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TESTING WRITING ABILITY: A REVIEW
Sauli Takala
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1. Some Basic Issues in the Testing of Writing Ability

‘Severalproblarshaveoccupiedtrnsereseardlemwfnhavebemm{kjngon

the teaching and assessment of writing. Among them are the following:

(1) How can writing ability be defined or at least delimited?

(2) Is writing ability one unified construct or can 1t be measured by measur-
ing its_. different components? |

(3) If writing ability is measured by way of ocmpcmeﬁ:s, how should they be
weighted, if at all? |

(4) How can good writing tasks be constructed?

(5) How can valid and reliable rating methods be developed?

2. A Brief Historical Sketch

As Kelly (1969) notes, in classical times the peak of education was the
art of rhetoric, -which canbined artisty in word use, 1logical reasoning, and,
usually the +techniques of public speaking. In classical times, what was
written was wusually also read aloud and elocution was an important part of

training. -

Kelly also suggests that throughout the history of language teachﬁlg,
four types of exercise have been used in teaching composition: transcription
and consequent rote learning of models, structural variation of models, imita-

~ tion of masters, and original writing.
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| In medieval t'I.mes the practice of verse camposition héld an important
position in Latin and Greek, 'but in move recent tines prose writing: has
totally eclipsed verse wrif:l.ng, whish John Mi]_.'bon, for one, would have
| approved. Medieval rhetoric concentrated on written composition, following the
teaching of Quintillian and Cicero's Topica. However, in the 1800's free
camposition, which had been increasingly criticised, was largely replaced by
text exegesis and translation. Whiie translaticn had in the time of the
Renaissence been advocated as a useful mothod of cultivating stylistic con-
sciousness,. it 1later became to be used to teach more elementary skills of
making ccrrect sentences and joining them together. Teachers were recommended
to analyse carefully shortcomings in student writing. Translation was acquir-
ing a basically negative stance. By the end of the 19th century, translation
always preceded free compositior: or totally ousted it from the curriculum. A
long way had been travelled from an emphasis on ideas and graceful expression
(fesl for language) to an emphasis on correct structure and Linguistic equi-
valence.

In more recent times, the role of speaking and hearing was clearly empha-
sized at the expense of reading and, especially writing. Thus, e.g., the
syllabus for the upper secondary schools in state of Hess_en stated (1957) that
listening and spesking precede reading and writing. The instructions for
Hambirg from the same period specify that oral exercises are central in 1lan-
guage study and that written exercises grow from the oral ones. The influen-
tial Ankara conference (1966), sponsored by the Council of Europe, recom-

mended that students should be able to write what they are able +to say.
Finocchiaro (1963) suggested that writing should be taught and practised only
to a limited extent in the teaching of foreign languages in primary grades.



| }Ch'levof.thé'scholai‘smwhosehornrthis;test:i.ng symposium has been
arrenged, Robert Lado (1962), has defined the ability to write as follows:

We will then def:lhe writing a foreign language as the ability to use
the language and its graphic representation productively in ordinary
writing situations. More specifically we mean by writing a foreign
language the ability to use the structures, the lexical items, and
their conventional representation, in ordinary matter-of-fact writ-
ing.

Valette (1967) considers writing to be the most sophisticated of the four
language skills. According to her, cammmication through the written word
"possesses a certain degree of finality and demands real proficiency from iz

~writer if it is to be effective" (p. 131). Valette tock a developmental point
of vicminherrecmmendationsconcemjngthetestjngofwriting. Thus tests
should be structured so that they measure the various aspects of student
progress of acquiring the writing skill: the mechanics--vocabulary, spelling,
gramar--have to be acquirsd before the student can aspire to precision of
expression, fluency, and style. (Note how correctness, rather than communica-
tive effectivensss, seems to dominate her thinking here.) Valette lists a
number of ways testing partial aspects of writing, much in the style of Lado.
In discussing camposition, she states +that "a camposition measures the
student's ability +to organize his thoughts, to choose his vocabulary, to
formulate his sentences - in short to commit his ideas to paper" (p. 157). She
notes problems related to'the amount of time needed for scoring and the

objectivity of scoring. Among composition tasks she mentions "point of view"

___ composition ( physical _descriptions,—- enotionébstates);*ietter—‘writiﬁg"dbrwen—
tions, and thought-provoking essays.

Harris (1969) points out that the teaching of writing as an integrated

course is normally deferred until rathez: advanced courses in Aforeign language

study. He views writing as a complex skill involving the simultaﬁeous practice
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. of a mumber of very different abilities, cnly some of ‘which are strictly
linguistic and some of which are never fully achieved by many students, even
in their native language. Harris recognizes five general components cf the
writing process: content, form, gfamnar, style, and mechanics. He reviews the
defense of the essay examination (real measure of writing abilities, motivates
students "bo actually write, easy and quick to prepare) and the criticism
levelled against it (unreliability, avoidance of problems, long scoring time).
Harris himself recammends a combination of the objective and free writing .
tests, as did Lado. v

Heaton (1975) differs from most of the earlier language testing experts
by having a more sophisticated view of writing. Hé is conversant with old--or
at least rediscovered--theory of written discourse, as shown by his discussion
of the purpose and audience of writing and the forms (modes) of writing.

Heaton (1975) emphasizes that it is important to distinguish between the
terms dompositim and essay. He writes:

Thewritingofacanpositionisataskwhichimolvesthestmdentin
manipulating words in grammatically correct sentences arxi in link-
ingtrnsesentencestofoimapriceofcontirnmswzitingwhich
successfully communicates the writer's thoughts and ideas on a
certain topic. Moreover, since in real-life situations there is
generally a specific purpose for any writing, camposition writing
frequently takes the form of letters, reports, extracts from dia-
ries, etc. Essay writing, on the other hand, involves far more than
the production of grammatically correct sentences: it demands crea-
tivity and originality, since it is generally intended not only s
inform but also to entertain. Essays on such topics as Clouds, The
Importance of Being Last, and The Countryside &t Night are written
to sparkle and impress, and good essayists are as rare as good poets.
(p. 127)

Heaton concludes that it is generally neither reasonable nor realistic to
demand creativity and originality in the form of an essay, while it is reason-
able to expesct students to write accurate English for a meaningful purpose.
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’ the student should be presented with a clearly defined problem which
motivates him +to write. The writing task should be such that it
ensures he has samething to say and a purpose for saying it. He
should also have an audience in mind when he writes. (p. 128)

Heaton considers the writing skills to be camplex and difficult to t=ach,
recjuiring the mastery of grammatical and rhetorical devices but also the
mastery of conceptual and judgement elements. He lists the skiills under four
main areas: (1) grammatical skills: the ability to write correct sentences,
(2) stylistic skills: the ability to use language effectively, (3) mechanical
skills: the ability to use correctly conventions of written language, and (4)
judgement skills: the ability to write in an appropriate manner for a particu-
lar purpose with a particular audience in mind, togethér with an ability +to
select, organize and order relevant information.

Oller (1979) suggests, quite correctly, +that not all writing tasks are
what he calls integrative and pragmatic task. Writing tasks qualify as
pragmatic provided that certain key elements are present:

the writer must have something to say; ﬂmehmstbesmeonetosayitto

(either explicitly or implicitly); the task mist require sequential

- production of elements in the language that are temporally constrained
and related via pragmatic mapping to the context of discourse defined

(or for) the writer. (p. 384) '
Oller suggests that there is no real limit to the kinds of writing tasks that
are potentially usable in language tests. He mentions writing about personal
experiences and imagined topics; analyticai or expository writing tasks;
sumarizing an argument; retelling a narrative: recalling an accident;

explaining a _];e_cj:gr:e;_*expanding_m-a-smmxa:y;~-—fi11:i.ng»in—»the-'detai-ls—in“-'an“"”‘“—‘“
incomplete story.

More recently Finocchiaro and Sako (1983) have published "a practical
approach" to foreign language testing. Its practicality seems to be limited by




"4 fact that there seams o be 1ittle theory behind the many Liste of bet

4. Same Problems in the Past work cn the Testing of Writing
There are sane pu:oblemswithnmchofearliervbrkm the testing of
: writingcitedinthe above. First, wri'E:i.nghasnotreceivedasnmchattenum
as a concernoftestingashaveseveralotheraspectsof language testing.
Seccznd the literature does not display any thorough familiarity with +the
conceptofwrih.ngasasocial actandasapsyctnlog:.calproc&s Third, the
nature of text and the variety of text types seems rather superficially
treated. Fourth, theautho:sdomtseemtohavebeenfamiliarwiﬂlthelarge
an'ount'of work done by mother tongue experts in the area of writing
instruction. Some of these problems are addressed in the following, beg:i.nm'.ng.
with the relative neglect of writing in recent work on the development of
second language instruction and testing.

Most testing experts have not addressed the measurement of writing as
thoroughly as other aspects of language proficiency. Testing literature does
not often seem to go beyond the elementazj or intermediate stages of 1lar.wuage
teaching and learning, with their emphasis on oral commmication skills. Yet,
hundreds of thousands of students need to write a lot in a language which is
not their first language. This applies to those comtries where the language
of instruction is only one of the many dialects of a country, or a created
standard language, or a language of the former coloniéing power. Another

~-————group-affected-1is-the - students-who-go-to - study -abroad -and-during -the- course-of ——
their studies need to answer written examinations, write temm papers and
theses. A third group are those who, after campleting their professional
education, need the ability to produce at least the first draft of letters,
memoranda, contracts, papers, instructions, etc. As internaticnal contacts




J.nlify and the V1an"quage' skill req" rements incre ase, the literate bias of
: our own post—ind:strial culture tends to make the skills related +to written -

1anguage more and more important.

It is possible that Oller's claim (Oller, 1979) that language ability is
'um.taxy (a claimhehasmore recently taken back, Oller, 1983) was based on a
: mnnberof assumptions of language use several of which have proved question-
vable. he seems to share the view that children had esscntially learned most of
' thestn_lctureoftheirLlintheearlyyeaIs, and 1like so many experts in L2,
he has not been interested in advanced foreign language skills (e.g., ESP,
LSP) and thus not in writing in L2. Also, he does not seem to have been aware
of recent research in literacy. All of these would have indicated that while
various language skills obviously are related, there are also clear differ-
ences. Spesking and writing, for instance, emphasize somewhat different
Mm of language and they prefer somewhat different structures of lan-
guage (cf. Perera, 1984; .Takala, 1982).

Second, the concept of writing seems to have been rather poorly defined.
Language testing needs to take a broad view of human activity: it should place
language activities within the broader context of general human activity and
purposes. More of this in section 5.1.

One of the most important conditions for advance in the testing of
writing is a better understanding of text, text structures and text types and
how these are related to the constants and parameters of the writing

situations. Most of the knowledge relevant in th::.s context cames from llterary

criticism and fmm the reseamh done on mother tongue inst::uctlon. More on
this topic in section 5.2.




For making realpmogressinthetestingofwritingitis necessary to
devote considerable attention to (1) the definition of the concept of writing,
(2) ’cherdef:lnition of the domain of writing, (3) the selection and definition
6f writing assigmments, (4) the development of scormg systems that maximize
the reliability of scures and the validity of score interpretations.

5.1. Writing as a concept
The present author (Takala 1982) has defined writing as follows:
Writing is ‘a multilewvel interactive and goal-directed process of
constructing, encod:i.ngarxicatmmitmgmeaningbymeansofa
conventional system of visible marks (p. 220).
Writingasacmstructcanbefurtherdefinedinamanner, which draws on the
findings of modern cognitive psychology concerning discourse comprehension and
builds on the discourse theory itself. The developed system can be sumarized
in a disgrem form as follows (Takala, 1983, 1985).

WRITING ACTIVITY

ym\ WRITING PREFERENCES

Text-constructing Text-producing
lepetlm\ Competence
dognitive Social Linguistic Motor
Campetence Cm!pet«\a\nce Campetence Competence
. Idea *I.dea...._-_...NOI‘IIL..«-.-......“...Grarm1a-.-4-..~Pm)ctu—....5p911—....h..Legj_bi_...‘_... e e
Gener- Organ- Aware- tical ation ing lity
ation ization ness Campet. Compet. Compet. Competence

"Writing campetence" or "writing ability" can be operationalized as +the
ability to produce texts that cover the cells of the domain of writing (Vvihi-
passi 1983). A person may be able to write fluently a given type of discourse




"A_"v (eg, astory, a personal 1ettér, an'écadenic paper). Such a person rhay thus

' appzopriately be called a canpetent or fluent story-writer, or letter-writer,
. but it is less clearifwecan_appzopriatelymfertohimorherasa canpe-
tent writer: the competence seems to be too limited to Justify the epithet. To
deserve the title of a campetent writer, he needs to be able to write across a
~ large range of tasks.

Writing competence, as a theoretical construct, can be argued to consist
of two main camponents: discourse-structuring competence (or discourse-produc-
. ing or rhetorical campetence) and text-producing competence.

: Disooxzrse;structurixag campetence requires both cognitive and social cam-

- petence. Cognitive cmpei:ence refers to the cognitive ability +to encode

meanings and intentions effectively. It denotes the ability to generate dis-
course in which the units of thought and the units of language are related +to
each other in such a way that an appropriate structure of meaning is produced.
The appropriateness is always dependent on the intention of the ‘writer and the
nature of the intended audience as well as the topic dealt with: appropriate-
ness is not a universal concept, it is always context- and situation-specific.

It is important that the writer is able to present ideas that are percep-
tive, neleyant and clear for the audience of writing This can be called (the
ability of) idea generation. However, this is not sufficient. The ideas must

also be arranged in a consistent and coherent way, so that a discourse type
is recognized and the text is made intelligible. This can be designated as

(the ability of) idea orgamzation It is not inmaterial how the meaning is '

 organized in a linear text. Ease of camprehension i usually better if the two
coincide. It has also been shown (Brewer & Lichtenstein, 1982) that events in
astozyhavetobearrangedinacertainoxﬁerforthestorytopmduceeither
suspense, surprise or curiosity in readers. Readers have genre-structural

10




B ;:mmledge and. expect sufficient canfom:.ty with typical germa schemata. Simi-

larly, discourse hasbobest:ructureddifferentlyifﬂmetypeoftext'bo be
produced changes from narrative to persuasion, to description or to exposi-

Since writing is usually addressed to an audience other than self, dis-
course-structuring campetence also presupposes social competence. The writer
has to be aware of audience expectations (norms) and use an appropriate tone
and style.

Text-producing campetence can be divided into two parts: linguistic

campetence and motor campetence. Liriguistic campetence consists of the sbility

to produce sentences using appropriate grammar, spelling and punctuation.
Motor campetence refers to the ability to produce an easily legible text.

5.2. ‘Damain of Writing

The validity of writing assessment can best be addr :sed in terms of
canstruct wvalidity, oontent representativeness (or validity) and curricular
validity. Since we do not have any clear notion of the psychological structure
of writing, i.e., how general or how task-specific it is (see above, 5.1),
construct validity can best be guaranteed by an analysis of the general
features of writing situations and a resulting defensible specification of
the domain of writing tasks. This is a functional approachgconsﬁuctvali-

dity and it was used in the IEA International Study of Written Composition. In
other words, since it is not easy to say directly what writing ability con-
sists of, we chose to lock at what functions writing has in general and in
‘what situational contexts it occurs. This means that we have focussed on the
initial conditions of writing and on its functions. This approach is derived
from ideas expressed by de Saussure and Wegener! and further elaborated by
Gardiner in his The Theory of Speech and Language (1932) and by Jakobson

11




©(1960). The Fimnish langusge scholar Rolf Pipping hes dealt with similar
topics in his Sprdk och stil (1940), where he shows how styles are related to
the relationships between the three extralinguistic factors (spesker/writer,

listener/reader, topic) and the linguistic factor (text).

Language testing needs to consider what are the constants, parameters and
variables of language use (Takala, 1986). Roughly speaking the cdnstants are:
sender/addressor, receiver/addressee/audience, topic, channel and text. The
parameters represent the various characteristics that specify the actual
characteristics of the coﬁstants (e.g., the identity of the writer and audi-
ence, purpose of writing, assumed background knowledge, the perspective from
vwhich the topic is dealt with, etc., see Purves, Soter, Takala & Vihipassi,
1984). The variables are the modes of organization and the use of rhetorical
and linguistic resources. Language testing should not be too much preoccupied
with linguistically based concepts and is not sufficiently sociological,
psychological and educational in temms of its research questions and units of
analysis (cf. Takala, 1984).

In the IEA International Study of Written Composition, for which I have
acted as the coordinator since 1981, we have attempted to develop a definition
of the domain of writing on the basis of the approach described in the above
(see Vihipassi, 1982; Takala & Vihipassi, 1983; Takala & Vahipassi, 1987).2

Briefly, Vadhipassi suggests that in any writing situation, there is a
writer who writes about something with a certain purpose and audience in mind.
Writing is an act of damnmicatim and sn activity of cognitive processing.

Véhdpassi systematizes the domain of writing by taking commnication and
cognitive processing as two main dimensions of her typology (Figure 1). On the
comunication axis (i.e., functional approach to writing) she distinguishes
several dominant purposes of writing and specifies main categories of audi-
ence. On the cognitive proce:sing dimension (i.e, genetic approach to writing)

i2
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she distinguishes three hierarchical levels of processing and specifies main
categories of content which is processed. This system produces a grid and
various texttypescanbelocatedwitlﬁni!:scells. It can 2ilso be used in
selecting assigmments for writing.

.To conclude this section, 1let me reiterate that w2 can hope to make real
progress in the testing of writing only if we continue to take sericusly the
problem of conceptual nature of writing an! tl:e domain of writing tasks.

4. Test Types for Measuring Writing Ability

Once we have some idea of the nature of writing and of the domain of
writing tasks we can tackle the question of possible test types to be used in
testing of writing abili:ity.

Lado (1962) made a clear distinction between creative writing and ordi-
nary writing. Also, consistently with his habit' emphasis and habit transfer,
Lado believed that the testing of writing could be advanced best by listing
the particular problems that a writer's particular linguistic background was
expected to create.

Lado distinguished between an integrated method of testing writing L.
asking students to produce a connected piece of writing (what now would often
be called writing with composing" or "a direct measure of writing ability")
and a method of testing writing with separate factors such as punctuation,
spelling, structure or vocabulary ("writing without camposing”, "an indirect
measure oOf writing ability"). This latter method would make it possible +to
sample the problems systematically. Lado recognized, however, that the
validity of the synthetic approach was not rez{iily conceded and he discussed
ways of improving the objectivity of scoring composition tests.

Lado reciommended a many-sided test of writing, and suggested the follow-
ing as one possible design: (1) Objective, partial production, multiple-choice



items (50-80) Gealing with specific problems of spelling, punctuation, gramma-
tical structure, and vocabulary. (2) Twenty or thirty items of the objective,
partial producticn type on a single connected passage testing chiefly matters
of sequence and transition signals. (3) Three pictures with instructions +to
write a paragraph about each with grading based on mechanics only (= mmber of
errors per 100 words). (4) Two short compositions cn assigned +topics (30
minutes each) with grading based on style, ocontent and mechanics. Roughly
similar views have been presented by Valette, Pilliner and Finocchiaro and»
Sato.

In recent times, there have been attempts by experts in L1 instruction to
develop methods for a domain-references measurement of writing (Baker, 1982).

These appear quite pramising for L2 testing, as well.3

6. Schemes for Rating Written Products

Several systems have been proposed to be used in the evaluation of
Student writing. Many are based on long pedsgogical traditions, but some are
based on empirical studies. There are élso several ways of classifying methods
of measuring writing ability. Wesdorp (1981) suggests the following Classifi-
cation: global rating, primary trait scoring, analytic scoring, scale rating,
interlinear method, objective testing.4

In this paper I will mainly discuss writing with camposing and discuss

holistic scoring, analytic scoring and primary trait scoring as the most
cammon forms of .rating written products. I shall begin with holistic scoring.
Typical of holistic scoring (e.g., Cooper 1977) is that the rater takes a
script and either (1) matches it with another piece of writing in a graded set
of scripté, or (2) rates it for the quality of certain features ~ considered
important to that kind of writing, or (3) assigns it a letter or number grade.
The placing, rating or grading is done quickly, on the basis of the first

ie



hrp:éssim, after the rater has practised the procedure together with other
raters. Holistic scoring, when conducted with rigor, uses scoring guides, or
'rubrics,. which distinguishes it from a more haphazard impressionistic scoring.

Perhaps the best known analytic scoring system is the one developed by
Diederich (1974). The Diederich scale was developed empirically by using
factor analysis. A sample of writing was scored by experts representing diff-
erent disciplines. The factors extracted were: ideas, organizatiaon, wording,
flavor, and mechanics. The last category is sometimes sub-divided into usage,
punctuation, spelling, and handwriting. Each factor is rated on a scale from 1
(low) to 5 (high), and ideas and organization are rated on a scale from 2 +to
10 (ie., they received a double weitghting). Thus the scores can vary from 10
to 50.

Another example of an analytic scoring method is given by Quellmalz
(1979)." she defines an expository scale consisting of general impression,
essay focus/main idea (the subject and main idea are clearly indicated), essay
organization (the main idea is developed according to a clearly discerrdble
method of organization), support (generalizations and assertions are supported
by specific, clear supporting statements), and mechanics (the essay is free of
intrusive and mechanical errors).

Mullis (1980) explains that the rationale of primary-trait scoring is

that writing is addressed to some audience and it is judged in view of its
effect on that audience. Primary-trait scoring focusses on assessing whether
a pilece of writing has certain characteristics or primary traits that are
crucial to success with a given rhetorical task. Lloyd-Jones (1977) expresses
the goal of primary-trait scoring as follows: "to define precisely what seg-
ment of discourse will be evaluated (e.g., by presenting rational persuasion
between social equals in a formal situation) and to traind readers to render .

17



LAILADLLG JUUGIEILS dUluLuLgLly. (P. 7). He States rurther that the main steps

are to define the universe of discourse, to devise exercises which sample that

~ universe precisely, to the writers' cooperation, +to devise workable scoring
guides, and to use the guides.

The universe of discourse is defined by a three-part model, which can be

discourser oriented (expressive discourse), subject oriented (explanatory
discourse) or audience oriented (persuasive discourse). The scorihg 'guide

consists of (1) the task itself, (2) a statement of the primary rhetorical
trait of tha writing which should be elicited by the task, (3) an interpreta-
tion Of the task indicating how each element of the stimulus is presumed to
affect the writer, (4) an interpretation of how the situation of the task is
related to the posited primary trait (a summary of 2 and 3), (5) a system for
defining the shorthand which is to be used in reporting descriptions of ‘the
writing (the actual scoring guides), (6) samples of papers which have been
scored (definition of the score points), and (7) discussions of why eacﬁ
sample paper was scored as it wask (extensions of the definitions).

Lloyd-Jones (1977) suggests that primary-trait scoring has certain
advantages which outweigh its difficulty. The explicitness of the scoring
guide helps to establish the validity of the scoring. By focusssing sharply on
specific types of discourse, more information can actually be obtained from
writers' strengths and weaknesses than by a more gobal approach.

In the IEA International Study of Written Composition both the overall
impzessim and analytic ratings are used because they are complementary pro-
cedures, not mutually exclusive. The analytic ratings do not necessarily add
up to the general impu:éssion. On the other hand, more specific information is
obtained if analytic ratings are also made. The figure on the next page shows

.how the rating system is related to the psychological concept of writing

Sy —
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described in the above (for a more detalled account, see Gorman & Purves,
1986).

The wuse of the same rating categories in all tasks is justified since
content, organization, style, and linguistic correctness can all be distin-
guished in all discourse (perhaps their configurations do in fact define the
range of text types), and the rater also tends to meke an overall quality

WRITING ACTIVITY

/\

WRITING COMPETENCE ‘ WRITING PREFERENCES

Text-constructing Text-producing
Competence Campetence
Cognitive Social Linguistic - Motor
Idea Idea Norm (h'amna- Spell— Legibi-
Gener- Organ- Aware- ation lity
ation iza1|:ion ness t. Oompet. Campetence
Quality Present- Ap¥:rop— Usage Spell:.ng Neatness

& ation riateness
Scope & of Style

of Organi- &
Content =zation Tone

Content

- estimation. It has to be emphasized, however, that the specific meaning of

each category is defined task by task. To take an example, the content clearly

varies task by task, and the organization of a story is different from the
organization of a reflective essay. As stated in the above, even within the
story genre the sequence of events has to be arranged in a different order
depending on whether the aim is to bring about in the reader a response of
suspense, surprise or curiosity. There is no a priori reason to assume that a
writer automatically masters such discourse-organization skills. On the con-
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trary, it is more likely that all these story organizatiaon patterns have to be
learned through examples and through practice. Similarly it is possible that
the grammatical, punctuation and spelling skills vary to some extent from task
to task. Different genres call for somewhat different types of syntactical
structures (Perera, 1984).

Wesdorp (1981) has assessed the practicality of various methods of ass-
essing writing and sumarizes his conlusions in a table form as follows:

Global Primary Analytic Scale Inter- Objective
Rating Trait Scoring Scoring 1linear testing

Indiv Jury Jury Jury Jury
Chances of obtain-
ing high reliabi- No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
lity?
Chances of obtain-
ing reasonable No Yes? Yes Yes Yes No No
content validity?
Practicality No No Yes Yes No Yes? Mo
in teaching? -
Feasibility in No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
selections?
Chances of posi~
tive washback No No Yes Yes Yes? No No

on teaching?

7. What Does a Rating Depend On?

Among many interesting questions, the Swedish FRIS-Project (Lindell,
1980) has explored whether ratings can be consistently predicted by a linguis-
tic analysis of the scripts. The answer was affirmative: above all, producti-
vity predicted expert ratings. In other words, we can get a fairly good
estimate of the quality of a script'by simply checking its length. More
specfically, the most important factors were the mumber of different words,
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the number of unusual (non-frequent) words, +the number of punctuation marks,
andwond length. Again, the daninant'importance of good vocabulary in contrast
to syntactic campetence is demonstrated (Takala, 1984).

8. Conclusion

Writing serves many important functions in the lives of mdlviduals and
societies that speech cannot do equally well. Therefore, it is time to stop
viewing writing as something very secondary to speech. This means that +he
testing of writing should be accorded equal attention as other aspects c;f
language use. Most attention should then be devoted to "writing with
composing”, the making and conveying of meaning by writing.

Testing of writing in L2 can benefit greatly from the very intensive work
done and being done by the L1 professicn. Therefore, L2 professionals should
add the most important L1 scholarly journals to their regular reading list.
Both disciplines would benefit from close cross-disciplinary links.
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Notes

1 Wegener strongly emphasized the influence of the speech situation on
the form of the linguistic expression.

2 Murphy (1974) notes that if we are to understand western views of commu~
nication, we must recognize the dominant didactic impulse, the laying down of
precepts for techniques that allow the speaker achieve, within the situation
of discourse, +the desired goal. Thus rhetoric had a pragmatic orientation: to
convince the interlocutor. Aristotle, in his Rhetoric, defines rhetoric as the
faculty of discovering all the available means of persuasion. He also made a
distinction betweenepicpeotrymtheonehandandtragegyandcanedyonthe
other. Aristotle clearly preferred the tragedy over the epic as higher art
form, which attains its end more perfectly. He also refers to "drama" as poems
imitating persons who are acting and doing samething.

Kinneavy (1971) gives a succinct review worth quoting at some length:

.«« in Antiquity, three main aims of language structured the
training in the art of discourse: the literary, the persuasive
(rhetorical), and the pursuit of truth (dialectical). The analysis
of literary 'bextswastheprovinceoftheseccmdaxysdmlz the
other two aims were "collegiate" and university concerns. 1In
camposition, which was directed to a preparation for rhetoric,
certain forms or modes were thought to be basic to all composition
(narrative, description, eulogy, and definition) and structured
the camposition program. (p. 8).

However, Kinneavy suggests that the common classification of the modes of
discourse (forms, genres, types) into narration, exposition, argumentation,
and description was not fully established before the mid-1800's (Bain's Eng-
lish Composition and Rhetoric, 2nd ed, 1867).

More recently, Moffett (1968), Britton et al. (1975), D'Angelo (1975),
Kinneavy (1971), Wilkinson et al. (1980) and others have attempted to define
models for teaching camposition. I will, however, refer to the work of Vihi-
passi (1982, 1983), as it has constituted an important part of my own work on
writing and since I have also had some contribution to make to the development
of that work. .

3 For a systematic analysis of writing assignments see Purves, Soter, Takala &
Véhdpassi, 1984, and for an illustration of task assigmment see Gorman &
Purves, 1987.

4 Harris (1969) assumes that in a nommal writing situation the student has
something to say and a personal point of view. The student must observe the
normal requirements of form and present his views effectively. According to
Harris, thus, writing is a complex skill, which must simultanecusly take into
account several points: 1) content, 2) form, 3) grammar, 4) style, 5) mecha-
nics. ‘
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