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Weigle 2002

6  An essay at this level 
• effectively addresses the writing task.
• is well organized and well developed.
• uses clearly appropriate details to support a thesis or illustrate ideas.
• displays consistent facility in use of language.
• demonstrates syntactic variety and appropriate word choice though it may have occasional 

errors. 
5 An essay at this level

• may address some parts of the task more effectively than others.
• is generally well organized and developed.
• uses details to support a thesis or illustrate ideas.
• displays  facility in use of language.
• demonstrates syntactic variety and appropriate word choice though it may have occasional 

errors  
4 An essay at this level

• addresses the writing topic adequately but may slight parts of the task.
• is adequately organized and developed.
• uses some details to support a thesis or illustrate ideas.
• demonstrates adequate but possibly inconsistent facility with syntax and usage.
• may contain some errors that occasionally obscure meaning.

3 An essay at this level is seriously flawed by one or more of the following weaknesses:
• Inadequate organization or development
• Inappropriate or insufficient details to support or illustrate generalizations
• a noticeably inappropriate choice of words or word forms
• an accumulation of errors in sentence structure and /or usage

2 An essay at this level is seriously flawed by one or more of the following weaknesses:
• Serious disorganization
• Little or no detail, or irrelevant specifics
• Serious and frequent errors in sentence structure or usage
• Serious problems with focus

1 An essay at this level
• may be incoherent.
• may be undeveloped.
• may contain severe and persistent writing errors.

0 A paper is rated 0 if it contains no response, merely copies the topic, is off-topic, is written in a 
foreign language, or consists of only keystroke characters.
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ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs et al., 1981
ESL Composition Profile

                        Score                         Level                                      Criteria

Co
nt

en
t

30-27

26-22

21-17

16-13

Excellent to very good: knowledgeable, substantive, thorough development of thesis, 
relevant to assigned topic

Good to average: some knowledge of subject, adequate range, limited development of 
thesis, mostly relevant to topic but lacks detail

Fair to poor: limited knowledge of subject, little substance, inadequate development of 
ideas.

Very poor: does not show knowledge of subject, non-substantive, not pertinent, or not 
enough to evaluate                                                          

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n

20-18

17-14

13-10

9-7

Excellent to very good: fluent expression, ideas clearly stated/supported, succinct, well 
organized, logical sequencing, cohesive.
 Good to average: somewhat choppy, loosely organized but main ideas stand out, limited 
support, logical but incomplete sequencing 
 Fair to poor: non-fluent, ideas confused or disconnected, lacks  logical sequencing and 
development  
 Very poor: does not communicate, no organization, or not enough to evaluate                                       

Vo
ca

bu
la

ry

20-18

17-14

13-10

9-7

 Excellent to very good: sophisticated range, effective word/idiom choice and usage, 
word form mastery, appropriate register
Good to average: adequate range, occasional errors of word/idiom form, choice, usage 
but meaning not obscured
Fair to poor: limited range, frequent errors of word/idiom form, choice, usage, meaning 
confused or obscured 
Very poor: essentially translation, little knowledge of English vocabulary, idioms, word 
form, or not enough to evaluate

La
ng

ua
ge

 u
se

25-22

21-18

17-11

10-5

Excellent to very good: effective complex constructions, few errors of agreement, tense, 
number, word order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions
Good to average: effective but simple constructions, minor problems in complex 
constructions, several errors of agreement, tense, number, word order/function, articles, 
pronouns, prepositions but meaning seldom obscured
Fair to poor: major problems in simple/complex constructions, frequent error of negation, 
agreement, tense, number, word order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions and/or 
fragments, run-ons, deletions, meaning confused or obscured
Very poor: virtually no mastery of sentence construction rules, dominated by errors, does 
not communicate, or not enough to evaluate

M
ec

ha
ni

cs

5

4

3

2

Excellent to very good: demonstrates mastery of conventions, few errors in spelling, 
punctuation, capitalization and paragraphing
Good to average: occasional errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing 
but meaning not obscured
Fair to poor: frequent errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing, poor 
handwriting, meaning confused and obscured
Very poor: no mastery of conventions, dominated by errors of spelling, punctuation, 
capitalization, paragraphing, handwriting illegible, or not enough to evaluate  

Total score                            Reader                         Comments
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2002

Prompt: persuading an audience

Write a persuasive letter to the editor of school newspaper…
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Hyland 2003

Write a factual recount of your visit to the university language center last week. Remember that the purpose of a factual recount 
is to ‘tell what happened’, so be sure to include the main things you saw and did and who you met. You can use your notes and 
photographs to help you.  

  Score Content Structure Language

4

Events explicitly stated

Clearly documents events

Evaluates their significance

Personal comment on events

Orientation gives all essential 
information

All necessary background provided

Account in chronological/other order

Reorientation ‘rounds off’ sequence

Excellent control of language
Excellent use of vocabulary

Excellent control of grammar

Appropriate tone and style

….

1

Event not stated

Not recognizable events

No or confused evaluation

No or weak personal comment

Missing or weak instruction

No background provided

Haphazard and incoherent sequencing

No reorientation or includes new 
matter

Little language control

Reader seriously distracted by 
grammar errors

Poor vocabulary and tone
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