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ABSTRACT

This study compared the proficiency level of M.8
students 1in writing topic controlled and free writing
English compositions and the extent of difference, if any,
in each aspect of the compositiohs which included content.,
organization, vocabulary, language use and mechanics. The
relationship between each type of test and the Cambridge
Test was also examined to confirm the correlation of the
two tests with a standardized one. Thirty two M.8
students taking the Arts Program at Satriwithaya School
were randomly selected from sixteen classes to write two
controlled and two free expository writing compositions.
The ESL Copposition Profile developed by Jacobs et al

(1981) was used as a rating scale.
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The findings of this study can be summarized as

follows :

1. There was a significant difference between the
proficiency level in writing topic controlled composition
and that in free writing at a confidence level of .05.
The results indicated that the proficiency level in free
writing wés significantly higher than that in the topic
controlled writing in these four aspects : content,
organization, vocabulary, and language use. There was no

significant difference in the aspect of mechanics.

2. There was a significant interrelationship between the
controlled writing test and the Cambridge Test at the .05
level in every aspect of compositions: content,

organization, vocabulary, language use and mechanics.

3. The correlation coefficient between the free
expository writing test and the Cambridge Test was
significant at the.035 level in all aspects of composition:
content, organization, vocabulary, language wuse and

mechanics.

This study suggests that the M.6 students’® writing
ability could be developed through the method of free
writing. To teach composition effectively, teachers of
English writing should provide the students opportunities
to write {freely as much as possible especially in
expository writing. Therefore, +this method should be
included as an integral part of writing activities in

writing courses at the upper secondary level.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Rationale of the Study

Writing is & process we engage in to understand
ourselves and also to make ourselves understood to others
(Hunghey et al: 1883). It is often supposed to be the
most difficult of all language skills in both first and
second languages. Since writing is so important a process,
what it is and how it is developed and evaluated has been

a subject for discussion and debate for centuries.

The emergence of the communicative approach in
the teaching of English as a second or foreign language
has among other +things led to a questioning of methods
employed in English composition classes. The traditional
belief +that students should undertake controlled and
guided exercises that are designed toc lead learners
gradually and systematically towards {free expression
(Byrne : 1979) is challenged in terms of its efficiency.
Root (1980) points out that the most important
justification for using controlled composition in the ESL
classroom lies in the realm of motivation. Moreover,
Byrne (1979) states that learners have to master written
forms of the language and learn certain structures. V¥hen
learners are sure they understand the model perfectly they
make a copy of the model composition. This will help

them learn how to write correctly in English (Baskoff 1871).

However, a proposal to replace the traditional
methods is a suggestion that the teacher should provide

students an early opportunity to find their own "voice"



and become independent writers (Hughey et al : 1983).
An intricate topic or complex subject control, instead
of being helpful, may turn out to be an inhibition (Heaton,
1988 : 148). Writing according to formula 1is a "hack
writing", therefore, the writing class should be a happy
anarchy giving students rich opportunities for any kind of
composition they need, either for real uses or for self-
expression (Winterowd, 1875). Consequently, it is time for
writing teachers to take seriously those who create
(Mandel, 1980},

Many studies have focused on framing of topics and
free writing. Research has been conducted to ensure that
a given topic will elicit a writer’s best work and that

topics used over time in testing situations will be

comparable. Such research is also important to
instruction, for if particular +%topic characteristics
consistently produce better writing, then those

characteristics incorporated into a treatment might help
to bring about increased proficiency. Some of the
research on framing topics are as follows : Greenberg
(1981), Brossell (1983), Metviner (1981), Woodworth and
Keech (1980¢), Kahn and Johannessen (1882 cited in Hillock,
G. 1988). Greenberg (1981) examined the effects of topics
which she differentiated as low or high cognitive demand
tasks and low or high experiental demand. However, it is
indicated that the actual differences among the topics are
minor. On the other hand, it is indicated that several
studies which wuse free writing as a focus of instruction
in their experimental treatments achieved significant gain
in contrast to their control treatments. The following
are some research projects on free writing : Moffett (19868),
Emig (1971), Myers (13983), Gauntlet (1978), Graves (1981
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cited in Hillock, G. 19861, Staton (1982), Hilgers (1981,
and Cummings (1981).

Most studies of free writing in the first language
are generated tn part as a reaction against presenting
specific topics, a practice believed to be inhibiting.
These include three writing project studies : Alloway et
al (1979) with grades 7-12 in Writing Preoject, ©Olson and
Distefano (1980 in the Colorado Writing ProJject and
Wagner, Zemelman, and Malone - Trout (1981) in the Chicago

Area Writing Project.

Since there has not been any research done in
Thailand invelving comparison of students?’ proficiency in
composing topic controlled and free writing composition,
it is interesting to investigate whether the topic
controlled and free writing methods would have any
difference for M.6 students in EFL composition classes or

not.

As both teaching and testing are so closely
interrelated, it is virtually impossible to work in either
field without being constantly concerned with the other
(Heaton 1988:5). Therefore, those resposible for
evaluating the proficiency of students for whom English is
a foreign or second 1language have felt a need for more
efficient, valid and reliable ways of assessing
communicative ability in writing. It has been
demonstrated that composition raters can provide reliable
and valid Jjudgements about the guality of students’
writing <(Jacobs et al 1881). Thus, a standardized rating
scale or ESL Composition Profile developed by Jacobs et al
1981 will be used to evaluate the students® writing

proficiency.



Since there has not been any previous study done
in Thailand on writing topic controlled and free
composition by using ESL Composition Profile as a rating
scale, the researcher would 1like +to {ind out whether
differences between the writing proficiency 1level in
uriting controlled and free compositions exist and if they
do, to what extent and in what aspect. The researcher
would also like to investigate whether the composition
test scores from controlled and free writing composition
separately correlate with those from the M.6 Trial English
Test conducted by the Supervisory Unit, Department of
General Education in cooperation with Cambridge University,
since this test also purports to measure the writing

proficiency of M.6 students.

Purpose of the Study

Based on the above rationale, this study attempts
to investigate and compare the profibiency level of M.6
students 1in composing topic controlled and free writing
compositions. In this present study, however, the M.8
Trial Test conducted by Cambridge University is included
to examine the relationship between the two types of test

and the standardized one.

Research Questions

The research questions that the present study

seeks to answer are as follows

1. To what extent does the students’ writing
proficiency level in topic contreolled writing differ from

that of the free writing and. if it does, in what aspects 7



2. To what extent does the proficiency level in
controlled writing correlate with that of the Cambridge
Trial Test, and if it does, in what aspects ?

3. To what extent does the proficiency level in
free writing correlate with that of the Cambridge Trial

Test, and if it does, in what aspects 7

Hypotheses

1. The proficiency level in writing controlled
composition of M.6 students at Satriwithaya School is
significantly different from that in writing free
composition in the aspects of content, organization,
vocabulary, language use and mechanics.

2. The proficiency 1level in topic controlled
writing of M.6 students correlates significantly with that
of the M.6 Trial English Test conducted by Cambridge
University in the aspects of content, organization,
vocabulary, language use and mechanics.

3. The writing prdficiency level in free writing
of M.6 students correlates significantly with that of the
M.8 Trial English Test conducted by Cambridge University
in the aspects of content, organization, vocabulary,

language use and mechanics.

Significance of the Study

1. The study would demonstrate to English
composition teachers of M.6 students at Satriwithaya
School the direction of instructional method development

in the future.



2. The findings will guide English teachers at
Satriwithaya School to choose valid and reliable rating
scales suitable for their students in order to increase
the effectiveness of their testing.

3. The study would reveal the writing proficiency
level of a group of Thai students in both topic controlled

and free writing composition.

Limitations and the Scope of the Study

1. This study was conducted in a class of 32
students who had been randomly selected to participate and
who had time schedules which made it feasible for them to
take part in the study.

- 2., This study aimed at comparing composition
ability which obviously involves expository writing tasks
since it calls for logical analysis. Besides, the
students are required to demonstrate their ability to use
written discourse effectively to Jjustify or give reasons.

3. The main study was done at the end of their
second semester of the 1989-1990 academic year in order to
ensure that students have adequate background knowledge or

information to do the composition task.

Basic Assumptions

1. It was assumed that students’ age, educational
levels, interest and time taken in this study affect the
students proficiency levels egually.

2. It was assumed that raters who were responsible

for the composition evaluation did not have bias towards
students.



Definitions of Terms

1. Writing Proficiency : refers to the students’
total score on 100 point
rating scales. Each
component is weighted
according to its
approximate importance
to written communication.

Content (30 points) :

Organization (20 points)
Vocabulary (20 points) :
Language Use (25 points):
Mechanics (5 points?.
2. English Compoéition : refers to expository
| writing tasks produced by
the subjects under +the
study.

3. Controlled Writing : refers to the writing task
of which a particular
topic was set by teachers.
There 1is a range from
providing aim (e.g
expressive) and content

to that providing aim only.

4. Free Writing : refers to topic that
interests students and
motivates them to
write about or give

reasons to.



5.

6.

SubJjects

Raters

"

refers to M.8 students of
satriwithaya School who
participate in the study
by producing contreolled
and free expository

writings.

refers to a native English
teacher, a Thai teacher
of English and a Thalil
with an advanced level of

English reading ability.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH AND LITERATURE

This study was designed to investigate and compare
the students’ proficiency in composing English expository
writing under topie control and free-writing. It was
necessary to gain background information by reviewing

related research. The following is a discussion on

1. Writing : Its Place in the Syllabus

9

Writing : Text Types and Styles
Level of Writing

Approaches to Teaching Writing in ESL Classes

g B oW

Evaluation of Writing.
1. Writing : Its Place in the Syllabus.

According to Raimes (1983), writing 1is not a
natural activity, all people have to be taught how to write.
Moreover, White (13887) also pointed out why writing merits
a place in the language syllabus. To begin with, it is
necessary for today’s world both for academic and
occupational purposes. Another reason 1is that it

reinforces what the teacher has been teaching.

"Writing lends itself to integration with other
activities in the classroom; thus, a reading activity may
lead to discussion from which a piece of writing evolves."”
(White 1987:259) White also states that writing remains
the comnmonest way of examining student performance in
English.

"Virtually all public examinations 1include a

composition. Furthermore, in the eyes of both parents and
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students, ability to write may be associated with evidence
of having learned the language. Consequently, it remains
a key to examination success. Since parents and students
can see what has been done and what has been achieved,
writing has high face validity.”" (White 1987)

This implies that the teacher may use writing as a
testing device, not necessarily to grade the students but
rather to provide feed-~back on what the students have
learned. 1In other words, students’® writing can provide
useful evidence of successes and failures in learning and
the teacher can diagnose individual as well as general
problems on the basis of the written work. Wwhite (1987 :
260) further states that writing is a record by which the
writers are judged by whoever reads what they have written.
Since the reader will Jjudge the writers by their style,
the content and the 1logic of what they have written,
writing demands care and thought. Moreover, Raimes (1983)
also states that as students write, they also have a
chance to go beyond what they have just learned or to
discover a new way of expressing their ideas. That is to
say there 1is a <close relationship between writing and

thinking.

2. Writing : Texi Types and Styles

Writing, according to White (1987), has a number
of different forms or types of message, with associated
conventions. Thus, conventions govern the form and style
of virtually any text type, from the informational note to

the formal report.
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White classified these types into twe main groups,
personal and institutionsal.

2.1 Personal text types include notes, telegrams,
postcards, personal messages, diaries and letters.

2.2 Institutional text types include advertisements,

instructions, public notices, business letters, catalogues,

forms, abstracts and summaries, reports and essays.
Pincas (1982:3) also offers a "Chart of Varieties
of Written English" <(see Figure 1} which gives some

indication of the vast range of activities for which it is
used : from writing for oneself ( White classified as
Personal text +types), where there are few conventions of
style, to largely impersconal written communication where

there are fairly strict formalities to be observed.



Figure 1 :
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The Chart of Varieties of Written English

{(Pincas, A. 1982 : 3)
—
Varieties of Written English
PERSONAL PUBLIC
GENERAL OCCUPATIONAL
Memory aids Publicsigns Classification Specifications
a Lists Notices Book indexes, record- Engineering plans,
-shopping Posters keeping, dictionaries, computer programmes,
-packing Captions recipes, catalogues, etc  patent applications, etc
-jobs. etc Recorded Committee Minutes Educational
-train t : ; . j
N information Advertisements Al'Rbjects
-reminders Eye-witness : — -textbooks, essays,
-~ b Personal accounts, etc Pm'm‘ wling l -reports, manuals,
- -addresses Instructions g Zojpaint, S -handbooks.
) -phone nos. and Messages secunity, customs, - encyclopaedias
-shop names a Receiver not iy, Eheaes: Note-taking
-book names insurance, bills, .
birthd present e By doctor, police,
-birthdays, etc -with products c dating. estate agent,
¢ Notes -to family, jergle g = ST, S dentist, etc
_dxafles . employees, Appl;catlo}r:s Legal
- e .
rec1p.es, c otheljs Letters, & character Contracts, law reports,
Study aids b Receiver present  references commentaries, instructions,
Lecture notes -in library A ('non-‘p.ersonal): court presentations
1 Summaries -lecture Orderls, Inquines, lsalc, Commercial
g complaints, appeals, etc
N.ew vc-f:abulary }glamtc (eg treasure bP PP Letters, reports,
< Diary (journal) B ) e records, announcements,
- .Letters (personal) Entertainment Speeches ! committee minutes,
Telegrams Word puzzles, .Sk'ts' Convemio_ns, pulbhc surveys, stock lists,
Interpersonal songs, cartoon jokes, meetings, interviews, €1C  inventories, bills,
Invitations, BRES. 1€ Notice Board items receipts, etc
condolences, Speeches (personal) Questionnaires
thanks, birthday cards, Drama Public Information Market research, medical,
Christmas & Easter cards, | Theatre, opera, film g Tourist census, etc
Valentines, etc {Auto)biography b Banking Advertising
Fiction (including 2 };:?;gﬁ:tm Newspaper, radio, TV,
comics) . poster, leaflets,
P ds -sport brochures
oelry and Songs -headlines .
Journalism
Menus -weather :
-news Interviews
: a Articles
-science, etc obituary
e Government political
~statutes -horoscopes, etc
-regulations, etc b Reviews
-theatre
- -book
: -records
-film
-concert, etc
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Pincas (1982 : 63) lists four major traditional
styles of writing, namely narrative, description,
exposition and argument. She explains that narrative

represents a sequence of events; description gives an
account of the features of things, people and concepts;
exposition outlines and details factual information; and
argument represents one or more approaches to issues and
problems. She further states that although it is better
to teach these styles separately, most writing probably
consists of a mixture of two or more of them. For
instance, academic writing sometimes not only requires
exposition énd argument but also narrative (to give the
order of Thistorical eventlts) and description (of pecpe in
history or objects in science). Journalism accémmodates
all styles : narrative of events, description of people,
places and things, expository articles on scientific or
other topical matters, and argument in letters, editorials

and special articles.

If teachers wish to give +their students the
opportunity to distinguish informal writing from the kind
that 1is intended for strangers or for a wider, unknown
audience, as in essays and academic writing, expository
writing which introduces factual information would be of

use.
2.2.1 Expository wWriting

In order to organize the sentences into a
coherent whole, the writer can wuse many patterns of
development. In addition to the four traditional styles
reviewed by Pincas (1982), Longacre (1976) also classified

speech notions intoe four kinds; narrative, procedural,
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expository and hortatory. The first two are organized
along the +time sequence while the latter two follow
logical order. While hortatory is addressee-oriented,

expository is subject-matter oriented.

According to Oshima and Hogue (19823 : 85), the
purpose of expository writing is to present facts or ideas
by wusing various techniques of development. Expository
writing 1is the +{type most frequently wused in college
courses, English compositions, physics laboratory reports,
history research papers, essay tests in any subject, all
of which «calls for logical analysis. Among the various
ways to develop an analysis are examples, comparison,

contrast, definition, cause and effect and logical division.

Wilkinson (1986) also classifies expository

writing into four types as follows:
1. Straightforward Expository

This classification is characterised by more
generalised writing than in narrative or descriptive
categories. The organisation of +the writing tends to
require greater intelleétual or mental organization. It is
only 'chronologically or spatially organised when it is
dealing with subjects that, by +their nature, are
generalised. Some writing 1is very general with no

enphasis on chronological organization.
2. Speculative Expository

Speculative expository writing is characterised

by very localised speculation relating to the stimulus
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material. Speculation on what an object 1s, what a
picture or portray or what a poem means, is very different
from speculation on the meaning of the universe, it 1is
characterised by subjectivites or questions and generally

perseveres throughout a script.
3. Interpretative Expository

It is tied to the meaning of a picture or poen
and goes beyond mere description of what is seen. It 1is
not merely a ~story arising from a picture. It is a
definitely stylistic difference usually referring directly

to the stimulus that gives rise to the interpretation.
4. Introspective expository

This category wvas added to cover those
responses where the general discussion of the attributes
and characteristics of a topic included embedded personal
comment and the examination of personal responses and
reactions to the topic, introspection being defined in the

same way as for earlier catagories.

Britton (1970 cited in Hudelson 1889 : 67
delineates what he <c¢alls expository or informational
writing with a focus on representing something clearly to
a reader. This is writing to get things done (Smith 1982).
Berthoff (1981 points out that there are many varying
definitions of expository writing. This suggests that
one problem associated with expository writing is how to
define it. While definitions vary, probably many
educators, states Hudelson (198%), would agree that some

of the functions that this kind of writing would serve are,
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for example, to present information, to make a series of
points, to summarize, to raise question, Lo answver
questions, to present a particular point of view, to
persuade the reader to adopt an idea, to give an opinion
and back it up, and so on.

Flemming and Glatthorn (1968 : 125) have defined

expository writing as follows :

Exposition is wusually more difficult to organize
and to develop than description or narration. in
description you organize your writing around the
person, place or object you are describing and then
fill in the details. In writing a narrative you
generally follow the order in which Lhe event
cccurs; this order gives you your basic
organization. In exposition, however, you usually
have to establish your own organization. You have
to organize in your own mind all the parts of the
process or idea you want to explain. This means
that you must rely on your own sense of logic and

order.

In conclusion, expository writing means
explanation and its primary function is merely to explain
and provide clear understanding by giving instruction and
by providing information. To make it clearer, the primary
function of exposition itself is neither to tell =z stofy
or to create vivid pictures for the reader although
narration and description may both at times be valuable

techniques of exposition.
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In other words, expository writing is a style of
paragraph writing. It may explain or give information,
develop an idea, or expose a fact. It can list facts,
discuss abstract ideas, describe something or narrate a
series of events.: It can interest the readers by
informing or entertaining them. The writer may develop an
expository paragraph by c¢iting one or more examples, by
giving details, by giving reasons or by explaining through
process analysis. Furthermore, you can use some other
nethods such as analogy, contrast and comparision,
definition, a classification or cause and effect. Any of
these may appear single or in combination, depending on

the writer’s particular goal in mind.

In addition, in school, this kind of writing is
often associated with content areas such as social studies
science, and health, where students may be asked +to
summarize and/or interpret content material, collect and
organize information about a topic, explain steps in an
experiment _or problem, delineate steps taken and results,
state conclusion and speculate as to why certain results
came out as they did, and take a position and defend it
(Hudelson 1989). The position that content areas may be
used for second language development is one that has
received considerable attention recently (Chamot and

O0’Malley, 19873 Crandall, 19287; and Mohan 1986!.
3. Level of writing

Rivers and Temperley (1978:265) suggest that there
are four stages in writing namely writing down, writing in
the language, production and expressive writing. (See

Figure 2 for details.)
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Figure 2 : Level of Writing
(Rivers and Temperley 1978:2865)

Stage Name Goal
I Writing down Learning the conventions of
the code
II Writing in the Learning the potential of
language the code
III Production Practising the construction

of fluent expressive
sentences & paragraphs
IV Expressive Using the code for purposeful

writing communication

Traditionally, Stages I and II and especially Stage
II have formed an important part of teaching, since
reinforcement in written form of language presented and
practised orally has been a much used type of writing
activity. Up to date textbooks make use of Stage Il
writing practice, and typically, the workbooks which have
become a fashionable adjunct to main courses incorporate
many such exercises. Stage III writing corresponds to
composition in which the learner produces short pieces of
writing consisting of one or more paragraphs. Such
writing tends to be controlled for content or language,
and the student is writing for therteacher as part of
learning the language. At its most advance level, Stage

I1Tl writing shades into Stage IV.
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Expressive writing at Stage IV level 1is a

relatively advanced type of writing, and typically tends

not to be

the language for several years.

practised until the student has been learning
Some students never reach
Essentially it

this stage, even in their native language.

involves students in producing an original composition of
their own for a real audience. It comes closest to writing
in “"the real world”, outside the classroom.

4. Approaches to Teaching Writing in ESL Classes

Since there are as many teachers and teaching
styles as learners and learning styles, there is no one
answer to the question of how to teach writing in ESL

classes. Raimes (1983) suggests a diagram showing what
writers have to deal with as tLhey produce a piece of
writing. (See Figure 3.)

Producing a Piece of Writing

Figure 3 :

(Raimes, A. 1983:8)

v < Producing a Piece of Writing

GRAMMAR \
rules for verbs\
agrecment, articles,

pronouns, elc.

handwriting,
speiling,

punctuation, étc. /V

ORGANIZATION
paragraphs,

topic and support,
cohesion and unity

Clear, fluent, and

. effective communication
MECHANICS = ——p of ideas

SNYTAX CONTENT
senience structure, relevance, clarity,
sentence boundaries, originality,
stylistic choices, erc. logic, etc.

THE WRITER’S
/ 'PROCESS

getting ideas,
gening staried,
writing drafts,

revising

v\AUD![ENCE

the reader/s

PURPOSE
the reasen for writing

WORD CHOICE
vocabulary,
idiom. tone
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she also points out that as teachers stressed
different features of the diagram, combining them with how

they think writing is learned, they have developed a

‘variety of approaches to the teaching of writing. Raimes

(1983) classifies them as follows :

The Controlled-to-Free Approach
The Free Writing Approach

S R

The Paragraph-Pattern Approach
The Grammar-Syntex-Organization Approach

The Communicative Approach

F S S S Y
o o b

The Process Approach
The Controlled-to-Free Approach

The Controlled-to-Free Approach in writing is when
students ‘are first given sentence exercises, then
paragraphs to copy or manipulate grammatically by, for
instance, changing questions to statements, present to
past, or plural +to singular. Students work on given
material and perform strictly prescribed operations on i£
{Kunz and Viscount:, 1873 Paulston, Bratt., Dykstra 1973).
With these controlled compositions, it is relatively easy
for students to write a great deal yet avoid errors. Only
after reaching a high intermediate or advanced level of
proficiency are students allowed +to try some free
composition in which they express their own ideas. This
approach, according to Raimes (1883),. stresses three
features of +the diagram : grammar, syntax and mechanics.

This emphasizes accuracy rather than fluency.
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The Free Writing Approach

The emphasis in this approach is that intermediate
level students should put content and fluency first and
not worry about form. Once ideas are down on the page,
grammatical accuracy, organization and the rest will
gradually follow. To emphasize fluency even more, some
teachers begin many of their classes by asking students to
write freely on any topic without worrying about grammar
and spelling for five or ten minutes. As students do this
kind of writing more and more often, however, some find
that putting ﬁords down on paper is not so frightening
after all. Concern for "audience" and "content” are seen
as important in this approach, especially since the free
writing often revolves around subjects that students are
interested in, and those subjects then become the basis

for other writing tasks.
The Paragraph - Pattern Approach

This approach siresses organization, Students
copy paragraphs, analyze the form of model paragraphs, and
imitate model passages. They put scrambled sentences into
paragraph order, identify general and specific statements,
choose or invent an appropriate topic sentence, insert or
delete sentences. This approach is based on the principle
that in different cultures people construct and organize
their communication with each other in different ways
(Kaplan : 1966).
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The Grammar-Syntax-Organization Approach

This approach links the purpose of a piece of
writing to the forms that are needed to convey the message
(Raimes 1978, Taylor 1976) so writing tasks are devised
that lead students to pay attention to organization while
they also work on the necessary grammar and syntax.
For instance, to write a clear set of instructions on how
to operate a calculator, the writer needs more than
the appropriate vocabulary. He needs the simple forms
of verbs; an organizational plan based on chronologys
sequence words Jlike first, then, and perhaps sentence
structure like "When..... , then..... . Students thus see
the connection between what they are trying to write and

what they need to write.

The Communicative Approach

The Communhicative Approach stresses the purpose of
a piece of writing and the audience for it. Johnson and
Morrow (1981) said that "writers do their Dbest when
writing is truly a communicative act with a writer
writing for a real reader". Teachers using the
communicative approach, therefore, have extended the
readership from other students in the class to readers
outside the classroom, providing student writers with a
context in which to select appropriate content, language

and level of formality.

The Process Approach

This approach focuses on not only purpose and

audience but also on how to begin and how to organize the
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task. In this approach, student writers need to realize
that what they first write down is a setting out of the
first ideas, a draft. Students who are given the time for
the process to work, along with the appropriate feedback
from readers such as teachers or other students will
discover new ideas, new sentences and new words as they
plan, write first drafts and revise what they have written

for second drafts.

Then the writing process becomes a process of
discovery for the students : discovery of new ideas and

nev language forms to express those ideas (Taylor : 1981).

In conclusion it  should be stated that all the
approaches mentioned, overlap. There is no one teacher
who is 80 devoted to one approach as to exclude all the
others. A teacher wusing a communicative approach or a
process approach will sti}l use techniques drawn from
other approaches as students need them, model paragraphs,
controlled compositions, free writing, and paragraph
analysis are useful in all approaches. This implies there

is no one way to teach writing but many ways.

Research on Framing of Topics and Free Writing

Framing of Topics

Metviner (1881) investigated what she called
"rhetorically based" and "rhetorically deficient” topics.
Ninth-graders were asked in the first assignment to write
an opinion paper on the use of drugs +to the scheol
newspaper for possible publication. For the "rhetorically

deficient" topic, students were asked to write on the same



24

topic but they had to submit it to a teacher for a grade.
The second assignment was thought to be rhetorically
deficient because it was for a teacher and for a grade.
However, in this case the rhetorically deficient
assignment proved to be more effective (p<.001).
Presumably, for the ninth graders in this study teachers

were realistic audiences and grades were their purposes.

Brossell (1983) tested the effects of topic which
he varied by "information load". The lowest information

consisted of a brief phrase, e.g," violence in the schools”.
The highest level consisted of a paragraph which provided
a fictional situation (membership in a school council at a
time when the incidence of violence had increased) and
somewhat c¢learer purpose (a personal opinion about the
cause of school violence}. The "moderate information
load" topic informed the writer about the increase in
violence in schools and called for a personal opinion

essay about the causes of the increases.

Brossell experimented with six topics, each with
three versions which twenty college seniors wrote on for a
total of 380 essays. He found no significant differences
among the six topics. More important, he found no
significant differences among the levels of information

load, or rhetorical context.

woodworth and Keech (1880), working with ninth and
eleventh grades, also tested topics differentiated by
rhetorical context. In each assignment, students were
directed "to +think of an experience in which they did
something for the first time”. In the first version

students were asked simply to describe the experience of
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writing a story, a journal entry or any other form. The
second version specified an imaginary audience: "Imagine
you are writing this description for someone who is about
to experience the activity for the first time". The third
version specified a real audience: "Write about this
experience for a particular person <(brother, sister,
friend, etc.) who has not such an experience..... Sometime
between now and Christmas, after this paper has been
returned to you, plan to deliver your paper to your reader
30 that he or she may repond" (p. 63). In addition, the
writers were asked to identify their readers on the back
of their papers. The authors do not indicate that similar
assurances were given the writers of the first and second
versions. Despite +this added personal encouragement,
however, the ratings of the third-version paper were not
significantly different from those of the first and second
versions. The third version had the highest mean rating,
but the first version with no shecification of rhetorical
context was better than the second with its imaginery
audience. One wonders whether the more heavily specific
topic would have fared less well (as in the Brossell study»
had +the teacher not paid special attention to the

students writing on it.

.Over the several studies reviewed even extensive
variations in the framing of topics, particularly in the
specification of rhetorical situations, resulted in no

significant differences.

Free Writing

Free writing is widely approved by authorities as
a means not only of thinking throuh ideas but of enhancing

creativity and increasing skill in writing.



26

Moffett (1968) and Emig (1971) suggest that free
writing increases verbal fluency and provides & means of
gathering material. Many hold that free writing is the

means to discover new ideas.

Myers (1983:28), states that proponents of this
pedagogy teach students "to use writing as a means of self-
discovery, not Jjust a means of communicating something to
someone else. Therefore, students are given extensive
practice in free writing, simply filling a page in order
to learn how writing helps them discover what they know,

what they do not know, and in fact what they want to write

about"”.

Gaunt lett (1878:29) says that "as nmwuch free
writing as possible should be allowed". Free writing is
usually carried out in daily Jjournal writing. Students

should practise free writing two or three times per week.

Most studies of free writing, however, generated a
response against presenting specific +topic, a practice

believed to be inhibiting.

Graves (1981 cited in Hillocks, G. 1888) and
Staton (1982:73) both argue that presenting topics
deprives students of the "right" to generate and develop
their own ideas. Staton writes, "It should be no
surprise that college students and adults often find it
difficult to write when they are not told what to write
about. They have not only had 1little practice in a
crucial component of the writing process but have come
to believe that they are not able to choose their own

topic, or to write about personally meaningful experiences
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in an interesting and effective way". It is assumed that
free writing will provide not only practice in choosing
topic but the incentive and practice necessay to write in

effective and interesting ways.

Most of the studies using free writing also
include frequent peer feedback and revision or drafting,

usually with the latter following peer feedback.

Several studies which used free writing as a focus
of instruction in their experimental treatments achieved
significant gains in contrast to their control treatments.
These include three writing project studies (cited in
Hillocks, 1986) : Alloway, et al (1879) with grades
7T-12 in the New Jersey Writing Project: Olson and
DiStefano (1980) with grades 7-9 in the Colorado Writing
Project : and Wagner, Zemelman, and Malone - Trout (1981)
with grades 1-12 in the Chicago Area Writing Project. 1In
addition, Wienke (1981) with grade 8, Hilgers (1981), and
Cummings (1981) with college freshmen showed significant
gains for free writing treatments. Neither Hilgers nor
Cummings used a pretest of writing, Thowever. O0Of these
studies the largest effect sizes are +those for +the
experimental groups in Olson and DiStefano (1880) and

Wienke (1981), as indicated in Appendix A.

A fairly large number of studies report no
significant differences in the quality of writing between
experimental groups using free writing and peer feedback
and their control groups. These include Arthur (1981)
with grade 3, Ganong (1975) with grade 9, Gauntlett (1978)
with grades 10-~12, and V.A Adans t19865 with grade 12.
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In addition, several studies using free writing at
the college freshman level show no significant differences
in quality of writing : Baden (1974), Davis (1979),
Delancy (18803, Dreussi (1976), Fox (1879), Norwood
(1974), Reynolds (1981), J.P. Walker (1974) and Witte
and Faigley (1981).

5. Evaluation of Writing
The importance of the composition test

A composition test has many uses, ranging from
making assessments for decisions about entry to a school
program to gathering test data {for research into the
nature of language. A single testing situation may serve
multiple purposes. Admission or proficiency testing, for
example, frequently provides information used for
prediction (of how well a writer will perform in an
academic program), for placement (in appropriate English
classes), and for diagnosis (to guide planning of
instructional activities). Program directors nrust make
decisions about whether to require students to take
certain c¢ourses in the curriculum or to exempt them from
reguirements. Or they may need to certify that students
have attained & necessary level of writing proficiency or
that students are ready for the next level in an

instructional program (Jacobs et al 1981).

Frequently, classroom teachers may test composition
to diagnose learners’s needs, measure growth at the end of
an instructional sequence, provide feedback to focus the
learning effects of students-writers and to evaluate the

efficiency of certain teaching methods or technigques.
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Jacobs et al (1981) further state that composition tests
are often the basis on which teachers assign grades to
students. Besides, all participants in each stage of the
testing program should understand c¢learly the aim of a
test so that it can effectively serve the purposes for which

it is intended.

Approaches to Composition Evaluation

There are two basic approaches to composition

evaluation, holistic scoring and frequency-count marking.

Holistic Scoring

According to a classification by Cooper (1977:4),

"Holistic means any procedure which stops short of
enumerating linguistic, rhetorical, or informational

features of a piece of writing."

Cooper also classifies holistic methods as essay
scales, analytic scales, dichotomous scales, feature
analysis, primary +trait scorirng, general'impression and
"center of gravity respecnse". Therefore, his classification
includes method ranging from completely unstructured
(totally impressionistic) to semi structured (with certain
featuires or criteria to guide the reader). Cooper further
points out even in most "general impression” evaluations
readers may follow certain "rubrics" or key-word reminders
of the more detailed criteria which they have developed
and agree upon during an intensive training session prior
to the evaluation. From this, Cooper concludes that wve

might assume these impressionistic readers are using an
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implicit, rather than explicit, list of features or

gqualities to guide their judgements.

Frequency-count Marking

According to Jacobs et al (1881), in frequency -
count marking, readers tally or enumerate certain elements
in the composition, such as : the number of type of words,
clauses, T-units (classified by Hunt (1977:83) as a single
main clause plus whatever other subordinate clauses or
noun clauses are attached to, or embedded within that one
main clause, Ebhesive devices, nisspelled words,

mnisplaced commas, or sentence errors.

The frequency-count marking method, state Jacobs
et al (1981), is highly objective (little Jjudgment is
involved, only counting or listing of certalin occurrances)
and therefore also highly reliable : not so certain is its
validity, however, because a composition evaluated by a
frequency-count method has been Jjudged not for its
communicative effect, but for its number or kinds of

elements.

A number of researchers have provided empirical
evidence that such counting methods do not predict very
accurately teachers® intuitive Jjudgements of the guality
of student writing (Mellon 1969: Jurgens and Griffin 1970;
Dilworth et al 1978; Nold and Freedman, 1977; Evola et al
1380) .

On the other hand, holistic evaluation is far more
subjective, depending on the impressions formed by the

readers. Oller (1879 cited in Jacobs et al 1981:29) has
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noted that holistic evaluation can be considered a

strength rather than a weakness of the approach.

It has lbng been supposed that subjective ratings
were less accurate than more objective scoring
methods. However, as we have seen repeatedly,
subjective Judgements are indispensable in
decisions concerning whether a writer has expressed
well his intended meaning and, of course, in
determining what that intended meaning is. There
is no escape from subjective Jjudgement in the
interpretation of normal expression in a natural

language.

Most of the studies cited in Jacobs et al (1981
28): Britton et al, 1975; Diederich, 19743 Finlayson, 1951
Flahive and Snow, 198803 Follman and Anderson, 1867;
Freedman, 1981 .cited in Jacobs et al 19815 Godshalk et al,
19686 cited in Jacobs et al 1881:; Hogan, 19773 Moslemi
19753 and Mullen, 1877 were based on holistic evaluation
of one type or another, and all of these studies obtained
reader vreliabilities in the mid - to high eighties or
nineties. As Cooper (1977:3) puts it, Tholistice
evaluation by a human respondent gets us closer to what is
essential in communication than frequency counts do". He

cont.inued :

Holistic evaluation is usually guided by a
holistic scoring guide which describes each
feature and identifies high, middle, and low

quality level for each feature.
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To identify quality levels for each feature, the

ESL Composition Profile has been developed to guide

readers in conducting holistic evaluations of ESL
compositions. Unlike some holistic evaluations, state
Jacobs et al (1881:31), in which "readers base their

judgements on a simple first impression of the quality of
a composition, readers using the PROFILE in effect do five
holistic evaluations of the same composition, each from a
slightiy different perspective on the whole. This is an
important difference since readers sometimes tend to value
only one aspect of a composition when using a purely
impressionistic approach, yet it dis only through a
writer’s successful production, integration and
synchronization of all the component pgrts of a
conposition that an effective whole is created. The ESL
Composition Profile asks the readers +to¢ peer at the
composition through as many windows as possible in

arriving at their Jjudgements of quality.

In conclusion, the ESL Composition Profile is
intended to be a convenient guide not only to help the
readers get a common standard for Jjudging the quality of
the writing but to ensure that the evaluation does indeed

assess the communicative effect of each composition.
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CHAPTER 111
METHODOLOGY

The design and procedure used in this study are
discussed in five sections : the sampling of subjects,
the instrument, the scoring and rating procedure, the

collection of data and data analysis.

1. Subjects and Sampling Procedure

Thirty - two M.8 students taking the Arts Program
at Satriwithaya School were selected by the method of
simple random sampling from sixteen classes in M.6 level.
The reason for selecting one class as the subjects was
that all subjects attending the same class or program
had the same educational background and knowledge which
was one of the variables of +this study. Thus, the

educational background variable was controlled.

In addition, the subjects from the same class and
program had the same time available to participate in this
comparative study. Prior {to this study, these subjects
were also given the "M.86 Trial English Test" administered
by the Advisory Unit, Department of General Education in
coorporation with -Cambridge University. Their obtained
scores and their English grade point averages are shown in

Appendix B.

2. The Instrument

The instrument used by the researcher for the
present study consists of four composition writing tasks,

two of which are topic controlled composition writing tests

23139 ViopdteSH
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and the other two are free writing compositicn tests.

They are as follows :

1. Topiec controlled writing tests : They consist
"of two tests. In the first test, students are
asked to Jjustify or give reasons on the scope
of contents provided by the teacher or
researcher. In other words, the aim or purpose
and contents are given by the teacher. In the
second test only the aim or purpose is
controlled. The following are the topic

assignments:

a. Develop a meaningful paragraph of about
120-150 words by supporting with reasons or
ideas : There are three disadvantages to bus
travel : slowness, discomfort and danger.

(The purpose and contents are controlled.)

b. Develop a meaningful paragraph of about 120-150
words on +the following topic : If you were a
national leader, what suggestions would you
make to solve the pollution problems in
Bangkok 7
{Only purpose is given.)

2. Free writing tests comprise of two tests on
the same topic. Students are free to write
about anything that interests them. That 1is
anything that impresses them, is familiar to
them or motivates themto write about or give
reasons Lo, The topics are as follows :

a. Write a paragraph of about 120-150 words giving
suggestions or ideas on any topic that you

are interested in.
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b. Wwrite a paragraph of about 120-150 words
giving suggestions or ideas on any topic that

interests vou.

In constructing the composition tests, two

considerations were siressed. They are
1. What type of topic is understandable and meaningful ?¢

Important criteria of creating meaningful and
understandable topics were considered before conducting
composition tests. From many studies, it is suggested
that good aﬁd meaningful topics should not be complex.
They should be appropriate to studénts in terms o©f their
educational levels, ihterest, and cultural background.
Besides, they should be familiar t&fstudents (Gurry : 1855,
Heaton : 1988, Hughey : 1983, Jacobs et al ; 1881).

2. What mode or form is desirable 7

Since the researcher’s purpose is to investigate
the student’s ability in self-expressing, explaining and
solving problems when writing a free conmposition, the
student. should express his or her ability through the fornm
of Justification or giving reasons rather than describing
an accident, etc. Therefore, an expository composition

task is required.

3. Scoring and Rating Procedure

A: Criteris in Scoring

‘The scoring procedure employed in this study, both

in the pilot and +the main study, was an acceptable
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scoring method, as suggested by Jacobs et al (1881).
Following a <classification of holistic evaluation by
Cooper (1977), Jacobs et al have developed "PROFILE" to
guide readers or raters in conducting holistic evaluation
of ESL compositions. It is intended to be a convenient
guide for test planners in establishing criteria to focus
raters’ attention on significant aspects of the
compositions and setting a common standard for judging the
quality of writing. Furthermore, the ESL Composition
Profile was taken as a part of the Michigan Test Battery
and TOEFL in 1978 and 1979 as shown in Appendix C.

Following is the main feature of the profile. It
contained five conponent scales, each focusing on an
important aspect of composition and each weighted according
to its appropriate importance for written communication :
content (20 points) : organization (20 points), vocabulary
(20 points), language use (25 points) and mechanics
(5 points). The total weighting for each component Iis
further broken down into numerical ranges that correspond
to four mastery levels : excellent to very good, good to
average, fair to poor and very poor. These levels are
characterized and differentiated by key - word descriptors
which serve as reminders of specific criteria for excellence
and of larger concepts in composition; the descriptors thus
serve t6 focus attention on significant aspects of a
composition which affect the degree to which a writer
succeeds (or fails) in the communicative effort. The
details of the ESL Composition Profile are shown on the

next page.
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ESL COMPOSITION PROFILE

3

DATE TOPIC
ocORE  LEVEL  CRITERIA COMMENTS

CONTENT

29-27  EXCELLENT TO VERY GooD: kmowledgeable o substantive 0
thorough development of thesis o relevant to assigned

_ topic

96-22  GOOD TO AVERAGE: some kmowledge of subject o adequate
range 0 limited development  of thesis o mostly
relevant- to topic, but lacks detail

91-17 FAIR TO POOR: limited knowledge of subject © little
substance o inadequate development of topic

16-13  VERY POOR: does not shov kpovledge of subject o non-

" gubstantive o not pertinemt o oR not enough Lo

evalnate
ORGANIZATION

90-18  EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: fluent expression o ideas
cleary stated/supported o seceinet o well-organized
o logical sequencing 0 cohesive

17-14 GOOD TO AYERAGE: sonevhat, cﬁopps o loosely organized
but wain ideas stand out o linited support o logical
but incomplete sequencing

13-10 FAIR T0 POOR: non-fluent o ideas confused or discon- -
pected o lacks logical sequencing and developrent

9-7 VERY POOR: does not conpunicate o no organization o

OR not enough to evaluate
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SCORE

LEVEL

CRITERIA

COMMENTS

20-18

17-14

13-10

VOCABULARY

EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: sophisticated range o effective
word/idior choice and usage o word forn mastery o
appropriate register

GOOD TO AVERAGE: adequate range o occasional errors of
word/idiom form, choice, usage but meaning not
obscured

FAIR TO POOR: limited range o frequent errors of word/
idion form, choice, wusage o meaping confused or
obscured

VERY POOR: essentially translation o little knouledge-
of Englisk vocabulary, idioms, word form o OR not

enough Lo evaluate

25-22

21-18

17-11

LANGUAGE USE

EXCELLENT TO VERY GOO0D: effective complex comstruction
o few errors of agreement, tense, pumber, word order/
function, articles, pronouns, prepositions

GOOD TO AVERAGE: effective but simple comstructions o
pinor problems in complex comstructions o several
errors of agreement, tYtense, nupber, word order/
function, articles, pronouns, prepositions but meaning
seldor obscured

FAIR TO POQR: wmajor probless in simple/complex con-
structions o frequent errors of negation, agreement,
tense, number, word order/function, articles, pro-
rouns, prepositions and/or fragments, TUR-0DS, dele-

tions o meaning confused or obscured
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DATE TOPIC

39

SCORE  LEVEL

CRITERIA

COMHENTS

10-5

VERY PGOR: virtually no mastery of sentemce construe-
tion rules o dominated by errors o does not copmuni-

cate o OR not enough to evalnate

MECHANICS

EXCELLENT T¢ VERY GOOD: demcastrates mastery of con-
ventions o few errors of spelling, punctuation,
capitalization, paragraphing

GOOB TO AVERAGE: occasional errors of spelling,
punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing bui meaning
not obscured

FAIR TG POOR: frequent errors of spelling, punctua-
tion, capitalization, paragraphing o poor bandwriting
o peaning confused or obscured

VERY POOR: mno¢ mastery of conventions o dominated by
errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, para-
graphing o bandwriting illegible o OR rol enough to

evaluate

TOTAL SCORE

READER  COMMENTS
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Jacobs et al (1881:105) suggest the following

step for determining a composition profile.

"In order +to develop consistency in interpreting
and applying the Profile Standards and Criteria, the main
steps for determining a composition profile are summarized

below:

1. In the appropriate space at the top of the Profile
write student and paper identification information =

student name or code number, topic and date.

2. Read the composition guickly for an overall first
impression, paying particular attention to the message
which the writer is trying to get across. Trust your

Judgement.

KEY QUESTION : Are the writer’s ideas readily
apparent., appropriately sequenced and adequately developed

to convey a complete picture 7

3. In the content and organization components of the
profile, find the descriptors that best describe the
writer’s success in delivering a message. Determine a
score for each component to reflect these descriptors and

record the scores in the space provided on the profile.

4. Quickly reread the composition and record scores in
the remaining three components after identifying the

appropriate criteria descriptors.



KEY QUESTION : Is +Lhe writer more
effective than originally thought 7 Do the s
and mechanical elements work effectively to ¢

intended message without distortion or loss of n

41

or less
yntactical
onvey the

eaning 7

5. Sum the five evaluation scores from the components and

record under TOTAL.

G. Write reader information (initial or code number). If

necessary, make classifying comment”.

B : Testing Administration

Since Diederich, 1974:; Cooper, 1977; Harris 1969;

Heaton, 1988 suggest that two carefully formulat
tasks are probably sufficient for most testing s

four composition tests comprising of two

ed writing
ituations,

controlled

writing and two free writing tasks were administered by

the researcher. Thirty two M. 6 studenis s

elected by

simple random sampling were asked to write each

composition every week in February 13890,

To ensure that test conditions and procedures will

enable each student to do his or her besi, the

made every attempt to set the test day,

- conditions so as to provide the opportunity for

demonstrate their proficiency. Since +this

administered four times throughout the

researcher
time and
students to
test was
onth, the

researcher tried as far as possible to provide the sanme

scheduling and timing, and conditions for eac
This test was administered every Thursday i

period when students were free from class.

h student.
n the last
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Once the subjects had been given each composition
test, they were told to read the instructions thoroughly
and allowed to ask any question regarding it before
starting to work in order to make sure that they clearly
understood the instructions. Each subject was tested
twice on the contreclled writing and twice again for free
writing. In the first week, they had to write the
controlled writing composition of which the purpose and
contents were given by the researcher. In the second week,
the free writing assignment was conducted. Later, the
controlled writing test which focused on aim or purpose
was administered. - In the fourth week, students were asked
to write a free composition. Each test lasted about fifty
minutes. The testing admipistration schedule is shown in
Table 1.

TABLE 1
The Testing Administration Schedule

DATE TIME TYPE OF TEST
1 FEB 1880 14.20-15.10 CONTROLLED WRITING I
8 FEB 1850 14.20-15.10 FREE WRITING I
15 FEB 1990 14.20-15.10 CONTROLLED WRITING II
22 FEB 1990 14.20-15.10 FREE WRITING 11

C: Rating Procedure

t. Each rater evaluated 128 pieces of writing
tasks from 32 students who were randomly

selected, and rated them according to their
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various levels of writing proficiency. (Samples
of rating scores are shown in Appendix D.)

2. Three raters were chosen from the pilot study
to conduct the tests in the main study because
one of them is a native speaker, another is an
experienced teacher and the other is a Thai
rater with an advanced 1level of English

reading ability,.

4. The Collection of Data

The First Pilot

The tests and the rating scale were initially
piloted with seven M.6 students in November 1989 in order
to :
clarify the instructions of the test
assess the difficulty of the test

find out the inter-rater reliability

=W N

find out the time needed for administration.

The Second Pilot

The test and rating scale were then piloted with
another seven M.6 students. The subjects were first tested
in writing compositioen both in controlled and free writing.
Then they were tested with the "M.6 Trial English Test™ in
January, 1880, The purpose of this pilot study was to
find out the reliability of the rating scale and to
examine the concurrent validity of this test and the
standardized test administered by the Supervisory Unit and
Cambridge University.
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The Main Study

To answer the questions raised in Chapter I, the
analysis was carried out to ‘

.

1. compare the writing proficiency level ip
writing controlled and free ¥riting composition in the
following aspects : centent, organization, vocabulary,
language use and mechanics

2. examine vwhether the controlled writing test
correlated with the M.g Trial English Test administered by
the Supervisory Unit in cooperation with the Cambridge
University in the following aspects : content,
organization, vocabulary, language use and mechanics

3. investigate whether the free writing test
correlated with the M.6 Trial English Test administered by
the Supervisory Unit in cooperation with the Cambridge
University in the following aspects tcontent, organization,

vocabulary, language use and mechanics.

5. Analysis of Data

Data analysis was carried out by using the SPSsS
(Statistical Packages for Social Sciences) computer

progranm.

To answer +the research questions the following

statistics were used:

1. Mean and standard deviation were used to give
descriptive statistics of the tests.

2. T~test <(correlated samples) was computed to
find the difference between the two types of

writing tasks.
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Pearson  Product - Moment Correlation was
computed to express the concurrent validity
between the writing proficiency level when
students composing controlled and free writing
and that of the standardized test conducted by
Cambridge University. It was also used to

compute the inter-rater reliability.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS

In order to investigate and Compare the students’
proficiency in Ccomposing English expository writing under
topic controlled and free writing conditions, data from
students’ written vork were obtained. This chapter
bresents the findings of the data analysis. The findings
are divided into two parts, the findings of the pilot
studies as well as those of the maip study. The research
questions stated in Chapter One seérve to organize the

presentation of the findings.

Part I : The Findings of the First Pilot Study

The purpose 6f the first pilot study was to :

=
.

clarify the instructions of the test
assess the difficulty of the test
find out the inter-rater reliability

[ ]

L

4, find out the time needed for administrztion.

Results

It was found that the instructions given were
clear and concise enough for the students to understand.
Moreover, each test was not too difficult for the students
to finish in a period of fifty minutes. This was because
the tests bPresent topics about which these students have
scme background knowledge. In addition, the results show
that the npean values of the four pieces of writing from
the three raters both in topic controlled and free writing

vere quite high,. The total score of each test from the
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three raters was 600. Table 2 gives the descriptive
statistics of the pilot study.

TABLE 2
The First Pilot Mean Scores of Controlled
And Free Writing

Test Type No. of Case Mean Standard Deviation
Controlled Writing 7 386.5714 48.180
Free Writing 7 420.0000 35.023

In order to find correlations between the two Thai
raters and an English native speaker, 5 Pearson Product-
Moment Correlation was applied to the two types of writing:
topic controlled and free expository writing rated by
the three raters. Table 3 presents the correlation
coefficients of the three raters.,

TABLE -3
The First Pilot Inter-rater Reliability for Controlled and

Free Writing

1 2 3
1. Native speaker 1.000 .T45% . 3289
2. Thai rater 1 1.000 . 480
Thai rater 2 1.060
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In terms of the level of agreement across raters,
it was found that there was a rather high correlation
between the English native speaker and the first Thai
rater (r = .745). This was probably due to the fact that
both. of them were teachers of English in a secondary
school. However, such correlation did not exist between
the English native speaker and the second Thai rater. This
indicated that g training session was required in order to

obtain greater reliability in the main study.

The Findings of The Second Pilot Study

Since the 1level of the correlation between the
native English speaker and the second Thai rater was rather
low (r = -389), the correlation coefficient was calculated
again after the training session to see whether the inter-

rater reliability improved.

Table 4 illustrates the inter - correlations among

the three raters.

TABLE 4
The Second Pilot Inter-rater Correlation Coefficients

for Controlied and Free Writing

1 2 3
1. Native speaker 1.200 .835% - 858%%
Thai rates 1 : 1.000 .685%
3. Thai rater 2 1.000

¥ p < .05 ¥k p < .01
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In terms of the agreement across raters, it was
found that there were significantly high correlation
coefficients between the native speaker and the two Thai
raters. The correlation coefficients between the native
speaker and the first and second Thai raters were .835
and .858 respectively. However, the correlation
coefficient between the two Thai raters was moderate
{(r = ,885;,

In order to find out how much the proficiency
level in composing topic controlled and free writing and
that of the test adeinistered by the Supervisory Unit
and Cambridge University intercorrelate, a Pearson Product-
Moment Correlation was applied. The correlation coefficient
vas calculated from the sum of the scores fronm five
components of each test ¢ content, Organization,
vocabulary, language use and mechanics and the sum of
the Cambridge Writing Test. The result showed that there
was a significant correlation in each type of test. The
correlation was .804 for topic controlled and .631 for

free writing.

The significant correlation coefficient obtained
indicated that the proficiency level of the students when
composing the expository writing task was related to the
standardized one. This means that those students who
scored high in the expository writing would tend to score
high in the Cambridge Test and those who scored low in
éomposing the expository task would tend to score low in
the Cambridge test ag well, However, it was found that
controlled writing was more correlated with the Cambridge

Test than the free writing composition. .



lr

k

50

Part II: The Main Study

This section deals with the findings of the
research questions addressed in Chapter One.

Research Question One

To what extent does the students’ proficiency
level 1in topic controlled writing differ from that of the

free writing and if it does in what aspects ?

Hypothesis One : The proficiency level in writing

controlled composition of M.8 students at Satriwithaya
School is significantly different from that in free

writing in the aspects of content, organization, vocabulary,

languague use and mechanics.

Finding One

Means and standard deviations were used to give
descriptive statistics of the test. 1In the present study,
the total score of each test from the three raters was 600.
The results obtained showed that students performed better
when composing free writing (mean = 400.188) while the

mean score of topic controlled writing was 261.90¢.



TABLE 5
Means and Standard Deviations of the

Controlled and Free Writing

Test Type Mean Standard Deviation

Controlled Writing 361.9206 52.981
Free Writing 400,187 44.853

In addition, a t-ftest (Cofrelated samples) was
computed to discover the significant differences hetween
the two types of writing tasks. The results as well as
comparision of the +two categories nentioned above are

presented in Table 8.

TABLE &

Comparison of Means of Controlled and Free Writing Tasks

Tyvpe of Writing Mean S.D. t-value Degree of 2-tail
freedon Prob.

Topic

Controlled Writing 361.906 52.981 -6.26 31 .000

Free ¥Writing 400,187 44.853

Itwas found that the mean of topic controlled
conmposition was significantly different from that in the

free writing at a confidence level of .05. The information



obtained also showed that the mean of free writing was
significantly higher than that of the topic controlled

writing.

Moreover, this study sought to determine whether
there were any differences between the two types of test
in five aspects of composition : content, organization,
vocabulary, language use and mechanics. To obtain the
answer, the mean score of each component was analyzed
and compared by means of a t-test. The comparison of the

five components mentioned above are presented in Table 7.



TABLE 7

comparison of Means of Controlled and Free

Writing Tasks in Five Aspects

Component Mean §.D. T-Value Degree of 2-tail

freedom Prob.

Content

Controlled 110.438 12.876 -6.49 31 . 000

Writing

Free Writing 123.500 13.137

Organization

Controlled 76.906 11.521 -4.87 31 .000

Writing

Free Writing 84.408 9.228

Vocabulary

Controlled 72.750 11.865 -5.83 31 . 000

Writing

Free Writing 80.658 9.213

. Language Use

Controlled 83.812 15.936 -4.88 31 .000

Writing

Free Writing 93.2343 12.913

Mechanics

Controlled 18.000 2.929 - .74 31 . 467

¥Writing

Free Writing 18.281 3.103
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According to each component of the composition,
students did better in composing the free expository
writing than in the writing topic controlled tasks at a
confidence level of .05. The students did significantly
better on content, organization, vocabulary, language use
in the free writing. However, there was no significant
difference between the topic controlled writing and free
writing in the aspect of mechanics at a confidence ievel
of .05. Therefore, the first hypothesis stating that the
students’ proficiency level in writing controlled
composition is significantly different from that in free
writing 1s accepted. The students’ proficiency level
differed signicantly in content, organization, vocabulary,
and language use. They, however, are not significantly

different in mechanics.

Research Question Two

To what extent does the students’ proficiency
level 1in controlled writing correlate with that of the

Capbridge Trial Test, and if it does, in what aspects 7

Hyvpothesis Two : The composition proficiency level

in writing topic controlled composition of M.6 students
correlates significantly with that of the M.B6 Trial
English Test conducted by Cambridge University in the
aspects of content, organization, vocabulary, language use

and mechanics.

In order to find how much 1e writing proficiency
level in writing topic controlled and that in the M.§6
Trial Test intsrcorreiate, a Pearsocn Product-Moment

correlation formula was applied. The correlation
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coefficient was calculated from two sets of scores : the
sum of five components in the topic controlled writing
rated by the three raters and the sum ol Lhe Cambridge
writing test. The result showed that the correlation
coefficient was .754 and significant at the .05 level.
The correlation coefficients of each component between the
topic controlled writing and the Cambridge Test are shown
in Table 8.

TABLE 8
The Intercorrelations among the Components of
the Controlled Writing Test and the Cambridge Test

Controlled Writing Test

Content Organizat’n Vocab. Language use Mechanics

Cambridge .734%%¥ .GB4%%* L.TET*% LTA9%% L5O2%%
Test

¥ P ¢ .01 ¥ P < .001

All components in the topic contrelled writing
were significantly correlated with the Cambridge Test. The
highest correlation was .787 in the aspect of vocabulary
while the lowest correlation was .582 in the aspect of
mechanics. The results suggest that there could be a
concurrent validity between the proficiency level of M.8
students in composing topic controlled writing and that in

the Cambridge Writing Test.

Consegquently, the second hypothesis of the study

stating +that +the proficiency 1level in writing topic
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controlled composition of ¥.6 students correlates
significantly withthat of the M.6 Trial Test in the
aspects of content, organization, vocabulary, language

use and mechanics is accepted.

Research Question Three

To what extent does the proficiency level in free
writing correlate with that of the Cambridge Trial Test,

and if it does, in what aspects ?

Hyvpothesis Three : The proficiency 1level in free

writing of M.6 students correlates significantly with that
of the M.6 Trial Test conducted by Cambridge University in
t{he aspects of content, organization, vecabulary, languasge

use and mechanics.

In response to the guestion, a Pearson Product-
Moment correlation formula was applied to find out how
much 4the writing proficiency 1level in free writing and
that conducted by Canbridge University intercorrelate. Two
sets of scores : the sum of five components from three
raters in the free writing and the sum of the M.8 Trial
Test vere calculated. The result showed that the
correlation coefficient was .585 and significant at the
.05 Jevel. Tabile 9 shows Lthe intercorrelalions

among Lhe components of tihe {Jree wriling Lest and ihe

Cambridge Test.



TABLE 9
The Intercorrelations among the Components

of Free Writing Test and the Cambridge Test

Free Writing Test

Content Organizat’n Vocab. Language use Mechanics

Cambridse .D18%%* .D519%% .87 3%% .546%% LAD3¥
Test

* P < .01 ¥ P < .001

All components in the free writing test were
significantly correlated with the Cambridge Test. The
highest correlation was .673 in the aspect of vocabulary
while the lowest correlation was .4523 in the aspect of

mechanics.

The data in Table 9 indicate that there could be a
concurrent validity between the proficiency level of M.6
students in composing the free writing and that in the

Cambridge Writing Test.

As a result, the third hypothesis of the study
positing that the proficiency level in free writing of M.6
students correlates significantly with that of the M.g©
Trial Test in  atl aspects : content, organization,

vocabulary, language use and mechanics, is accepted.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION
AND FURTHER STUDIES

Chapter Five presents the conclusions of the study
and a discussion on the findings, inciuding their
implications. Some suggestions for further studies are

provided.

Conclusions of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate
whether the writing proficiency level in writing topic
controlled compostions of M.6 students was different from
that in writing free compositions when the ESL Composition
Profile developed by Jacobs et al (1981’ «<as taken into
consideration as a rating scale. It also sought to
determine to what extent the five aspects of composition :
content; organization, vocabulary, language use and
mechanics, differ. Moreover, this study was designed to
examine the interrelationship between each type of test,
topic <controlled and free composition, and the M.8 Trial

English Test conducted by Cambridge University.
Subjects

The subjects of the study were thirty two M.6
students taking the Arts Program at ‘Satriwithaya School.
They vwere selected by the method of sinmple random
sampling from sixteen <c¢lasses in M.86 level. The reason
for’ éelecting one class as the subjects was that all
subjects attending the same class or program had the same

educational background knowledge which was one of the
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variables of +this study. Therefore, this educational
background variable was controlled. In addition, the
subjects from the same class and progran had the same time
available to participate in this comparative study. Prior
to this study, these subjects were given the "M.6 Trial
English Test"” administered by the Advisory Unit,
Department of General Education in cooperation . with

Cambridge University.

Instrument
The instrument consists of four composition
writing tasks, two of which were topic controlled

composition writing tasks and the other two were free

writing composition tests. They are as follows

A : Topic controlled writing tests. They were comprised of
two tests. In the first test students were asked to
justify or give reasons on the scope of content
provided by the researcher. 1In the second test only
the purpose 1is controlled. The following were the

topic assignments.

1. Develop a meaningful paragraph of about 120-1350
words by supporting with reasons or ideas :
There are three disadvantages to bus travel : slowness,

discomfort and danger.

2. Develop a meaningful paragraph of about 120-150
vords by supporting with reasons or ideas.
1f you were a national leader, what suggestions would

you make to solve the pollution problems in Bangkok 7
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B : Free writing tests : They were comprised of two tests
without any topic given. Students were free to write
about anything they are interested in -- that is
anything that impressed them or motivated them to
write about or give reasons to. The instructions are

as follows :

1. Write a paragraph of about 120-150 words giving
suggestions or ideas on any topic you are interested

in.

2. Write a paragraph of about 120-150 words giving

suggestions or ideas on any topic that interests you.
Procedure

The subjects were assigned four expository writing
tasks. Each subject was tested twice on the controlled
writing and the other two for free writing. All the tests
were administered on Thursdays after the compulsory
classes were over. In the first week, students had to
write a topic controlled composition of which the purpose
and contents were imposed by the researcher. 1In the
second week, a free writing assignment was conducted.
Later a topic controlled writing test which focused on
purpose was administered. In the fourth week, studenis
were asked to write a free composition. Each test lasted
fifty minutes. All the essays were holistically scored

by +three experienced' and trained raters using the ESL

Composition Profile developed by Jacobs et al (1981 as
a rating scale. Scores obtained were statistically
analyzed with the help of a computer. Means and standard

deviations were used to deseribe their writing proficiency
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level, a t-test was computed to find the differences
between the two types of writing and the Pearson Product -
Moment Correlation was computed to find the concurrent
validity between the two types of writing and the

standardized test.

Discussion and Interpretation of the Findings

Finding one

This study showed that students’ writing
proficiency could be enhanced through the method of free
writing. The mean values revealed that students could
score higher when composing free writing (see Table 5.
The result of the t-test showed there was a significant
difference between the two types of composition. This
finding was found to be consistent with that reported in
Alloway et al (1979), Wienke (1981), Hilgers (1881).
Their study revealed that their experimental treatment,
in composing free writing achieved significant gains.
As a teacher who teaches writing, it is interesting to
note that writing is the creating of meaning from one’s
oWn intellectual and linguistic resources and activity
(Berthoff, 1981:5). Thus presenting specific topic
deprives students of the right to generate and develop
their own ideas. As Heaton (1988:149) has pointed out
that "there 1is often a danger that certain students will

feel inhibited rather than helped by such control”.

According to the mean values of each component, it
was found that students could perform better when wrifing
free expository writing in the aspects of content and

vocabulary. This did not mean that the topic assignments
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in the controlled writing were far too difficult because
the topics given focused on their backeround knowledge
or on what they have learnt in this academic year. This
finding supports a view proposed by Gurrey (1955:129) that
"1f pupils have to rack their brains for something to say,
or if they try to express something beyond their powers,
the writing may be more harmful than helpful”. Furthermore,
Staton (1982:73) stated that college students and adults
often found it difficult to ﬁrite when they were not told
what to write about. Their behaviour implied that they
had not only had little practice in the crucial componenf
of writing process but also had come to believe that they
vere not abhle to choose their own topiecs or write about
personally meaningful experiences 1in an interesting and
effective way. it is assumedthatfree writing will provide
not. only practise in <choosing a topic but also the
incentive and practice necessary to write in effective and

interesting ways.

In terms of the differences among the {five
components, the detailed results displayed 1in Table 6
indicate that the writing proficiency level in writing
topic controlled composition and free writing are
significantly different in four aspects : content,
organization, vocabulary and language use. However, there
was no significant difference between the topic controlled
and free writing in the aspect of mechanics at a
confidence level of .05. This might be explained sas

feollows :

In terms of content and vocabulary, it was found
that in free writing the student writers used significantly

more content words such as nouns, adjectives or adverbs,
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most of which were relevant to the topic. This revealed
that they had much knowlege about the topic. This is
congruent with Grabe and Biber (1988 cited in Kroll, B
suggestion 1990)%s regarding the use of content words that
a high percentage of noun reflected high "information

density" and exact informational context.

In prior discourse analysis research, Halliday
(19797, Biber (1986), Grabe and Biber (1988 cited in Kroll,
B 1990), sugsgest that a higher percentage of content words
usually co-occurs with a high average word length. A
higher level of content words, a high percentage of nouns
and longer words should therefore result in highly

explicit, formal and meaningful English prose.

In termg of organization and language use, the
result showed a relatively small amount of difference when
compared with that of the content and vocabulary. However,
this finding served as an indication that an inspiring
topic chosen by students in free writing couid better
encourage the students to organize and develop their
expository paragraph by wusing effective grammatical
construction to support the central ideas of paragraph.
As Heaton (1988:137) points out "Once the students are
ready to write free compositions on carefully chosen
realistic topics, then composition writing can be a useful
testing tool. It provides the students with an
opportunity to demonstrate +their ability to organize
language meterial, using their own words ‘and ideas to

communicate”.



|4

a2

64

In the aspect of mechanies, it was interesting to
note that their writing performance was not found to be
significantly different. A possible explanation for the
insignificant difference in the use of mechanics, namely
punctuation, spelling and conventions seems to lie with
the pressure of time. Within a limited time, the student
writers have to write spontaneously without much time for
revision, resulting in several errors found in both topic

controlied and free writing expositions.
Finding two

The detailed results displayed in Table 8 reflect
that the writ.ing proficiency level in controlled
compositions and that of the "M.G6 Trial Test" conducted by
Cambridege University were significantly correlated. The
significantly rather high correlation coefficients obtained
in every aspect indicates that there could be a concurrent
validity between the proficiency level of M.6 students

when composing the two tests.

In the present study, the students were asked to
write a composition on the given topic. This, therefore,
means +that the five aspects of composition especially
content and vocabulary aspects were directly controlled.
Since the "M.8 Trial Test" comprised three different
types (The first test focused on language form, the second
oﬂe was on institutional text type including application
form and the third test was personal text type including a
personal letter.), students were controlled in the aspect
of language form in the first test and especially content,
organization and vocabulary in the second test. Though

the third test was a personal text type including a
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personal letter, it was also indirectly controlled.
This, therefore, leads to the conclusion that there was a

rather high relationship between the two types of test.

Finding three

The results in Table 9 showed that the proficiency
level in free writing and that of the "M.86 Trial Test”
conducted by Canbridge University were significantly
correlated. There was alsoc a significant correlation in
every aspect; therefore, this implies that there could be
the concurrent validity between the proficiency level of
M.6 students when composing the two tests. However, 1t was
found that the proficiency level in free writing was less
correlated with the Cambridge test than the controlled
writing. This indicates that the two types of test : the
topic controlled compdsition and the "M.6 Trial Test" are

more similar in some characteristics than the free writing.

The results shown 1in Table 8 and Table 9
illustrate that there was a rather high correlation
between each type of test and that of the Cambridge Test
in the aspect of vocabulary. This suggests that the
Cambridge Test might assess the students’ knowledge of
vocabulary acquired in M.6 level better +than other
components. This might be due to the format and the topics
of the two tests which are more controlled than the free

writing test.

In the present study, both the students’
proficiency levels in composing free writing and that in
topic controlled writing were measured by using the ESL

Composition Profile developed by Jacobs et al (1881) as a
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rating scale. In performing these tests, each student
needed to employ a large amount of ability in pulling
together all elements of written discourse into a
connected, coherentpiece of expository writing to
communicate effectively. Thus +the ability to use these
elements of written discourse should be at a certain level
when each student composed the expository writing tests.
Similarly, when these students took the "M.6 Trial Test",
their ability in organizing these elements of written
discourse would be the same. This, therefore, leads to
a conclusion that there 1is a relationship between the
controlled and free writins test and the Cambridge test.
In other words, they measured similar factorsA of writing
proficiency. As Jacobs et al (1981) put it "a common
method of investigating the concurrent validity of a test
is to correlate it with other tests that purport to

measure a similar skill or components of that skill".

Implications of the Study

It is evident that the results of the present
study demonstrate that the writing proficiency level in
composing free expository writing is found to be higher
than +that in topic controlled writing. Consequently, it
seems logical that the free writing method should be
incorporated in writing courses. Based on the findings of
the present study and the other related studies, several
_implications can be drawn, regarding the practicality of

the topic controlled writing and free writing.

1. The finding that free writing method could enhance
students? writing proficiency and that they showed

superiority in promoting students’ writing performance
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seems to suggest that students’ involvement in this method
should be greatly encouraged. The more the students are
engaged in this type of method in class, the more they can

benefit from it in terms of learning. This suggestion is

broadly in line with one of Winterowd’s suggestions (1975
cited in HBughey, 1982:39) "I think the writing class
should be a happy anarchy giving students rich

opportunities for any kind of composition they need,
either for "real" uses or for "self-expression". Such an
insightful view provides teachers a rationale for

incorporating free writing method into the writing courses.

2. Expository writing tasks usied both in controlled and
free writing are fruitful and interesting to students
since the organization of the writipg tends to require
greater intellectual or mental organization. As Flemming
and Claton ¢1968:125) put it.

In exposition, however, you usually have to
establish your organization. You have {o organize
in your own mind all the parts of the process oOr
ideas you want to explain. This means that you

must rely on your own sense of logic or order.

Though the study revealed that students could do
guite well in the tests, it was found that some of them
needed to be trained in how to develop expository
writing. Moreover, M.6 students will have to compose
expository writing when writing essays and acadenic
writing in the near future. As Arena’s findings (1975
suggest,the ability of the university-level ESL students
to write in the expository mode is a major cause of
failure in their academic programs. This supports the need

of expository writing instruction.
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3. Since the controlled writing test correlated more
highly with the Cambridge Test in every aspect than the
free writing test, this implies that this type of test
might replace the standardized test when any standardized
writing test which 1is similar to Cambridge test is not
available. However, the controlled writing test requires

more time and the training of raters.
Recommendations for Further Studies

i. Replication of this study should be conducted with a
larger group of students and with students of different

levels to ascertain whether the results can be generalized.

2. Replication of this study should be conducted in
writing courses where revision, drafting or peer feedback
are available toc see whether or not the results are

confirmed.

2. It is suggested that students should be grouped
according to their proficiency 1level to find out if their
proficiency level in a high group is different from that in

a low group in every aspect of controlled and free writing.

4. The use of ESL Composition Profile should be applied in

research on other types of writing.

5. The predictive wvalidity of controlled and free
expository writing to enhance academic success should be

further examined.
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READING

H L L] - -— -, . Fel - -— .
Question 1 3v913pedaduiSnaslolvsMin lavidpuddnusaslurovnay

B L - - L d LJ -
Tavirwaganaslalvuan

How To Use This Telephone

A Then listen for di.alling fone.

™

While you are speaking, you will hear the warning tone, if you need
more money. '

~ First pick up the 1elephone and put your mon'ey in the slot.
If nobody aﬁswers, your money will be returned.

Put in more money as soon as you hear this tone.

mTm U O

When you hear the dialling tone, dial the nu'mber.

111 )
(21()
(3101
(410 )
(511"

(6)(D]
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Question 2 . .
' lavnenaysaudsnes A ,B,Cu%e D
Example: He wants you to {1)....ccovennee. him the reason.

A speak - (B) il . C say D talk

- NlaANTEA

Beautiful, and talented. These two words describe one of Thailand's most
popular singers: Nantida Keawbuasi. (1}.......cu..... she .won the 1978 Asia
Singers Festival Song Competition in Hong Kong, Nantida has (2)
famous all over Asia.

....................

Nantida started singing for her family (3)..cccccccvevmnen. she was 6 years old. Her
father, (4).......ccoeenie. - loved music, sent her for piano 1Ss0NS (5)...cccicieriiennnns
" the age of eleven, and she has also studied dancing.
Nantida wants tourists 10 have a (6)...cccceceverennee. picture of Thailand and Thai
people. "it's unfortunate (7)....ccccvrcrnnrnn many people who come here, dont
know the real Thailand,” she says. “We want tourists 10 (8)...ccceceeereenenne that
refigion is an important part of our culture. Tourists should visit the wats and talk
to the monks who live there (9)...cccevecnrenns in that way they will get to know
L1 better.” . '
1 A until ~ B- when C since D before
T2 A seemed B taken C looked D become
3 A when B so C as D because
4 A which B"7he C who D whose
5 .A to B by C at D in
6 A false B true C strange D bad
v 7 A so B what C that D therefore
8 A say B understand C imagine D seem
9 A and’ B but C so D or
10 A you B her C us D him
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Question 3

4

' I - i)
QuaanunaItuea LUl was 1Tou tivasluansaeinmunln

The Lotus

[e.J

.-

“A pond without a floating lotus or water lity is like a house without a woman.”

In Thailand and throughout Asia, the lotus is a very important plant. The lotus can

grow,ang spread easily, and for this reason, in Japan, it is used as the _symbol
{ ﬂ?’n},ﬁdﬂﬂ/nfd ) of a good farm crop. Even today, the Japanese believe that

eating the lotus tuber {cee diagram) will increase the amount of crops they can

‘grow. In India, it is a symbol of wealth, because people make a Iot of money

selling it, and in Egypt, it is a symbol for the sun, because it opens in the early
morning and hides s flowers at night.

The Chinesg, use the young seed 1o reduce high fever and to help _peop!e with
cholera ( ewmwnn it ). Malays use the petals for peopte with syphilis. In Java,
lotus petals are used for stomach problems. India, as well as Kampuchea and the
Phifippines, use lotus petals for fever. Dried lotus petals are used by the Thais 10
put around cigarettes, and before there were plastic bags, its leaves were used 1o
wrap food. . ' :

Thai villagers who live along the "klongs” throughout Thailand, can get extra
money from growing !Gtis and the price never goes down,



The Lotus
COUNTRY SYMBOL REASON
Japan good farm crop | U
Egypt 2.... opens in the early morning
nides its flowers at night

K ST (A wealth AT A, ST
COUNTRY PARTS OF LOTUS USES
China D Bothooonooanaoe reduce high fever/cholera
T \ -0 petals syphilis
India, Kampuchea; . o\ . fever

- Philippines :

R T——  cigarettes
Thailand leaves 10 e
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Question 4

S - ® o ] e . '
ﬂuumaﬂuntﬁuuazﬂwunnaoLMUﬁ1ﬂqu1n§oanﬂ Tviin 1Zousu tonsns

¥-

] -_' - - L _' L ] »
NAINDY LNL2 nﬂuﬂTﬂgnlwnﬁLﬂﬁaunnﬁu X luwevls YES ﬁﬁﬂamn

ﬁﬂTGﬁﬂtﬂ{avuﬁﬂu X Tuéauiﬁ NO ' Yes No
1 The National Museum is not open on Friday. [y 0
2 The Emerald Buddha can be visited daily '
from 8.30 a.m. 1o 3.30 p.m. 1111
3 The Recitning Buddha is quite close to the
Grand Palace. | 101
4 You can see Thai and Indonesian Art at the
< National Arts Gallery. _ | LY [
5 It would be a good idea to combine a shopping
trip with a-visit to Wat Bavornives. 1l
6 The Golden Buddha weighs six tons. SRS
7 The Golden Mount is situated in the centre of
Bangkok. -- ' 11101
'8 The Marble Temple is open all day. (Y [])

9 You can check the programme at the National
Theatre any day of the week. (1 1]

10 The biggest Buddha image in Thailand is at Wat '
Arun. T » _ ) [111



89

Attractions in Bangkok

The Grand Palace and Wat Phra Kaeo are Bangkok's
mast prominent langmarks, which should not be lafy
out of a foreign visiors' dinerary. The huga complax
near Sanam Luang, sufrounded by high whnite walls,
occupias an araa ol aboul a square mite. The grand
palace consists of several buildings with  highly
decorated archileciural details white Wat Pnra Kaeo
nouses the Emsiald Buodna, the mest sacred
Buddha imaga in Thailana. The complex is open
daily from 8.30-11.30 am and 1.00-3.30 pm.

Tha Natlona! Musaum Is in walking distance of the
Grand Palaca. §t is one of 1ha  largest and most
comprehensiva museums in  Southeast Asla, It
houses a vas! Weasurs of anfacis ranging from
neolthuc times 1o 1he piesent Bangkok period, The
museum is open evary day bam 9 am 10 4 pm,
sxcapl Mondays and Fridays,

The National Thesatra is next 1o the Natlonal
Museum. Tha classical dramas and othar typas of
intarnaional dramatic ans are reqularly staged nhere.
Current programmas can be checked with the thaaira
batwean 8 am and 4,30 pm on wookdays. Tel; 224-
1342,

The Natlenel Arts Gallery is—on Chao Fa Road
opposita 1he Natonal Thaalra. it exhibits iraditional
and conlemporary works ol art by Thal anists, It is
aopan 16 the public aevery day {tom 9 am to 4 pm,
axcepl Mondays and Frdays,

Wat Po, an anciant 1ample located next to the Grand
Pajace, was buiit by King Rama 1, two canturias aga.
Tha most exiracrdinary anraction of Wal Po is e
giganuc Recining Buddha measunng 49 metws in
langth. D

Wat Arun (Templo of Dawn) Is located on the Wast
bank o1 the Chao Pnra Rivar. Tho temple s bost

* known for its BY metre high riverside prang, swWaaeo

wiln coiourtul ceramic liles, porcelain and ofnate
sculplures. Visiters can climb up one of the {owr
staircases feading 1o aboul half way up this towenng
structure and gat a breathlaking wview of the Chao
Phra Rivar.

Wat Tralmit is at the end of Yaowaraj Road. Il is a
Buddhist templs renowned for iis Golden Buddha,
The imaga, mada of approximately 75% gold, is thres
meres high and.weighs live and o hall 1ons, Tho
blggest golden Buddha image that stifl survives 1o tho
prusont day, is believed 1o have neen built In the
Sukhotal pericg about 700 ysars ago, The building,
which houses 1ha Golden Buddna, is opaen daily from
9 amta 5 pm.

Wat Banchamabophit {Tha Marble Tample), located
on St Ayutthaya Road near Chirlada Palace, houses
iha main chapal which is hailod by an hislodans as
one ol Thailand's finest religous slruclwes. Prince
Nansra Nuwatiwong designed this elegant buitding,
whoso walls aro made of Carrara marbie. A large
collaction of bronze Buddha images lines the walls of
the spacious innar courtyard, The main chapal is
opan to visitors daily lIram morning titl 5 pm,

Wat Sakhet {The Golden Mount} is a man-made
mountain topped by a goloen chedi It is an unusual

. lanomark located gt ia tha hoanm aof Bangkok,

visitars can climb wp 1he winding stairway that isacds
up 10 the mountain-lop chedi, which houses the ralics
of the Lord Buddha,and enjoy a panoramic view of
Bangkak.

Wat Bavornlves Is an anclent temple located next 1o
the busy shopping area of Banglampoo. lts
campound lealwtes an array of rypical Thai, Chinesse
and Wasiarn architectures, The main chapel houses
murals painted by Krua in Krong, one of Thailand's

- maosl prominent muralists, who lived in the regn ol

King Rama 1V,
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Question 5 v uunAduaa Ul wasesudtony

Student Weekly recently interviewed school pupils to get their ideas about school
buses, Here are the ideas of one student,

Kaﬁchana Pooltawese, M1, 11

“IN my opinion, school buses are needed for Pl to M3
students becuuse they are etill young and they need special
. eurt, Those from well-to-do fumilies with private cars cun go
Lo their school comiortably, Those who zre not, have to go w
schoal by bus. I often see purents accompanying their ehildren
an the bus and sometimes children have 1o commute ulone
because their parents are busy with their work. .
“Buses today are nol in good condition and accidents can
happen at any time. I know it's a dream of many young
students to ride on school buses, but very few schools cun
afllord to buy them. Il sany student comes to our- scheel by
rivate car, she should use the ‘cur pool' gystem 5o that it can
~hclp save petrol und reduce the number of cars on the street.
“Usually 1 tuke a bus to school. Although it takes me 40
minutes to arrive 2L my school, I'm happy betause somebody
always gives me p seat. This shows guod spirit and | do
appreciate iL" ’

1. This is from 1] a letter.
| [ a book.
[ a newspaper.

[ a student's notebook.
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2 What is the writer trying to do?

[ 1 To write in an amusing way.

o
[ 1 To adverise something. .
[ 1 To complain.
[ 1 = To present an opinion.
3 The writer thinks that the main problem about school buses is that
4 What two advantages does the writer feel a ‘car poo!’ system would offer?
1"0“ ........................................................................................................
s
LI, N BN o S NN ST oo P SRR SR

5 Underline the sentence. in the article which shows that Konchana can accept
difficulty with a smile. Do this careiully and underline the whole sentence.:

¥
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10
WRITING
Question 6 Tvin 13 iTou dvdszToalvauysn Teolvdasaumuneiwdoudszloa iy
o JDUURRZ U
Example: This hote! has very comfortable rooms.

The rooms | ﬁ;;_s f\o'foe t.re W,J com‘rfuff'aﬂe

................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................................

3 It isn't necessary o go out of your room if you want tea or coffee.

You don't .eeenene . 0.4~y . . 8 B 00000 SR ... Ju——

4. The price is 800 Baht per person.

5. Tax is included in the bill,

N
B a =30 11| TSSO RSP PR P DI SR SL LT IR LU
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g3

INTERNATIONAL LANGUAGE INSTITUTE
620, PLOENCHIT ROAD,
BANGKOK

APPLICATION FOR ENGLISH COURSES

Full Name: ..eeeecninnrennne ................................ {stata Mr/Mrs/Miss)
Address: .....

Date of(Birth;[ Onuumse——. 1% . Nationality: ..cveeerscrncnneninns
Occupation! i naeecansen

what do you need English for?
F

......................................................................................................................................

......................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................
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Question 8
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100 fn

Hello. | am John Adam,agsd

16, ftrom Scotand. | enjoy
scienco, compulers and lego, |
also ke collecing slamps .and

swimming.

I'm Susan Brown, aged 17, from|.

Loncon, My favourito hobbies are
coliocting stamps and jogging. |
also like animals. My {avourite
school subjects are English and
hisiory, 1 play the guitar 100, |

My name Is Jane March and |
am agec 16. My hobbies are
swimming, tennis and listaning 1o
pop music. 1 love Michasl
Jackson. Piease write ¢ me, I'd
love 1o hear from anyona.

would tike 10 hear from anyone,
aspacially from abroad,
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. . anw Emer ssssanTwirELERenrd
P L TR ey e R P T LR AR A b . ]
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MG Trial English Tect 1889
Answers and Mark Scheme
P&t 1 Reading and Witting (50 marks)

Question 1 (5 marks)” = |
. ¢ 2 A 3 F 4 B 5 E . [1markeach

Question 2 (5 marks)

., C 2. D 3 A 4 C S5

m
3 ‘
I

6. B 7. C & 10. C [k mark each]

Question 3 (5 marks - 4_mark ezch)
1. . can grow and spread 2asily

sun

India N

people make a lot of mQney selling it

2.

3

4

5. (young) seed.
6. Malaysia |
7 (Iotus) petals
8 Thailand

S. (dried) (lotus) petals

10 wrap foc;d

Question 4 (5 marks)
1. yes 2. no. 3. yes 4 no 5 vyes

6. no 7. yes 8 yes S .no 10 no -~ mark each]



GuesHon § (5. marks)

1'. A.Newspaper

2. to present an opinion

'3‘. " schools can't af'ed therm

4, save petro!
‘reguce cars

o

ARhougt ........ gives me & seat. ., ,

1

[z merk]
[ mark]
[1 mark)
11 mark]
[1 mark]

"[‘I marn]

TOTAL MARKS 25

96
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.Questlon 6 (5"mar1*5)‘

1. There is. & pmrate bathroonT in eachlevery mcm!a.l! {the) roQms.
‘Ehare are private-bathrooms In eactvevery rocavall (the) rooms.

2. You can telephonelmake a (telephonelphone) ml!lca!lfphone from
your room.

3. You ‘don't have to/need 1o go out of your room/if you want tea or
coffeefor tea and csﬁee

4. It costs 800 Baht per person,

- 5, .The bill mcludes tax

(1 mark per answer. Half ‘marks if answer ‘contains a smal! grammar
rmstaJ ) )

Ques‘tion 7 (10 marks)

“Task Achleverment.

~This form should prasent fow dtfﬁdulnés. Give cradit for full and reasonabfjf'

accurate answers 10 lart part Accept any coherent reason, however far feiched.:
(5 marks)

-Language

Mr/Miss should be stated.
candidates should use correct nationality word not name country
occupation may be ‘none,"school student’ ete. /.

. names of languages and months should be correctly Spelt If not taka off
- mark per soelling. Ignore all other spelling mistakes. :
- Zhswers need not be full sentences.

(5 marks)
Questton 8 (10 marks) -

Task Achievement

."Credﬂ attempts. to present information intérastingly rather than merely listing. ‘Also

I rto mfor’maﬂon iven in advertisement. *
credit attempts to're ate answe q e )
Language - - _ ‘
Credit vanety bf structure,, especially tenses, and orgamsatlon/of Information.

Credit breacth of veocabulary. Cradit suitable conclusion (sg. } hope you will write
soon). . (5 marks)

. TOTAL MARKS 25



* Ustening
Question § (7 marks) (Diagrams lablled, 467 Ts this) A B
- "'"". .- . . . .‘ . .. ~ C D

..D 2. B .3 A 4 T ‘5 A
8. B ‘,'Z. B s : - (1 mark'eacﬁ)
Questlon 10 (6 marks)

. ¢ 2 B 3 D 4 C€C 5 C

6.. C " . ' o T (1:mark each)
Questlon 11 (7 marks) ‘ |
1, B watch (sporton TV) - (2 marks)

C.. machines/ life has changed ' (2'marks If sither

) , © answer given)
2. 2thrs) 1 (times per waek)
20 (mins) 3 | ‘ .
30 (mins) 7!ev:feryda3r : ) {f-mark each answer)

]

Question 12 (5 maris)
. no 2. ho 3. yes 4 no -5 yes
i (5 marks)

A ]

o . TOTAL MARKS 25

FINAL TOTAL 75
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APERDIX [ C

. Mil:‘hlgllh)l]l'llt!)f"

" Michigan ELP (Totn!, Equnicd)

TOEFL (Total)
" Listening =i

Michigan Aural {Tquaicd) -

EL! Grammar" .
ELP Vocabulary®
" ELY Reading?

- Structure/Writing -
) .Reading{\’ocuhulary

Based on cnlrnng rludents tested
hnu.\ry |9TR md Scplcmhcr 1979,

ex nf(ﬁlum! Comp‘ hrn:[‘no_ :
Marhrgan et of I, ngmh Lnnguru;c f’mf jene :
Em{hsh Language. Insululc. Unwcr.-.ily of

100




APPENDIX D
Sample Answer Sheetis
a. Good Students’ Compositions
_ Controlled Writing 1
- Free ¥riting I
b. Poor Students’® Compositions
- Controlled Writing II
~ Free Writing II
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' GocD STuD“‘\T'S COHPCIILICY
‘\ - " CCHTROLLED YRITING I .
N : ﬁ&ufj in_%_w_,_w &M

b M MW/LMWﬂﬁwmuﬁW M
I ﬂ"f jM_ Aand th_g,ﬁfr Angw U«Iﬂt_tfél i llitng 4#
?____h__ ot fw L{jm . _n «fuw‘zgﬁ_,ﬁf L. %m_gm f‘ «/];{4
e . O, maliad_ o MW&J__A@ML_ i‘mwf { 0l 1t
Wy fmé,&%{&damn_ﬂimwﬁ o Th diotemfpd. o,
jj’tﬂﬁ A1 ﬁvnfu waﬂ_ﬂé#@ﬂ 2.4 {ma;w LC/ ’ifﬁm Mmf
 olad ACH’M fﬂw pays Srgme. 4
. ‘5 ﬂ%mué A »mla( Lo &ty J AN mf{wwwm(‘
| rﬁmw e bedis ond Aissy f/ﬁ’ﬁ’ fus Lol 4W?MMJ plasss,
| ?) enbuurt ampd_ s, Ppeeen, they ahanld Yeach, e dried and
‘ ndutlont Lo L e D&&%&MMW&M&AW%&MW
‘ &ﬂuwMéﬂm&%on iﬁLP&u.'iM flazihwx :Mfﬂﬂd@;}j
-9 ﬂi’xmlfm g Mffm Jjﬂ thotr ooy bu_ Thep Lt ’[ﬂzﬁa Acéaﬁ

i e mpndand ﬁumﬂ ﬂt) e that ‘Umﬂ’d At ﬂﬂé@w o Fﬁw /iﬂmwa_% #'
d}n‘i @[Lw 1he }J,bf&d M?\ aq The svn saged ,&wf Mﬁuu wh th e

Wy o Ayt S oy de_di »M}'wmﬂr 41 surley s loss,
‘dwvaw ol ’fwm'ﬂ?l {« m‘vtl&z{ qu MER. j{}%

&

b Berearrar o

} R ' Nepbtin 6#8’54;#{2.!
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blUlJlN}' T _-“ﬁ.——_ WIJQ DA 4

— - _ESL conxﬂommmmm T

AT A
¥ T T
____bQDKL__i.ELLI;L_.LJ{J].LI'iAH____;. — . COMMINTS
e JIJ:!? -‘l'X-(;[LllNI {8 VI.RY (..()OD kowlisdgeable o suln.!.mlln . Ihufu!q,h
o . dwv,,.)pmenl of thesis o relevant Jo_assigived fopic _—
) 16-22 GOOD TO AVERACE: some knowledge of subject o adequaie range o
uz‘_, limited developaenl of thesis & muostly relevant 1o topic, but lacks dedail
e \\D : guate development of tupic
v 14-13 VLRY POOR: does nol show knowle dyc of sul,_ (1 e non-substaative » not
N ptrlmcnl e OR nol envugh 10 evaluate
(— 20-18 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: fluent expression « ideas cicarly tated)
o) ‘ supporied o succinct & well-orgamized « logical sequencing o cohesive
[ ; 17-14 GOOD TO AVLRAGE: somewhat choppy & loosely organized but main
5 A ideas stand out o limited support o logical butl swomplele sequencing
- z ‘ 13-10 —FAIR T O POOR+nhen-fluent—sadeas—confosed—r—discommocted —w—lacks
L<J logical sequencing and developient
8 9.7 VERY POOR: dots nol communicate « no organization = OK not enough

lo evaluale

S -SSP e ¢ 1 B . ®&

20-14 EXCELLENT TO VERY COOD: sophisticaled range » elfective wordsidiom

§ choice and usage » word form masiery » appropriste sepisler

:C‘ 17-14 COOD TO AVIRACL: adequald range » occasional errors of wordlidiom
L L form, choice, usage bul mwaning nol sbscured

o * L ] . .

e I v 1310 FAIR TO POOR: limited range » irequenl crrors of wordidium form,
‘l 8 choice, usage o meaning confused. or vliscured

9.7 VERYSPOOR: essenlially translation s litlle knowhedge of Loglish vocabiu-
lary, idioms, word form # OR nol enough o evaluate

\/‘V

25-22 EXCELLENT TO VERY COOD: efiective complex conslructions o few

| _—_—-———E#QMHWMMWWW pTO-

nouns, prepositions

21-18 GCOOD TO AVERACGT: dieclivc but simple constructions  minor prob-
lems in complex constructions e several errors of agrecment, tense,
number, word order/lunclion, adicles, pronouns, pn‘poulmns but mean-

ing seldom obscured o - -
\ 17-11  FAIR TO POOR: major prub_lum's in simplefcomplex Construstions
[requent errors of negation, agreénient, tense, number, word order/ffunc-

tion, arlicles, pronouns, prepositions andior fragments, run-ons, delelions
* meaning confused or obscured

LANGUAGE USE

10-5 VERY POOR: virlually no maslery of sentence construction rules » domi-
5 nated by errors o does nul clrmmunicale ¢ OR not enough to coaluate

5 [XCELLENT TO VLRY COOD1 demonsirates mastery of convendions o
“few errors-of spelling,- punclu.mun capitalization;- p.nrag,rzphmg T

m . et ———
L ‘ TTTTT3T T GOODTOAVERACE: u-t.ca;mn.\] errors of spelling, punc Iu.ahon (Jpll.l]l-
b === T - zafion, paragraphing bui_meaning aul obscared: = e A

) FAIR TO POOR: frequent errors of 5 speiling, puncluation, capilalization,
- paragraphing s poor-handwrifing s nmang_gw,ﬁ}

-

T= : 2 VIRY POOR: no mastery of conventions » dominaied by errors of spell-- T
© ing, puncluation, capilalizatron,. paragraphing ® handwriting itlegible o

! OR nol enough to evaluate” -

TTTOTAL SCORL . RLADLK ~ COMMINTS
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- ESL COMPOSITION PROFILE &%

o]

R ‘ - DAIE _— TOPIC
. . .. y . : * .
SCORE ~ LEVEL CRITERIA ~ COMMENTS
© 3027 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: knowled;,eable e substantive thorough
. -y devg,.)pmenl of thesis o relevant to assngned topic .
'i 26-22 COOD TO AVERAGE: some knowledge of subject ® adequate range
= o " limited development of thesis  mostly relevant Lo Lopic, bul lacks detail
- -
‘Zz /%7 2137 FAIR TO POOR: limited knowledge of sub;ccl . lmlc substance o made~
8 | ] quale developmenl of lopic’ :
16-13 VERY PDOR does nol show Lnowledge of subjeci » non-sub:aldnllve s not
' perhnenl * OR not enough to evaluate _
/Z 20-18 EXCE;LENT TO VERY GOOD: fluent expression = ideas clearly stated/
o . I : supporied o succinct o well-organized # logical sequencing » cohesive
E Iy 17-14. COOD TO AVERAGE: soﬁ\e»_vhal choppy * loosely organized but main
o [5 ideas stand out & limited support & logical but incompleie sequencing
z . ' 13-10 = FAIR TO POOR: non-fluent o ideas confused or dlb(()(mt‘flt'd ) iaclu
s - logical sequencmg and development .
3 9.7 VERY POOR: does not communicate  no orgamzahon . OR not enou
o
R o evaluate ) .
d T 20-18 © EXCELLENT TOQ VERY GOOD: sophislicaled range-ei(mm ‘wordidiom
; - | _ choice and usage » word form mastery » appropnale register
< 17-14 .. .GOOD TO AVERACGE: adequalé range-e occasional errors of wurdhdlum -
- R form, choice, usage but mcunmg not obscured
% /t\,[.}_/ " 13410 FAIR TO POOR: limited range  frequeal errors  of wuuiuu-um form,
8 : P : choice, usage ® meanmg wnfused or abxur r _
-~ 9-7 VERYWOOR: esu:nhally translahon . little knuwledgt: ui Enghsh voubu-' -
. ' lary, idioms, word form » OR nol enough 10 evaluate
: 25-22° 7 EXCELLENT 10 VERY COOD effeclive complex conslruuluns o few
. errors of .agreement, lense, number, word orderl[unclwn anu.ics, pro-
: ¥ nouns preposmons i Sy} ,
w 21_:—18 - GOOD TO AVERACGE: eﬁechve bui simple constructions & minor prub— .
vy . lems in complex constructions e several errors of agreemeni, tense,
- number, word order/function, arlicles, pronouns, prepusnlmns bul mean-
"5 .- : ing seldom obscured O - _
g g 17-11 FAIR TO POOR: major pr oblcms in in_simple/complex constructions »
0 . - ’ frequenl errors of negalion, agreemcnt tense, numﬁt—:r, wma order/func-
Z © tion, amclcs, pronouns, prepositions and/or fragments, run-uns. deletions
< & meaning confused or obscured
C 10-5 VERY POOR: wrlually no maslery of senlence consiruction rules  domi-
o nated by errors o do-es nol communicate ® OR not encugh 10 evaluate
‘ 5 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD‘rdemonslraies masiery of conventions .
- “few errors ol spelling, punctualion, capitalization, paragraphing ™
‘C) "4 COOD TO AVERAGE: occas.no'hal errors of spelling, puncluation, capitali-
z . zation, paragraphing but meaning not obscured
<I( \3 '3 FAIR TO POOR: irequent errors of spellmg, punctuation, capltahzahun,
B no paragraphing ¢ poor handwriting ¢ meaning confused or obscured
= ‘2. VERY POOR: no mastery-of cenventions ® dominated by errors of spell-
ing, punctualion, cap;lalnzalmn paragraphmg . h.mdwﬂlmg illegible »
- OR not enough to evaluate *
TOTALSCORE . KEADER - COMMENT§ ’
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i ],Ul)l" I /g o DL ! Yt

m——— g = — n -

—— SCORE__LEVLEL - CRITLIA.

oINS

et o e —— e e — e — - —_— —— - - - -~ -

30-27 EXCELLENT 1O VIRY GOOD: kuowledgedble o subsl.\nluc . Iluwubh
deve, ,.)pmcnl of thesis @ relevant to assigned dopic. . —

!
I
}

e m————— e

; 26-22 COOD TO AVERAGE: some hnowledge of subject o adejuaie 1ange »
w 7 limited development of thesis & mostly selevant 1o topic, bul lacks detail
- .
Z 11-17 EAIR TO POOR; limited bnowledge of Lubject o ligle s -
5 .
[@] quate development ol topic
O . )
1613 oes nol show knowledp e of sul,. b e npop-sulslaalive = not
VLRY POOR: d how knowledye of sub, b
p-cmm.nl * OR not enough 1o evaluate
(Z 20-18 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: fluent expression « uh..:s clcarly sl.ncd.l
0 supporied ® succincl o well-organized  logical sequencing » cohesive
5 17-14 COOD TO AVIRACGE: somewhal choppy & loosely organized but main
N ideas stand out @ limited support » Jogical but iwomplele sequencing / (/
L 13-10— FAIR JO POOR: nun-fluent o 3dcas—confused-ur-dicoanccted »—atks /= -
é kogical sequencing and develupawent
~ S 9-7 VERY POOR: does nol communicate ® no organization ¢ OK nol enough

Io evaluale

20-1 EXCELLENT TO VERY COOD sophisticalid range s effective wurdhdmm
choice and usage  word form maslery ¢ appropriate regaster

17-14 COOD TO AVERACL: adequalé range  occasiondl errory of wordadiom
form, choice, usage but meaning not obscured ¥

13-10 FAIR TO POOR: limited range o frequent errors of worddidiom form, /@
chuice, usage » meaning confused. or vbscured : :

1

9.7 VERYSPOOR: essentially translation s little knowledge of Loglish vocabiu-
lary, idioms, word form * OR not enough to evaluale

N VOCABULARY

25-22 EXCELLENT TO VERY COOD eilective complex consiructions o few

= wreor— ol aprecment; ..."mmbcr-—vmrd-urdnﬁmdmr":mnn pro-
- nouns, prepositions

218 COOD TO AVERAGE: t'“edlvc but simple construclions ® minor prob-

LAt
S lems in complex tonstructions & several errors of agreemend, dense,
number, word order/funclion, ar.llck-s pmnuuns, pfcpomlmns bu! mean-
"‘O" ing seldom obscured - 1 - - -
5 17-11 _ FAIR TO POOR: wwwkomph X cunslrm Hons
O frequent errors of negation, agreément, tease, pumber, wurd ordutiunc-
Z tioh, articles, pronouns, preposilions andior iragments, run-ons, deletions
5 * ‘mcaning confused or obscured e
10-5 VERY POOR: virlually no mastery of sentence cunstruction rules o doni-
> naled by errors o does not cummunic.ne * OR not envugh Lo cualuate
5 [XCELLENT 10O VERY COO'D'! demonsirates mastery of conventions o
- ~-—-—=-—= - ——few errors of spching, punclu.mun capilalization; paragraphing T T
w .
. 4 COOD TO AVERACGE: otc.luoml errors of spa.linq,, puncty tuslion, capnuh- _
T s ool ration, paragraph:_g Dut me.mm, ‘ol phscured — - e _?-‘:-‘-711
é o 3 FAIR TO POOR: lrcqm,nl errurs of sp_cﬁu_'n;- ;un( luauun capnlaiu..hon
- _ﬁ:ﬁ paragraphing-e poor-handwritings meaning-conlused or-obycured
[§8 -
= 2 VERY FOOR: no mastery of Cosvealions ® dominaled by errors of spell-
ing, puncluation, capltallzah'un paragraphing & handwriting iliegible o
OR nol enough 10 evaluate- .
}___'—""“' o _ S A A 7 kil
“TOTALSUIRE  RLADLR COMMENTS — - / jﬁ/ i
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CONTENT

h

1ZATION ‘f

Y VOCABULARY Y ORG

Ju-27

26-22

/Z/- 2137

lX(.llllNl 10 VLRY LUUU Lnuwluh,n.dbh. . subslanltu . Ilmmuhh
dtvq,_:pmcnl of thesis « selevant 1o assigned lopic

COOD TO AVIRACGE: some knowledge of subject @ adequate range o
limited developaieat of 1hesis  mostly relevant 1o 1opic, but lacks delail

FAIR 10 POOR: limited hnowledge ol bjert o_lnﬂuu}.hmu,- inade:

A
Y

.

—

2

16-13

20-18

17-14

N 9-7

20 154

17-14

13-10

—33-10 —FAIRTFO-POBR—rmonflrer o Jdvas confused or disconnected o lacks

10 evaluale

~ yuaie developmeni of lupic

VIRY POOR: ducs not show knowledye of sub,. .t * non-subsleaiive = not
pulmcnl . OR nol cnuubh to evaluate

EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: fluent expression « adus tharly sl.tlud/ .

supported e succinct » well-organized o logical sequencing » coliesive

COOD TO AVIRAGE: somewhat choppy o loosely organized but main
ideas stand cut » himited support  Jogical but iomplete sequencing

logital sequencing and development

YERY POOR: dues nol communicale ® no organizalion = OR not enough

EXCELLENT TO VtRY GOOD mphtsluah-d range » d(cchu worda’ldlum
choice and usage » word form mastery  appropriste sepsler

COOD TO AVIRACL: adequatd range ® occasional errors of word/idiom
furm, choice, usage bul muaning pot obscured

FAIR TO POOR; hmited range o frequent crrors of wordadiom forn,
chuice, usage » meaning t‘unﬁm-dur vhscured

" VERY®WOOKR: essentiafly Ir.msl.illun ¢ litlle knowlhedge of Loglish vocabu-

lary, idioms, word {orm & OR aul enough to evaluale

LANGUAGE USE

25-22

21-18

17-11

10-5

5

EXCELLENT TO VERY COE)D: vifeclive complex construclions e few

¥ T ¥ [ i . pro-
nouns, preposilions o

GCOOD TO AVERAGF: effective but simple conslructions  minor prob-
lems in complex construclions & several errors of agreement, tense,

number, word ordt'f/iunchun arllcles pronuuns, pu‘pusnlmns bui mean-
ing seldom olscured

FAIR TO POOR: major pl'ub_lcuis in simplefcomplex construdtions
Irequent errors of negation, agre¢ment, ense, number, word orderfunc-
tion, arlicles, pronouns, preposiiions andior fragments, run-ons, deletions
» meaning confused or obscpred

VERY POOR: virlually no mastery of sentence construction rules e domi-
nated by errors e does not communicale » OR not enough Lo coaluaste

[XCELLENT TO VERY COODs-demonsirates maslery of convenhbions e
few errors of spelling, pum‘lualiun capitalization, paragraphing

- 3 COODTU AVIRACE: ou.mun.:! errors of spclimg punciuation, capital-

Zalion, pazagraphing _huf meannag nul,.ob.s( UL

-

~—pa@xaphinxA—om@mdmi!inx—:ir_zeﬁn!nﬂﬁul_umbmdmrd—

FAIR TO POOR: frequent errurs of spc:“lnb, puncluaiion, capitalization,

Ve

-2

VERY POOR: no maslery of « “wenlions & dominated by errors of spell-
ing, puncluation, capilalization, paragraphing ® handwriting ilicgible o
OR nol enough 10 evalvate” -

=
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- ' - ESL COMPOSITION PROFILE - '~
STupENT /3. Y . DATE - - . TOMC |
. - . ; - . - ¥ - .
SCORE LEVEL CRITERIA COMMENTS
ne 38-27 EXCELLENT TO VERY COOD knowledgeabk' & substantive & thorough
' J - , deve")pment of thesis o relevant 10 assigned topic
IR et . _ 8 pic
‘ 'i ©26-22 GOOD TO AVERAGE: some hnowledge of subject & adcquaie ran;,e . .
o L "7 . limited dcvelopmenl of thesis » mostly relevant 1o topic, but tacks detail
— ) o .
rz 21-17.  FAIR TO POOR: limiled knowledge of sub|ecl . lmle subsl.mcc e inade-
8 - . - quate developmeni of topic ‘
B , 16.-13' VERY POOR: does not show Imowledge of sub}ecl * non- -substantive » noz o
W B pertinent » OR nol enough 1o evaluate . :
/Z Cpo . 20-18 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: fluent exprcssaon . adeas clearly stated/
o /V/ - supporled ® succinct ® well-organized » logical sequencm}, e cobestve
- E o R 1734 GOOD 10 AVERAC.E somewhal choppy ® loosely organized but main
N y /B ~ ideas stand out » Jimited support @ logical but incomplete sequencing ©
z 1310 FAIR TO POOR: non-fluent ¢ ideas confused or disconnected lacks o
s é 2o i logical sequencing and developnwent :
. s . ; 9.7 VERY POOR: does nul communicale ® no org.mua:m e OR nul enough
Y L _ to evaluale - Y
S / . 2038 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD sophaslncalcd range e effecllu wordhd:om
:‘- I .- choice and usage » word form. maslc ry e apprupna(e regisler ‘
f’ 17-14 'COOD TO AVERAGE: adﬂuate range oaccaswnal CFrOTS uf wurdfldwm '
- B / 7 - form, choice, usage but meaning not obscured :
: ?i ro T 130 FAIR TO POOR: limited range o l'requf.pl etrors’ 5" of wmd/uumm {urm, _
. 8 R 3 o chmce, usage meamng confused or- obsf:ured 7
> LT ey VERWOOR es»enllally lranslalnon . Inlle lmowledge o[ £nghsh vucabu- e
Lo e PO 7 lary, idioms, word forms OR not enough | 1o evaluale
-~ -7 -
Ll O "~ 25-22- . EXCELLENT TO VERY- GOOD effective complex constructions _Mew S
R 0/3 ~ - errorsof agreement, lens¢, number, word o:dcr/[unclnun, amcles, pro- .-~
oo . - houns, preposnllons Ry - - T
ey = 21418 GOOD 10 AVERAGE eﬁc.clm: bul sump!c conslrucllons ® minor prob- R
Wl o
o e "~ lems in complex constructions ® several errors. of agreemeny, tense,
,: 7 . - _number, word orderlfuncllon, ar.'lcles, pronouns, preposulmns bt mean-
3 . . . - ingseldom obscured .
< . R PR FAIR TO POOR: major roblems in s:mpldcomplr: ‘consiructions ® ‘,'
-1 S . P
! e s frequent errors of negation, agreemenl tense, numiber, word order/iunc-
Az - T © tion, arhcles, pronouns, preposilions and/or fragments, run-ons, ddtllons
5 T e meaning confused or absr:pred . )
. 10-5 " VERY POOR: vu’iually no maslery of sentence construcuon rules » domi-
Lo -nated by errors » does not curnmumcale s OR nol enough 1o evaluate
o 5 V_EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD1 demonstiates masu.ry of convenlions @ )
L few errors of spelling, puncluallon, capitalization, paragraphing-~
w .
U ! 4 GOODTO AVERAGE: occasuonal errors of spelling, puncluahun, capitali-
z 'f ) zation, patagraphing but meanmg nol obscured :
;z: o .3 FAIK TO POOR: frequen! errors of spellmg, puncluahon, caplldillallon,
8 i : . paragraphing » poor handwriling ¢ meaning conlused or obscured )
= - 2 . VERY POOR: no mastery of cenventions » dominated by ersors of spell. .
oo T - dng, punctuation, capuallzaimn, paragraphmg - handwnlmg nlicglble L IR i
L Tan . “. OR not enough to evaluale -
TOTAL SCORE :



STUDENT ’

3 - . ESL COMPOSITION PROFILE
’ L ~ DATE - TOPIC

108

Fowl

SCORE LEVEL CRITERIA

COMMLELNTS

30-27 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: knowledgeable o substantive e thorough
. deve apment of thesls » relevant 10 assigned topic

26-22 COOD YO AVERACE: some knowledge of subject » adequate range o

2117 FAIR TO POOR: limited hnowledge of subject @ little substance o inade-
quate development of lopic

16-13 VERY POOR: does not show knowledge of subject » nen-substanlive  not
pertinent # OR not enough to evaluate :

limited development of thesis » mostly relevant to topic, but lacks detail

4

2018 EXCELLENT TO VERY COCOD: fluent expression o ideas clearly stated/
supporied ® succinct ® well-organized e logical sequencing » cohesive

17-14 GOOD TO AVERAGE: somewhat choppy  loosely organized but main
ideas sland out & {imited support s logical bul incomplele sequencing

13-10 FAIR TO POOR: non-fluenl e idcas confused or disconnected o lacks
“logical sequencing and development

8-7 - VERY POOR: does not cummnmcale ® no orgaiization ¢ OK nol enough
1o evaluate

" VOCABULARY T ORGANIZATION Y CONTENT

20-18 EXCELLENT. TO VERY GOOD: sophisticated range o effective word/idiom
‘ ‘ choice and usage ® word form masiery appropriate register

- 17-14 GOOD TO AVERAGE: aduquale range ® pccasional errors of wurd/idiom
) ’ lorm, chuice, usage but meaning not obscured

1319 FAIR TO POOR: limited range ¢ frequent errors of wordiidiom form,
choice, usage ® meaning coniuwd or obscured

9-7 “ VERYWPOOR: essentially lranslahon o little knowledge of English vocaba-
© -lary, idioms, word form s OR not enough 1o evaluate .

1ﬁ LANGUAGE USE

25.22  -EXCELLENT TO VERY COOD effective complex constructions e few
errors of agreement, lense, number, word order/function, articles, pro-
nouns, prepositions s

21-18 ©  GOOD 10 AVERAGE: effective but mmple construclions ® minor prub—
lems in complex construciions e several errors of agreemeni, tense,
number, word order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions bul axan-
ing seldom obscured IR

17-11 FAIR TO POOR: major problems in snmplekutnplu constructions e
frequent errors of negation, agreement, tense, number, word order/func-
tion, articles, pronouns, prepositions and/or fragments, run-ons, delelions
‘» meaning confused or obscured

10-5 VERY POOR: virtually no mastery of senlence construction rules o domi-
-naled by errors @ does not cmmunicate  OR nol enough to evaluate

y

MECHANICS
Lt

5 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD:-demomsirates mastery of conventions
few errors of spelling, puncluallon capilalization, paragr.-phmg

4 COOD TG AVERAGE: occassonal errors of spelling, puncluation, Capitali-
zation, paragraphing bul meaning not obscured

FAIR TO POOR: frequent errors 0f spelling, punclustion, capitalization,
paragraphing ¢ poor hmdwriling ® meaning confused or obscured

2 YERY POOR: no mastery of cenvenlions  dominated by errors of speil-
‘ing, punciuation, capitalization,. paragraphing e handwriting itlegible o
OR nol enough to evaluaie -

20

TOTALSCORE - READER = COMMENTS
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» POOR STUDENT'S COMPGSITION
' CORTROLLED WRITING IT
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L SCORE TENV]L CRITLRIA

u.

ORI

30-27 tXC[lllNl 1u VlRY OOy, knuwluh,mblc . sul»l.mlln . llmruubh
devt“.)pmcnl of thesis @ relevant 1o assigned topne

" 26-22 GOOD TO AVERAGE: some hnowledge of subject o adiquaste range o
limited developaent of thesis o mostly relevant to topic, but lacks detail

ENT

21-17 EAIR YO POOR: limited knowledge. ol .ubjects littde substance o inade-.
yuale development of topic

y

-

| -
CONT

,/q’,_‘

16-13 VERY POOR: dues not shuw knowledy e of sul,.  t @ non-sulstantive » pol
pertinenl » OR not cnuugh o evaluate

i
’
t
i

20-18 EXCELLENT TQ VERY GOOD: fluent expression « ideas dcarly sl.:lc-dl
supporied @ succinct o well- organized » logical sequencing o cohesive

COOD TO AVERAGE: somewhat choppy o lousely organized Lul main
ideas stand out e hmited support » logical but e omplete sequencing

ﬂgl——ls—w——b\lk—" O-POORnon-haent—e—adeas confused or disconnecied o luchs
logical sequencing and developawnt

NIZATION 7
S
=

9-7 VERY POOR: does no!l cummunualc ® no organizalion = OR noi n:nough
io evatuaie

20-1Y EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: sophisticated range » ellective wordhdaum
choice and usage ¢ word form mastery s appropriste fegster

17-14 COOD TO AVERAGL: adequalé range » occasional errors nf wordridiom
/:/ form, choice, usage but meuning nol obscusred

1310 FAIR TO POOH: limited range o freqquent crrons of wordfidivm ﬁum,
choicw, usage  meaning confused.or vbscured

9-7 VERY'OOR: essentiatly lr.msl.mon o little knowlidge of Loghsh vuc.mu
Jary, idioms, word {orm & OR not enough to evaluate

Y VOCABULARY Y ORGA

25-21 EXCELLENY TO VERY GOOD elfective cumplcx comstructions = few

: -~
error—of HEFeemeit; .us“, fHmbtr; vrire uuucuuuuulun ..uuur:) PO

nouns, prepositions o

2118 GOOD TO AVERAGE: effective but simple constructions ® minor prob-
© 7 “lems in complex constructiont e several errors ‘ol agreement, tense,
. numbu, word order/funclion, arlicles, pronocuns, prepositions bof mean-
- ing se!dom obscured O - -

17-11 FAIR TO POOR: major prubluns in sunple/complex Constru, tiony
frequent errors of negation, agredment, tense, number, word order/un
tion, articles, pronouns, prepositions andior fragments, run-ons, delelivns
® meaning confused or obscured '

—

LANGUAGE USE

10-5 VERY POOR: virtually no maslery of sentence construction rules o domi-
nated by errors o does not commuiicate « OR not cnuugh o ualu.ule

!
i

[XCEU_EMIr 10 VERY COOD: demonsirates maslery of convenlions e
few errors of spelling, pum:tu.mun capitalization, paragraphing
_n/ _

GOOD TO AVERAGE: utcanon.\l crrors of spelling, punctustion, Capital-
~zafion,_piragraphing . but_micaning not abs(um—é‘

FAIR TO POOR: frequent errors ol ;p«:lhng, punciuation, Cagilalization,
- ._._p.luguphinx-‘—poopmndwriti_rm--meaning—-eom—m_-(_igﬂgm—_wrd——_

2 VIRY POOR: no masicry of cenventions s doniinated by errors of spell-
-ing, puncluation, capilahzatmn paragraphing » h.mdwrmng illegible »
L . OR nol envugh 10 evaluate” -

S

—y —— — -

TTOTAL SCORLC -Rﬁbm COMMENTS
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- . ESL COMPOSITION PROFILE

57

STUDENT q N o DATE . - T TOPIC - d H‘
SCORE~ LEVEL: CRITERIA  COMMENTS
& 73027 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: knowledgeable » sabstantive » thorcugh
. deve,, apment of thesis » relevant {0 assigned topic
e : 26-22 G(}OD TO AVERAGE: some knowledge of subject » adequate range
5 ~ 77 limited development of thesis @ mosily refevant to topic, bul lacks detail _
- v
Z 1 q C 2117 - FAIR 10 POOR: limited Lnov.!cdbe of subject » little subslance . made-
o. | s : quale development of topic
o .
~16-13 VERY POOR; does not show knowledge of sub;ecl ® non- subslanhve snot
L pertinent o OR not enough 1o evaluate
/Z . . 20-18 . " EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: fluent expression ldeas clcarly stated/
o ‘ supporied e succincl s well-org.amzed » logical sequencing e coheswe
= N 17414 GOOD 10 AVERACE somewhal (hoppy s loosely orgamzed bul main
g T v/ ideas stand oul e limited support e logical but incomplete sequencing
| Z /% 13-10 FAIR TO POOR: non-fluent » Jdeas confused or dnscumwclcd . bcks
5_ aul A logical sequencing and development -~ .
QO‘ : 97 VERY POGR: does nul (ommumcale ® nu org‘mnlmn - OR ot ermgh
q : to evaluate - e L, - . ]
¢ - ©.20-18 ©  EXCELLENT JO VERY GOOD: sOphlsucaled range ® efiective wordhdmm
; - . - choice and usage ® word form maslery ® appropriale register - :
5 R 7_-1'4 - GOODTO AVERAGE adequale :ange e occasional errors of wurd/ldmm .
1o . .. dorm, choice, usage but mmnmg not obscured S
3 :ﬂ'[‘q 2 13.10 - FAIR - TO POOR: limited range » frequent errors of wmdhumm fmm, o
) 8 B s = "< . choice, usagc ® meaning con?used or obscured T
e 9.7 VERY®OOR: essentially Iranslat:on o fittle knowledge of l’:nglu.h vocabu~ -
L B, Iary, idioms, word form s OR nol enough lo-evaluale R -
- 25-22 ¢ EXCELLENT JO VERY COOD clfeclwe cumplcx conslruclmns . [ew
T oo . errors of agreement, lense, number, word orderliunchon, arhclcs, pro-
o . -pouns, preposmons ’ Nl .
- o -18 7 GOOD TO AVERAGE: e“ectwe but s:mple construrtmns * minor prub-
v : - . lems in complex construclions o several ‘errors of agreement, fense,
- . S - number, word erder/iunction, adules pronouns, puposmuns burmc.m- o
t; . LT ' ing seldom obscured Y _ - L _
g }0(2/ 17.-1-17 FAIR TO POOR: mamr pmblems in. snmplef(umplex cm:siru(huns .
<3 I e frequent ertors of negatlon,agreemenl lense, number, word order/func-
Zz g . tion, articles, pronouns, prepositions and/or irabmenls, run-uns, deletions
ﬁ : . meamng con? sed. or ubsc,ured : - oo
- 10-5° VERY POOR: virtually no maslery of senlencc construction rules & domi-
nated by errors & does nol communicale ® OR not enough 1o evaluaste -
( ' 5 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD1 demonstrales maslery of cununhuns .
few errors of spellmg, punctuahun, capitalization, paragraphing
8 4 GCOOD YO AVERACGE: occaslonal errors of spdlmg, puncluahun, capilali-
Z i zation, paragraphmg but meaning not obscured .
é ' "7,, 3 - FAIR TO POOR: frequent errors of &lmg, punciuation, capitatization,
[ . paragraphing ® poor handwriting e meaning confused or obscured
o - , -
= .2 " . VERY POOR: no mastery of cenventions & dominated by errors of speli-
- " _"ing, puncluation, capslahzalmn, paragraphmg . h.mdwnlmg sliegibie o
N " " OR not enough fo evaluate .
TOTAUSCORE ~ READER COMMENTS . *
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CRITLRIA : , -

30-17

26-22

21417

EXCELLENT O VIRY COOD: knowledgeable o sulslantive o thorough
_ deve opment of thesis s relevant o assigoed Jopic

COOD TO AVERAGE: sume knowledge of subject o adequale range o
limijed development of thesis » mostly relevant 1o topic, bul Lacks detail

FAIR 1O POOKR: limited hnowledge of ubiject o little substuser o i

16-13

yuate development of topic

VERY POOR: dues nol show knowledpe of sul,. .t » pon-subsiaalive ® not
pertinent ® OR not enough to evalua(e

EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: lluenl EXPression uh.ls du.arly slateds
supporied o succincl @ well-organized s Jogical sequencing ® cohesive

COOD TO AVIRAGE: somewhal choppy e foostly organiced bul main
ideas stand out # limited support s fogical but incomplete sequencing

GANIZATION

20-11
17-14
1370

9.7

Y 'VOCABULARY Y OR

FAIR—TFO-POOR—punlloenls—tdeas—ondusedurdconnected-»—io ks
bogical sequencing and developaent

YERY POOR: does nol commuonicale ® no organization « O not

enough
lo evaluale

EXCELL[NT TO VERY-GOQD: sophisticated range » eilcclwc wurdhdnum
choice and usage o word form masiery e appropriate regaler

COOD TO AVIRACE: .ldl:quah.' range & occasional errors of wordiadiom
form, choice, usage but mmmng not obscured

FAIR TO POOR: himiled range o frequent errors of wordridiom for,
chuice, isage ¢ meaning runfuud ur vbscured

VERYWOOR: essentially Ir.m:.lahun o linle knowledge of Lnbhsh vuCabu-
lary, idioms, word form = OR not enough 1o evaluate

25-22

EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: eliective complex comslructions o few

17-11

1

LANGUAGE USE

10-5

2118

|
|
|

o .-m%h#wem—m‘bﬂ'mmkuun, artchesTpros

pouns, prepositions

COOD TO AVERAGF: cficcllve but simple conslructions ® minor prob-
lems in complex constructiond o several errors ol agrm- menl, lense,
number, word order/siunction, arllcles pronouns prepositions bu! mean-
ing seldom obscured . ~ -

FAIR TO POOR: mMajor prub}uuis in simple/complex constructions e
frequent ersors of negalion, agredment, tense, number, word order/func-
tion, articles, pronouns, prepositions andior fragments, run-ons, deletivns
= meaning confused or obscured

VERY POOR: virtually no masiery of sentence comlruction rules s donti-
nated by esrors ¢ docs notl communicate « OR not encugh 10 eualuate

£XCELLENT TO VLY COO'D.rdemonslralcs,m.nslcry of cunveniions e
“few errors of spc!ling;punrlualion capilaliration; paragraphing

GOOD TO AVERAGE: m.c.lswna.l errors of spelling, pumlu.mun, C-lpll.lll- _

z.-lhun, paragraphing. bul mumng nul ab:ryr T I T Ce s

FAIR TO POOR: [fequcﬁi errors of sp&llmg, pumlu.llmn (.Ipll-llll-lllun

paragraphing & poor handwriling-emedaing conlused or obscprnd

MekHaNICS |

L4

VERY POOR: no masiery ol cenventions ¢ dominaled by errors of spell-S
ing, punciuation, C.lplldlll-lllbn pau;raphmg * handwriting ilicgible o
Of nol enough to evaluate’

T10TAL SCORL

RL:ADL"R" COMMENTS
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-

4-

-

N

30-17 lXL[thNI 1O VLRY COOD: knowledgeable » s.ubsl.mluc . ilmmubh
e vg,‘)pml:nt of thesis @ relevant to assigned 1opic

L 26-22 GOOD TO AVERAGE: some knowledge of subject o adequaste sange =
E limited development of thesis  mostly relevant to topic, bt lacks detail
EE /l \ 21-17 Fair YO POOR: imited hnpwledye of - bpect @ litthe sulntgune o inade- _
fe] yuate development of 1upic
(o) .

16-13 VERY POOR: does not show knowledge of sul,. o8 ¢ non-subslaative = pot

ptrtlm.nl » OR not encugh lo evalualc ]

= 20-38 EXCELLENT YO VERY GOOD: ﬂucnl expression = ideas clcarly staled/
0 supported e succinct » well-organized » logical sequencing » cohesive
= \ 17-14 COOD TO AVIRAGE: somewhal choppy o loosely organized bul main
;(J W ideas stand out e imited suppor! » logical but lwomplete sequending
:‘L,,\ \ 13-10 ——-FAIR TO POOR: non-fluent e-ideas- confusedur disc ormectedw—Lacks
S bogical sequencing and developarwnt
5 9-7 YERY POOR: dues nol communicale » no org;nuanon o OR not enough

Y

|

VOCABULARY

10 evaluale

20-18  EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: sophisticated range » ef{eclive wordidiom
choice and usage ® word form maslery & appropriste segeler

17-14 COOD TO AVERACL: adequalé range & occasional errors of wordnidiom
\{ form, choice, usage bul muaning not obscured

11-10 FAIR TO POOR: limiled range o frequent errors of wordidiom form,
- choice, usage o meaning ('unfuscd or vbscured

§.7 VERYWOOR: essentially |r.msl.ilaun o litile knowledyge of Loglish vocabu-
lary, idioms, word form e OR nol enough 1o evaluate

25-22 EXCELLENT TO VEIRY GOOD clfective complex comslruclions ® few

A‘lrJ!lds

LANGUAGE USE

Lt preement—tenye fumberword-orderfonchion;—srtices, pToe

nouns, preposilions =

21-18 COOD TO AVERACE: ellt:chw. but simple constructions o minor prob-
T lems in complex ‘censtructions e several errors ol ap,mcmu-l tenwe,
numbcr, word order/unction, ardicles, pronouns, puposumns but mean-
ing seldom obscured - i e [ e -

(]/ 17-11 EAIR TO POOR: majur prublcms in slmpldcumpicx constructions =

K {requent errors of negation, agreément, tease, number, word orderffunc-
tion, articles, pronouns, prepasitions and/or fragments, run-ons, deletions
» meaning confused or obscured .

10-5 VERY POOR: virlually no mastery of sentence comstruchion rules « duau-
naled by errors o does nol ctrmmunicale * OR no! enough to uulu.alc

T
}
|

5 EXCELLENT TO VLRY COOD1 demonstrates maslery of convendions e
few errors of spelling, punc!uahun capilalization, paragraphing T

]1};/_ T 477 TGODOD TO AVERACGE: occauon.ﬂ rrors of spelling, punclusiion, c.npnl.nh-

|
1
i

T _xahun,_pauguﬁhmg_bui_munmg.nm_nbxumd__. [—— E———

3 FAIR TO POOR: frequent errors of spcllmg, punciualion, c.;pnl.:lu.ahon
paraxsaphing s poor-handwriting-s—meaning conlysed-ortbvcured

o~

MECH

VIRY POGR: no masiery ol conventions » dominated by crines of spell- -

(9 3 ing, puncluation, capnl.alu.llmn, paragraphing e handwriting illegible o
OR nol enough 1o evaluate: -

~“{OTAL SCORL ~ READLR  ~COMMLNTS
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STULLNT™ ' g D DAL iume Foew 7
- - SUOKLL.LEMEL  CRITERIA-. — 0 - COMMINES
(- 3027 LACELLENT 1O VLRY COOD: knowhedgeable o substantive o tlmrough
deve apmenl of thesis o relevant o assigned lopic -
5 C ¢ 26-22 GOOD TO AVERAGE: some knowledge of subject o adequale fange o
ow) TN himited development of thesis o mostly refevant 1o topic, but lacks delail
= . '
4 B 21-17 FAIR TO POOK:inI_!_ilﬂ_‘l_‘\_l’&whrdx\‘ ol bject e fitde subslasce o inadye- y
— 8 yuale development of tupic
16-13 VERY POOR: dues not show krowledye of sul,.  t o non-sulslautive e not
\ pertinent » OR not enough to evaluate
3 - - A s W _—— . _ : - -
t 20-18 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: fluent expression = ideas clearly stateds
0 ’ supported o succinct « well-organized s logical sequencing » cohesive
- . 17-14 GCOOD TO AVERAGE: somewhat chuppy  lousely organized bal main
5 ideas stand out e limited support » logical but navmplele sequencing
| G—13-4—FAR-TO POOR —nonfluent-+ideas—conlused-ordisconnected w—tacks
L‘g | 2 logical sequencing and develupment
S ) 9-7 VERY POOR: does nol communicate s no organizalion » OK nol enough
>- lo evaluale
20-18  EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: sophisticated range s efiective word/idiom -
; choice and usage o word form mastery  appropriate 1egiter
<< 17-14 COOD TO AVERACE: adequald range » vcasional errorns of wordsidiom
o - .
=) form, choice, usage but mwaning not obscured
2 J—:z/ 1330 FAIR TO POOR: linited range » frequent_errors o wordidiaom l'urm,t
8 - chuice, usage ¢ megning confused.or chscurcd
- 9-7 VERYWOOR: essentially transtation s litlle knowledge of Luglish vocabiu-
\ lary, idivms, word (orm = OR nol enough 1o evaluate
rr

LANGUAGE US5E

!

25-22 - EXCELLENT TO VERY GOPD: elfective complex constructions » few

pr— e e trron oA greementeme rumber—word-orderdunctionartiches: PTo-

AOUNS, preposilicns .-

2:1-18 GOOD TO AVERAGEF: elfective bul simple construciions & minor prob-
lems in complex constructions e several errors of agrecment, fense,
number, word order/funclion, articles, pronouns, prepusitions buf mean-
ing seldom obscured + ot . .

17-11 . FAIR TO POOR: major proldems in siunple/complex construclions
frequent errors of negalion, agreémend, tense, number, wotd orderdunc-
“tion, articles, pronouns, prepositions and/or fragments, run-ons, deletions

e nwcaning confused or obscured

-—‘_-‘——
S

10-5 VERY POOR: virlually no mastery of senlence construction rules « doni-
nated by errors o does not communicate » OR not envugh 1o ey aluate

5 L[XCELLENT TO VLRY GOOUh-demonsirales mastery of convenlions s
few errors of spelling, punciuation, capitafization, paragraphing
v i - - . T T T e ST B -
) 4 GOOD TO AVERACE: occasiond] errons of spelling, punctuation, capitalic
Z T T dTE T patjon, patagraphing but meaning niet_absiDrad. — bt ———
; ’ j 3 FAIR TO.POOR: frequent errurs of spelling, pu i tualion, capitalization,
i puragsaphing 8-poorhandwriling 85 wning Gusiuved prolveprd
g 1 _
1= 2 VERY POOR: no masiery of cenvenicis  donuinaled by crvors of spell-

Y

ing, puncluation, capitalization, paragraphing ® handwriting iliegible »
OR nol enough to evaluater -

- TTTOTALSCORL ~ READLR  COMMLNTS

I3
i

—l

[i
a7 ’



e o ESL CGR.HJOS}TK_H—"I%K:OTE‘—

CRIUmINGg T T

ot

T T DAL S S/ .

i A

- PU——

SCORELENIY CRIJLRIA-

e hn A A i e g = —— = -

3027 EXCELLENT 1O VIRY GOOD: knowledgeable o substantive o thurough

" deve apment of thesis o relevanl o assigned fopic
26-22 COOD TO AVERAGE: some knowledge of subject o adequale range »
. limited development of thesis © mostly refevant 1o topic, but lacks detail

ONTENT

]

guale development of lopic

16-13 VERY POOR: dots not show knowledye of sub,. t ® non-substaative = pol
pertinent  OR nol enough to evaluate

21-17 FAIR YO POOR: limiled hnowledge of subjects little substance jnade- az

_‘i,___c

20-18 EXCELLENT TO VERY COQD: fluent expression « ideas clearly stated/
supported ® succinct o well-organized o fogical sequencing » cohesive

17-14 COOD TO AVIRAGE: somewhat choppy ® loosely organized bul main

13 10— FAIR-TO-POORnon-flisent+—deas—confucdordconnocted = Ta 34

ideas stand out & limiled support » logical but iucomplete sequencing //
L

logical sequencing and develapiment

9-7 VERY POOR: does nol communicate  no organizalion e OK nat enrouph
to evaluate

ORGANIZATION

20-18 . EXCELLENT YO VERY GOOD: sophisticated range o effective word/idiom
choice and usage » word form masicry » appropriate regeler

Yo
|

17-14 COOD TO AVERAGE: adequaté range  vccasional errors of word/idiom

1310 FAIR TO POOK: limited range o frequent crrors of wordsidium form,
choice, usage o meaning confused.or vbscured

5.7 VERYWOOR: essentially translation o little knowledge ol English vocabu-
lary, idioms, word jorm o OR not enough lo evaluate '

N VOCABULAR

form, choice, usage but mevning not obscured /O

25-22 EXCELLENT TO VERY GOOD: effective complex constructivns & lew

¢ . .
eror—of 23’%%&:,3““"‘;:\-, wisrdorderHoochon; riicles, pro-
nouns, prepasitions v

21-18 COOD TO AVERAGF: elicctive bul simple constructions e minor prob-
. * lems in complex constructions e several errors of agrecmeni, tense,
number, word erderdunclion, arlicles, pronouns, prepusitions bt mean- -

frequent errors ol negation, agrecment, lease, aumber, word orderflunc-
lion, articles, pronouns, prepositions andior fragments, run-ons, deletions
s meaning confused or obscured

10-5 VERY POOR: virlually no masiery of senlence construction rules e doni-
nated by errors e does not communicate » OR not enough lo e atuate

Y LANGUAGE USE

5 [XCELLENT TO VLRY C.OOIZ;rdcmonsirales mastery of conventions
- few-errors of spelling, punciuation, capilalization, paragraphing

|
|
|
1
}

1

l
|

e |
F 9

COOD TO AYERAGE: occasional errors of spelling, punciudiion, capitaki- ')

.. ing seldom obscured 3 _= - . - -
17-11. . FAYR TO POOR: major prub_lL.'uis in sinple/complex ;:onsirua Hois * 3

- zatio'n.'pilugféphingibu!-mcdning‘hbl.ubsr'i:?ed _

|
f

¢
I

T Vk-fxlk TO POOK: Tﬂéqucnl errors vl spelling, puncluation, capitali. [won,

pJug:aphinx_n.poor_hand_w_rjﬁngf--mg.anng_(wr!ug;g-m rebseuret

|

sirHA

2 VERY POOR: no mastery of cenvenlions o dominaled by virors of spell-
‘ing, puncluation, capitalization, paragraphing @ handwriting iliegible e
OR not enpough 10 evaluate

“fOTALSCORL  READLR TCOMMENTS - _ _ é&

2313Y.



