writing. 

While number evaluations differed widely, there was 

agreement between teachers and students on text based 

criteria used in evaluating writings in all modes. 

In narrative writings both students and teachers 

referred to settings as good beginnings. Teachers referred 

to lack of development and lack of organization; students' 

comments referred to wandering off the subject and flowing 

smoothly. Both commented on the need for more details, 

description, elaboration. 
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In classificatory writings, both teachers and students 

commented on lack of addressing the assignment. Students 

stated writings did not answer the question or did not 

follow directions. Teachers commented on good supporting 

points; students noted the writing "gets to the point . 

Where the teachers commented on "pleasant expressive quality 

of language," students referred to it as "good word choice". 

Students and teachers both commented on lack of detail, 

description and development. 

jn descriptive writings, both students and teachers 

commented on lack of detail, description, elaboration and 

use of bland vocabulary. Where the teachers stated it was 

"hard to understand relationships," students commented it 

was "vague". Teachers referred to "appealing language and 

sentence structure," students referred to "good word 

choice". 

While teachers and students did not agree on the 

evaluation of a piece of writing, in all modes, both 

teachers and students of varying ability and grade level, 

made comments referring to elements of the text. These 

comments referred to information, details, development, 

structure and appropriateness of aim and purpose. In 

addition, students made subjective comments. 
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Conclusions 

Due to time constraints imposed by the school district, 

the results of this study may not be as effective as they 

might have been using general impression scoring of peer 

writings with real teachers in real classrooms with their 

own students. 

Writing assignments were framed based on student 

knowledge in modes with which students had had practice. 

The guality of writing samples was generally poor. Students 

who generated writing samples were inexperienced writers 

whose teacher said she "spoon fed" them when they wrote. 

Writings were done in one fifty minute class period. 

Students worked alone with no feedback while writing. 

Although they were told to take the last fifteen minutes of 

the period for revision, they copied their original drafts. 

This is generally not considered enough time to produce a 

writing product of quality. 

The lack of significant difference in how able and less 

able readers in eighth and tenth grade evaluate peer 

writings indicates that less able readers are capable of 

evaluating peer writings. Less able readers in eighth and 

tenth grade are aware of text based language. 

Since there was no agreement in evaluating writing in 

all modes by students of varying ability and grade levels, 

results may indicate there is no relationship between 
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reading ability and grade level and the ability to evaluate 

a piece of writing. 

Though there was wide disagreement between teacher and 

student evaluations of writing, examination of qualitative 

data suggests reasons for these differences. Both teachers 

and students made text based comments. Teachers criteria 

for evaluation were: addressing the assignment, using the 

appropriate mode, a semblance of unity, and an adequacy of 

detail and elaboration. Writing that was correct m form 

was rated high. 

Students' responses indicated they were aware of the 

elements of text that should be considered in evaluating 

writing. In addition, they made subjective responses. 

Students reacted to the immediacy of the topic, to shared 

experiences. They responded to interest and enjoyment in 

reading. Quality of writing did not necessarily have any 

bearing on how they evaluated a piece. If they disagreed 

with the author's point of view, disliked the subject, or 

found a piece boring, they rated it low, even if the form 

was correct. As Newkirk (1984) stated, teachers and 

students come from different interpretive communities. 

The results of this study may be indicative of the 

students' lack of experience using general impression 

scoring, despite the practice session. There is a 

possibility that student boredom and fatigue became factors 
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toward the end of the study. Students were required to read 

thirty six short pieces of writing over two class periods. 

Student ratings were overall higher and more closely 

clustered than teacher ratings. 

The assessment of writing ability continues to be a 

difficult problem. Quantitative methods, while 

statistically reliable, are limited. A valid assessment of 

writing should include a human response to a writing sample 

(Charney, 1984). Most writings bring associations of past 

experience or memories thereof to the reader's mind. These 

associations play an important part in how writing is 

evaluated. As teachers, we are aware that we should use 

objective text based criteria in evaluating student writing. 

While eighth and tenth graders of varying ability seem 

capable of doing this, they also respond subjectively, 

relating to the subject rather than the text. 

Recommendations 

In considering the results of this study, in the area 

of application, it seems that further research on peer 

evaluation of writing using general impression scoring of 

pggj- writings by students would be worthwhile. 

The minimum goal of a writing program is for students 

to learn to write correctly in a variety of modes. To 

achieve this goal, students must have the opportunity to 
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write often, across the curriculum, and have a human 

response to their writing. Developing writing ability must 

stress the process, not the product. This can only be done 

by having the opportunity to write often and reflect about 

what was written. 

Because writing is a recursive process, evaluative 

decisions must be made at all the subprocesses. Peer 

input while planning, drafting, revising and editing gives 

the student writer a better concept of what writing is like, 

that it is more than taking ideas from one's head and 

placing them on paper. Evaluating peer writings as models 

can help the novice writer understand, internalize and apply 

goals, in his own writing. Peer interaction and evaluation 

can help to develop this type of language awareness (Tierney 

and Pearson, 1983), without putting an undue burden on the 

teacher, students can write about their lives and interests 

and improve their writing skills through peer response and 

evaluation. Beginning writers at all grade levels cannot 

distance themselves from their writing to determine if they 

have achieved their goals. Feedback through peer evaluation 

can help shape writing and indicate the effect of writer on 

audience. 

In addition to learning how to plan and evaluate "what 

I want to say" and "how I will say it" writers need to learn 

to organize and develop their writing so the reader has 
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enough information to "understand what I mean". Peers 

respond, individually and honestly, like private readers. 

Students from differing ability levels can effectively 

engage in evaluating peer writings. 

In addition to student-centered, self-expressive 

writing, students need to be taught the features and 

characteristics appropriate to specific modes of writing. 

Since topic and mode effect writing and evaluation, care 

should be taken in framing writing assignments. Topics 

should be broad enough to allow for choice, but open ended 

unstructured topics may result in writings on only one 

aspect of a subject. Aims should establish audience and 

modes. Cues should provide for content organization. 

Writing is judged, in part, by its effectiveness. 

Personal response is what a writer seeks. This is difficult 

for a writer to achieve with plain, generic writing. This 

type of writing elicits a comment such as, "It covered the 

assignment, but it wasn't interesting." In judging writing 

it is easy to find errors, but difficult to evaluate what is 

interesting. Students are taught to write to objective 

criteria, based on elements of the text. These are the 

standards used by teachers for correct writing. Peers 

respond to the voice, the feelings, the human purpose behind 

the writing. These are the criteria that make writing 

personal to them. Subjective criteria can be used as goals 
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in writing. That may make the difference between correct 

and interesting writing. 

Multiple criteria (text based and subjective) should 

be defined before a writing topic is assigned. Different 

criteria may need to be developed for different aims and 

modes. Students can be trained, through practice, to use 

these criteria consistently. These criteria may be used as 

standards in teaching writing, as well as for evaluation 

purposes. 

A study over a school year, periodically using general 

impression scoring of peer writings, along with small group 

discussion of evaluation criteria, might yield less 

difference in how students and teachers evaluate writing, 

and possibly improve the overall quality of writing in the 

classroom. Students from differing ability levels may 

effectively engage in peer evaluation of compositions. 
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November 1, 1986 

Dear Parent: 

This fall a small scale study of evaluating writing in 
eighth, ninth, and tenth grades will be conducted under 
the guidance of North Texas State University. Your 
permission is needed for your son or daughter to be 
included in this project, which will involve evaluating 
peer writings during thee class periods. 

The writing and evaluating that the students will do is 
a typical kind of classroom assignment. The 
Carrollton-Farmers Branch Independent School District 
has approved the project, and is interested in overall 
results of the study to improve classroom practices in 
the teaching of writing. However, teachers will not 
know the results of the individual students' 
performances, and in no way will the results affect 
grading. 

If you agree to let your son or daughter participate, 
please sign and return the form below. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Elaine Peters 
North Texas State University 

Please detach and return to the teacher, 

I give my permission for to 
student's name 

participate in the writing evaluation project. 

parent1s name 

date 
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The following writing materials used in the study are 

based on Kinneavy's (1969, 1970) modes and aims of 

discourse. 

Informative narrative - the writer refers to a 

procedure, relating by sequential steps, how that procedure 

is carried out. 

1. Write a short story, to read to your class, about 

some of the problems a new student might experience on the 

first day in a new class in a new school. 

2. Write a short story, to read to your class, about 

a being from another planet who visits a grocery store in 

your neighborhood for the first time. Write about some of 

the problems the being might experience at the store. 

Informative descriptive - the writer describes the 

attributes of a specific item. 

1. Write a short article, for your school newspaper, 

about a favorite place to visit. Describe it so that your 

readers might want to visit the place. 

2. Write a short article for your school newspaper, 

describing someone well known in sports, entertainment or 

literature whom you would like to meet. See if your readers 

can guess who it is. 

Informative classificatory - the writer groups 

attributes of items by comparison and contrast. 
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1. Think about two school subjects you like. Write 

to a new student in your school and tell why you think one 

subject is better than the other. 

2. Think about two television programs you like. 

Write a letter to a friend and tell why one program is 

better than the other. 
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DIRECTIONS FOR STUDENTS 

We are going to evaluate some compoisitons written by-

students like yourselves just as your compositions are 

evaluated on the TEAMS tests. 

Let's do a practice together. The top sheet states 

the purpose of the writing assignment. Read each of these 

numbered pieces of writing quickly to get a general feeling 

about each one. Do not make any corrections. After you 

have read each piece, put it in a pile on your desk. Make 

a pile for those you thought were well written, poorly 

written and those that fall somewhere in between. We are 

going to rank them - compare them to each other. 

Rate each paper on a scale of 1 (low, poorly written) 

to 6 (high, well written). Use the l's and the 6's if you 

feel the paper deserves it. Your rating will not effect 

anybody's grade, so rate them as you feel. There is not 

right or wrong grade. You decide. 

1. Write the number grade on each paper. 

2. Write a word, short phrase about what 

you like or didn't like about the paper. 

3. Make a brief suggestion (a phrase) as 

to how the paper could be improved. 

Any questions? 
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After the students work independently, we will discuss 

how and why papers were ranked. Reasons for rating will be 

written on the board to form a basis for scoring. 
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DIRECTIONS FOR TEACHERS 

We are gong to evaluate some ninth grade writings in 

three different modes on a general impression basis, using 

a scale of 1 (low) to 6 (high). 

Let's do a practice first. The top sheet states the 

purpose of the assignment. Read each of these numbered 

pieces quickly to get a general impression. Do not make 

corrections. After you have read each piece, put it in 

a pile for well written, poorly written, and those that fall 

somewhere between. We are going to rank them - compare them 

to each other. 

Rate each paper on a scale of 1 (low, poorly written) 

to 6 (high, well written). Use the entire range of the 

scale. 

1. Write the number grade on each paper. 

2. Write a word or short phrase about what 

you liked or didn't like about the paper. 

3. Make a brief suggestion for improvement. 

After the teacher raters have read and rated the papers 

we will discuss how and why the papers were ranked in order 

to arrive at a consensus needed to evaluate the ninth grade 

writings. 
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PRACTICE MATERIALS 

The students were given three articles to read about the 
history and development of rodeos in our country and all 
over the world. The articles described various events in 
the rodeo. 

The assignment was to write a report, in the usual manner, 
telling about rodeos to a new Texan who has never been to a 
rodeo. 

2000 

Rodeo, meaning "roundup," is a dangerous sport 
combining the skills of cowboys and cowgirls. It is one of 
the Texas traditions which accompany such big events. 

People compete with others in many different events, 
such as bareback bronc riding, calf roping, bull riding, and 
steer wrestling. These events are difficult, depending on 
how good one is in an event. 

Men and women both compete. The men riders risk their 
lives on much more difficult events than the women do. Not 
only adults but teenagers compete in all rugged events the 
adults do. 

The rodeos also include other types of entertainment, 
such as trick riding, fancy roping, clowns, and horse acts. 

Residents all over Texas are much aware of the event. 
People from other states come to Texas to join the fun. 

Rodeos have become a very popular sport. Each year 
about 580 of them are held all around the United States and 
Canada. The rodeo is a big tradition. I hope it carries on 
through Texas history. 
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PRACTICE MATERIALS 

The students were given three articles to read about the 
history and development of rodeos in our country and all 
over the world. The articles described various events in 
the rodeo. 

The assignment was to write a report, in the usual manner, 
telling about rodeos to a new Texan who has never been to a 
rodeo. 

4850 

For people who don't know anything about rodeos: Some 
people think they are fun. If you really want to fit into 
the crowd and not look like a city boy, you will need the 
followin' items: a good pair of country style cowboy boots, 
a nice lookin' cowboy hat, some Wrangler jeans, a 
button-down shirt (cowboy patterns), and, last of all, a can 
of Copenhagen (the choice is optional—depends on how much 
cowboy or cowgirl you want to be). 

Now the exciting part, watching the men and women ride 
the untamed horses and bulls. All of the excitement in the 
crowds and in the stables waiting for the gate to be opened, 
and when it is, the crowds go wild, and the man on the 
animal is holding on for dear life, and there are many more 
events, such as calf roping, where the man and horse work 
together to catch the calf and tying at least three of its 
legs together, and whoever is the fastest at roping and 
tying the calf wins a prize of some sort. 

Well, that's about all ther is to a rodeo. 
Good luck. 
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PRACTICE MATERIALS 

The students were given three articles to read about the 
history and development of rodeos in our country and all 
over the world. The articles described various events in 
the rodeo. 

The assignment was to write a report, in the usual manner, 
telling about rodeos to a new Texan who has never been to a 
rodeo. 

6136 

The rodeo is a long-time Texas tradition that started 
during the late 1800's as a recreational activity for 
cowboys after a trail drive or roundup. 

A rodeo is an event in which cowboys compete in 
demonstrating their roping and riding skills. Every rodeo 
consists of five main events. The five events are bareback 
bronco riding, saddle bronco riding, bull riding, calf 
roping, and steer wrestling. In addition to these events, a 
rodeo sometimes includes contract acts. Contract acts are 
the entertainment in a rodeo, such as trick riding, fancy 
roping, clowns, and dog acts. Usually a queen is chosen for 
the rodeo. 

Rodeos started in the western United States over one 
hundred years ago. Cowboys would compete against each other 
for fun after their work had been finished. Some cowboys 
chose rodeo as a profession. Eventually, the rodeo became a 
spectator sport. Then, in 1936, the Professional Rodeo 
Cowboys Association was formed. This association made the 
rules and procedures for rodeos. The PRCE includes not only 
the cowboys but also all the professionals, such as the 
clowns, announcers, and contract acts. 

The rodeo has become a popular amateur sport to high 
school and college students. Organizations like the Little 
Britches Rodeo Association and the National High School 
Rodeo Association are for people in this age group. The 
rodeo has spread to Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. 

Today, rodeo is big business. Millions of spectators 
attend rodeos each year, and the prize money exceeds several 
million dollars. Every year, more than five hundred rodeos 
are held in the United States and Canada. 
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PRACTICE MATERIALS 

The students were given three articles to read about the 
history and development of rodeos in our country and all 
over the world. The articles described various events in 
the rodeo. 

The assignment was to write a report, in the usual manner, 
telling about rodeos to a new Texan who has never been to a 
rodeo. 

9842 

The rodeo is one of Texas' big events. Cowboys and 
cowgirls do their own special thing the learned. There is 
bronco riding, bull riding, calf roping, and steer wrestling 
for the boys. For the girls there is barrel racing, calf 
roping, bronco riding, bull riding and goat roping. 

There are all kinds of levels for a rodeo. There are 
Little Britches, National High School, College, and Junior 
Organizations. 

Different skills are required. In competition today 
you seldom find contestants who ride and rope equally well. 
They have to concentrate on one or the other. 

There are rodeos all over but mostly in the south part 
of the United States and Canada. They travel all around and 
show off all their skills and have fun. 
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POOR NARRATIVE WRITING 52162 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content 

Organization 

Language 

not enough 
description 
elaboration 
illustration 

did not answer 
question 
not well 
developed 

not enough detail 
not enough information 
not enough description 
not enough explanation 

poor ending 
did not answer question 
too short 
did not stay on subject 
seems unfinished 

good word choice 
slang 
short choppy sentences 
bland vocabulary 
inappropriate language 
boring word choice 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

dumb 
not real 
loved Martian's name 
don't believe alien 
would kiss checker 
funny 
boring imaginative 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

makes sense 
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Write a short story, to read to your class, about a being 
from another planet who visits a grocery store in your 
neighborhood for the first time. Write about some of the 
problems the being might experience at the store. 

52162 

Once upon a time there was a little buy named Fes. Fes 
came from a little planet just north of the moon. Fes 
didn't know any English. He only talked a funny little 
language nobody knew. The gang and I met him at the grocery 
store. He saw Mrs. O'Brien give Ellen, the checker a kiss. 
He thought that's how to buy food. So Fes tried it. Ellen 
ran screaming so loud it scared Fes right out of there. We 
were out front on our bikes and Fes ran right into us. We 
see him now and then. He says he will never go in there 
again. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 
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POOR NARRATIVE WRITING 07119 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content needs more 
description 
needs more 
elaboration 
needs more 
details 

good details 
descriptive 
not enough information 
not enough detail 

Organization 

Appropriate-
ness 

poorly 
developed 

good beginning 
stayed on subject 
too short 
simple 

not well put together 

does not cover topic 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal outrageous 
unbelievable 
humorous 
creative 
adventurous 
interesting 
covers assignment, but 
not interesting 
told not of problems he 
had, but of problems 
he created 
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Write a short story, to read to your class, about a being 
from another planet who visits a grocery store in your 
neighborhood for the first time. Write about some of the 
problems the being might experience at the store. 

07119 

It was Sunday night and I went to the grocery store to 
buy some gum and candy. I saw a light flash on top of me. 
It looked like a spaceship. As it landed a little green 
martian ran out and into the store. He started to eat 
everything in sight. He took a bath in the milk. He was 
also wrestling a frozen chicken. He started to throw eggs 
at people. As the people started to attack him he took out 
his gun and froze people, even me. When they got unfrozen 
everybody went crazy. Some people were soaked with milk. 
Some ladies got babies mixed up. He put the store manager 
in a basket and pushed him around so fast he got sick. As 
he was leaving he said he had so much fun he even took the 
store with him, but without the people. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 
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Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content descriptive 
not enough detail 
not enough description 
not enough elaboration 
not enough explanation 

Organization flows well 
good ideas 
too short 

Appropriate-
ness 

did not answer question 

Language worded to catch attention 
run-on sentences 
good word choice 
watch tenses 
choppy sentences 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions should not be written 
from personal point of 
view 
no enthusiasm 

Personal humorous original 
liked "baby powder" 
funny 
creative 
imaginative 
unreal 
confusing 
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Write a short story, to read to your class, about a being 
from another planet who visits a grocery store in your 
neighborhood for the first time. Write about some of the 
problems the being might experience at the store. 

10365 

As the spaceship was rounding the turn of Pluto, I was 
thinking about the field trip I was on and wondered if I 
would have any experiences to share with my family when I 
got hime to Ping 5. I was very tired and wanted to take a 
nap when out of the corner of my eye I noticed the planet 
Earth. The planet looks very small. Then I heard a funny 
little noise, it sounded like my pet. . . . jacket. The 
spaceship started to descend. The spaceship hit the dirt 
with a big crash. I was thrown out of the craft in front of 
a place called Kroger. I heard a big explosion and my ship 
was blown up. All my friends were gone, even some I 
despised. I wandered into this place called Kroger and 
looked for a radio. I saw the radio, it was called instant 
mashed potatoes. I called for help. A lot of things were 
moving around watching me. My Dad would pick me up in two 
minutes. I dragged around the store and noticed what they 
had. I saw instant rice and instant orange juice. This 
planet is underdeveloped. I went to another aisle and saw 
baby powder. Maybe this place is better than I thought. 
They sure are smart if they can make babies out of powder. 
I picked up the box and went home. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 
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MEDIUM NARRATIVE WRITING 24130 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content not enough description 
not enough detail 
not enough information 

Organization needs more 
development 
sense of 
narrative 
good beginning 

too short 
good beginning 

Appropriate-
ness 

did not answer question 
wandered off subject 

Language poor sentence structure 
like "see Spot run" 
vocabulary too simple 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions no enthusiasm 
not enough effort 

Personal 
Reaction 

humor very thin 
not enough emotion 
boring 
trying to be funny 
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Write a short story, to read to your class, about a being 
from another planet who visits a grocery store in your 
neighborhood for the first time. Write about some of the 
problems the being might experience at the store. 

24130 

I have landed on the third planet from the sun. While 
I was coming down from my spaceship I was hungry. I walked 
into a tall building that said natural food store. Then I 
walked to a row called vegetables. I began to try them. 
Some were sweet and some tasted sour. Some of these fruits 
did not make me feel good. I saw a big fruit that had green 
stripes on it. I ate the whole fruit. I was kind of full 
from eating all these vegetables and fruits. I did not like 
this planet. The taste was terrible. I will go and try 
another planet. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 
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Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content 

Organization 

Language 

descriptive 
good explana-
tion of 
relationship 
between alien 
and kid 

good setting 
good beginning 

descriptive 

long enough 
good beginning 

sentences too short 
improper language 
^ppr sentence structure 
define "show him the 
ropes" 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions 

Personal 
Reaction 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

good effort 

should react to alien 
realistic 
creative 
funny-
amusing 
imaginative 
liked it because alien 
found a friend 
"sour ending" 
funny, but not interesting 

kid would have shown which 
candy to buy 
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Write a short story, to read to your class, about a being 
from another planet who visits a grocery store in your 
neighborhood for the first time. Write about some of the 
problems the being might experience at the store. 

09429 

The day was dark and gloomy. There was a fog a half 
mile thick. It rained for one year straight. It was August 
6, 1999. There were few cars on the road because of the 
dense fog. Then, for no reason, the rain stopped, the fog 
lifted the sky was a deep blue. There was something very 
shiny in the sky, a flying object. Was it a bird, a plane? 
No, it was a spaceship. It landed in the parking lot of 
Kroger. A little door of the spaceship opened at the 
entrance of the grocery store. A "thing" walked into Kroger 
and stood there. It was black, white and red striped with 
long antennas and purple eyes. Everyone in Kroger, so 
stunned at the weather change, didn't notice the stranger. 
It walked to the baby care section, picked up a box of 
diapers, ripped it open and put one on his head. Then a 
little kid walks up to the alien, talks to him and begins to 
lead him around the store. The little kid assures him that 
he'll show him the ropes of grocery shopping and he does. 
The stranger couldn't understand anything the kid was saying 
but at least he found a friend on Earth and learned how to 
grocery shop the right way. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 



GOOD NARRATIVE WRITING 57056 
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Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content descriptive 
detailed 

good information 
good description 
good detail 

Organization organized flowed smoothly 
too long 
needs better ending 
good ideas 

Appropriate-
ness 

good long story 

Mechanics poor punctuation 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions took time to write it 
liked way you put yourself 
in alien's place 

Personal 
Reaction 

imaginative 
creative 

frantic 
humorous 
realistic 
funny 
interesting 
enthusiastic 
caught attention 
entertaining 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

doesn't make sense 
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Write a short story, to read to your class, about a being 
from another planet who visits a grocery store in your 
neighborhood for the first time. Write about some of the 
problems the being might experience at the store. 

57056 

My spaceship crashed into an enormous tree. As I 
walked out of my ship I saw flashing lights in the distance. 
I walked up to the building trying to open the doors. The 
flew open which was such a shock! I jumped back away from 
the entrance. This time I was clever, I snuck up on it. 
But every time I put my foot on this mat the door opened! I 
decided to go in. 

I couldn't believe all the noise! There were bells 
ringing, music playing and people talking on what looks like 
a box on a coily string. Why are they yelling into this 
box? You can hear them at the other end of the store! 

I began to walk around looking at the strange 
creatures. They were peach colored and some were dark 
brown. People were looking at me as if I was strange but if 
they every looked into a mirror they would be shocked. 
People were walking around with little cages with wheels on 
them. Inside these cages were objects. I have no idea what 
they were planning to do with these objects. I walked up to 
a counter where a woman was yelling into a box. It looked 
like they were taking things from the building in exchange 
for a piece of paper. I went to get one of my favorite 
sodas but they call it "Mop and Glow". Why do they call it 
that I wonder. I picked up a piece of paper from the floor 
and walked up to the counter. I tried to give them the 
piece of paper. But instead of giving me the drink they 
threw me out. I can't wait to get back to Zebiabaakoo!. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 
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POOR NARRATIVE WRITING 91567 
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Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content no details 
needs elabora 
t ion 

descriptive 
not enough detail 
not enough information 
not enough examples 

Organization not a story-
no story line 
needs develop-
ment of main 
idea 

too short 
good ideas 
to the point 
short, simple, plain 

Appropriate-
ness 

does not answer guestion 

Language narrow vocabu-
lary 

choppy sentences 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions 

Personal 
Reaction 

expressed feelings 

interesting 
boring 
informative 
realistic 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

This is me! 
told what it's like to 
be new 
It's sad when people 
make fun of you. 
gave impressions and 
emotions 

Persuasion true 



122 

Write a short story, to read to your class, about some of 
the problems a new student might experience on the first day 
in a new class in a new school. 

91567 

When I moved to Dallas from Wisconsin I had to go to a 
new school. Starting out at a new school when a person does 
not know anyone can be very difficult. I walked into a 
classroom, found a desk to sit in and sat down. The teacher 
asked me my name. I told him and everybody stared at me 
because of my accent. It was a very scary situation for me 
at the time. But I soon made many friends and they accepted 
me for the way I am. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 
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POOR NARRATIVE WRITING 46503 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content no detail 
needs elabora-
tion 
needs illu-
stration 

needs examples 

not enough description 
not enough detail 
not enough facts 
not enough information 
good detail 

Organization no story line 
needs to state 
problem 

too short 
good ending 
not organized 
poor ending 
vague 

Appropriate-
ness 

needs to tell about 
problem, not person 

Language poor sentence structure 
poor paragraph strucuture 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions put together in seconds 
sympathetic 

Personal 
Reaction 

not real gutsy 
boring 
How did person feel? 
He overcame problems to 
help someone else. 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

gave student's point 
of view 
I could see it happening, 
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Write a short story, to read to your class, about some of 
the problems a new student might experience on the first day 
in a new class in a new school. 

46503 

One day we had a new boy in our class. He was a good 
looking boy. He had brown hair and blue eyes. He looked 
like a nice person. His name was Jason. Jason had many 
problems the first day. He was late for class; he got lost 
in the halls. The students in our class laughed at him 
because he was new. They whispered behind his back. The 
next day he met another new student and helped him find his 
way to his classes and his way down the halls, because Jason 
knew what it was like being the new student. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 



MEDIUM NARRATIVE WRITING 53976 
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Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content needs elabora-
tion 

detailed 
descriptive 
good examples 
not enough detail 

Organization not a narra-
tive 
too many lists 

to the point 

Appropriate- use different 
voice 
express 
emotion 

doesn't answer question 

Language unnecessary sentences 
use broader vocabulary 
good word choice 
inappropriate language 
choppy 

Mechanics spelling errors 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

interesting 
informative 
very like real life 
boring 
That's not the way it is. 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

I've been through it. 
It sounds good. 
tells how to handle it 
makes no sense 

Persuasion not true 
very true 
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Write a short story, to read to your class, about some of 
the problems a new student might experience on the first day 
in a new class in a new school. 

53976 

Being a new student in a class or school is sometimes 
pretty hard to get used to. The main problem is not knowing 
anybody. In class nobody talks to you or may not even 
notice you. You also sit by yourself in lunch and have 
nobody to eat with. You may even be a good athlete and 
because you're new the coaches may not even notice you. 
After one or two weeks being in that school you will meet a 
friend. He might have lots of other friends and introduce 
you to them. Then you might be able to sit with them at 
lunch or play ball. Then you can become what is called a 
stud. If you let people pick on you or push you around, 
then you won't like the school or any of the people there. 
Then you will become what is called a nerd. Being in a new 
school has its advantages and its disadvantages. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestive for improvement 
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MEDIUM NARRATIVE WRITING 25976 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content needs more explanation 
descriptive 
good facts 
listed lots of facts 
listed lots of details 

Organization good illu-
stration 
of main 
idea 
tell more 
about 
problems 

wrong topic 
weak ending 
flowed together 
good organization 
followed directions 

Language descriptive 
vocabulary 

short choppy sentences 
good sentence structure 

Subiective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions told about self 
felt pity for writer 

Personal 
Reaction 

believable 
interesting 
dull 
entertaining 
creative 
told real things 
amusing 
informative 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

You can relate to it 
made good decision 
That's exactly how it 
happens. 
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Write a short story, to read to your class, about some ° f 

the problems a new student might experience on the first day 
in a new class in a new school. 

25976 

The first day of school I knew it was going to be a 
horrible day. I had just moved to town and didn't know a 
soul. My Dad called me down to the car, but I hesitated to 
look in the mirror and wondered if I would be accep e . 
Knowing I had no choice in the matter, I went down to the 
car in misery. My Dad dropped me off m front of the huge 
building and wished me luck. I would need it, because the 
first thing the office did was mess up my schedule. They 
gave me all tenth grade classes and I was m ninth grade. 
didn't mind the halls, but when I got to my classes I felt 
so out of place. Everyone else was talking to somebody and 
I was just sitting there. The teacher announced that I was 
a new student. The day couldn't have lasted any longer. 
The bell rang and I waS gone, but I know I'll have to come 
back tomorrow so I better make the best of it. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 
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GOOD NARRATIVE WRITING 76072 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content emotional 
content 

descriptive 
detailed 
good explanation 
listed facts 

Organization well 
organized 

answered topic 
flowed well 
long and good 

Language descriptive 
language 

sentence fragments 
combine sentences 
inappropriate language 
grammar errors 

Mechanics poor spelling 

Subiective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

humor 
talked about 
feelings 

too much like a sympathy 
story 
interesting 
realistic 
depressing 
make it more general 
exaggerates 
tells feelings 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

could feel what they 
were saying 
it could really happen 
describes feelings 
says what really happened 

Persuasion true 
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Write a short story, to read to your class, about some of 
the problems a new student might experience on the first day 
in a new class in a new school. 

76072 

This year was my first year at the high school. Since 
I iust moved here from California I'm trying to adjust to 
different things I've experienced. It was strange to walk 
in a school and know absolutely nobody. Instead of hearing 
people call my name I hear absolute silence but the 
commotion and racket that is going on around me! I felt as 
if I were in a bottle trying to jump out but slipping off 
t h.e s i ci e s 

The first couple of days I felt as if nothing was going 
right for me. I felt there wasn't a soul that wanted me 
around. I was in a fantasy thinking I was going back to 
California. Walking down the halls didn't make things any 
better. When you're trying to find B hall you run into E 
hall. A hall is impossible to find. In fact I don't 
believe it exists. After being a good twenty minutes late 
for my class I wander in telling them I couldn't find the 
hall, they just laugh at me! 

To me everyone acts different. They talk different, 
walk different, even do things for entertainment different. 
In class I never spoke to anyone. But now I'm able to. If 
you stick bad times out long enough they always work 
themselves out. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 
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GOOD NARRATIVE WRITING 14577 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content good illu-
strations 

detailed 
descriptive 
good explanations 

Organization good begin-
ning 

well written 

Language varied voca-
bulary-
varied sen-
tence 
length 

Subiective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions sounds like a passage 
from a story 

Personal reader 
sympathizes 
with 
character 

happy hopeful end 
good feelings 
unreal 
creative 
funny 
amusing 
good feelings 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

It happens to a lot of 
people. 
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Write a short story, to read to your class, about some of 
the problems a new student might experience on the first day 
in a new class in a new school. 

14577 

It was 9:07 a.m., seven minutes after the bell had 
already rung, he came sprinting into the room. I had never 
seen him before. He seemed to be a new student. From the^ 
back of the room the teacher told him to pick a desk and sit 
down. To my dismay, he sat down right in the teacher's 
chair. As the teacher looked up at him the whole class 
broke out in laughter. Quickly his face turned bright red. 
He began to play with the water faucet, which was the worst 
thing you could do besides spilling chemicals in this class. 
The teacher yelled at him from across the room. We began 
our lab work and he spilled sulphuric acid on the teacher. 
That was just the beginning. The hydrochloric acid we were 
working with blew up, thanks to him. He had the class in 
hysterics. From there on it was a disaster. He couldn't do 
anything right. But now, surprisingly, he is the top 
student in the class with a ninety eight average. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 
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Text Based Responses 

Students 

Content not enough detail 
not enough description 
not enough explanation 
unnecessary facts 
good description 

Organization does not stay on topic 
jumped from one topic 
to another 

wandered 
good letter form 
rambled on 

Appropriate-
ness 

does not 
answer 
assignment 

doesn't answer question 
doesn't follow directions 
part about movie is 
unnecessary 

Subiective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

realistic 

Ease of Iden-
tif ication 

couldn't make up mind 

Persuasion I disagree with opinion. 
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Think about two television programs you like. Write a 
letter to a friend, and tell why one program is better than 
the other. 

48235 

Dear David, 

How have you been. I am at school right now just 
wanted to see how you are doing. Are you still riding 
bikes? Well I am. Seen any good movies lately. Yesterday 
I went to the movies and saw "Soul Man". It was about this 
white man who wanted to go to a high class university. But 
it cost too much for him, so he takes these pills to make 
his skin black so he can get in at a cheaper rate. Go see 
it you'll like it. Have you seen that new show on 
television Sledgehammer? It and the Cosby Show are my 
favorite shows. But I think the Cosby Show is better 
because it deals with real life situations. Sledgehammer 
has to much nonsense. But Sledgehammer is funnier than the 
Cosby Show. 

Your friend, 
Ed 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 
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POOR CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 52404 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content no details 
needs illu-
stration 

needs examples 

needs more detail 
needs more description 

Organization no contrast 
tells only bad 
points 

too short 
not developed 

Appropriate-
ness 

doesn't answer 
assignment 

answered assignment 
doesn't fit assignment 
just wrote about one 
program 

Language bland vocabulary 

Mechanics put title in quotes 

Subiective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions impersonal 
rude 
don't be so cutting 
not enough effort 

Personal 
Reaction 

interesting 
boring 
I don't like that show. 
OK, but boring 

Ease of Iden 
tif ication 

gave opinion, not true 
fact 
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Think about two television programs you like. Write a 
letter to a friend, and tell why one program is better than 
the other. 

52404 

Christy, 

Hello! What are you doing? Me? Nothing really, just 
sitting here doing my homework and watching Little House on 
the Prairie. I could be watching The Dukes of Hazard, and 
It~rs on Channel 11, but I would rather watch this because 
it's more interesting. I 
watch a little orange car 
humping every single day, 
in it. What 
guess letcha 
thing. 

'm sorry, but it's not my thing to 
driving around dirt roads and 
except just with different people 

about you? Well, this is very boring, so I 
go now, so you can get back to doing your 

Heather 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 
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MEDIUM CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 22527 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content 

Organization 

Appropriate-
ness 

Language 

extraneous 
information 

needs more 
elaboration 
emphasize 
comparison/ 
contrast 

explains 
preference 
explicit 
needs more 
development 

answered 
assignment 

good description 
not enough detail 
not enough description 
not enough information 

straight forward 

immature 
followed assignment, 
but plain 
goes off topic 

good transitions 
poor sentence structure 
grammar errors 
incorrect word usage 
too many "so's" 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions 

Personal 
Reaction 

thinks about self too much 

boring 
bland 
not realistic 
liked "brand new spanking 
car" 

make it more lively 
don't like it 
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MEDIUM CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 22527 - continued 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

like it because it's 
different 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

I don't write my letters 
that way. 
like a normal letter 

Persuasion I agree with opinion. 
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Think about two television programs you like. Write a 
letter to a friend, and tell why one program is better than 
the other. 

22527 

Dear Jeff 

What's up! Not a whole lot here except trying to 
figure out what my two favorite t.v. programs are. Well the 
two I like are Miami and the A-Team. For one thing Miami 
Vice is a much more crime stopping program than the A—Team 
cause on Miami Vice every thing is almost real. But on the 
A—Team every thing is so fake. So Jeff just think if I was 
Don Johnson I could be rich, and own all kinds of 
outstanding clothing, and a brand spanking new car. 

Your friend 
Dennis 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 



MEDIUM CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 56420 
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Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content 

Organization 

Appropriate-
ness 

needs more 
illustration 

needs more 
elaboration 

gives clear 
opinion 

give reasons 
for prefer-
ence 
answer question 
tell why you 
like it 

good description 
explains, but uses 
statistics 

explains enough 
good facts 
good examples 
good details 

no beginning - just 
jumped in 

doesn't answer question 

Language 

Mechanics punctuation 

run-on sentences 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions too opinionated 
tells me what to do 
too critical 
shouldn't tell people 
what to watch 

Personal 
Reaction 

too negative 
very realistic 
told feelings out front 
true to life 
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MEDIUM CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 56420 - continued 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Ease of Iden- didn't seem like a letter 
tification to a friend 

Persuasion agree with opinion 
exact 
It's true. 
I agree. 
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Think about two television programs you like. Write a 
letter to a friend, and tell why one program is better than 
the other. 

58420 

Nick, 

You should watch the Cosby Show instead of Pee Wee 
Hermaan's Show because the Cosby Show deals with things that 
happen every day and Pee Wee's Show is senseless. Pee Wee's 
Show may make you laugh but it's not funny it's stupid. The 
Cosby Show is funny and real at the same time. It's about 
things that have happened to you or things that will happen 
to you. Besides the Cosby Show is the most watched show 
around. 

Your friend 
Wade 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestive for improvement 
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GOOD CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 81837 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content lively 
explains pre-
ferences 

detailed 
descriptive 
told why he liked it 
told about everything 

Organization supports 
points 

gets to the point 
flowed 
longer 
too short 

Appropriate- follows 
directions 
answered 
question 

Language slang 
good word choice 
too plain 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

Slowdown! 
spunky 
clear 
expressed feelings 
interesting 

Persuasion true 
agree with opinion 
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Think about two television programs you like. Write a 
letter to a friend, and tell why one program is better than 
the other. 

81837 

Kristi, 

Hi! Did you watch the Cosby Show last night? It was 
so funny! That's my favorite show. Everything is so real 
and easy to relate to! And they couldn't have picked better 
people to play the kids. Everything is so "familyish." I 
like Who's the Boss too, but not as well. It's really funny 
and all, but I think that it could have more meaning, know 
what I mean? It doesn't really seem to leave any definite 
message - like the Cosby Show. Well, I guess I'll talk to 
you later. 

Love ya, 
Rayanne 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 



GOOD CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 71048 
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Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 
Content good description 

good detail 
good examples 

Organization expressed 
clear 
opinion 
supports 
opinion 

good compari-
son/contrast 

didn't state preference 
good reasons 
good ideas 

Appropriate-
ness 

responded to 
question 
follows direc-
tions 

didn't answer question 
be more simple 

Language poor ending 
bad sentence structure 

Mechanics poor editing 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions you have no taste 
good effort 

Personal 
Reaction 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

don't like show 
boring 
talked about fun things 
repetitious 

written like an assignment 
not a letter to a friend 
didn't make sense 

Persuasion I agree. 
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Think about two television programs you like. Write a 
letter to a friend, and tell why one program is better than 
the other. 

71048 

J im 

What are you doing? Me, well I'm not really doing 
anything. What are your favorite t.v. shows? I'll tell you 
about two of my favorites. My favorite is Alf. Alf stands 
for alien life form. I like Alf becaue he is a hairy little 
alien who hates cats and acts like a little human. I like 
Alf because he is funny and his show is funny without all of 
the items the critics live on. My second favorite show is 
the new A-Team. Since it's new look, every show has been 
interesting and exciting. They have also had many multihour 
shows. I also liked the show where they let you vote on the 
ending. I like both of the shows but they are opposites in 
reality. Alf is a comedy which watch for fun. I watch the 
A-Team mainly for adventure and excitement before the 
weekend. Well Jim I've told you about my favorite shows. 
Now you write and tell me yours. If you don't write call me 
later. 

Bill 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 
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POOR CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 35605 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content needs more 
detail 

needs more detail 
needs more explanation 
needs more information 
needs more facts 

Organization 

Appropriate-

Language 

does not 
answer 
assignment 
avoids 
question 

needs 
transition 

incomplete 
needs better opening 
too short 
to the point 

did not answer question 
poor choice of subject 
wanders off topic 

bland vocabulary 
needs better sentence 
structure 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions 

Personal 
Reaction 

sounds like a speech 
talked about self 
just wrote about feelings 

I hate football 
realistic, but lies 
boring 
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Think about two school subjects you like. Write to a new 
student in your school, and tell why you think one subject 
is better than the other. 

35605 

Dear Angelo, 

In off season football I can work on my football skills 
and techniques. In wrestling I go to tournaments and 
compete. I will get faster, stronger and in good shape in 
both classes. But I prefer to play football. In off season 
I can work out as long as I want and become a better 
football player. 

Perry 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 
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POOR CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 95876 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content 

Organization 

Appropriate-
ness 

needs more 
elaboration 
needs more 
explanation 

does not 
explain pre-
ference 

needs to 
develop 
contrast 

vague 

not enough information 
not enough detail 

got point across 
poor ending 
too short 

didn't answer question 

Language complete sentences 
poor word choice 
bland 
slang 
contradictory sentences 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions 

Personal 
Reaction 

Why is science 
a blast? 

friendly 
encouraging 

Why is science a blast? 
enj oyable 
very real 

Persuasion wrong point of view 
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Think about two school subjects you like. Write to a new 
student in your school, and tell why you think one subject 
is better than the other. 

95876 

John, 

What is your class schedule like? Mine must be very 
similar to yours because we have the first and second period 
classes together. I hope we have some more classes together 
because Math is a whole lot of fun. We hardly do anything 
in there and everyone is so noisy you can hardly hear the 
teacher. And then there's Science. That class is a blast, 
when we have free time of course. 

Sincerely yours, 
Kim 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 



MEDIUM CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 73577 
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Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content 

Organization 

needs more 
elaboration 
needs more 
explanation 

explains 
preferences 

good description 
good detail 
needs more description 
needs more detail 

needs better organization 

Appropriate-
ness 

answered question 
poor reasoning 
poor choice of subjects 

Language pleasant 
expressive 
quality 

good word choice 
bland 
too short sentences 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions encouraging 

Personal 
Reaction 

boring 
off track 
clear 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

I don't like school 



154 

Think about two school subjects you like. Write to a new 
student in your school, and tell why you think one subject 
is better than the other. 

73577 

Dear Gilbert, 

How do you like our school? Out of Science and Band, 
Band is definitely may favorite. In Band the upper classmen 
treat me the same and even associate with me outside of 
class. In science class the upper classmen just laugh at 
freshmen. Also in Band I learn by doing something I enjoy, 
playing drums. In science it is not easy to learn because 
it is very complicated. I know you will enjoy Band much 
more than science and I hope your new year is a good one. 

Your friend, 
Amy 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 



MEDIUM CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 06990 
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Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content needs stronger 
support 

good description 
needs more detail 
needs more information 

Organization contrasts 
states pre-
ferences 

good compari-
son/contrast 

develop con-
trast 
set stage 

good comparison/contrast 
brief and specific 
doesn't flow 
needs better beginning, 
end 

Appropriate-
ness 

skipped around 
poor choice of subject 
didn't answer question 
followed directions 

Language good sentences 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

fun to read 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

I love swimming. 
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Think about two school subjects you like. Write to a new 
student in your school, and tell why you think one subject 
is better than the other. 

06990 

Amy, 

I was just thinking about which class I like better, 
swimming or band. During swimming class time the coach lets 
us do what we want as long as we stay in the gym area. The 
band teacher is extremely strict when it comes to talking, 
chewing gum, and anything else that might come to mind. On 
days we have swim the coach doesn't care what we do. The 
last swim meet we had wasn't even at the school. The think 
I like about band is the trips. This year we will be going 
to San Antonio for a contest. Over all, I like swimming 
more than band. 

Lisa 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 



GOOD CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 31662 

157 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content 

Organization 

good illu-
strations 
good examples 

good organi-
zation 
good contrast 
good letter 
form 

good description 
good detail 
good explanations 
good information 

too long 
good comparison 
needs better organization 

Appropriate-
ness 

answered 
question 
with good 
reasons 

talk about subjects, 
not teachers 
to the point 

Language poor grammar 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions 

Personal 
Reaction 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

unusual 
approach 

good effort 

boring 
not boring 

was good, like a 
conversation 
I hate school. 

Persuasion truth 
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Think about two school subjects you like. Write to a new 
student in your school, and tell why you think one subject 
is better than the other. 

31662 

Dear John, 

School is fun if you have the right teachers. For 
example, I have a highly self centered science teacher. 
This teacher is an ex-honors teacher who has been moved down 
to teach Introductory Science. She is single and flirts 
with her students, to a degree. She is very pushy. She 
will explain the daily assignments briefly and give the 
students the work. She also has no patience, might I add. 
She gives people detentions on their first tardy to class, 
and she gives one if a student does not raise his hand. 

My English teacher, on the other hand, explains the 
assignments for 2 or 3 days and let's us do examples. Then 
she will give us the assignment to do. She is married and 
likes most all her students. She teaches regular English 
and has much patience. She allows three or four tardies 
before issuing a detention. If someone switched my science 
and English teacher around then I would like science and not 
English. My opinion is it is all in the teacher as to what 
subject a student likes or dislikes. 

Rusty 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 



GOOD CLASSIFICATORY WRITING 33339 

159 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content good detail 
good information 
not enough information 
not enough detail 
not enough description 

Organization clear opinion 
good response 
to question 

good letter 
form 

good contrast 
with support-
ing informa-
tion 

to the point 
poor ending 
jumbled 
abrupt ending 

Appropriate-
ness 

good informa-
lity 

didn't answer question 
answered question 

Language good vocabulary-

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions don't offer advice 
puts classes down 
negative 

Personal 
Reaction 

interesting not realistic 
boring 
opinionated 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

told everything 
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Think about two school subjects you like. Write to a new-
student in your school, and tell why you think one subject 
is better than the other. 

33339 

Dear Shelly, 

How do you like high school so far? I love it! You'll 
get used to it. There are a few things you may want and 
need to know, such as what classes you should enroll in. If 
you can avoid taking U.S. History, go for it! The classes 
are long and boring and there is utterly no need for it. 
Instead of studying the past we should be working on the 
future. If you need an elective you might want to try 
General Drafting. It's new and it can help you in the 
future. This may be a good learning experience, so if you 
have the opportunity it would be a wise decision to enroll 
in General Drafting. 

Your friend, 
Nicole 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 
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POOR DESCRIPTIVE WRITING 93093 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content not enough 
detail 

good description 
detailed 
needs more information 
needs more detail 
needs more description 
needs more facts 

Organization 

Language incomplete 
sentence 
structure 

too short 
good ending 
poor beginning 

good adjectives 
good word choice 
words get good effect 
incomplete sentences 
needs more expressive 
vocabulary 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

Ease of Iden-
tif ication 

sounds peaceful 
creative 
put me in good mood 
enj oyable 
beaches are pretty 
repetitious 

make it a specific beach 
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TT • cVinrf article for your school newspaper about a 
^ i t e S p ° a c e a ^ i s i t . Lscrihe It so that your readers 

might want to visit the place. 

93093 

The beaches of Connecticut in the summer. When you 
walk aloncr the beaches of Connecticut in the summer you 
S L ^ a ^ o f the large homes along th;, heach The crystal 
. m ).p r nf the ocean is very beautiful and calm. ine 
seagulls walking along the beach help the peaceful feeling 
in ?ou come out. Connecticut is my favorite place to visit. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 
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POOR DESCRIPTIVE WRITING 12765 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content needs more 
detail 
illustrations 
examples 

good listings 
too many facts 
not enough detail 
description 
information 

Organization poor ending 
too short 

Language slang 
choppy sentences 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

Ease of Iden-
tificatoin 

didn't sound appealing 
keeps you interested 
been there 
repetitive 

That's what it's really 
like. 
I go visit family and 
have a good time like 
this person. 

Persuasion I agree, 
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wr-ifp a short article for your school newspaper about a 
f a v o r i t e place to visit. Describe it so that your readers 
might want to visit the place. 

12765 

My favorite place to visit is Houston. I like to visit 
Houston because I have aunts and uncles there. I go there 
every summer. Houston is very pretty b e c^ u s e . a^ouston 
of places to visit. One beautiful place to visit in Houston 
is Galveston Island. Another is Astro World. It has great 
rides to ride. Houston is a very good place to visit. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 
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MEDIUM DESCRIPTIVE WRITING 97336 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content doesn't explain 
needs elabora-
tion 

needs details 

good examples 
good description 
detailed 
lots of information 

Organization list, not 
description 

good beginning 
didn't answer assignment 

Language bland vocabulary 
poor sentence structure 
good word choice 

Subiective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions keep opinions out 
good effort 

Personal 
Reaction 

boring 
interesting 
repetitive 
clear 
Doesn't tell why you 
like it. 

Ease of Iden 
tif ication 

I hate San Antonio. 
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write a short article for your school newspaper about a 
favorite place to visit. Describe it so that your readers 
might want to visit the place. 

97336 

My favorite place to visit is San Antonio. I like to 
visit San Antonio because of the Alamo, the San Antonio 
Riverwalk, and the Tower of the Americas. 1 a to go 
during the night so that I can see the lights of all of the 
buildings. During the day I go downtown to the market with 
my Mother. At the market she buys fruits like oranges, 
aotJlesV pineapples, lemons and limes. After we go to the 
market we go 11 the Alamo. I like to go to the Alamo so I 
can see all the antigue guns and rifles. After we go to the 
Alamo we go to the Tower of the Americas. I like to go to 
the top of the Tower and look at the city through these 
telescopes that they have. After we go to the Tower of the 
Americas we go to the Riverwalk. At the Riverwalk we walk 
around until it gets dark and we go back to the hotel for a 
while and we go out again. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 



MEDIUM DESCRIPTIVE WRITING 54092 
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Content 

Organization 

Language 

Tpyf. Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

not enough 
elaboration 
needs more 
description 

bland 

good description 
lots of detail 
lots of examples 
lots of information 
needs more detail 
unnecessary information 

too long 
too many ideas 

poor sentence structure 
run-on sentences 
incomplete sentences 
good word choice 
bland vocabulary 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions 

Personal 
Reaction 

Ease of Iden-
tif ication 

keep opinion out 

kept my interest 
clear 
interesting 
loved the title 

It's fun, been there. 

Persuasion 
I like it too-
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Write a short article for your school newspaper about a 
favorite place to visit. Describe it so that your readers 
might want to visit the place. 

54092 

California Here I Come 

There are many places to go but my favorite place is^ 
California. It is no neat. You get to see Hollywood movie 
stars that live there. I had gone on my vacation. If you 
go by car it takes about two days and on plane about one 
day. The things you get to see are Hollywood Street, you 
see punk rockers, people dancing in the street, and Chinese 
theatre where they show the first movies that came out. 
There is a place like Six Flags but this is the original 
called Six Flags Magic Mountain. They have more rides than 
Six Flags and way bigger. They take you to see how the 
movies were made. You see how they did Jaws, how it's 
really little and how they use a robot Jaws. You pass the 
Beaver's house. Superman isn't flying, they have a big fan 
blowing on him. You can go into the Psycho house and see 
the grandmother at the window. There are lots of things you 
could do in California. Try visiting. You'll have a 
fabulous time. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 



GOOD DESCRIPTIVE WRITING 93969 
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Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content 

Organization 

Appropriate-

Language 

good descrip-
tion 

sense of 
pleasure 
derived 
from place 

descriptive 
good images 

description 
detail 
good explanation 
good information 

long 
off the subject 
needs better ending 
good beginning 

didn't answer assignment 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions 

Personal 
Reaction 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

good effort 
It was personal. 

real 
informative 
words caught attention 
didn't make sense 
made sense 
Although it was long, 
it was not long winded. 

makes you feel like 
you're there 
didn't make sense 
makes you want to visit 
"Leave it to Beaver" story 
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Write a short article for your school newspaper about a 
favorite place to visit. Describe it so that your readers 
might want to visit the place. 

93969 

My favorite place is in Rhinelander, Wisconsin. It's 
an old abandoned pump house on the shoreline of Lake 
Snowden. It is in the middle of a pine forest that seems to 
try to bury the earth in its needles. No one but my father 
and I know exactly where it is. It smells of pine needles 
and rotting wood. From the looks of it, it appears to be 
older than time itself. In front of the house is a five 
foot clearing through which in the morning I can see the fog 
lifting. When sitting on the end of the porch we can let 
our legs dangle over the side and into the water. My father-
showed me this place about five years ago and explained that 
when he was a child he would spend all his summer days 
around the pump house. Every summer we go to the pump house 
and just sit and think. 

One day when it began raining hard we ran beneath a 
rock that jutted out from the hillside to start a fire and 
keep warm. We began to big through a pile of ashes to f i n° 
dry wood. We found an old stone that's smooth all over and 
an arrowhead. It seemed we were not the first to visit this 
place. When the pump house would be just a pile of wood 
other adventurers would take shelter under this rock and 
find the jacknife my Dad left next to the stone and the 
arrowhead. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 
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GOOD DESCRIPTIVE WRITING 21382 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content descriptive 
detailed 

Organization altered a 
familiar 

didn't follow 
directions 
good ending 
well developed 

Appropriate-
ness 

good choice of topic 

Language good use of 
language 

run-on sentences 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions I can tell you spent a 
lot of time on this, 

out of ordinary 
not realistic 
childish 

Personal 
Reaction 

funny 
informative 
imaginative 

creative 
makes me want to go 
imaginative 
keeps your attention 
confusing 
cute 
dumb 
funny 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

doesn't make sense 
just about a movie 
loved the movie 
brings back memories 
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Write a short article for your school newspaper about a 
favorite place to visit. Describe it so that your readers 
might want to visit the place. 

21382 

The Land of Oz 

Oz is a wonderful place to visit. It is extremely 
colorful. There are a whole bunch of midgets there, hiding 
in the bushes, so don't be alarmed if one of them jumps out 
at you. He is only interested in how tall you are and how 
quick your reflexes are. They are real friendly. On yes, 
watch out for the wicked witch of the west, for your house 
will land on her sister, the wicked witch of the east. It's 
happened before, it might happen again. If she just happens 
to throw a curse on you, don't worry it's only a hoax. The 
lady is crazy and senile and she doesn't know what she's 
doing. Now, be sure to follow the yellow brick road. 
Actually, the bricks are gold, but let's not get into 
detail. Follow the yellow brick road will get you to Oz the 
"green" city. Along the way you will meet some very greedy 
people, the scarecrow who wants a brain, a tin man who wants 
a heart, and a lion who wants courage. Going to Oz will get 
you home safely. Everybody will get what they want. You 
will more-than-likely miss your balloon ride. So don't 
panic, just tap your heels together three times and say 
"There is no place like," and you will wake with everybody 
standing around you and you will have a minor bump on your 
head. So don't panic, it will go away. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 
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POOR DESCRIPTIVE WRITING 67412 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content needs more 
information 

needs more 
detail to 
build 
interest 

good description 
good clues 
not enough clues 
not enough details 
not enough information 
not enough description 

Organization nice and short 
to the point 
precise 

Subiective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Ease of Iden-
tif ication 

don't know a lot about 
baseball 
I hate baseball. 
I like sports. 
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Write a short article, for your school newspaper, describing 
someone well known in sports, entertainment or literature 
whom you would like to meet. Se if your readers can guess 

who it is. 

67412 

The person I'd like to meet is a major league baseball 
player. He is the only person who hit three home runs in a 
single game in the World Series. He did it on three pitches 
and three swings. Because of this they nicknamed him Mr. 
October. He is 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because _ 

Suggestion for improvement 
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POOR DESCRIPTIVE WRITING 69884 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content needs more 
detail 
needs more 
elaboration 
needs more 
information 

needs more 
description 

good facts 
explains well 
not enough detail 
not enough description 
not enough information 

Organization hard to under-
stand rela-
tionships 

vague 
too short 
needs to be longer 

Language good sentence structure 
poor sentence structure 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

don't like the team 
be more specific 
leaves you wondering 
don't know about football 
I like the Cowboys. 
hard to guess 
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Write a short article, for your school newspaper, describing 
someone well known in sports, entertainment or literature 
whom you would like to meet. See if your readers can guess 
who it is. 

69884 

This person plays for the Dallas Cowboys. He can run 
very fast and has made lots of touchdowns. He is a very 
good looking man in his early thirties. I would like to 
raeet because I would like to ask him some 
questions, such as what kind of car does he drive and what 
kind of house does he live in. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 
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MEDIUM DESCRIPTIVE WRITING 04711 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content active descrip-
tion 
I can see the 
person move 
good detail 
about action, 
clothes, 
physical 
character-
istics 

good facts 
good details 
good description 
good clues 

Organization flowed well 
poor ending 
ending specific enough 

Language poor grammar 
bad ending 

Mechanics poor spelling 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Assumptions Why is he your 
"idol"? 

Personal 
Reaction 

wasn't boring 
I liked that I could 
guess who it was. 
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Write a short article, for your school newspaper, describing 
someone well known in sports, entertainment or literature 
whom you would like to meet. See if your readers can guess 
who it is. 

04711 

The person I would like to meet is in one of the most 
famous groups in the world. He is a guitarist or shall I 
saw a wizard. He wears maroon knickers and a jacket like e 
British scoolboy. He has long hair and he plays a Gibson 
S.G. The whole concert long he is dropping, leaping, 
slamming into things. He shakes his head up and down and 
even skips around too. He is about five foot nine and has 
brown eyes. When you figure out who he is, you will know 
who my idol is. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 



181 

MEDIUM DESCRIPTIVE WRITING 18584 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content good detail 
too easily 
recognized 
from descrip-
tion 

easily guessed 
descriptive 
good clues 
good details 
good explanation 
enough hints 

Organization can visualize 
person 

poor ending 
too short 
literally told "who" 
it was 

simple 

Language too many short choppy 
sentences 

Subjective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

enj oyable 
creative 
easy clues 
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Write a short article, for your school newspaper, describing 
someone well known in sports, entertainment or literature 
whom you would like to meet. See if your readers can guess 
who it is. 

18584 

The person I would like to meet is famous because of 
his generosity. He lives far away and only comes around 
once a year if you miss him you'll have to catch him next 
year. Even though he's fat he slides down millions of 
chimneys every year. He brings presents and fills your 
stockings. He has a magic sleigh and reindeer that take him 
to every house on earth. He has thousands of elves to help 
him. He is 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 



GOOD DESCRIPTIVE WRITING 68379 

183 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content 

Organizatoin 

Language 

good descrip-
tion 

liked 
begin ning 

appeal 
langu 
and s 
tence 
struc 

good u 
langu 

xng 
age 
en-

ture 
se of 
age 

not enough facts 
needs more detail 
needs more description 
needs more information 

good opening 
too brief 

good word choice 
good sentences 
words catch attention 
good vocabulary 

Subjective Responses 

Teach^ rs Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

kept me interested 
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Write a short article, for your school newspaper, describing 
someone well known in sports, entertainment or literature 
whom you would like to meet. See if your readers can guess 
who it is. 

68379 

He was a mystery to everyone as he gracefully leaned 
against the wall, a cigarette dangling from his mouth. A 
very handsome young man, he had many talents. He was an 
excellent actor though he didn't have much chance to perform 
frequently. He drove an old Porsche. He was known as a 
legend in his time. He was tall and slender with a very 
structured face. He was . 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 



GOOD DESCRIPTIVE WRITING 62765 

185 

Text Based Responses 

Teachers Students 

Content many details, good information 
but no good details 
physical good clues 
description good description 
good descrip- very factual 
tion 
enough details 
to figure out 
who it is 

Organization flowed together 

Language poor sentence structure 

Subj ective Responses 

Teachers Students 

Personal 
Reaction 

can guess who it is 
informative 
I love rock music, 
written like a story 
enj oyable 
creative 

Ease of Iden-
tification 

It's true. 
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Write a short article, for your school newspaper, describing 
someone well known in sports, entertainment or literature 
whom you would like to meet. See if your readers can guess 
who it is. 

62765 

There have been many men who tried to get into and make 
it to the top of rock music. Rock music is hard to get 
number one records for because there are so many people 
trying to be in the field. In the mid 50's this person got 
to the to and stayed because of his active style on stage. 
After reaching the top he was always feeling down and the 
°nly thing inspiring him was his will to make people happy. 
This person loved his mother very much and mourned for a 
long time after she died. 

His friends were not very loyal to him when he was off 
making movies or in the army. was never 
really a bad influence for teens, but was despised by the 
parents for his over activity. When he was young he was 
very poor, but after he started singing he could have 
anything he wanted. He made over 100 gold records and 
countless hits at the box office. He was so popular as a 
singer you would have to stand in line for days to get a 
good seat. He was the "King of Rock and Roll." All this 
came to an end one tragic night in 1977. 

Rating 

I liked it because 

I did not like it because 

Suggestion for improvement 
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