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ABSTRACT 

 
A variety of writing tests play a role in everyday life at universities in the U.S., and the 

assessment of the ability to write academic English is pervasive (Weigle, 2002). This paper 

reports on an investigation of a local writing assessment, the English Language Institute (ELI) 

writing placement test for international graduate students matriculating at the University of 

Hawai‘i at Mānoa. The purpose of the study was four-fold: (a) to determine how many 

placement essays need further adjudication (i.e., additional readers); (b) to investigate the use of 

rating agreement ratios for estimating reliability, instead of Pearson product moment correlation; 

(c) to explore the potential use of collapsing the current seven-point rating scale into a three-

point rating scale; and (d) to determine how borderline placement ratings (ratings that use a plus 

or a minus) contribute in determining placement. The findings showed that 35% (or, 46 essays) 

needed further adjudications. The results of this study also indicated that there are no apparent 

losses in collapsing the seven-point rating scale into a three-point scale. The findings also 

suggested that the use of rating agreement ratios is superior to the Pearson product moment 

correlation coefficient in illuminating the similarities of ratings, rather than a similarity in rating 

patterns, which supports the conclusions of other researchers working with language 

performance assessments (e.g., Halleck, 1995, 1996; Kenyon & Tschirner, 2000; Norris, 2001; 

Thomson, 1995, 1996). The implications of these findings are discussed in terms of 

recommendations to the ELI for future writing placement practice. 
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EVALUATING RATING VARIATIONS IN HOLISTIC WRITING PLACEMENT 
ASSESSMENT 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 
 Typical of large state universities, the University of Hawai‘i at Mānoa (UHM) has a rich 

tradition of educating the citizens of its home state. What separates UHM from some other state 

schools is its historical ties to international exchange students and other permanent resident 

students who have come from abroad. The University of Hawai‘i provides a context that 

necessitates sensitivity to the many nationalities of students that matriculate at UHM, and one 

such area requiring sensitivity is the English language proficiencies of these students in light of 

the academic English expectations of the educational environment.  

The English Language Institute (ELI) is the official location on campus where English 

for academic purposes (EAP) proficiency is addressed. The ELI’s curriculum has three 

curriculum areas of focus: listening and speaking, reading, and writing. The purposes of each of 

these curriculum areas is to give focused support on the use of EAP at UHM for international 

students who are deemed in need of assistance. To better serve the EAP needs of the 

international students at UHM, the ELI uses placement tests to assess the language proficiency of 

the University’s incoming international student population and to make placement and 

exemption decisions according to the student’s EAP abilities. Universities across the U.S. use a 

variety of proficiency tests to gauge their students’ abilities, and one skill often assessed in for 

placement purposes is writing. For example, in a survey of 169 U.S. universities, Brown, 

Hudson, and Clark (2004) showed that universities used assessment tools such as writing 

portfolios and open-ended essays for an array of placement practices. Writing in the academic 

contexts of higher education means the ability to write in a tone and style that is frequently called 
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academic English. Gauging students’ abilities to write successfully is especially important for 

ESL (English as a Second Language) students, as the written word is the primary mode of 

expressing thought in U.S. academia. 

 The current study was concerned with the writing placement portion of the ELI 

placement test, and specifically the portion of the placement test for international graduate 

students. This paper focuses on the placements of graduate students only to center the spotlight 

solely on the ELI placement practices, since the undergraduate placements for international 

students are made in conjunction with external assistance from the Mānoa Writing Placement 

Exam. The ELI placement test is an in-house placement test that was developed to measure the 

academic English writing ability of international students through an open-ended essay, designed 

to assess students’ abilities to meet the real life writing demands of U.S. higher education. The 

study reported in this paper specifically investigated the use of subjective ratings of graduate 

student essays on the writing placement test for two fall semesters (Fall A and Fall B). It sought 

to determine how ratings are used to make placements, and if converting the current seven-point 

rating system to a three-point rating system would make any difference in the final placement 

decision. Additionally, this paper explores the rating of writing passages as a systematic process 

and evaluates the system as an internally initiated evaluation seeking to improve the validity of 

the writing placement process. 

  Outline of this paper. Following this introduction I present a short discussion about 

writing placement practices in general, followed by a discussion of holistic assessment practices 

as they apply to writing assessment (e.g., kinds of writing placement rubrics, and score resolution 

methodologies). Next, reliability and validity are discussed from a modern perspective that 

contextualizes these concepts in locally relevant ways, as they are related to writing placement 



 -6- 

assessment, and correlation and rating agreement procedures are discussed before an outline of 

how holistic scoring in writing placement takes place. I then present the purpose of this study 

and the research questions, along with an outline of the contexts of this research. This section is 

followed by the methods, results, and discussion section. Finally, in the discussion section, the 

research questions guide a reflection on the findings, and the conclusion section contains 

recommendations and limitations of this study. 

 
Placement Practices: Issues of Writing 

For some time now, entering students at universities across the U.S. have been required 

to take some sort of placement test to estimate their language proficiency. As mentioned above, 

there are many varieties of testing tools that can be used for language assessment practices, and 

each has similar or different uses depending on a given program’s aims and purposes. For 

example, a program may decide to use a dictation test to assess the students’ ability to 

comprehend and regenerate the spoken word. Another program may decide to use essays to 

collect information about a students’ ability to write about a given topic, expressing ideas and 

concepts in written forms. What is similar about these two examples of language placement is 

that they are designed to elicit and systematically gather information about a student’s language 

ability (Norris, 2000). Thus, placement testing can be seen as the threshold of a program’s 

successful education of its learners. 

For the assessment of writing, the debate about which mode of writing assessment (e.g., 

multiple choice tests, essay tests, portfolios) is most appropriate for placement is a topic that has 

received much and varied attention in assessment literature. One method of writing assessment, 

which has been identified frequently as an inappropriate mode of writing assessment, is that of 

multiple choice (MC) tests. For example, Hamp-Lyons (2001a) maintains that MC tests are 
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inappropriate for writing assessment because of their inability to assess writing skills teachers 

deem important. Similarly, Bachman and Palmer (1996) offer that programs should not use MC 

tests for writing placement as problems with validity interfere with authentic placement. 

Shohamy (1995) adds that performance-based assessment is a more valid depiction of a student’s 

ability compared to traditional test formats, such as MC tests and other discrete point tests, as 

performance-based assessments allow for production similar to real-world situations. Other 

authors like Norris, Brown, Hudson, and Yoshioka (1998) also identify that, in terms of content 

relevance and relationship with the curriculum’s goals and objectives, performance assessment is 

superior to discrete point testing. They also note the inability of MC tests to measure higher 

order thinking skills, and the lack of real-world criteria for the scoring and selection of MC test 

problems. 

Productive language tests, such as essay tests, stimulate authentic language use and 

eliminate the guessing factor often found in discrete point testing (Brown & Hudson, 2002). For 

writing placement, an open-ended essay severs well as a productive language test allowing a 

program to evaluate specific qualities of a student’s work, as well as a more holistic evaluation 

of general qualities such as over all proficiency and communicative competence (Brown, 

Hudson, Norris, & Bonk, 2002). In terms of making a test more realistic in relation to the 

demands that will be put on students when they enter an academic curriculum, Clapham (2000) 

supports integrating essay writing in the assessment of English proficiency of international 

students. Clearly, then, for an institution that wishes to prepare students for real life writing 

demands in U.S. higher education, an essay format seems to be the forerunner among fair writing 

assessment practices in English for Academic Purposes (EAP) contexts (cf., Shohamy, Gordon, 
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& Kraemer, 1992; Shor, 1997; Spolsky, 1997 for discussions on cultural issues and placement 

practices).  

 

Holistic Assessment and Writing Placement Practices 

Holistic assessment techniques are widely used in institutions of learning across the U.S. 

(Janopoulos, 1989; Vaughan, 1991). The ELI placement test uses a variety of methods, such as 

MC and fill in the blank for assessing reading comprehension, while the choice method of 

assessment for the writing portion of the placement test is a holistic assessment of an open-ended 

essay. Unlike MC tests, which can be rated by machine, scoring open-ended essays will normally 

include a human element (i.e., the rater). A rater will typically assess a writing passage with a 

rubric that details what elements of writing should be evident in an essay of a particular ability 

level. In other words, a rubric guides the rater in identifying the strengths and limitations of a 

particular writing sample.  

Types of rubrics. Predominantly there are two forms of rubrics, the analytic rubric and 

the holistic rubric. Each rubric assesses writing in different ways. Broadly defined, analytic 

rubrics identify and assess specifically targeted factors of a passage (e.g., syntax, and use of 

transitions) and have ratings for the level of quality for each factor, whereas holistic rubrics 

assess the overall quality of the passage (Brown, 1996; Davis, Scriven, & Thomas, 1981; White, 

1985) with a single score or placement level. Each of these rubrics has advantages and 

drawbacks to their use. For example, the use of analytic rubrics has been shown to have the 

capacity to provide specific feedback to the students about their writing skills, compared to 

holistic rubrics which only provide a single score and little additional information (Hamp-Lyons, 

1991b). Of course, detailed feedback may be invaluable to both teachers and students on in class 
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exercises, yet in terms of placement testing, using analytic rubrics can be very time consuming 

and provide additional information about a writing sample that is not used beyond the initial 

placement. Holistic scoring, on the other hand, has found popularity in placement practices as it 

quickly provides only the necessary information needed to make placement decisions in a 

reliable way if training of raters is adhered to (Perkins, 1983; White, 1985). 

One theme that is central to both analytic and holistic methods of assessment, however, is 

that of rater consistency. A variety of factors can compromise rater consistency, and in a survey 

of ESL and English faculty members at UHM, Brown (1991) identified how a rater’s 

experiences with ESL writing, or lack thereof, influenced their discernment of writing fluency 

across a six-point holistic rubric. In a similar investigation, Sweedler-Brown (1993) explored 

raters’ familiarities with ESL populations and found that ESL-trained teachers were less likely to 

penalize a student for sentence level errors than writing instructors who are not ESL-trained 

professionals. In the same vein, Vann, Meyer, and Lorenz (1984, 1991) demonstrated how errors 

in writing were acceptable to some raters depending on the contexts and constructs of the errors 

(see also Janopoulous, 1992). These examples of rating variations and inconsistencies in the 

utilization of rubrics were conceptualized early on, by Jacobs, Zingraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel, and 

Hughey (1981), who stated, “Readers do not always agree on the qualities that are important in 

student writing [therefore] what may be a critical determinant of excellence for one reader may 

be relatively unimportant to another” (p.26).  

Finding a balance. Though various studies have cited the successes or shortcomings of 

analytic and holistic rubrics, Hamp-Lyons (1991b) notes that holistic grading systems are 

probably the most prevalent among writing placement rubrics. Despite this popularity, some 

researchers continue to criticize holistic assessment as unreliable (Elbow, 1993), and tout 



 -10- 

analytic rubrics as more reliable (Weigle, 2002). Yet researchers such as White (1985) remain 

supportive of holistic assessment as fair and cost effective, but identify that it is reliable only 

when all procedures for scoring are equally observed. All things being equal, though, programs 

should decide which format best suits their contexts and their intended uses of the placement 

data (Norris, 2000). Some uses of assessment data for programs might be to admit a student to a 

particular program, evaluate the learning outcomes of a course, or to exempt a student from 

certain course requirements (Brown, 1995). In the ELI, writing placement data made with 

holistic assessment is used to make a decision about whether the student author of a given 

writing sample needs support in academic writing, and to what degree they need assistance. 

Holistic assessment practitioners utilize a number of methods to increase the validity and 

reliability of testing results. Some researchers such as Penny and colleagues (2000; Cherry & 

Meyer, 1993; Johnson, Penny, Fisher, & Kuhs, 2003; Johnson, Penny, Gordon, Shumate, & 

Fisher, 2005; White, 1984, 1993) suggest several methods for improving holistic ratings. By far, 

the two most common forms of improvement happen before the rating session occurs, in the 

form of rater training and the identification of exemplar papers for each level being rated for use 

as a part of rater training (also known as anchor papers). These suggestions are followed by the 

proposal to have more than one rater read each placement essays, and finally, to have a 

placement practice of score resolution. Score resolutions (also called score adjudications; 

Johnson, Penny, and Johnson, 2000; cited in Johnson et al., 2005) are methods of resolving 

differences in ratings given by different raters. Johnson and colleagues (2005) list four methods 

of score adjudications: tertium quid (Cherry & Meyer, 1993), expert judgment, parity, and 

discussion. 
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Tertium quid. The tertium quid model has two primary modes of producing a final 

placement. The first is to have an additional reader (often called an adjudicator) to the original 

two raters conduct a blind review of the passage in question. Then, a final placement score is 

calculated by summing or averaging the adjudicator’s score with the nearest rating to the 

adjudicator’s rating (e.g., Weigle, 1998, 1999). In another form of tertium quid, the adjudicator 

selects one of the original scores and doubles it to produce a final placement (e.g., Cherry & 

Meyer, 1993). Basically, the tertium quid method resolves scoring disputes by summing or 

averaging scores with the judgment of an adjudicator, who moderates the scores. 

The expert judgment model. In the expert judgment model, the resolution of scoring 

differences is very much like the tertium quid model in that the expert judgment model the 

adjudicator completes a blind review of the essay of dispute. The primary difference between 

these two modes of rating resolution is that the expert judgment model makes use of an 

adjudicator who is considered an expert rater, perhaps a rater who has much rating experience or 

someone who has proven their rating accuracy through rating reliability estimates (more on the 

topic of reliability in the sections that follow). What is different between the expert judgment 

model and the tertium quid model is that the expert judgment model’s adjudicated score is not 

averaged or summed; instead, it replaces all of the scores and becomes the final placement (e.g., 

Penny, 2003). 

 The parity model. The parity model of adjudication is similar to the prior models of 

score resolution as it integrates the judgment of an additional adjudicator; however, the weight is 

the same for all ratings in this model. This means that an average of all ratings is taken to make 

the final placement (e.g., Wolcott, 1998).  
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The discussion model. The discussion model of score resolution is the most interactive of 

the score resolution methods, and typically occurs when the raters’ scores very greatly (Johnson 

et al., 2005). In this model of scoring resolution, an oral exchange of ideas and rationales 

between raters occurs to decide the final placement of the passage in question. Underpinning this 

model is the notion that raters approach the essays with a collegial attitude and that no rater will 

dominate the negotiation of the mutually agreed upon score that is to be used as the final 

placement (ibid; Moss, 1994, 1996). The ELI writing placement practices utilize a combination 

of the parity model and the discussion model. 

 

Reliability and Validity 

 Two fundamental concepts, among others, in language testing are reliability and validity 

(Cherry & Meyer, 1993; Hamp-Lyons, 1991a; Henning, 1991). Traditionally speaking, and in 

the classical testing theory sense of things, reliability refers to how consistently a test measures a 

construct and Validity is concerned with how well a test measures what it claims to measure 

(Brown, 1996). However, contemporary validity and reliability theory emphasizes prioritizing 

and focusing on program uses to derive and check the validity and reliability of tests as they are 

applied to local contexts (Moss, 1994, 2004; Mislevy, 1994, 2004; Norris, 2004). 

A shift in meaning. As for the classical definition of reliability, it is broadly defined as 

the quantifying of the consistencies and the inconsistencies in examinees scores (see Brennan, 

2001 for a historical overview). Pamela Moss characterized the influence of classical definitions 

of reliability on education as “consistency, quantitatively defined, among independent 

observations or sets of observations that are intended as interchangeable” (1994, p. 6), and she 

noted further how this concept privileges certain testing practices over others (ibid, 2004). 
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Mislevy (1994) listed and defined four types of reliability to develop a sense of reliability, 

alternatively, as follows: (a) true score reliability, as classic test theorists would define 

reliability; (b) reproducibility, as seen in calculations of “proportions of agreement among raters, 

decision-consistency coefficients, and generalizability coefficients” (p. 6); (c) differential 

likelihood, as commonly seen in item response theory, and “where the relative likelihood of an 

observation under alternative ‘true states’ is the weight of evidence it provides for each” (p. 6); 

and (d) credibility, as found in “common parlance, where ‘reliability’ simply means the extent to 

which information can be trusted” (p. 8). Moss (2004) further illuminates the importance of 

“credibility,” as defined by Mislevy, to the programmatic level by noting “whenever we reason 

from evidence to inference, we engage in particular practices that can be located within 

particular theories of ‘credibility’” (p. 246).  

 As for validity, educational assessment practices have seen a shift in the meaning of this 

term over the past 50 years (see Moss, 1992 for a historical overview). History tells that in 

assessment practices, the conceptualization of validity was limited to the strict notions of 

criterion-, content-, and construct-validities, and these concepts of validity often ignored other 

relevant facets of the test process, such as the test takers and the use of test outcomes (Norris & 

Ortega, 2003). Taken together, it is important when discussing the validity and reliability of tests 

to gather suitable evidence and in various forms, among other considerations as attending to the 

purpose and use of the assessment, as well as the needs of stakeholders for the trustworthiness 

and credibility of evidence from which judgments are made (Mislevy, 2004). This means 

integrating multiple measures of checking a program’s decision-making process by marshalling 

evidence to evaluate the quality of assessment procedures.  
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Checking reliability. Traditional approaches to estimating the reliability of an objective 

test can take many forms (e.g., the repeated administration method, the equivalent forms method, 

the split-half method), but each of these faces challenges when applied to writing placement. 

Take the repeated administration, for example. This form of reliability estimate entails a prompt 

of similar difficulty be given for response by the same population of students, but only after the 

first test experience has been “forgotten”, so there is no practice effect boosting the students’ 

performance. This is not a practical way of identifying a writing test’s reliability. For example, 

replicating a test administration is very time consuming and certainly not cost effective if all of 

the papers are to rescored and placed again. Knowing the time constraints of teachers and 

programs, and the value of classroom content to the students, some programs utilize less time-

consuming and less expensive methods of checking the reliability of their writing placement 

tests, such as inter- and intra-rater reliability estimates, and rating agreement ratios.  

One way to cost-effectively evaluate the reliability of scores is to identify the inter-rater 

reliability (agreement with other raters), and another way is to calculate the intra-rater reliability 

(self-agreement across a number of samples) (Weigle, 2002). To check the rating behaviors of 

raters, at least two raters need to read and score the same essay (or, one essay read by the same 

rater at a different time), and then their scores are compared for consistency (or, similarity to 

prior readings). In some cases, programs use a comparison in the form of a statistical correlation, 

such as the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient (PPMC). This statistical measure 

estimates the equivalence of scores by calculating how closely ratings increase or decrease 

together. While this approach sounds straightforward, the PPMC is underpinned by the principles 

that the measured items are on an equal scale of difficulty, and classifications of those items 
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occur at an equal distance on an interval continuum (Brown, 1996). A practical example of an 

equal distance scale is a ruler, because every inch is equal in length.  

Some authors report that calculating intra-rater reliability with PPMC can be a useful 

measure to find if a rater is being consistent in rating papers, and calculating inter-rater reliability 

estimates with PPMC may identify to some degree if raters are consistently giving similar scores 

to the same writing sample (Hayes & Hatch, 1999). However other authors identify how the use 

of PPMC to calculate the reliability of performance tests can mask actual rating differences, as 

ratings that are compared by PPMC are done so in the relative fashion, rather than addressing the 

actual equivalency of ratings (Halleck, 1995, 1996; Kenyon & Tschirner, 2000; Norris, 2001; 

Thomson, 1995, 1996). Thus it can be said that when looking at rating behavior as a basis for 

scoring consistency, the focus of this paper, a potentially more effective and useful way to 

calculate inter-rater reliability is through scoring agreement.  

 Scoring agreement. Scoring agreement calculates the agreement of ratings by counting 

the number observed scores that match perfectly between raters (or, between raters and the final 

placements for finding the whole test reliability) divided by the total number of papers. Deciding 

which scores count as matching depends on the scoring system used. For example, if a program 

utilizes scoring augmentations, which is a system of scoring that creates a window around cut-

point scores by allowing raters to assign a plus or minus to a rating identifying the essay as on 

the border of a particular level (Penny, Johnson, & Gordon, 2000), the scores that surround a 

particular cut-point may be considered as matching since those points are normally less that one 

point away (Hayes & Hatch, 1999). Although the augmentation of scores with a plus or a minus 

may seem unnatural, the use of augmented ratings in holistic placement has been suggested as 
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good placement practice as it may improve the reliability of the placement procedures (Penny et 

al., 2000).  

Defining terms. In the writing assessment literature, these scores have specific names. 

The scores that surround the cut-point of a particular placement level are referred to as adjacent 

ratings. Scores that are given by a rater that match exactly to the placement are called exact 

ratings, and lastly there are ratings that are called distant ratings. Distant ratings are ratings that 

exist in a wholly different placement band. Therefore, exact ratings between two raters are 

ratings that identically match, adjacent ratings are ratings that are no more than one point apart 

on a given rating scale, and distant ratings are more than one point apart on a given rating scale. 

Finally, it is important to note that while adjacent ratings are necessarily augmented with a plus 

or a minus, if they are more than a single point away from the placement they are considered 

distant not adjacent. This means that the adjacency of a rating is subject to the distance between 

the ratings, not whether the rating has a plus or a minus.  

If investigating the inter-rater reliability estimates helps writing programs make 

judgments about the accuracy of the ratings made on placement essays, validity helps programs 

determine if the decisions they are making with the test scores are sound. A dialogue on validity 

is important here in light of the discussion on the importance of reliability. Since reliability can 

help a program identify to what degree their scoring method is accurate, some programs focus 

great attention to the pursuit of highly reliable testing practices. However, under certain 

circumstances, this practice might be a dangerous and irresponsible act. If, for example, a group 

of raters had a high inter-rater reliability in scoring essays, their ratings could be called 

consistent. What if all the raters were consistently harsh on the papers? Their inter-rater 

reliability, while potentially very high, will have come at the cost of validity (Hamp-Lyons & 
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Kroll, 1996; Weigle, 2003). This sort of situation calls into question the appropriateness of the 

placement, or what Smith (1993) calls the “adequacy of placement” (p. 141).  

An assortment of reasons, such as rater strictness and leniency, may be contributing to 

create construct irrelevant variance (CIV; Messick, 1993, 1996). Construct irrelevant variance 

for writing performance assessment can also include a range of other possibilities, such as hand-

writing effects (e.g., Daly & Dickson-Markman, 1982), rater fatigue (e.g., Penny, 2003), and 

essay length (e.g., Lumley, 2002), to name a few. If scores contain such CIV, the decisions made 

with those scores are not as valid as they could be, regardless of the level of reliability. 

According to Messik (1988), validity is “an overall evaluative judgment” (p. 33), which in an 

EAP context includes a judgment on the intentional and unintentional realities of placement 

score use and interpretation. Therefore if sources of CIV or malfunctions in procedural design 

are clouding the ELI placement data, every measure should be taken to ameliorate the placement 

procedures considering the uses of the placement data. 

 What is at stake? Specifically, the validity issue at stake here is related to the score use 

and interpretation of the writing portion of the ELI placement test; in other words, are the results 

of the writing placement test arrived at in a fair and trustworthy manner in relation to the score 

use? Under investigation, then, is the rating behavior of the writing placement process, because if 

the scores obtained from a given session are derived from ratings complicated by construct 

invalid variance, or if the scores are lacking in credibility (Mislevy, 1994), the question remains: 

Is the ELI giving justified placements to students who take their placement test?  

It is worthwhile to stop for a moment to better understand the rating terms discussed 

above before moving on to the writing placement procedures, the purpose of this study, and then 

the research questions. The ratings investigated in this study are from a seven-point rating system 
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designed to place students into three levels of placement, intermediate writing, advanced writing, 

and exempt from course writing course work. The seven-point scale in this study uses augmented 

ratings (pluses or minuses to exact-course ratings). The term exact-course rating is noted in 

Figure 1 by the ratings in bold italics. The exact-course rating is exactly that, a rating that places 

a writing sample squarely into a course, and not being indicated as a strong paper with a plus 

marking or a weaker paper with a minus marking. The augmented course-ratings can be found 

next to the exact-course ratings, and are easily identified by the presence either of a plus or 

minus. The total number of possible augmented ratings in this seven-point system is four, as 

there are three exact-course ratings. The four augmented ratings are most closely related to (they 

‘collapse’ to) the nearest exact-course rating. In this paper the term collapsing refers to the 

combination of augmented ratings (pluses and minuses) of the current seven-point system into a 

more straightforward three-point system where only exact-course ratings are used. A graphic 

may explain this concept more clearly; see Figure 1. 

 
Current seven-point rating system 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

       
       
       

 
 
        Collapsed rating 1 Collapsed rating 2    Collapsed rating 3 

Figure 1. Collapsing of seven-point ratings into three-point ratings 
Note. The numbers over each of the seven-point ratings were used as codes when coding the data from the master 
score sheet. 
 

About the context. Recall that this study only focused on graduate student placements 

because these placements are solely the responsibility of the ELI, whereas undergraduate 

placements are made with the help of external readers. In the ELI, there are three levels of 

placement for international graduate students. The highest level of placement is the Exempt 

ELI 73 ELI 73+ ELI 83- ELI 83 ELI 83+ Exempt- Exempt 

ELI 73 ELI 83 Exempt 
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category (which exempts a student from writing courses in the ELI), next is the middle 

placement ELI 83 (advanced writing), which leaves the lowest placement level ELI 73 

(intermediate writing). As mentioned, Exempt students are regarded as not needing extra support 

courses for academic English development, while students who place into the other two levels of 

ELI writing courses are deemed to need some support in there academic writing. In ELI 73, 

students work on fluency and learn to apply the different tasks that are associated with the 

writing process to various writing situations. According to ELI guidelines, at the completion of 

the course, “students should be aware of what academic writing involves, and even though most 

may not be fully prepared for independent general and discipline-specific academic writing, they 

should be prepared, in terms of written fluency, to handle the writing workload of undergraduate- 

or graduate-level courses” (ELI handbook, 2004). By the end of ELI 83, students will “be 

prepared for independent academic writing at the graduate level” (ibid).  

 

THE STUDY 

 

The noticing of a problem. To fully understand the research questions of this study, it is 

important to know the impetus for this study. The initial idea for this study came from the 

researcher’s experiences over five semesters of writing placement in the ELI: five semesters of a 

mixture of successful experiences rating papers that are placed with unanimous decisions, and 

less successful experiences where several papers were finally placed with extra adjudications by 

additional readers. The question of how many papers cannot be placed in the initial placement 

session came to mind when thinking of this evaluation of writing placement practice. Other 

questions about the use of augmented ratings on the current rating scale and how placement 
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practices take place in the ELI were generated in turn, as they may have implications for the 

reliability or credibility of the writing placement test.  

The purpose of this study. The current study, then, focuses on the nature of scores across 

rating sessions. It aims to shed light on the use of augmented ratings (plus and minus ratings) in 

current placement practices, the results of collapsing of the rating scale (see Figure 1) on actual 

placements, the reliability of raters, and the characteristics of additionally adjudicated essays. An 

understanding of these facets of the current placement practice will be invaluable to the ELI as 

they are ultimately responsible for the placement of students who take their test. Therefore, this 

study will enhance their current understanding of placement practices with regard to the 

consistencies and variations of augmented ratings and adjudicated placements. 

The research questions. The research questions addressed in this study were: 

1) How many essays needed additional adjudications? 

2) What differences exist, if any, between the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients 

and the inter-ratings agreement ratios for the ratings of the tests (for both the seven-point and 

collapsed three-point scales)? 

And, if the scores that surround a particular cut-point may be considered as a matched 

rating since those ratings are normally less that one point away (Hayes & Hatch, 1999):  

3) How does collapsing the current seven-point rating scale into a three-point rating scale affect 

final placements for papers? 

4) How many placements were made with augmented ratings only, and how will collapsing those 

ratings affect the placement decision? 

 
These questions all have practical applications in the writing placement procedures for 

the ELI. Knowing the number of papers that need further adjudications may have implications 
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for rater training. Research question two can help the ELI identify which way of communicating 

the reliability of their writing placement test best suits their writing placement practices. 

Research question three may aid in modifying existing rating practices to more clearly convey 

placements to teachers and students. Similarly, question four will help the ELI identify if the 

current seven-point rating scale is used efficiently, or if having seven ratings confounds the 

placement process.  

The writing placement test. The ratings under investigation in this study are from the 

writing placement portion of the English Language Institute placement test. The ELI placement 

test is designed to measure the academic English writing ability of international students who 

were accepted to UHM, but do not meet any of the exemption criteria of the ELI. The writing 

section of the ELI placement test takes approximately 45 minutes and consists of two prompts 

from which the examinees must select one topic to respond to with a passage written in an 

academic voice. For example, students may be asked to respond to a prompt similar to the 

following: “People of the world are concerned about environmental issues. Write about an 

environmental issue that you think is important and explain why.” 

 A brief history. Like many other placement tests, the ELI writing placement test has 

evolved over the years. In the past, the ELIPT writing placement was assessed with a strict 

analytic rubric and inter-rater reliability was frequently checked (personal communication, J.D. 

Brown, November, 2006). Over the years, this point-based rubric system gave way to a more 

holistic method of assessment. The ELI sought to design a holistic rubric (referred to in the ELI 

as “Hallmarks”, see appendix A) that describes what a particular level of ELI writing should look 

like. This Hallmark sheet supports the placement process, but is used only as a guide rather than 

a strict ruler to judge essays. The Hallmark sheet of the ELI differs from popular rubrics, like the 
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ESL Composition Profile offered by Jacobs and colleagues (1981), in that there are no points (or 

priorities) given on the Hallmark sheet. Thus, course placements in the ELI are made with the 

qualities of a paper consider holistically, which is in line with White (1984, 1993), who 

suggested that reading holistically is a natural process that may lead to more reliable scoring.  

 

Description of Writing Placement Procedures 

The raters. Graduate assistants who assess the placement essays work in the ELI, and 

therefore are familiar with the population of students being placed. The number of raters per 

rating session varies, but the average rating session involves a total of approximately six raters. 

There are generally three placement tests administered in a given term, and raters participate 

differently. Some raters play a role in writing placement duties multiple times and others 

participate only once. In all, the average number of raters used in one semester’s ratings is 

around twelve to fifteen raters. It is not always possible to place writing instructors (or veteran 

raters) on writing placement duties, as the ELI has a high turnover rate due to the raters’ 

graduation from their program of study. In fact, a veteran rater may have participated in three 

semesters of writing placement duties, or perhaps multiple times in a single term, while other 

raters will experience the rating procedures for the first and perhaps last time in a single 

semester.  

The induction process. A brief rater induction process takes place before each rating 

session. The table leader, who is usually the curriculum coordinator or writing lead teacher, 

conducts the induction of the raters. A short description of the rating induction process is as 

follows. The Hallmark sheets are distributed and raters are asked to read over the categories and 

become familiar with the classification of ELI 73 and ELI 83 papers. Then, exemplar papers of 
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each of the placement levels (ELI 73, ELI 83, and Exempt) are placed on the table and the group 

of raters read over several papers that represent the course levels. Individuals clarify any 

misunderstanding of the Hallmark sheet, or placements that may seem unclear by consulting with 

the table leader or with other experienced raters. This process takes approximately 45 minutes.  

 The reading process. This process requires the majority of the time and effort of the 

placement process. It consists of a rater selecting a paper from a stack of essays located in the 

middle of the table, reading and scoring the essay (there is no time limit to read the essays), and 

then returning the paper to a separate pile in the middle of the table for a second reader to select. 

After the second reader finishes the paper, it is placed into the third reader pile. Three raters must 

rate each paper, and on average, each rater scores about five to seven papers in a given session. 

There is no pattern to the reading of the essays, and the papers are selected in random fashion. 

This means that the first reader of one paper may well be the third reader of another paper, or the 

second reader on a different essay. 

 The scoring process. Each reader records all ratings on a personal scoring sheet, and 

other readers do not have access to other raters’ score sheets. Each rater gives one rating per 

paper, but in the event that a rater believes a paper may meet a few criteria of one level of the 

Hallmark sheet (say, ELI 73) and some other criteria on another level (say, ELI 83), a rater may 

give a “split-placement”. This means a rater judges a paper to be on the border of both 

categories, in this case ELI 73 and ELI 83, and can give an augmented rating of either ELI 73+ 

or ELI 83- depending on the paper’s global feel. After all the papers have been read by at least 

three raters, the rating portion of the procedure is complete and the score reporting session 

begins. 
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The score reporting process. Subsequent to the scoring, the placements are reported 

orally to the table leader who marks the reported ratings on a master sheet. This score reporting 

process is the first stage of the ratings reporting process, and this point in the writing placement 

process will be referred to as the initial stage. This is because at this point in the placement 

process, every paper has been initially placed; however, the agreement of ratings is yet to be 

determined. To determine if raters agree on placement, the table leader calls out a paper number 

and raters who read that paper announce their ratings. Where all three raters agree, there is an 

agreed placement and the table leader calls out the next paper number. For the remainder of this 

study, these papers that are placed in the initial stage with the agreed ratings of only three raters 

are referred to as Successful Initial Placement Essays (or, SIPE). However, as discussed before, 

there is room for raters to give middle of the road placements by using augmented ratings such as 

adding a plus or a minus to their score. In some of these cases, the raters will not agree initially 

on the level of placement and the discussion model of adjudication ensues amongst the raters, 

with the table leader facilitating the dialogue. If the three raters can come to a conclusion the 

paper is placed and it becomes a SIPE, as the discussion mode of adjudication is still in the initial 

stage. If the three raters cannot come to a consensus, the paper moves to another stage of 

placement for additional adjudication. This additional adjudication stage calls for a fourth reader 

(normally in the room) to rate the essay in question. In some cases the name of the fourth reader 

is clearly noted on the master score sheet, and in other cases it is not. Sometimes there is a 

column on the master score sheet that lists all of the additionally adjudicated ratings, but not 

which was fourth or fifth.  

In the rare event there is still no agreement after a fourth reader rates the essay, the ELI 

director reads the paper and scores the essay according to the Hallmark sheet. This fifth reader 
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considers the other placements after reading the passage in question, so the existing ratings do 

not influence the final placement. These papers that require additional adjudications are called 

Additionally Adjudicated Placement Essays (AAPE). The combined method of using pluses and 

minuses with ratings and using discussions to resolve scoring conflicts has been shown to 

potentially improve reliability of holistic rating placements (Homburg, 1984; Penny et al, 2000, 

White, 1984). Thus, the ELI placement procedures seem to be consonant with research that 

focuses on successful holistic placement practices.  

 

METHOD 

 

Data organization. The data analyzed were ratings given for graduate student essays 

written for the ELIPT as administered in two recent fall semesters (Fall A and Fall B). Two fall 

terms were selected so the diversity in students’ program or major and number of students would 

be roughly the same.  

This data was then transferred from the hand-written master score sheets into Microsoft 

Excel for tabulations. Each session of rating has one master sheet, and each semester has 

approximately four rating sessions, so approximately eight master sheets were coded and 

inputted into a spreadsheet. After transferring all of the data from the master sheets to the excel 

spreadsheet, student test ID numbers were replaced with the generic term Paper and a number, 

like “Paper 1.” The ratings on the master sheet were recorded using the initials of the raters. So, 

for each session inputted from the master sheet, these identifying initials were replaced with the 

generic term Rating and a number, like “Rating 1.” A depiction showing how these ratings were 
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recorded on the master sheet and then transcribed into the excel spreadsheet can be seen in 

Figure 2. 

In this study, the data sets are referred to by collective terms. For example, all student 

essays have been labeled, Paper 1, Paper 2, and so forth. Note that while there are overlaps in 

some of the paper numbers between the two terms under exploration, none of the papers was 

written by same student. Thus Paper 23 in Fall A is not the same as Paper 23 in Fall B. In terms 

of ratings, the expressions Rating 1, Rating 2, Rating 3, Rating 4, and Rating 5 have been used to 

describe an individual rater’s score for a given student’s essay. Note that all ratings listed under 

an inclusive label, such as “Rating 3” are not from the same reader. This is primarily because no 

rater reads all of the passages, but all of the passages received a minimum of three ratings.  

 

Figure 2. Transfer of master score sheet into spreadsheet. 
 

 Raters  
Student ID UR RK  IM DK JP 

123456 2  1 3  
234567  3 4 4 1 
345678 4 4   4 
456789   4 5 4 

 
 
 

 Rating # 
Paper # Rating1 Rating 2 Rating 3 Rating 4 Rating 5 

1 2 1 3   
2 3 4 4 1  
3 4 4 4   
4 4 5 4   

 
 
Note: see top of Figure 1 for codings used. 

 

Condenses into Excel 

 
Master score 

 sheet 
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As can been seen in Figure 2, ratings from three different raters are in the “Rating 1” 

category. This means that the ratings in these data sets were condensed into columns of ratings, 

and not all ratings belong to the same reader in each column of Ratings.  

As this project looked at what occurs in normal rating sessions, not all ratings were 

transferred from the master score sheet. Certain essays that were not placed into ELI courses 

with three or more raters were discarded. Initial analysis revealed six essay placements on the 

master score sheet that did not list a complete record of all ratings, and those six essays were 

discarded as they were identified as irregular cases having only two ratings. The exact reason for 

these essays only having two ratings is not known, but it is possible that these essays were 

written by students who came to UHM after the academic had begun and the scoring process was 

conducted by the administration because of time constraints. 

The number of additionally adjudicated essays. To find out how many papers needed 

further adjudications, papers with more than three ratings were identified with Excel’s 

conditional format function, and tallies from each of the fall terms were counted, and an average 

per placement was determined by dividing by the total number of essays per term. 

Pearson’s correlation coefficients and inter-ratings agreement ratios. Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficients and inter-rating agreement ratios were calculated in Excel. The 

correlations were calculated for each set of data using the “correl” formula available in Excel, the 

agreement ratios were calculated with the “countif” formula to count the number of agreements 

with other ratings on the same essay, and that sum of the agreement tally produced with the 

“countif” formula was divided by the number of essays. These calculations were done once on 

both sets of data to calculate the PPMC and rating agreement ratio for the seven-point rating 

scale and the three-point rating scale. The three-point scale was created by the find and replace 



 -28- 

function in Excel. First, all codings of the seven-point scale (see Figure 1) were replaced starting 

from “2”, which was replaced with “1” (this collapses the ELI 73 course ratings). Next was “3”, 

“4”, and “5” which were replaced with the number “2” (to round off the ELI 83 course ratings). 

Finally the Exempt categories “6” and “7” were replaced with the number “3”. 

At this point in the analyses there were two sets of ratings for each of Fall A and Fall B, 

one set of ratings using the original seven-point scale and another set of data was the seven-point 

scale converted into a three-point scale, as described above. For each of these four sets of ratings, 

calculations for the PPMC and rating agreement ratio were conducted. The PPMC and the rating 

agreement ration was calculated for, the ratings given in the initial placement session (i.e., all 

ratings in initial placement session regardless if a paper needed extra adjudication), all of the 

essays that were successfully placed in the initial placement session (i.e., SIPE papers), and all of 

the ratings for the additionally adjudicated essays (i.e., AAPE papers).  

First, the PPMC and the agreement ratios were calculated for all ratings in the seven-

point scale format and the three-point format from the initial stage of the placement session to 

find out what the reliabilities and agreement ratios were in the first instance of the writing 

placement procedures. Then calculations were done for SIPE essays (i.e., additionally 

adjudicated essays were excluded from this calculation). The ratings for these essays were easily 

located as they were previously identified and sorted when the question of how many papers 

needed additional adjudications was answered. Thus, both the ratings for SIPE essays and the 

ratings for the AAPE essays were performed to note any differences in the reliability estimates 

and agreement ratios. 

Finally, the PPMC and agreement ratios for the whole test were calculated for both terms 

and for both rating scales (seven-point and three-point). The seven-point and three-point ratings 
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for all raters were calculated against the final placement to find the correlations and agreement 

ratios for the whole test by lining up all of the ratings into one column in Excel and juxtaposing 

that column with the final placements. 

Collapsing the rating scale. To find out if converting the seven-point scale into a three-

point scale would change the final placements, the researcher converted all the seven-point 

ratings into three-point ratings using the find replace function of Excel. Then the mode of each 

essay was calculated. All of the ratings were analyzed, and the results were separated into two 

new groups, SIPE essays and AAPE essays from the collapsed scale. 

Augmented ratings (pluses and minuses) only. With the use of augmented ratings in the 

placement process, the researcher sought to identify if there were any papers that were placed 

solely on augmented ratings. To do this, the researcher used the conditional formatting function 

in the Excel spreadsheet to highlight any essays that contained only augmented ratings in the 

seven-point rating system, since the three-point rating system did not use augmented ratings. 

This procedure was performed on both Fall A and Fall B, with a small number of essays in each 

term being identified. These essays were extracted and their placements were then converted into 

the three-point scale using the find/replace function in Excel. The mode ratings were identified 

for the three-point scale and placement comparisons were made with the original placements. 

 

RESULTS 
 

 Additionally adjudicated essays (AAPE). A description of the number of ratings needed 

to place papers in each fall term can be seen in Table 1. For Fall A, 17 essays (or, 28%) needed 

further adjudication and were deemed AAPE essays; in Fall B 29 essays (or, 41%) were judged 

as AAPE essays and required additional readings. In sum, roughly 35% (or, 46 essays) of the 131 
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papers for both Fall terms needed extra adjudication by going to a fourth rater and in come cases 

a fifth rater. Table 1 shows a detailed breakdown of rating activity for both terms. Forty-three 

(or, 72%) were placed as SIPE essays in Fall A, and in Fall B, 48 (68%) were rated as SIPE 

essays. On average, the number of SIPE essays was 70%. 

 

Table 1 
Tallies of Essays Read by Number of Raters 

  

 Placed by 
3 raters 
SIPE  

Placed by 
4 raters 
AAPE  

Placed by 
5 raters 
AAPE 

 
Total 
essays  

 
E %  E %  E % 

Fall A 60  43 72  16 27  1 2 
Fall B 71  48 68  23 32  6 8 
Mean 65.5  45.5 70  19.0 30  3.5 5 
Total 131  91   39   7  
Note. E indicates number of essays. 
 

 Correlations and rating agreements. The outcomes of calculating the PPMC and the 

ratings ratio agreement can been seen in Table 2 through Table 7 for both the current seven-point 

rating system, and the collapsed three-point rating system. Table 2 and Table 3 show the results 

for all of the ratings in the initial rating session, which means all of the first three ratings offered 

in the score reporting session of the writing placement procedures are calculated here. 

Furthermore, note that the additionally adjudicated ratings of the fourth and fifth readers are not 

in this sample, while the first three rating are included. Recall that this procedure was undertaken 

to identify the rating agreements of the initial rating session, so the additionally adjudicated 

ratings of the fourth and fifth raters are purposefully left out of these calculations.  

Looking first at the Pearson correlations, the reliability estimates are slightly higher for 

the seven-point rating scale, and range from a low r = .30 in the Fall B term, to a high in the Fall 

A term of r = .62. In terms of the collapsed three-point rating scale, the Fall A correlations are 
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huddled around the low .50s, and for Fall B the correlations are similar to the seven-point scale 

with the low of r = .30. Clearly the ratings in the Ratings 3 column (note that Ratings are 

indicated by the letter “R” in the Tables that follow) correlated much lower to the ratings in the 

Ratings 1 column for Fall B, meaning that these ratings do not show a strong relationship in 

rating patterns.  

 As for the ratings agreement ratio, the numbers are distinct from the PPMC in that the 

rating agreement ratios show much higher values for the three-point rating scale than the values 

of the seven-point rating scale. The rating agreement ratios also show a stark difference from the 

PPMC figures, especially for the Fall A collapsed ratings. Additionally, for Fall B, the low 

correlation between R1 and R3 noted above show a ratings agreement on the collapsed scale of 

48%, indicating that for nearly one-half of the ratings those two raters exactly agreed on 

placements, which was not possible to observe in the correlation coefficient alone.  

 
Table 2 
Pearson Correlations for 7-point and Collapsed Scale for All Ratings in Initial Rating Session 
 Fall A  Fall B 
 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3 
R1 - 0.62 0.56  - 0.52 0.30 
R2 0.52 - 0.55  0.50 - 0.53 
R3 0.50 0.52 -  0.30 0.51 - 
Note. Correlations above the diagonal are for 7-point ratings and correlations below are for collapsed ratings 
R denotes “Ratings” from the spreadsheet headers, “Rating 1” 
 

Table 3 
Ratings Agreement Ratio for 7-point and Collapsed Scale For All Ratings in Initial Rating 
Session 
 Fall A  Fall B 
 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3 
R1 - 27% 33%  - 31% 28% 
R2 67% - 40%  59% - 34% 
R3 60% 60% -  48% 58% - 

Note. Percentages above the diagonal are for 7-point ratings and percentages below are for collapsed ratings 
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 Tables 4 and 5 show the calculations for the SIPE essays, which are essays that were read 

and placed into courses with three raters agreeing at the initial stage of the placement process. 

These ratings have a predictably higher correlation than the full data in Table 2 and Table 3, as 

these essays did not require additional adjudications. The figures in Tables 4 and 5 are slightly 

different in some cases and markedly different in others. The numbers for the collapsed ratings in 

Fall B are virtually the same as the correlations for the same term. However for the collapsed ratings 

in Fall A, the agreement is much higher than the PPMC for the collapsed ratings of the same term. 

More specifically, the ratings agreement ratio for the collapsed scale shows R1 and R3 agree 65% of 

the time, where the correlations for the same pair imply a weak correlation of ratings. This means 

that these ratings low correlation of r = .46 does not accurately represent the high ratio of agreed 

ratings as shown by the exact ratings agreement of 65%. 

Table 4 
Pearson Correlations for 7-point and Collapsed Scale for SIPE Essays 
 Fall A  Fall B 
 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3 
R1 - 0.68 0.66  - 0.69 0.45 
R2 0.54 - 0.50  0.68 - 0.65 
R3 0.56 0.46 -  0.51 0.65 - 
Note. Correlations above the diagonal are for 7-point ratings and correlations below are for collapsed ratings 
 

Table 5 
Ratings Agreement Ratios for 7-point and Collapsed Scale For SIPE essays 
 Fall A  Fall B 
 R1 R2 R3  R1 R2 R3 
R1 - 28% 37%  - 41% 31% 
R2 67% - 42%  65% - 41% 
R3 67% 65% -  55% 65% - 

Note. Percentages above the diagonal are for 7-point ratings and percentages below are for collapsed ratings 
 

In Table 6 and Table 7, the number of Rating categories increased because the number of 

raters increased. These two Tables address the AAPE’s (additionally adjudicated placement 

essays) correlations and ratings agreements. Unique to these Tables is the presence of negative 
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correlations. Thus far, the correlations were all positive, ranging between r = .30 in Table 2 for 

the correlation of R1 and R3 on the seven-point scale, to r = .69 on the seven-point scale of 

Table 4 between R1 and R2. In Table 6 there are four negative correlations: r = -.12, -.11, -.10, 

and -.09. The rating agreement ratios found in Table 7 provide a little more insight into the 

ratings behavior, with agreement ratios ranging from 10% to 43%. 

 

Table 6 
Pearson Correlations for 7-point and Collapsed Scale For AAPE essays 
 Fall A  Fall B 
 R1 R2 R3 R4  R1 R2 R3 R4 
R1 - 0.49 0.37 0.28  - -0.11 -0.09 0.37 
R2 0.48 - 0.61 0.41  -0.12 - 0.18 0.33 
R3 0.45 0.54 - 0.55  -0.10 0.16 - 0.52 
R4 0.33 0.38 0.50 -  0.57 0.05 0.35 - 

Note. Correlations above the diagonal are for 7-point ratings and correlations below are for collapsed ratings 
 

Table 7 
Ratings Agreement Ratios for 7-point and Collapsed Scale For AAPE essays 
 Fall A  Fall B 
 R1 R2 R3 R4  R1 R2 R3 R4 
R1 - 24% 24% 6%  - 10% 24% 33% 
R2 65% - 35% 29%  43% - 19% 33% 
R3 41% 47% - 29%  33% 43% - 24% 
R4 35% 41% 47% -  62% 57% 48% - 

Note. Percentages above the diagonal are for 7-point ratings and percentages below are for collapsed ratings 
 

Displayed in Table 8 are the ratings agreement ratios and PPMC calculated across all 

raters and for all of the placement test ratings (SIPE and AAPE essays together), and the SIPE 

only placements for both the seven-point and three-point scales. On the three-point scale, the 

agreement ratio figures suggest that the ELI test was on average at least moderately reliable as a 

whole (76.5%) and respectably reliable (83.0%) when problematic papers are taken out (i.e., 

AAPE essays). For the seven-point scale, the agreement ratios were significantly smaller that the 
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three-point scale but similar across both semesters with a range of 49% to 50%. The PPMC 

results show a similar range of reliability for the three-point and seven-point scales with a range 

of r = .68 to r = .81.  

Notably, the correlations for SIPE & AAPE essays and the SIPE only essays are almost 

identical across the rating scales, indicating there is no discernable difference between the two 

rating systems when using PPMC as a reliability estimate. This means that rating patterns 

correlate in similar ways to the final placements regardless of the rating scale used. When using 

the rating agreement ratio, however, there is a very clear difference between the seven-point and 

three-point scales for both the SIPE & AAPE set of essays and when the SIPE essays are 

analyzed alone. The presence of this difference shows a sensitivity to the equivalency of a rating 

against placements that the PPMC cannot demonstrate, which can be seen in drastically lower 

agreement ratios than PPMC coefficients for the seven-point scales.  

 
Table 8 
Ratings Agreement Ratios and Correlations for All Ratings (SIPE and AAPE Essays Together) 
and SIPE Ratings Only for the Whole Test 
 Fall A  Fall B 

SIPE and AAPE  SIPE only  SIPE and AAPE  SIPE only 
scale correl agree  correl agree  correl agree  correl agree 
7-point 0.71 49%  0.75 49%  0.73 50%  0.80 49% 
3-point 0.68 77%  0.73 84%  0.72 76%  0.81 82% 

Note. “correl” indicates Pearson’s correlation coefficient and “agree” signifies agreement ratio 
 

Placement and the collapsed (three-point) rating scale. For the placement of essays, it is 

important to remember that there are two kinds of placement papers, the SIPE essay and the 

AAPE essay. The SIPE essay is an essay that was successfully placed in the initial stage of the 

scoring session of the placement process, which is to say that SIPE essay did not need extra 

adjudicating. The AAPE essays, one the other hand, required extra adjudications, as they could 

not be placed in the initial stage of the placement session.  
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The three-point rating conversion yielded the same final placements as the seven-point 

scale for SIPE essays, when the mode of ratings was chosen. Further, the collapsed scale 

produced nearly the same results as the seven-point scale for AAPE essays (essays that needed 

extra adjudications), but it was not possible to select the mode of the converted placements as 

there was a 50% split for five of the AAPE essays that were read by four raters.  

To demonstrate, examples from the original data were extracted to show what exactly 

happens to the original seven-point ratings for essays that are collapsed into a three-point rating 

scale for placement. Table 9 is a representation of Fall A ratings and Table 4 is an illustration of 

Fall B. Both Tables 9 and 10 show that placements from ratings with the seven-point system do 

not change when converted into the three-point ratings and the modal score is taken.  

For example, Paper 13 in Table 9 shows that a paper with two 83 placements is placed 

into ELI 83. This example is true for other papers in different terms such as Paper 29 in Table 9, 

as well as different Paper 29 in Table 10. For papers rated as mostly ELI 73 (such as Paper 52 in 

Table 9 and Paper 10 in Table 10), they followed a similar pattern too. In other words, the papers 

in Tables 9 and 10 were pulled into placement by majority ratings. This pattern was also true for 

papers that had mostly Exempt ratings, as is the case with Paper 62 in Table 10.  

In the end, no final placements for the 91 SIPE essays (see Appendix B for all ratings and 

placements) changed when the augmented ratings of the seven-point scale were collapsed into a 

three-point scale and the mode was taken as the placement. 
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Table 9 
Comparison of 7-point Ratings Converted into Collapsed Ratings for Fall A 
  Paper 13  Paper 29  Paper 52 

  7-point Collapsed  7-point Collapsed  7-point Collapsed 

Rater 1 ELI 83 ELI 83  ELI 83- ELI 83  ELI 83- ELI 83 
Rater 2 ELI 83+ ELI 83  ELI 83+ ELI 83  ELI 73+ ELI 73 
Rater 3 Exempt- Exempt  ELI 73+ ELI 73  ELI 73 ELI 73 
Placement ELI 83 ELI 83   ELI 83 ELI 83   ELI 73 ELI 73 

 

Table 10 
Comparison of 7-point Ratings Converted into Collapsed Ratings for Fall B 
  Paper 29  Paper 62  Paper 10 
  7-point Collapsed  7-point Collapsed  7-point Collapsed 
Rater 1 ELI 83+ ELI 83  Exempt- Exempt  ELI 73 ELI 73 
Rater 2 Exempt- Exempt  Exempt Exempt  ELI 73+ ELI 73 
Rater 3 ELI 83 ELI 83  ELI 83+ ELI 83  ELI 83- ELI 83 
Placement ELI 83 ELI 83   Exempt Exempt   ELI 73 ELI 73 
Note. Paper 29 in this Table is different from Paper 29 in Table 9. 
 

Final placements made by augmented ratings (pluses and minuses) only. There were a 

total of seven papers of the 131 essays across both terms that were placed with the use of 

augmented ratings only. Table 11 details the ratings of the three papers from Fall A, and Table 

12 shows the information on four papers that were placed with only augmented ratings in Fall B. 

Table 11 shows that collapsing the seven-point ratings into the three-point system yielded 

exactly the same placements. This was also true for the four papers of Fall B that were placed 

solely by adjudicated placements, as seen in Table 11. 

  

Table 11 
Papers Placed by Augmented Ratings Only for Fall A 
 Paper 33  Paper 36  Paper 64 
  7-point Collapsed  7-point Collapsed  7-point Collapsed 
Rater 1 ELI 83- ELI 83  ELI 83- ELI 83  ELI 83+ ELI 83 
Rater 2 ELI 83+ ELI 83  ELI 83- ELI 83  ELI 83+ ELI 83 
Rater 3 ELI 73+ ELI 73  ELI 83- ELI 83  ELI 83- ELI 83 
Placement ELI 83 ELI 83  ELI 83 ELI 83  ELI 83 ELI 83 
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 In Table 12, each of the four papers is distinct in the ratings given. First, Paper 18 is 

unique, as five readers read it and none could agree on classification of this paper into any of the 

three levels of writing. Additionally, Paper 18 has placements from both ends of the adjudication 

spectrum (i.e., ELI 73+ and Exempt-). Moreover, Paper 18 was placed into ELI 83, for which it 

did not receive any ratings. Paper 71 also received ratings from opposite ends of the rating 

continuum (and from four raters), but this paper placed out of ELI with a modal rating of three 

Exempt- ratings. Paper 38 received both ELI 83+ and ELI 83-, indicating that for one rater the 

paper represented a weak ELI 83 paper, and for the other rater, the paper represented an excellent 

ELI 83 paper. In the end, this paper was deemed to need ELI 83 support. Two raters rated paper 

69 as a weak ELI 83 paper, and another rater felt that the paper might be one worth exempting. 

This paper’s final placement was also ELI 83.  

 
Table 12 
Papers Placed by Augmented Ratings Only for Fall B 
 Paper 18  Paper 71  Paper 38  Paper 69 
 7-point Collapsed  7-point Collapsed  7-point Collapsed  7-point Collapsed 
Rater 1 Exempt- Exempt  Exempt- Exempt  ELI 83- ELI 83  Exempt- Exempt 
Rater 2 ELI 73+ ELI 73  ELI 73+ ELI 73  ELI 83- ELI 83  ELI 83- ELI 83 
Rater 3 ELI 73+ ELI 73  Exempt- Exempt  ELI 83+ ELI 83  ELI 83- ELI 83 
Rater 4 Exempt- Exempt  Exempt- Exempt       
Rater 5 ELI 73+ ELI 73           
Placement ELI 83 ELI 73mp  Exempt Exempt  ELI 83 ELI 83  ELI 83 ELI 83 
Note. mp indicates misplacement 
 

DISCUSSION 

 

RQ1: How many essays needed additional adjudications? 

There were 46 essays from across the two terms that were placed by additional 

adjudications. This means that of the 131 papers, approximately 35% of the essays needed 
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further adjudications. This finding could be interpreted as a disturbingly high percentage of raters 

who cannot come to an agreement on placement, perhaps for their convictions, or perhaps 

because they are being inconsistent in applying the hallmarks. Such an interpretation should be 

made with caution, however. Making claims about the ease of ratings on an essay that needs 

additional adjudications can be a tricky slope to climb. As mentioned above, in the rating 

procedures, the order of the raters is random and the master score sheet has no intended ordering, 

so there is no way to tell on the master sheet who the fourth rater is. In some cases, there was an 

indication made on the master sheet but this was more the exception than the rule. Knowing 

whose rating was the fourth rating could help define the influence of the fourth (or, fifth) rater. 

For example, it could identify if the fourth reader is acting like an ultimate decision maker, as an 

expert reader. This is not a rare practice in holistic ratings (Cherry & Meyer, 1993), but it does 

not seem to be the standard by which placements are made in the ELI. Also, it is not clear on the 

master score sheets if the fourth or fifth rater was present in the room at the time of the initial 

discussion for scoring resolution. If the fourth rater was in the room, that rater’s perspective may 

be colored by the scoring resolution discussion. A closer look at the original placements show 

that at least two essays went to further adjudications and were placed without a final decision 

being made by exact placement (see Papers 18 and 71, in Table 13). Both of these papers were 

placed into a writing course by ratings that used pluses and minuses, which is to say that no rater 

categorized those papers squarely into a course level. The mystery of these placements makes for 

a good transition to the next research question. 
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RQ2: What differences exist, if any, between the Pearson’s correlation coefficients and the 
inter-ratings agreement ratios for the ratings of the tests? 
 

As other authors have pointed out, the use of the PPMC to calculate the reliability of 

performance tests can mask actual rating differences (Halleck, 1995, 1996; Kenyon & Tschirner, 

2000; Norris, 2001; Thomson, 1995, 1996). The findings from the current study also indicated 

that a masking of relationships, and an over estimate of ratings on the seven-point scale, were 

particularly clear when using the PPMC (as reflected in Tables 7 and 8). The ratings in these two 

tables were for AAPE essays, and in Fall B very weak and negative correlations resulted from 

the PPMC. This pattern was a result of the weak relative relationship in rating patterns between 

raters, not their actual use of the scoring method. The ratings agreement ratio showed how a 

correlation of r = -.09 on the seven-point scale was actually a 10% agreement ratio between the 

two raters. While this level of rating agreement is not grand by any means, it is may be more 

useful information to a program looking to make improvements on rating practices by giving the 

equivalency of ratings. Knowing percent of exact rating agreement could help a program design 

better rater training, for example. 

 Additionally, the ratings agreement showed a 43% agreement ratio on the three-point 

rating scale, where PPMC was r = -.12. Certainly there is a glaring difference in communicating 

these results to raters, and perhaps to outside administrators or others interested in the reliability 

of the rating process. Clearly, stating that a pair of raters for the writing placement test has a 

correlation of r = -.12, is not nearly as telling or informative as stating that a pair of raters have 

an agreement ratio of 43%, which is a statement that actually addresses the equivalency of 

ratings not rater patterns. 

On the whole, based on overall agreement ratios, the ELI writing placement test was 

found at least moderately reliable (76.5% agreement) and respectably reliable (83.0% agreement) 
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when AAPE papers were removed (see Table 9). These respectable numbers are no doubt a 

result of good basic holistic placement practice (as defined by, Homburg, 1984; Penny et al, 

2000, White, 1984), but it is also likely that these numbers could improve. In fact, as far as this 

researcher is concerned, there does seem to be a fair amount of irrelevant variance involved in 

the process of writing placement . One potential source of such CIV could be the oral reporting 

stage of the rating process. Thus, if a rater who is an experienced writing teacher is particularly 

persuasive with reasons for why a passage should be in a certain class, it is possible that other 

raters (some of whom do not teach writing) may feel intimidated to counter that rater’s 

conviction. Another potential (and likely) source could be the Hallmark sheet. Although reading 

exemplar essays are a part of the rater induction process, in the end, the perceptions of the 

Hallmarks are internally derived. Each rater may read the same exemplar papers, but it is 

possible that each of the raters arrived at different conclusions for why that particular paper is an 

exemplar of a certain level. 

 
RQ3: How does collapsing the current seven-point rating scale into a three-point rating scale 
affect final placements for papers? 
 

Overall, there was virtually no change in the placements of the 131 essays due to 

collapsing the seven-point scale to a three-point scale, particularly with SIPE essays. Using the 

three-point rating scale, there were two counts of misplacements from all of the 131 essays, and 

one of those misplacements was not predictable with either scale (see Paper 18, Table 13). The 

other paper was not used as an example here, but is Paper 35 from Fall B (see appendix B for a 

complete list of ratings). It does seem that the use of the three-point scale instead of the seven-

point scale may make clear the placements of papers that needed extra adjudications. Since there 

is a score resolution between raters who disagree, it also seems that not much will be lost in the 
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way of rater agency in the placement process. An additional benefit to using the three-point 

system could be that it may make clearer the rating behaviors of raters through inter-ratings 

agreement calculations. 

 
RQ4: How many placements were made with augmented ratings only, and how will collapsing 
those ratings affect the placement? 
 

Among the 131 essays there were a total of seven that were placed with ratings that were 

only on the borders of courses. Only one paper was placed differently when the three-point 

method was used instead of the seven-point method. As discussed, the primary method of 

selecting the course was by choosing the modal rating of the scoring distribution. However, if the 

mode of the distribution of scores was a score that used a plus or a minus, the valence of the 

nearest rating without a plus or minus was taken. This approach was the typical way of deciding 

the final course placement for all AAPE or SIPE essays. The one exception was the case of Paper 

18 from Fall B. This paper’s placement seemed to suggest that taking the mean of the placement 

scores would determine the final placement. If this is the method of calculation, then it should be 

consistently used across all the papers. For example, if a paper received an ELI 73+, an Exempt-, 

and an ELI 83, the scores could be changed into point scores (see Figure 1) and a total could be 

derived (in this case a 12). Dividing this sum by three raters produces a value of four. This places 

the student into ELI 83, and there will be no need for further adjudications. However, this 

method can leave an administrator with no answer if the averaged sum of the ratings places a 

student between levels (Smith, 1993). If the mode of the distribution of scores is the primary 

method, it should be used consistently. 
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CONCLUSION 
 

In this study, the ratings of international graduate students’ writing placement essays for 

two recent fall semesters were examined in order to understand the potential benefits of using 

rating agreement ratios as a way of identifying rating equivalency, and to see if there are 

potential pitfalls to collapsing the writing placement rating scale from a seven-point scale to a 

three-point scale. The findings of this study should be considered in light of the high turnover in 

raters (leading to a limited numbers of writing teachers or expert raters at placement sessions). 

Further, though it seems there would be little harm in collapsing the current seven-point system 

into a solid three-point system, this suggestion should be considered with caution. However, the 

question that remains is how valid the ELI placements will be if they are based on scores that 

seem to be arrived at somewhat unsystematically. Certainly there are ways for the ELI to 

improve their writing placement practices, in light of the current findings. Following are a few 

recommendations. 

Recommendation 1. Considering the above discussion on the value of calculating inter-

rater reliability to the trustworthiness and credibility of evidence from which decisions are made, 

it is recommended that the inter-ratings agreement ratio be used to calculate inter-rater reliability 

for the writing placement test. Particularly in light of the fact that other reliability estimates, such 

as PPMC, can easily disguise distinct rating differences between raters by indicating strong 

correlations in the patterns of scoring. Therefore, in order to check the true equivalency of 

ratings given to writing sample, the ELI should calculate rating agreement ratios for inter-rater 

reliability.  

Recommendation 2. Rater training is an integral facet of writing placement procedures. 

Considering the discussion above on the internally derived meanings for the Hallmarks, it is 
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suggested that a discussion be included on why those exemplar papers are indeed illustrations of 

particular levels. A short description of how each section of the Hallmark sheet is matched by the 

exemplar paper would be a mainstay of such a training session. For some categories, such as the 

Exempt category, it may be tough to find a perfect match because of the ELI exemption clauses1, 

but the end could be accomplished alternatively through an analysis of why an ELI 83 paper is 

not exempt. Bearing in mind, too, that writing prompts are constructed in such a way that there is 

no single correct response, more than one paper to represent each area would be optimal. 

Recommendation 3. There is no ranking to the Hallmark sheet, or to the qualities that 

made the exemplar paper exemplar. Currently, the Hallmark sheet has three levels, one for each 

level of ELI writing courses. Each level has its criteria, but no criteria seem to have a higher 

priority than others. This may be where the use of a seven-point scale came from. Despite the 

fact that the Hallmark sheet did not seem to impair (too badly) the reliability of the writing 

placement test, there were a very high number of essays that needed further adjudications. Nearly 

one in three essays needed additional readers, and this finding indicates there may be issues with 

the raters’ perceptions of what exactly an ELI 83+ is, for example. It is recommended that the 

ELI rank the categories of the Hallmark sheet for course-relevant priority. While it is true that a 

placement of essays with exactly three readers does not mean that those essays were placed with 

a unanimous decision at an exact rating on the Hallmark sheet, there is definitely something 

askew with approximately 35% of all placement essays needing further adjudications.  

 Surely, the Hallmark sheet was developed with the students’ learning needs in mind, but 

it is also wise to consider how appropriately the Hallmark sheet is being used when placing 

students. Smith (1993) stated that a scale to rate student writing “…must be curriculum derived; 

                                                   
1 For example, certain scores on the TOEFL or GRE test will automatically exempt a student from taking writing 
classes. 
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that is each scale point (or set of scale points) must represent a specific course, and thus, the real 

purpose of the assessment is to use the student’s text as a window into that student so as to place 

the student into the course which best matches his/her needs and abilities” (p.148). 

 In short, ratings that correspond with the Hallmark sheet may result in better usage of 

them. This means perhaps considering a three-point scale instead of the current seven-point 

scale. Alternatively, considering the possibility of course placements, it may be possible to 

construct a scale that corresponds more closely to the three-level scale, such as a five point scale: 

ELI 73, ELI 73+, ELI 83, ELI 83+, Exempt. This would alleviate the pains of trying to identify 

the gray area between the current ratings of ELI 73+ and ELI 83-.  

 Recommendation 4. Record keeping is crucial for checking the reliability of placement 

tests. In this case, the ELI has several pieces to the placement procedures that may cause a few 

inaccuracies. First, the oral reporting process may be a cause for some teachers to defer to other 

teachers because they feel the other person may be an expert. This causes problems when the 

rater score sheets and the master score sheet do not match. Ultimately it is the scores on the 

master score sheet that place the students, so this is not such an issue of reliability as it is one of 

validity. This can be avoided by revising the current score sheet to allow ample room for a rater 

to neatly write their comments about an essay and a clear place to input or circle a score. After 

the rating session is finished the rater sheets should be collected and the table leader and testing 

specialist should copy those scores onto the master score sheet. This would be a good time for 

raters to take a break, or get some fresh air. Upon completion, the placement process could 

resume as usual. 

 Limitations. One limitation of this study was the lack of qualitative analysis of the rating 

process. The interactive nature of the ELI placement procedures necessitates a qualitative 
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analysis of the placement procedures (i.e., interviews, observations, or surveys), which would be 

invaluable to expanding the scope of this study and informing the interpretations of the results in 

ways that would be very useful to the ELI administration. A qualitative analysis of a rating 

session might reveal that several external factors could be contributing to rater consistency (such 

as ignoring initial impressions of the essay and deferring to another rater during oral reporting), 

and rater inconsistency (overall use of the Hallmark sheet). As for the ELI’s assessment of 

writing, it should be cautiously concluded that the seven-point scale may be yielding clouded 

placements when augmented ratings are used too often, especially for essays that require 

additional adjudications.  

For writing teachers, the findings of this research should encourage them to think about 

their past uses of the Hallmark sheet, and how their rating experiences correlate to what they 

teach in their writing courses. For administrators, these findings mean evaluating the writing 

placement procedures, as a fundamental aspect of the program’s accountability to its students 

and its instructors, and this sort of evaluation should be on-going. Ultimately, efforts should be 

made to assist raters in better use of the Hallmark sheet for placing student appropriately. 
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Appendix A 
 

ELI Writing Hallmarks for  
Graduate Students  

 

Version 1.6  21 November 
(2002)  

Level Content Organization Vocabulary Grammar Fluency 
Exempt  
Shows high 
proficiency in L2, 
knowledge and 
control of academic 
writing genres/ 
conventions 
common in US 
universities.  

Paper shows 
evidence of:  
• Clear 
point/argument  
• Complexity of 
thought/ analysis  
• Insight on the 
topic, rather than 
mere description  
• Ample 
supporting 
evidence, detail, 
and examples  
• Command of 
rhetoric, 
evidence of 
writing style  
 

Paper is:  
• Cohesive  
• Well-developed  
• Unique (not 
formulaic)  
• Marked by clear 
transitions, 
appropriate use 
of transitional 
phrases  
 

Paper has:  
• Wide variety of 
vocabulary  
• Appropriate use 
of idioms  
• Few problems 
with collocations  
• Few problems 
with word choice  
 

Paper has:  
• Some errors, but 
none that interfere 
with 
comprehension  
• Complex sentence 
structure (e.g., 
complex 
coordination, 
subordination, 
embedded 
questions, etc.)  
 

Amount of 
writing is:  
• Suitable for 
level of 
analysis 
and/or 
amount of 
time provided 
to write the 
paper  
 

ELI 83  
Shows some 
knowledge and 
control of academic 
writing; needs to 
develop L2 
proficiency, writing 
ability, and/or 
awareness of 
genres/conventions 
common in US 
universities.  

Paper shows 
evidence of:  
• Clear, 
developed 
argument, but 
may be 
simplistic  
• Some insight 
on the topic, but 
may lack depth  
• Effective 
support, but 
evidence and 
examples may 
be general or 
vague  
 

Paper is:  
• Cohesive  
• Somewhat 
formulaic (e.g. 5-
para essay 
format)  
• Marked by 
appropriate 
transitions, with 
some 
misuse/overuse 
of transitional 
phrases  
 

Paper has:  
• Varied 
vocabulary  
• Some problems 
with collocations  
• Some problems 
with word choice  
 

Paper has:  
• Several errors 
(e.g., tense/aspect, 
word form, articles, 
pre-positions), but 
typically do not 
interfere with 
comprehension  
• Some correct 
complex sentence 
structure; evidence 
of other (incorrect) 
attempts  
 

Amount of 
writing is:  
• Suitable for 
level of 
analysis 
and/or 
amount of 
time provided 
to write the 
paper  
 

ELI 73  
Needs to develop 
L2 proficiency; 
notable 
unfamiliarity with 
and general lack of 
control of academic 
writing; would 
benefit from at 
least two semesters 
of ELI writing 
instruction.  

Paper shows 
evidence of:  
• Undeveloped 
or unclear 
argument  
• Simple topic 
description/ 
restatement, but 
with little insight  
• A general lack 
of supporting 
evidence, detail, 
examples  
• Redundancy of 
ideas, 
argumentation  
 

Paper is:  
• Not cohesive  
• Formulaic (e.g., 
5-para essay 
format), or 
lacking 
organization  
• Marked by 
absence of clear 
transitions 
between ideas, or 
simple sentence-
level transitions 
used at paragraph 
level (e.g., first, 
next, then)  
 

Paper has:  
• Notably limited 
vocabulary  
• 
Repetition/overuse 
of certain lexical 
items  
• Numerous 
problems with 
word choice  
• Incorrect 
collocations  
 

Paper has:  
• Numerous errors 
that typically 
interfere with 
comprehension  
• General lack of 
sentence 
complexity  
 

Amount of 
writing is:  
• Unsuitable 
for level of 
analysis 
and/or 
amount of 
time provided 
to write paper  
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Appendix B 

 
Complete list of seven-point ratings for Fall A 
Paper Rating 1 Rating 2 Rating 3 Rating 4 Rating 5 Placement 

1 3 7 7 7  7 
2 1 1 1   1 
3 1 1 5 3  1 
4 1 1 1   1 
5 1 1 1   1 
6 6 5 1   7 
7 6 3 6 4  4 
8 5 4 4   4 
9 4 4 4 1  4 

10 5 4 4   4 
11 6 5 4 1  4 
12 6 5 4   4 
13 4 5 6   4 
14 4 6 4   4 
15 7 5 5   4 
16 1 1 1   1 
17 3 4 3   4 
18 2 1 1   1 
19 1 1 1   1 
20 1 2 1 1  1 
21 4 2 3   4 
22 2 1 1 1  1 
23 1 1 1   1 
24 4 4 4   4 
25 4 5 6 7  7 
26 4 6 4   4 
27 5 4 2   4 
28 5 4 1 4  7 
29 3 5 2   4 
30 1 2 4 2 4 1 
31 6 2 2 4  4 
32 3 3 3   4 
33 6 7 4   7 
34 5 4 4   4 
35 6 7 7 4  7 
36 5 4 3   4 
37 5 4 4   4 
38 4 4 2   4 
39 2 1 2   1 
40 2 1 1   1 
41 4 3 4   4 
42 6 6 5 4  4 
43 5 3 6   4 
44 4 3 2 3  4 
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Complete list of seven-point ratings for Fall A continued 
Paper Rating 1 Rating 2 Rating 3 Rating 4 Rating 5 Placement 

45 4 5 3   4 
46 6 2 7   7 
47 5 2 1   1 
48 2 4 1 1  1 
49 1 4 4   4 
50 7 4 7   7 
51 1 1 1 4  1 
52 3 2 1   1 
53 6 2 4 4  4 
54 3 1 2   1 
55 1 1 3   1 
56 1 2 2   1 
57 1 1 1   1 
58 1 3 1   1 
59 5 5 3   4 
60 3 1 4   4 

 
 



 -55- 

Complete List of Collapsed Ratings for Fall A 
Paper Rating 1 Rating 2 Rating 3 Rating 4 Rating 5 Placement 

1 2 3 3 3  3 
2 1 1 1   1 
3 1 1 2 2  1 
4 1 1 1   1 
5 1 1 1   1 
6 3 2 1   3 
7 3 2 3 2  2 
8 2 2 2   2 
9 2 2 2 1  2 

10 2 2 2   2 
11 3 2 2 1  2 
12 3 2 2   2 
13 2 2 3   2 
14 2 3 2   2 
15 3 2 2   2 
16 1 1 1   1 
17 2 2 2   2 
18 1 1 1   1 
19 1 1 1   1 
20 1 1 1 1  1 
21 2 1 2   2 
22 1 1 1 1  1 
23 1 1 1   1 
24 2 2 2   2 
25 2 2 3 3  3 
26 2 3 2   2 
27 2 2 1   2 
28 2 2 1 2  3 
29 2 2 1   2 
30 1 1 2 1 2 1 
31 3 1 1 2  2 
32 2 2 2   2 
33 3 3 2   3 
34 2 2 2   2 
35 3 3 3 2  3 
36 2 2 2   2 
37 2 2 2   2 
38 2 2 1   2 
39 1 1 1   1 
40 1 1 1   1 
41 2 2 2   2 
42 3 3 2 2  2 
43 2 2 3   2 
44 2 2 1 2  2 
45 2 2 2   2 
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Complete List of Collapsed Ratings for Fall A continued 
Paper Rating 1 Rating 2 Rating 3 Rating 4 Rating 5 Placement 

46 3 1 3   3 
47 2 1 1   1 
48 1 2 1 1  1 
49 1 2 2   2 
50 3 2 3   3 
51 1 1 1 2  1 
52 2 1 1   1 
53 3 1 2 2  2 
54 2 1 1   1 
55 1 1 2   1 
56 1 1 1   1 
57 1 1 1   1 
58 1 2 1   1 
59 2 2 2   2 
60 2 1 2   2 
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Complete List of Seven-point Ratings for Fall B 
Paper Rating 1 Rating 2 Rating 3 Rating 4 Rating 5 Placement 

1 7 7 4   7 
2 3 1 1   1 
3 4 4 4   4 
4 4 4 4   4 
5 2 1 1   1 
6 7 5 5   4 
7 7 4 2 4  4 
8 4 3 4   4 
9 6 6 7   7 

10 1 2 3   1 
11 7 2 4 4  4 
12 4 1 3   4 
13 1 1 4   1 
14 5 1 4   4 
15 7 7 3   7 
16 1 1 1   1 
17 7 6 4   7 
18 6 2 2 6 2 4 
19 7 4 3   4 
20 4 4 2   4 
21 4 4 4   4 
22 4 4 5   4 
23 1 4 4   4 
24 4 4 4   4 
25 1 1 1   1 
26 1 1 1   1 
27 7 6 4 7  7 
28 5 2 4   4 
29 5 6 4   4 
30 3 4 7 6 7 7 
31 2 4 4 5  4 
32 1 4 5   4 
33 3 4 1 3  4 
34 2 1 2   1 
35 1 1 4 1  1 
36 3 4 7   4 
37 3 4 1 4  4 
38 3 3 5   4 
39 1 1 1   1 
40 1 3 1 1  1 
41 2 1 4   1 
42 3 4 2 3 1 4 
43 4 3 4   4 
44 1 1 1   1 
45 4 1 2 4 4 4 
46 1 5 6 5  4 
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Complete List of Seven-point Ratings for Fall B continued 
Paper Rating 1 Rating 2 Rating 3 Rating 4 Rating 5 Placement 

47 2 1 1 1  1 
48 5 7 6   7 
49 4 7 7   7 
50 3 7 3 5  4 
51 4 4 3 1  4 
52 4 6 7   7 
53 5 1 1 4 4 4 
54 2 1 1   1 
55 4 5 4 5 4 4 
56 4 3 2   4 
57 1 1 1   1 
58 4 1 1   1 
59 7 7 3   7 
60 1 1 2   1 
61 4 5 3   4 
62 6 7 5   7 
63 2 4 1   1 
64 1 1 1   1 
65 4 2 4   4 
66 3 4 3 4  4 
67 6 5 1 4  4 
68 1 3 3   4 
69 6 3 3   4 
70 4 2 1 1  1 
71 6 2 6 6  7 
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Complete List of Collapsed Ratings for Fall B 
Paper Rating 1 Rating 2 Rating 3 Rating 4 Rating 5 Placement 

1 3 3 2   3 
2 2 1 1   1 
3 2 2 2   2 
4 2 2 2   2 
5 1 1 1   1 
6 3 2 2   2 
7 3 2 1 2  2 
8 2 2 2   2 
9 3 3 3   3 

10 1 1 2   1 
11 3 1 2 2  2 
12 2 1 2   2 
13 1 1 2   1 
14 2 1 2   2 
15 3 3 2   3 
16 1 1 1   1 
17 3 3 2   3 
18 3 1 1 3 1 2 
19 3 2 2   2 
20 2 2 1   2 
21 2 2 2   2 
22 2 2 2   2 
23 1 2 2   2 
24 2 2 2   2 
25 1 1 1   1 
26 1 1 1   1 
27 3 3 2 3  3 
28 2 1 2   2 
29 2 3 2   2 
30 2 2 3 3 3 3 
31 1 2 2 2  2 
32 1 2 2   2 
33 2 2 1 2  2 
34 1 1 1   1 
35 1 1 2 1  1 
36 2 2 3   2 
37 2 2 1 2  2 
38 2 2 2   2 
39 1 1 1   1 
40 1 2 1 1  1 
41 1 1 2   1 
42 2 2 1 2 1 2 
43 2 2 2   2 
44 1 1 1   1 
45 2 1 1 2 2 2 
46 1 2 3 2  2 
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Complete List of Collapsed Ratings for Fall B cont. 
Paper Rating 1 Rating 2 Rating 3 Rating 4 Rating 5 Placement 

47 1 1 1 1  1 
48 2 3 3   3 
49 2 3 3   3 
50 2 3 2 2  2 
51 2 2 2 1  2 
52 2 3 3   3 
53 2 1 1 2 2 2 
54 1 1 1   1 
55 2 2 2 2 2 2 
56 2 2 1   2 
57 1 1 1   1 
58 2 1 1   1 
59 3 3 2   3 
60 1 1 1   1 
61 2 2 2   2 
62 3 3 2   3 
63 1 2 1   1 
64 1 1 1   1 
65 2 1 2   2 
66 2 2 2 2  2 
67 3 2 1 2  2 
68 1 2 2   2 
69 3 2 2   2 
70 2 1 1 1  1 
71 3 1 3 3  3 

 


