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BACKGROUND ANDVﬁHitOSOPHY

The CSE expository and narrative rafing scales have been deve1oped‘t6 '
meet the need for sound,. instructionaliy re1evaﬁt méthods for assessing
students' writing competencé. ‘ Each .scale's analytic rating elements are
referenced to specific rhétori;a1 features characteristic of the writing
aim addressed -- eprsition'or narrétion. This referencing is based on our
belief that students' writing in each mode can be analyzed into its céhgti-
tuent elements. Know1edgé'of students' performance with respect to theée
elements can provide valuable information for assesging achievement and
facilitating instructional pianning at.the classroom, school, and district

levels.

The CSE analytic sca1és reflect our view of the roles of'eva]uafion
aﬁd testing in instruction. We aré convinced'that testing and inStructiqn
‘can become complementary activities and that both need to share the same
educ@tiona1 §0a1§ and object%ves. In the case’of writing, for example,’
criteria used to assess students’ compositions ought to reflect agreed-upon
standards of good wkiting. .C1assrqom~1nstruct10n should address explicitly
_these same standards. - In thfs kind of system, as§e§§ment can play a-va1u-
able role in instructional improvement by identifying specific areas of
strength and weakness for' individugi students, and by indicating areas
.where classroom, school, and district curricula may need to be 1mproved; :
| The .CSE scales employ analytic rating procedures to meet the demands

~of the kind of assessment system described above. Raters assign points to

each of seve§a1 aspects of a student's composition, providing a rating of
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the overall quality of the writteﬁ product as we11‘as ratings on specific
e1éments. In cont&asi to the hndifférentiated score provided by halistic
scoring ’proéedqresE. the CSE =cales' overall rating and ratings on the
specific e1ement; give concrete <{aformation t6 guide instructional
ptanning. ‘

To be sure, some costs in rater time are involved in scoring wfitten
work ana1yticé1iy. Our studies ihﬁicate thatn?t takes raters four to. five
minutes to assign analytic ratings to a mu1ti-paragraph writing sample, and
two to four minutes for a éing1e paragraph. In comparison, it may take
only abouf one minute to assign a holistic rating to.a fairly short writing
sample. . |

whi1e‘we believe that the greafer time commitment required by analytic
rating is offset by instructional advantagés, economics may require some
cpmpromises. ~ For examp1e; where student - mastery and monéy are serious
=issues; the scale can be used to provide analytic. ratings only for those
étudents falling below mastery. In a similar vein, the scale can be abbre-
viated to target on specific skills of relevance to classroom instruction
and ongding classroom assessment.

~In the remainder of this paper, we will provide an overview to the
scales and describe the theory ‘and resea}ch forming their base. We will
descfibe the features, purposes, and uses df the expository éndvfhe narra-’

tive scales, and the training that CSE provides for school systems wishing

to use the scales in their writing assessment programs.



OVERVIEW TO THE SCALES

We mentioned earlier that the CSE scales reflect the belief that
students' writing can be analyzed into its coﬁstituentﬂ elements.  We
pointed out that if we can get accurate information./abouf\studehtsi perfor-
mance on these writing elements we can use it for_instructidna1 planning
and improvement. |

In the fo1iowing sectfong“we Qescribe the theoretical. and research
basis for our beiief that students' writing can be structurally analyzed.
The work we describe led to the deve1opment of the»ana1yti; elements in our
scales.

The Theoreti;a1 and Research Base

~ Writing is a very complex skill. While most people would probably
agree-ﬁith that statement, some people may assume that "a good writer.is a-
good writer" and that a student who Writesbwe11 in one mode will write -
equally well in another. The research points out some dangers iQ that
assumpticn. -
We can ask students to write in several modes of\?ﬁscgprse or dis-
céursé aihs. The two modes most commonly found'in school cd;riéh1a are
expository and narrative writing. Expository writing involves e%pressing‘.
“facts dnd ideas, and usually requires. the student to'support'tﬁe ideas
presented with appropriate detail, exp1anatioﬁ, and logical development of

thought. Narrative writing relates experiences and events, and often

requires the student to provide chronological development and description

of events.



;we believe that a student called on to write in the expository mode
will need to draw on different skills, reflecting different discouése“
étructures, than he'or-she would need. 'to achieve a nar}ative aim. For
example, if a student is to explain something in the expository mode, he of

| she would need to présent the main idea, déve]op-the.idea with subporting‘ o
‘details, and perhaps summarize the issue presented..\On the.other hand, if
a student.is asked to give an.account of something in the narrative mode,
he or she might need to develop a sequence of events ahd.describe the
setting and characterist1c§ with sufficient detail to make the account
believable. ~ |

r The research findings support our view of these differing _skill
needs. There is a good deal of evidence from studies of students' reading
5bi1ity that different skills are needéd to understand text written in

different modes. There is similar evidence from studies of students’

writing ability that different skills are needed to Eroduce written text in
different modes. .

For 1nst;nce,.a student readihg‘a passage ‘written in the expositoéy
mode relies on a differént set of organizing schemes, and differen# methon;

of breaking down, c1assifyihg, and Understanding'tht is written than he oyf

-éﬁé Qod{drdfé;won io“reé& a»ﬁaséage fn the nafrafi?érmode‘(Méyer, 1975;1
Graesser, Hauft-Smith, Cohen, & Pyles, 1979).

Just as students use different proceSses to read and make sense of
-different kinds of writing, they also use different skills when they'are

asked to write in different modes such as gxposition and narration (Yeal &

T111man, 1971; Praeter &'Padiq,H1980; Quellmalz, Capell, & Chou,'1982.)
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We ﬁéntioned earlier that we’are interested in tying together testing
and instruction. For other people sharing this interest the research
offers a clear meégage: different kiﬁds of.writing assignments require
different kinds of student writing strategies and skills.

| But there -is a problem here. In many §chpo1s' writing programs,
students ake normally asked to compose‘in only one mode -- exﬁogitory or
narrative. %Now, a.student might have greater ability in writing a narra-

tive assignment stressing chronological development than he or she has in

writinglan expository assignment requiring logical development. The oppo-
site could also be true.

A teacher might get one kinq of picture, therefore, about a student's
writfng abi1ity'based on how he or she develops narrative. The teacher
might get a different pictungjabout a student's writing dbi1ity based on
how he or she deve]ops an ‘expository piece of work. If on1y'bne kind of
writing ability is.samp?ed, then it is possible tﬁat Some-writing defi-
ciencies will go Undiagnoéed. | |

The.poihf we are making here is simple: we cannot accept the assump-
tion that a "good writer is a good‘writer.“_ It depends on what we ésk;xhe
student to write and foﬁ‘this reason we developed scales for the‘tﬁo‘dis-
course ﬁims most frequently used -- expository and narrative.

| The CSE gca1es are important, therefore, because they.prOVide informa-
ifipn on students' éprsitory and narrative abiTities. They are.equa11y
' important because of the way they assess these abiiitiés. .

There are two primary. ways of assessing studeqts' wrfting performance .

-~ constructed response and selected. response. A_'éonstrUCted reponse

a /
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provides a direct measure of a student's writing ability. Here, the
student is asked to write sciething, perhaps a paragraph.or two, perhaps an
essay. When the piece of writing is turned %n, a teacher or some other
persoﬁ'judges the quality of the student's writing;

A selected response provides an indirect measure of a student's

'writing ability. Frequently, the student is given a passage to read

fo116wed by a multiple-choice test about the passage.EﬁThiS\;g§p;mg¥;a§&ap

questions about the organization of the written pasSage, its supporting
evidence,.its grammar.and mechanics. The scora the gtudent gets on the
test is supposed to sth how much the student knows about writing. And so
far, maybe, so good. But there is a prob1em if we m e the inference that

student knowledge of writing quality accurately indicates student ability

v el
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to produce good writing. If this inference is unjustified, then once again
students' writing deficiencies may remain undjaéhbséd. J '
Several reasons are offared for using indirect,bmu1§ip1e-ch01ce.tests
of students' writing ability. First, mu1t1p1e-ch01¢edtest5xtake less time
to score than essays dd. Sgcond; wsome people believe that there is a
strong re1ationshiﬁ between’ studen;s' mu1f1p1e-éhdiée test scbres and
their written work. Third,'mu1tip1e-ch01ce tests are more objective than
ratings of students"hritten work. The a}gument is that if two people
score the same essay in some general, impressionistic way, there is a good
chance they will arrive at different jUdgments about the same piece of
writing. Let us take up these three arguments. ‘ |

' Argument one: Scoring essays does take more time than scoring a mul-

tiple-choice test. However, our scales have been designed so that théy do



not take-upvexorbitant ambunté of rater scorin? time. Depending on the.
length of the writing sample and rater familiarity with the scale, rating'
time rangeg from two to five minutes. We believe the diagnostic and
prescriptive information retufned jystiffes the time invested.

Argumenf two: There is no gﬁarantee that avstudent who scores well
" on a mq1tip1e-choice~test of writing will be able to produce good writing.
Researchers working ‘speéifica11y jn writing do not believe that such
indirect measures,as'mu1tip1e#choice tests provide an accurate indication
of students' ‘writing ability (Braddock, et a1.; 1963; Cooper & 0dell,

1977; Quellmalz, Cappell, & Chou, 1982). If these tests are well

Eonstructed (and that is always a big if no matter whét their purpose is)

then they may be fair méasqres of reading cocmprehension, but not of how

well a student wi11'pgpduce a piece of writing. ’
| -Argument three: The CSE scales havé built-in procedures to make sure
that different judges of a student's writing use the same decision rules.
There is less 1iklihood, therefore, ﬁhgtlthey will give.greatly different
scores or grades to the same piece of work. | |
At CSE we built on some of the research mentioned above in our own
work on the different writing and,resﬁonse modes (Que11ma1z, Capell, &
Chou, 1982). In our studies, we looked carefully a{ wheiher‘stddents'
writing abilities iﬁ the two major modes -- exposition and narration --
were comparab1e. ' We also exaﬁined whether different response modes --
written work versus a multiple-choice test -- provided the same kind of.
information about studeht writing ébi1ity.. o . s
Herelis a quick sketch of what we fouﬁd:

° Students' writing skills did differ in the two discourse modes. -

m/i-i- | 111.



° While ratings.of exposition were generally different than those
‘of nparration, the mechanics scores on the two modes were

| compargb1e. . Perhaps this helps exp1ain the false notion
that “good writing is good writing."

° Multiple- cho1ce scores were poorer 1nd1cators of student
writing  ability than. measures based on actual student;v
writing samples.

After these studies were onducted and the information ana1yzed,'the’

scales we devel eed-for the study were refined and now take the form-.we
describe be1ow.’v

The Expository Scale

This scale is used to assess how well a student can write in'the'
expository mode. By expos1t1on, we have in mind writing that 1ntends to_.
inform by presenting facts, giving d1rect1ons, recording events,‘1nter-
preting facts, developing opinions. How well the_student hand}esuthese
elements influences the effectiveness of his or her expusitqrx'cbmpusftinn;‘

The scale uses five e1ements to assess students’ writing;infthe ekpo;'

o ) L
sitory mode. These are: General Competence, Essay 0rgan1zat1on and Coher-___"“

ence; Paragraph .Coherence; Support; and Grammar/Mechan1cs. The f1rstf2"'“

subscale, General Competence, is used fo* making .a ho11st1c eva1uat1on ofua"

the essay S'command of basic writing elements. The four.other=subsca]es‘?5‘t‘

focus on analytic evaluations of" the qua11ty of wr1t1ng.'

Using the Genera1 Competence subscale, raters read the compos1t1on toiif

 form a global Judgement of how well the student. arranged fundamenta1f?

elements. In rat1ng the compos1t1on for dts genera1 qua11xy, raters keenT*fV“




in mind the question of whether the work achieves an expository purpose for
the intended audience. General Competence asks- the rater to keep the
question of fundamental arrangement in mind rand give an overall rating
show1ng how well the student hand1es the sk111s 1nc0rporated in the four
rema1n1ng subscales. The rater can assign the composition a global score

; ranging from six to one. Scores of four, f1ve, and six represent verying

MY e PR .
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degrees of mastery, scores of cne, two, and three represent varying déﬁ?&és
" of non-mastery. This s1x-point-system, which 1s descrjbed in greater

detail 1ater in the oaper, applies to all thedsubsca1es.

| In the remaining subsca1es; the rater's attention is directed to

specific skills and qualities. Each skill or quality is deSCr%bed in

detail. ‘ |

° The Essay Organization and Coherence subscale ‘focuses on- ‘the flow of
ideas throughout the ‘entire composition and between its paragraphs.
Emphasis here is on vertical re1at10nsh1ps throughout the essay.
. The rater is reading to see if the‘'essay has a main idea, for
example, which makes a point about the topic, whether that pcint is
at a greater level of generality than the other points in the paper, -
and if the points made relate to the essay's thesis.

The Paragraph Organization subscale 1s concerned with horizontal
relationship within paragraphs, with the logical arrangement of
points and their subordination to the paragraph topic.

The Support subscale focuses on the spec1f1c1ty, depth, and amount
of elaboration used to develop the theme. :

The Grammar/Mechanics subscale focuses on errors in sentence struc-~
ture or mechanics and how seriously they interfere with communica-
tion. ?1npoints global errors making it difficult to. understand
the. writer s message, and more 1oca1 errors which are not serious
1mped1ments to communication.

The Narrative Sca1e

This scale 1s used for assess1ng how well a student wr1tes 1n the

e ——
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narrative mode. By narration, we have in. mind a description of' an
event(s), based on an account of Such aspects as (1) how, wheh, aﬁd where
the event(s) took place; (2) the persons, b1aces, or things involved in the
event(s); and (3) the éctions, ‘thoughts, or feelings of the actors
described. - How well the student handles these features' influences the
effectiveﬁess of his or her narrative essay.

Thé scale uses four elements to assess narrative writing. Thesé are:

~‘.G‘enera'L Competence; Focus and Qrganization; Support;.rand Gramhar/_,;_
Mechanics. The first subscale, General Competence, is used t§ make an
overall or holistic evaluation of the essay's command of wrfting_fundamen-‘
ta1s. The three other subscales are used to make ana1ytic evaluations of
the spec1f1c component features of narrative writing. Again, these three
subscales focus on specific elements which are described in detail.

The General Competence is based on a global judgement of the compo-.
sition. The central question is the narrative effectiveness of the work
and how well it arranges the features incorporated in fhe remaining sub-
scales. ‘A six-point scale, with the same ya1ue§ as those descr{bed for the
expos1tory scale, is used.

° The Focus/Organization subscale is concerned with the composition's
structure and flow of ideas--within- and between- paragraphs.

° Support, wh1ch has a s1m11ar emphasis to that described for exposi-
tion, focuses the rater s attention on the devélopment of events,
descripntions, and characters through the use of well-integrated
details. ' : S

° The Grammdr/Mechanics subscale focuses on the kinds of global and
local errors in sentence structure and mechanics described above.

[N
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Features Common to Both Scales
1

The research basis: Each scale, and its specific analytic elements,

\
\
\ firmly anchored in our own and others' research on writing and its

assessment. The global or holistic judgment offered in each scale assumes
that the whole is greater than the sum of its parts, and asks for a rating

of the quality with which the writer engages the topic to achieve the

" intended purpose. The discrete, analytic features in each scale -ask for E

separate ratlngs of a fundamental--set of- elements. . These elements are |

specified because they recur in the research as basic features of acceptab1e‘i
writing. They also represent pr1or1t1es in many writing competency
programs. The individual subscales therefore present specific criteria for
judging the student's skill in using these eTements.

Setting the scope and focus of the assignment: Each scale is intended

to be used in an assessment setting in which students are provided with
c1ear writing prompts containing explicit d1rect1ons to help them p1an and
deve1op theTr assignment. These directions should include: the spec1f1c
purpose or function of the writing; a specific audtence to whom the student"
will write; a specific topic or subject to write about; and criteria‘that
will be used to judge the essay.

~ These directions are '1ntended to provide students with a clear and
common understanding of the task expected of them; that is, the rhetorical
context. As such they are the initial step in ensuring that each student's
'wr1t1ng 1s judged on the same task description. They are a counterpart to

the common. scale criteria used by raters.

The six -point rating scale: Each numerical rating on the scale is tied

to specific criteria and examp1es of skill levels and deficiency levels.

15
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These numerical ratings are meanirgful and consistent _1hd1cators of
students' writing performance because they provide raters with specific
guidance to decide upon the numerical “rating that the comﬁosition should
‘receive with respect to a given‘sca1e. |

On a given- subscale a student receives ‘a score 1;d1cet1ng his or her
degree of mastery of the skills specified for that scale. In exposition,
~ for example, for a student to‘receive a rating of six (highest mastery
level) on overall organization'and'coherence,vthe rater is directed tot1pok
for certa1n feauures in the compositibh. Among these- features are:
1imitation of the top1c logical. essay plan; maintenance of essay plan. |

For the student to receive a seore of fodr (1owesf Jevel of mastery)
on this part of the 'expository scale, among- the feetufes the rater is
directed to look for areé t1ear_ma1n 1dee, 1ogica1»p1en, and reasonable
suppbef.' !

Each of the other subscales used for expository-ratiﬁg offers similar

criterion levels and -examples. : :

The same level of specifieity of ;uidance to the rater is offered in
the narrative séa1e. For exahp1e, ontthe sueeort subscale, for a studeht'sh
) composjtion to receive a rating. of five (eecond7highest mastery 1eve1) his
or her worklmust prdvide'sueporting details, ;uch as exampfes'and.descrip-
tions, to develop eients or cﬁaracters; A student whoee use of detail is
not 1htegrated.ybu1d receive a score ef two, | T

Adaptability to local curriculum needs: The suﬁsca1es, with their

accompanying operationa1 criteria, shou1d represent 1n£truct1ona1 priori-
ties of the schoo] system using the scales. In an 1dea11y integrated

“assessment and instruction system, criteria’ used to evaluate . writing

16
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gathered for formal assessment shou1d be the same as those used to cvaiuate
and prov1d feedbach to students on their more routine classroom writing
assignments. whiie individuai'ciassrooms might focus on additional ele-
ments such as or|gina1ity of content and styie or voice, criteria used in
Jjudging forma1 functiona1 writing should ref1ect desired core writing
e1ements. The CSE scales, therefore, include: these commoniy va1ued basic
writing elements.
~ These core elements are intended to provide starting points for
schools. and. teachers to consider as they plan their own writing assessment
needs. For exampie, elaborated mechanics elements of sentence construc-
tion, usage, speiiing, punctuation, and capitalization can provide osefui
classroom-level diagnostic information,fespeciaiiy for younger or']ess pro-
ficient'students whose writing shows:various_mechanicai weaknesses. On the
vother hand, for 1arge-sca1e competency testing programs assessing older or
more able students, a comprehensive mechanics rating may be sufficient.
As we wi11 see jn_the next section, when CSE provides schools and
L T
. districts with training in the use of the sca1es, part of -that training
involves making sure the criterion descriptions are agreed upon by the
potential raters; _ |
Copies of'the comp1ete, expanded scales and scoring criteria appear'
in Appendix A. This expanded version serves primari1y as a "text" which
raters read before training to fami1iarizea—themselves——with——the——sea%es—-
_ rationale, sqructure,.criteria, and criterion examples. During training’
and actUai-rating, raters use a shorter, tabu1ar.version of the scales.
.Copies of actuai'student writing samples scored'using our sca1es~appear‘in
Appendix B. [ '.l _ R é
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TRAINING AND PROCEDURES
TO ENSURE RELIABILITY
' In the preceding secion we mentioned that students need clear djrec--
tions to make sure that they a'I'I bring the same understanding of the
-writing task to the job at hand. We al so po.nted out that raters need to -
4fo11ow the same criteria as they assess stud_ents wmttep work. 4
This*secfion talks more about the procedures which help ensure that
raters do 1ndeed-.app1y'fhe same criteria. It‘ also offers some reasons for
why raters, even whén'they do try to use the same criteria, caﬁ "drift"
abpart as they go.about'the job of scoring students' written work. The
training we o_ff-er hel ps'overcome this problem.

Overview to the Problems and their Solutions

N

Samples of ‘students" written work can provide Vdirect evi‘dence of
writing ability. Scoring these samples, how'ev‘er,' can pr_esenf a p-nblem,
even with exp':.;if criteria to follow; ho matter how go.;od the scoring
systems, assuring reliability or agreement among raiers réQuires.f carefu'l
planning. First, raters who come to a trafning session"with differing
views of evaluation mq.;.tA a.ccvept and then 1eai~n how to apply lthe rating
scales aécurate'ly and consistent'ly. Second, rat-.ers'who ﬁave achieved hivghl
i levels of agreement during training tend to drift apart and show 'Iess-
{ agreement. 7hen they must score large numbers of papers. This drift may be
Lcaused—by—iaﬁgueq eading.to_car.eless_appl_icatmn_uf_cuxeni a,- orui_t_may__ba__
! the result of other 1nf'|uences, such as the range of quality in the papers

‘t being scored or the re-emergence of idiosyncratic rater values.




- 15 -

What this means, then, is that even when a carefu1‘rating system is
used; the more papers a rater reads the more likely he or she will drift
away from‘the intended criterie. The trainirg we provide, which grew out
oprreVious CSE research andltechnice1 assistance in writing assessment
(Que11me1z, 1980), has built-in procedures to coetr61 this potential drift
and to.keep ratersnen track. '

Training Sequence

fhe training sequence has three basic features. First, it emphasizes
deveTopingeE6nsensus in defining sca1ere1ehente that are sensitive to local
needS. For.exampie, the expository scale may presenf separate spbsca1es
for focus and organization rather than a cdmbined coherence scale. Also, a -
district can decide to add features of concern in more adranced‘writing
such as style or attention to audience.

ASecond,.specifjc criteria are brovjded for each element, and raters
receive repeeted practice and feedback 1in their app11cation; Third, the
training serves as precursor t& actual ratings of studentsi written tests;
it is not merely an academic exercise; Therefore, the rating procedures
are carefully structured to ensure 'thPt. raters learn to apﬁ1y criteria
" accurately and continue to,do:so as théylﬁc on to rate actual test essays
1ﬁdependeht1y. A key feature of this/research-based‘training sequence is
the use of essays which have been prescored by a pane1 of experts-and which
are then used as examples during training, as qua11fy1ng papers at the end
of training, and as 1nserted "check" papers during 1ndependent scoring to

identify dr1ft1ng raters and to help them stay on track.
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Training proceeds as follows:

Step 1:

Step 2:

Step 3;‘

Setting up a Rater Training Session

CSE and the school or district asking for the
training discuss overall purposes. Questions may
include: Is training to be provided for one scale
or both? Will the scales be used for routine
classroom assignments, school/district competency
or both? :

The district collects representative student writing
samples. These may come from pilot tests of prompts
in neighboring districts. The samples must be
avdilable well 1in advance (three weeks) of "the
scheduled training session. : :

The Sampies should .reflect the -spectrum of student
writing abilities and represent the grade levels
tested and/or in which ‘the raters teach.

The-samgfe/papers are used for three purposes:

l. as practice training papers (approximateiy 30)

2. as piiot test papers to be sure that raters :
qualify at the end of training before proceeding
-~ to independent rating (approx1mate1y 20 to 30)

3. -as check papers:that will be inserted among the
essays that will actually be Jjudged during
independent rating (a set of three papers to.be
read a?ter every one or two hours of- scoring)

Using the CSE scale, CSE and district staff prescore.

the samples for use as training, qualifying, and"

check papers. "Solid" .and marginal examples: rated
from 1 to 6 on each of the subscales are prepared.

"Feedback sheets" presenting|the scores and reason

for the score that. cite features of the papers and

use language from the scale are prepared for all
check papers and | for about 10 of the training
papers. , _ _
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Step 4:

Step 1:
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Packets. of the students' essays are prepared for
each rater. The training packet contains cppies of
the expanded, prose version and the shorter, tabular
version of the rating scales, and the training
essays. . To acquaint raters with the check procedure
they will encounter later, written feedback. sheets
are prepared for about i0 of the training papers;
trainers, however, have notes to explain all the
prescored training papers. Feedback sheets will
only be distributed after raters have _scored a
paper. . : /

The qua1ifying;packet consists of 16 to 20 prescored
essays that represent the full range of student.
compositions. : & o

The-check\papers may be put in separate packets for
each rater\zr be availabie at a.central location.

Test folderss are prepared containing 10 essays which

will be rated independently. The 10 papers in each
folder are randomly selected from the full set of .
student essays to be_.rated. Each folder is
numbered. : 7

A rater assignment sheet is prepared 1ist1ng the
sequence of folders ~that each rater who has
qualified wiil score. Each folder of essays w111 be
scored by two raters. These raters are random1y
assigned so that no two raters are systematically
paired. _ : |

Sheets for recording the scores that raters give to

" training papers, qualifying papers, and actual test.

papers are prepared.

Providing the Rater Training-

The tra1n1ng begins with a brief description of
the scale's structure and rationale. Discussion
deals with the broad features of the scale to be
used, its research basis, and the need to develop
common understanding of purpose and to ma1nta1n
high levels of rater agreement. .

Copies of the expanded scale are passed out and
read by the raters.
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Step 2: The trainer and the raters discuss each element in
- the scale being used. Discussion includes  the
relationship between the scale's  .general
competence rating ‘and ratings on the subsequent
subscales. Each of the subscales is defined and
examples of the writing e1ements it focuses on are

provided.

Discussion then focuses on the six-point rating
_system applied to each subscale.  Particular
emphasis is placed on the operational criteria
provided for each possible rating. The point of
this discussion is to ensure Common understanding
of each subscale and what each possible rating
means. - Any language clarification necessary is
entered d1rect1y on-the scale, which is then used
for the remainder of the training. The trainer
points out . that levels of rater -agreement which
are lower than .80 (that is, where raters are in
lower than 80% agreement) w111 suggest less than-
uniform scale app11cat10n. ‘ ‘ \

Step 3: The trainer passes out the prepared traig}ng
’ packages of student writing samples.. Raters are
directed to read and then rate the first th
writing samples in their packagem - The major
intention here is for raters to begin practicing "
> : the criteria on a few papers.

Step 4: "~ Discussion begins after raters have scored the
. first three training papers. The trainer presents
the scores that the experts gave to these papers
and explains the reason for these scores by
reading through the essay.and noting the. features
that led te the score it received on each

subscale. , ' o ,

/

22
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Step 5: Raters rate another three. papers, and the trainer
disp]ays the scores that raters gave each essay,
using the following tabular format:

l

Rating

Subscale 1 2 3 4 5. .6

1 A . . -

The trainer then presents the expert scores for
these papers, and asks one or two individuals who
gave scores that are two or more points away from
“the - expert score to explain. their reasoning by
jdentifying features in the papers that exemplify
a score category described in’ the scale. . The
trainer then explains the basis for the expert
scores. .

Step 6: Depending on the leve] of agreement among raters
after they have scored [the first six papers,
discuss1on may fo]]ow a variety of topics:

° is there need for further refinement of the ‘
]anguage of the subscales? = =~ | v - |
is everyone bringing a common framework to the:

-use of the scales? do some raters|have routine'
classroom diagnosis in mind. whiye others are \
applying the scales from the standpoint of \
minimum- competency? ,
do these qufering frameworks suggest more
lenient/more  stringent app]icatﬁon of criteria?
is that appropriate’ ’ ( |

1
-
Step 7: Raters then continue to rate training papers in ‘
sets of fi(e. After each set has been rated, the
trainer distributes feedback sheets for two or
. three of the .papers in the set. These papers are
discussed on]y if questions, are rajsed. Group |
. discussion focUses on the other papers in the set, —
following the strategy described in Step 5, and
emphasizes those subscales where agreement levels
are less than .80, that is, where less than 80% of
the raters are in agreement.

P

}
l
|

-
!l“
Y PR
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Step 8:

Step 1:

- 20 -

o

After 10 to 15 papers have been scored, discussion
and focus may become more directive. For example,
if only a few individuals are giving discrepant
scores, .the trainer may work with these’
individuals while they are scoring-a set.

When 80% agreement levels are reached.on the third
or so set of training papers, the trainer may
decide that it 1is time- to . distribute the
qualifying papers. This set contains 15 to 20
papers which raters score without interruption or
discussion. To qualify, raters must agree with
each other within one point on each subscale on at .
least 80% of the papers. -

If most of ‘the group qualifies and is ready to
proceed, raters then begin the independent rating

- of the actual student test papers.

At ti. :s: e time, additional training may continue
on a subscale with less than 80% .agreement. For
example, individuals who do not agree at the 80%
level may continue to practice and discuss papers
individually or in small groups with the

“"assistance of the trainer.

Independent Rating of Essays

Raters refer to the rater assignment sheet to get
the folders of essays they will score. After
raters have scored one or two folders, they rate
the set of three check papers and record the
scores they gave them. They then turn in their
check—scores, and read the feedback sheets for the
three papers. The point here is to determine if
the: pair of raters scoring the same set of test’
papers are (1) in agreemeiit with each other and

(2) .in agreement with the scores given by the =
"expert" rater. Since students will actually be

graded 'in the process, it is critical that raters’
scores be no more than one point off the expert
rater's score. Where. greater differences exist, -
trainer and- raters discuss the paper in question
to resolve discrepancies.. -

24
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\ Step 2: Depending on the number of actual student essays
to be rated, independent rating may continue over
a few.days, perhaps for a few hours each day. In
this case, at the beginning of each rating day,
raters may begin by reading and rating a set of
check papers. This serves to keep raters on ‘track
; and tc minimize the re-emergence of idiosyncratic
N criteria. ‘ ' :

Summar

Routine assessment of student's classroom progress may not require the
careful -check pfocess described above. But‘it is another.matter when large |
numbers‘bf raters are to judge the writing performance of large numbers of
students, say in a minimum competency testing program. Here the .check
procedure is critical, given the possibility of rater disagreement emerging

‘over time.

!

We strongly recommend, further, that when wrifing asSessment‘resu]ts

‘are to be used.:to make important dgcisibns about student ability, each
student's compoSition: be read and scored, as ‘described above, by two

‘raters.. If “the two ratgrs aré’in agreement at the .80 level or higher, the

student's compbéitipn can be assiéhed the average cf the two scores. 1If

the two raters show agreement 1lower than .80, then the sfudent's

A composition should be rated éga}n by a third,-indepen;entjjudge.' The two

;——ratéps—and—%he—éudge—ean—%hen—d%seuss—d*fferehc?s—vfa—the-kind of process

deScribed in Step 5 -~ citing features of the subscale element in the

student's compbsition that match or exemplify the scale criteria for the. |
score given. This discussionm‘should lead to resclution of the rating ‘

discrepancy.
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CONCLUSION
‘In this paper we describe the need for usinbnaccurate and reliable
. erjteria fon the assessment of student writing. Ne‘dffer‘sca1es\for expo-
sitory and narrative wniting'that we believe meet the st;ndgrds of accure;e
and fair assessment. ' A _ \ f
Both our research in vthe assessment of writing'?and the technical

assistance we have provided in several settings dndicate &hat 1arge numbers -
of réters ean be trained 1n-the use of the sca1es, and thét duringetrafning
and independent rat*ng they can achieve and maintain high levels of
agreement. Depending on the numbers of essays to be\read jyyi_gne\numbers
of people who will be working as raters, the kinds»of check procedn}es we .
describe are critical to the achievement and maintenance of high Teye1s of
inter-rater reliability. _ E l\\\e;-~“’

It may be, at 1east initially and until raters become fam111ar with
~ the sca1e procedures, thict significant investments of time will’ need-to be
made. However, in the long run, if we“are-concerned about 11nking_assess-
ment with 1nstruct10n so as to provide information for' 1nstnuctfcna11
1mprovement, the time invested can 1ead to h1gh returns.A - T xf;

For examp1e, in schools where fhe CSE scales are used 1n the writing‘

' Essessment program teachers state that “the. tra1n1ng and the sca1es haveﬂ‘,
Ahe1ped them to plan and monitor 1nstruct10n. They have become~more -aware
of Specific writing skills and are directing their 1nstruct10n to sca1e'“;

elements that resu1t in 1mproved student writing.

261
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Expository Scale

Global Rating Procedures

The purpose of global rating is to form a single judgement of how well a
piece of writing communicates a whole message to the reader. Global
scoring assumes that each characteristic that makes up an essay --
“organization of ideas, content, mechanics, “and so on -- is related to all
other characteristics. It further assumes that some qualities of an essay
cannot easily be separated from each other. In short, the procedure views
a piece of writing as a total work, the whole of which is greater than the
sum of its parts.

Discerning readers naturally will attend to, or be infiuenced' by, some
"essay characteristics more than others. In this genera1 scoring, however,
readers should arrive at a Judgment regarding the essay's overa11 quality. -

For. this element, you are being asked " to .form an overa11 Judgement
concerning the effectiveness of the essays as examples of expository
writing. The Jjudgement should consider all the elements on the scale --
essay organization, paragraph organization, support, and mechanics.

Some views on exoosition are given below:

Exposition is the kind of discourse that exp1ains or c1arifies
a subject. _ :

Exposition seeks to exp1ain or inform through such methods as
giving reasons ~or .examples, comparing and contrasting,
defining, enumerating, or through a combination of methods.
Exposition explains why or how. - ' '

.Exposition promotes reader understanding of a subJECt.,

ELEMENT f

General: Competence

Read each essay ds a whole, first, in order to form an overa11 judgement of
jts quality. To assign the essay a score, consider the following
questions: To what extent does the essay achieve an expository purpose for
“the intended audience? To what ‘extent does the essay organize jts elements
to create a effective whole? . o

!
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Assign each paper a mark of 1-6 using the scale below:
MASTER S "

6 = Very competent - o The paper executes all the ~ elements
: competently. There are no serious errors.
The paper has a clear main idea, logical
organization, relevant, detailed-support,
and a command of basic mechanics. There are ~
no major flaws.

5 = Definitely.competent ' The paper is competent in all of the basic
" elements, but there may be a few minor flaws.
4 = Adequately competent The - paper is adequéteTy éompetént in al
: elements. There may be a few flaws. Some
may be serious.* ‘
~ NON-MASTER
3 = Almost competent ’ The paper lacks competence in one or 1iwo
~elements, and there are several major flaws.
2 = Not very competent The paper has two Or more of the elements.
There are many serious flaws.
1 = Not at all competént " Paper has none or only one of the elements

competently executed.

* [f the essay is only one paragraph, paragraph cohesion is not considered
a missing element, . if the one existing paragraph coheres. 1If it clearly
should have been divided into several paragraphs, then paragraph cohesion.
is a missing element, - ;

-~

o

30
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| _ '~ ELEMENT 2

Essaxfogg§n1zat10n and Coherence

This, subsca1e focuses On the flow of- 1deas throughout the entire paper and

between paragraphs. The emphas1s is on vertical” re1ationsh1ps of ideas
* throughout the essay. .

5 = ‘°“The subject 1s identified.

4 = ° The subject is identified.

The paper has a main idea (stated or clearly implied) which makes a point
about the subject and is at a greater level of generality.than the cther
points within the paper. Subtopics are logically related to the main idea
and to each other. o s L

MASTER

6 = ° The subject is identified. .
The main idea. is stated or 1mp11ed in opening and/or closing.
statement. .

Opening and closing statements match or 1ogica11y relate to the text
and to each other.

The topic is limited ‘through reference to key points or 11nes of
reasoning.

The essay plan is 1ogiggl\ ' '

The essay plan is consistently maintained (no digression or
extraneous material). T—

—
—_—

The main idea is stated or implied in opening and/or c1os1ng
“statement.

"Opening and-closing statements relate to or follow from the text and
from each other.

The topic is partly limited by 1nd1cat1ng number and type of key
points. _ ~ ,

Plan is logical.

Plan is signalled by appropriate trans1t10ns.

There may be digression or an elaboration.

\

® The main idea is identified or implied.
° There may or may not be an attempt to 1imit the tbgjc give
directions to subsequent reasoning.

There may be a few minor d1gressions~}rom the~p1an, but no major
digressions. - AR

Subtopirs can be reshuff]ed

-
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NON-MASTER

3 = ° Subject is clear.

- ° Main point may not be very clear. There may be a major digression
or several minor digressions. ’
A plan is attempted which may need to be 1nferred.

2 = ° Subject is clear. "‘
° Main idea is not very clear and/or there may be more than one.\
o

The plan is attempted, but not consistently or not comp]ete]y
carried out.

There are many digressions.

1= °.SubJect is unc]ear.
' Main idea.is absent or very unclear.
No plan is attempted or followed.
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ELEMENT 3 -

Organization - Paragraph*

This subscale focuses on the relationship of ideas within paragraphs; their
logical interrelationship and subordination to the paragraph topic.

Paragraphs present subtopics which are developed by cchesive groups of
supporting statements. Each subtopic represents a  complete unit of
thought. Major units of thought are delineated by physical separation of
paragraphs. Statements within the paragraph’ re1ate logically to each other
and. to the paragraph subtop1c.

MASTER

6 = ° A1l major units of thought are set off by.distinCt paragraphs.:
The paragraph has a clearly stated or implied topic.
A1l sentences within paragraphs are related to each other and to

the paragraph topic, and are subordinate to it. There are no . -

digressions or irrelevancies. There are no one-sentence paragraphs
unless they are especially effective.

5= Most major subtopics are developed in paragraphs.‘

o
° Wost paragraphs contain logically related subordinate support.
-0

There may be a minor digression.

4 = ° Many subtopics are deve1oped in discrete paragraphs with related
subordinate support.
There may be some minor digressions.

& NON-MASTER

3 = ° In some paragraphs statements are logically related, but may not

: function as support subordinate to the paragraph topic. Paragraph

. separation is evident and consistent.\ Some relationships between
sentences must be 1nferred.

2'= ° There are few paragraphs where statements are 1ogica11y related or
supported. There are many -digressions. Paragraph separation is
Tnconsistent. Many re1ationsh1ps among sentences must be 1nferred

1= ° There are no paragraphs vhere statements logically cohere.
- Paragraph separation is incorrect.

* For conventions for paragraph separation (e. g., physica1 separation or
indenting) see Mechanics., §

£ 33
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ELEMENT 4

Su upport

This subscale focuses on the quality (specificity and re1ationsh1p) oé the
support provided vertically for the essay theme as well as horizonta11y

,n1th1n each paragraph. ’ 3 . ‘

v e

Support statements are at a greater level of specificity than the genergli-
zations they are intended to support. Support statements logically reliate

to each other and to the generalization. Support includes specific detajls “,’

such as examples, facts, anecdotes, reasons, and concrete language.

MASTER

o -
1]

° The essay s main idea and all paragraph topics are suppcrted by
relevant, specific statements. -

(8 4]
U
(-4

The essay's main idea and almost all paragraph genera?izations/
assertions are supported by ‘predominantly specific statements.
Enumerations are supported by descriptive detail, functions, or
rationale. o

4 = ° The essay's main idea and most paragraph generaiizat1ons are .
supported. Most support is specific. Enumerations are supported by
descriptive detail, functions, or reasons. .

NON-MASTER

3= ° Some or all genera11zations are supported by Tlogically related..

. detail, or some support .is not specific but it 1is dist1nct and
clear. Support may be primarily an une1aborated undeta11ed
unsupported list. .

2= °An attempt is made to support genera]1zations/assertions. Some
supporting sentences do not 1ogica11y follow from each other or are
redundant.

Support lacks precision, clarity in deta11s, and/or 1anguage. '

No support 1s provided or,

Support, if present, is vague, and confusing, or,
Not logically related to generalizations, or,
At the same 1eve1 of genera11ty as the topic it attempts to support.'

© o 6 o0



ELEMENT 5 4 v/
Grammar/Mechanics (Usage, sentence construct1on, ‘spelling »_punctua 1on,
capita]ization) 1

s

Errors in grammar or mechan1cs are considered according to how/ seriously
..—they_interfere with_communication. These errors may he_ g]_obaL.o.r__l ocal. A__.
global error makes it difficult to understand the writer's message. The
sentence, "Tomorrow, I went to the store,” for example, forces the reader
to decipher which time. context (future or present) the writer is actua]]y
alluding to. A local error does not seriousﬂy interfere with the wr1ter S
message. - For example, in the sentence, “He go\M g to_the store now," the
message is clear but the grammar is 1ncorrect. aturally, an overabundance
. of errors which, if individually cons1dered are local, can seriously
distract the reader's attention and understanding The 1ntent here is to
‘evaluate errors in relation to how much they interfere with the writer's
~effectiveness in communicating rather than/to attempt to assign different
values to the myriad of possib]e grammatical and mechanical .errors that can

occur.
. Vo
MASTER /
6 = ° There are few or no errors. There are no serious errors.
. i . e
5 = ° There may be a few minor errors in the categories, but no more than
one sericus error. o
4 = ° There are some errors. A few may be serious.
3 ~ / N
NON-MASTER
3 = ©° There are numerous errors in the/cabagorirs. There are some
serious errors in several categories. Below mastery in sentence
construction. | ~
2 = ° There are many serious errsrs, /causing some confusion.
1 = ° Errors are so numerous and senious that they.interfere with
communication. /




Check those mechanical skills be1ow master 1eve1.

Bt
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b
<

Usage. Does not d1sp1ay command of standard vocabu1ary ‘usage.

Sentence construction. Does not.disp1ay command of basic sentence
structure. : Y

Spelling. Misspells many cbmmon words (inciudes homonyms) .

Capitalizations and punctuat1on. Does not use standard conventions
appropriately, e.g., periods, commas, capitals, apostrophes.

Conventions of paragraph separation are incorrect or 1nconsisientn
— (indenting, spacing, titles, numbers). )

Usage

Serious errors:
3
- Homonyms, e.g., it, it's; their, there; to, two, too
-~ Incorrect use of common words
~ Incorrect pronoun reference

Minor errors:

- awkward or odd use of words, phrases, but. meaning sti11 c19ar
- vague, abstract language

Sentence cohstruction .

Serious Errorsi . ) .
- Subject verb agreement

-~ Run on
- Fragments

Spelling.

’Seriou;\srrors

- Common\ﬁords misspe11ed does not include homonyms. Any misspelled
word on1y\c0unts as one error, even if the misspelling repeats.

.Minorlgrrors

- Unusual, 1&35\Trequent words

\

\
\

36 .
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4) C;pita]ization/Puhctuation'

- Initial capitals -- common proper nouns

. -~ Periods at end of sentence, common abbreviations
- Commas (in series, for Opening phrases)
- Contractions

5)  Paragraph Conventions’

Serious errors:

Title ,

]
=
c
3
o
o
-

Inconsistency of separation convention
Absence of any. convent1on for separation

Minor errors

- Use. of Spac1ng instead of 1ndentat1on (as in business 1etters)
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Narrative Scale

Global Rating Procedures

The purpose of global rating is to form an overall judgement of how well a

__piece_of writing communicates a message to the reader. __Global scoring.
assumes that each element of an essay is integrally related to ‘other
elements in the . essay and the effect. is cumulative. In short, the
procedure views a piece of writing as a2 total work, the whole being greater
than the sum of its parts.

For the e1ement of "General Competence you are being asked to form an
overall judgement concerning a composition's effectiveness as an example of
narrative writing. Al11\of the elements presented in the sca1e--focus/
organization, support, and grammar/mechanics--should— be considered in
rating for general competence as well ~as any other elements which you may

feel are important.

General Impression

,x ELEMENT 1

Read each essay as who1e, first, to form an overa11 judgement of its

quality. To assign thJ essay a score, consider the following questions:

To what extent is the

ssay an example of effective narration? To what

extent does the essay organize its elements to create an effective whole?

h defined situations

MASTER

An excellent. exam le of narration. Each element is evident in use
throughout the es ay (e.g., topic is c1ear1y jdentified, characters

s fully deve1oped)

A good examp1e \ni narration, but the elements are not equa11y well
developed througT t the essay/paragraph. '
p;L

ments of narration. --The essay is simple, informing and clear, and
presents nothing more than essentials. :There may be one or two iso-

An adequate;exa? of narration. The writer incorporates the ele-
lated instances pf |global error and no more than three local:errors or

. a total of five/ 07a1 errors. N /
]

NON-MASTER .

A marginal example. The ‘writer presents evidence of limited skill in
using the narrative elements. The elements are all present but
developed poorly. Extremes are noted: strong to weak)subject focus,
proper to poor/ grammar and mechanics. R _ /// o

A

" A poor example. Writer' s use of elements is problematic, focus on

topic steadily decreases, support statements, if prESent, are weak;

grammatica1 nd mechanical errors also present.

This paper i either of f topic or genre. Presents no central subject,
supports are 1rre1evant or absent, and contains numerous grammatical
and mechanical errors. The essay canriot be comprehended.
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"ELEMENT 2

Focus/Organization

_ This subscale examines whether the topic is clearly indicated and developed

——in--an-organized -manner.---The-composition—should exhibit a _clear structure
both within and between paragraphs. The topic should be 1imited and free
of extraneous material. : s

\

MASTER

6 = ° The subject of the composition is clearly stated or implied.
. ° The topic is clearly limited; there are no digressions or
extraneous material. : o '
Events and/or ideas &re presented in a logical manner; they are:
1inked both within and between paragraphs.
The subject is developed through description of évents, setting,
or through the thoughts, emotions of the characters involved..

5 = ° The subject of the composition is clearly stated o? implied.

There may be one of two brief digressions.or elaborations, but the

topic is clearly limited. S ’ ' : :

° Events and/or ideas are presented in a logical manner; they are
smoothly linked both within and between paragraphs. -

° The subject is developed through description of events, setting, or
through the thoughts and/or emotions .of the characters involved.

4 = ° The subject of the composition is clearly stated or implied.

’ ° There may be one or two brief digressions or elaborations, but the

topic is clearly limited. ‘ ) - :

Events and/or ideas are presented in a logical manner, but 1inking
within and/or between paragraphs may be weak in one or two’ ‘ /}
instances. , ' _

° The subject is developed through description of events, setting, or

through the thoughts and/or emotions of the characters involved.

The writer gives evidence of knowing the concepts of focus and

organization. : _ o '

NON-MASTER
3'= ° The subject of the composition is stated or implied.
: The logic or progression of ideas/events within or between
paragraphs is often unclear; 1inking is frequently weak.
_The topic development through events, setting, or character
thoughts/feelings is uneven; there may be too much or too —
1ittle. elaboration of some aspects.
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N3
rd

2 = ° The subject of the composition is stated or implied, but the main
point is not clear. :

There are many digressions or elaborations; the topic is not

1imited. o ' . ' -

The logic or progression of ideas and/or events is so unclear that

no story line is discernible.

There is 1ittle development through events, setting, or characters'

féelings or thoughts. . : .

The subject of the composition is unclear or absent.
There is no obvious organizational plan.

There is no -development of events, setting, or characters.
There is much extraneous material. :

OOOOA

o
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ELEMEHT 3
lSuEgort

This subscale focuses on fhé qua1ity (specificity and relationship) of the
support provided for the essay theme both within each paragraph as well as
throughout the essay as a whole. ‘ : _

Support statements should be at a greater level of specificity and depth
than the generalizations they are intended to devalop. . Events, descrip-
tions, and characters should be developed through the use of specific,
well-integrated details. such as examples, facts, anecdotes, or descrip-

tions. These details should provide the reader with an image of the

appearance, feelings, thoughts, actions, .or mood of the events taking place
in the narrative. K : Lo

_ MASTER [ R

6 = ° Events, characters, /énd/orndescriptions aré developed by specific
and clear supporting details, such -as examples, ~descriptions,
anecdotes, facts, etc. - - CoN wr . S :

.Supporting details provide an image/feeling of actions, appearance,
feelings, thoughts, and/or mood in the paragraph/essay. ’
Supporting details are more -specific than the general jdeas/events;
characters are described and well integrated to the rest of the
paragraph/essay. .

: [

5 = ° Events, characters, and/or descriptions are.developed- by specifié-

and clear supporting details, such. as examples, descriptions,
-~ anecdotes, facts, etc. o - o« . .
The use of supporting detail is not consistent throughout. For
example,-in one. or two instances,.the writer may not provide infor-
mation about appearance, feelings, thoughts, actions, or mood.
Although most supporting statements or details provide in-depth

descriptions ‘and are more specific than the general statements they

- describe, there'mayqbe one or two instances where thé,deta11 lacks
depth. ~ R o AR

©

-

4 = ° Except for one or two instances, events, characters, and actions are
described through the use of adjectives, adverbs, prepositional
phrases, etcs o : R e ‘

V?”Ev:q}?, ‘characters, —and/or actions  are developed . by supporting
etatl N ' . L '

-° The use of supporting. detail may be inconsistent or rudimentary.
One aspect mentioned in the essay (i.e.,- character, event, or
description) may not be sufficiently developed. .-Overall, however,

%

the writer gives evidence of using supporting detail to develop most '

aspects of the essay/paragraph.
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_ NON-MASTER -

The use of “detail is very uneven. Several statements/descriptions
are not developed through the use of detail.

° There i$ too much superficial or irrelevant detail.
° Some of the detail s not well integrated within the

paragraph/essay.

)

® There is too little detail. There are very few instances where

supporting detail 1is wused to 'deve]op events, characters, or

;descriptions.
: Most details lack specificity and depth.

The details are not smoothiy integrated in the composition.

Supporting details are vague, confusing, or not related to the
events, characters, or descriptions they are meant to describe.
There is 1little or no evidence of supporting details 1in the
paragraph/essay. . :

AN



ELEMENT 4

Grammar/Mechanics

Errors in gJammar or mechanics are considered according to how seriously
they interfere with communication. - These errors may be global or local. A
global error|makes it difficult to understand the writer's message. The
sentence, -"Tomorrow, I went to the store,"” for example, forces the reader
‘to decipherﬁ%hich_time context (future or present) the writer is actually
" alluding to.) A local error does not seriously interfere with the writer's

message. r example, in the sentence, "He going to the store now," thé
message is clear but the grammar is incorrect. Naturally, an overabundance
of errors which if individually considered are 1local, .can seriqus1y
distract the reader s attention and understanding. The intent here “is to
evaluate errors in relation to how much they interfere with the writer's
effectiveness in communicating rather than to attempt to assign different
values for the myriad of possible grammatica1 and mechanical errors that
can occur.

MASTER

6 = ° The writer appears to have control of the usage and mechanica1
aspects of this essay. : .
There are no global errors. Recall that global errors affect the .
essay/paragraph as a who1e and interfere with clarity of..
communication.

There are only one or two local _errors (if any) in mechanics. For

‘example, there may‘be a few spelling errors of difficult words,

e.g. antenna. = . . | :

5 = ° Usage and mechanics are not a prob1em in this paper.

There are only a few local errors in usage or mechanics. o
Theré may be one-isolated global error, but the genera1 meaning 1s
clear t“roughout the paragraph/essay.

Usage and mechanics are not a prob1em in th1s paper. '
Errors do.not interfere with the clarity of communication. For
. example, confusion of to,  too, -two; their, there; or other local
errors. :

There may be one or .two isolated instances of global errors, and no
‘more than ‘three local errors, or a total.of five local errors.

NON-MASTER

3 = ° Some errors, global- and local, do interfere with the clarity of

' communication. For example, there may be a long run-on sentence,

inappropriate fragments, or 1incorrect tense continuity (e.g.,
Yesterday we are going to. school.") . -
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2 = ° Errors may detract from the clarity of ~communication, such - as
confusing antecedents, omission of key words, serious misspellings
of common words (e.g., confurmable/comfortable, laike/like).

There are many_global and local errors throughout the
essay/paragrapﬁ, ~ -

Errors make this papeerery difficult to read and understand. There
js an overabundance of-global errors and a significant amount of
communication is lost. ~

Errors are not restricted to one type of problem, such as run-on
sentences. ‘ .

—
1}
L]

44
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h'Mechanics/Grammar
Examples of Errors

‘1. Sen enqe\QQgstéuctton
- .
Global errors

" - tense continuity (e.g., Yesterday I go to ...)
- very long run-on sentences
- fragments

~Local errors

- subject/verb agreement (He go to the store.)
-.short run-ons
- incorrect or lack of connectors between clauses

II. Usage

Global errors /

[
v

- incorrect use-of common words
- code switching (mixing 1anguages) (Today I p1ayed with my s1ster y
fuimos to the stcre.)

~

"Local errors-

= homonyms (e g., it, it's; their, there; to, two, too)
~ = incorrect pronoun reference (That is she book.)
- awkward or odd use of words, phrases, but meaning still clear

ITI. Spelling

Global errors

- Common words frequently misspelled; ‘does not include homonyms. Any .
misspelled word only counts as one error, even if the misspelling
repeats (comfortable-confurbal; should not-shurent; wrong-rong)

- Words misspelled so seriously as to 1mpede communication (e.g., mild
down/melted down)

Local errors

‘- unusual, less frequent words

45
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RAR ‘Punctuation/Capitalization
Global errors
- periods at the end of sentences
- contractions : '
- commas where understanding is impeded
Local errors
- initial caps -~ common proper nouns

- commas (in series, for opening phrases)
- periods for abbreviation
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- APPENDIX B

Student. Compositions Rated
During a Training Session

,‘437
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~Samples of Student Compdsitions Rated
During a CSE Training Session

,esgmwulhe_fiye;stude, _writ 1ngﬁsamples in_this appendlx were rated during a

CSE rater training session for secondary school teachers (Que11ma1z,

1982). The samples are representative 10th-grade student exposition, and -

were among those used early in the tra1n1ng as a check on how uniformly and
consistently raters were app1y1ng the criteria. '

The rated wr1t1ng samp1es show the 1eve1 of agreement between two
rater trainees. They also show how closely each seemed to be following the
criteria agreed. upon, rather than applying perhaps more idiosyncratic
values. | | j

At the t0p of each student composition are two numbers.i These numbers
show the General Competence rating that the two raters | independently
assigned to the samp1e. These general impression rat1ngs\jnd1cate each
rater's assessment of how well the student's writing met \the specific

skills requ1red 1n Focus/Organizatxon, Support and . Grammar/Mec anics.

‘Each sample composition is fo11owed by a feedb ck sheet: showing a CSE

rater S judgment of its general competency 1eve1 ~as well as of how we11‘jt

'dea1t with the sk111s addressed in the three rema1n1ng subsca1es.

. npt‘been achieved, the feedback sheets would have been used asia,focus for ',

w el

As-is readily seen, there are high 1eve1s of agreement between the two

raters, and similarly acceptab1e ,agreement betweeﬁ the raters !and the

. ¢ - . ' : \ ' -
assessments provided on the feedback sheets. Had ‘these agreement levels

discussing the causes of rater disagreement and for reso1ving-d1fferences

“before taking up the next set of compositions to be rated.

\

!
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Set Number _ Training chec'k.l,ff"". . )

" Code Number

3
>

S ; ./ FEEDBACK SHEET

// . .
C_oeement | RETING . o

. . . . . . }..\ . .
' The main point is clear and specifically supported.
General Competency 1 4 Some_mechanica] errors and awkward usage. - '

"Paper has main idea summarized in the openiﬁg‘
and~clo§§ng'paragraphs. Mo use of transitions.

i

Focus/Organizafion , 4

~ -

iSupﬁort - 4 A]tﬁoughftheré is only one example, itﬂis clear
. - ' and specific. - o '

v
ill Grammar/Mechanics = | 4 There are a few minor errors. °If a person... they.” _L
' - ' «Tf\. ) "Brakie. n - A o N

: : . | J
§ iaMechan1ca] Skills below mastery fif7'
i Sentence Construction LT
WL seelling -
Punctuation and Capitalization . 50

L vPar_‘qg‘r‘aph_‘COn\fé'ntionS  o




L lDth Gradc, Prompt R .-_,,-_;._..-__‘ 1
e u)hat/xa O premise 2A. Promise, (e 50me=

+hmg {cm. “2aNS  and Q%uamd F0 e e,
-AQ_gyample. (% 1€ NOUL_promise. +0_clecry

PR _¥f_kdble. OFF after_diiner ol pacents

S Oewme_,_x;ouc_ statenent to_be true.aod
/ - Willexpect Nour promiseFo- bLGo\!ased
e ﬂ/\rougb ZEED. A (O0IDE (S NOUE_OUN._
Word,;and.Lhen Nou.ombe_ 0 Xomse.,
R | 2 1=~ impL::’+ant 1o heepit. eyl -
.. 8 fromees. ahcdld naver be Broken. IF__.- .
o promise. sometindg ,Nou, dnoutd
1eder.go. oach Gn your. u;ord Iec \;ou —
dodt- it you cartt Keep c. promise. \lcu__.___ L
Lace.abous. Yo mohe, Lhy.elen. rake. F G

\\?J\; b(eohmq DroMISeS ; s P o't trq%t .

you. One...example. of. wbq_promxae,e '
f:hbu\d_nu\' 2. oroken., 1505 Fct\ome _

s fx\ JW0es 0L VN popwcxc_hlghﬁc_bool__
e S’fudmt e S woa.geﬁmg recxdu -
“for. a date ocne. day, whon e €. \ech:l
' mﬂ\)_uaqa over. Ao sne e. qomg_}o
gex. Mo peeup from hQXT...Pu(QQ.J,.-_. LI
BN padé\o(’ olla fell out. When . Parky . ,_;

- oohied \eally ot !:ho,\) Were, oy - —

., Yold Gathy, s would dell hac e ohe Lo
o . promesed \not 1o eod anvihing to andthm. ... _5;'




. ;fooa. Da{"r_\} _promueed. ord \kg.. P.rece g
— A2l ey Ly 2 5 CQLQLU&)O“%TL
g I oandgs o e il o boyeniend,
_M&MDq_Preé?%u( e. on_har e neak day-
_____ ak -achoel, Buby L Aalkang. Wt W_Enerzjs‘,_._ i
_While Yalking, She-acaidently. 3o\d_albout
__’mll;; and_eg s contral pills. e -
— ﬁa\\; PLDCK_OL.H’ dO NG Mk ﬁ% LQ(H ’\’Y‘d‘b\ N _
R gy mere P Q@m@__m’dg-not \cemu Bl -
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_ e et hor \
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_See) you can keep Hem. Oople W _brak.
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Y Set Number Training Check s"': N o o )

ﬁode Number

““““ ' FEEDBACK SHEET
~
/ * . ELEMENT RATING
. . '3 -
o E Paper is generally vell developed, but flawed by
o ‘Genera] Fompetency )3 poor paragraphing and numerous mechanical errors.
L . . Position is clear and logically developed, but
Focus/QOrganization . | 3 paragraphing is a problem. ’ )
- "~ Good conclusion.
: ;'/ . :
e i;', . > "5 Gives a Specific exahp]e to support thesis.
- Support - . - o - :
?k o
;L B Gfammaf/éechanics' 3 Numerous askward usages.
;? — _ Problem with use of commas. .
3 'iﬁihé;;cal Sk1115 Selow mastery o
| . _.i__:Sentence Construction : .
J’“’ Usage - ’
. spelling _
v Punctuation<nnd Capitalization o
Ty Paragraph Conventwns 53
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, \\ . set Number __ Training Check 7" B 1Y}

B
-

.\ Code Number

A FEEDBACK SHEET

4 ~
: ELEMENT | ratINg )
v . //
- '  The 1ine of reasoning is cd fusing. t-i '..7;“ R
General Competency - | .2 Rty g ] con "f 8- Su?por:_ s
’ vague and mechanics are intrusive.
‘\\ .
. S o ; S
o The main idea is.unclear and there is no conclusion. -
" Focus/Organization . |-2  Pdper moves from “definition of promises" to
. . .~ | "very often they should be broken."
" No ev1dence of paragraph1ng
g Subport : T ?— Support is atﬁemptéd, but not.specificf
.\\ !
'\\‘\__-.v ’ ‘ 1
Sentence errors. - . a LT w.v{ S
R 3  Soie awkward'usagg.. "We use'promises..."
~Grammar/hechan1cs * "Like when..." "Get caught in the middle of two
people.” N\ - e
| : S0 N .

Mechanica1 Skills be]ow mastery . R ) ‘f/z";l?;
" . Sentence Construct1on . o BT .; - .
. .Usage » -
L .Spe]11ng _ L O
' Punctuation and Capital1zation e

: Paragraph_Convent1ons._j;,, L N
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Set Number ' Trzining Check. 4

(5)
= Code Number
B . FEEDBACK SHEET
< ELEMENT RAW
, Main point cohfusing_because_of poor logic and -
General Competency ‘| 2 numerous mechanical errors.
.\\ : . 1
\‘ P . . .
L > 2 The logic is unclear. T e | ises wi
| Focus/Organization ) g " . The paper confuses promises with
; . _ lying. -
% . Support R 2 Support is attempted, but uncﬁéar..
: | Major usage, sentence construction and spelling - i
: Grammar/Mechanics 1  errors interfere with meaning. ' e
i ",";"‘
Mechanical Skills below mastery ) Co ‘ A
v/ - Sentence Construction
= ' _o _Usage |
I -/ _Spelling " |
~__Punctuationand Capitalization _ . T j<#“
: ‘Paragraph Conventions - - 1 - P
' S i o Y e . R
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Set Number ~ Training Check 2

o/ Code Numbef T
/{ / L FEEDBACK _SHEET
X ELEMENT RATING

General Competency
. S 1mprec1se language.

i

3 The papers'pointis at,t1mesconfused by

3

: Log1ca] development unc]ear.

Focus/Organization : -~ “promise = blackmail® _ 5
- ' “promise = are big and small things"
Support | ' 12 Support is not very specific or clear.

i ni R B
Grammar/chhan1cs she wanted me to. .

3 ' Usage is a pervasive problem. "For now on"
.",.slang'térms. et
Subject-verb agreement. .

MLike -

Mechan1ca1 Skills below mastery
) Sentence Construct1on
v Usage
Spelling |
Punctuat1oh and Cap1ta11zat1on
Paragraph Convent1ons '

o8



