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Introduction

Purpose

In recent years, teachers nationwide have been using process approaches to
writing instruction to help students become effective communicators. Many
students write major texts over extended periods of time, and in many class-
rooms, writing instruction encompasses a range of interrelated activities that
engage students in pre-writing activities, drafting, and revision.! As a part of
this process, student writers often consult with peers, teachers, and parents.”
The aim of these methods is to enable students to produce richer, more
developed pieces of writing.

However, we face a problem when we try to assess the extent to which these
efforts are successful. Traditional methods of evaluating students’ writing (in
particular, the timed essay test) are designed to measure a specific facet of
writing ability — how well students can write on an assigned topic under
timed conditions.” They are not designed to capture the range and depth of
thie writing processes in which students engage during process writing
instruction programs.*

It is possible to emulate aspects of the process approach to writing within
the context of traditional writing assessment methods. For example. the time
allocated for writing can be increased, and can even be held over several days
to allow for peer review and other classroom activities (e.g., New Brunswick,
Canada Reading and Language Arts Multi-day Assessment Program).> How-
ever, holding an assessment over several days poses operational difficulties.
increasing the costs and complexity of assessments.

i Janet Emig, The Composing Processes of Twelfth Graders. (Urbana, IL: National Council of
Teachers of English. NCTE Research Report No. 13, ERIC Document No. ED 058205, 1971).

: Nancy Atwell, “Making the grade.” in Understanding Writing: Ways of Observing, Leaming, and
Teaching 12nd edition), Thomas Newkirk and Nancy Atwell, editors. (Portsmouth, NH:
Heinemann, 1988).

' Hunter M. Breland, Roberta Camp, Robert J. Jones, Margaret M. Morris, and Donald A. Rock.
Assessing Writing Skill. (New York: College Entrance Examination Board, 1987).

! C. K. Lucas, “Toward ecological evaluation, Part 1.” The Quarterly, 10 (1), 1-3, 12-17. 1988.

s New Brunswick Reading and Language Arts Assessment Program. {Ministry of Education, New
Brunswick, Canada, 1991).




Another way of establishing stronger connections between process writing
curriculums and assessment methods is to adapt an instructional tool —
writing portfolios — for assessment purposes.® Recently, schools, districts,
and states have been exploring ways of using classroom writing portfolios to
assess students’ writing achievements. Using the writing students have pro-
duced as they engage in process writing programs establishes an immediate
connection between the assessment and the writing process curriculum.’
Recent efforts to adapt writing portfolios for assessment purposes can be
classified into three types: the classroom portfolio, the combination portfolio,
and the assessment portfolio.

The Classroom Portfolio While Classroom Portfolios differ from
classroom to classroom, they usually share several key characteristics. During
the school year, as part of their English/language arts classwork, students
collect their written work in folders. At specific points in the term, they reviev
their work and create a portfolio by engaging in a process of reflection, selec-
tion, and description. (e.g.. New York City Portfolio Project, ARTS Propel).*

The reflection and selection stages are guided by a set of criteria devel-
oped by teachers and/or students, based on the writing curriculum they are
following.® These criteria often focus on the depth of student writing (writing
that demonstrates the use of process strategies and writing that shows growth
over time) and on the breadth of student wiiting (writing that illustrates the
range of activities in which students have engaged).

Often the students deterinine how many pieces to include in their port-
folios, with a minimum of three being common practice. A central element ot
these portfolios is the letters or statements students write explaining their
selections and how their choices meet the selection criteria. This process of
~eviewing and evaluating one’s own writing and then articulating one's deci-
sions is considered central to the portfolio experience because it fosters
students’ development as writers." The classroom teachers assist students
throughout this process and also evaluate the portfolios. Sometimes other

* 8. Murphy and M. A. Smith, “Talking about portfolios,” The Quarterly, 12 (2). 1990.

" D. Galleher. “Assessment in context: Toward a national writing project model.” The Quarterly. 3.
{3}, 5-7. 1987.

Robert J. Tierney, Mark A. Carter, and Laura E. Desai, Portfolio Assessrnent in the Reading-
Writing Classroor:. (Norwood, MA: Christopher-Gordon Publishers, Inc., 1991).

* Roberta Camp. “Thinking together about portfolios.” The Quaarterly. 12, (2), 8-14. 27. 1990,

Mary Fowles and Claudia Gentile. Evaluation Report of CUNY Lehman's Writing Across the
Curriculum Program. {Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service. 1989).

? Denny P. Wolf, “Opening up assessmient.” Educational Leadership, 45, (4), 24-29. December.
1987/January, 1988,

' E. Winner and E. Rosenblatt. “Tracking the effects of the portfolio process: What changes and
when?” Portfolio, 1 (5), 21-26. 1989,




students, friends, and family read and comment on students’ portfolios."
Students may collect portfolios for part of the year, the whole year, or over
their whole academic careers, for one class or all classes.

The Combination Portfolio The second type of portfolio assessment
system uses a combination of approaches to collect writing from students
(e.g., Vermont Portfolio Project).? In addition to asking students to assemble
a portfolio from the work they have collected for their classes. students are
asked to select a “best piece” and to include in their letter describing their
portfolio an explanation of what makes this their best effort. Students may
also be asked to complete a writing activity common to all students ina
particular class or group. These three components — portfolio, best piece. and
common piece — are then evaluated individually by one or more teachers and
evaluative information is presented on each component, resulting in a profile
of an individual student’s writing achi vements. Summary statements to
students about their entire portfolios are also made by their classroom
teacher, other teachers. and/or other students.

The Assessment Portfoliv The third type of portfolio assessment
system involves administering several common writing activities to students
(e.g., Rhode Island Portfolio Project).” Committees of teachers design a series
of multi-day writing activities that reflect their writing curriculum. On the
same days, using the same administration procedures. the teachers have their
students engage in these activities. They collect the students’ work in folders
and have the students review their work and write letters explaining which
activity vielded the best writing and from which they learned the most. A
committee of teachers then meets to score tae students’ responses to each
activity. The result is a profile of each student's achievements relative to the
common tasks. This type of portfolio differs from traditional essay assessments
in that the activities are designed to match a specific school’s or state’s cur-
riculum and the students’ work is accomplished as part of their regular
classroom activities rather than under standardized assessment conditions.

The 1990 NAEP Pilot Portfolio Study In keeping with these new
developments, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has
begun exploring alternative methods of assessing students’ writing achieve-
ments — methods that focus on the writing students regularly produce as
part of their classroom activities. NAEP conducted a pilot portfolio study in

11 J. Flood and D. Lapp. “Reporting reading progress: A comparison portfolio for parents,” The
Reading Teacher, 42.17), 508-514, 1989,

12 R. P. Mills, “Portfolios capture rich array of student performance.” The School Administrator, 8-
11. 1989,

1" Mary Fowles and Claudia Gentile. Validity Study of the 1988 Rhode Island Third-Grade Writing
Assessment?. (Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service. 1989). »
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1990 in order to explore the feasibility of conducting large-scale assessments
using school-based writing. The main purposes of this pilot study were: (1) to
explore procedures for collecting classroom-based writing from students
around the country; (2) to develop methods for describing and classifying the
variety of writing submitted; and (3) to create general scoring guides that
could be applied across papers written in response to a variety of prompts or
activities.

To this end, a nationally representative subgroup of the fourth and eighth
graders who participated in NAEP's 1990 writing trend assessment was asked
to work with their teachers and subrnit one piece of writing that they consid-
ered to be a sample of their best writing efforts. The goal was to create a
“Nation’s Portfolio” — a compilation of the best writing produced by fourth
and eighth graders inclassrooms across the country.

NAEP analyzed and summarized these samples of writing along with teach-
ers’ descriptions of the assignments that produced them. In addition, NAEP
compared students’ school-based writings to their responses on the 1990
NAEP writing assessment to examine relationships between these two modes
of assessment. This report describes the procedures used to collect, describe,
and evaluate the school-based writing in this special pilot study.

The 1990 writing assessment was a trend assessment — prompts that had
been developed for the 1984 assessment, and readministered in 1988, were
also given in 1990 in order to measure changes in students’ writing achieve-
ments across the six-year period. In 1992, NAEP will continue the writing
trend assessment, as well as conduct a new writing assessment comprised of
inmiormative, narrative, and persuasive writing prompts developed specifically
for the 1992 assessment. While the trend writing assessment has nut changed
since 1984, the new 1992 writing assessment reflects recent developments in
the field of writing instruction and assessment. For example, the time allo-
cated for writing has been expanded to 25- and 50-minute periods. Also, a
planning page has been included after each prompt, to encourage students to
reflect and plan their responses to the topics. The 1992 assessment will also
include a revised and expanded version of the 1990 pilot portfolio study and
participants will be selected from among those students taking the new
regular writing assessment.

Collecting Students’ Writing

The? Participants Approximately 4,000 students who participated in the
1990 NAEP writing assessment — 2,000 students at grade 4 and another 2,000
students at grade 8 — were invited to participate in the special portfolio study.
Based on traditional NAEP sampling procedures, this group would have been a
nationally representative sample of the nation's fourth and eighth graders.

10 5



However, only 55 percent (1,110 students) of the fourth graders and 54 per-
cent (1,101 students) of the eighth graders and/or their teachers accepted this
invitation. While these response rates provided enough papers to permit an
analysis of the writing submitted on a pilot basis, as statistical samples they
were too small to make generalizations about all of the nation's fourth and
eighth graders' writing performances.

While the participants did not represent a national sample of students, they
were from all of the major geographic regions and from various types of
communities, including rural, suburban, and ir-er city. They represented a
variety of racial/ethnic backgrounds as well as a balance between males and
females (see Appendix A for details on the demographic characteristics of the

participants).

Compared with the entire group of students who participated in the 1990
NAEP writing assessment, the participants of this study differed in some
respects. Slightly higher percentages of the portfolio pilot study participants:

7 were above the modal ages of the sample (ages 9 and 13).

+ attended schools in advantaged urban communities, reported
having higher grades,

¢ reported having a greater number of reading materials at home,
and

+ received slightly higher scores on the NAEP writing assessment
tasks.

When considering the data from this pilot study, it is important to keep in
mind that the students who participated appear to be somewhat older. higher
achieving, and more advantaged than the larger population of students
assessed by NAEP in 1990.

The Procedures In the spring of 1990, at the time of the NAEP writing
assessment. the English/language arts teachers of participating students were
asked to help several of their students choose a sample of their own best
writing from the work the students had completed so far in the 1989-90
school year. No more than 10 students from any given class were selected to
participate. Teachers were asked to encourage their students to choose pieces
that had involved the ise of writing process strategies (such as revising suc-
cessive drafts, using reference sources, consulting with others about writing).
NAEP also asked teachers to attach a description of the activities that gener-
ated the students’ writing and to comment on any process strategies the
students used to produce their writing.




Teachers then submitted their students’ writing to NAEP, along with a copy
or description of the activities that generated the writing and any available
drafts or prewriting samples. These pieces were used to create two national
portfolios or collections of students’ classroom writing — one containing the
writings of fourth graders and the other containing the writings of eighth
graders.

Unfortunately. due to the complex procedures NAEP empioys to select
students to participate in its assessments, we were unable to inform teachers
at an early date which of their students would be participating in this study,
with some teachers receiving only several days' notice. Thus, for the pilot.
teachers and students did not have much time to review the students’ writing
and select best pieces. Based on this experience, a procedure for giving
teachers more advance notice of the upcoming portfolio assessment was
developed for the 1992 NAEP Portfolio Study. It is hoped that. by giving the
participating teachers in 1992 several months’ notice. the 1992 results will
be representative.

Outline of this Report

This report is divided into four sections. Chapter One describes the writing
received from the students and information from participating teachers about
the activities that generated the writing. Chapter Two explains the procedures
used to evaluate the writing students submitted as well as the results of this
evaluation. Chapter Three compares the results of the NAEP 1990 writing
assessment with the analysis of participants’ school-based writing samples and
summarizes the lessons learned from this portfolio study. The last chapter
contains a set of sample papers, further illustrating how the evaluative guides
can be applied and presenting a sense of the range and depth of writing we
received from participating students.

12



Describing the Writing

The first step in determining the feasibility of analyzing the students’ class-
room-based writing was to see whether NAEP could descrite and classify the
wide diversity of writing submitted by the participants. Considering that no
more than eight students from any single class were selected to participate in
this study, most of the papers submitted represented responses to unique
classroom activities. The corpus of writing submitted might be so diverse that
every paper would need to be evaluated v'ith a unique set of criteria, which
would make comparing students’ classroom-based writing impossible. The
challenge, then, was to develop descriptive criteria that would yield useful
information about the types of writing students submitted. Once this was
accomplished, the next step, moving beyond describing papers to evaluating
performance, could be addressed.

Describing the classroom-based writing collected from students across the
nation yields a proiile of the types of writing activities actually occurring in
our nation's classrooms. Classroom-based writing samples provide us with
first-hand information about the writing activities in which students are
engaging, rather than the second-hand information gained from teacher and
student surveys. This information provides a rich context in which to place
the results of NAEP's timed writing assessment. For example, although
persuasive wriiing is featured prominently in the frameworks which underlie
the NAEP writing assessments, the small number of persuasive papers submit-
ted by students in this pilot study indicates that persuasive writing was not
frequently part of their classroom activities.

To accomplish the task of describing the writing submitted. a panel of
writing experts was assembled. Each member had experience developing
writing portfolio programs at the school, district. or state level. After reading a
large sample of the students’ pape:s, the panel developed a series of descriptive
categories to capture the key features of the students’ papers, These categories
focused on: (1) the types of writing submitted: (2) the audience addressed; and
(3) the evidence of resources used. Also noted were: (4) evidence of process
and revision strategies used; (5) evidence of computer use; and {6) length of
texi. A group of trained essay readers then read all of the papers submitted and
applied these descriptive categories to the papers. The results of this analysis
are presented below.




Types of Writing

As shown in Table 1.1, at both grades 4 and 8 the majority of writing submit-
ted was classified as informative. A large percentage of the papers submitted
were narratives and very few were persuasive pieces, poems, letters, or re-
search reports. One percent of the eighth-grade papers were persuasive letters.
These were classified as persuasives in order to increase the sample of
persuasive pieces available for analysis.

Toble 1.1: Types of Writing’

Type of Writing Grade 4 M
% %
informotive 51 59
Narrative 36 30
Persvasive 1 5
Poems 2 i
Letters 3 1
Research Reports 0 1
Skill Sheets 7 5

*Due to rounding. percentages may not equal 100

It is interesting to note that several teachers in both grades commented
that they did not begin teaching writing until later in the school year. As a
result, they did not have samples of extended pieces of student writing to
submit. Instead, these teachers sent in copies of work sheets, short answer
quizzes, or spelling lists, which were classified as skill sheets.

At an early stage in classifying students’ papers, a distinction was made
between personal experience narratives and fictional narratives, and between
informative reports and analytic reports.”* We believed that these differentia-
tions would accommodate and acknowledge the variety within both the
narrative and report classifications. However, during the process of developing
the scoring guides. the distinctions between the two types of narratives and
the two types of reports were found to be negligible — the same scoring guide

14 These categories were based on those used by the California Assessment Program, 1989,
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could be used for both types of narratives and the same scoring guide for both
types of reports. NAEP classified the papers in these domains, therefore, as
either narrative or informative.

Audience

Often writers’ perceptions of their audience and their abilities to clearly
address audiences are a central factor in effective writing.!® In addition,
writing experts have emphasized that having students write for a variety of
audiences enhances their writing abilities.’* Although NAEP did not query
students specifically about the intended audiences of their papers, their
submissions were analyzed for evidence of intended audience.

Almost all of the fourth- and eighth-grade papers (93 percent and 96 per-
cent, respectively) .ppeared to be written to an unspecified audience. Nothing
in these papers referred to a particular audience. Less than 1 percent of the
papers at each grade level were written specifically to the teacher. Also,
approximaiely 1 percent at each grade were written to an authority figure or
parent. Less than 3 percent at either grade level were written to a friend or
to oneself.

Evidence of the Use of Process Strategies

When analyzing the students’ papers, the readers also looked for evidence of
the use of writing process strategies, such as revisions of drafts, prewriting
activities, and peer or teacher collaboration. To locate this evidence, the
readers considered the pieces submitted by the students, as well as informa-
tion provided by the teachers about the writing activities.

As Table 1.2 indicates, less than 50 percent of the papers submitted showed
evidence of the use of writing process strategies. Of those papers containing
evidence of revision, only 1 percent at each grade level involved revisions
beyond changes to the surface features of the papers (i.e., spelling, punctu-
ation, capitalization). Twenty-one percent at grade 4 and 31 percent at grade 8
showed evidence of minor revisions. Sixteen percent at grade 4 and 11 percent
at grade 8 showed evidence of having used other process strategies, such as
prewriting (brainstorming, reading, discussing topics with family or friends)
and teacher or peer conferencing.

15 William F, Brewer, “Literary Theory, Rhetoric, and Stylistics: Implications for Psychology,” in
Theoretical Issues in Reading Comprehension, Rand J. Spiro, Bertram C. Bruce, and William F
Brewer, editors (Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1980).

15 George Hillocks, Jr., Research on Written Composition: New Directions for Teaching (Urbana, IL:
ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading and Communication Skills, 1986).
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Tabie 1.2: Writing Process Strategies

Grode 4 Grade 8
% %
Evidence of major revisions 1 1
Evidence of miner revisions 21 31
Evidonce of other precess strategies® 16 11
Evidence of writing pracess, fotdl 38 43

*Other process strategies inchude peer or teacher conferencing and prewriting activities,

It should be noced that several teachers indicated they sent us “clean”
copies of their students’ writing. Although we had asked for drafts and evi-
dence of students’ use of process strategies, the teachers stated that they
assumed we wanted final, “error-free” versions of students’ work with no
teacher comments on them. To help avoid this confusion in 1992, the direc-
tions to teachers and students emphasize that any prewriting or drafts avail-
able for each piece should be included in the portfolios submitted in 1992,

Evidence of the Use of Resources for Writing

Another central aspect of recent developments in writing instruction has been
an emphasis on integrating writing and reading and on the role writing can
play in promoting learning across the disciplines.!” While the focus of this
study was on the writing students did for their English or language arts
classes, the readers also looked for evidence that students had used outside
resources when writing their papers as a further clue to the kinds of writing in
which students engaged.

Table 1.3 shows that the resources used for the majority of papers were the
students’ own ideas and observations. This was more true for the eighth
graders than for the fourth graders. Note that the categories overlap — a
paper may have contained a reference to something read as well as to some-
thing studied in school. Therefore, if totalled, the percentages may exceed 100
percent.

17 ], Moffett and B. ). Wagner, Studeni-centered Language Arts /md Reading, K-13: A Handbook for
Teachers, 3rd edition, (Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin, 1983).
A Young and T. Pulwiler (Editors). Wiriting Across the Disciplines: Research into Practice, (Upper
Montclair, NJ: Boynton/Cook, 1986).

ERIC . 16 1

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



Table 1.3: Evidence of Resources for Writing

Grade 4 Grode 8
% %
Stwdent’s own ideas, observations 76 87
Something read 12 14
Something studied in school 13 6

Length of Papers and Use of Computers

One benefit to using students’ classroom-based writing is that, under regular
classroom situations, students have time to write longer texts than they do
under timed assessment situations. The length of the classroom-based papers
submitted by the fourth graders in this study ranged from eight words to
1,250 words, with a median length of 84 words. The papers submitted by
eighth graders ranged from five words to 4,400 with a median length of 140
words.

Although many schools across the country have computers available to
students, it is in*.~~sting to note that a very small percentage of papers sub-
mitted for the study ‘ere presented on computer printouts: 2 percent at the
fourth grade and 6 percent at the eighth grade.

Types of Activit'es

Recent theories in literacy education emphasize the benefit of creating rich,
realistic learning contexts in which students are active participants in the
development of their reading and writing abilities.® Process approaches to
writing instruction also emphasize the active, meaning-creating aspects of
writing.’® Under *hese approaches teachers alternate between activities that
require students to select their own topics, purposes, and audiences for writing
and activities in which the teacher (or other students) specify a topic. The goal
is to give students a wide range of experience with writing. In school and
beyond school, students will be asked to write for their own as well as for other
people’s purposes. Therefore, a central goal of writing programs is to enable
students to be effective writers under both self-directed and authority-directed
conditions.

18 Angela Jaggar and M. Trika Smith-Burke, Observing the Language Learner, {Newark DE:
International Reading Association and Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of English.
1985).

® Judith A. Langer and Arthur N. Applebee, How Writing Shapes Thinking: A Studly of Teaching
and Learning, (Urbana, IL: National Council of Teachers of English, 1987).
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Fifty percent of the teachers who participated in this study included a brief
description of the activities that generated their students’ writing. Less than
1 percent of the activity descriptions submitted by teachers at either grade
indicated that students had been asked to select their own topics.

The remaining activity descriptions were analyzed and then classified
according to how specific the activities were and what sources of knowledge
students were required to draw upon to complete the activities. This analysis
yielded four main types of activities: general prompts, focused prompts,
content reports, and integrated activities. “Prompts” are any topic, situation,
stimulus, or assignment given {o students to elicit a sample of writing. In
keeping with recent theories about the importance of context in literacy
learning, writing instruction and assessment experts maintain that an effec-
tive writing prompt (or instructional activity) should not only specify a topic
for the writer, but a clear audience and purpose as well.?°

Table 1.4 summarizes the percentage of activities in each category. None of
the persuasive papers had activity descriptions from the teachers, so only the
two major domains, narrative and informative, are presented helow.

Table 1.4: Types of Activities’

Informative Norrotive Totul
Grade 4 Grode B Grode 4 Grode 8 Grode 4 Grode 8

% % % % 04 %
General
Prompts 47 A8 89 82 68 60
Focused
Prompts 17 22 6 12 12 18
Content
Reports 28 22 1 5 15 16
integrated
Activities 8 8 4 2 6 6

“Dus to rounding, percentsges may not equal 100,

General Writing Prompts Sixty-eight percent of the fourth-grade and
60 pe.cent of the eighth-grade activities could be classified as General Writing
Prompis. In these types ot activities the teachers gave the students a general

# Edward M. White. Teaching rnd Assessing Writing, (San Francisco, CA: Josey-Bass Publishers,
1986).

| 13
18



topic about which to write, but did not focus their attention on any single
aspect of the topic. Nor do these prompts make explicit to students an audi-
ence or purpose for their writing. The overwhelming majority of narrative
papers fit into this category, as did almost half of the informative papers.
Below are two examples of this type of activity.

o0

 FENNEENENE NN NN NN

Write about Thanksgiving. Choose one of the following topics: *
what Thanksgiving means to me or what I am thankful for. ’
(eighth grade) .

o .

Look at the copy of the photograph I gave you (a bicycle lying .
on its side on a country road). Write a story that refers in some S
way to this bicycle. °
(eighth grade) .

.3

Focused Writing Prompts Overall, 12 percent of the fourth-grade and
18 percent of the eighth-grade activities described by the teachers could be
classified as Focused Writing Prompts. With these activities, teachers specified
for students not only the topic and the task but an overall purpose. Sometimes
activities in this category also specified an audience and criteria for effective
writing. Only 6 percent of the fourth-grade and 12 percent of the eighth-grade
narrative papers were written in response to focused prompts; 17 percent of
the fourth-grade and 22 percent of the eighth-grade activities that generated
informative pieces specified audience and purpose. Below are two examples of
this type of activity.

ol

Writing Situation: Your day is going badly. You were late to
first period, you forgot your math homework, you left your lunch
on the bus, your pen ran out of ink, and your locker combination
didn’t work! To top it all off, you suddenly realize that since
yesterday you have shrunk two inches.

Directions for Writing: Write a story about what happens to
you next. Let your reader know how you feel, what you think and
see, how people treat you, and what happens after you discover
you are actually shrinking. Write a readable story that will enter-
tain and surprise your readers.

(eighth grade)

g

14 19



oD

Students were asked to write an informative paragraph giving
advice to 2 yvunger sister or brother about how to get along in
school or how to get along with the teacher.

(eighth grade)
ighth g 20

Content Reports  Although we had asked for papers students had
written for their English or language arts classes, some students submitted
papers on scie:nce or social studies topics, indicating the use of writing acros:
the curriculum.

Overall, 15 percent of the fourth-grade and 16 percent of the eighth-grade
activities fit into the third category: Confent Reports. These activities required
that students write papers reporting on information they learned from class-
work and/or readings. Papers about historical figures or concepts in science
are examples of this type of activity. Also in this group are book reviews and
reactions to fictional stories.

Only 1 percent of the fourth-grade and 5 percent of the eighth-grade narra-
tive activities fit into this category. Twenty-eight percent of the fourth-grade
and 22 percent of the eighth-grade informatives were Content Reports. Below
are two examples.

ol

After all #f the students read a story that dealt with emotional
change, tie students were told to write their own story involving
an emotional change. They were to use the one they had read in
class as a model.

{eighth grade)

o>

Based on our lesson about Paul Revere, write a dialog
between Paul Revere and a newspaper interviewer. The inter-
viewer should ask Paul Revere for details about his role in
the American Revolution,

(eighth grade)

o

Integrated Activities  Very few of the activities, 6 percent at both grades
4 and 8, appeared to be part of multi-day, multi-stage, integrated activities,
where teachers engaged students in a series of classroom activities around a
central theme or text. Below is an example of this type of activity.

15
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1. Story starters were distributed to students (such as: “Tom
Turkey was a big turkey. Now I don’t mean an ordinary big
turkey. No sir! I mean an extraordinary, gigantic turkey. In
fact, Tom Turkey was so big that. ..").

2. The class brainstormed together. They shared ideas about the
different story starters, jotting down notes for their own

papers.

3. Students selected one of the story starters and wrote first
drafts of a story.

4. The next day, they divided into groups of three to share their
first drafts. Group members offered ideas to revise/improve
each others’ stories. They also helped with sentence structure
and other grammatical problems.

5. The third day, proofreading guidelines were discussed and
students worked in pairs to proofread each others’ stories.

6. Students prepared a final draft of their stories and shared them
as part of the Thanksgiving celebration.
{(fourth grade)
o
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Summary

Although participants in this study came from different zlassrooms in differ-
ent schools across the country, and they wrote on a wide variety of topics, the
papers they submitted had some commonalities. Most of the papers we re-
ceived were either informative or narrative pieces, written for an unspecified
audience, in response to general writing prompts or content report activities
from their teachers. Less than half of the papers showed evidence that their
writers had employed process strategies in producing them, and most were
based on the students’ own ideas and observations. In addition, the papers at
both grade levels varied widely in length, while few were written on computer.

One of the major lessons we learned from our initial examination of the
students’ classroom-based writing was the need to collect more systematic
information about the types of activities in which students had engaged. As
part of the 1992 NAEP Portfolio Study design, a brief teacher questionnaire,
asking for more specific information about the activities that generate the
writing students select for their portfolios, is included. Also, students are
asked to write a letter explaining why they included the pieces they selected.
Likewise, the need to include evidence or information about the use of process
strategies is emphasized in the directions to both students and teachers.
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—l:l—v;luating the Writi

Developing Evaluative Guides

In order to broaden the information gained about students’ classroom-based
writing performance as well as the context for writing, NAEP wanted to
explore the feasibility of evaluating writing obtained from a variety of prompts
or activities. For its regular writing assessments, NAEP typicaily develops
specific scoring guides for each of its writing prompts. The limitations of this
approach for evaluating diverse samples of school-based writing are obvious.
With more than 250 classrooms involved in this study, developing a scoring
guide for each unique assignment would be impossible. Therefore, NAEP
explored the idea of developing scoring guides specific to each of the major
domains identified through our descriptive analysis: narrative, informative,
and persuasive. To accomplish the task of developing domain-specific scoring
guides. NAEP assembled a team of elementary teachers, secondary teachers,
and teacher educators.

Using samples of the writing, NAEP staff worked with the team of teachers
to develop scoring guides for the two most commonly submitted domains:
informative and narrative. Because NAEP also assesses students’ persuasive
writing in the regular assessment, we developed a scoring guide for the per-
suasive papers, even though very few persuasive papers were submitted. The
process the team of teachers used to develop the guides involved three major
stages: reading and sorting; classifying and consensus; and describing and
confirming.

Reuading and Sorting Beginning with the informative pieces, the team
first read approximately 60 randomly selected papers from each grade level,
which comprised about 10 percent of all the informative papers. Based on a
general, holistic impression, team members sorted the papers into four to six
groups ranging from highest to lowest.

This stage involved confirming that all of the papers first classified as
informative were genuinely informative. The team defined informative as
those papers that had, implicitly or explicitly, the purpose of conveying infor-
mation or ideas. Thank you letters and opinion statements are examples of
some of the papers that were reclassified because their purposes were not
primarily informative. Research papers that used more than five reference
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sources, although informative in purpose, were so much longer than most of
the other informative papers that they were placed in a separate category.

Also, papers in which the teacher provided students with the first sentence
to each paragraph seemed more like elaborated fill-in-the-blank worksheets
than original papers. These were reclassified as skill sheets.

Classifying and Consensus Next, the readers compared the way they
each had sorted the papers. discussing which papers represented high, me-
dium, and low levels of performance. In the process, they discussed a range of
criteria that could be used to evaluate writing in general and informative
writing in particular. Their goal was to identify levels of development in
informative writing.

To this end. the team decided to focus on the cognitive elements of the
papers. When rereading the papers, they asked themselves, “How much
information is the student conveying in the paper?” “What kinds of relation-
ships do the writers establish between the ideas and information?” “How
developed are the ideas and information?”

As the discussion progressed, the team members articulated the criteria
they each used to place papers into categories. This discussion continued until
a common set of criteria could be agreed upon and specified.

Describing and Confirming Using the common set of criteria, the
team then described a range of performance for informative writing. Papers
that exemplified each level of performance were selected. The team then
applied the criteria to a new set of papers from each grade level (another 10
percent of the informative papers), refining their descriptions.

At first, the fourth- and eighth-grade papers were read separately, the plan
being to develop different guides for each grade level. However, after the
informative guide had been developed for the fourth-grade papers, and the
group moved on to consider the eighth-grade informative pieces. they found
that the same criteria could be applied to both grades.

The procedures outlined above also were used to develop scoring guides for
the narrative and persuasive pieces. Narrative papers were defined as pieces
that described a sequence of events, real or imagined. Persuasive papers we:=
thos¢ letters, paragraphs, or essays that stated a position or opinion primarily
for the purpose of persuading or convincing. The idea of developing one
gener’ - scoring guide for all papers was discussed. However, the scoring guide
development team concluded that the purposes and methods of development
for the three domains were so different that they required separate sets of
criteria for evaluation.
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Figures 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 present the three scoring guides developed. Each
guide classifies papers into six main levels. Later in the chapter, samples of
students’ papers are presented for each of the levels within these guides.

The Narrative Scoring Guide In reading and evaluating the narrative
papers. the scoring guide development team focused on several key features
of narrative writing. First, they loosely definzd a story as a series of related
events or happenings. Hence, the first level of the narrative scoring guide is
not termed a “story,” but an Event Description becausc vnly one event is
described.

Figure 2.1: Narrative Scoring Guide

1 Event Description.  Paper is a list of sentences minimally related or a list
of sentences that all describe a single event.

Undeveloped Story.  Paper is a listing of related events. More than one
event is described, but with few details about setting, characters, or the
events. (Usually ther- is no more than one sentence telling about each
event.)

o

3 Bask Story. Paper describes a series of events, giving details (in at least
two or three sentences) about some aspect of the story (the events, the
characters’ goals. or problems to be s..lved). But the story lacks cohe-
sion because of problems with syntax. sequencing, events missing, or an
undeveloped ending.

4 Exiondsd Story. Paper describes a sequence of episodes. including
details about most story elements (i.e.. setting, episodes, characters’
goals. problems to be solved). But the stories are confusing or incom-
plete (i.e.. at the end the characters’ goals are ignored or problems
inadequately resolved: the beginning does not match the rest of the
story; the internal logic or plausibility of characters’ actions is not
maintained).

5 Developed Story. Paper describes a sequence of episodes in which
almost al] story elements are clearly developed (i.e., setting, episodes.
characters' goals, or problems to be solved) with a simple resolution of
these goals or problems at the end. May have one or two problems or
include too much detail.

6 FElohoruted Story. Paper describes a sequence of episodes in which
almost all story elements are well developed (i.e.. setting, episodes.
characters’ goals. or problems to be solved). The resolution of the goals
or problems at the end are elaborated. The events are presented and
elaborated in a cohesive way.
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The second feature the team saw as differentiating among the narrative
papers was amount of development. The main difference between the second
and third levels of the narrative guide is that, in a Basic Story, one aspect of
the story is somewhat developed, whereas no aspects of an Undeveloped Story
are presented in any detail. The difference between the third and fourth levels
is that many of the events of an Exfended Story are somewhat developedat
the fourth level. At the fifth level (Developed Story) aimost all of the events are
described in detail.

The third feature of narrative writing the team used to evaluate the papers
was quality of development. Papers classified at the upper two levels, Devel-
oped Story and Elaborated Story, not only contained detailed episodes, but
also included some source of tension or conflict {(characters’ goals. problems
to be solved, mysteries to be unravelled). These two levels differ in the author's
success in establishing and resolving the tension or conflict. While in Devel-
oped Stories tension is clearly (and often creatively) established, it is not
completely resolved: in Elaborated Stories the tension is both clearly estab-
lished and completely resolved.

The Informative Scoring Guide In reading and evaluating the
informative papers, the scoring guide development team focused on several
key traits of informative writing. First, they loosely defined informative writ-
ing as the presentation of information and ideas for the purpose of informing
an audience. Further, in the process of presenting information, the writer
establishes relationships between pieces of information and/or ideas. The
papers were then classified according to how well the writers had succeeded
in establishing relationships and according to how well they presented the
information to a particular audience for a specific purpose.

The differences between levels one through four are the degree to which
the writers established relationships between the pieces of information in
their papers. The difference between levels five and six is the degree to which
the writers conveyed a sense of audience and purpose. This was often accom-
plished through the use of an overt type of organizational structure.
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| Figure 2.2: Informative Scoring Guide

1 \listieg. Paper lists pieces of information or ideas all on the same topic.
but does not relate them. A range of information/ideas is presented.

2 Attempted Discossion.  Paper includes several pieces of information and
some range of information. In part of the paper, an attempt is made to
relate some of the information (in a sentence or two), but relationships
are not clearly established because ideas are incomplete or undeveloped
(the amount of explanation and details is limited).

3  Undeveloped Discussion.  Paper includes a broad range of information
and attempts to relate some of the pieces of information. The relation-
ships are somewhat established, but not completely. The ideas are
confused, contradictory, out of sequence, illogical, or undeveloped.

4 Discussion. Paper includes a broad range of information and. in at
least one section, clearly relates the information using rhetorical
devices {(such as temporal order. classification, comparison/contrast,
cause and effect, problemysolution. goals/resolutions, predictions.
speculations, suppositions, drawing conclusions. point of view, ranking,
exemplification).

5 Puarticlly Developed Discwssion.  Paper includes a broad range of informa-
tion and establishes more than one kind of relationship using rhetorical
devices, such as those listed above. Information and relationships are
well developed, with explanations and supporting details. Paragraphs
are well formed but the paper lacks an overriding sense of purpose and
cohesion.

6 Developed Discussion.  Paper includes a broad range of information and
establishes more than one kind of relationship using rhetorical devices.
such as those listed above. Information and relationships are explained
and supported. The paper has a coherent sense of purpose and audience.
and is free from grammatical problems. An overt organizational struc-
ture is used (such as the traditional essay format).

The Persuasive Scoring Guide In reading and evaluating the persua-
sive papers, the scoring guide development team focused on several key
features of persuasive discourse: stating an opinion or position, supporting
one’s opinion with reasons and/or explanation, and attempting to diffuse or
refute the opposing position. While developing an argument by clearly stating
and supporting an opinion may be considered an effective way of persuading
an audience, the team felt that papers which include the recognition and
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refutation of an opposing viewpoint to be more complex forms of persuasion.
They placed the 58 persuasive papers submitted by students along a con-
tinuum of persuasive complexity, ranging from opinion to argumentation to
refutation.

Figure 2.3: Persuasive Scoring Guide

1 Opinlon. Paper is a statement of opinion. but no reasons are given to
support the opinion, or the reasons given are inconsistent or unrelated

to the opinion.

2 Extended Oplalon. Paper states opinion and gives reasons to support the
opinion, but the reasons are not explained or the explanations given are
incoherent.

3 Paorticlly Developed Argument.  Paper states opinion and gives reasons to

support the opinion, plus attempts to develop the opinion with further
explanation. However. the explanations are given but not developed or
elaborated. May contain a brief reference to the opposite point of view.

4 Developed Argument. Paper states opinion, gives reasons to support the
opinion, plus explanations, with at least one explanation developed
through the use of rhetorical devices {such as sequence of events, cause
and effect, comparison/contrast, classification, problem/solution, point
of view, drawing conclusions). May contain a brief summary of the
opposite point of *irw.

5 Paortiolly Developed Refwiniion. Paper states opinion, gives reasons to
support opinion, explanations, plus attempts to discuss and/or refute
the opposite point of view. Contains an adequate summary of the
opposite point of view,

6 Developed Refutation. Paper states opinion, gives reasons to support
opinion, explanations, plus a discussion and/or refutaticn of opposing
point of view. Refutation is clear and explicit — summarizes opposite
point of view and discusses why it is limited or incorrect.

Applying the Evaluative Guides

Scoring the Writing After the scoring guides were developed, another
group oi teachers (16 elementary, secondary, and college teachers) was trained
to apply the scoring guidelines to the papers. The training consisted of two
stages: explanation and application. On the first day, the informative scoring
guide was presented and explained to the readers, along with samples of
papers at each level.
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After questions and discussion, the whole group applied the guide to the
same set of 10 informative papers. In small groups, the readers compared the
scores they assigned and then the whole group discussed each paper and
reached consensus on how it should be scored. This process was repeated with
another set of 10 papers, until group members felt confident that they could
apply the scoring guideline consistently and reliably.

The group then scored all of the informative papers. The training proce-
dures were repeated the next day for the narrative papers. Because the nuumber
of persuasive papers was small, they were scored by members of the team who
had developed the scoring guides, rather than by the group of 16 readers.

Interrater Agreement  Thirty percent of the papers in each domain
received a blind second scoring — the second reader could not see the score
given to the paper by the first reader. Table 2.1 presents the rate of reliability
and agreement between the two readers.

The reliability coefficient is a correlation between the scores assigned to
papers by the first and second readers, taking into account not only when two
scorers disagreed but also the size of their disagreement. Coefficients above a
80 are considered strong and above .65 are considered good.

With a six-point scale, agreement within one score point, which is called
adjacent agreement, often is also calculated. This is done because increasing
the size of a scale requires that readers make more refined distinctions be-
tween each level. Any percentage adjacent agreement above 90 is considered
strong. Both measures of reliability are presented in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Interrater Reliabilities
and Percent Adjocent Agreement

Relichifity Percest Adjacent
Coefficient Agresment
Nomrotives Fourth 76 100
Bighth 82 96
Informotives Fourth .89 100
Eighth 88 99
Persuash 8s* Fourth — —_
EHghth 76 96

*There was an insufficient number of persuasive papers at the fourth grade to compute valid statistics. Interpret
the eighth-grade persuasive statistics with caution due to the small sample size. Note: The scoring was based
on a six-point scale.
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The following section presents the percentage of papers, by grade level, at
each performance level of the narrative, informative, and persuasive scoring
guides. Due to rounding, percentages may not equal 100.

Narrative Papers Figure 2.4 presents the percentage of narrative papers
at grades 4 and 8 at each performance level of the scoring guide. At the fourth
grade, 11 percent of the students’ papers were classified as Event Descriptions,
57 percent as Undeveloped Stories, 26 percent as Basic Stories, 5 percent as
Extended Stories, and 1 percent as Developed Stories.

Figure 2.4: Narrative Papers®

N =389 (Fourth Groders) [N
N =315 (Eighth Groders) INNEN

3% i
: | i 1% 0% 0%
Evest  Undeveloped  Bosk Extended  Developed  Elsboruted
Dua:pthn S';-y St;ry Slry St;ry Story
b

*Due to rounding, percentages may not equal 100.

As might be expected, more of the eighth-grade papers received higher
ratings than did the fourth-grade papers. Three percent of the eighth-grade
papers were rated as Event Descriptions, 35 percent as Undeveloped Stories,
34 percent as Basic Stories, 19 percent as Extended Stories, and 8 percent as
Developed Stories. None of the fourth- or eighth-grade papers were classified
as Elaborated Stories.
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Informative Papers  Figure 2.5 presents the percentage of informative
papers at grades 4 and 8 at each performance level of the scoring guide. At the
fourth grade, 31 percent of the papers were classified as Listings, 41 percent as
Attempted Discussions, 17 percent as Undeveloped Discussions, 9 percent as
Discussions, and 2 percent as Partially Developed Discussions.

Figure 2.5: Informative Papers'

N =559 (Fourth Groders) INENR
N =628 (Eighth Groders) SN

sDue to rounding, percentages may not equal 100.

As with the narratives papers, more of the eighth-grade informative papers
received higher ratings than did the fourth-grade papers. Thirteen percent of
the papers were classified as Listings, 30 percent as Attempted Discussions, 27
percent as Undeveloped Discussions, 22 percent as Discussions, and 8 percent
as Partially Developed Discussions. None of the fourth- or eighth-grade papers
were classified as Developed Discussions.
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Persuasive Papers Figure 2.6 presents the percentage of persuasive
papers at grades 4 and 8 at each level of the scoring guide. Please note that
only eight of the papers submitted by fourth graders and 50 papers submitted
by eighth graders were persuasive, so the percentages below should be inter-
preted with caution.

Figure 2.6: Persuasive Papers”

N=8 (Fourth Graders) I
N =50 (Eighth Graders) N

0% 0%

*Due to rounding, percentages may not equal 100,

At the fourth grade, 25 percent of the papers were classified as Opinions, 50
percent as toxtended Opinions, and 25 percent as Partially Developed Argu-
ments. At the eighth grade, 6 percent of the papers were classified as Opinions,
40 percent as Extended Opinions, 32 percent as Partially Developed Argu-

" ments, and 22 percent as Developed Arguments. None of the persuasive
papers at either grade was classified as Partirlly Developed Refutations
or Developed Refutations.
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Writing Process Strategies Due to the interest educators have in the
effect the use of writing process strategies has on students’ writing, a further
analysic was conducted. The scores students’ school-based papers received
were compared tv their use of writing process strategies and use of resources
for writing. Appendix B presents a detailed summary of these comparisons.

There were slight, stztistically nonsignificant differences between the scores
a paper received and the likelihood that the writer had employed process
strategies at both fourth zid eighth grades. Likewise, an analysis of students’
us~ of resources for writing revealed nonsignificant differences between the
scores their school-based papers reccived and their use of either their own
ideas, something read. or sumething studied in school when writing their
papers.

As was mentioned in Chapter One, although we had requested papers that
showed the use of process strategies, less than half of the papers submitted
contained evidence of the use of these strategies. Likewise, only half of the
papers were accompanied by a description from the teacher of the activities
that had generated the papers. Therefore. the comparisons made in this study
between the ratings students’ school-based writing received and their reported
use of process strategies and resources for writing are presented for informa-
tion only.

The 1992 NAEP portfolio study will collect more detailed information about
writing process strategies and if all goes well. present more complete infor-
mation about the relationships between students’ use of these processes and
their writing achievements.

In the next three sections, exampies of rtudziits’ papers are presented for
each performance level of the t'iree scoring guides, along with an explanation
of how each paper exemplifies 1he l2vel, A note about our selections: many
stories submitted by students, esp= :ally by the eighth graders, could be
classified as horror stories. Our samiples of the narrative scoring guide reflect
this preponderance of thrillers, Also, the selection of examples was limited to
the papers that could be reproduced legibly.

In addition, the papers at the upper end of the scales are much longer than
those at the lower end. While length alone was not a consideration, all three
scoring guides value development of ideas. information, or the elements of
narratives. Therefore, it would be difficult for a brief paper (one or two para-
graphs) to place above a three on any of these scales.
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Examples of the Norrative Scoring Guide

Event Description (score of 1) Papers classified as event descriptions
tell about one event. Basically, they say, “such and such happened.” Some of
the papers in this category give details about the setting and so appear to be
more elaborate stories. However, they end with a description of a single event,
rather than a series of events. The paper below, written by a fourth grader, is
an example of a simpie Event Description.
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Undeveloped Story (score of 2)  Papers classified as Undeveloped
Stories tell about a series of events. Basically, they say, “one day this happened,
then something else happened, and then another thing happened.” However,
the events, as well as the setting and characters, are only briefly described. The
writers give very few details about each event; the story is a listing of related
events.
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These stories are similar to front-page newspaper reports, where the basic
facts of a story are reported (who, what, when, where) but few details about
why events happened are presented. For example, in the paper below, the
fourth-grade writer uses one sentence to describe each event.
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Basic Story (score of 3) In papers classified as Basic Stories, the
writers go one step beyond a simple listing of related events. One aspect of the
story (the events, the characters’ goals, or the setting) is somewhat developed.
However, these stories lack a sense of cohesion and completeness. Events may
be presented out of sequence, some aspect of the story may be confusing due
to problems with syntax, or a key event may be unclear. For example, in the
paper below, the fourth-grade writer describes a series of events and, at the
beginning, develops a problem in some detail (a librarian who puts books away
too quickly). However, the resclution to the problem, although humorous, is
not well developed.
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Extended Story (score of 4)  Extended Stories go beyond Basic Stories
in that many of the events in these stories are elaborated to some degree. This

degree of development gives a sense of a sequence of distinct story episodes.
Details are given about the setting, the characters’ goals, problems to be
solved, and the key events. Yet, these stories may be somewhat incomplete in
that the characters’ goals may be left unresolved or the problem posed in the
story’s opening never solved. The ending may not match the beginning or the
story's ending may be inconsistent with the internal logic established
throughout the rest of the story. Or, as in the example below (written by an
eighth grader), they may be very satisfying, yet not elaborately developed.

1t is important to note that, while Extended Stories are not as elaborated or
complex as are Developed Stories and Elaborated Stories, they are successful
stories — all of the key story elements and events are clearly presented. They
are the simplest type of complete story on this scale.
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Developed Story (score of 5) Developed Stories describe a sequence
of episodes in which almost all of the events and story elements are some-
what elaborated. Yet, one aspect of these stories is not well developed, such

as the ending or a crucial event. In the example below (written by an eighth
grader), each episode is somewhat developed, but could be further elaborated.
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Elaborated Story (score of 6)  No papers were considered to be Elabo-
rated Stories. To be classified as elaborated, stories had to present a sequence
of episodes in which almost all of the events and story elements were well
developed. Goals or problems introduced in the beginning were well resolved
by the end, characters’ motives were well developed, and the entire storvwasa
cohesive, unified whole.

In the example below, the eighth-grade writer of “The Black Rose” retells
the plot of a Halloween movie. In it, the writer effectively presents each
episode, leading to a spine-tingling ending. The only discordant note is the
orcasional switching of narrative voice between first person and third person.
A revising of this story that included a consistent use of narmative voice would
make this an example of an Elaborated Story. (As is, this story received a score
of 5.)
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