Testing crowdsourcing as a means of recruitment for the comparative judgement of L2 argumentative essays.

Abstract
Comparative judgement (CJ) is an assessment method in which a large number of pairwise comparisons between learner productions are used to generate scales ranking each item from strongest to weakest. Recent research has suggested that combining CJ with various approaches to judge recruitment, including community-driven and crowdsourcing methods, holds promise as a method of assessing L2 writing, especially for research purposes. However, the majority of studies to date have tested CJ only using relatively simple, easily evaluated sets of texts. There remains insufficient evidence of the method’s potential for assessing more complex texts, particularly when the comparisons are being conducted by crowdsourced assessors. This study seeks to address this problem by testing the reliability and validity of a crowdsourced form of CJ for the assessment of texts which are longer, more topically diverse, and more homogeneous in proficiency than those used in earlier studies. The results suggest that CJ can be conducted with crowdsourced judges to generate reliable assessments of L2 writing, and provide initial evidence of concurrent validity. However, there are drawbacks in terms of efficiency.
Introduction
Comparative judgement (CJ) is a measurement method in which participants (termed judges), are shown pairs of items (also called representations or performances) side-by-side and asked to choose which is better based on a simple task definition. Many such comparisons are collected from a range of judges; subsequently, statistical techniques related to Rasch analysis are used to generate a measurement scale which specifies the quality of each item relative to all others. The method was originally introduced by Louis Thurstone (1927, 1954), a pioneer in the field of psychometrics, to measure complex psychological values such as attitudes, beliefs and preferences. It was later introduced to the field of education, where it has been used to assess a wide range of hard-to-define educational constructs, including mathematical reasoning, critical thinking, essay writing, and creative performance (Jones & Davies, 2023). In applied linguistics, CJ offers significant potential as it can be used to address issues of construct definition and measurement through human perception (Thwaites & Paquot, 2024).
A number of recent studies have explored CJ as a potentially useful approach to L2 writing assessment (e.g. Paquot et al., 2022; Sims et al., 2020). These studies have generally shown the method to be highly reliable and to have strong concurrent validity, demonstrated through correlations with rubric-based grades. For example, Sims et al. (2020) used CJ to assess a set of L2 English essays and reported reliability levels in excess of .90, and correlations with rubric-based assessments of the same texts of .91 or greater.
CJ has a number of characteristics of potential value to the L2 writing assessment community, especially in research contexts. Firstly, since each comparison requires only a decision as to which of two texts is “better”, CJ tasks can be completed very quickly. Sims et al. (2020), for example, found CJ to be 51 seconds per text faster than rubric-based assessment. Secondly, CJ does not require a rubric, and therefore no lengthy process of rubric development or rater training. Instead, judges are asked to use their own experience and expertise to make their decisions. While this has led to the criticism that the method is opaque, since it is not known what criteria judges use to make their decisions (Jones & Inglis, 2015), the method’s advocates have countered this criticism by arguing that CJ allows judges to make full use of their expertise as they make decisions. This might represent an advantage over the use of rubrics, since by not imposing a “narrow and rigid [construct] definition” upon judges (Bisson et al., 2016), CJ allows the incorporation of a wide range of perspectives on the target construct.
Another of CJ’s advantages is its flexibility. L2 writing assessment studies have suggested that CJ can be performed equally effectively by judges from a variety of backgrounds. For example, the comparisons in Sims et al.’s (2020) L2 essay assessment study were conducted by two sets of judges – TESOL undergraduates and trained writing assessors – with the resulting scales showing very similar levels of reliability (SSR[footnoteRef:2] = .90 for the undergraduates and .93 for the trained raters) and concurrent validity (Spearman’s rho = .91 vs .94, respectively, with pre-existing rubric-based grades).  [2:  Scale Separation Reliability is a Rach-based reliability metric comparable to Cronbach’s alpha] 

One particularly promising aspect of CJ’s flexibility is the potential to be combined with crowdsourced methods for judge recruitment. In the context of L2 writing research, crowdsourcing might facilitate access to reliable writing assessment in contexts where expert judges are hard to recruit. For researchers, it would also offer a reliable, efficient, “off the shelf” alternative to rubric-based assessment – the need for which has recently been underlined by Park et al. (2022), who reported on the widespread use of inaccurate and unreliable proficiency measurement practices in applied linguistic studies. In addition, CJ ranks can provide a numeric operationalization of proficiency in SLA research, addressing limitations associated with the traditional treatment of proficiency as a categorical variable, including issues such as lack of variance in observations (Ortega, 2012: 131).
One specific context to which such methods might be well-suited is learner corpus research, where the costs associated with rubric-based assessment have hindered progress on enriching learner corpora with reliable proficiency information (Carlsen, 2012). In order to explore this possibility, Paquot (Paquot et al., 2022; Thwaites, Vandeweerd, et al., 2024) initiated a project consisting of a series of studies testing CJ’s efficacy when used in tandem with various approaches to judge recruitment. The first of these studies took a “community-driven” approach, in which judges were recruited from the applied linguistic community using social media, mailing lists, and personal contacts. The judges performed CJ on a set of 50 argumentative essays from the ETS corpus of responses to TOEFL test questions. The study found that judges recruited in this way were able to provide comparisons of these essays with a reliability of SSR = .937. A linear model comparing the CJ-derived measurement scale with pre-existing CEFR assessments showed a significant relationship of .50. 
This initial study was later replicated using a more traditional crowdsourcing approach to judge recruitment, in which judges were recruited using the crowdsourcing platform Prolific. They performed the same CJ task, rating the same 50 essays. The measurement scale which resulted from their comparisons had near-identical levels of reliability and concurrent validity  to those achieved in the community-driven study (SSR = .944; linear model comparing the CJ scale with rubric-based CEFR grades R2 = .53). The authors also noted that the change of recruitment approach led to greater efficiency.
While these studies suggest the reliability, validity, and efficiency of using both community-driven and crowdsourced approaches to L2 writing assessment with CJ, the evidence they provide is quite restricted. This is because the studies used a set of texts with quite a limited profile: argumentative essays with a length of around 250 words, covering a full proficiency range, and a single essay prompt. There are good reasons to believe that texts with these properties would be relatively easy to judge: shorter texts take less time to read; those which differ markedly in proficiency are easier to choose between; and those written in response to the same prompt are more easily compared. These features might therefore have contributed to the high levels of reliability and concurrent validity reported by the authors. 
In order to test CJ’s efficacy for evaluating more complex sets of texts, Thwaites, Kollias, & Paquot (2024, Experiment 2) conducted a new study similar to the community-driven study above, except that the texts were replaced with 50 argumentative essays taken from the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE; Granger et al., 2020). These texts had a more challenging profile: they were longer (610 words on average, rather than around 250), consisted of responses to five different prompts rather than only one, and had a narrower proficiency range than in earlier studies (largely around the B2 and C1 levels). The judges were again members of the applied linguistic community. The measurement scale produced in the study had a reliability of SSR = .82, and correlated with upper-moderate strength with a rank ordering of the same texts based on rubric-based grading with many faceted Rasch modelling (MFRM), conducted by trained raters (r = .677). The results suggested that while CJ can reliably be used to assess texts of the type found in the ICLE corpus, there was nevertheless an impact of the complexity of these texts.
Taken together, the above results suggest, firstly, that both community-driven and crowdsourced CJ offer promising approaches to L2 writing assessment. In the case of the community-driven approach, this potential extends to contexts in which quite challenging sets of texts have to be assessed. The community-driven approach is not without limitations, however. It requires drawing on the goodwill of an already very busy research community, making large-scale implementation nearly impossible. It is therefore important to also explore the performance of a crowdsourced approach to judge recruitment for assessing texts with challenging characteristics. The study presented below seeks to address these concerns.
The current study
The aim of this study is to test the reliability and validity of a crowdsourcing approach to the assessment of challenging sets of L2 written texts for research contexts. The study is a partial replication of the community-driven study described above (Thwaites, Kollias, & Paquot, 2024, Experiment 2); the 50 texts and the methods used in the two studies are the same, but the judges are different. Replicating this study facilitates comparison of the two approaches to judge recruitment, both with each other and with a rubric-based approach to assessment. There are three research questions:
1. How reliably can a group of crowdsourced judges evaluate a set of relatively long L2 argumentative essays, which cover a narrow proficiency range and contain responses to multiple essay prompts?
2. How strongly does the measurement scale produced by these crowdsourced judges correlate with a scale derived from rubric-based assessment conducted by trained raters?
3. How strongly does the measurement scale correlate with that produced via a community-driven form of CJ conducted by linguists?
Participants, materials, and procedure
Seventy-five participants were recruited from the Prolific crowdsourcing platform (www.prolific.co). This platform provides filtering tools that which allow researchers to select participants based on their desired demographics. Since the goal of this study was to recruit participants reflective of a general crowdsourced population, we did not want to be too selective. We applied only one filter, requiring that English be the participants' first language to avoid introducing a confounding variable. This minimal filtering approach allowed for the possibility that some of the resulting participants might have expertise in writing assessment. To account for this, participants were asked to complete a short questionnaire concerning their writing assessment experience, enabling a comparison in order to facilitate their comparison with the judges in the original study. This revealed that a small number of participants in the Prolific group possessed some experience and training in writing assessment, but this was much less common than among the judges in original study (see Table 1).Table 1: Judges' writing assessment experience in original and replication study

Original study
Replication
Experience as L2 examiner
    Frequently



26 (40%)
1 (1.4%)
    Occasionally
12 (18%)
5 (6.8%)
    Rarely
5 (7.7%)
4 (5.4%)
    Never
22 (34%)
64 (86%)
Experience as L2 instructor
    Frequently



37 (57%)
3 (4.1%)
    Occasionally
9 (14%)
7 (9.5%)
    Rarely
6 (9.2%)
1 (1.4%)
    Never
13 (20%)
63 (85%)
Experience as content instructor
    Frequently



21 (32%)
2 (2.7%)
    Occasionally
13 (20%)
6 (8.1%)
    Rarely
11 (17%)
2 (2.7%)
    Never
20 (31%)
64 (86%)
Training in writing evaluation
48 (74%)
8 (11%)


After completing the initial questionnaire, participants followed a link to the CJ platform No More Marking (www.nomoremarking.com). There, they were asked to read pairs of texts and decide “Which of the two texts is a more advanced piece of second-language writing?” (see Figure 1). Each of the 75 judges completed 10 comparisons, for a total of 750. This equates to an average of 30 comparisons per text. The original study used 602 comparisons at an average of 24 per text, with each judge completing an average of 8.9 comparisons. The larger number of comparisons collected in this replication was intended to compensate for the possibility that the crowdsourced judge group, having less expertise, would require a larger number of comparisons to reach a satisfactory level of reliability.


The 50 texts used in the study were the same as those used in the original study. They comprised ten responses to each of five prompts, covering the topics of feminism, money, television, the value of universities, and imagination. Texts were chosen to be representative of the ICLE corpus in terms of the popularity of the prompts (the five prompts were among the six most frequent in the corpus), the diversity of the L1 background of their writers (22 of the corpus’ 25 L1 groups were represented in the sample), and their length (ICLE mean = 598 words, study mean = 610). They were therefore longer and more topically diverse than the texts used in earlier CJ studies (e.g. Paquot et al., 2022; Sims et al., 2020; Thwaites, Vandeweerd, et al., 2024). They were also more homogeneous in terms of proficiency, since the texts in the ICLE typically cover a CEFR range of approximately B1+ to C2 and therefore lacked the lower proficiency texts found in earlier studies (see Table 2 for proficiency information).Figure 1: An example comparison, illustrating the No More Marking platform (nomoremarking.com).
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Data analysis
All data processing and analysis was done in R (R Core Team, 2023). An initial measurement scale was created using the sirt package (Robitzsch, 2023). The scale is generated using the Bradley-Terry model. Each item on the scale receives a score reflecting the probability that it will “win” a comparison with another item. The mean item score on the scale is zero, while the standard deviation is generally around 2.5 (Bramley, 2007). 
Subsequently, checks were made to identify judges who showed signs of inattentive participation. As in the original study, crowdsourced judges were removed if they triggered at least two of three “red flags” of inattentive behaviour. Details of this scheme can be found in Thwaites, Kollias, & Paquot (2024). All judges passed these checks, so the initial measurement scale was treated as final. 
To answer Research Question 1, we calculated the SSR of the scale. We also calculated infit data, which measures the extent to which each judge’s decisions are consistent with those of other judges. Where overall reliability is low, infit allows identification of any judges who behaved very differently from others. 
To answer Research Question 2, the rank order of each item on the measurement scale was compared to a rank scale derived from rubric-based ratings. The rating process involved each text being assessed by three trained raters (i.e. triple rubric-based rating). The raters evaluated each text using a rubric derived from the C4 Writing descriptors which form part of the Council of Europe’s guidance on relating the CEFR scale to language examinations (Council of Europe, 2009). Final scores for each text were determined using many-faceted Rasch modelling (MFRM). Scores were then converted into interval-level measures (specifically logit-based theta parameters, which align with the comparative judgment framework based on the Bradley-Terry model; see Thwaites, Kollias, & Paquot, 2024, for a detailed description of the rubric-based rating process, and Table 2 for proficiency data). 
Spearman correlation was used to calculate the similarity of the two scales, due to its compatibility with rank-ordered data. In addition, a linear model was created to test the extent to which texts rubric-rated at each CEFR level (B1+ to C2) had distinct CJ rank positions. CJ rank order was entered as the dependent variable and CEFR level as the independent variable. Tests of model assumptions were all within acceptable bounds. Paired contrasts were also conducted to explore whether the mean rank of texts at each CEFR level differed significantly. To answer Research Question 3, the same statistical method was used to compare the rank order of the crowdsourced scale with its location on the community-driven rank scale from the original study.
Experiment 2 texts

N = 50
CEFR level

    B1+
7 (15%)
    B2
8 (17%)
    B2+
13 (28%)
    C1
16 (35%)
    C2
2 (4.3%)
Not graded
4 (8.6%)
Table 2: CEFR levels for the 46 rubric-rated texts, generated via MFRM. Note that four texts could not be graded due to misfitting the MFRM model; see Thwaites, Kollias, & Paquot, 2024, for details. 

Results
RQ1: How reliably can a group of crowdsourced judges evaluate a set of L2 argumentative essays?
The scale separation reliability (SSR) of the crowdsourced measurement scale was .81, after a total of 750 comparisons (30 judgements per text). This compares with a reliability of .82 after 602 comparisons conducted by the linguists in the original community-driven study (24 judgements per item). To make these values easier to compare, we also generated a model using only the first 24 judgements per item for the crowdsourced judges. The SSR level of this smaller model was .78. This confirms that the crowdsourced group required additional comparisons to reach the same level of reliability as the community-driven group. Analysis of judge infit data suggested that most judges performed in a consistent way, with only one judge returning an infit greater than two times the standard deviation.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  The information-weighted mean square value (infit) reflects the extent to which judges make unexpected decisions. For more details on infit measures in NoMoreMarking, see https://nmm.notion.site/What-is-infit-d83623b7c55040f3a59d306c343c4073 .] 

RQ2: How strongly does the measurement scale correlate with a scale derived from rubric-based assessment?

A Spearman correlation between the crowdsourced judges’ CJ scale and the rubric-based assessments conducted by trained raters was statistically significant and in the upper-moderate range (r = .683, p < .001; see Figure 2). The corresponding correlation from the original study was very similar (r = .677, p < .001). This suggests that the two CJ rank scales were equally similar to the rubric-based assessments of trained raters.[image: ]
Figure 2: Spearman correlation between the CJ rank derived from Prolific judges, and the rubric-based rank from trained raters



A linear model was used to further test the relationship between the crowdsourced CJ rank scale and the rubric-based assessments, this time by comparing the rank order of each item with its categorical CEFR level. The model was statistically significant and accounted for a moderate amount of variance in rank orders (F(4, 41) = 10.3, p < .001, r2 = .47). 
Paired contrasts between texts at each CEFR level are presented in Table 3. Two observations can be made about this data. The first is that there is a general trend for rank scores to increase with each CEFR level, as would be expected from the correlation above. The second observation is that the differences in rank orders were only statistically significant for non-adjacent CEFR levels. For example, the contrast between B1+ and B2 was non-significant, but all other contrasts involving B1+ were significant. This pattern of results is essentially the same one reported in the original study, where the corresponding linear model was also significant but accounted for slightly less variance (F (4, 41) = 9.555, p < .001, r2 = .43; see Table 4). Scatterplots illustrating the rank distribution of the texts by rubric-based CEFR level in the two studies are presented in Figure 3 [see attached file], which also highlights several texts whose CJ rank did not correspond to their rubric-based CEFR band. In the original study (see the right panel of Figure 3), but not in this replication (left panel), some of these texts were also statistical outliers, meaning that they had a CJ rank 1.5 times higher or lower than the median of other texts which received the same CEFR band. Six texts were categorised as non-adjacent in the replication study – one more than in the original study.
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1
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Table 3: Summary of linear model comparing the mean crowdsourced CJ rank of texts at each CEFR level to those at other CEFR levels. Bonferroni correction has been applied to p values. 




vs. B2
vs. B2+
Vs C1
Vs C2
CEFR grade
n.
95% CI
t
p
t
p
t
p
t
p
B1+
7
3.00-19.86
-.43
1
-2.96
.05
-4.74
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-3.68
<.01
B2
8
5.99-21.77


-2.60
.13
-4.45
<.001
-3.45
<.05
B2+
13
20.58-32.96




-2.04
.48
-2.05
.47
C1
16
29.61-40.77






-1.06
1
C2
2
28.22-59.78








Table 4: Summary of linear model comparing mean community-driven CJ rank order of texts at each CEFR level to CEFR grades in the original study.

RQ3: How strongly does the measurement scale correlate with that produced via CJ conducted by linguists?
A Spearman correlation between the crowdsourced and the community-driven CJ ranking scales was strong and statistically significant (r = .74, p < .001; see Figure 4). This is slightly stronger than correlation of either CJ scales with the rubric-based grades. Nevertheless, as Figure 3 shows, there were also clear discrepancies between the two CJ scales. For example, texts Q041 and Q137 were ranked as non-adjacent to their CEFR bands by the Prolific group, but were ranked close to texts of the same CEFR band by the linguist group. The opposite pattern occurred for text Q030, and more marginally also for texts Q437 and Q464.
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Figure 4: Spearman correlation between CJ rank orders derived from the Prolific and the Community-driven judges


Figure 4: Correlation between CJ rank orders produced by community-driven and Prolific judges



Discussion
This replication study compared the reliability and validity of a crowdsourced, CJ-based approach to L2 writing assessment with two alternative approaches presented in the original study: firstly a community-driven CJ approach in which members of the applied linguist community served as judges, and secondly triple rubric-rating with MFRM, conducted by trained raters. While an earlier study (Thwaites, Vandeweerd, et al., 2024) has suggested the feasibility of the crowdsourced approach, it did so only with relatively simple texts. By focusing on the evaluation of a more complex set of texts, the current study provides a more rigorous test of the use of crowdsourced CJ for L2 writing assessment in research contexts. 
The results provide a mixed picture of the potential for crowdsourced CJ to be used for this purpose. On one hand, the measurement scale generated by the crowdsourced judges had a virtually identical reliability value, and very similar levels of correspondence with rubric-based assessments, to those produced by the linguists in the original study. On this basis, we can conclude that the crowdsourced judges generated reliableassessments of these complex texts, with some evidence of concurrent validity. On the other hand, the crowdsourced judges were less efficient than the community-driven group, requiring a larger number of comparisons per item to reach essentially the same level of reliability. 
The likeliest explanation of this difference in efficiency is the lower level of expertise possessed by the crowdsourced judges. Only 11% of this group had any training in writing assessment, compared with 74% of the original study’s linguists (see Table 1). The results of meta-analysis conducted by Verhavert et al. (2019) suggest that this lower level of expertise is likely to have resulted in the larger number of comparisons required by the crowdsourced group. The study found that while “novice” judges – a category which would include the majority of the current study’s crowdsourced participants – could reach levels of reliability just as high as those achieved by peer or expert judges (which would include the original study’s participants), they required more comparisons per item to do so.
Since the goal of this study was to assess the feasibility of using crowdsourced CJ to assess L2 writing proficiency, particularly as a faster, cheaper, and more accessible alternative to rubric-based assessment in research contexts, it is worth expanding upon the effects of this reduced efficiency on CJ’s time and financial costs. Beginning with the former, the increased number of comparisons required by the crowdsourced judges did not lead to reduced time efficiency: the ease of recruiting participants via Prolific (and of setting up the task on NoMoreMarking) meant that the entire participant recruitment and data collection process was completed in less than 24 hours, and required no specialised expertise. By comparison, the original study took several months to complete due to the voluntary nature of judge participation, while collecting rubric-based ratings (including the steps of training raters, assigning and uploading scripts, and waiting for raters to complete their assigned ratings) took several weeks. 
However, the low efficiency of the crowdsourced judges meant that collecting data this way was more expensive than expected. At a rate of 30 comparisons per item, the CJ approach cost €15 per script. This compares with a cost of around €10 per script for rubric-based assessment using three raters per script, including the cost of a two-hour rater training session. Taken together, these results suggest that this crowdsourced form of CJ was a time-efficient but not particularly cost-efficient approach to assessing this complex set of texts. 
Moving on to the issue of validity, the present study has provided initial evidence of the concurrent validity of this crowdsourced, CJ-based approach to L2 writing assessment. The measurement scale produced by the crowdsourced group correlated strongly with the scale produced by the original study’s community-driven use of linguist judges (r = .74), and only slightly less strongly with rating produced by trained raters using rubric-based rating with MFRM (r = .683), suggesting that the crowdsourced judges made reasonable decisions regarding the proficiency of these L2 texts. 
However, they also hint at divergences, both between the scales emerging from CJ and rubric-based rating, and between those created by the two judge groups in the two CJ studies. Each of these scales reflects a latent, group-level conceptualisation of the construct of L2 writing proficiency, formed from the decisions made by each judge/rater. The divergence between scales can therefore be assumed to reflect the extent to which these conceptualisations differ. Unfortunately, it is difficult to directly access the content of these conceptualisations; further research should explore them in more detail. One way of doing this, currently under investigation in our ongoing research (Thwaites et al., Submitted), is to ask different groups of judges, such as crowdsourced judges and trained raters, to provide comments on each decision they make while conducting CJ. This is the same approach taken in existing studies of the construct validity of using CJ for L1 writing assessment (e.g. Lesterhuis et al., 2018, 2022). The findings of these studies have generally suggested that CJ judges principally pay attention to higher order text features such as argumentation and organisation when making judgements, and vary in the attention they give to areas such as cohesion and accuracy. However, no study to date has compared comments made by different groups of judges; such an approach could shed much light on the content of the conceptualisations of L2 writing proficiency that underlie measurement scales such as those described in the present study.
Conclusion
This paper has reported on a replication study in which a group of judges recruited via the online crowdsourcing platform Prolific used comparative judgement to assess a set of L2 English essays which were longer, featured a wider range of topics, and were more homogeneous in proficiency than those used in earlier CJ studies. The results suggest that this approach can yield reliable assessments with acceptable concurrent validity for research purposes. However, achieving these results required a large number of comparisons per item. Though the approach was highly efficient in terms of time, its unexpectedly high financial costs suggest that it might only be cost-effective if the texts being evaluated are relatively simple to assess. The study also suggested a need for future research to explore CJ’s construct validity, both by investigating how judge demographics influence the construct underlying CJ measurement scales, and by exploring divergences between CJ and rubric-based rating scales. To maximise their usefulness in research contexts, and potentially in writing assessment contexts more generally, it will also be important to address an important limitation of CJ tasks. CJ scores are essentially norm-referenced (i.e. interpretable only in relation to the items included in the same task) unless additional steps are taken to align them with an external standard. Two promising solutions to this issue warrant further exploration: first, incorporating previously graded items representing grade boundaries into a CJ set to anchor CJ scores to these items (Marshall et al., 2020); and, second, conducting a standard-setting exercise where experts establish cut-off points for each level of the target standard (Fleckenstein et al., 2020).
Finally, given the significant expense involved, however, another potential avenue could be to explore whether CJ tasks could be delegated to a generative artificial intelligence tool, which might offer a more scalable and economically viable alternative for similar assessments. Future research should examine whether human judges offer distinct advantages in performing CJ tasks, or if generative AI tools could effectively handle challenging texts such as those used in this study. 
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Title: Feminists have done more harm to the cause of women than good

There is not much knowledge about feminism among young women. It is considered a kind of * revolution * of women
against men, but it is not simply so .

This social + political movement developed during the last years of the sixties and it believed + aimed that women
should have the same rights, power and opportunities as men. However this movement cannot be understood without
referring to the situation of society in those years. The late sixties and carly seventies were characterized by a deep
crisis, which involved, politic, education, social relationships and in this context feminism set up a protest against an
old-structured society ruled by men .

Feminism has old and noble origins which trace back to the French revolution. Women at that time claimed the right of
being considered an important part of socicty, asking for civil and political rights .

In Italy during the Risorgimento, the question of feminism was still of little value, but at the end of the 19th century, due
to the great number of women working in factories, the * female problem * became very important. Nevertheless what
women really claimed was not only the right of working in good conditions, but they aimed at the emancipation of
Women as a movement of renewal of the heart of socicty. However women had to wait until 1945 to obtain an important
success, indeed in that year they gained the right to vote. From 1945 italian population, like many others in Europe, was
* busy * in * starting again *, there was a lot to do in a country destroyed by the war. This period sees the rise of the
middle-class, and witnessed the so called economic * boom *. This well established middle-class still didn't give women
the same opportunities as men, so in the seventies due to the ferments developed feminism broke out .

In those years women expressed their anger showing a strong rebellious aspect. They stood up for their rights in a
society which didn't give them the same chances as men. They fought against male power, thus trying to destroy his role
in society. They were against the old structured society where women could be mainly housewife, whereas man could
study, work and chose with freedom. Unfortunately their noble ideas degenerated into a sort of extremism which spoiled
their ideals, thus reducing, in some situations, their insurrection in a sterile fight between man + women for who had the
duty to do the washing up, or the houseworks in the family

Inmy opinion feminism was an important movement that marked a necessary break in Italian society. Thanks to those
fights, now there are women free to dedicate themselves to successful careers in management, politics, science, before
denied .

However these glorious conquests are only one aspect of the results obtained. The new and imposing role of women
created a lack of balance in our society. Families are more and more abandoned by women interested in working many
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Title: In the words of the old song: 'Money is the root of all evil'

The problems have started by the use of money-which is much more practical instead of settling method. As time
passed, with the developing of societies and with the increase of needs, that is, when the living conditions have got
harder, money's become the root of all evils. At this position, it has gained importance how money is earned and for
which purposes it is used. If a person gives harm not only to himself but also to the others and neglect social and ethic
rules, it means that he earns money in wrong ways. When we think like this, money has become the reason of several
evils. This is because of that money is a magical key which opens many doors. This is also because of the conditions of
conditions, they aren't nearly given any right to live like human-beings to the poor. However, people
ng in a wmel\ have the same basic rights such as to be educated, to be cared by hospitals and like these, money

¢ and cause inequality. That is, in every stage of social life, the one who pays the piper calls the tune.
People give bribe in order to be the owner of many things and to conceal their offense. If there's a need to give an
example, a person who commits a traffic crime and gives bribe to conceal his crime will be a good example. This is only
a small example. This kind of impropriety has taken place even in the government, which should be the most respectful
institution. At the same time, people are murdering each other, they are smuggling narcotic and weapon. This means the
complete ignorance of social and ethic rules. In other words, money has taken the place of humanistic values. For the
sake of money, people sell their bodies, children and wives. Moreover, in order to survive, they sell their organs, such
their kidneys, which has a vital role for their survival. These are organized by groups which are named as Mafia. In
other words, this has become a sector .

When people aren't able to achieve the necessary conditions to survive as human beings, that is, when they aren't able to
bring bread to their homes, when they can't shelter in appropriate conditions, when they couldn't send their children to
the school, when they couldn't respond to his family's needs of health and when they couldn't respond to other needs of
their family and most important, when they haven't got a job to achieve all these kind of needs, in societies people can
be dragged to suicide. People even commit theft. I want to state that the sanction of social rules isn't important when
people find themselves in these conditions

Because of that money is an important commerce tool, it is an important element of our lives. In other words, in today's
hard conditions, people venture everything in order to earn money and survive. They can make concession

As I stated before, it is important how money is earned and for which purposes it is used. So, it will hinder peaple to
sufffer if it isn't used in the way of its purpose .
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