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BACKGROUND AND PHILOSOPHY

The CSE éi56§if6iy and narrative rating scales have been developed fa
meet the need for sound; instructionally relevant methods for assessing

students' writing competence. Each scale's analytic rating elements are
aim addressed -- exposition or narration. This referencing is based on our
belief that students' writing in each mode can be analyzed into its consti-
tuent elements: Knowledge of students' performance with respect to these
facilitating instructional plamning at the classroom, school, and district
levels.

The CSE analytic sciles reflect our view of the roles of evaluation

and testing in instruction. We are convinced that testing and instruction

can become complementary activities and that both need to share the same
educational goals and objectives. In the case of w?it%ﬁg’—, for example,
criteria used to assess students' compositions ought to reflect agreed-pon
standards of good writing. Classroom instruction should address éxpiiciiiy
these same standards. In this kind of system, assessment can play a valu-
able role in instructional improvement by identifying specific areas of
strength and weakness for individual students, and Ey indicating areas
where classroom, school, and district curricula may need to be improved:
The CSE scales employ analytic rating procedures to meet the demands
of the kind of assessient system described above. Raters assign points to

each of several aspects of a student's composition; providing a rating of



the overall guality of the written procudct as well as ratings on specific

elements. In contrast to the undifferentiated sccre provided by holistic

sce?%ng procédures, the CSE scales' overall rating and ratings on the
specific elements give concrete information to guide instructional
planning. |

To be sure, some costs ia rater time are involved in Scoring written
work analytically. Our studies indicate that it takes raters four to five
minutes to assign analytic ratings to a multi-paragraph writing sample, and
two to FouF minites for a sifgle paragraph. In comparison, it may take

oniy about one minute to assign a holistic rating to a fairly short writing

(']

sample.

Whiie we believe that the greater tiile commitment iéquired By éﬁéiytic
rating is offset by instructional advantages; economics may require some
compromises. For example, where student mastery and money are serious
issues; the scale can be used to provide analytic ratings only for those
students failing below mastery. In a similar vein, the scale can be abbre-
viated to target on specific skills of relevance to classroom instruction
and ongoing classroom assessment.

In the remainder of this paper; we will provide an overview to the
scales and describe the theory and research forming their base. We will
describe the features, purposes, and uses of the expository and the narra-

tive scales, and the training thav 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 constituent elements: We
pointed out that if we can get accurate information about studsnts’ perfor-=
mance on these writing elements we can use it for instructional planning
and improvement.

In the following sections we describe the theoretical and research
basis for our belief that students' writing can be structuraily analyzed.
The work we describe led to the development of the amalytic elements in our
scales.

Iﬁ’éi :,,;,,;,:j» - E:::,;;éﬂéss,:e

Writing is a very complex skill. While most people would probably
agrée with that statement, somé people may assime that "a good writer is a
good writer and that a student who writes well in one mode will write
equally well in another. The research ﬁeiﬁis out some dangers in that
assumption.

We can ask students to write in several modes of discourse oF dis-
course afms. The two modes most commonly found in school curricula are
expository and narrative Wéiiiﬁﬁ; Expoéitony writing involves éxpréss%ng
facts and ideas, and usually requires the student to support the ideas

presented with appropriate detail, explanation, 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 discourse
structures, than he or she wou]d need to achieve a narrative aim. For
examp1e, if a student is to exp1ain someth1ng in the expos1tory mode, he or
she would need to present the main 1dea— develop the idea with supporting
deta11s, and perhaps summarize the issue bnesented; On the other hand, if
a student 1s asked to give an account of something in the ﬁérrét{vé mode;

setting and characteristics with sufficient detail to make the account

be1ievab1e.

needs: There is a good deal of ev1dence from studies of students' réading

ability that d1fferent skiils are needed to understand text written in

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

writing ability that different skills are needed to produce written text in

different modes.

For 1nstance, a student read1ng a passage written in theé expository
mode re11es on a different set of erganiz1ng schemes, and ¢ifferent methods
of break1ng down, c1assifying, and understand1ng what is wr1tten than he or
she wou1d draw on to read a passage in the narrative mode (Meyer, 1975
Graesser, Hauft=Caith, Cohen, & Pyles, 1979)

Just as students use d1f?erent processes to read and make sense of
different kinds of wr1t1ng, they also use d1fferent skills wnen they are
asked to write in different modés siuch as exp051t1on and narration 'Vea1 &

Ti11ﬁan; 1971i Praster & Padia, 1980; Quellmalz; Cabeii; & Chou, 1982:)



We mentioned ear11er that we are interested in tying together test1ng
and instruction. For other people sharing this interest the research
offers a clear ﬁESsage. B1Fferent k1nds of wr1t1ng ass1gnments require
different kinds of student writing strategies and skills.

But there is a problem here. In many schools' writing programs,
students are normally asked to Eafnaase in only one iﬁo&e -- expository or
narrative. Now; a student might have greater ab111ty in wr1t1ng a narra-

t1ve assignment stre551ng chronologjeal development than he or she has in

writing an expository assignment requiring 1o§ica_1_ cevelopment. The oppo-

site Couid also be true.

writing ability based on how he or she develops narrative. The teacher
m1ght get a different picture about a student's writing abiiity based on
How he or she deve1ops an exp051tory p1ece of work. If only one kind of
writing ability is sampled, then it is possible that some writing defi-
ciencies will go undiagnosed.

The point 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 ask the

student to write and for this reason we deve1oped scales for the two dis-
course aims most Frequent1y used -- expos1tory and narrative (Que11ma1z,
1980).

The CSE scales are 1mportant therefore because they prov1de 1nforma-

tion on students' expository and narrative abilities. They are équaiiy
important because of the way they assess these *biiities.
There are two primary ways of assess1ng students' writing perFormance

-- constricted response and selected response. A constructed response

Jell



provides a direct measure of a student's writing ability. Here, the
student s asked to write something, perhaps a paragraph or two, perhaps an
person judges the quality of the student's writing.

A selected respunse provides an indirect measure of a student's
writing ability. Frequently, the student is given a passage to read
followed by a multiple-choice test about the passage. This test may ask
questions about the organization of the written passage, its supportiag
evidence, its grammar and mechanics. The score the student gets on the
test is supposed to show how much the student knows aboit writing. And So
far, maybe, so good. But there is a problem if we make the inference that
student knowledge of writing quality accurately indicates student ability
to Eidaﬁéé good writing. If this inference is uhjustif%éd, then once again
students' writing deficiencies may remain undiagnosed.

Several reasons are offered for using indirect, muitfpiéichoité tests
of students’ writing ability. First, multiple-choice tests take 1ess time
to score than essays do. Second, some people believe that there is a
strong relationship between students’ multiple-choice test scores and
their written work. Third, multiple-choice tests are more objective than
ratings of students' written work: The argument is that if two people
score the same essay in some general, impiésgiéﬁ%stic way, there is a good
writing: Let us take ﬂB 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 they do

10



not take up exorbitant amounts of rater scoring time. 5éoending on the
length of the writing sampie and rater famiiiarity with the sca1e, rating
time ranges from two to five minutes. We beheve the diagnostic and
preseriptive information returned justifies the time invested.

Arguﬁent two: There is no guarantee that a student who scores well
on a muit‘nle choice test of writing will be abie to produce good writing
Researchers working specifica]ly in writing do not believe that such
indirect measures as muitiple-choice tests provide an accurate indication
of students' writing abi1ity (Braddoek et ai;; 1963 Gooper & 0de11;
1977; Quellmalz, "appell, & Chou, 1982). 1If these tests are well

constructed (and that is always a big if no matter what their purpose is)

then they may be fair measures of reading comprehension but not of how

we11 a student wi11 produceeaepiece,of writing;

Arguﬁent three: The CSE scales have built-in procedures to make sure

that different Judges of a student (3 writing use the same deCision ruies.
There is less Tikiihood' therefore; that they 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 response modes (Queiimaiz Capell, &
Chou 1982). In our studies, we 1looked earefu11y at whether students'
writing abiiities in the two major modes -- exposition and narration --
were eanﬁaéabié; We also examined whether different response modes --
written work versus a mu1tip1e choice test -- proVided the same kind of
information about student writing aBiiity.

Here is a dﬁiéi sketch of what we found:

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

11



° While ratings of exposition were generally different than those
of narration, the mechanics scores on the two modes were
comparable.  Perhaps this helps explain the false notion
that “good Writing is good writing."

© Multiple-choice scores were poorer indicators of student
writing ability than measures based on actual student
writing samples.

After these stidies were conducted and the information analyzed, the
scales we developed for the study were refined and now take the form we
describe below.

Tﬁ_iefii::;%is_; - L=z é

This scale, developed as part of CSE's research on writing assessment

(Quelimalz, 1980), is used to assess how well a student can write in the
expository mode. By exposition, we have in mind writing that intends to
inform by presenting facts, giving directions, récording gvents; inter-
preting facts, developing opinions: How well the student handles these
elements influences the effectiveness of his or her expository composition.

The scale uses five elements to assess students' writing in the expo-
sitory mode: These are: General Competence; Essay Organization and Coher=

ence; Paragraph Coherence; Support; and Grammar/Mechanics. The first

the essay's command of basic writing elements. The four other subscales

focus on analytic evaluations of the quality of writing.

Using the General Competence subscale, raters read the composition to
form a global judgement of how well the student arranged fundamental

elements. In rating the composition for its general quality, raters keep

12



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 airsﬁgénéﬁf in mind and give an overall rating
show1ng how well the student handles the skills 1ncorporated in the four
rema1n1ng subsca]es. The rater can ass1gn the compos1t1on a g1oba1 score
ranging from six to one: Scores of six, five, and four represent variing
degrees of mastery, scores of three two and one represent vary1ng degrees
of ﬁaﬁ-ﬁagféry; This sii-point §y§féﬁ; which is described in greater
deta11 later in the paper, app]ies to all the subscales

In the remaining subsca]es, the rater's attent1on is directed to
specific skills and qualities: Each skill or quality is described in

detail.

° The. Essay 0rgan1zat10n and Coherence subscale focuses on the flow. of

ideas throughout the entire composition and between its paragrapks.

Emphasis here is on vertical relationships throughout the essay.
The rater 1s reading to -see if the _essay has a main._ 1dea, for

at a_ greater level of genera11ty than the other points in the paper,

and if the points made relate to the essay's thesis.

° The Paragraph ﬁrganization subscale is concerned with horizontal
relationship within paragraphs, with the logical arrangement of

points and their subordination to the paragraph topic.

° The,Support,subscaie;Focuses on the specificity, depth, and amount
of elaboration used to develop the theme.

° The Grammar/Mechan1cs subsca]e focuses on errors in sentence struc-
ture or-mechanics and how seriously-they interfere with communica-
tion. -It pinpoints global errors making it difficult to understand
the writer's message, and more local errors which are not Sérious
impediments to communication.

The Narrative Scale

This scale, which was also developed as part of our research on writ-
ing (Quelimalz, 1980), is used for assessing how well a student writes in

ERIC 13
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the narrative mode. By narration, we have in min¢ a description of an

event(s); based on an account of such aspects as (1) how, when, and where

the event(s) took place; (2) the persons, places, or things involved in the
éVéhtiés; and (3) the actions; thoughts; or feelings of the actors
described: How well the student handles these features influences the
effectiveness of his or her narrative essay.

The scale uses four elements to assess narrative writing. These are:
General Competence; Focus and Organization: éﬁppdft; ‘and  Grammar/
Mechanics. The first subscale; General Competence, is used to make an

overall or holistic evaluation of the essay's command of writing fundamen-

tals. The three other subscales are used to make analytic evaluations of
the specific component features of narrative writing. Again, these three
subscales focus on specific elements which are described in details

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 the remaining Sib-
scales. A six-point scale; with the same values as those described for the
éXbééitory scale, is used.

° The Focus/Organization subscale is conceried with the composition's

structure and flow of ideas--within- and between- paragraphs.

° Support, which has a similar emphasis to that described for exposi-
tion, focuses the rater's attention on the development of events,

descriptions, and characters through the use of well-integrated
details.

14
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The research basis: Each scale, and its specific analytic elements,

is firmly anchored in our own and others' research on writing anc its
assessment. The giobal 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
separaté ratings of a fundamental set of elements. These elements are
specified because fﬁéy recur in the research as basic features of acceptable
writing.  They also re'préé'rii priorities in many writing competency

programs. The individual subscales therefore present specific criteria for

judging the student's skill in using these elements.

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

to be used in an assessment setting in which students are provided with
clear writing prompts containing explicit directions to help them plan and
develop their assignment. These directions should include: the specific
surpose or function of the writing: a specific audience 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 intended to provide students with a clear and
common undersianding of the task expected of them; that is, the rhetorical
context. As such, they are the initial step in ensuring that each student's
writing is 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 examples of skill levels and deficiency levels.

15
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These numerical ratings are meaningful and consistent indicators of
students' writing performance because they provide raters with specific

gu1dance to decide upon the numer1ca1 rat1ng that the compos1t1on should

receive with respect to a given scale

On a given subsca1e a student receives a score 1nd1cat1ng his or her
degree of masteny of the skills spec1?1ed for that scale. In expos1t1en,
for example, for a student to receive a rat1ng of six (highest mastery
level) on overa11 organ1zat1an and coherence, the rater is directed to 1look
for certain features in the composition. Aﬁﬁﬁ@ these features are:
iimitation of the topic 1og1ca1 essay p1an maintenance of essay p1an.
on this bénf of the eiﬁdsitéiy scale, éﬁﬁnﬁ the features the rater is
directed to look for are: clear main idea, logical plan, and reasonable
support.

Each of the other subscales used for expository rating offers similar
ériterion levels and examples:

The same level of specificity of guidance to the rater is offered in
the narrative scale. For example, on the support subscale, for a student's
composition to receive a rating of five (second-highest mastery level) his
or her work must provide supporting details, such as examples and descrip-
fi6n§; fo develop events or characters. A student whose use of detail i

Adaptabilit¥4JxLelacaL,cucrlcujum needs: The subscales, with their

accompanying operational criteria, should represent instructional priori-
ties of the school system using the scales. In an 1dea11y 1ntegrated

assessment and instruct1on system, criteria used to evaluate writ1ng

16
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gathered for formal assessment should be the same as those used to evaluate
and provide feedback to students on their more routine classroom writing
5§§i§ﬁﬁéhf§; While individual classrooms might focus on additional ele-

ments such as originality of content and style or voice; criteria used in

judging formal, functional writing should reflect desired core writing
elements. The CSE scales, therefore, include these commonly valued basic
writing elements.

These core elements are intended to provide starting points for
schools and teachers to consider as they plan their own wrftiﬁg assessment
needs. For example, elaborated mechanics elements of sentence construc-

tion, usage, spelling, punctuation; and capitalization can provide useful

ficient students whose writing shows various mechanical weaknesses. On the
other hand, for large-scale competency testing programs assessing older or
more able students, a comprehensive mechanics rating may be sufficient.

As we will see in the next section, when CSE provides schools and
districts with training in the use of the scales, part of that traihihg
potential raters.

Copies of the complete; expanded scales and scoring criteria appear
in Appendix A. This expanded version serves primarily as a “text" which
raters read before training to familiarize themselves with the scales’
rationale; structure; criteria, and criterion examples: During training
and actual rating, raters use the shorter, tabular version of the scale,
which appears at the end of Appendix A. Copies of actual student writing

samples scored using our scales appear in Appendix B.

17
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TRAINING AND PROCEDURES

TO ENSURE RELIABILITY

In the preceding secion we mentioned that students need clear direc-
tions to make sure that they all bring the same understanding of the
writing task to the job at hand. We also pointed out that raters need to
follow the same criteria as they assess students' written work.

This section taiks more about the procedures which help ensure that
raters do indeed apply the same criteria. It also offers some reasons for
why raters, even when they do try to use the same criteria, can "drift"
apart as they go about the job of scoring students' written work. The
training we offer he1ps overcome this probiem.

samsiég of stﬁdénts‘ written work can provide direct evidence of
writing abiiity. Scoring these mp1es however, can present a problem,

even with explicit criteria to follow; no matter how good the scoring

planning. First, ratérs who come to a training session w1th differing
views of évaiuatibn must accept and then learn how to épbiy the rating
scaies accurateiy and consistently Second, raters who have achieved high
agreement when they must score 1arge numbers of papers. This drift may be
caused by fatigue 1eading to careless application of criteria, or it may be
the result of other infiuences; such as the range of quality in the papers

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

18



- 15 -

What this means, then, is that even when a careful rating system is

used, tﬁe more béﬁeEE a rater reads the more likely he or she will drift
away from the intended criteria. The tra1n1ng we provide, which grew out
of previous CSE research and technical assistance in writing assessment
(Quellmalz, 1980), has built-in procedures to control this poteﬁtiai drift
and to keep raters on track.

Training Sequence

The training Séquence has three bas1c features. First, %t embhasiiés
developing consensus in defin1ng scale elements that are sensitive to local
needs. For example, the exbcsitoay scale may present separate subscales
?6? focus and 6rgéﬁiiaiibﬁ rather than a combined cohérence scale. Aiso; a
such as style or attention to audience.

Second Spec1fic criteria are provided for each element, and raters
receive repeated pract1ce and feedback in their application. Third, the
training serves as precursor to actual ratings of students' written tests:
it is not merely an academic exercise. Therefore, the rating procedures
are carefully structured to ensure thai raters learn to apply criteria
accurate1y and continue to do so as they go on to rate actual test essays
1ndepende.c1y. A key feature of tiis research-based tra1n1ng sequence is
the use of essays which have been prescored by a pane1 of experts and which
are then used as examp1es during training, as qua11fy1ng papers at the end
of training, and as inserted “"check" papers during independent scoring to

identify drifting raters and to help them stay on track.

19
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Training proceeds as follows:

Step I:

Step 2:

§tép 3:

Setting up a Rater Training Session

~ €SE 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
testing, or both?

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

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

The sample/papers are used for three purposes:

1. as practice training papers (approximately 30)

2. as pilot test papers to be sure that raters
qualify at the end of training before proceeding
to independent rating (approximately 20 to 30)

3. as check papers that will be inserted among the
essays that will actually be judged during
independent rating {a set of three papers to be
read after every one or two hours of scoring)

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.

20



Step 4:

- 17 -

Packets of the students' essays are prepared for
each rater. The training packet contains copies 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 10 of the training papers;
trainers, however, have notes to_ explain all the
prescored training Ppapers. Feedback sheets will
only be distributed after raters have scored a
paper.

The dhaiifyanApacket,consists of 10 to 20 prescored
essays that represent the fuyll range of student
cdmpos1tions;

each rater or be available at a central location.

Testnfﬁlders are prepared conta1n1ng 19 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.

A rater ass1gnment sheet is prepared 11st1ng the

sequence of folders that each rater who has

qualified will score. Each folder of essays will be
scored by two raters. These raters ares randomly
assigned so that no two raters are systematically

paired.
Sﬁééis rar recdrdiné iﬁe séores thai raters give to

papers are prepared.

Providing the Rater Training

The tra1ning 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 maintain
high levels of rater agreement.

Copies of the expanded scale are passed out and

" read by thé raters.
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Step 2:

Step 3:

Step 4:

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 elements 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 uhdeiﬁtaﬁd]ﬁg

of each subscale and what each possible rating

means. Any language clarification necessary 1is
entered directly 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
Tower than 80% agreement) wi11 suggest less than-
uniform scale application.

The. trainer passes out the prepared _training

packages of student writing samples. Raters are

directed to read and then rate the first three
writing samples in their package. The major
intention here is for raters to bagin "practicing”
the criteria on a few papers.

Discussion beg1ns after raters have scored the

first three training papers. The trainer presents

gggf egplains 7the reason for these scores by
reading through the essay and noting the features
that led to the score it receive¢ on each

subscale.
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Step 5:

Subscale

- 19 -

Raters rate another three papers, and the tra1ner

displays the scores that raters gave each essay,
using the following tabular format:

Rating

Step 6:

Step 7:

Iheftrainer then presnncs 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
identifying features in the papers that exemplify
a_ score cdtegory described in the scale. The

trainer then explains the basis for the expert
scores.

Depending on the level of agreement among raters
after they have scored the first six papers,

discussion may follow a variety of topics:

° 1s there need for further refinement of the
language of the subscales?

° is everyone bringing a common framework to the
use of the scales? do scme raters have routine
classroom diagnosis in mind while others are
applying the scales from the standpoint of
minimum competency?

° do these differing. frameworks suggest more

lenient/more stringent application of criteria?

is that appropriate?

Raters,then contjnue to_rate training papers in
sets of five. -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 only if questions are raised. 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.
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Step 8:

Step 1:
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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
1nd1v1duals while they are scoring a set.

When 80% agreement 1eve1s are reached on the th1rd

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 1interruption 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 the same time, add1tiona1 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 tne
assistance of the trainer.

Independent Rating of Essays

Raters refer to the rater ass1gnment 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 agreement with each other and
(2) in _agreement with the ccores 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 discrepanc1eq

o4
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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 beg1nn1ng of each rating dayL

check papers. This serves to keep "3F9?§,°!”tf§¢g
and to minimize the re-emergence of idiosyncratic
criteria.

Summary

Routine assessment of student's c1assroom progress may not requ1re the
careful check process deseribed above. But 1t is another matter when 1arge
numbers of raters are to jﬁdge the mriting performance of large numbers of
students, say in a minimum competency test1ng program. Here the check
procedure is critical, given the poss1bi1ity of rater disagreement emerg1ng
over time.

We strongly recommend, further, that when writing assessment results
are to be used to make important decisions about student ability, each
student's composition be read and scored, as described above; by two
raters. If the two raters are in agreement at the 80 1evel or higher, the
student's composition can be assigned the average of the two scores. If
the two raters show agreement lower than .805 then the student s
eompositwon shou]d be rated again by a third, independent jaage; The two
raters and the judge can then d1scuss differences via the kind of process
described 1in Step 5 =< cfting features of the subsca1e element in the
student's composition that match or exemplify the scale criteria for the
score given. This discussion should lead to reso1ut1on of the rat1ng

discrepancy.
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CONCLUSION
In this paper we describe the need for using accurate and reliable
criteria for the assessment of student writing. We offer scales for expo-
sitory and narrative wkifiﬁé that we believe meet the standards of accurate
and fair assessment.

Both our research in the assessient of writing and the technical
assistance we have provided in several settings indicate that large numbers
of raters can be trained in the use of tlié scales, and that ddr%ng érainihg
aid independent rating they can achieve and maintain high levels of
agreement. Depending on the numbers of assays to be read and the numbers
of people who will be working as raters, the kinds of check procedires we
describe are critical to the achievement and maintenance of high levels of
inter-rater réiiabiiity.

It may be, at least initially and until raters become familiar with
the scale ﬁfbtédureé, that significant investments of time will need to be
made. Hewever, in the ieﬁg run, if we are concerned about linking assess-
ment with instruction so as to Biévidé information for instructionai
improvement, the time invested can lead to high returns.

helped them to plan and monitor instruction. They have become more aware
of specific writing skills and are directing their instruction to scale

elements that result in improved student writing.
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APPENDIX A
The CSE Scales
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Expository Scale

Global Rating Procedures

The purpose of- global rating is to form a 51ng]e Judgement of hew we11 a
piece of witing. communicates —a whole message tc  the reader. &lobal
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. 1In 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 influenced by, some
essay characteristics more than others. In this general scoring, however,
readers should arrive at a judgment regarding the essay's overall 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 judgement should consider all the elements on the scale --
essay organization, paragraph organization, support, and mechanics.

Some views on exposition are given below:

° Expos1tion is the kind of discourse that explains or clar1f1es
a subject.

° Exposit1on seeks to exp1a1n or 1nform through such methods as

giving reasons or examples, comparing and contrasting,
defining, enumerating, or through a combination of methods.

° EXbbSitiéﬁ éXﬁ1éihS Why or how.

Read each essay as a whole, first, in order to form an qveraii,judgément,of
its qua1ity. _To assign ‘the essay a_ score, consider the following

to create an effective who1e?

“og
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Assign each paper a mark of 1-6 using the scale below:
MASTER

= Very cdﬁpéteﬁt The. pépé? executes all the elements

=)}
"

competently. There are 7o serious errors.
The paper has a clear main jdea, logical
organization; reievant, detailed support,

and a command of basic mechanics. There are
no major flaws.

Definitely competent The paper is competent in all of tie basic
elements, but there may be a few minor flaws.

(8, ]
"

= Adequately competent The paper is adequately competent in all

elements. There may be a few flaws. Some
may be serious.*

.
"

NCN-MASTER

Almost competent The paper lacks competence in one or two
elements, and there are several major flaws.

w.
1)

= Not very competent The paper lacks competence in two or more of
the elements. There are many serious flaws.

™N
"

Not at all competent Paper has none or only one of the elements
competently executed.

—
"

* If the eseay is. en1y one paragraph paragraph cohesion is not considered

a missing element, if the one existing paragraph coheres. If it clearly
should have been divided into several paragraphs, then paragraph cohesion

is a missing element.
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ELEMENT 2

Essay Organization and Coherence

This subscaie focuses on the flow of ideas throughout the entire paper and

between paragraphs. The emphasis is on vertical relationships of ideas
ﬁrougﬁout the essay. -

The paper has a_ main idea (stated or eiear]y 1mp11ed) whieh makes a point

about the subject and is at a greater level of generaiity than the other

points within the paper. Subtopics are logically related to the main idea
and to each other.

MASTER

6 = ° The subject is_ 1&éﬁtified.
[-]
stétéﬁéht.f
° Opening and closing statements match or logically relate to the text

_ and to each other.
° The topic is 1imited through reference to key points or lines of

reasoning.

° The essay pian is iogicai
° The essay plan is consistently maintained (no digre551on or

extraneous material).

5= ° The subJect is 1de*‘ fied

° The main idea is stated or implied in opening and/or cl051ng

statement.
° Opening and closing statements relate to or follow from the text and

 from each other. - - -
= The topic is partly 11mited by indicating number and type of key

points.
, Pian is uogicai.,,
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° Subtopics can be reshuffied.
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NON-MASTER

3 = ° Subject- 1s c1ear.; B , : 3 ,
° Main point may not be very clear. There may be a major digression
ar several minor digressions.

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

° The plan is attempted; but not consistently or not completely
~ carried out.
° There are many digressions.

1= ° Subaect is unclear.
° Main: idea is absent or veny unc1edr.
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EtEMENT 3

Organization - Paragraph*

This subscale focuses on. the relationsh1p of 1deas ulthln paragraphs their

logical interrelationship and subordination to the paragraph topic.

Paragraphs present subtopics which are developed by cohesive groups of
sugporting statements. Each subtopic. represents:a co mplete unit of

ougnt. ™Major units of thought are delineated by physical separation of

paragraphs. Statements within the paragraph relave logically to each other
and to the paragraph subtopic.

MASTER
6 = ° All 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 nc one-sentence paragraphs
unless they are especially effective.
5 = i Most major subtopics are developed in paragraphs.

° Wost paragraphs contain logically related subordinate support:
There may be a minor digression.

(-3

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

NON-MASTER

3= ° In some paragraphs statements are 1ogica11y rélated; but may not -

function as support subordinate to the paragraph t0pic., Paragraph

separation is evident and consistent. Some relationships between
sentences must be inferred.

2= ° There are few paragraphs where statements are logically re1ated or

supported. There are many digressions: Paragraph separation is -
inconsistent. Many relationships among sentences must be inferred.

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

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



- 30 -

ELEMENT 4

Support
Ih3sfsubsca1e focuses on the qua11ty (spec1f1c1ty and re1at1onsh1p) of the

support provided vertically for the essay theme as well as horizontally
within each paragraph.

Support statements are at a greater level of spec1f1c1ty than the general'a
zations they are intended to support. Support statements logically relate
to each other and to the gensralization. Support includes specific details
such as examples, facts, anecdotes, reasons, and concrete language.

MASTER

° The essay 's main 1dea and all paragraph topics are supported by
refevant; specific statements.

o
1]

5= ° The essay s main idea and almost a11 paragraph genera]1zat1ons/

assertions are supported by predominantly specific statements.
Enumerations are supported by descriptive detail, functions, or
rationale.

4= ° The essay's main 1dea and most paragraph genera11zat1ons are

supported. Most support is specific: Enumerations are supported by
descriptive detail, functions, or reasons.

NON-MASTER

3= °Some or all generalizations are supported by logically related
detail, or some support is not- specific but it is distinct and

clear.  Support may be primarily an unelaborated, undetailed,
unsupported list.
2= ° ih attéﬁpt is made to support generaiizations/assertions. §eme

Support 1acks precision, clarity in detaiis, and/or language.

o

1= °No support is provided or,
° Support, if present, is vague,; and confus1ng, or;
° Not 1ogica11y re1ated to genera11zations or,
o SOk 1091Ldr iy TEeldated O 3
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ELEMENT 5

Grammar /Mechanics (Usage, sentence construction, spelling, punctuation;
caﬁTta112at1onT

Errors in grammar or. mecﬁan1cs are considered accord1ng to how seriously

they interfere with communication. These errors may Le g1oba1 or local. A
global error makes it difficult to understand the writer's message.  The

sentence, "Tomorrow; 1 went to the Store;" for example; forces the reader
to decipher which time context (future or present) the writer is actually

alluding to:. A local error does not seriously interfere with the writer's
message. For example, in the sentence, "He going to the store now," the
message is clear but the ygrammar is incorrect. Naturally, an overabundance
of -errors which, if individually considered are local, can - seriously

distract the r2ader's attention -and understanding. The 1ntént here is to
evaluate_errors in_relation to how much they interfere with the writer's

effectiveness in communicating rather tnan to attempt to assign different
values to the myriad of possible grammatical and mechanical errors that can

occur,
MASTER

® There are few or no errors, There are no serious errors.

oY
H

5 = ° There may be a few minor errors in *he categories, but no more %than
one serious error.

4 = ° There are some errors. A few may be serious.

NON-MASTER

3= ° There are numerous errors in the categories,, There are some
serious errors in several categories. Below mastery in sentence

construction.
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Check those mechanical skills below master level.

1)

2)

3)

_____ Usage. Does not display command of standard vocabulary usage.

Sentence construction. Does not display command of basic sentcnce
structure.

Cepitalizations and punctuation. Does not use standard conventions
appropriately, e.g., periods, commas, capitals, apostrophes.
Conventions of paragraph separation are incerrect or inconsistent
(indenting, spacing, titles, numbers).

Usage

Scrious errors:

- 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 still clear
- vague, abstract language

Sentence construction

Serious Errors:

= Subject verb agreenent
- Rupn on

- Fragments

Speliing

Serious errors:

- Common words misspeiied; does not include homonyms. Any inisspelied
word only counts as one error, even if the misspelling repeats.

Minor errors:

- Unusual, Tess frequent words

36
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Capitalization/Punctuation

- Initial capitals -- common proper nouns

- Periods at end of sentence, common abbreviations
- Commas (in series, for opening phrases)

Paragraph Conventians

Serious errors:

- Title

Number o o
Inconsistency of separatior conventicn
Absence of 3any convention for sepic~ction

Minor errors:

- Use of spacing instead of indentation (as in business letters)

37
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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 a total work, the whole being greater
than the sum of its parts.

For. ;he element of “Genera] Competence," you are being asked to form an

averal) judgement concerning a composition's effectiveness as an example of
narrative writing. All of the elements presented in the scale==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.
) 7 ELZMENT 1
General Impression
_Read each essay as a whole, first to farm an overa11 Judgement of 1ts

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

To what extent is the essay an example of effective narration? To what
extent does the essay organize its elements to create an effective whole?

MASTER

6 = An exee11ent example of narration. Each element is evident in use
throughout the essay {e.g., topic is clearly identified, characters
defined, situations fully deve1oped)

5 = A good examp1e of narrat1on but the elements are not equally well

developed throughout the essay/paragraph.

4 = An adequate example of narration. The writer incorporates the ele-
ments of narration. The essay is simple, informing and clear, and

presents_nothing more than essentials. There may be one or two iso-

lated instances of global error and no more than three local errors or
a total of five lacal errors.

S NON-MASTER
3 = A marginal example. The writer presents evidence of limitea skill in

using the narrative elements. The elements are all present but
developed poor1y Extremes are noted: strong to weak subjec® focus,

2= A popr examp1e.ﬂ Hriter s use of e1ements is prob1ematic, focus on

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

grammatical and mechanical errors also present.

Presents no centra1 subaect
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supports are. trrﬁievant or aBsent and contains numerous grammatical
and mechanical rrors. The essay cannot be comprehended.
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ELEMENT 2

Focus/drganizaticn

This subscale examines whether the top1c is c1ear1y 1nd1cated and developed

in an organized manner. The composition should exhibit a clear structure
both within and between paragraphs. The topic should be limited and free
of extraneous material.

o 0

MASTER

The subject of the. comp051tion is clearly stated or implied.
The topic is clearly limited; there are no d1greSS1ons or
extraneous material.

linked. both within and between. paragraphs.,

The subject is developed through description of events, setting,

or through the thoughts, emotions of the characters involved.

° The subject of the eompos1tion is c1ear1y stated or impTied.
° There may_be one or two brief aigressions or elaborations, but the

topic_is clearly limited. -

Events and/9r 1ideas are presented in a logical manner; they are
smoothly 1inked both within and between paragraphs.

The subject is developed through description-of events; sett1ng, or
through the thoughts and/or emotions of the characters involved.

° The subJeet of the conpos1t1on is clearly stated or 1mp11ed

There may be one or two brief digressions or elaborations, but the
topic is clearly 1imited.

Events and/or ideas are presented in a 1og1ca1 mannerf but ]1nk1ng
within and/or between paragraphs may be weak in orie or two
instances. =

The subject is developad through descript1on of events, setting, or
through the thoughts and/or emotions- of the characters involved.

The writer gives evidence of know1ng the concepts of focus and

crganization.

w,
i

NON=MASTER

° The subject of the cempositien 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 t0o much or too

little elaboration of scme aspects.

39
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2 ° The subject of the composition is stated or implied, but the main
~ point is not clear. ) o o S )
° There are many digressions or elaborations; the topic is not
_ limited. o , S
® The logic or progression of ideas and/or events is so unclear that
- no story iine is discernible. ) ) o ) )
° There is Tittle development through events, setting, or characters'

feelings 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 extranécus material.

o O o9 o

40
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ELEMENT 3

This subscale focuses on the quality (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 1eve1 of Specificity and depth

than.the generalizations they are intended to develop. 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.

MASTER

6 = ° Events,. characters, and/or descriptions are deveioped by Specific

and clear supperting details, such as exampies, descriptions,

~ anecdotes, facts, -etc.
° Supporting details provide an image/feeling of actiohs, appearance,

_ feelings, thoughts, and/or mood in the paragraphiessay.,;,,,
° Supporting details are more specific than the general ideas/events;

characters are described and well integrated to the rest of the
paragraph/essay.

5 = ° Events, characters, and/or descriptions are developed by specific
and clear suppcrting details, such as examples, descriptions,

. anecdotes, facts; etc.
° The use of supporting detail is not coﬁ§i§téﬁt throughout. For

example, in_one or tws instances, the writer may not provide infor-

~ mation about app=za—ance, feelings, thoughts, actions, or mood.
° Although most supporting statements or details provide in-depth
descriptions and are more specific than the genera! statements they

describe, theére may be one or two instances where the detail lacks

Except for one or two instances, events, characters, and actions are
described. through the use of adjectives, adverbs; prepositional
phrases. etc.

characters, and/or actions are deve]oped by supportihg
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~ detzil.,
° The use of aupporiing detai] may be jnconsistent or. rudimﬂntary.

One aspect mentioned 1in the essay (i.e., character, event, or

description) may not be,sufficieniiy developed. Overall, hoﬁever,

the writer gives evidence of using supporting detail to develop most
aspects of the essay/paragraph.
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° Most details lack specif1city and. depth.
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NON-MASTER

The use of detail is very uneven: Several Siatements/déscript1ons

_ are not. deve1oped through the use- of déta11

Some  of _ the deta11 is not well 1ntegrated within the

paragraph/essay.

There is too little detail. There are very few instances where
support1ng detail s used to de»elop events; characters, or
dnscrtptions.

° The details are not smoothly integrated in the compos1t1on.

° Supporttng details are vague; confus1ng, oF not related to the

events, characters, or descriptiens they are meant to describe:

° There is little or no evidence of supporting details 1in the

paragraph/essay.



Errors in -grammar 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. mesgqge.;fIhe

sentence, "Tomorrow, I went to the store," for example, forces the reader

to decipher which time context (future or present) the writer is actually

alluding to. A local error does not seriously interfere with the writer's
message.- For example, in the sentence, "He going to- the store now," the
message is clear but the grammar -is incorrect: Naturally; an overabundance

of__errors which,. if .individually considered _are local, can. serious1y

distract the Féader 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 grammatical and mechanical errors that
can ocecur,

MA°TER

_ aspects of this essay, . .
° There are_no-global errors. Rééa11 th

t §1oba1 errors affect the

essay/paragraph as a whole and interfere with clarity of

communication. B
° There are only oné or two 1oca1 errors (1f any) in. mechanJcs. For

examp1e, there may be a few spelling errors of difficult words,
e:g:; antenna.

5 = ° Usage and mechanics are not a problem in this paper.
° There are only a few local errors in_usage or mechanics. -
° There may;Eégﬁﬁé_jsnIafe&,glﬁbalgetror, but the general mean1ng is
clear tnrougnout the paragraph/essay.

Usagé and mechanics are not a problenm in this paper. .
Errors do not_ interfere with the clarity of communicat1on. For

example, confusion of to, too, two; their, there; or other local

errors. i
° There may be one or two iso1atéd instances of global -errors; and no

more than three local errors; or a totai of five local errors.

NON-EASTER
3= ° Some errors, global and local, do interfere with the clarity of
communication. ﬁFor;example, there may be a long run-on . sentence,
inappropriate fragments; incorrect tense continuity (e.g.,
Yesterday we are going to sch001 ")
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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 tt oughout the
essay/paragraph.

Errors make this paper very difficult to read and understand. There
is an overabundance of global errors and a significant amount of
coamunication is lost:.

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

sentences.



Mechanics/Grammar
Examples of Errors

Global errors

- tense continuity (e.g., Yesterday I go to ...)

- very long run-on sentences
- fragments
subject/verb agreement (He go to the store:)

short run-ons .~ .
incorrect or lack >f connectors between clauses

II. Usage
Global errors
- incorrect use of common words ,
- code switching (mixing languages) (Today I played with my sister y
fuimos to the store.)
Local errors
ﬁSﬁSﬁiﬁé,(é;é;, it, it's; iﬁeir;;there; to, two, too)

incorrect pronoun reference (That is she book.). :
awkward or odd use of words, phrases, but meaning still clear

III. §£§2}i§g

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 impede communication (e.g., mild
down/melted down)

Local errors

- unusual; less frequent words

45
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I¥. Punctustion/Capitalization

Globai 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

B
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TABULAR EXPOSITORY SCALE

_Genera) e e e
Competence Focus/Organization I Suppprt Grammar/Mechanics
. § ?ﬂ 55 clagr " main 1dea and all major | ° one or tio minor
: ® math 1dea ¢ ear o topics: elaborated by - errors
key ppints, reasonin? at beginning or end specific details
S bedt g p n? pd end relate °no gross errors
6 Excellent ° . ? 9 enumera on su orted
. pran-s H ed: b% Frapfiti y deta)l unc pns
aragraphs-set of o ideas rationale
: N0 One- sentenice paragraphs
(all) ' no.digressions o
s 5u§3e? “clegr- a]most all major points { ©a few minor errors
5 Good i ep elab?rated by specific o
topic part 1mited by reference to d ® iay-be one gross
‘ number or- ype of key reasons . error
2 logical plan most,e]aﬁoratron is
5ome trans t ots specific usa?e and mechanics
e mos ma{or ideas n paragraphs still not a problem
‘[most) * minor digression ,
o Subject clear " nany major points:su orted a-fEW~cumppn-érrars |
?J ?ﬁea c?ear _ mucg ?]gborgtron is » ° pe or-two gross s
----- tog C: map f 11m1ted speci plus no moré than @
4 Adequata len. 0 ca but sub- t0p1c can be one minor error i
r
- ® many-ma or }houghts in paragraphs
o °@mmdmﬁmnmmMmm
(many) | N
s%k?chn o °smémwrmmwdwa®~ wmewwsmmﬁwe
O main dea not very clear - el ® some-gross-and
3 DeVeloping ? ?mgff musf infer- - * some-glaboration 15 , Minor-errors
some 0 developed paragraphs specific but is distinct | ° sentence construc-
?ME i ?r digressions o excessive . and clear tion below mastery
(some) aboration ° may be a list
swnﬂchu R swmnwemuﬂaumm * many gross and
o 3 n {dea not - Jery Clear or more than one . minor-errors
2 Rudimentary® p an attefpted - may be redundant - ® some confusion
L °wwmmnmmwmmm wmwummw
(fen) mary digressions clear =~ )
™ subject may be unclear ° little or- no support or | ° difficult-to read
1 Of; topic o 1dei unclear * support-{s cpnfusin? " meny gross; varied
fem°dwmar om%Mwﬂmof , ePrors .
(alnos ° mﬁnohﬂwﬂy«whmdmmwwm genarality as the main wmcwmﬂw
none assertion
47
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APPENDIX B
Student Compositions Rated
During a Training Session

49
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Samples_anStudeﬂtgeﬁ:;;;;7,””,ﬁ
Dcring a CSE Training Session

The five student writing samples in this appendix were rated during a
CSE rater training session for secondary school teachers (Qﬁéiimaii;
1982). The samples are representative 10th-grade student exposition, and
were among those used early in the training as a check on how uniformly and
cpnsistentiy raters were applying the criteria.

The rated writing samples show the level 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.

At the top of each student composition are two numbers: These numbers
show the Ganeral Competence rating that the two raters independentiy

a551gned to the sample. These general impre551on ratings indicate each
rater's assessment of how well the student's writing met the specific
skills required in Focus/Organization, gﬁppgrtf and Grammar/Mechanics.

Each sampie composition is followed by a feedback sheet showing a CSE
rater's judgment of its general competency 1eve1, as wel! as of how we11 it
dealt with the skills addressed in the three remaining subscaies;

As is readiiy seen, there are high levels of agreement between the two
raters, and similarly acceptable agreement between the raters and the
assessménts 5iaviaéa on the feedback sheets. Had these agreement levels
aiséussing the causes of rater disagreement and for respiving differences

before taking up the next set of compositions to be rated.
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Set Number Training Check 1 .~ )

Code Number

FEEDBACK SHEET B

ELEVMENT RATING

The main point is EIE&P and §§é§??iéiijy éupported-

4  Some mechanical errors and awkward usage. -

Focus/Organization

‘"Paper has main idea sumarized in the opening
and closing paragraphs. Mo use of transitions.

Support

4 ﬁifﬁﬁﬁéﬁ there is only one example, it is clear
and specific. -

Grammar/Mechanics

4 There are a few minor errors. *If a person... they.”
“Brakie.” ‘ :

Mechanical Skills below mastery

_____Sentence
. Usage -

Construction

~ Spelling -

R e —

Punctuatioh and Capitalization
______ Paragraph Conventions

O
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- 10th Grade. Prompt — T

e bt s O preon: S5e.2_A . Promise (s _50mg.-
fhwg oL 2ays ,and Qesured. 10 be _true.

— Ra- examp\e;-t%um VoL promisg. to-clecn.

e -%he. _rable._off after dinngys s x}wﬁ_paezet% —

——— Oeﬁm:m._\;oua_ﬁfm'wzmt_fo-b@_inm aond..
...... - willepeetyowr romiseso. ba@o\laaed

e AV, R A promxe:e_\s_\)wf_.ooﬂ

S word,aod .when Nou- e*mEUL& \aremx%t,——f——m

R Y = lmm”{'dﬂt 10 heep it. E&=
28 Fromees. gould never be bro\—m.n IF.__..,.__.___ :
Nou promise. sometindg o gdroutd o
reder.go. bock en yowr.werd. IF,\;DLJ .
dont.think you corkt keep o promise \](l,\ PR
are abous Yo mahe, LIy even wake £
BN bf@ﬁmg Promises, eope. SNt trust
o you. One...example. of . bd:xg.prem&e% N
- a?m\dmu’r 2, oroken.,. 1505 _Ffollows:
f m\q W0 Q. Very. ‘popdlachighechesl -
et S WS gettingready -
fora. elete cne- day, whon he . friend ..
fary WAaS Over. Ao se e goingdo
getr hec muteup from her. PUTEL yo o cein o
o pack of pilla fell odt. whon . Patty .
ashed . cally what Hey were, Sy
Told _Gathy,ahe Would el har ie. She o
IRIC . promeed not 1o 200 anyiing 10 Qe 53.
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_ Sally einds sufr do o Aok =y Wl Frust
R oy m:rg? * ....ﬁ.irdg_not oy
—#NOO Fe _doesnt Arusk herard. ccmt.ca“ﬂda
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e Pa:rm‘ﬁs___d’buldwﬂ e 28id, lE”\JOKJ don+
el Nouican keep dhem, PRpl Lo break
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s gl {2 TSR
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Set Nusbér _ Training Check 6 - » - (7) _

Codzs MNumber

L

_ . FEEDBACK SHEET .

ELEMENT RATIN

S 3 Paper is generally well developed, but .lawed by
General Competency " poor paragraphing and numerous mechanical errors.

- - ?ééﬁfi:’i‘q?prigclféar and logically developed; hut
Focus/Organization . 3 paragraphing is a problem.
Good conclusion.

S Gives 2 specific example to support thesis.
Stpport P p o upporv thesis

Problem with use of commds:

Mechanical Skills below mastery
_______ Sentence Construction
v/ __ Usage '
: Spelling

e ——

-/ Punctuation and Capitalization
Paragraph Conventions

U
(J; (K
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Set Number __ Training Check 7 . - (a)

e Cod. Humber

FEEDBACK _SHEET . B L

ELEMENT RATING

The line of reasoning is confusing. Support is
‘vague and mechanics are intrusive.

7 R The main idea is unclear and there is no conclusion.
Focus/Organization 2  FPaper moves from "definition of promises" to

. “Very often they should be broken."
No evidence of paragraphing.

2 Support is attempted, but not specific.

* Support

Sentence errors. | |
o 3  Some awkward usage. “We use promises..."
Grammar/Mechanics : "Eike when...* "Get Cduﬁht in the m’idtﬁé of fWé
people.”

Mechanical Skills  w mastery

‘ Sentence Construction
= Spelling ,
Punctuation and Capitalization
Paragraph Conventions

Q .- -
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Set Number ?raiﬁiﬁé Check 4 -

... *';; ) -
(5) .
Code Humber

. FEEDBACK SHEET N
ELEMENT RATING
| e ot contuste because o poor Togtc and-
General Competency 2 numerous mechanical errors.
’,
N .
Focus/Organization 2 The logic is unclear. The paber confuses Firgmises with
Focus/Organization lying g The paper confuses promises with

Support ; 2 Sﬁﬁﬁéié is attem pted but unclear.

HaJer usage, sentenee censtructiéﬁ aﬁd spel]lﬁg
Grammar/Mechanics 1  errors interfere with meaning.
Mechanical Skiiis Béiow maéiéri
B . i’ Sentence Construction

D ii Hsage .
=£ Spe'l 'l ing

Punetuation and Capitalization
Parags;ph Conventions
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Set Number _ Training Check 2 | (3)
:i, Code Humber . | :
- FEEDBACK SHEET o
ELEMENT RATING
General Cémpéiéﬁéy 3 The papers pmnt is at t1mes confused by
. 1mprec1se language.
!
4 togical development uiiclear.
Focus/Organization ° “promise = blackmail”
’_ “promise = are big and small things"
o T -
Support 2  Support is not very specific or clear.
_ | e _
S 3 Usage is a pervasive problem. "For now on® “Like
rammar/iechanics , she wanted me to. . .” slang terms.
Subject-verb agreement
Mechanical Skﬂls below mastery 7
B Sentence Constructlon
e AL Usage
Lt
E— Spel'ling ]
. NP Punctuatien and Cap1ta11za..10n o
Paragraph Conventions ' 6 1 )




