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Julie Lippman’s Teachers’ Checklist for Writing Assessment (Lippman 218): 
 Is my assessment of writing tied to my goals for the course? 
 Have I used authentic assessment? 
 Have I made the goals and the criteria for assessment clear to students? 
 Have I engaged them in the assessment process? 
 Have I provided formative assessment during the writing process? 
 Have I used students’ errors to correct problems with my teaching or assignments? 
 Are my comments on papers specific, useful, balanced, and encouraging? 
 Could I write this paper? 
 Have I provided enough context writing assignments? 
 Will the assignments and the evaluation of them be important to the students’ learning? 

 
 
Key Terms and Concepts 
Indirect vs. Process Assessment 
Authentic assessment 
Formative vs. Summative assessment 

Holistic Grading and Inter-rater Reliability 
Global/Local issues in student writing 
Program assessment 

 
 
One Formulaic Approach: Grading Rubrics 
Programs like SAGES use rubrics to ensure similar response to student papers regardless of class or professor. 
Such programs depend on inter-rater reliability, the assumption that, based on the given rubric, multiple readers 
will respond to the same paper in the same way. As might be expected, inter-rater reliability increases with 
training and experience (Sweedler-Brown 55). 
 
I think rubrics are particularly useful for beginning teachers who do have the benefit of experience responding to 
student writing. They help prevent being charmed by papers with beautiful style but unsatisfying content or 
being distracted by grammatical errors that hide solid analysis or intriguing ideas. 
 

 Holistic Rubrics divide papers into categories based on certain qualities (An “A” paper does a, b, and c 
while a “D” paper does e and f but fails to do c). Holistic grading has been used since the sixties to evaluate 
writing across wide spectrums of the population—AP tests, for example. Holistic grading is intended to 
evaluate the overall quality of a paper, rather than focusing on specific elements; nevertheless, a 1961 study 
found that holistic readers tend to favor “ideas, form, flavor, mechanics, and wording” (Huot 207).  

 Analytical Rubrics allow the instructor to evaluate each writing skill or technique separately. They are 
divided into sections such as Content, Organization and Mechanics. Each section can be weighted at the 
instructor’s discretion. Nahla Bacha argues that analytical rubrics are more informative than holistic rubrics 
(Bacha 381). 

 
 
Peter Elbow’s Grading Scheme 
Peter Elbow uses the following grid as a way to “satisfy the students’ hunger for ranking but still not give in to 
conventional grades on individual papers” (195), a practice he finds essentially arbitrary and meaningless that 
has a tendency to encourage a focus on grades rather than good writing (188-190). 
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