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THE PROBLEM OF SUBJECTIVITY IN MARKING IN ENGLISH 
COMPOSITION AND THE EFFECTS OF USING A RAPID 

IMPRESSIONISTIC EVALUATION PROCEDURE BY 
SUITABLY PAlRED MARKERS 

This thesis invèstigated subjectivity in marking 
and suggested a technique whereby composition grades 
could be derived whic,h would reflect minimum effects of 
subjective influences. 

The hypothesis tested was that suitable pairing 
of markers will effectively minimize subjective 
tendencies, thus producing a 'truer standard' of assess­
ment than can be derived by individuals. 

The experiment involved eight Freshman com­
position lecturers who marked eighty essays, first as 
individuals and later as selected pairs. Markers were 
paired accord:J,ng to opposite marking tendencies -
severityor lenity (means), and timidity and reckless­
ness (standard deviations). A 'true standard' of marking 
was represented by the Mean of the average scores for 
eight individual markings. Statistical results derived 
from ana.;tysis of variance (F-ratios) iridicated that 
selected pairs produced significantly less variation in 
means and ranges, and a closer correlation with the 
'trus' scores, eVidencing that effects of individual 
idiosyncrasies and biasses were lessened and quality of 
marking ~ improved. 



FOREWORD 

In his Memorandum l to The Marks of Examiners l 
Cyril Burt penetrates to the very core of the problem 
dealt with in this thesis. He speaks about the 
difficulty of arriving at a "true" evaluation of a 
student's performance l and he observes that·there is no 
"external or objective criterion available" for this 
purpose. As a rule l there is only the single mark assigned 
to the report by the individual examiner. YetI behind this 
figure l or letter-grade as the case May bel a number of 
real if subconscious factors have exerted a powerful 
influence on the examiner's decision. These are identified 
as "limited influ~ncesl personal influences l and accidental 
influences". Burt's observations touch on every aspect of 
the mark1ng process so succinctly that the liberty was 
taken to quote them in full l rather than uslng a papaphrase 
which might prove both clumsy and less lucid. 

In MOSt examinations the irrelevant factors 
that are likely to b1as two or more examiners in 
the same direction will be fairly obvious. In 
essay papers l such things as spelling, grammar l 
handwritingl verbal expression l literary style l May 
count more with some examiners than with others. 
In subJects that involve questions of taste or 
doctrine rather than of fact or logical deduction -
in art l literature l philosophYI for example, as 
distinct from languages l sciences, and mathematics -
the particular school of thought towards which two 
of them share l May make one examiner's marks agree 
unduly with a second'sl and seem positively 
antagonistic to those awarded by a third. But these 
are not the only tendencies that are likely to bias ••• 
marking. 
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There are other influences m9re elusive and 
less easy to detect, because they are peculiar to 
each single examiner. In the. main these are likely 
to be a matter of personal feeling or emotion 
rather than of intellectual attitude or taste. 
Generally, it may be said that every influence 
inducing a given examiner to swerve from the true 
mark operates, like other irrelevant and irrational 
influences, more or less unconsciously. But the 
less unconscious influences - those that are "fore­
conscious" to borrow a term from Freud - are for 
the most part those which the examiner may share 
with other members of his group: they can, with a 
little effort and self-understanding, be consciously 
allowed for. The more personal influences are so 
deeply unconscious (in the psychoanalytic sense) 
that the plain man, no less than the psychoanalyst, 
realizes that it is always unsafe to trust to the 
Judges' own powers of adJustment. As a surgeon is 
expected never to operate on his Owu relatives or 
even to diagnose their more serious complaints, so, 
instead of accepting the estima tes of a master or 
tutor who knows his pupils or his students at first­
hand and is therefore bound to have his prejudices 
and his favourites, we calI in an external 
examiner or appoint an external examining body. 
Much the same holds true of sUbJects: if an 
examiner has taken some special problem for his own 
private research or his personal writings, he w111 
tend to be unduly interested and influenced by the 
extent to which a candidate reproduces his teaching~ 
quotes his books, or prefers the view of an 
opponent. 

Finally, except in the MOSt elementary of the 
abstract subJects - mechanical arithmetic, for 
example - there must, in every examiner's rnarking, 
be inevitably an ingredient of chance. By chance 
l understand the sum total of a very large number 
of very small influences, aIl irrelevant to the 
main purpose of the examination, and for the Most 
part inseparable if not indefinable. Such:misc­
ellaneous influences as fatigue, lapse of attention, 
accidentaI changes of standard while working 
through a long series of scripts, will affect the 
marking quite irregularly if the order in which the 
papers are marked is unconnected with their merit 
(e.g., alphabetical order). A competent examiner 
wl11 usually adopt some expedient for neutralizing 
these effects - for example, by going through the 
same scripts twice in a different order. But, 
even w1th the best precautions, the sarne examiner, 
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unlesshe is guided b.f a retentive memory, will 
seldom give precisely the same mark on two . 
successive occasions to precisely the same script. 
These fluctuations of the individual examiner 
about his own general estimate we May describe as 
his "random var~ation." l 

These points which Burt makes concerning subJectivity w111 
providethe nucleus for the following discussion and w111 
be examined in the part1cular light of the investigat10n 
undertaken. 

l P.J. Hartog, E.C. Rhodes and C. Burt. The 
Marks of Examiners.International Examinat10ns Enqulry. 
London: Macmillan and Co., Ltd., 1936, pp. 263-4. 
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PREFACE 

The theory that every chi Id should, as his 
birthright, have the opportunlty to cllmb the academic 
ladder as far as hls capablllties and asplratlons 
allow has galned s::'ow but steady acceptance over the 
centuries. In our own time, especially in the Western 
world, the progress has been perceptibly lncreased to 
the extent that the schools and universitles are flnding 
it difficult to cope wlth the influx of students. There 
are not enough classrooms, not enough adequately trained 
teachers, not enough competent adminlstrators. One of 
the areas Most vulnerable to thls pressure of numbers 
is that of marking tests and examinations. 

The number of indlviduals who can be success­
fully taught in a classroom ls reasonably flexible, 
and modera technology has provided some new methods ln 
the way of visual alds, closed clrcult televlsion etc., 
so that ev en larger classes can be accommodated. Help 
has been forthcoming as weIl ln the way of computerized 
marking of objective examinatlons, at least ln the 
fields of social and physical science. However, the 
problem of how to evaluate falrly and efflc1ently the 
mounting numbers of essay-type papers whlch are a 
necessary adjunct to the humanlties has stubbornly 
defied a solution. 

This failure cannot be attributed to a lack of 
educational researchers delving into the formidably 
complex area and, if-not conquering it, at least 
publiclzing the grave dangers of unfair or inaccurate 
assessment that it harbours. In fact, both Starch and 
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Elliott (1913) and Hartog (1936) concluded that even 
the marking of mathematics is not immune to the Ille of 
subjectiv~ evaluation. However, such a subject does 
lend itself to scientifically designed objective tests, 
whereas there is still doubt as to whether ability in 
English 11terature or composition can be satisfactorily 
measured in this way. Efforts have been made both in 
England and the United States to design objective tests 
for those subjects, and these have enjoyed a rather 
mixed reception. Over the years the pendulum for and 
against them has swung from far right to far left to 
centre. 

However, the one point that researchers seem to 
be agreed upon is that the traditional type essay 
examination, as marked by individual assessors for whom 
the candidate is a Mere cipher on the brown envelope, 
is too prone to the fallibility of human bias and 
error to be accepted as valide 

Investigations in the 1930's in England, United 
States and France have clearly indicated that in too 
Many cases students whose whole future was at stake 
were failed who should not have been, nor might they 
have been had their papers been read by another Marker. 
Furthermore, where the awarding of scholarships on the. 
basis of final examination results is concerned, the 
traditional system of marking is particularly iniquitous. 
As Professor C.W. valentine pointed out some thirty-five 
years ago, publie money directed towards scholarships 
very often is neither fairly nor wisely expended. 2 

2C•W• Valentine. The Reliability of Examinations. 
London: University of London Pr'ess, 1932, p. 37. 
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Recently, Morris A. Shirts, chairman of the 
education division of the College of Southern utah, 
writing in the College Board Review, described the 
traditlonal assessments of final grades as the "seance ll 

and the IImeatgrinder ll methods. He defines the former as 
one in which a IIfinal grade is arbitrarily assigned 
throughsome mysterious, occult mental process little 
understood by modern science and even le se by students." 
The "meatgrinder" technique "involves adding grades from 
tests, papers, class participation, and exams, then 
averaging and scaling them to a nice orderly curve." 
Vith these sentiments and with his sincere desire of 
findlng "a gradlng system that would be fairer and more 
accurate,,,:3 Most educators could but echo a heartfelt 
amen! 

This thesis will describe an attempt to find 
such a marking system. The investigation has focussed 
on the special problem of subJectivlty in grading essays 
for a Freshman Engllsh composition course. This ls of 
personal concern to the writer whose work as a lecturer 
and as an adminlstrator of such a program lnvolves the 
trainlng of new instructors, especlally ln gradlng 
techniques, the establlshing of general_marking procedures 
and the setting of standards for the course. 

In order to seek a solution to the problem, an 
experiment was carried out ln which eighty ,essays were 
marked first by individual markers, and then &gain by 
the same markers, this time working in pairs. The 
objective was to determine whether the palred marking 
could produce an assessment of the students' work that 

:3 
Morri~ A. Shirts. "When COllege Students 

'Contract' for Their Grad-es." College Board Review, 
No. 63, Spring, 1967. 
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would be less vulnerable to the "limited, personal, and 
accidel'Ïtal"'lnf"luences" of sUbJectivity as expounded by 
Burt in the Foreword. 

The possibility of setting up such an experiment 
occurred to the writer in the winter of 1966-67 when 
participating in a pilot group investigation into the 
problem of assessment of High School examinations led 
by Dr. Norman France at McGill University. The idea of 
"Rapid Impressionistic Marking by Suitably Paired 
Assessors" (RIMSPA) was explored by the graduate students, 
and a series of marking experiments were carried on 
throughout the terme Some valuable insight into the 
problems of subjective evaluation was gained, and 
reference will be made to theresults of the experiment 
in this thesis. Although the present research investigat­
ion will differ radically from the RIMSPA approach, it is 
in a sense an extension of the groundwork laid down by 
Dr. France and his class. Their very large contribution 
to this present study is gratefully acknowledged. 

In order to carry out this experiment, the 
writer approached a group of seven h1ghly qualified, 
experienced colleagues who, purely out of professional 
interest and self-development, and without remuneration, 
agreed to Join with her in the marking sessions. With­
out their loyalty and support this venture would not 
have been possible. 

To these, my confrères, who, with unstinting grace, 
patience and good humour contributed their precious time, 
energy and expert opinion; to my advisor, Dr. France, 
under whose initial inspiration the investigation was 
conceived and who steered my course of action; to Dr. J.K. 
Harley, who reaà and criticized the manuscript; to my 

husband, whose patience surely makes JOb's pale by 
comparison and without whose help and encouragement the 
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proJect could not have come to fruitiou; and to his 
willing girl-Friday, who expertly typed the seemingly 
never-ending series of revisions and the final copy, 
l subm1t my humble but bountiful appreciation. 

viii 

Gwendoline Pilkington 
August, 1967. 
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CHAPTER l 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM, DEFINITION OF TERMS 

AND SOME RAMIFICAT10NS 

The problem which has been examined for this 
thesis is how to minimize the ill effects of subJect­
ivity in marking essays and thus ensure that students 
will suffer very small chance that their grades will be 
unduly preJudiced by the particular biasses and random 
variations of a single Marker. The meaning of the 
terms "biasses and random variations" will correspond 
to those used by Cyril Burt - "accidentaI" personal, and 
lim1ted influences." Since these have been fully des­
cribed in the Foreword, they should need no further 
definition. In order to reduce ambiguity to a minimum, 
the way in which the expressions "reliability and 
validity" are used throughout the discussions must be 
established. One commonly accepted definition is that 
'!Reliability has to do with accuracy and precision of a 
measurement procedure •••• the extent to which a particular 
measUrement is consistent and reproducible." validity, 
on the other hand, "refers to the extent to which a test 
measures what we actually wish to measure.,,4 A working 
definition, and one which can be accepted as applicable 
to this research, is the "Evidnnce of the reliability and 
validity of a written paper :'.ildicates that the marks 

4 Robert L. Thorndike and Elizabeth Hagen. 
Measurement and Evaluation of Psychology and Education: 
2nd ed. New york: Johri Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1964, p. 160. 
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ari~ing from it represent a more or less stable order 
of merit of candidates and that this order of merit 
is based on those aspects of a candidate's performance 
which are related to the objectives of the course of 
study which the candidate has taken.,,5 One further 
qualification is that generally speaking wherever the 
terms "true or accurate assessments ll are used, they 
are similar in meaning to "valid or reliable assessments." 

The hypothesis to be tested was that the pooled 
judgment oftwo suitably paired markers, employing a 
rapid, impressionistic method, will render a much closer 
approximation to a "true" evaluation of a student's 
performance on an essay than could be obtained from an 
individual judgment. 

The expressions, 'suitably paired markers', a 
'rapid, impressionistic method', and 'true evaluation' 
must be made clear. They will be examined consecutively 
in sorne detail, and an attempt will be made to present 
sound bases for their use. 

There is ample evidence recorded in research 
which suggests that part of the answer to the problem 
delineated is in havlng a number of persons read the same 
set of papers, thereby producing a composite judgment. 
This can he achieved elther by taking a simple average 
of the marks given by different people to the same paper 
as the c10sest approximation to the true evaluation; or 
lt can be derived by the group of markers getting 
together and somehow arrivlng at a consensus as to what 
the final mark should be. The latter suggestion has some 

5Examinations Bulletin No. 3, "The Certiflcate 
of Secondary EducatIon: An Introduction to Sorne 
Techniques of Examlning.:1 London: Secondary Schoo1 
Examinations Councl1, H.M.S.O., 1964, p. 20. 
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obvious limitations. Nevertheless, P.E. Vernon states 
that" tlIt was recognized in other fields of psychology 
that the random errors occurring in the estima tes of a 
single judge are largely cancelled out when the judgments 
of anumber of judges are pooled." 6 In educational 
research Many ~xperiments have been conducted in which 
the pooled judgment of several markers has been proven 
to render a mark which has both high rel:tability and 
validity. In fact" as a result of conclusions of these 
studies both in Britain and in the United States" the 
essay" which b.ad been discarded as a test item on school 
leaving assessments because of difficulty in assessing 
it" was eventually returned to favour. Using the "pooled" 
or average mark, then, is one approach to reducing the 
ill effects of subjectivity. However, it is not .always 
practical or even possible to have papers evaluated by 
a number of examiners. And if the second interpretation 
of the use of pooled judgment is taken - that of the 
group meeting and discussing what the final mark should 
be - it becomes ev en less practicable. 

More recently the theory has been explored that 
instead of having several individuals read the sarne 
papers" equally rel:table and valid results can be 
obtained by pairing markers whose st-andards of marking 
represent quite divergent patterns of severity or lenity 
and timidity or recklessness. Once these characteristics 
are identified and the markers have been paired" each one 
will mark the papers (using a rapid impressionistic 
method) and then the pairs will come together and compare 
results. They will re-mark any papers where there is a 

6 
P.E. Vernon" ed. secondar~ School Se~ection. 

London: Methuen-and Co. Limited" l 57, p. 121. 
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wide divergence of opinion, and will discuss such papers 
carefully, each reconsidering what subjective elements 
have gone into the decision. It is recognized that each 
marker's impression of the essay will have been purely 
subjective and will have aris~n from whatever main 
criterion is uppermost in his scale of values. Marker 
A perhaps has looked mainly for intelligently conceived 
ideas; Marker B, on the other hand, ls more concerned 
with a well-organized precise statement of the idea, 
however weak its conception May be. By mutual discussion, 
the two markers must try to identify what biasses have 
seriously interfered with an objective appraisal of the 
overall performance, and one of them must be preparedto 
put these aside and reconsider his decision. 

This, in essence, is what is meant by "suitable 
pairing." The statistical details of the process are 
discussed fully in the design of the experimen~ It must 
be emphasized here that where the pairs have not been 
able to agree on a final mark, they should not merely 
resort to averaging the two extremes. This would tend to 
cancel out the benefits derived from the technique of 
selecting only suitably paired markers. Rather it is 
suggested that in this event further opinions on the 
paper should be sought, making certain that the outside 
markers are not aware of the marks in dispute. The mark 
assigned finally to any highly contentious paper should 
be the average mark, representing the "pooled judgment" 
of aIl the assessors. 

As Cyril Burt enunciated in the quote in the 
Foreword of this paper, there are Many subjective 
influences at work when an examiner sits down to mark 
papers. It is usual in large-scale examining procedures 
such as matriculation, that aIl the candidates remain 
anonymous. This helps to eliminate sorne of the less 
desireable influences. But in a smaller situation such 

* See pp. 59, and 65-68. 
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as that of a Freshman English Department in a university, 
for example, the instructors usually mark their own 
stud,ents' papers. In this case, the student faces all 
the barriers to accurate assessment - those that stem 
from personal idiosyncrasies and set standards of any 
Marker, and those that arise from the marker's personal 
involvement with the student. In this experiment it was 
possible to examine only the effects of the first. 
mentioned. It is suggested, however, that if an 
instructor and one equally experienced colleague can be 
suitably paired, we could assume that the student would 
benefit from a combined judgment of the lecturer who has 
guided him and is more personally and totally involved in 
his progress, and that of an outsider who is interested in 
his performance on that particular test. Furthermore, 
each Marker would tend to check the other's unwarranted 
idiosyncrasies. At final examination time, this should 
ensure every student of as accurate an evaluation as 
present knowledge can permit. 

The idea of using "suitable pairs" of markers has 
been explained and its applicability to the stated problem 
has been established. At least one further ramification 
of it has been suggested. The second term to be defined 
in the hypothesis is that of "rapid impressionistic marking". 

A rapid impressionistic method of marking implies 
that the Marker view5 the student's work as a whole, making 
no attempt to divorce the component parts of mechanics, 
content or style by giving them separate values. 
Examiners must school themselves (if they are not already 
in the habit of doing so) to make a very rapid appraisal 
of the essay and try not to dwell any longer on one part 
than another. The overall worth of the paper should be 
rapidly gauged, and a brisk pace* of marking should be 
maintained. 

*For elaboration see p. 44, Wiseman's Instruction 
No. 2 to his markersj and p. 64, Instruction No. 1 given 
to markers in this experiment. 
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Evidence to support the practicability of this 
kind of marking is forthcoming from research into essay 
evaluation both in Britain and in the United States. 
Stephen W1seman, 1n h1s 1949 study, had found that by 
having four markers g1ve a rap1d impress10nistic 
evaluation of student essays, the results were suffic-
1ently valid and reliable to warrant re-establishing the 
essayas a test "device for grammar school selection 
purposes. S1m11arly in the United States, the College 
Entrance Examination Board re-instated the essay on their 
testing program after the results of research init1ated by 
them indicated that if read impressionistically and 
independently by three readers the essay could give a 
reliable and valid est1mate of the students' abi11ty to 
wr1te. These stud1es by Wiseman (1949), GOdshalk, 
Swineford and Coffman (1966), and Myers, Coffman and 
McConv11le (1966) will be referred to in the review of 
the literature. 

Recent research on the subject of marking by 
general impression indicates that it not only results in 
reliable and valid assessments, but even allowing for the 
fact that more than one readlng of a script is required, 
it takes no longer than it would to do the same amount 
of marking by ind1vidual examiners using the detailed 
Methode 

The last term~to be clarified is that of IItrue 
evaluation. 1I The word true as Cyril Burt has asserted, 
represents only lIan abstract or hypothetical concept ll •

7 

However, it May be defined as a mark which has been 
arrived at by averaginga set of marks given to the same 

7Hartog, Rhodes and Burt, p. 252. 
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paper by a group of experienced individual examiners 
marking under controlled conditions. 

E.C. Rhodes, in his contribution to The Marks 
of Examiners, made the statement that "the average 
verdict of a number of examiners is better than any of 
the single verdicts; we might, therefore, use the simple 
average of the examiners' marks as an approximation to 
the ideal."a Earlier it was pointed out that the idea 
of dim1nishing the effects of random error which arise 
in a number of single judgments by pooling those single 
judgments is one that has been accepted in other areas of 
psychology. The word "true", then" as used in this 
paper will de scribe the average mark given to each script 
by the eight markers, this being the closest approxi­
mation to an accurate assessment of the paper that present 
knowledge of testing can permit. It assumes that the 
Mean mark of several markers is more acceptable than any 
of the individua1 marks, and it a1so assumes that in 
taking that average mark as a true mark the extreme 
personal idiosynraasies of individua1 markers are largely 
cance1led out. 

A1though it is hoped that this experiment will 
point the w8y to a method of marking students' com-
posi tions that will sign1f1cantly reàuc'e the amount of 
undes1rable variat10n 1n mark1ng that stems from subject-
1vity and differing standards, 1t is recognized that 
perfect justice for the student is an unattainable ideal. 
Perhaps 1ts attainment would not even be a worthy one; for, 
as the sages have taught, justice must always be tempered 
with Mercy. Allowances must always be made for extraneous 
c1rcumstances that quite unexpectedly arise and deter any 

a Hartog, Rhodes and Burt, p. 186. 
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student from performing at his best on an examination. 
So that although the result May be correctlyadjudged 
as being poor, if a plea is made fc~ other consideration 
it should not be ignored or discounted. 

In Bulletin No. 5, of the Schools Council series 
in-Britain, the search for agreement on reliability and 
validity of internal examinations and the distribution 
of grades are discussed. The authors state that, "The 
problem is the same at all organizational levels •••• 
Perfect reliability and perfect validity are unattainable 
in the present state of knowledge about methods of 
educational assessment." It is emphasized in the 
Bulletin that the only way to come to agreement is through 
discussion because, " ••• all examining is an exercise in 
human judgment about human behaviour in which there are 
no law-givers and no prophets; there is only a consensus 
of opinion patiently built up through the sharing of 
experience by many different teachers and other educators.,,9 

Discussion; consensus; patience; and sharing of 
experience; and perhaps one should add a sense of pro­
portion and humour; surely these are requisites for any 
group of markers, no matter what method of assessment 
they May employ. 

Problems which loom large when closely examined in 
relation to the immediate present often can be placed in a 
truer perspective if set against related events of the 
past. For that reason it May be as well to glance at the 
historical background and the wider implications of the 
subject under study before reviewing the more contemporary 
aspects of it. This will be the concern of the next 
chapter. 

9Examinations Bulletin No. 5, "The Certificate of 
Secondary EducatIon, School-based Examinations, Examin~Qg 
Assessing and Moderating by Teachers." London: The Schoo1s 

-- Council, H.M.S.O. 1965, pp. 1,2. 



CHAPTER II 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND AND GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The origin of the idea of putting man to a test 
in which he must either succeed or accept the penalty 
of failure would be difficult to date with any 
exactitude. Certainly ever Binee Adam and Eve were 
expelled from the Garden of Eden for failing to act in 
accordance with the inJunctions of their Creator, man 
has been subJected to tests of one kind or another, the 
results of which have either impeded or furthered his 
progresse Albert R. Lang reports that "as early as 
2200 B.C., China had an elaborate national system of 
examinations, for the purpose of selecting public 
officials." The skill and fitness of youthful Athenian 
and Spartans were put to severe tests, both mental and 
physical, and the most famous of all teachers, 
Socrates, left us his pattern of question-response 
method of teaching and examining pupils. The reciting 
of the Christian catechlsm in the form of responses to 
set questions was a kind of recurring examination. In 
fact, Baya Lang, examinations have their roots in the 
ancient past and have been a continuing part of man's 
cultural heritage. 10 

With the advent of written communication, the art 
of testing an individual's worth or ability, especially 
in the academic sphere, became more sophisticated. It is 

10 Albert R. Lang. Modern Methods in Written 
-Examinations. New York: Houghton MIfflln Company, 1930, 
p. 2. 

9 
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possible that the first examination at university level, 
to be written rather than orally presented, was at 
cambridge in 1702. 11 

The element of rigidity of procedure and 
standards in examining, and the role of the educator as 
a Judge ruling upon the fate of candidates required to 
demonstrate their knowledge of endless facts learned by 
rote May be traced to tr~ Jesuits, who began using written 
examinations to test their pupils as early as the l6th 
century.12 

By the 19th century, rate Iearning had become a 
well-established educational practice. The gloomy task 
of memorizing and then verbalizing facts, either orally 
or in writing, has been graphically portrayed in Many 
novels and biographies. Testimony to grim methods in 
19th century English schools is provided in Charles 
Dicken's novel, Hard Times, where we meet schoolmaster, 
Thomas Gradgrind, "a kind of cannon loaded to the muzzle 
with facts" which he discharged into his hapless pupils 
with sublime confidence that if they could repeat thern 
verbatim it was proof that they had learned something. 13 

This was fact veiled in fiction, but in Winston 
Churchill's biography, MY Early Life, he records his 
first personal encounter with memorization and 
regurgitation of unintelligible subJect matter as a 
criterion of academic worth. When, on his first day at 
school, his Form Master set him to work to learn 
by heart the First Declension of the noun, Mensa, 
he obediently complied. Then, in answer to 

Il Lang, p. 3. 

l2"Examinations," Encyclopaedia Britannica, VIII 
(1963) 931,32. 

l3charles Dickens, Hard Times, Chapter II. 
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the Master's query whether he had 1earned it, the young 
Churchill rep1ied with the simple honesty and wisdom so 
often mistaken for naiveti- in chi1dren, "1 think l can 
say it, sir." After apparent1y p1easing the Master by 
successfu11y repeating the exercise, he then incurred 
the wrath of the man by insisting on being to1d what it 
a11 meant. 14 

Churchi11's comments on examinations are 
particu1arly sagacious, and echo the sentiments of count­
le es pupi1s who have shared a similar traumatic experience 
at examination time: 

l had scarce1y passed My twe1fth birthday when 
l entered the inhospitab1e regions of examinations, 
through which for the next seven years l was 
destined-tojourney-. These examinations were a 
great trial to me. The subjects which were dearest 
.to the examiners were a1most invariab1y those l 
fancied 1east. l wou1d have 1iked to have been 
examined in history, poetry, and writing essays. 
The examiners, on the other hand, were partial to 
Latin and mathematics. And their will prevai1ed. 
Moreover, the questions they asked on both these 
subjects were a1most invariably those to which l was 
unab1e to suggest a satisfactory answer. l should 
have liked to be asked to say what l knew. They 
always tried to ask what l did not know. When l 
wou1d have wi11ing1y disp1ayed My know1edge, they 
sought to expose My ignorance. This sort of treat­
ment had on1y one result: l did not do weIl in 
examinations. 

This was especia11y true of My Entrance 
Examination to Harrow. The Headmaster, Mr. We11don, 
however, took a broad-minded view of MY Latin prose: 
he showed dlscernment in judging My genera1 abi1ity • 

. This was the more remarkab1e, because l was found 
unab1e to ans",er a single question in the Latin paper. 
l wrote My name at the top of the page. l wrote down 
the number of the question '(1)'. But thereafter l 
c ould not think of anything connec ted w1 th i t tha t 
was either relevant or true. Incidental1y there 

14Winston S. Churchill. 
'Childhood". 

MY Ear1y Lire, Chapter l, 
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arrived from nowhere in particular a blot and 
several·smudges. l gazed for two whole hours at 
this sad- spectacle f and then merciful ushers 
collected my piece of foolscap with aIl the others 
and carried it up to the Headmaster's table. It 
was from these slender indications of scholarship 
that Mr. Welldon drew the conclusion that l was 
worthy to pass into Harrow. It is very much to his 
credit. It showed that he was a man capable of 
looking beneath the surface of things: a man not 
dependent upon paper manifestations ••• IS 

Fortunately, today, Many of the more inhumane and 
futile school exercises (whlch passed for education) have 
gone the way of "Trial by Ordeal" (which passed for 
justice); and yet the hauntlng question does remain, How 
Many promising candidates have not had the benefit of a 
"judge" who was able to "look beneath the surface of 
things: (one) not dependent upon paper manifestations"? 
The future of scholars is still too often dependent upon 
their ability to pass two or three hour examinations in 
subjects ranglng from mathematlcs to history, sometimes 
under Most Inhibiting conditions. The obstacles to 
success, as represented by not Just a passing grade but 
also by a high enough overall percentage of marks, remain 
quite formidable. The teacher, or an officially appointed 
marker, ls still acting in the capacity of a judge whose 
qulte arbltrary and possibly inaccurate decision can have 
far-reaching effects on the candldate's future. SUch 
hurdles as Junior Matriculation, Senior Matriculation, 
Eleven-plus examlnations have been accepted by the 
communlty, both lay and academic, wlth a sublime but not 
necessarlly well-founded falth as belng both necessary and 
requlslte to the process of sifting out those worthy or 
unworthy of the opportunity to pursue hlgher academic studies. 

lSWlnston S. Churchill, My Early Life, Chapter II, 
"Harrow". 
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But the sacredness of such testing apparatus has 
not gone entirely unchallenged. Certainly since the 
theory of "individual differences" among children was 
promulgated, searching questions have been raised about 
traditional testing procedures. When scanning the 
literature on investigations of examination and marking 
practices one can note a progression of disquiet among 
educational researchers which began even before the 
opening decades of the 20th century. P.E. Vernon reports 
that: 

Discussion of the inconsistency and element 
of change in teachers' marks came in the first 
place from the developing science of statistics, 
and for early evidence one must turn to the 
publications of the Royal Statistical Society. 
Edgeworth (1888, 1890), for example, writing of 
results obtained by Bryant and himself, drew 
attention to the errors attributable both to the 
idiosyncrasies of examiners and to the limitations of 
their sensitivity to differing degrees of Merite 16 

These assertions did not go unnoticed. Among 
those who first took up the challenge in the United 
States were Starch and Elliott in 1912 and 1913, who 
pointed out grave inconsistencies in the marking of both 
English essays and mathematics papers,17 and Hudelson in 
1923, who expressed the urgent need for a more valid and 
reliable method of assessing English composition.18 

In 1930, Lang discussed "The Traditional Essay 
Examination" and stated bluntly that "numerous ••. experiments 
could be cited to show that essay examination grades depend 

16 
P.E. Vernon, ed. Secondary School Selection. 

London: Methuen and Co. Ltd., 1957, p. 115. 
17 

Daniel Starch & Edward C. Elliott. "Reliability 
of the Grading of High-School Work in English." The School 
Review, XX (1912) 442-457. XXI (1913) 254-259. 

18 
Earl Hudelson. English Composition Its Aims, 

Methods & Measurement. BloomIngton, IllInois: PublIc School 
PUblishing Company, 1923, p. 30. 
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more upon the scorer than upon the persons taking the 
examination. " Furthermore, when the same person marks 
the same paper after an interva1 of time he will most 

19 1ike1y assign a quite different mark. 

Two years after langis work was pub1ished, C.W. 
Valentine, in the The Reliabi1ity of Examinations, 
emphasized the need to discuss "where the strengths and 
weaknesses of examinations lie," and particu1ar1y to 

,,20 ascertain "how far we can re1y on examination resu1ts. 
He found in his own investigation that, in the marking of 
essays especia11y, extraordinary variations occur between 
the marks of different examiners, and he reports that 
"Even at university entrance stage there are suggestions 
made that the present tests are unre1iab1e, in that they 
let through sorne who are mere1y crammed and 'spoon-fed', 
but who are lac king in genera1 intelligence and especia11y 
in initiative and independent thoUght.,,21 

The Marks of Examiners by Hartog, Rhodes and Burt, 
ref1ects the genera1 concern of a11 the countries (Eng1and" 
France, Germany, Scot1and, Switzer1and, and U.S.A.) that 
took part in an International Conference on Examinations 
he1d in May, 1931. The investigations into examination 
marking on such a grand sca1e stemmed from the ear1ier 
findings of Professor Edgeworth in Eng1and, Starch and 
E11iott in the United States, and M. Laugier and Mlle. 
Weinberg in France. 

In the preface to The Marks of Examiners, the writers 
stress the importance of putting the examination prob1em 

19 Albert R. Lang, p. 71. 

London: 
20 

C.W. Valentine. The Re11abi11ty of Examinatlons. 
University of London Press, 1932, p. 9. 

21Ibid ., p. 26 and p. 37. 
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in its true perspective and they clearly define its 
dimensions: 

No element in the structure of our national 
education occupies at the present moment more 
public attention than our system of examinations. 
It guards the gates that lead from elementary 
education to intermediate and secondary education, 
from secondary education to the universities, the 
professions, and many business careers, from the 
elementary and Middle stages of professional 
education to professional life ••• 

The examination system has grown to be an 
important element, not only in our education, but 
in the whole social system of our country; and the 
interest of Many other countries in this matter is 
not less than our own. 22 

The statement was directed to the English scene, 
but it contains the essence of universality, and, if 
anything, it is more pertinent in 1967 than it was at 
the time it was written over thirty years ago. 

Although there has been only slight evidence of 
progress generally in making students' assessments more 
realistic, the work begun by these 1931 investigations 
has continued in England and elsewhere. In Britain, 
researchers such as Stephen Wiseman, P.E. Vernon, G.D. 
Millican-, R. L. Morrison, and more recently D. R. Mather, 
N. France and G.T. Sare have penetrated the entire field 
of examining candidates and have made positive con­
tributions by publicizing glaring weaknesses in methods 
formerly accepted with implicit faith, and in suggesting 
means of eradicating_them. Much work has been done in 
~he United States by educationists sponsored by the 
College Examination Board, for example, and in Canada 
progress is seen in some areas with the instituting of the 

22 
Hart()gl Rhodes and Burt, Preface, pp. ix,x,vii. 
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ungraded school and the trend towards accepting students 
into first year university on the basis of the school 
assessment and the various standardized achievement and 
aptitude tests. 

It becomes more probable that Professor 
Valentine's prediction made in 1932 that liA revelation of 
great unreliability of examinations should tend to lessen 
the weight attached to examinations and so decrease their 
dominance in the general scheme of'education,,,23 will 
finally be realized. 

That the human species always resists change is a 
truism universally acknowledgedj that educators are some­
times the worst offenders is not always so openly admitted. 
In 1965, when describing the background of the "written 
public examination system" peculiar to Great Britain, 
Mather, France and Sare discuss the various reports on 
matriculation examinations dating back to 1911 and 
culminating in the Beloe Report of 1960, and they some­
what wryly suggest that: 

In 1911 concern had been shown for the 
multiplicity of examinations serving the needs of 
a small minority. In 1960 concern had been shown 
for the multiplicity of examinations serving the 
needs - potentially - of the much greater number of 
average pupils. 

If the pattern is not to repeat itself in the 
year 2011 machinery must be set up which is in 
permanent and close touch with the schools and 
society, and which can react swiftly to the need for 
change and development in a dynamically changing 
society. 

Unless such machinery is devised it is at least 
theoretically possible that some young man now in 
the cradle May be called upon to prepare a report on 
the multiplicity of tests available to those pupils 

23C•W• valentine, Chapter one. 
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of secondary school age now known as the Newsom 
pupils, in honour of the Newsom Report, Half 
our Future, prepared for the Central Advlsory 
Councl1 for Education." 24 

This brief discussion of the serious general 
problem of student evaluation at aIl levels of education 
is but the backdrop for a narrower treatment of one 
crucial segment of the total area of concern - that of 
the grading of essays in Freshman English composition. 

As has been stated earlier, the special purpose 
of the present investigation was to exam_ine the 
ramifications of subjectivity in marking and to experiment 
with a technique for evaluating student essays which 
would reduce the chances of grading being prejudiced by 
the subjective judgment of a single Marker. As large a 
segment as possible of the whole field of examinations 
and marking has been researched, but particular attention 
has been paid to any studies which might throw light opon 
the present investigation. To this review of the 
literature we now turn. 

24n.R• Mather, N. France and G.T. Sare. The 
Certificate of Secondary Education. A Handbook for 
Moderators, London: CollIns, 1965, p. 19. 
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CHAPTER III 

REVIEW OF RELATED LlTERATURE 

Tn this.resume, three distinct but nonetheless 
related areas of the subject of examinations and marking 
will be surveyed: 

A. the historie al development of the controversy 
between those who have fayoured the use of sub­
jectively evaluated traditional essay-type exam­
inations, and those who advocated meehanieally 
scored scientifically constructed objective tests. 

B. the debate over a strictly detailed and rigidly 
structured marking scheme as opposed to a rapid 
impressionistic appraisal of papers. 

C. the suggestion that assessment can be made 'more 
accurately and efficiently by always using more 
than one marker - preferably a suitably selected 
pair using the rapid impression Methode 

Since each of these topics impinges on the others, it is 
impossible to treat them as completely separate entities. 
Generally speaking, they will be discussed in the order 
enumerated with references being made to both British and 
American studies as they either paralleled or preceded 
one another. 

A. The Objective versus The EssaY-TYPe Examination. 

The difficulties in arriving at a fair evaluation 
of students i abilities as reflected by their performance 
on examinations have long plagued educators - ev en prior 
to the advent of staggering enrollments in higher education 
facilities. Attempts to find a more satisfactory solution 
have ranged from judging students on the basis of a single 
essay-type examinationto the use of purely objective 
testing procedures, depending upon the subject matter. 

18. 
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Albert R. Lang states that the idea of human 
testing has been evolutionarYJ dating back to ancient 
times. 25 A concomitant idea has been that J no matter 
what the test J the examiner has acted in the role of a 
judge meting out some form of punishment to the 
candidates who fail to meet required standards. From 
the point of view of students J Lang suggests that 
testing procedures "have a very personal and crucial 
meaning in the way of promotions, failures, conditions, 
scholastic standing, admission to high school or college, 
scholarship awards, school honors, and esteem by others.,,26 
These words of Langis were written in 1930. How much 
more meaningful they are for the contemporary student 
who dwells in such a keenly competitive and much more 
densely populated academic world. 

In the preface to Secondary School Selection, the 
problem as it pertained to the post-war British 
educational scene, is stressed. The editor, P.E. Vernon, 
states: It ••• in Britain, with its complex social history, 
the post-war conditions, and the very natural desire of 
parents to ensure within their means the best opportunities 
for their children, have helped to make the process of 
selection for secondary education a matter of genuine 
concern and, in Many cases, of anx1ety.,,21 

As a result of this widespread "concern" and 
"anxiety", and because of the "spate of misleading and 
often emotionally-toned writing on the topic," an inquiry 
into its various facets was launched by the British 
Psychological Society with the intention of providing a 

25 
Lang. Modern Methods In Written Examinations, 

1930, p. 2. 
26 
~.,p.15 

21 
P.E. Vernon, Secondary School Selection, 1951, p.1. 
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basis for "better-informed" discussions leading to 
educational reform, and also to indicate the 
direction of pa st and present research. 2S 

In the resulting publication, a summary is 
presented of the evolutionary process of pupil 
selection for secondary schooling in Britain and of the 
origin and progress of the 'tug-of-war' between the use 
of the traditional essay-type examination and the "new­
type" of objective testing as prescribed by such 
educational pioneers as Godfrey Thomson. The latter was 
anxious to prove that for various reasons Many capable 
pupils were not being considered for the Junior Scholar­
ship Examinations. In 1919 he devised an intelligence 
test (the Northumberland Mental Test) to be used hence­
forth in Northumberland schools in conjunction with the 
usual examination procedures in order to select pupils 

"for free places in the county gramm~ schools. The new 
test was designed to elim1nate the unfair advantages 
that pupils had who attended larger schools where they 
received special attention and training in the art of 
writing the scholarship exam1nations. 29 

By 1925, thanks to Cyril Burt who had been 
comm1ssioned by the Northumberland Education Committee 
to devise new testing procedures, the ability of county 
children was being measured by the use of standardized 
attainment tests in English and Arithmetic. Teachers' 
acceptance of these tests was gained quite readily, but 
it was not until 1932 that the "new-type" exam1nations 

30 completely supplanted the traditional examinations. 

28 P.E. Vernon, p. 8~ 

29Ibid ., pp. 23, 24. 

30 Ibid ., p. 24. 
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In a more general treatment of this subject of 
measuring attainment, P.E. Vernon states: 

Discussions of evidence as to the relative merits 
of new and old (testing methods) passed through various 
phases, and tests once described as 'new-type' are now 
more often called 'objective' or 'standardized', to 
distinguish them from the older examinations which 
were subjective in the sense that the questions asked 
and the answers accepted were determined sUbjectively 
by the personal décision of their author, and 
unstandardized in the sense that evidence was available 
as tothe relative degree of success or failure in the 
answers of large samples of pupils of known age or 
ability. In the words 'objective' and 'standardized' 
there is thus epitomized much of the history of the 
testing movement. 31 

Even before the scepticism of British researchers 
like Thomson was voiced, late 19th century criticism of 
traditional testing methods had centred on the fact that 
they were too prone to the ill effects of subjectivity and 
they did not test a sufficiently wide range of ability.32 

Among the earliest American voices of protest 
were those of Daniel Starch and Edward Elliott. The results 
of their investigations into the "Reliability of the' 
Grading of High-Schoo1 Work in English" caused consternation 
and dismay among educationists and touched off a wave of 
widespread interest in researching the problem which has 
not subsided to this day. It was Starch and Dearborn who 
had exposed the wide discrepancies between marks awarded by 
various assessors within the same school system, and also 
between grades assigned to identical classes by different 
teachers. Starch and E11iott stated that: 

31 P.E. Vernon, p. 114. 

32Ibid . 
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••• The recent studies of grades have 
emphatically directed our attentfon to the vide 
variation and the utter absence of standards in the 
assignment of values. Dearborn pointed out 1n his 
investigation the large lnequalities in the 
standards of grading employed by different teachers. 
Of tvo instructors in the same department one gave 
43 per cent of his students the grade of "excellent" 
and to none the grade of nfailuren , whereas the 
other gave to none of his students the grade of 
"excellentn and to 14 per cent the grade of "failure". 
The d1fference is mainly attributable to varying 
standards in marking rather than to different 
abilities of candidates. 33 

In these experiments the same papers vere graded 
independently by several teachers and the test papers 
had been reproduced exactly as written, by photographing. 
The authors remarked that "The first and Most startling 
fact brought out by th1s investigation 1s the 
tremendously vide range of variation •••• It is almost 
shocking ••• to f1nd that the range of marks given by 
different teachers to the same paper May be as large 
as 35 or 40 points.,,34 It seems even more shocking to 
rea11ze that this study was done in 1912 and yet in 
1967 there is still very little general recognition that 
a problem even exists. 

A second study done by these researchers the 
following year produced evidence to disprove the old 
theory that marking in mathematics was more accurate than 
in English. It was shown, for instance, that a sample 
geometry paper was given an even vider spread of grades 
than had the two English papers used in the previous 

33D• Starch and E.C. El1iott, "Reliability of the 
Grading of High-School Work in English," The School 
Review, 20 (1912) 442. 

34Ibid., p. 454. 
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35 
year's study. It was concluded that whether or not a 
pupil was promoted in a sùbject or in a grade was largely 
dependent upon the teacher's personal whims. An 
interesting and amusing bit of evidence is adq,ed,. to this . 
discussion by the Writer's parent who attended a Grammar 
School in England around'this time. He recalls that when 
the class of ll-year old boys were due for promotion, the 
only one who passed was the son of a candy merchant who 
used to bring candy to the teacher. 

As a result of these and other investigations, a 
movement towards more scientifically standardized testing 
began. In Britain, the early work done by Thomson and Burt 
in standardized testing in Arithmetic and English for the 
purpose of grammar school selection finally had led to the 
formulation in 1925 of the Moray House Tests of Intelligence 
which, by 1954, were being utilized by three-quarters of the 
Local Educational Authorities. It is pointed out by Vernon 
that these tests "needed nothing beyond the competence of 
every teacher. Marking was in fact automatic and demanded 
no judgment on the part of the marker •••• ,,36 

The trend in Britain on into the 1930's continued 
towards dropping the use of essays in English and long 
problems in Arithmetic, and substituting the Moray Rouse 
standardized tests in English, Arithmetic and Intelligence. 
It was generally accepted that the marking of traditional 
essay-type examinations was "grossly unreliable", and there 
was a widespread feeling that in the use of standardized 
tests the answer to accurate selection of secondary school 
candidates was indeed solved for aIl time. 37 

School 
35starch and Elliott, "Reliability of 

Work," School Review, 21 (1913) 257-8. 
36 Vernon, p. 25. 

37Ibid., pp. 26-7. 

Grading High 
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It was inevitable that the pendulum would swing 
back, and gradually blind acceptance of the standardized 
testing pânacea shifted tewards sporadic rumblings of 
dissatisfaction and disquiet on the part of the teachers. 
The major complaints were that the use of standardized 
procedures had resulted in too much stress being placed 
on prepara tory coaching and drilling of pupils in order 
to ensure success, and that it was exceedingly risky and 
unfair to judge the ability of a child on the basis of a 
one-stand test. Some educational psyoholog1sts were 
inc11ned to agree. 38 

Gradually, Local Author1t1es began to place 
"1ncreas1ng we1ght on non-quant1fied data, particularly 
for children in the border-zone, thus imply1ng that, while 
objective tests are of great usefulness 1n making dec1sions 
on the 'clear-accepts' and the 'cIe ar-re je ct s', theyare 
less useful in d1fferentiating those in between." There 
was growing awareness of the importance of assessing "the 
whole child as a person, and, especially at the border­
zone, to take account of indiv1dual qu1rks and 
circumstances. n39 

Undoubtedly'one of the major reasons for these 
changes in educational attitudes in Brita1n was the 1944 
Education actwh1ch dramatically ra1sed the numbers of 
children staying on in school and entering the grammar 
schools. The situation that this created for the 
hltherto favoured and largely complacent middle and upper 
strata of society, whose children had long enjoyed wider 
educational opportunity, caused wide dismay and, in some 
cases, panic. The attendant problems have by no means 
been resolved. 

38 ·Vernon, p. 33. 
29Ibid • -
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It is evident that over the years since written 
examinations became a well-established routine, .the 
fallacy of blindly accepting one subjective judgment of 
a student's worth has been recognized. In an attempt to 
overcome this diff1culty, especially as it applied to the 
marking of essays, various ldnds of measurement scales 
were invented and tried out. In 1923, Earl Hudelson 
pub11shed a comprehensive American studywhich advocated 
a more "scientific" method of evaluating student themes. 
He stressed the fact that Eng11sh composit10n 1s a very 
complex subject to assess and 1s more prone than any 
other to purely subjective 1nterpretation of the 
examiner. Therefore, some form of object1ve measurement, 
such as scales, must be used if justice 1s to be meted 
out. 40 

Hudelson traces the orlgin and development of 
scales for judging writing ability, describing and 
discussing in some detail those of Rice, Haggerty and 
Van Wagenen, Hillegas, Breed and Frostic, Thorndike, and 
his OWD. Comment1ng on the use of diagnostic, analyt1cal­
type scales, 1n wh1ch separate elements of expression are 
measured, he states: "Specifie qualities can and often 
should be measured separatelYj but when the general effect 
of written expression such as society is usually concerned 
with is to be judged, it must be considered in 1ts 
entirety. In matters of appreciation the sum of all the 
parts does not necessarily equal the whole." He suggests 
that Just as one cannot judge a paint1ng by aeparately 
appreciating the pigments, the design, the fr~~, the 
canvas, so it ia impossible to judge a p1ece of writing 

40 Earl Hudelaon. E~liSh COmpos1tion Its Aims, 
Methods and Measurement. B~omIngton, IllInoIs: PublIc 
Scho01 pub1IshIng Company, 1923, p. 30. 
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by looking at its component parts. Like the painting, 
the composition "must be seen singly and seen aS.a 
whole •••• lmagination,which, after all, renders the final 
verdict upon art, defies mere analyzingj and composition 
is an art. "41 

In his discussion as to how scales should be used, 
Hudelson favours those which measure general merit, such 
as Hillegas, Thornd~ke and his own, rather than the 
diagnostic, analytical type which measure separate elements 
of writ1ng. Nevertheless, he admits that as f.ar as the 
teacher's rating is concerned "the results are virtually 
the same with or without the use of a scale for measuring 
general composition merit. ,,42 This does !!2! seem to weight 
the argument in favour of using scales. Furthermore, he 
concludes that objectivé scales for general merit are ~ 
useful in "discrim1nating between sincere and pretentious 
composition. Neither do they materially affect a teacher's 
estimate of the relative importance of the various elements 
of composition."43 

If this is so, and if the analytical scales fail 
to measure the worth of an essayas a unified piece of 
work, then what is the place of scales in evaluating 
composition? It is suggested that there is a definite need 
to "judge general merit objectively" for practical purposes 
required by spheres outside of the academic or school 
environment. On the other hand, Hudelson says, teachers 
require "devices for analyzing composition and diagnosing 
merits and defects for the purpose of improving instruction.,,44 

41Hudelson, p. 55 

42Ibid • , p. 29. 

43Ibid • , p. :30. 

44Ibid • , p. 57. 
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He had stated ear11er that "Object1ve dev1ces for 
measur1ngcompos1t10n mer1t are not, then, 1n sp1te of 
assumpt10ns to the contrary, des1gned to 1mprove wr1t1ng 
d1rectly." Rather the1r use 1s juét1f1ed as be1ng the 
best way for a teacher to assess 1mprovement 1n express1on, 
to test var10us ways of teach1ng, and perhaps 1mprove bis 
own methodolOGY.45 Thus scales are not des1gned to help 
the student wr1te better, but rather to help the teacher 
teach better. .And for th1spurpose, Hudelson recommends 
the d1agnost1c-type scale. However, he says that scales 
11ke the van Wagenen MlnnesotaEng11sh Compos1t10n scale, 
"renders judgments confus1ng and d1ff1cult 1f, as 1s 
customary w1th teachers, the separate evaluat10ns are 
comb1ned 1nto one general score." He had prev10usly shown 
that the re11ab111ty of marking essays 1s reduced 
cons1derably when the assessment 1s analyt1cal and he feels 
that ne1ther van Wagenen's nor a General Mer1t scale w111 
likely y1eld completely sat1sfactory results. The remedy 
lies in using a scale which measures only one writing 
factor at a time, but 1t is then suggested that teachers 
exper1ment1ng w1th ava1IabIe scales and try1ng to rate 
composition elements in separate un1ts find such a 

46 procedure confus1ng and exasperat1ng. Th1s seems to be 
a rather circular argument for the use of scales. 

What Hudelson seems to be trying to do in 
advocat1ng a more "sc1entif1c" method of essay evaluation 
by using scaIes, is to find a way of reducing the appraisal 
of a work of art to some general formula which could be 
un1versaIIy accepted. This 1s 1ndeed a task for the 
Olympian gods. 

45Hudelson, pp. 39, 40. 

46 Ibid., pp. 52,3. 
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It does not appear l to th1s writer at any ratel 
tbat the case for scales has been sufficiently Justified 
by Hudelson. Support for this viewis given by V.S. 
Monroe l who maintained that some of Hudelson's claims 

47 about the reliability of certain scales were exaggerated. 

While Hudelson may not have presented a clear-cut 
case for the use of scales in marking composition l his 
research did emphasize the ditficulties in"assessing the 
essay and the need to find away of overcoming them. 

This challenge was taken up in the United states 
by Albert R. Lang 1 in his investigations into marking 
procedures in the 1930's. He was particularly thorough in 
presenting authentic cases where "essay examination grades 
depended more upon the scorer than upon the person taking 
the examination. n48 He cites instances in which teàchers 
being examined by an Ohio County Board received wi~dly 
divergent evaluations on their essaysl from different sets of 
examiners. For example l "The arithmetic paper was graded by 
55 examiners who gave it marks ranging from 60 to 99 per 
cent. The geography paper was graded by 52 examiners with 
marks ranging from 41 to 90 per cent. The theory and 
practice paper was graded by 52 examiners with marks ranging 
from 55 to 94 per cent." Perhaps one of his Most dis­
quieting (if somewhat wryly amusing) examp1es concerned the 
1920 grading session of a group of professors at Columbia 
University. A model'paper had been devised by one of the 
grouPI to be used to formu1ate his own general marking 
standards. UnfortunatelYI it became mixed in with all the 
other scripts l and when it was located it was found to have 
been awarded marks ranging from 40 to 90 per cent. 49 

47W S " • • Monroe. The Unreliab1lity of the Measurement 
of Ability in Wr1tten Composition." Yearbook of the National 
Society for the Study of Education. 22(1923) 169-171. 

48 Langl p. 70. 

49Ibid • 1 p. 71. 
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In proving quite conclusively that "unaided 
human judgment is fallible", Lang hastens to point out 
that such wide variation in individual standards (even in 
the case of the Marker assigning a quite different grade 
to a paper the second time he assesses it) is not sur­
prising. It is simply attributable to the fact that 
markers are human beings with the usual quota of human 
bias, and therefore there should be appended "no discredit 
to the scorer in their shortcomings.,,50 But he does 
suggest that this factor must be admitted and he emphasized 
that the knowledge of students cannot be accurately gauged 
by a grade received on an examination which more likely 
reflects the leniency or severity of the Marker or the 
degree of difficulty of the test, or even the physical or 
emotional state of the candidate at the time he was being 
examined. 5l In Britain, Mather, France and sare struck 
the same chord when discussing the "causes of instability 
in candidates '1 performances" on examinations. They suggest 
that "health, environmental stress, and temperament" are 
very real factors which might distort the picture a test 
gives of a candidate's ability.52 

What Lang's extensive investigations underscored 
was the absolute necessity for a reappraisal of the whole 
method of examining and marking. He stated in the beginning 
of his 1930 publication that twenty years had already 
elapsed since a similar plea had been made, and in the 
meantime more evidence had been amassed to attest to the 
unreliability of traditional marking methods. 53 This cry 
resounds in the aforementioned 1965 British pUblication of 
Mather, France and sare who lament that despite researchers 
consistently pointing out the hazards of objective assessment 

5°Lang , p. 72. 
51 Ibid., p. 77-9. 

52Mather, France and Sare, p. 80. 
53 Lang, p. 13. 
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caused by Itpersonal idiosyncrasies of examiners especially 
when exam1nlng creative work such as Engllsh essays, Art, 
Musi~ •••• publlc examinations are stl11 belng conducted 

54 
as lf thls research had never been done. 

Although Lang also made abundantly clear the 
weaknesses ln the tradltlonal klnd of evaluatlon, he dld 
not share the growlng enthuslasm of some people of hls tlme 
for sclent1flc or objectlve-type methods of testlng, 
especially ln compositlon. He stated flatly that 
ItComposltlon,'by lts very nature does not lend ltself to 
objectlve measurement. 55 Hls falth ln the value of an 
essay-type examinatlon was not shaken by the revelatlons 
of studles such as Starch and Elllott's and others. He 
malntained that those who belleved that the essay-type test 
was no longer a useful lnstrument and should be replaced 
by a standardlzed objectlve test were wrong.56 He did, 
however, make several suggestlons for lmprovlng essay-type 
examinatlons whlch lncluded such comments as liA clearly 
stlpulated marklng scheme should be adhered to wh1ch allows 
set values for grasplng ma1n ldeas, half-r1ght answers, 
tldlness, organlzatlon etc. These should be mark~d one at 
a t1me.,,57 

-In order to malntaln conslstent standards, Lang 
suggested that a model paper contalnlng correct answers be 
comp11ed. It 1s hoped that lf th1s were ever carrled out 
lt m1ght not shar9 the fate of the model examinatlon of the 
aforementloned h1story professor at Columbla. 

Another major study of th1s same decade wh1ch dealt 
w1th "examinat10ns" was that done 111 England by C.W. 
Valentlne. L1ke Lang, valent1ne felt that the examinat10n 

54Mather, France and Sare, pp. 134-5. 
55 Lang, p. 64. 

56Ib1d ., p. 63. 

57Ib1d ., p. 81. 
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58 system was "an lnevltable part of the educatlonal scene, 
and hewas also concerned about the unrellablllty of the 
marldng procedures - especlally of the esSay.59 He 
descrlbes an lnc1dent ln whlch a group of hls own post­
graduate students ln Educatlon ln 1924 marked essays 
wrltten on the same toplc by seventeen chlldren aged . . 

eleven and twelve. Eleven of the essays recelved a flrst 
class mark from some examiners and a falllng 'grade from others. 
Thls type of lnconslstency ln results on ldentlcal papers 
ls what undermines one's confldence ln examinatlon awards, 
valentlne asserts. 60 What partlcularly dlsturbed hlm was 
that the tradltlonal system of marking very often allowed 
the wrong people lnto and kept the wrong ones out of 
unlversltles. 6l He suggested that the student should have 
demonstrated hls ab1l1ty to wrlte weIl conslstently on';all 
examinatlons, and notjust on the Engllshessay. If the 
markers of other subjects "wlll not pay adequate attention 
to Engllsh or lf thelr est1mates cannot be equated, 1t may 
be consldered whether a speclal examiner ln Engllsh 
composltlon may not see the papers ln all or MOSt subjects, 
to assess the candldates' capac1ty for wrltlng Engllsh.,,62 
Whatever else such a practlce might have to recommend 1t, 
one could hardly calI lt a very practlcal solutlon to the 
problem of subject1vlty. 

The general concern about unre11abl1lty of 
examinat10n assessment' was agaln vo1ced by John M. and 
Ruth C. Stalnaker at the Unlverslty of Chlcago ln the1r 
1934 study. They emphaslzed that "The algn1f1cant 
cr1terlon of a test ltem, whether the 1tem la ln esaay 
or objectlve form, ls not 1t·s rellablllty but 1ts valld1ty _ 

58 C.W. valentlne, p. lx. 

59Ib1d ., p. 30 

60Ib1d., pp. 26, 27. 

6lIb1d., p. 37. 

62Ib1d ., p. 167. 
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the fide1ity with which it measures what it is intended 
to measure." However" they point out that rellability 
is much aimp1er to measure than va1idity and the former 
is "important chief1y because its improvement May raise 
va1idity.,,63 

The idea that essaytests" in comparison with 
objective tests" were highly unre1iab1e was discounted by 
the Stalnakers. It is a fa1se assumption" they c1aim, 
and one that has inJudicious1y discredited the essay-type 
examination. 64 FUrthermore, an essay test, if carefu11y 
constructed and marked ~ be re1iab1y read. The secret 
lies in "formu1ating essay-test questions so that a 
definite, restricted type of anewer is required. tt They 
give severa1 examples of the kind of question which will 
do this. For instance, one does not ask thé,c~student to 
"compare the wri tings of Corneille and Racine," but rather 
to make the comparison as to "(a) mOdernity, (b) use of 
action" (c) observance of unities.,,65 

The Sta1nakers maintain that whether questions are 
Itgeneral or restricted" the following marking practices 
must be observed if reliab1e assessments are to be made: 

1. An objective scheme of scoring must be used. 

2. The readers must first agree c10sely what the 
question ls to be marked for; they must then 
analyze the ideal answer, assigning a certaln 
number of points to each significant part of it. 

3. Severa1 papers must then be read independently by each 
of severa1 readers to determine whether the scorlng 
scheme is workable. Differences in scoring will 1ead 
to discussion and further e1aboration of the marking 
scheme. 

63John M. Sta1naker & Ruth C. Sta1naker. "Re1iab1e 
Reading of Essay Tests," Schoo1 Review" 42: (October.l1934) ,599. 

64Ib1d • -
65Ibid ." p. 601. 



4. The official reading should not be started until 
close agreement is reached among readers and once 
this has been done it is still essential for 
readers to check at intervals with one another or 
with a standard set of papers in order to make 
certain that comparable standards are being 
maintained. 66 

They further stipulate that there should be no 
corrections placed on papers, no discussion of them until 
aIl individual markers have assessed the papers. Students' 
identities should not be known to the markers. It is 
stated that a great deal of hard work and long hours will 
be required before a degree of conformity is reached and 
the more so if untrained personnel are involved and if the 
test has not been properly constructed. When agreement 
cannot be reached, sorne compromise would have to be 

effected. 67 

Certainly one can see how such an elaborate marking 
system would improve reliability of assessment, but, as 
with Professor valentine's proposaI that aIl types of 
examinations be evaluated by one composition teacher, the 
question arises as to its practicality, particularly where 
multitudes of assessments are involved. 

With respect to the marking of composition 
examinations, the Stalnakers ~e the sentiments of other 
researchers that here is one of the Most treacherous areas 
of academic assessment. They assert that, "Not only will 
several readers disagree wldely in their judgments of such 
intangible qualities as originality, interest, and 
organization, but a single reader, judging the same paper on 
two different occasions, will not give it the same rating." 
They add -that reliability and validity of such reading 

66John M. Stalnaker & Ruth C. Stalnaker, p. 602. 

67 Ibid • 



(i.e. genera1 impression) is very 10w and its "worth-
. ,,68 

1essness has been we11 demonstrated. 

More current research on the who1e idea of "genera1 
impression" marking has c1early refuted this scathing 
condemnation of itbythe Sta1nakers. These studies will be 
discussed in Part B of the Review. 

The Sta1nakers' suggestion that a pupi1'sabi1ity 
"to subordinate and coordinate materia1 proper1y" can be 
better tested by a specia11y designed exercise has some 
merit l but perhaps such tests shou1d be reserved for 
measuring progress during the term rather than on entrance 

. examinations for higher education. One is reminded l too l of 
Hude1son's assertion that "eomposition iS I after a11 1 an 
artlll and as such cannot be 'satisfactori1y Judged by looking 
at the parts that make up the who1e. The whole is much more 
than the sum of its parts. Neverthe1ess l the contribution 
of the Sta1nakers' study is we11 recognized and their 
admonition that examination questions, whether of objective 
or essay-type shou1d be carefu11y phrased is worthy of the 
attention of a11 examiners. 

The debate over the essay versus the objective 
question is Most crucial where selection of candidates for 
higher education is at issue. Philip E. Vernon, in his 
comprehensive work, Secondary Schoo1 Selection, has out1ined 
this prob1em as it affected Britain's grammar schoo1 
selection. The American scene has been simi1ar1y served by 
Edward S. Noyes in his introduction to the 1966 Godsha1k, 
SWineford l Coffman studYI The Measurement of Writing Abi1ity. 
Noyes states that the American Co11ege Examinations Board 

68John M. Sta1naker & Ruth C. Sta1naker, p. 603. 
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has been faced w1th the problem of how to measure 
wr1t1ng ab111ty s1nce 1901, when 1ts f1rst examinat10ns 
vere offered. 69 

He br1efly traces the h1story of the problem as 
1t evolved in the United states, suggest1ng that the 

, d1ff1culty 1nherent in assess1ng composition or1g1nated 
in 1910, at wh1ch time an hour-long essay was 1ncluded in 
the three hour comprehensive examinat10n in Engl1sh. This 
test was usedunt11 1940. The Board dropped the three hour 
comprehensive exams after World War II, and subst1tuted for 
them a series of on~-hour ach1evement tests. 

The Engl1sh test cons1sted only of a composition. 
The rel1ab111ty of scor1ng th1s essay became a h1ghly 
content1ous issue, and in 1947 researchers such as Noyes, 
sale, and the Stalnakers concluded that "the cand1date's 
grade in Engl1sh composition tended to depend far too much 
on wh1ch reader happened to have scored h1s essay.,,70 In 
fact, the rel1ab111ty of marking the tests was below that 
requ1red to meet College Board standards. 71 After several 
unsuecessful ,attempts to f1nd a rel1able method of scor1ng 
an essay test, the Board examiners moved ent1rely to 
objective test1ng in compos1tion. 72 

SUbsequently, just as happened in Br1ta1n, the 
protests of Amer1can teachers aga1nst such a pol1cy gradually 
brought forth a change so that f1nally "the exam1ners in 
Engl1sh composition dev1sed a semi-objective section called 
the 1nterl1near exerc1se, in wh1ch students were asked to 
discover and amend by wr1ting between the 11nes, errors 

69Fred l. Godshalk, Frances Sw1neford and William E. 
Coffman. The Measurement of Wr1t1ng Ab111ty. Introduction by 
Edward S. Noyes. New york: col1ege Eritrance Examinat10ns 
Board, 1966, p. 1v. 

70Ib1d • 

71.!2.!!!., p. 2. 

72Ib1d ., p. 1v. 
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del1berately 1ntroduced 1nto a passage of prose.,,73 
Th1s-dev1ee. was accepted w1th considerable reservat10n 
from some quarters. It was sa id to be very poor teach1ng 
pract1ce s1nce students were presented w1th errors they 
might not even be 11kely to make themselves. Furthermore, 
the evaluat1on,of such an exerc1se d1d not.1n any sense 
measure the candidates' capab111t1es in composition. As 
a result of the grow1ng d1ssat1sfact1on, the College 
Board examiners, who were still 1ncl1ned to bel1eve in the 
new-type test item, 1nst1tuted a series of stud1esto try 
to refute the cr1t1c1sm, and the exper1ment descr1bed in 
The Measurement of Wr1t1ng Ab111ty by Godshalk, SW1neford 
and Coffman, 1s one of the important outcomes. 74 

In the1r own statemcnt of the problem, the authors 
outl1ne the var10us earl1er stud1es to wh1ch they had 
recourse, trac1ng back to the 1921 f1nd1ngs of Hopkins 
who had "demonstrated that the scores a student made on a 
College Board examinat10n might well depend more on wh1ch 
year he appeared for the exam1nation, or on which person 
read his paper than it would on what he had written. n75 

They relate that after the 1945 Noyes and Sale 
and the 1947 Stalnaker revelations, 
objective or semi-object1ve tests. 
Edith Huddleston and P.B. Diederich 

the trend was towards 
In the 1950's both 
attempted to justify 

objective test1ng procedures. Huddleston's thes1s was 
that if you measure verbal abil1ty you are implicitly 
measur1ng wr1ting ab11ity and she felt that if SAT-verbal 
scores could be comb1ned w1th objective English marks, 

73GOdShalk, Swineford and COffman, p. v. 

74Ib1d ., p. v. 

7 5Ibid., p. 2. 
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together these would give the mo~t reliable and valid 
76 prediction of ability presently possible. 

Diederich's 1950 study gave somewhat similar 
results to Huddleston's but he found that the English 
composition test provided slightly more weight to the 

77 over-all assessment than did the SAT score. 

A number of other studies cited by Godshalk and 
his colleagues (1966) had shown strong support for the 
validity of the objective and semi-objective English com­
position tests; but educators were not convinced. They 
still wanted an essay included in order to have students 
demonstrate their ability to write at college level. 
Therefore, the problem to be faced was how to evaluate an 
essay so that the results would be reliable and valide 
This particular aspect of marking is inseparably linked with 
the topic of concern in Part B of the review. 

B. Detailed-Analytical versus Rapid-Impression 
Evaluation of Essays 

The debate over whether objective or essay-type 
questions are more acceptable testing devices continued both 
in Britain and in the United States, and the answer seemed 
to hinge largely on whether or not a way could be found to 
read the essay with some degree of reliability and validity. 
A very important sub-problem was raised by the research of 
Hudelson and others into the use of scales for measuring 
merit in composition. The question thus posed was, in order 

76 
Edith Huddleston. "Measurement of Writing Ability 

at the College-Level: Objective vs. Subjective Testing 
Techniques." Journal of Experimental Education. 23(1954) 
165-213. 

77 
P.B. Diederich. "The 1950 College Board English 

Validity Study." Research Bulletin RB-50-58, Princeton, 
N.J.: Educational Testing Service, 1950. 
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to gain valid and reliable essay assessment, is the use 
of a rigidly structured detailed marking procedure pre­
ferable to that of purely subjective impressionistic 

evaluation? 

Although the Stalnakers (1934) favoured retention 
of essay-type tests, they had presented a strong case for 
strictly objective detailed marking, and had stated that 
marking themes on general impression is "worthless". 
Earlier, Hudelson (1923) had advocated the use of saales 
as the only accurate way to measure "achievement and 
improvement" in English composition. In 1936, Steele and 
Talman had proposed a very complex detailed analytical 
marking procedure which was subsequently discounted, soma 
five years later, by a Scottish inquiry conducted by 
R.L. Morrison and P.E. Vernon. 

The latter two researchers concluded that even in 
as detailed a system of marking as the one prescribed by 
Steele and Talman, "Different markers interpret its rules 
very differently, and though many of the di~crepancies 
cancel out when the total marks for an essay are surnmed, 
there are still considerable divergencies between markers." 
They further suggest that while the Steele-Talman 
objective evaluation process is highly reliable, it has not 
been proven to be valide It tends to stress "the 
efficiency with which pupils express themselves:r in the 

. way of grarnmar and mechanies, and in the proeess ignores 
other more important facets of expression which Many 
teachers consider paramount. For example, it overlooks 
the "more general aesthetie qualities which are admittedly 
intangible and diff'icult to assess.,,78 

78 R.L. Morrison & P.E. Vernon. "A New Method of 
Marking Eng-lish Composition." l3I!1.ti.sh Journal of 
Educational Psychology, Il (1941) 109-19. 
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Hence,after a very carefully set-up experiment 
in which the results of the Steele-Talman detailed 
marking apparatus were measured against those of a combined 
impression and analytic technique, the following points 
were concluded: 

1. Those examiners using the Steele-Talman method 
_found it "more trouble than conventional methods," 
and although it w&s easy enough to learn, they 
IIdoubted.if any great Increase in efficiency 
resulted from practice." Only one of the examiners 
was interested in using it later in his own work. 

2. The method did not prove to be completely objective 
since the various rules set down were subjectlvely 
interpreted and applied. . 

3. Its reliability proved to be no higher than the 
impressionlst-analytic evaluation and its validity 
could not be substantiàted. 79 

The marking of English essays in Special Place 
Examinations in England was one of the major areas 
investigated by members of the International Institute of 
Examinations Enquiry. According to Hartog, the goal was to 
compare "The discrepancies between the marks awarded by ten 
different examiners, all experienced in the marking of the 
Special Place Examination English Essay scripts", when an 
impressionistic method was used, with "the discrepancies wbich 
oceur when they are marked in accordance with a detailed 
marklng scheme." 80 

In this investigation, great care was taken to reach 
maximum agreement on marking procedure, and th en typewritten 
copies of the 150 scripts were distrlbuted to the examiners, 
who were asked to mark, with 100 as the maximum, 75 papers 

79Morrison and Vernon, p. 117. 

80Hartog, Rhodes and Burt, p. 117. 
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us1ng impresslon method on1y. These papers were to be 
comp1eted before the rema1n1ng 75 were graded accordlng to 
a very deta11ed marking scheme. Test papers were chosen 
comp1ete1y at random ln each case. Thls assured that any 

d1screpanc1es ln the results stemmed from the method of 
marking rather than from any d1fference ln qua11ty between 
the two sets. 81 

It was found that the detal1ed marking produced 
h1gher average marks than d1d the marking by genera1 
lmpress1on, and that the former.method seemed tobr1ng the 
markers' assessments c10ser together. What they achleved, 
ln effect, vas to show that there w&s a 1arger margln of 
dlfference between the marks derlved from impression1stic 
marking than those from a detai1ed assessment. In other 
words, impresslonistic marking ref1ected more c1ear1y the 
dlfferent standards of the markers. However, there was "no 
appreciab1e difference between the random variations of thé 
examiners in the two methods of marking." (lta1ics added) 
Furthermore, it was shown that "The averages of the two 
standard deviations for the two methods of marking are (thus) 
the same; in other words, the method of marking by impression 
and the method of marking by detai1s produce on the average 
the same degree of discrimination between the Merita of the 
different candldates, the same "spread" of the marks.,,82 

In further experiments carried out in 1941, Hartog 
.·confirmed hls ear1ler findlngs that there was considerable 
variation in individua1 standards of markers, but that 
ana1ytic marking did not show any particu1ar superiority over 
impressionistic marking. 83 

81Hartog, Rhodes and Burt, pp. 117-120. 

82Ibid • J p. 124. 
83 P. Hartog. The Marking of Eng1ish Essays. London: 

Macmillan, 1941. 
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Anoth~publication stemming from the International 
Examinations Inquiry is that of C.E. Smith'sJ The Marking 
of English EssaysJ published in 1941. This investigation 
was also concerned with the comparison between detailed 
and impressionistic markingJ and the results of the 
experiment indicated that even when values for parts of 
answers are weIl defined J it is hard for markers to agree 
on the final grade. Furthermore J the fact that the personal 
bias of the Marker greatly influences his final decision 
indicat.es that aIl marks are very much weighted by "general 
impression"J and this occurs Just as often in the marking 
of objective type questions as in the essaye Because of the 
impossibility of devising an equitable marking scheme for 
essays, the report recommended that such questions be removed 
from School Certificate Examinations. 84 Thus J partly as a 
result of mounting criticism and partly as a result of these 
findings by Smith and other members of the subcommittee J the 

85 essay tended to be dropped from the eleven-plus examination. . 

- -An article published by B.D.M. cast in 1940 threw 
sgme light on this controversy of impression versus 
detailed marking. In the experlment described by cast a 
total of 40 scripts were assessed by twelve markers using 
4 different types of assessment: (1) The individual's 
personal method (2) general impres~ion evaluation (3) Burt's 
analytic method and (4) Hartog's achievement method. 86 It 
is beyond the scope of this thesis to give a detailed study 
of these marking schemes J therefore only results will be 
summarized here. 

84 
C.E. Smith. The Marking of English Essays. London: 

Macmillan, 1941. 
85 

P.E. Vernon and G.D. M1llican. "A Further Study of 
the Reliability of English Essays," Part II. The British 
Journal of Statistical Psychology, 7 (1954) 65-73. 

86B•D•M• Cast, "The Efficiency of Different Methods 
of Marking English Composition," part II. British Journal 
of Educational Psychology, 10 (1940) 49-60. 
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ca'st conc1uded that there is no way to ensure 
complete re1iabi1ity in any method of marking Eng1ish 
composition, therefore there shou1d a1ways be stand-
ardized instructions for the examiners who shou1d be care­
fu11y schoo1ed in their task. Her experiment indicated 
that Burt's ana1ytic method of eva1uation was the best 
according to the criteria used" but it was considered 
"laborious and unpopu1ar" with the markers. She wou1d not 
necessari1y advocate its use over any other Methode ~ather, 

she shares Cyril Burt's own contention that a1though' the 
ana1ytic method is one of the MOSt usefu1 ways to train the 
novice examiner, neverthe1ess, "the intuitive or 
impressionistic method corrects Many fau1ts to which a 
crude, mechanica1, quantitive dissection might inevitab1y 
1ead •••• lt a110ws us to judge the candidate's work by +ts 
genera1 form or Gestalt, i.e., as a whole rather than as a 
mosaic of disconnected items; and thus permits us to grant 
full value to e1usive and organic qua1ities that cou1d 
scarce1y be cata10gued, or decomposed into separate 
portions." S7 

It was stated ear1ier that as a resu1t of mounting 
criticism of its unre1iab1e eva1uation, the essay was 
discredited for use in e1even-p1us exam1nations. P.E. 
Vernon-and G.D. M111ican report, however, that after 
Wiseman's 1949 experiment using a combined judgment of four 
markers emp10ying a rapid impressionistic marking, it was 
considered that the resu1ts were favourab1e enough to suggest 
reinstating the essayas a gauge of the students' performance 
on the e1even-P1us. 88 

87cyri1 Burt. Mental & Scho1astic Tests. London: 
King, 1921, cited by B.D.M. cast,op.clt. 10(1940) 60. 

88 Vernon and M111ican, p. 65. 
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Wiseman's attitude towards these two methods of 
marking is summed up in his comments in the 1949 study: 

Among teachers of English a constantbattle is 
waged between supporters of analytic marking and 
those who believe whole-heartedly in general 
impression. Therefore, .many researchers have attempt­
ed to compare these methods. cas~ ••• showed a slight 
superiorityof the analytic method ••• but this is more 
than offset by the results of Hartog's 1941 
experiment. Since the time and labour expended on 
analytic methode gives no appreciable return in 
higher consistencies, might we not be better employed 
in using general impression, and in selecti~ markers 
who show themselves to be self-consistent? 9 

The necessity for obtaining maximum self-con­
sistency in markers is stressed by Wiseman, but he feels 
that as long as experienced teachers are doing the marking, 
it is not important that their standards be consistent. 
In fact, he feels that this is not even a desirable 
situation, because "lack of high inter-correlation ••• points 
to a diversity of viewpoint in the judgment of complex 
material, i.e., each composition is illuminated by beams 
from different angles, and the total mark gives a truer 
"alI-round" picture. ,~90 

It must be pointed out that Wiseman is talking 
about marking by "teamed impression" and not by individuals. 
His study did pave the way for the reinstatement of the 
essay in the el even-plus examinations and the results of his 
experiment are worth enumerating: 

1. Previous investigations have shown low reliabilities 
for essay marking. 

2. There appears to be little difference in reliability 
between general impression and analytic marking, but 
it is important to note that the former is much 
quicker. 

8$S. Wiseman. "The Marking of English Composition in 
Grammar School Selection," The British Journal of Educational 
Research, 19 (1949) 204-5. 

90Ibid ., p. 206. 
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3. It 1s believed-that general impression marking is 
more 11kely to yield valid results than will 
analytic methods. 

4. B.1 using four independent markers for 11+ com­
positions no more time and effort is required than 
for one analytic mark1ng. 

5. The eff1ciency.of markers should be judged pr1mar11y 
by their t'self-cons1stency." 

6. Results show that a total mark re-mark rel1ab111ty 
of over .9 May be a~h1eved by th1s method. 91 

Some of the instructions to the markers who took 
part in the Wiseman 1949 study are also worth report1ng 
because they are s1m11ar to those g1ven to the markers in 
the present exper1ment. 

1. You are not asked to give a mark to the composition 
as a piece of Engl1sh. 

2. You are to g1ve your mark on your impressions of the 
whole ïerformance. Sub-totals for spell1ng, 
vocahu ary, etc., are not to be used. You are 
expected to make up your mind qU1ck1y, keeping to a 
rate of about 50 per hour. 

3. You must not look at the composition expecting 
certain th1ngs, and penal1zing their absence. 

4. If, when you are marking some such thoughts as ''l'm 
g1v1ng rather high marks," or, "I haven't g1ven 
Many 13's 1ately," come to your mind, you must 
stop and exclude aIl such general ideas from your 
m1nd before.you aga1n beg1n to make your judgment. 
The judgment on each ch1ld must be an 1ndiv1dua1 
event, a placing of th1s ch1ld aga1nst a scale. 
Marks of other children are qu1te irrelevant. 

5. Record your marks on the sheets provided. 92 

Grammar 
91Wiseman, "The Marking of English Composition in 

School Selection, ft p. 208. 

92Ibid ., p. 208 (Append1x). 
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Wiseman gives credit to R.K. Robertson, whom he 
succeeded as Chief, Examiner in Devon, for being the one 
who co'nceived of multiple' marking by rap1d impression in 
order to g~in more re11abi11ty and eff1ciency in grammar 
school selection processes. 93 

The 1949 Wiseman study touched off a series of 
investigations over the next few years, sorne of which 
supported his conclusions and others which took issue with 
them. Douglas S. Finlayson in 1951, for example, disputed 
W1seman's claimthat the method of teamed impression marking 
in composition was Just as reliable as the currently used 
objective tests. 94 Two years later H. Lamb conducted an 
experiment using both individual and teamed impression 
marking, and analytic-type,marking. He stated that "By all 
criteria, teamed impression was best, analytic points second, 
and then individual impression • .,95 However, another cri tic 
appeared in the person of J.D. Nisbet who discounted Wiseman's 
faith in the efficiency and econcmy of multiple marking by 
general lmpression. He suggests that using four markers (as 
Wiseman advocated) was perhaps overly costly.96 

Three more studies were reported in 1956, under the 
title "Symposium: The use of Essays in Selection at 11+". 
D.M. Edwards Penfold was concerned particularly about the 
validity of essay examinations - do they measure what they 

93Wiseman" "The Marking of English Composition in 
Grammar School Selection." p. 205 (appended note). 

94Douglas S. Finlayson, "The Reliability of the 
Marking of Essays." British Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 21 (1951) 126-7. 

95H• Lamb. "The English Essay in Secondary Selection 
Examinations: A Comparison of '!'wo Methods of Marking.· 
'British Journal of Educational Psychology. 23 (1953) 131-3. 

96 J.D. Nisbet. "Eng11sh Composition in Secondary 
School Selection.' :'British JOlxrnal of Educational 
Psychology. 25 (1955) 51-4. 
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are purported to measure? She was not happy with con­
clusions drawn from prevlous studies in this regard, and 

97 tended to go along with Finlayson's criticism of Wiseman. 
The second part of the Symposium concerned "The Predictive 
Power of the English Composition in the 11+ Examination." 
Its authors, E.A. Peel and H.G. Armstrong, found that the 
best test combination for prediction to aid in secondary 
selection was the use of English composition plus the 
Moray House Intelligence Test. They suggested that per­
haps more than one composition must be written by pupils, 
and these must be marked by at least two markers. These 
results should then be combined with those of a Moray 
House Intelligence Test and then "we shall obtain a richer 
and fuller measure of each pupil's potentialities.,,98 

The last word in the Symposium was given by 
Wiseman who defended his earlier findings, which had been 
criticized by Finlayson, Nisbet and Edwards Penfold. 
Wiseman repeated his assertion that teamed impression 
marking was not more costly th an other methods, and it 
"seems quite clearly to be one way in which the essay can 
become 'respectable' as far as reliability is concerned, 
and its validity has been demonstrated under difficult 
condit-ions. ,,99 

Although a great deal of the more current research 
dealt with thus far has centred on the British educational 
scene, it was shown in Part A - the discussion of objective 

97 
D.M. Edwards Penfold, "Symposium: The Use of Essaya 

in Selection at 11+, l, Essay Marking Experiments: Shorter 
and Longer Essays," British Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 26(1956) 128-36. 

98 
E.A. Peel and H.G. Armstrong. "Symposium: The Use _ 

of Essays in Selection at 11+, II, The Predictive Power of 
the English Composition in the 11+ Examination," British 
Journal of Educational Psycnology, 26(1956) 163-171. 

99S Wi " • seman. SympOSium: The Use of Essays in 
Selection at 11+, III, Reliability and Validity," British 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 26(1956) 172-9. 
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versus essay testing - that the same problems and sub­
sequent investigations into examining and marking have 
arisen in the United states. In Britain the question of 
grammar school selection, especially as manifested in the 
dissatisfaction with the el even-plus examination, has been 
the prime concern of educationists. In the United States, 
researchers have been beset by a similar dilemma in 
finding the best way to sort out matriculation candidates 
seeking to enter various colleges and universities. 

The carnegie Corporation in New York has been 
instrumental in sponsoring research into aIl aspects of 
examining and grading techniques. An interesting point is 
made on the debate of detailed versus subjective evaluation 
of composition by Albert Kitzhaber, whose report of the 
Dartmouth Study of Student Writing was underwritten by 
the carnegie fund. Kitzhaber described the great care 
that was taken to mark the essays analytically and to 
score them mechanically, uSing IBM machines etc. But in 
the final analysis, almost the only error which did not 
succumb to subjective interpretation was that of spelling. 
"With nearly aIl other errors and defects, the question 
of whether they are in fact errors or defects, and if so 
which particular kind, rested on the subjective Judgment 
of individual English teachers." lOO 

A recent investigation initiated by the American 
College Examinations Board is that of Godshalk, Swineford 
and Coffm~n which spans the controversy over objective 
versus essay-type questtons and the analytical versus 
impression methods of marking. The authors of the study 
emphasize that they were aware ev en prior to starting 
their work that reliable and valid measurement of the essay 

100 
Albert R. Kitzhaber, Themes, Theories and Therapy: 

The Teaching of Writing in College, New York: McGraw-Hl11 
Book Company Inc., 1963, p. 45. 
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rested on (1) ensuring that there was a variety of topics 
available to the candidates so that they would not be 
faced with only one subject/for which they might have in­
sufficient information, or no inspiration, and (2) making 
certain that the essays were appraised by-more than Just 
one marker. 10l 

They point out that despite Many attempts of 
research investigations in the 1940's to prove the case 
for strictly detailed analytical marking of essays, Coward, 
in 1950, had shown that the issues were byno means clearly 
resolved. In fact, it appeared as though "the efforts to 
improve reading reliability had been going in the wrong 
direction. The solution, it seemed, was in subjecting each 
paper to the judgment of a number of different readers. 
The consensus would constitute a valid measure of writing 
ability, assuming, of course, that the readers were 
competent." Further support for this theory was forth­
corning from two more studies - one done in 1961 by 
Diederich, French and Carlton, and another in 1960 by 
Anderson. These indicated that the answer to the problem 
of ace urate essay evaluation lay in the direction of 
multiple marking by impression. Both experiments proved 
that higher reliability could be obtained through using 
teams of markers, and Anderson's had called for "holistic"* 
jUdgments. 102 

It was this data that had provided the starting 
point for the experimental work of Godshalk and colleagues, 
in wh1ch marks from 646 test papers (made up of a short 
essay, 6 objective tests and 2 interlinear exercises) were 
analysed. The essay had been read "holistically" by 25 
experienced markers, and a year later 2 of the essays were 

101 
Godshalk, Swineford, Coffman, The Measurement 

of Writing Ability, 1966, p. 4. 

102Ibid ., pp. 4,5. 

*The term "holistic" as used in the American studies 
corresponds with that of "rapid impression" used by 

British researchers. 
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re-read by 146 different markers. "The total of the 25 
scores thus assigned became the criterion for evaluating 

. ,,103 
the objective tests and interlinear exercises. 

A brief account of some of the results of this 
experiment ~s herewith presented: 

1. The greater the number of essays wr1tten, and the 
more d1fferent read1ngs they rece1ve, the higher 
is the re11ab11ity of the grading. (Th1s 1s in 
11ne w1th the find1ngs of Vernon and Millican 
(1954) who concluded that "a combination of 7 
essays, each marked tw1ce provides a fairly 
cons1stent measure of English ability.") 

2. The type of objective tests specially qesigned for 
. th~experiment had a high correlation with the 

estab11shed cr1ter1on.- thatprovided by the 
aforementioned "total of the 25 scores." 

3. The authors do not assert that this estab11shed 
cr1ter1on "was in any sense an ultimate one." 
They warn. that students are usually under stress 
due to such th1ngs as imposed time limits which 
leave Inadequate opportunity for rev1sion, lack of 
dictionaries or other references etc. These factors 
"place a premium on fluency and ability to write 
correctly and with some styj"è 1n a first draft. In 
actual l1fe s1tuations the writer is seldom under 
such sharp limitations." What the samples used in 
this experiment prov1ded in the way of criteria was 
"as va11d measure'_of wri ting under test conditions 
that can be obtained in a s1mIl8l:" perlod of ·tlme. Ii 

4. It was concluded that, "The Most efficient pred1ctor 
of a reliable direct measure of writing ab11ity is 
one wh1ch includes essay questions or interlinear 
exercises in combinat10n with objective questions •••• 
When essay scores are combined with objective sub­
test scores, they produce validity coeffic1ents even 
higher than an interlinear exerc1se." 

5. F1nally, the authors suggest that their findings are 
very much in line w1th those of Many Br1t1sh research­
ers, and that their "criterion measure" has high 
re11ab11ity and "permits relationsh1ps to be v1ewed in 
sharp focus." 104 

103aodshalk, SWineford, Coffman, p. 39. 

l04Ib1d ., pp. 39-42. 
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What is particularly pertinent to this thesis 
is that in a later investigation, MYers, Coffman, and 
McConville (1966) verified the fact that the marks 
used to acquire the criterion in the Godshalk experiment 
were derived from strictly holistic reading of the 
essays.l05 

The more far-reaching implications of this 
important American study are summed up by Noyes in the 
introduction to the work. 

It is enough to say that checked against a 
criterion far more reliable than the usual criteria 
of teachers' ratings or school college grades, aIl 
but one of the item types currently used in the 
English Composition Test proved to be excellent 
predictors: that a very high correlation was achieved 
when for a typical one-hour test, two objective item 
types were combined with an interlinear exercise; 
and that a 20-minute essay - read, not analytically, 
but ImpresslonlstIcally and independently by three 
readers - contributed somewhat more than even the 
Interlinear exerulse- tu thê valIdlty of the total 
score. The combination of objectIve Items (which 
measure accurately some skills involved in writing) 
with an essay (which measures directly, if somewhat 
less accurately, the writing itself) proved to be 
more valid than either type of item alone. This 
discovery May weIl have important implications for 
testing in subjects other than English composition. 
(italics added) 106 

In actual fact, as a result of the Godshalk, 
Swineford, Coffman study, and of the subsequent one by 
MYers, Coffman and McConville, the essay regained favour 
and was certified fo~ use on the College Board English 
Composition Test, in conJunction with other types of 
questions. 107 

105GOdShalk, Swineford and Coffman, p. 40. 

106Ibid ., p. v. 

107~., p. 39. 
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Thus both 1n Br1ta1n and 1n the Un1ted states 
the use of the essayas a val1d and rel1able test of 
wr1t1ng ab1lity was v1nd1cated, as long as 1t could be 

" evaluated by a team of exper1enced markers us1ng a rap1d 
1mpression method. 

There w1ll always be v01ces ra1sed aga1nst th1s 
k1nd of an appra1sal of students' wr1tten work and the 
arguments aga1nst 1t can be forceful. The MoSt recent 
publ1cat10n of the Schools Counc1l 1n England describes 
the Tr1al Examinat10n mark1ng exper1ment 1n wr1tten 
Engl1sh 1n wh1ch the general 1mpress10n method was 
employed, and some protests are recorded. Some markers 
"found that they could not themselves separate the 
mark1ng of mechan1cal error from a genera1 1mpress10n of 
the essayas a whole, nor could they understand how anyone 
could assess the essay w1thout tak1ng 1nto account the 

-108 degree of mechan1cal error so obv1ously present." 
However, the f1nal verd1ct of the exper1ment was that 
from the po1nt of v1ew both of rel1ab111ty and val1d1ty, 
aIl three parts of the Tr1al Examinat10n - that of the 
Essay, the Comprehens10n Test and the L1terature Paper -
had been very successfu1ly marked by rapid impress10n. 
The Committee stated that w1th regard to the marking of 
L1terature papers, the results of th1s experiment 
s1mp"ly " ••• conf1rm the pract1ce of Many teachers who have 

109 used the method for Many years." 

What we have been dea11ng wlth thus far 1s marking 
essays of students whose 1dent1ty 1s unknown to the markers, 
and the 1dea of ga1n1ng substant1al re11ab1l1ty and 

l.O"B:Examinat1ons Bullet1n No. 16. "The Cert1f1cate 
of Secondary EducatIon TrIal ExamInatlons 1n Written 
English." London: The Schools Counc11, H.M.S.O., 1967, 
p. 10. 

l09Ib1d ., p. 15. 
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validity by using a team of markers and rapid impression 
methods has been supported and documented. That equally 
good results might be obtained by using suitably 
selected pairs of markers is a more recent concept, but 
one worthy of serious consideration. 

c. The Method of paired Marking 

The idea of using pairs of markers was explored 
by Hartog in the second investigation of the International 
Examinations Enquiry. University Mathematical Honours 
Scripts were the focal point of the experiment. The goal 
was to "test the degree of consistency (a) of individual 
examiners, aIl experienced in the particular kind of 
examination, and (b) of pairs of examinera, similarly 
experienced, and acting conjointly but independently of 
the other pairs." Twenty three papers were rnarlœd by six 
different markers and th en the same papers were 
"independently" revised by the same six people but this 
time working in pairs. 110 

It was found that although pairing markers did not 
greatly reduce the differences in the Mean acores, neverthe­
less, it did have a significant effect on the ranges. For 
example, "the extremes for the pairs are 4 and 46 and the 
average 18.3, only a little more than half the average 
range for the six examiners (34.7)." When trying to place 
candidates in order of merit, there was lesa diacrepancy 

III when the markera were paired than on an individual basia. 
Furthermore, the pairing of examinera did successfully reduce 
the amount of random variation introduced by individual 

110Hartog, Rhodes and Burt, p. 148. 

lllIbid., p. 150-1. 
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112 examiners J although some variat10n remained. It w111 be 
remem))ered that in the prev10us experiment described by 
Hartog J in which detailed and impression marking were 
compared J there was no real difference 1n random variat10n 
between the two methods. However J here it seems that by 
pa1ring markers the amount of random variation was 
s1gnif1cantly reduced. Thus 1t was clearly shawn that by 
using pairs of examiners a better general standard of marking 
is obta1ned and random variations due to individual 
examiner' s personal idiosyncrasies are minim1zed. A warning 
is proffered by the authors that even when using pairs of· 
markers J border11ne cases should be given further 
consideration. 113 

In the previous Hartog experiment J 1t was English 
essays that were evaluated J and in-this second investigation 
mathematics papers were assessed. Hartog concluded that it 
was no easier to find agreement in the assessm~nt of 
mathematics papers than it was in any of the other subjects. 
This reaffirmed the very,early findings of Starch and 
Elliott in 1913. However J the same conclusion could not 
be made with regard to the 1967 RIMSPA investigation which J 
as has been explained J provided the initial impetus for 
this thesis. In the RIMSPA eAverlment scripts from the 
subject areas of English 11terature and composition J historyJ 
modern languages J and mathematics were evaluated first by 
lndividual markerf! using rapid impression procedure and later 
by suitably paired markers using the sarne method. The results 
showed that the mathematics markers were able to demonstrate 
very high correlations both between indlviduals' set of marks 
and those of the group average J and those of the pairs of 

112HartogJ Rhodes and Burt J p. 238. 

113Ibid • -
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markers. They also showed a high correlation between 
marks of the pairs and those of the school assessor. 
(These were actual scripts which had already been 
marked by the class teacher.) 

It issignificant that one of the main differences 
between the RIMSPA experiment and that of Bartog's was 
that in the former the markers were paired according to 
their diverse marking patterns as derived from their 
means and standard deviations on a trial session.* There 
is no indication that the markers in the Bartog 
experiment were paired according to any particular 
rationale. It is possible that higher correlations in 
the RIMSPA pairs stemmed from the special pairing arrange­
ment. Bartog showed concern that the averages were 
reduced so minimally: He commences that, " ••• the fact 
that in an examination of this kind two out of three 
pairs of examiners can differ by as much as they do in 
the case of candidate No. 20, who is assigned 132, 123 
and 169 marks, or of Candidate No. 4 who is assigned 186, 
177 and 210 marks is remarkable. ,,114 

This may not really be so surprising if one stops 
to consider that in the pairing procedure it is quite 
likely that two markers were paired who represented the 
same type of bias, the same degree of leniency or 
severity in marking and sim1lar degrees of recklessness 
or timidity. In this case, their combined mark would do 
nothing to bring them closer to their colleagues whose 
combined Judgment might also be exhibiting a double 
manifestation of quite opposite marking idiosyncrasies. 
The point to be stressed here is that if pairing of 
markers is to have a salutory effect in the way of 

Il'4gartog, Rhodes and Burt, p. 150. 

* The pairing method is described on page, 66 and 67 
of thisthesis. 
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providing a c10ser approximation to a true mark for the 
candidate, the ~e1ection must be carried out on some 
kind of contro11ed basis. Otherwise, the paired markers 
might simp1y confirm each other's prejudices. 

Concerned with total prob1em of "Assessing the 
schoo1 differences" in the Certificate of Secondary 
Education examinations, Mather, France and Sare put forward 
the suggestio.n of pairing markers on the basis of pre-
1im1nary training sessions in which samp1e papers wou1d be 
corrected. Those whose characteristics ,of marking were 
farthest apart wou1d be asked to mark as a team. "So by 
matching in pairs the Most hard-hearted with the 1east ••• 
the differences can be 1imited and more consistent standard 
of judgment can be attained. 115 In this case it is on1y 
the 1eve1s of th'e markers, as measured by their Mean scores, 
that are being contrasted, whereas in the RIMSPA 
investigation and in the present one, the characteristics 
of tim1dity or recklessness as measured by the standard 
deviations or fluctuations about the Mean are a1so used in 
order to give a broader picture of the markers' standards. 
The question as to what constitutes these standards is not 
a simple one. 

It was out1ined in the Foreword of this paper that 
there are severa1 influences at work when an individua1 
sits down to read essays or examination papers. One stems 
from persona1 idiosyncrasies and set standards of any 
Marker, and another arises from the marker's persona1 
invo1vement with the candidate. Both are an integra1 part 
of subjectivity and both can operate either for or against 
the student's best interest. Where the candidate remains 
anonymous, the second factor mentioned is not present, but 

115 Mather, France and Sare, p. 140. 
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it isvery much operative when a marker is evaluating his 
own students. Henry Meckel refers to this specifie 
prob1em in his article dealing with "Research on Teaching 
Composition and Literature. Il He says, 

The teacher's treatment of his students' papers 
is related to questions about va1idity that arise in 
using essay tests to measure writing ability. When­
ever the teacher grades a composition, he in a sense 
ceases to be a teacher and becomes a judge, often a 
harsh judge from the point of view of the student. 
Thus the teacher who reads his pupi1s' papers with 
an awareness of the needs of individual writers and 
the intent of guiding improvement in writing skill 
assumes a somewhat different role from thàt of the 
teacher who âcts as an examiner seeking to measure 
composition skill with accuracy ••• 

The validity and re1iability of measurement 
become of great importance in required courses in 
which students must earn a satisfactory grade. 

A sim11ar point is made in Bulletin No. 3 of the 
Schools Council in England. It states that "Marking for 
examination and marking for purposes of instruction serve 
two quite different ends. In the latter the aim is to 
provide a pupil with the kind of know1edge about his 
performance in a field of study which will enable him to 
improve his grasp of the subject and to make progresse 
For examination purposes" marking is aimed at producing a 
stable and valid order of merit •••• ,,117 

Whatever the case, it is evident that the student 
is at the Mercy of the multiplicity of "limited, personal" 

116Henry C. Meckel. "Research on Teaching Composition 
and Literature," Handbook of Research on Teaching" N.L. Gage" 
èd. Chicago: Rand, McNa11y & Co." 1963" p. 987. 

117 Examinations Bulletin No. 3, "The Certificate of 
Secondary EducatIon: An IntroductIon to Some Techniques of 
Examining." London: Secondary School Examinations Council, 
H.M.S.O." 1964" p. 20. 
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and accidental inf1~ences" expounded by Cyrl1 Burt ln 
the Foreword of thls thesis. This ls true ln a1l 
examinatlons, but ln a comp1ex subject 11ke Compositlon 
(which presupposes a reasonably wlde range of genera1 
knowledge on the part of students, so that the main 
concern of the course is with technlque rather than 
content) perhaps lt ls even more necessary that two view­
points go into the assessments. Ideal1y these would be 
represented by two markers who had been suitab1y paired -
one of them belng the c1ass instructor who in the words of 
Mecke1, "had the ro1e of guiding lmprovement in writing 
ski1l",and the other a fe1low instructor who knows what 
the course goals are and "seeks to measure composition 
ski1l with accuracy," and is interested on1y ln the 
performance on that particu1ar test. 

In Bulletin No. 5 of The Sehoo1s Counel1 the idea 
of paired marking is discussed and the question ls raised, 
"How are the pairs to opera te? Shou1d they work 
independent1y at first, on1y comparing their awards after 
they have a11 been given, or shou1d they work together, 
discussing each script in turn?" In the present experiment, 
and in the RIMSPA one, the pairs worked together discussing 
each script which had been glven a very divergent grade. 
The authors of Bulletin No. 5 say that "Experience may 
show that one or other of these methods ls to be 
preferred, but at present there do not appear to be any 
strong genera1 reasons for choosing one rather than the 
other: the matter is rather for persona1 ehoice."l18 

11iExaminations Bulletin No. 5, "The Certificate 
of Secondary Education, Sehool-based Exam1natlons, 
Exam1nlng, Assessing and Moderating by Teachers," London: 
The Schools Council, H.M.S.O., 1965, p. 11. 
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Two final statements May serve as suitable notes 
on which to close this review of the literature. The 
first is a comment made by the authors of Bulletin No. 5 
of The Schools Council who are discussing the pairing 
method used in their investigation: 

Although the original basis for pairing was that 
one was more severe and the other lenient, it has 
been found in the agreement trials so far held that 
the trial not only reveals lack of sufficient 
uniformity: in itself, it produces more agreement 
between moderators. In their subsequent work, the 
lenient became more severe, and the severe more 
lenient, not merely when they proceed by discussing 
each script in turn, but also when they first give 
separate awards and only discuss afterwards. In 
fact moderators, like the rest of us, live and 
learn. 119 

The last word is from the March 10, 1967, News 
from the Schools Council which enunciates that English is 
almost impossible to evaluate objectively. On the other 
hand, 'lIt is MOSt in demand by society generally for a 
variety of reasons, as a test of literacy, as a 
qualification for a host of occupations, and a basis for 
further education.,,120 

In this statement lies the justification for the 
years of painstaking research which have been outlined 
here, and the rationale for this thesis. 

l19Examinations Bulletin No. 5, p. Il. 

l20News from the Schools Council, London: H.M.S.O., 
March 10, 1967. 



C~P~RIV 

DESIGN OF THE EXPERlMENT 

The problem of how to gain a more accurate _. 
evaluation of a student's performance, especially in 
composition, has been revealed as one of considerable 
complexity. In this thesis the hypothesis was tested that 
if essays are evaluated by suitably paired markers using a 
rapid impressionistic method, the differences in standards 
between pairs of markers will become insignificant, whereas 
the differences between the individual markers will be 
significant at the 5~ level. Thus, by using pairs of 
markers, thereby reducing the level of significance of 
differences, it should be possible to substantially minim1ze 
the chances of grades being preJudiced by the subjective 
judgment of a single Marker. 

The terms 'suitably paired' and 'rapid impression' 
have been defined previously, but the statistical rationale 
behind the pa1ring idea was not given at that time. It 
arises from the assumption that there are three main 
characteristics to the set of results of any Marker. These 
are the level or measure of severity or lenity of the Marker 
(~); the range or measure of timid1ty or recklessness of 
the marker(standard deviation); and the conformity of the 
individual Marker with other markers (correlation). It is 
with the first two characteristics that we are mainly 
concerned for the purpose of pairing. How these factors were 
measured, and how they fitted into the design of this 
experiment will emerge in the following discussion. 

59 
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In order to test the hypothesis, lt was necessary 
to assemble a group of markers who would be willing to 
undertake a series of evaluations of student themes, first 
as individuals and later as selected pairs. Experienced 
lecturers in a large compulsory Freanman composition course 
were canvassed for· interest in taking part in such a 
venture, and, while many volunteered, the field was finally 
narrowed to Just eight (including the author) - a group who 
were as homogeneous as it was possible to select. Briefly 
their qualities and qualifications are as follows: 

1. All are mature, married women with a minimum of 
three years 1 experience teaching the course. 

2. They teach at the same hours on the same days of 
the week, and as a result have ample opportunity to 
discuss teaching and grading problems. 

3. They are all considered to be competent lecturers 
who are keenly interested in the course and in their 
students. 

4. Their academic backgrounds range from a Masterls 
degree in history to Bachelorls degrees in law, 
psychology and general art_s. Two have followed all 
the course work required for a Master of Arts in 
Education. Some have High School Teacher's 
Diplomas and have taught at that level. 

5. All of them expressed genuine interest in the 
experiment and were anxious to Bee how they would 
conform in their marking both with their colleagues 
and w1th themselves. . 

6. They are always concerned about giving their own 
students as fair an evaluation as possible, but 
clearly recognize Many of the barr1ers to 
accomplishing th1s goal. 

7. The1r enthusiasm and interest are attested to by the 
fact that they gave of their valuable t1me and 
exper1enee not only generously but also freely. 
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The selection of candidates was the next step. 
Since the students all wr1te a number of class essays 
durlng the term, all that was required was to choose 
several classes that were writing such an asslgnment, and 
collect the papers for use ln the experiment. It was 
decided to use four classes who met at the same time, and 
this would give approximately 120 papers from which to 
select a sample. In the end, due to absentees and to some 
scripts which did not"reproduce well enough to be 
deciphered, there were actually 80-candldates whose papers 
were read. 

These students represented a wide range of ability 
in written expression ranging from failing to potential A 
level, and they were from all faculties within the 
university - Arts, Commerce, Science, Engineering and Fine 
Arts. Some students were repeaters and a few were older 
than the average Freshman of seventeen, and therefore may 
have been more mature. This is a factor which could influence 
the marking of the instructor, but not the marker who had no 
knowledge of the student as was the case here. 

The conditions of writing closely approximated 
those under which a normal class-assignment is written, the 
exception being that the students were told that the essays 
were to be used for experimental purposes. This was not 
expected to, nor did it, have any effect on the way in which 
they performed. They were asked to fill out a short 
questionnaire designed so that it was possible to remove the 
cover sheet on which thelr names appeared and to identify the 
assignment by a number code on the top right corner where the 
name would normally appear. Information concerning age, 
faculty and high school background was requested in case it 
might have some relevance or use to which it could be put at 
a later date. 
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The following instructions and considerations 

applied to the actual essays. 

1. students were asked to write an essay of 300 to 
400 words on one of five selected topics. They 
had been studying the technique of persuasive 
writing during the term, hence they .ere asked to 
use that particular style on this occasion. Binee 
all the instructors would have been dealing with 
the same technique, they would look for much the 
same overall type of performance on the essays. 
The materials with which they work - te~s, 
calendar of lectures, visual aids etc. - are uniform 
throughout the department. 

2. There was-a choice given of one of the fo110wing 
subjects: 

a. Impact of Computers on the Business Wor1d. 
b. The Greatest Contribution of Science to Man. 
c. Man' s Inhumani ty to Man. 
d. Ro1e of ~omen in Today's Wor1d. 
e. The Vay in Which Re1igious Be1ief Affects 

Social Progress. 

Giving a choice of flve topics is in accord.with the 
usua1 procedure for assignments in the course. Whi1e it has 
obvlous drawbacks in addlng severa1 more variables, lt was 
fe1t that to ask a11 the students to wrlte on one comp1ete1y 
arbit~ari1y se1ected topic wou1d be unfalr. Vernon and 
M111ican conc1uded in thelr investlgation on re1iabi1ity of 
Eng1ish essays that "the varylng performance of candldates 
when writing essays on dlfferent topics ia a source of 
inconsistency ln the marklng".121 Hartog had dlscerned that 
different markers tend to mark higher or 10wer dependlng on 
the toplc and therefore pupi1s May jeopardize their mark by 
an unfortunate cholce of tit1e. 122 This is no doubt truej 
on the other hand, as Godsha1k et al. point out in their 1966 
study, if on1y one topic is given, it cou1d very 1lke1y resu1t 

121Vernon and M111lcan, p. 73. 

122Hartog, Rhodes and Burt, p. 147. 
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in a student not 'being able to handle it at Elll'. If it 
happened to be a topic about which the marker had a 
particularly strong opinion, th1s would be Just as strongly 
reflected in the assessment. Wiseman, wr1ting on the 
subJect of "Re11ab111ty and Va11dity", says that one of 
two major problems connected w1th essay-marking 1s the 
question as to whether "the commonly-found variance between 
t1tles is due to marker-error or to the abler ch11dren 
tend1ng to choose one title and the less able a different 
one?" He says that "an investigation by himself and Dr. 
Jack Wrigley shows the greater part of th1s variance to be 
due to ch11dren rather than markers - therefore, we can 
cont1nue to g1ve a choice of title.,,123 

Another factor which entered into the dec1s1on to 
g1ve the ch01ce was that to ask markers to evaluate 80 

essays all on the same topic would have put an unnecessary 
burden on them, and would have imposed a marking environment 
which was both foreign and unrealistic. 

The samples of markers and students were selected, 
the essays were written, collected, put 1nto alphabet1cal 
order, then coded so that no Marker could identify a paper. 
The essays were all photographed so that each Marker had 
h1s ownset. A further advantage to th1s procedure, which 
was followed by Starch and Elliott in their 1912 study, is 
that the paper appears exactly as the student wrote it -
the_handwr1ting, with all the pitfalls 1t inJects into 
marking, the mistakes which have been rect1fied by the 
student, overall appearance of the manuscript, and so forth. 
These are 1mportant features in subJect1vity and they are 
absent 1f the students' work is reproduced by typing. 

123 S. Wiseman, ,tSymposium: The use of Essays in 
Selection at 11+. III. Reliab11ity and validity." Br1tish 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 26 (1956) 179. 
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Listed here are the instructions given to the 
markers; some notes of clarification have been added. 

1. They were to give the essays a rapid, impression­
istic subjective evaluation, making no attempt to 
separate the elements that go into effective 
expression. It was emphasized that they were to 
mark as rapidlyas possible and to resist any 
tendency to compartmentalize the evaluation. The 
suggestion was made that approximately 25 papers 
read in an hour would constitute a reasonably brisk 
pace. 

(It is recognized that each instructor has her own 
habits of marking, and no attempt was made to impose 
a uniform method of handling the scripts. The 
writer agrees with Morrison and Vernon's comment that 
" ••• a general impression always involves a more or 
less vaguely formulated analysis of the qualities in 
an essay which are regarded as important. ") 124 

2. No corrections or comments were to be placed on the 
papers, although if markers wished to record else­
where their impressions or momentary reasons for 
assigning a particular grade, they were urged to do 
so. 

(This was a Justifiable procedure which tended to 
save time when the pairs came together to re-mark 
the 80 scripts. Where they had agreed on a mark, 
there was no need to re-read the paper, but where 
there were discrepancies, it was helpful if the 
individuals could recall readily why they had 
assigned the grade they did. Not aIl the markers did 
this, but where it was done it proved to be a useful, 
time-saving device.) 

3. The grades were to be recorded on a separate sheet 
uSing the code number assigned, and the papers were 
to be assessed in accordance with the usual procedure 
followed in the marking of final examinations in the 
course. 

(This, traditionally, consists of using a rapid 
impressionistic method, rather than analytical marking 
which is mainly confined to routine assignments.) 

l24Morrison and Vernon, p. Ill. 
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4. The grades assigned were to follow the same 
pattern used generally throughout the course. 

(This meane using letter-grades ranging from 
F-failure toA-exeellent~ these approximating the 
following numerical values: F (54 and bèlow) with 
a numerical mark always given to indicate the 
degree of failurej D- to D+ (55 to 6'); C- to C+ 
(65 to 74); B- to B+ (75 to 84); A (85 and above) 
designat1ng vary1ng degrees of excellence. It is 
usual to indicate to the student whether he is on 
the borderline of a pàrticular zone. For example, 
an F 54 1ndicates a borderline iallure , whereas a 
D- 55 to 57 indicates a borderline pasSe In the 
first case the student 1s alerted that he is 
progress1ng towards a passing grade,and in the 
second case there is an 1mplied warning that 
although the writing warranted a bare pass the 
student must continue to work very hard to bring up 
the level of expression. Sim1larly in the C range~ 
a C- of 65 to 67 is an acceptable grade but closer 
to a D, whereas a C+ indicates that the writer is 
approaching the B category. It is realized that 
such divisions are quite arbitrary, but they have 
proven workable under the given set of circumstances.) 

5. Instructors were asked to write down any particular 
feelings they had about the proJect as it went 
along. 

(Although very brief, these comments were felt to 
be sufficiently interesting and insightful to 
include in the discussion of results in the next 
chapter.) 

With the instructions made clear, the first set of 
20 essays was given out. These were completed in a matter 
of days, and returned with a separate coded list of grades 
attached. The sets of 20 papers were immediately put back 
into the remaining sets of 60 , making sure that they were 
distributed in a random order. This would help to ensure 
that the papers would not be remembered in the next round 
of marking. 

With the results of this first set of marking, it 
was possible to compute the Mean, representing an average 
grade assigned, and the standard deviation, representing 
the spread of marks about Mean. These two measures were 
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taken to represent the two main characteristics of the 
markers - their severity orlenitY$ and thelr tlm1dlty or 
recklessness. From the plcture thus presented, the 
pairlng of markers was facilltated. 

The Mean scores and standard devlations of the 
flrst marklng of 20 essaya are shown ln Table 1 .below: 

TABLE l - PAIRING STATISTICS (N=20) 

Mean Score standard Deviation 

Marker l 54.8 8.07 
II 57.1 7.60 
III 58.5 6.50 
IV 61.5 6.80 
V 61.5 9.20 
VI 62.5 7.80 
VII 65.4 8.00 
VIII 66.8 4.50 

GROUP AVERAGE 62.2 5.10 

It la lntereatlng to note that ln a telephone 
dlscussion, Markers IV and V, who have ldentlcal means, 
had compared notes. They felt qulte elated to flnd how 
weIl thelr averages agreed untl1 they dlscovered that 
where one had glven a D, the other had glven a B to the 
sarne paper, and that ln no case had they asslgned exactly 
the _sarne mark to the same paper. It was a rather dlsturblng, 
and soberlng revelatlon for each of them, and lt underllnes 
the fact that lt ls not a sound practlce to palr markers 
only accordlng to thelr rnean scor~on a set of papers • 
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CHART l, below, depicts the method of pairing 
by placing the Means on the abscissa and the Standard 
Deviations along the ordinate of the co-ordinate system. 
The Markers are designated by Roman Numerals. 

10.0 

V 
9.0 

x 

l VII 
8.0 oc 

7.0 

6.0 

5.0 

x 
4.0 VIII 

54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 

MEAN SCORE 

In order to effect a pairing such that markers 
with as divergent characteristics as possible should become 
associated with each other, lines are drawn between 
pairs of points on the Chart in such a manner that they 
intersect each other as close to a common point as is 
possible. When selecting pairs in this way, there might 
easily be two or three feasible combinationsj therefore, 
wherever possible, due care should be taken to match 
markers who have the best opportunity to carry on a 
compatible partnership. Such factors as potential person­
ality confl1cts, ease with which they May meet for 
discussion, similar teaching schedules, and so forth, 
should be taken into consideration. 
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Table' :2. deplcts the associatlon of Markers as 
they have been derived from the Chart. 

TABLE 2 - PAIRING OF MARIŒRS 

Markers Palr -
II and VII A 

l and VIII B 

III and VI C 
IV and V D 

The next stage of the experlment was to have the 
instructors mark as indlvlduals l the total set of 80 papers. 
The palring statistlcs were not dlscussed wlth them at all l 

and no one knew at thls point who would be palred wlth whom. 
The orlginal 20 papers, as was mentloned, had been placed 
among the remalnlng 60, and due to thls, and to the fact 
that at least three weeks had lntervened, lt was most 
unllkely that anyone remembered marks orlglnally asslgned 
to any one paper. Thus, the objectivity of the second 
marklng of these papers was not jeopardlzed. 

An interjectlon should be made here. The selection 
of markers for this trial was made on the basls of the 
author's personal knowledge of their professlonal ability 
formed over several years of assoclation wlth them. 
However, such thlngs as personal standards or côns1stency 
in marking patterns at best can only be surm1sed; even 
one's own tend to be eluslve. Therefore, a way of measurlng 
at least the consistency factor was deemed advlsable. 
Wlseman suggests one such test to be used ln selecting 
markers. He states: 

"The consistency coefficient obtained by a pure 
mark, re-mark correlatlon using the same marking 
method on both occaslons, is the one single measure 
whlch is qulte clearly a true cionsistency, and one 
whlch is closest allied to the' normal concept of test 
reliabllity. This is the coefficient which 
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should be used tirst in selecting markers.,,125 

Thus 1 when the marking of the 80 papers was 
completed the marks assigned by each marker to the 20 
papers were extracted from the sets of 80 , and these were 
used along vith the original set of statistics to compute 
self-consistency co-efficients for each marker. The 
Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of Correlation* vas 
used and the results are summarized in the folloving 

Table :s .' 

TABLE 3. - COEFFICIENTS OF SELF-CONSISTENCY (N=20) 

Standard Coefficient of 
Mean Scores Deviations Self-Consistency 

First Second First Second 
Markers Marking Marking Mar king Marking 

l 54.8 55.5 8.07 6.02 0.84 
II 57.1 61.3 7.60 6.72 0.69 
III 58.5 64.5 6.30 4.10 0.63 
IV 61.3 63.9 6.80 7.52 0.79 
V 61.3 62.1 9.20 6.96 0.55 
VI 62.3 63.6 7.80 6.05 0.84 
VII 65.4 62.8 8.00 6.99 0.82 
VIII 66.8 61.5 4.30 4.85 0.37 

The minimum level of se1f-consistency that can be 
tolerated in a marking environment must depend to sorne 
degree on the particu1ar situation. Stephen Wiseman 

125 S. Wiseman. "The Marking of English Composition 
in Grammar Se1ection l "·British Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 19 (1949) 204. 

* As described in J.P. Guilford , Fundamenta1 
Statistics in Psycho1ogy and Education. 4th Ed. New York: 
McGraw-Hl11 Book Company, 1965 , p. 95. 
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stated that in multiple impression evaluation of 11+ 
essays in county of Devon where considerable 
experimentation in th1s field has been done, liA mark 
re-mark correlation of less than .7 cannot be tolerated ••• 
and such an examiner would be rePlaced.,,126 In the 
present experiment, where the markers were suitably 
paired for the final assessments, the above correlations, 
with the obvious exception of Marker VIII, are felt to be 
acceptable. This will be further explored in the 

discussion of results. 

After another period of three weeks had elapsed, 
the group met to begin the last stage in the experiment -
the marking of the 80 papers by pairs.- It was only then 
that the markers were told with whom they were to be 
working. After a brief discussion of procedure, the pairs 
dispersed to go over the individual marks. Where there 
was agreement on the letter grade, the paper was not 
discussed. The plus or minus values were not considered 
important, as long as the letter-grade range was not 
affected. In the case where one instructor had given an 
F 54 and the other had given a D 57, the paper was re-read 
and each ... marker gave reasons for her decision to ei ther 
fail or pass the paper. By the mutual sorting out of 
various factors which had influenced the individuals, it 
was possible to decide which subjective elements were less 
desirable and should not have had a bearing ·on the assess­
ment. For example, one Marker might be preparedto adm.1 t 
that she had been unduly influenced by the presence of a 
number of comma fauIts, which always tend to unduly pre­
judice her evaluation of a paper. Having read over the 
paper again, she now decides that this factor had indeed 

126 S. Wiseman. "The Marking of English Composition 
in Grammar School Selection," p. 206 • 
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over-ridden her better judgment and really the paper 
did merit a passe ConverselYJ in another case J one of 
the markers May have been influenced by a student's 
attempt to treat the subject in an unusual waYJ and 
had tended to overlook the fact that the overall 
impression of the paper was so unclear that very little 
in the way of concrete ideas had been communicated. In 
this case J she would be prepared to admit that it did 
not really merit a pasSe 

After the first 40 papers ~ad been gone over J 
the markers decided that having establ:!.shed a workable 
routine, they would profit from a respite before they 
tackled the remainder. It was decided to call a halt J 
and the pairs made arrangements to meet later to finish 
the job. Within a week aIl the papers had been re-marked 
and the results handed in. 

An analysis and discussion of the results of the 
experiment are presented in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER V 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

Statistical Analysis 

It will be recalled that the hypothesis to be 
tested by this experiment is that suitable pairing of 
markers will minimize effects of individual biasses and 
idiosyncrasies, and thus produce assessments signific­
antly closer to the true mark than can be derived from 

individual marking. 

In the following paragraphs the statistics used 
to describe the characteristics of the several markings, 
and the criteria used to assess the validity of the 
hypothesis, are summarized. 

1. The average of the 8 marks given to each of the 80 
papers was used to represent the Itrue value 1 of 
each paper. The Mean of these true marks was 
taken as the criterion against which aIl other 
means were tested for variance. 

2. The mean value of any set of marks was used as 
a measure of severity or lenity of the marker (or 
pair of markers). The means of the individual 
marking and of the paired marking were tested for 
significant variance from the true mean using F 
ratios. Significance was measured at the 0.05 
level. 
A significant reduction in variance from the true 
Mean, when comparing the paired markings with the 
individual markings, was considered as evidence in 
favour of accepting the hypothesis. 

3. The standard deviation of a set of marks will con­
stitute a measure of recklessness or timidity of 
the marker (or pair of markers). A better 
standard of marking by aIl parties should result 
in the standard deviations of each set of marks 
approximating each other. 

72 
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If the range of standard deviations of the 4 sets 
of paired markings was less than the range of the 
8 sets oi' individual markings, then this was 
taken as further evidence to support the 
hypothesis. 

4. Finally, each set of individual marks and each set 
of paired marks were correlated w1th the set of 
'true' marks. (Pearson Product Moment Coefficients 
of Correlation were used). 

A correlation of pa1red marks with the 'true' 
marks" h1gher than that of the 1nd1vidual marks 
with the 'true' marks~was an indication of support 
for the hypothesis. 

True Scores 

The Mean of the average scores for the 8 sets of 
80 paperswas 60.9. This represented the Mean of the 
'true values t • 

Mean Scores 

Table 4 records (a) Mean scores of each of the 8 

sets of ind1v1dual markings with the me an of the 'true 
values', and (b) the means of the pa1red markings w1th the 
Mean of the 'true values'. 

Table 4 - Compar1son of Means for Indiv1dual and Paired 
Marklngs wlth Mean of 'true values'. 

Indiv1dual Marker 

l II III IV V VI VII VIII 

True 
Values 

Mean 
Score 56.1 61.0 62.8 61.5 59.5 64.5 60.6 61.5 60.9 
(N=80) 

Mean 
Score 
(N=80) 

Pa1red Markers 

A(II & VII) B(I & VIII) 

60.7 59.9 

True 
C(III & VI) n(IV & V) values 

61.5 60.1 60.9 
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A rapid glance at these figùres suggests a 
significantly lower range of values for the paired means 
than for the individual means; the paired means range from 
59.9 to 61.5, a spread of only 1.6; while the individual 
means range from 56.1 to 64.5, a spread of 8.4. 

Computing F ratios on these statistics to test 
their significance results in the values shown in the 
next two tables. 

Table 5 - Analysis of Variance (individual markings) 

Source of Sum of Degrees of Estimate of . 
Variance Squares Freedom variance 

Between Markers 5590 7 485 
Within Markers 27228 555 49.5 

F Ratio = 485 9.8 49":3 = 

Table 6 - Analysis of Variance (paired markings) 

Source of 
Variance 

Between Markers 
Wi thln Marker s 

Sum of 
Squares 

124.8 
11450 

41.6 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

5 

516 

F Ratio = ---- = 1.15 
36.3 

Estimate of 
variance 

41.6 
36.3 

Consldering flrst the F ratl0 produced by the 
indivldua1 markings, wlth these degrees of freedom, 
slgniflcance at the 0.05 1evel ca11s for an F ratio of 2.03. 
These statistics have produced an F of 9.8 indicatlng that 
a high1y slgnificant dlfference exlsts between the Mean of 
the true values and the Indlvidua1 means. Indeed, thls 
value of F ls significant we11 beyond the 0.01 1eve1 
(F=2.69). 
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The paired markings, on the other hand, show 
an F ratio of 1.15 with a requirement for an F of 2.62 
at the 0.05 level of confidence indicating that under the 
criteria to be used, no statistically significant 
difference exists between the means of the paired'markings 
and the means of the true values. 

Here then is ample evidence of the credibility 
of the hypothesis • 

. Standard Deviation 

Tablé 7,',., sets down the standard deviations 
computed from the 8 sets of individual markings and from 
the 4 sets of paired markings. 

Table 7" - Standard Deviations 

Individual Marker 

l II III IV V VI VII VIII 

Standard 
Deviation 6.75 5.05 3.98 6.85 8.28 6.18 7.39 6.68 
(N=80) 

Paired Markers 

A(II & VII) B(I & VIII) CCIII & VI) DCIV & V) 

Standard 
Deviation 
(N=80) 

6.04 6.07 5.54 6.26 

The range of the standard deviations observed for 
the individual markers ia 4.39 compared to a range of 0.72 
for the paired markers. Even when the two extreme values 
of 3.98 for Marker III and 8.28 for Marker V are excluded, 
the range of the,individual marking reduces only to 2.34, 
a conaiderably higher value than the 0.72 observed for 
the paired markings. 
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It is interesting to note that the standard 
error of the lowest standard deviation obtained (5.54) 
from the paired markings is 0.43. At a confidence level 
of 0.05, this produces a range from 4.70 to 6.32 within 
which aIl observed standard deviations are seen to lie. 

This indicates that the variation in observed 
values is of DO statistical significance and that they 
represent a good approximation to the spread that should 
exist among these 80 papers. 

It seems apparent, then, that the suitable pairing 
of markers does tend to neutralize the effects of varying 
degrees of recklessness among individual markers as 
suggested by the hypothesis. 

It is noted that Marker VIII produced a standard 
deviation of 6.68; considerably higher than the 4.30 
obtained when marking the test set of 20 papers -
further evidence of this marker's variability. 

Correlation 
Table 8 tabulates the coefficients of 

correlation between each set of individual markings and 
the set of 'true' marks and each set of paired marking 
and the set of 'true' marks. 

Table 8 - Coefficients of Correlation with 'true marks'. 

Individual Marker 
l II III IV V VI VII VIII 

Pearson r 0.59 0.69 0.62 0.49 0.66 0.35 0.79 0.38 

Paired Markers 

A(II & VII) B{I & VIII) C{III & VI) D(IV & V) 

Pearson r 0.88 0.85 0.89 0.90 
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Obv10usly, h1gher correlat10ns w1th the set of 
true marks are obta1nable from pa1red markers than from 
1nd1v1dual markers. It 1s also noted that the var1ab1l1ty 
between pa1rs of markers 18 cons1derably less than that 
between 1nd1v1duals. 

In the prev10us chapter, when d1scuBs1ng the 
p01nt of tolerance for markers w1th low cons1st~ncy 
correlat10n, 1t~aa Buggested that much depend8 on the k1nd 
of marking that 1s be1ng carr1ed on. Attent10n was drawn 
part1cularly to the stat1st1cs of Marker VIII, who was 
1dent1f1ed as 1nject1ng a fa1r degree of 1ncons1stency 1nto 
her mark1ng. It 1s noted here that when mark1ng alone, she 
correlates only s11ghtly w1th the true mark~ (r=O.38), but 
when comb1ned w1th Marker l, whose correlat10n w1th the 
true marks a180 1s somewhat low (r=O.59), the1r pooled 
judgment produces marks that show a h1gh degree of 
correlat1on w1th the true ones. 

Th1s suggests 1tself to the author as be1ng . 
strong ev1dence 1n favour of the content10n tpat the pa1r1ng 
of markers w1th oppos1ng character1st1cs not only tends to 
neutra11ze the1r extremes, but has the very valuable effect 
of steer1ng tne'.JJlarkers toward a more rea11st1c and accurate 
standard of mark1;g'~'--'FUrthermore, markers whose grad1ng 
fluctuates so as to lower the1r self-cons1stency unduly, can, 
by work1ng w1th a partner, be made more aware of the problem 
and do someth1ng to correct 1t. That is one just1f1cation 
for accept1ng the lower correlat10ns recorded 1n Table 3. 

However, w1th regard to Marker VIII, who 1s so far 
below aIl the others, it 1s 1nterest1ng to note that before 
the experiment was concluded 1t became ev1dent that, by 
temperament anà personality, she was not a su1table cand1date 
for this kind of marking situat10n. It casts no reflect10ns 
on her worth as an 1nd1v1dualj rather 1t makes recogn1t10n 
of the fact that not every person either enjoys or 1s su1ted 



78 

to group participation. Some find satisfaction and even 
security in itj others find irritation and feel 
threatened by it. In such cases, it is best to use 
another technique for keeping a watch on the subJectivity 
in their grading. 

Summary of Statistical Findings 

It has been demonstrated by this experiment that 
suitable pairing of markers can produce: 

1. A considerable reduction in variance of Mean 
values among markers. In other words, a more 
stable and more reliable assessment of the 
general ability represented by the papers in 
question. 

2. A reduction in the range of deviation of various 
markers,i.e. a levelling of the degree of reck­
lessness between markers. 

3. Closer correlation with the true scores. 

Discussion of Resulta 

While by no means conclusive, the experiment 
provides strong evidence that this pairing technique does 
lessen the effect of individual biasses and produce an 
improvement in the quality of marking. 

The variations evidenced by these markings are 
indicative of the difficulties in obtaining agreement 
among a group of qualified people as to what constitutes 
an accurate measure of ability in English composition. 
Obviously then, it is grossly unfair to permit one Marker 
to pass Judgment on a student particularly on border~ 
line cases where passing or failing is at stake. 

Furthermore, if opinions of the quality of work 
vary so much, th en it suggests strongly that grading should 
be done by broad intervals rather than on finely divided 
ones. 

" 



79 

Many researchers in the field have shown that 
the pooled judgment of a group of markers produces a 
more reliable measure of the value of a mark and is 
fairer to the student than any individual assessment. 
This study suggests, then, that a practical and 
accurate approximation to this pooled judgment can be 
obtained by suitably pairing markers, which will produce 
a significant improvement in the standard of marking. 

It was found that once the underlying principles 
of the RIMSPA method were grasped and the markers had 
some practice in effecting them, they were able to 
identify their own weaknesses, and their strengths - i.e. 
the points upon which they were not prepared to bend. 
In short, it tended to make standards less prone to 
fluctuation. On the other hand, individuals were 
astonished at times to find their grade so different from 
their partner's, and when the paper was re-read, the 
often-heard comment was, "How could l have given that 
paper such alow (or high) mark?" 

An essay which stimulated a great deal of general 
discussion - sorne of it quite heated - was one written on 
the topic, "Man's Inhumanity to Manil. This happenedto be 
one of the papers among the batch of 20 which were marked 
three times - twice by the individual markers and once 
by the pairs. It is interesting to examine the pattern 
of grades given to this essaye They ranged from F-failure 
to B-very good. Ta·cle ~ indicates the wide discrepancy 
in the evaluations of the paper. 
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Range of Assessment for Essal B-35 

Grades Assigned by Ind1vidual Markers 

l II III IV V VI VII VIII 

F53 C- C- D+ C+ B- C+ B-

F50 C+ C- C D+ C+ C+ C 

Grades Assigned by Pa1red Markers 

A(II & VII) B(I & VIII) C(III & VI) D(IV & V) 

C+ C- C- C-

It is apparent that the range had narrowed 
appreciably, and the extremes had been smoothed out. The 
consensus was that it was a good paper, falling 1nto the 
C range. 

In the discussion by the whole group as to why the 
various grades had been assigned, the Marker who failed 
it sa1d she had taken issue particularly with the treatment 
of the subject. The student had used Golding's theme in 
Lord of the Flies to illustrate h1s own views on "Man's 
Inhumanity to Man". The Marker admitted that the 
expression did warrant a pass, but that the student had 
resorted to a rather superficial and cheap "gimm1ck" and had 
used psychological jargon in order to make the essay sound 
more erudite'and polished than it really was. She objected 
to this attempt to throw her evaluation of the writing off­
base. The fact that markers who had originally given the 
essay a B did reconsider and change to a C would indicate 
that there m1ght have been something to their cOlleague's 
complaint that it sounded better than it really was. 

However the feeling of the majority was that the student had 
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used his outside knowledge intelligently and had given an 
excellent example to illustrate the topic. Furthermore, 
the overall impression was that it was a good essay, 
which with some polish might have been raised to the B 
or "very-good" category. It would be interesting to know 
whether the "hard" Marker, in this case, would have given 
such a low grade if the student had been in her own class. 
But this is another issue. 

Two other manifestations of subjectivity are 
worth mentioning here. The treatment given to the topic, 
"Impact of Computers on the Business World ll

, gave the 
writer considerable difficulty in assessment. When going 
over the results with her partner, she found she had been 
unduly hard on the students who wrote on that topic. What 
emerged from the mutual discussion was that low marks had 
been given to papers containing erroneous information 
about automation. The writer does not claim to be an 
authority on the subject, but it is her husband's field and, 
through discussions with him, her knowledge of it was 
slightly better than that of her colleagues. Her partner 
rightly pointed out that the student was not being tested 
on his knowledge of computers, but rather on his ability 
to express ideas. Furthermore, in a class essay there was 
no way in which students could make use of reference books 
or outside opinion on this subject, and therefore any 
errors in facts should not have counted heavily against 
them. The writer agreed and, wherever the expression 
warranted, the partner's higher grade, was awarded. 

The other case concerned a student whose hand­
writing was so poor that the majority of the markers' over­
aIl impression of the essay was also very poor - but quite 
unjustifiably so. Everyone who had given the essaya low 
mark on individual readings, conceded that when they took 
more time to decipher the writing they were inclined to 
raise the mark. No one had actually failed the paper, which 
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possibly indicates that because the writ1ng was difficult 
to read, the inclination was to give the student the 
benefit of the doubt. Herein lies one of the dangers of 
rapid impression marking, but perhaps it can be 
minim1zed by the use of the paired assessors. 

In another instance, one marker had given a paper 
a B which had earned a D from the partner. After reading 
over the paper, the first marker could not understand why 
she had been so impressed with this essay because it now 
seemed very weak and inepte Two factors may have been 
operating here. One, she had been in complete agreement 
with the student's point of view, and two, she had read .the 
script immediately after a series of very poor ones. This 
one, by contrast, looked quite polished. She agreed, however, 
that her initial" impression had been very much off-base, and 
the D grade of the partner stood. 

These are but a few examples of the effects of 
subjectivity in marking composition which arose from this 
experiment. They seem to the writer, and to her 
colleagues, to demonstrate the efficacy of using the 
RIMSPA technique. However, no single experiment is ever 
conclusive and it 18 hoped that further verification of 
the hypothesis will be found. This investigatlon dealt 
only with the problem of subjectivity as it affects 
examiners assessing anonymous scripts. What must be given 
eq\.',\l attention is how it operates when the students are 
known to the markers. In order to look into this, it is 
proposed that the selected pairs of instructors mark each 
others students' final examinations. A supplementary 
investigation of this nature is planned for the future. 
It is also the intention of the group to continue working 
together as pairs throughout next year - both for the 
marking of at least one or two sets of assignments and for 
the mid-term examinations. The writer intends to observe and 
record the results with the hope of further exploration of 
the hypothesis. 
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It was thought that various comments of the 
markers might serve as a bridge between the purely 
mathematical and the more humanistic aspects of this 
investigation. 

Specifie Comments of Markers on Subjectivity 

l feel that knowing that these grades will not 
go against the student in any way has influenced my 
marking of these essays. l have given the mark 
that l think each paper is really worth. In an 
examination situation, or even in term marking, l 
might be more lenient. 

l had a feeling that My marks were higher when 
l wasn't making corrections. 

l find rnyself giving a low mm~k to a person who 
sets out to convince me of something and does not 
succeed, or to one who tackles a subject from an 
absurd point of view. 

It ls possible that a Marker might have a special 
prejudice against a certain type of error, for 
example, comma splice or poor pronoun sequence. The 
discovery of one or more errors of this nature might 
make him lose sight of the over-all value of the 
whole piece. 

A weak beginning might be forgotten in a longer 
piece, but a weak conclusion would certainly affect 
the mark. 

l find the two worst enemies of my obJectivity 
in marking papers are my personal moods and my pet 
peeves. In a depressed mood l am likely to be more 
severe about mistakes than when l am in an expansive 
frame of mind. When those mistakes are rny pet 
peeves l have to fight prejudice against the writer 
who made them s PQ matter what my frame of mind. The 
hard thing is that the more l mark, the more 
obsessions l develop. Being aware of these problems 
helps me combat them, but l don't think l always win. 

These honest, extemporaneous remarks May be a 
reminder that, even in a society overshadowed by computers 
and other complex machines, whatever" are the quantitative 
elements of any problem, in the final analysis, it is the 
qualitative ones that govern the results. 



CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This thesis has focussed on the difficulty of 
accurately assessing exa~nations in general and 
c.ompoai.tion in part.icular. The special problem in­
vestigated vas that of subjectivity in marking English 
essays and the effects of using a rapid impressionistic 
evaluation procedure by suitably paired markers. 
Borrowing a term coined 1n a pilot investigation carried 
on under the direction of Dr. Norman France, this method 
of marking is referred to as the RIMSPA approach. 
(rapid, impressionistic marking by suitably paired 

assessors. ) 

In the pilot study, scripts from several subject 
areas were evaluated by specialists in those fields. 
The evidence of that experiment showed that the RIMSPA 
method had resulted in great improvement in the quality 
of marking in aIl subjects (except English literature 
and composition) and it would lènd itself very weIl to 
high school leaving assessments. The failure of the 
pa1red Engl1sh markers to reach a better result is 
attributable to several factors mainly related to the 
unsuitable physical set-up for marking sessions. These 
limitations were not operative in the present experiment, 
the results of which indicated that the RIMSPA method 
opens another avenue of approach to more efficient and 
accurate measure of writing ability. They suggest that 
not only might students benefit from the practice, but 
the markers May also gain 1nsight into their own 
strengths and weaknesses in evaluation. These two 
factors could lead to a general improvement in the 
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standarcl of marldng - a prospect of considerable interest 
to educators, whether they are administrators or 
teachers .• 

After the writer became aware of some of the 
ramifications of subjectlvlty whlch came to llght ln the 
RIMSPA experlment, the posslbllity arose of dolng a 
slmilar study.among students and lecturers in a Freshman 
composltlon course at a local unlverslty. The latter ls 
one of the few Instltutions, If not the only one in 
Canada, whlch separates Freshman English into two 
distinct credits of literature and composition. Only the 
latter is compulsory for aIl students, regardless of 
faculty, and its enrollment usuarly approximates 2500 
students who are taught by one full-time and 45 part-time 
Instructors. It was from this 'universe' that the 
samples for the experiment were drawn. The wrlter" who 
is the only full-time lecturer on staff and acts also as 
one of the admlnistrators of the program, ls responsible 
for training of new instructors, for helping to set 
standards and for formulating grading procedures. Need­
less to say, a very large concern of the department is 

'trying to maintain some kind of consistency in standards 
of marking in order to ensure the students of fair 
treatment, especially in their final assessment. This, 
as has been 111ustrated, is a complex, even hazardous, 
venture generallyj but the writing and the correction of 
compositions are such intensely personal activities, that 
once the lecturer comes to know his class as Individuals 
(and in small groups of 30 or less this point ls quickly 
reached) his chances of being able to remain objective 
in hls judgment of the work are greatly dim1nished. This 
student has a likeable personalityj that one is un­
pleasant. Thls one tries very hard but his results are 
poorj that one Is careless and lazy, but he writes with 
some flair. ThIs one has some disability or deformity 
which elicits the instructor's sympathy or pltyj that one 
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always has a bored or smug expression on his face and 
constantly whispers to his neighbour. The list of 
personal idiosyncrasies of both students and markera 
is intin1te in variety, and it ia these ·random elements 
in marking which upset standards and prejudice the 
students' chances of receiving a reasonably accurate 
assessment of their ability. When, as in the case of a 
compulsory composition course taken at university level, 
the students' progress towards a degree could be unjustly 
impeded by a low or failing final grade, the situation 
demands attention, and new approaches must be explored. 

The way the problem is presently approached is 
that instructors who are experienced and who are 
considered to be dependable, steady markers, grade their 
own examinations, then hand them in to the office with 
any doubtful papers placed on top of the pile. These, 
for some purely subjective reason, the instructor has 
not felt confident to mark fairly. Hence, two or three 
other instructors are asked to give a quick reading of 
the paper, and after general discussion among the markers, 
a consensus is reached and the resulting mark is 
assigned. The papers of new instructors, and others who 
from past marking performances are known to be erra tic 
or unduly prone to personal bias for or against students, 
are entirely spot checked by a small group of experienced 
people who, individually, go over each set of these 
papers as they come in. If grades given do not seem to 
represent a true evaluation, or if the pattern of marks 
awarded to assignments seems unusually out of line with 
the way in which the student has performed on the 
examination, there is consultation with the instructor 
and he May be asked to change the grade. 
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It can be appreciated that lIith such a high 
enrollment of students and a fairly large. staff of 
part-time people, this can present an almost over­
whelming amount of rea~~ng for the small full-time 
teaching and administrative staff. In fact, as the 
numbers of Freshman increase each year the Ioad 
approaches the impDssible. Aside from this difficulty, 

-the fallacy of the present system is that there is every 
possibility that the second reading, whether it is by 
request or design, May be done by a marker who merely 
confirms the first one's marking idiosyncrasies, thereby 
compounding rather than reducing the students' chance of 
getting an inaccurate assessment. 

Hence, the writer saw in the RIMSPA experiment a 
glimmer of hope - a method whereby instructors could be 
suitably paired at the onset of term, and could possibly 
work together both during the year and more especially at 
exam time. Their combined judgment, arrived at ,by mu tuaI 
-discussion and not Just by averaging of diverse marks, 
might reduce the students' chances of having grades 
unduly prejudiced by a single Marker. 

The idea was conceived and then was translated 
into action as described in Chapter IV of this thesis. 

The results of the experiment clearly supported 
the hypothesis that the hazards of subjectivity can be 
reduced by using the technique of suitably paired markers 
and rapid impression. Whether the judgments rendered by 
this method are more reliable or valid will always be 
subject to the criterion against which the measurement is 
made. As Cast asserted, "AlI methods of marking English 
composition contain a large element of unreliability. 
Yet its amount can evidently be greatly reduced by 
standardized instructions and by training exam1ners~127 

127 B.D.M. Cast, p. 59. 
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The RIMSPA technique meets both these requirements. It 
should lead to an increase in efficiency of operation 
in a course .suché'&s' the one described in this experiment. 

There is no doubt that the present method of 
dealing with subjectivity, which calls for the reassessment 
of the majority of examinations by a small committee in 
order to spot check for erratic evaluation, is 
tremendously time consuming and costly. Rapid impress-
10nistic multiple marking was shown by Wiseman (1949) to 
be no leaa costly in time or money than detailed analytical 
marking by individual markers. His system calla for a 
team of four. It ia conceivab1e then that the method 

-of using only two suitably matched markers cou.ld represent 
a real gain in overal1 efficiency and economy. 

The writer does not claim that this experiment 
concluaively proved the univeraa1 applicability of the 
methodj however, the evidence does indicate that it ia 
weIl worth t~ying in a large compulsory Freshman Engllsh 
course, and as the RIMSPA pilot investigation revealed 
it could be useful in external asseasment of secondary 
school leaving examinations or in departmental internaI 
marking situations. 

Any experiment is a1ways subject to the limit­
ations imposed by human fallibility, and this one wa's 
no exception. It was shown earlier that one Marker. in 
the selected group of eight turned out to be unsuited by 
temperament and personality to working in this way. 
However, as Mather, France and sare have underlined in 
their discussion concerning paired examinera, the trial 
tests can serve as a training vehicle for aIl markers and 
can also be useful in identifying those who are not 
suited to the technique. They also emphasize the 
important feature of multiple evaluation that, "Once the 
differences of view have emerged and the criteria have 
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been externalized, it is possible to work towards a 
consensus of opinion and to decide what criteria we 

. . "128 are 100 king for and how we are going to weight them. 

One of the most strik1ng results of this 
experiment was how much the instructors learned about 
the hazards of subJectivity generally, and about their 
own attitudes to marking specifically. They considered 
it a-rather sobering but nevertheless profitable 
experience - from the point of view of what they 
learned about themselves and what they learned from one 
another. It is felt that both new and experienced 
instructors could profit from a sim1lar marking session. 

The proviso must always be made, however, that 
certain people by nature are not 'negotiators', and 
they react better to having an impartial committee check 
their results. It is thought quite practical to suggest 
that all composition markers be given a trial test so 
that their marking characteristics could be established. 
Those who wish to work with a partner could do SOi 

those who are not so inclined could resort to other 
arrangements made for keeping a rein on subJectivity. 
In this event, as long as patterns of marking can be 
identified, even roughly, there will be sorne assurance 
that when papers are re-read the students will have the 
benefit of two opposing sets of marking idiosyncrasies 
which will be carefully weighed. Where there is dead­
lock as to the final decision, the paper should be given 
at least a half a dozen further readings, and the 
average of these marks should dictate the grade. 

128 Mather, France and sare, p. 139. 
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It must be reiterated that in paired marking 
there should be ~ resort to simply averaging differ­
ences. This negates the whole point of suitable 
pairing. The pairs must diseuss and mutually agree 
on what are the most important criteria that should 
influence the grade. This is not the same thing as 
merely agreeing that each has a point and therefore 
they will split the difference. In this experiment 
during the paired marking the latter kind of compromise 
was lim1ted to the occasion when, for example, the 
difference was between a C- and C+. Here, if the pair 
agreed to give the paper a C, there was no harm done. 
And in a true situation at examination time, this would 
also apply. The student still ends up with a C. 
However, where the difference represented a change of 
category from F to D, or D to C, or even upon occasion 
from D to B, then the markers tried hard to be fair 
and decide which of their criteria should weight more 
heavily -in deciding on the final grade. 

Thus far in this summary attention has been 
directed to the concept of pairing as it is understood 
in the thesisj however, equally important to the 
suggested method of marking is the idea of rapid 
impression. In the 1966 Godshalk, SWineford, Coffman 
study, the authors emphasize that the marking which was 
carried out in the experiment gave as true a measure of 
the students' performance as any kind of testing 
procedure will allow. The writer feels that this 
italicized qualification is important, especially viewed 
in the light of a rationale for rapid impression marking. 
When a candidate writes an essay for examinatlon 
purposes, he is under a certain amount of tel). sion,; he 
has no recourse to a dictionary or source materialj he 
is unable to consult with anyonej and he is under a 
strict time limit which never allows sufficient time 
for careful revision. Uhder these circumstances, the 
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end-product cannot usually measure up to a very detailed 
or close 'scrutiny. Not even the Most experienced and 
competent writer can make his first draft, or even his 
second, free from weaknesses in syntax, style etc., 
under similar conditions. Hence, it seems less than 
fair to subject astudent's examination essay to a 
minutely detailed criticism. Unquestionably it must 
meet the criterion of having communicated ideas so they 
can be grasped without strain, but apart from that it 
should be the overall impression relayed to the reader 
which governs the assessment. Any detailed or analytical 
marking should be reserved for assignments, which are 
testing rather than teaching devices. As for the 
suggestion made by Professor C.W. Valentine that a 
composition teacher should look at all essay-type 
examinations to judge whether or not a student measures 
up to stringent standards of acceptable'writing, one can 
only pray that the professor be the first and only victim 
of such a Mephistophelean scheme. 

The recommendations for improving standards of 
marking generally, and in a composition course 
particularly, then, are: 

1. Insist upon clearly set down procedures so that 
major criteria are agreed upon before marking 
begins. 

2. Use a rapid impressionistic method for mid-term 
and final examinations. It obviously is not 
suitable for the marking of assignments which are 
teaching, not testing, devices. 

3. Never rely upon the judgment of one Marker. The 
final assessment should be derived from the com­
bined judgment of the instructor and his matched 
partner arrived at through mutual discussion and 
not by simple averaging of differences. 

4. Where there is an impasse between the pairs, submit 
the paper to a comm1ttee of five or six experienced 
colleagues and average these marks in order to 
arrive at the final evaluation. 



POSTSCRIPT 

The method of valid and reliable measurement of 
writing ability as a subject for investigation is a 
veritable pandora's box.When the lid is lifted to take 
out one problem for treatment, a host of others 'fly out' 
demanding similar attention. Only the surface of a 
token few have been examined in this thesls. It was 
established that there ls Indeed a grave problem as far 
as accurate evaluation of essaya is concerned, and Cyril 
Burt set the stage for the discussion by laying bare the 
sinews of subjectivlty which form a barrler to any easy 
solution - those ubiquitous but "personal, limited, and 
accidental influences" which are at the same time powe~~ 
ful, irrelevant, and irrational. 

Long years of patient research have done little 
more than show that marking practices takenfor granted 
as being 'foolproof' are nothing of the kind - in fact, 
dlsastrously the contrary. This experiment represented 
another attempt to approach the problem at least as it 
applles to one of the Most vulnerable areas - that of 
composition. But the difflculty in assessing writing 
abillty imp1nges on a much larger portion of the academic 
sphere. In fact, the final result of almost every 
subject that the student undertakes is influenced by it, 
and therefore it is inextrlcably tied to the whole 
question of who should succeed or fail in examinations 
on all academic levels. 

Success or failure cannot be consldered w1thout 
reference to human abilltles and exactly what these 
cons1st of or how they can be measured are problems wh1ch 
have been eluding clear definitlon and understanding for 
a very long time. They May be likened te threads in a 
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precisely and intricately designed tapestry whose 
pattern has been obscured by the haphazard removal of 
key strands. As one reads progressively through the 
Maze of literature on examinations and marking, one 
constantly comes upon odd loose strands which belong to 
this tapestry and must be re-threaded if the original 
design is to be seen clearly once more. Occasionally, 
we are led to catch a glimpse of the true pattern, 
through the genius of men like Galton who saw what now 
seems so obvious, that human beings are not carbon copies 
of one another. And then educators expound at length on 
the importance of taking into account "individual 
differences" in children, and the teacher training 
institutes pay lip service to the idea, while the children 
in Many schools continue to be treated as though they were 
aIl cut like gingerbread men, from a common mold. 

Nowhere has this been more evident-than in the 
attitude towards examinations and subsequent promotion 
of pupils from one step on the academic ladder to the 
next. A few of the issues arising from these practices, 
as they relate to measurement of writing ability, have 
been aired in this thesis, but a multitude of others are 
implied. For example, is writing ability an integral 
part of general intelligence as reflected in academic 
aptitude; or, as some researchers have declared, does a 
test of writing ability, i.e. a composition, add some­
thing extra to a test of intelligence? Does the ability 
to write clearly depend upon the ability to think clearly, 
or vice versa? Or are they even connected? Is the 
ability to write, a God-given talent or can virtually 
anyone learn it as a skill? Are some educators inclined 
to splice two disconnected an0 only generically related 
'strands of the tapestry' - expository and creative 
expression? The one i8 reflected in an ability to 
communicate ideas and facts effectively; the other in the 
talent. for creative expression such as is found in 
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short stories, novels, poems? Is it a m1stake to go on 
making composition an adjunct of literature, thereby 
giving it short shrift and demeaning its importance, 
when in reality it is the basic link among aIl branches 
of learning - academic, technical and vocational. 

It is weIl recognized that in the business world, 
the person who can write a good report stands a better 
chance of being earmarked for promotion. In the academic 
sphere, this person has little difficulty with term 
papers or essay examinations. He May by chance suffer a 
penalty in subjects which require mathematical aptitude, 
if he iacks it, out his counterpart, who has considerable 
numerate ability and none in written expression, is 
penalized in every essay-type examination he writes, and 
he has a Most difficult time in a compulsory composition 
course at university. 

How do we measure ability in written expression? 
How do we measure progress in that ability? Is it like 
physical growth that goes in spurts, or is it more akin 
to mental or social maturation which seems graduaI and 
continuous? Until some of these issues are clarified, is 
it fair to go on using an essayas a crucial test of 
academic worth, especially on school-leaving assessments? 
If this practice is to be continued, should educators not 
be applying themselves more assiduously to finding a 
method of instruction which will not leave so Many 
students (who have aIl their mental faculties but have 
neither a special talent for writing nor any appreciation 
of the structure of Engllsh) at a great disadvantage 
when they are faced with such examinatlons or when they 
go into the business world? 

The questions that have been raised in thls post-
script are representative of but a °few of the Many threads 
that have become 
human abllities. 

unravelled from the entire tapestry of 
If they present a confusèd and seemingly 
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knotty or twisted array of elements that are concerned 
with the measurement of writing ability, it is because 
that is exactly what they are. This thesis has done 
little more than try to re-thread a few small strands 
into the infinitely large and grand design. Perhaps 
they have not been placed correctly, or they May even 
have been Joined to the wrong threads. Nevertheless, 
until aIl the missing strands are replaced and it is 
revealed what constitutes human achievement, and how ft 
can be measured, little can be done but take the loose 
ends as they occur and try to find how they are linked 
to the others, and where they fit into the total design. 

When and if they are aIl in place and secure, 
perhaps researchers can cease trying to decide whether 
general intelligence has anything to do with the way a 
student writes an essay, and there will be no need to seek 
further for ways of assessing writing ability accurately 
and fairly at the crossroads of matriculation and 
future opportunity. That particular Pandora's box will 
be closed for aIl time. 
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APPENDIX l 

pairing Statistics F~om Which Tables 1 & 5 Were Derived .-
Markers I-IV 

l II III IV 

* Markin~s Markinis Marki!y!!s Marki!!6 s 

First: Second First: Second First: Second Rirst: Second 

50 54 50 55 55 60 50 55 
50 55 55 64 60 64 55 60 
45 50 64 60 60 64 64 64 
45 50 45 55 50 60 60 55 
74 74 74 74 65 75 75 75 
50 50 55 55 50 64 70 64 
45 50 50 55 50 64 60 65 
60 55 60 65 55 65 65 74 
60 60 65 70 65 70 65 74 
55 50 60 64 60 64 65 74 
55 55 64 55 65 65 60 60 
60 55 55 55 60 65 55 60 
55 55 50 55 55 65 60 65 
60 60 64 60 60 64 65 65 
55 50 65 74 65 65 64 70 
40 55 50 64 50 55 50 50 
50 50 45 55 50 60 50 55 
65 60 64 60 64 70 74 65 
60 60 64 65 70 65 55 55 
64 64 55 65 60 65 64 74 

-X 54.8 55.5 57.1 61.5 58.5 

6.02 7.60 6.72 6.50 

64.5 

4.10 

61.3 

6.80 

65.9 

7.52 SD 8.07 

r 0.84 0.69 0.65 0.79 

* candidates' papers were label1ed A 1-40 and B 1-40. 
These papers were written by candidates B21-40. 
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APPENDIX l (continued) 

Pairing Statistics From Which Tables 1 & :3 Were Derived 

V 
Markings 

First: Second 

55 55 
64 54 
60 56 
64 55 
75 75 
55 54 
55 54 
65 74 
65 64 
50 55 
40 60 
64 60 
80 74 
60 65 
74 64 
55 60 
54 60 
55 70 
65 70 
70 64 

X 61.3 62.1 

SD 9.2 6.96 

r 0.55 

VI 
Markings 

First: Second 

64 60 
60 64 
55 60 
55 55 
74 74 
55 55 
60 60 
65 64 
65 70 
60 64 
64 60 
70 70 
74 65 
65 65 
75 74 
52 64 
50 54 
48 55 
70 70 
65 70 

62.3 63.6 

7.80 6.05 

0.84 

VII 
Markin~s 

First: Second 

64 60 
64 55 
55 54 
60 54 
74 74 
75 70 
60 60 
70 65 
65 65 
70 70 
65 64 
64 60 
70 60 
64 64 
74 74 
40 50 

·60 54 
70 70 
74 70 
70 64 

65.4 62.8 

8.00 6.99 

0.82 

VIII 
Markings 

First: Second 

64 64 
64 64 
64 55 
64 60 
64 64 
60 55 
65 55 
70 60 
60 60 
70 60 
70 60 
64 64 
70 64 
74 64 
75 70 
65 64 
70 50 
64 64 
65 64 
74 70 

66.8 61.5 

4.30 4.85 

0.37 



APPENDIX II 

Statlstlcs for Indlvldual Marklngs of 80 Papwrs 

l II III IV V VI VII VIII Group Average 

55 70 64 64 60 70 64 65 64.0 
65 64 64 60 55 60 64 60 61.4 
65 64 70 55 70 74 65 65 66.0 
70 70 70 74 65 74 80 74 72.2 
60 64 60 64 55 65 55 64 60.8 
65 64 65 55 75 75 70 50 64.4 
65 60 65 64 70 75 65 60 65.6 
65 70 60 64 60 74 70 65 66.0 
64 64 55 64 55 65 65 65 62.2 
45 54 60 50 40 55 50 50 50.5 
65 65 64 70 60 74 64 80 67.8 
60 64 65 64 64 65 65 65 64.0 
60 65 70 65 55 70 65 64 64.3 
74 60 60 64 64 64 65 55 63.2 
60 64 64 65 60 70 65 64 64.0 
60 60 64 64 65 65 55 64 62.2 
55 55 60 54 55 60 54 54 57.2 
55 65 64 65 60 64 54 54 60.2 
50 55 60 50 40 55 50 60 52.5 
50 55 60 50 55 60 54 40 53.0 
50 60 60 50 50 55 52 53 53.7 
50 55 60 55 40 60. 50 53 53.3 
55 60 64 55 50 64 50 55 56.7 
60 60 60 64 64 60 70 60 62.3 
60 65 65 65 60 65 54 60 61.8 
55 60 65 55 64 55 50 50 56.7 
64 60 65 65 65 65 64 65 64.1 
60 64 64 70 55 65 65 70 64.1 
64 64 65 74 65 70 70 60 66.5 
53 60 70 64 54 70 54 54 59.8 
64 60 65 65 64 75 55 55 62.9 
58 60 60 64 60 70 54 64 61.3 
50 65 65 60 54 64 50 54 57.8 
55 60 64 55 70 70 54 60 61.0 
60 64 70 60 60 54 65 60 60.4 
64 70 70 55 74 70 55 64 65.3 
64 60 64 64 60 55 54 64 60.7 
60 64 70 60 65 65 60 64 63~5 
55 64 6E' 60 70 64 50 60 61.1 
55 65 65 64 64 74 54 60 62.7 
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APPENDIX II (Cont1nued) 

Stat1st1cs for Ind1v1dual Markings of 80 Papers 

l II III IV V VI VII.- VIII Group Average 

55 55 60 60 50 64 60 70 59.3 
50 54 60 55 54 55 54 65 55.8 
50 54 65 64 64 65 64 74 62.5 
64 64 70 65 70 70 70 74 67.2 
40 54 54 50 40 54 54 50 49.5 
40 55 55 50 55 54 50 53 51.5 
45 54 60 60 40 54 54 60 53.3 
65 64 60 70 60 70 70 75 66.7 
60 65 60 64 66 64 65 64 63.5 
60 54 60 50 50 60 54 64 56.5 
65 64 65 74 60 60 70 74 66.5 
55 54 60 54 50 65 60 55 56.5 
55 55 60 64 66 64 65 64 61.6 
55 55 60 64 66 64 60 60 60.5 
60 60 65 65 64 65 74 64 64,6 
60 55 64 55 64 70 60 65 61.6 
54 60 60 55 60 60 74 55 59.7 
55 64 65 64 40 60 55 64 58.3 
60 64 64 50 ".,.. 65 70 64 62.1 ov 
64 60 64 60 50 70 70 65 62.9 
54 55 60 55 55 60 60 64 57.9 
55 64 64 60 54 64 55 64 60.0 
50 60 64 64 56 60 54 55 58.0 
50 55 60 55 55 55 54 60 55.5 
74 74 75 75 75 74 74 64 73.1 
50 55 64 64 54 55 70 55 58.3 
50 55 64 65 54 60 60 55 58.0 
55 65 65 74 74 64 65 60 65.3 
60 70 70 74 64 70 65 60 66.6 
50 64 64 74 55 64 70 60 62.6 
55 55 65 60 60 60 64 60 59.9 
55 55 65 60 60 70 60 64 61.1 
55 55 65 65 74 65 60 64 63.0 
60 60 64 65 65 65 64 64 63.3 
50 . 74 65 70 64 74 74 70 67.6 
53 64 55 50 60 64 50 64 57.5 
50 55 60 55 60 54 54 50 54.7 
60 60 70 65 70 55 70 64 64.2 
60 65 65 55 70 70 70 64 64.8 
64 65 65 74 64 70 64 70 67.0 

X 56.1 61.0 62.8 61.5 59.5 64.5 60.6 61.5 60.9 (true 
sn 6.75 5.05 3.98 6.85 8.28 6.18 7.39 6.68 Mean) 

rO.59 0.69 0.62 0.49 0.66 0.35 0.79 0.38 
(w1th true Mean). 



APPENDIX III 

Stat1st1cs for Pa1red Mark1ngs of 80 papers 

A(II & VII) B(I & V~II) C(III & VI) D(IV & V) 

66 64 66 60 
64 60 64 60 
66 65 65 64 
76 72 74 70 
60 63 64 60 
66 64 65 66 
64 60 65 66 
70 65 70 65 
64 64 60 60 
50 45 50 45 
66 70 70 66 
64 62 66 64 
65 63 64 60 
63 62 64 64 
64 63 64 60 
60 63 64 64 
55 58 58 55 
58 55 60 60 
50 55 55 45 
50 45 50 50 
52 50 54 50 
50 50 54 50 
54 54 54 50 
64 60 60 64 
60 60 60 60 
60 55 60 56 
64 64 64 64 
65 65 65 65 
65 65 70 70 
55 53 55 54 
55 55 60 60 
60 58 64 64 
50 50 54 54 
54 58 60 60 
60 60 60 ·60 
60 64 6'! 60 
55 60 60 60 
64 65 64 64 
58 58 60 60 
65 64 65 64 
55 60 60 55 
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APPENDIX III ( cont1nue,d) 

- Stat1st1cs'for :Pa1:r.edMark1~sof' 80 paEers 
'. . 

A(II & VII) B(I & VIII) C(III&: VI) D(IV' & V) 

54 54 54 54 
58 60 64 64 
65 64 65 65 
50 45 50 45 
50 45 50 50 
54 54 54 50 
70 70 68 68 
68 65 65 66 
54 54 50 50 
68 70 68 65 
55 55 55 55 
60 60 60 60 
60 60 64 64 
70 65 65 68 
60 60 63 58 
64 60 60 60 
60 60 64 58 
65 64 65 60 
60 64 65 58 
58 60 60 58-
55 60 60 58 
58 58 60 60 
55 55 55 55 
74 74 74 76 
60 55 55 56 
55 50 58 56 
65 64 65 70 
65 65 68 66 
64 60 64 60 
60 58 64 58 

. 60-- 60 64 64 
65 65 65 . 68 
64 60 64 64 
74 65 65 65 
55 60 55 56 
50 50 54 54 
65 64 64 65 
65 65 65 66 
65 65 70 70 

X 60.7 59.9 61.5 60.1 

SD 6.04 6.07 5.54 6.26 

r 0.88 0.85 0.89 0.90 ' 
(w1th 
true Mean) 


