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THE SCORING OF WRITING SAMPLES: A STUDY

Bruce Cronnell

ABSTRACT
A study was_icndugted to determine the reliability of scorers when
rating writi}g samgles with the SWRL=deveiaﬁed method for evaluating
wﬁitinq samples.  Teachers and SWRL scorers were found to agree highly
on their ratings of writing samples. Even greater agreeméﬁtiwas found
among SWRL scorers al@ne,.and when the SWRL scorers rescored writing

samples, they were very consistent in their.scoring.
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THE SCORING OF WRITING SAMPLES: A STUDY

Bruce CFGﬁﬁE‘]ﬁ

A valid measure of writiﬁglability should include at least cne
writing sample--that is, an actual piece of writing. Although the
lesign of the writing task itself may present assessment problems,
> scoring - of the piece of writing raises the greatest difficulties

for large-scale testing of writing ability.

Humes (1980) has developed a

method of scoring writing samples that

has the following features:

1. It is closely related to the specific prompt for the writing
sample.

2. It does not require training.

3.

I't can be used guickly (usually 1-3 minutes per paper at the
=
elementary level).
L., It provides diagnostic information.
In an earlier Sfudy (Humes, 1979), the writlng*samﬁle scoring system
vas aisa found to be reiiablegfthét is, different scorers tended to
assign the same score for the same piece of writing. The present
. study was instigated to investigate additional questiéns of reliability: -
1. Do teachers and SWRL staff members score the same?
2. Do SWRL staff members.agree with each other in scoring?

3. Do SWRL staff members agree with themselves when rescoring

the same writing sample?

*The following staff members provided considerable assistance in
this study: Toni Pratt, Caroline Fieker, Joseph Lawlor, Larry Gentry,
. Ann. Humes, William Brock. .
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The writing samples used to study these questions were obtained from
the 1980 administration of the Composition section of the Survey of Essential
Skills.(SES) administered by the Los Angeles Unified School District
(Cronnell, Lawlor, Gentry, Humes, & Maltbie, 1980). The 1980 SES fnéluded
a writing sample at gradgs-B and 6. In grade 3, students were presented
with a picture and asked to write a story about it; see Appendix A for
the grade 3 writing prompt; scoring key, and scoring guide. In gradz
6, students were asked to a write a letter to a;Friend, telling
the friend to watch a television program and giving reasons why the
friend should watch the program; ses Appendix B for the grade 6 writing
prompt, scoring key, and scoring guide.

Writing samples were thaiﬁéé from 12 third-grade clases (263
students) and 10 sixth-grade clases (248 students). These classes were
from four schools; the distributicn of classes is shown béigw.

Number of Classes

School _ éraﬁé 3 Grade 6
A 6 4
B b b
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Do _teachers and SWRL staffrmembgrsf§;gjgfth&'same?

All %he writiﬁg samples had been scored by ziassfcam teachers, using
the Scéring guide printad in the.diregtiéns for adminisfering the SES5; no cther
assistance was pr@vided_by SWRL. Each classroom set of writing samples
was scored by two SWRL staff members, distributed as shown in Tab!é I.
All FaurAstaFF members used for this scoring were highly experienced in
composition and in other language-arts areas.

Table 1
Distribution of Classroom Sets to SWRL 5corers

firade 3 School Class Scorers

] I AC

. BC
AB

cD

o W T R W ]

o N
b
Lo

L]

=

> »
Lo B v B o |

iy
-
w
[
m
Lol

[» v RN

fos)

's)

Lo I K e
#

ST LS T o « TR SO LR W ]
>
e

S8



When papers are scored éCEOFdiﬂg to tF ze Appendices
ﬁ and B), each paper is given azfafing-@ﬁ o he ratings—i_.
3, 2, and l--indicate gcod, acceptable, - 1 2 rformance,
respectively. In ordér to assign each ¢ . Iy sosite score,

a total was computed of all the 3, 2, a g

The average scores for each class able 2. In general,
the Ehree_séores'Far each class are wit po’ ts of each other.

In grade 3, teachers tendgg to score hirc .. 3WRL scorers; in grade
6, they tended to score i@wer: But aﬁ botii yiade leﬁe]s, teachers scored
higher than SWRL scorers on Content, but lower on Form (and Format--in-
grade 6). SWRL scorers also differed in a consistent pattern: scorer C
tended to score higher than thé other SWRL scorers, while scorer D tended
to score lower.

The interrater correlations (Guilford & Fruchter, 1978, p. 270)
range from .29 to .91 (see r in Tabie 2); Except for thrze classes, the
correlations are higher than @501*% The correlations for éne*third
- of thérciasses were over .80. ‘Overall, these c@rrclatiaﬁﬁ_ind}ﬁate that

there is a relatively high agreement among scoi >rs.

“Other ways of computing composite scores are passib]e: For example, .
Content criteria could be given twice the value of Form criteria,
or specific criteria could be weighted more heavily than others.
""Visual analysis suggests that the low correlations tend to result
from erratic teacher scoring=-both much higher and much lower than the
SWRL scoring. In some cases the higher/lower teacher scores cannot be
interpreted (that is, the paper is clearly hot that good/bad). One possible
reason for such discrepancies is that scme papers may have been
inadvertantly mixed up (so that teacher and SWRL scofes are actually for
different papers); another possibiiity is that teachers were unduly
influenced by their prior knowledge of students.

£
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Table 2

Average Class Scores and Correlations

Teacher

18.
19.
19.
19.
25.
9.
23.
20.
23.
26.
15.
26.

28.
29.
26.
28.
30.
27.
29.
3.
25.
25.
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20.2

247

22.7

. 22.3

25.6

30.2

26.7

30.6

27.6

SWRL Scorers

B

22.2
20.6

18.
21.

26.

3.1
- 28,

30.

29.

WO

L%

Wy

[

W jo

22.8

21).

30,

28,
31,

24.9
16.1

16.6
25.7

28.8

28.1
30.

32.4

28@
30.

29.
29.
. 26.
27.
31,
28.
30.
3.
27.
28.
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-Hiilacks (1980) reports that it takes a great deal of training and
practice to,obtain reliabilities around .90 for a primary-traits éiﬁd
of scoring: eight hours for two scorers, 20 hours for three scorers.
Thus; the present results=-with no training, no ﬁractfce, and no com-
munication among scorers--are really quite good.

When scoring individual criteria, at least two of the three
scorers agreed 96% of the timé‘(SEE Tables 3 and 4). In grade 3, all
three scorers égreed 52% of the time; in grade 6, 45% of the time. When
a scorer disagreed with the other two, it was generai]y-by aﬁly-éﬁa
rating point (except for the grade 3 ?naeqtatian criterion--number 6--
where 3 and | were the only possible ratings). Interestingly, when there
“was disagreement, the person in disagreement tendéd to be one of the
SQRL scorers rather than the téaéhéf. Complete agreement was high on
grade 6 Format criteria gnd on those criteria for which only two ratings
were possible: creativity (humber 5) in both grades and indentation

in grade 3. With the exception of the indentation criterion, complete

agreement was higher on Content criteria than on Form criteria. N
}x & R




Table 3

Scoring Agreement: Grade 3

Criterion _ 3 2/ 21- W

Content
1. (Title) 52% 45% 2% 1%
2. (Characters) 57 1 1
3. | 43 51 1
L. (Conclusion) 38 54 1
5. (Creativity) 66 34 -

oy

Story line)

Lo B W ]

Subtotal 51 45 1 3

Form

X
]

6. (!ndentation) 88 -
7. (Capitalization) . 47 42
8. (Periods) 55 |
9. (Spelling) 37 57

10. (Legibility) 36 5 -

I
I
£
o
R
o SN

Subrotal

W
[
.
‘I,.n\ 1
j =
o~ &= W

Total ' ( 52 ka2

Mote: 3 = all three scorers agree

2/1 = two scorers agree; third scorer'disagrees by one point

2/1- = two scorers agree; third scorer disagrees by two points

1/1/1 = no agreement (i.e., each of the three scorers used a

different rating)



- Scoring Agreement:

Criterion

lontent
I. - (Point of view)
2. (Feelings)
3.  (Reasons)

(Content conventions)

(Creativity)

Subtotal

Format
6. (Inclusion)

7. (Placement)

Subtotal

F@rma
8: (Complete sentences)
9. (Correct grammar)
10. (Capita]jzatian/punctuatian)
1. (Spelling)
" 2. (Legibility/indentation)

- Subtotal

Total

f Ieés than 0.5%

Note: See key for Table 3.

Table 4

73
54
64

"2/

*

Grade 6

24
43

34

{ro

~1

P = Y]
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D9‘§HRL staff meémbers zgfee with each other in scoring?
mem == == A 1N S L

On the original scoring by SWRL staff members, only two staff

members scored each set of papers. As reported ébave, there was relatively
high agreémenc on SEéres, To look at SWRL scoring only, new sets of
Awriti;g EsmﬁTEE*were compiled, using two papers raﬁdamlyfseIE§ted from
each Elasé. These papers were scaged by all Four original Séérers,

plus two new SWRL scorers: aﬁa was the author Dﬁ;tharwrit%ngssamﬁie
prompt, scoring kéy,:and scoring guide, and is high1y>exparieﬁced'in

camp@sut|on and in other ]anguaga*arts areas; one had assisted in data

and very little expeﬁaen;a in language arts,

The inte;razgr corrvelation (Guildford & Fruchter, 1978, p: 270)
for the average scores at both grade levels was :875 Scoring agreements
for individual criteria are given in Tables 5 aﬁ% 6. Tﬁe jevel of 7
complete agreement (39§3jn grade 3 and 27% in grade éi is .rather high
considering the number of Séare%s iﬁvc?ved,'ahd two=thirds agréement
was found 88% of the time in grade 3 and 83% of the time in grade 6.

Interestingly, complete agregment was never Fouﬂd on the grade 3
legibility criterion (number 10) or on the grade 6 creativity criterion ¢
(number 5)--although the grade 6_:reatiﬁify criterion had the highest

level of complete agreement of any criterian; The new, inexperienced

SWRL scorer was the primary source of disagreemznit on ratings.
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Content

1
2
3
4
5

Subtotal

Form

Total

Table §

Scoring Agreement by Six Scorers: Grade 3

5/1 5/1= -4/2 b/2-

W1/1 0 373 3/3= 3/2/

- 5hy 3% 25%

33 21
38 29
4o 13

28 19 .

]
1%
L]
]
wll
—_—

Tless than 0.5%

Note: 6

LYAVA
3/3
3/3~
3/2/1

bl

‘all six scorers agree

five scorers agree; sixth
point

= five scorers agree; sixth

points

four scorers agree; other
point

four scorers agree; other
points !

four scorers aqree; other
scorers split evenly, but

= scorers split evenly, but
= three scorers agree; two

alone

| JE)
Ny

13%
L 13 - b
13- b
4 25
.17 .8 4

Nl
—
[ %]

Jrons
LW

scorer disagrees by one
scorer disagrees by two

two agree, but off by one

twe agree, but off by two |

two each at different scores
disagree by one point
disagree by two points
scorers agree; one scorer

£



Table 6

Scoring Agreement by Six Scorers: Grade 6

Criterion . 6 5/1 5/1= h/2 /2= 4/1/1  3/3 3/3- 3/2/1

Content 5 V |
R B T 5 5%

, 30 5 5 |

30 T

. 200 5 20 15 35

5. .80 0 10

Subtotal 29 31 . 2 15 5 12 6

5%
15

5

5

L) B e

»

"
N
LW
o
(W
o

v Format

6. 35 25 30 5 5
7. 25 40 .25 10

Subtotal 30 33 28 8 3
Form

o807 30 20 5 25 10 - 10
. 9. 15, 30 =20 . . 5 25 5
0. ' 25 15 4o ‘ 10 10
SRR 4o . 25 20 - 5 10
12, .5 15 f o . oV 0

i 1

. Subtotal- 23 .21

j—
%]
L
L
-
ol
-
w0t

Cgetal w27 20 .1 230 s e

BEQEéémfgéé'key for -Table 5.




‘(see"Table 8). Vhen the two scorings differed, the difference was

writing sampie?
Anbther_reliabiiity concern is whether a scorer will score -the
same paper the same way at two different times. To investigate this,

approximately two weeks after the original SWRL scoring had been compféted,'

‘each scorer was given a set of papers comprised of three papers randomly

selected from each class that the scorer had:ariginaily scored. These

papers were rescored without reference. to the first scoring.

,Tha_iﬁtérfater correlations (Guildford & Fruchter, 1978, p. 270)

i

.were very high in grade 3: .96 for scorer A, .84 for scorer B, .94 for

scorer C, and ;95 for scorer D. They were somewhat lower, althauéh still -

E

quite good, in grade 6: .82 for A, .79 for B, .81 for C, and .92 for D.

‘On individual criteria, identical ratinéé were given on both scorings

81% of the time in grade 3 (see Table 7) and 77% of the time in grade. 6

4

" nearly always by only one rating point, with the o#jgiﬁai ratfng more. T

; frequént]y higher than the second rating.

I

Iy

-



13

Table 7

- Rescoring Agreement: Grade 3

Criterion 041 01 o2 02

1 u

- Content
- 78% 4% . 8%
4 7.- .
75 15 .10 .
79 .k
" 83 13 4

L% I o NS )
- L] T 3 L]

Subtotal . 81 13 7
Form

93 - 1%
79 1. 8 ,

88 6 6 1
S - 67 22 11 -
< 78 18 3 B

"
L

Lo s
o

Low JEN o o o R Wt i ]

1

? Suﬁcgtal : o 82

|2
o
-
-

o
b
o
1

Total . ' A 12

% less than 0.5%

same score both times

 Note: = . = ] v
. 0+1” = original higher by one point
. 0-1 = original lower by one point
- .~0+#2 = ‘original higher by two points.
0-2 = original lower by two points
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Table 8

Rescoring Agreement: Grade 6

&

Criterion ' = 0+1 ij 0+2 0-2

Content

2%, 7% , 2%
77 12 - 8% 2% 2
68 20 1
85 8

87 12

L]
I mete
. »

W o
. .
(SR NN -]

* 1

L]

Subtotal o 82 12
Format

6. .. 73 20
7. . . 75 18

g

Subtotal ; o7k 19 7
Form

. 9. : . 62 . 18 .20 ’

;k; I 1DI : ) :'i o 72 .13 1:5'—

M. 8o - 13 - 7
12, ‘ R 15 < 8

Subtotal L 720 14 BRL

Total 7tk R

Note: GSee key for Table 7. e
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CONCLUS [ONS
This. study DF‘writiﬁg—samplgrscarigg‘7ndi§ates that untrainzd
scorers, warking-fr@m a well designed scoring guide, can rate writing

samples with a high degree of agreement. Even greater agreement could
undoubtedly be ‘obtained ?% the scorers. were trained éﬁd manitaréd;
However, because the current method is so inexpensive (a teacher can
score the papers for her or his class in an hadf}ar so), iﬁlremains

practical for the large-scale assessment of writing ability.
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APPENDIX A

GRADE 3 WRITING SAMPLE *

PROMPT

‘Look :t the plctu:e af t.hese animals,

weanﬁg skates. The monkey's name is Bmmce The elephant (]
" pame is Fhsh Wﬁte [ :tary about the plcture md the animals

m 1t . )

I

e Tel mmethmg about t.he way the mlmals lmk
o Tell what t.hey dg tcgemer on t.hgu- lkntes
= !HA‘VE Bﬂmﬂhms strange or funny hnppgﬂ ta mem
 ; | .. Wnte;geod@dmgfarygurmw

o  Give your itéfy atitle. e

) *Ccpyrnght ]98Q@Lﬂ5 Angeles Umfued St;hoal Dlstrn:t :




SCORING, KEY - / o

Jrsa
fra
—

CONTENT

1. Writes a' title. e

2. Describes characters. N L e

. 3. Writes a story line that is ; o - _
' appropriate for the picture. -

4. Includes an appropriate ) ' }, . e
conclusion.

5. Shows creativity and originality. L L .

6. Indents first word of paragraph. ) , o o

. ;EépitaiEZEs f%ﬁét word of : S S S

- sentences. . e ;chr. - e
8. . Includes périéd% at thé éﬁd; QF: B 75:"“ ::1
" sentences. R ,
9. spells §§rr3ﬁtlif ; BEERTES o ;f, iiijﬁﬁ%%ﬁ*4;ffzvq -
10, Writes legibly. B e T .

'y




SCORING: GUIDE

CONTENT: Students are to describe the pictured animals and write a story
7 . about the picture. They are to include a strange or funny
event, write-a '"good ending,' and give the story a title..

=

1. WRITES A TITLE.

3. The title is appropriate and @rigiha1.

Q}maw ’ 2. The ticle is appropriate, ™t unimaginative (Far
' example, "The Race,' or “ThL Annma]s“)

1.  The title is not relevanﬁ to the story or is not
included. '

2. DESCRIBES CHARACTERSi
. 3. Both characters are included and thex? physica!

appearances are des:rnbed

2. Both gharaﬁters are included, but the only
descriptors ‘included are the animals' names .
or types. : B : '

I. One or no characters are included.

3. WRITES A STORY LINE THAT IS APPROPRIATE FOR THE PICTURE: [For

. example, the.animals start the race; an event occurs that =~
affects the animdls or the race; a FesaIutlan EQﬁE]udES the
race. ] _

3. The . story line is interesting and apprdpfiéte for
the picture, .and the events are apprgprlatély .
i sequenaed B L 2 . o

'2. The stery line lacks iﬁtEfEStr bui is: appr@prnate,
“and’ mast events are apprgprlately sequenced

21, The: stary line is not approprlata, and/ar the

.events are sequenced so that the story is anF{cult i
: or |mpassnble to unaerstand,
h A; INCLUDES AN APPROPRIATE CONCLUSIDN*
L ke - 3. A SIQﬁlflaant and’ lnterestlng “conclusion is
S ! tncluded, and it fits the story line.
;ixx\x;; 2. A conclusion is iﬁéludéd Euf it is ndfgsignifizént.
) h : # .
'}%% . 1. A conclusion is not lncluded or |t is not
xa, apprgprlate '




CONTENT: (comtinued)
5. " SHOWS CREATINITY AND ORIGINALITY

3. Color, style, and/or content distiﬁgﬁish the
story from other students' stories,

. v 2. The story--is similar to other students' stories,

_FORM: The form skills described below are. important to written
' composition. Scoring—guidelines for these skills are not
- precisely defined by numerical counts or values. Rather,
they are dependent -upon teacher judgment. Utilizing teacher
judgment rather than exact numerical criteria expedites the
handscoring process and gives accurate relative scores.

6. INDENTS FIRST WORD OF PARAGRAPH.
3. The first word is indéﬂtéd:
1. .The First word is not indented.

oA

7. CAPlTALIZES FIRST WORD OF SENTENCES [Sentences here |nc]ude
fragments that students perceive as sentences.) b

3. All or m@sthegtencgs have a zapital letter for
the first word. '

T2, 'Snme sentences have a ﬁaprtal letter FQF the first
; 1. Hany or all sentEﬂ;es dg not have a ;apltal letter
_ . for the Farst ward . .
’ '8;  !NCLUDES PERIODS AT THE ENDS OF SENTENCES. [Sentences here
' |nclude fragments that students peraenve as SEHtEﬁCES ] .
3. All or mast sentenceﬁ end with periads QF WIth
’ other appr@prlate terminal pun;tuatlnn )
2. Some sentences end W|th PEFIQdS or wnth cherA
apprﬁpFlEté punctuation. ’
e e 1. Hany ar all. sentences da not end with perleds or. e
s ‘ other appraprlate pun:tuatlgn : :

o
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9. SPELLS CORRECTLY. .

3.

2.

All or most Qards_are sﬁellad correctly.
Several words are misspelled.

Only a few words are spelled correctly.
Cammeﬁt: Many misspellings of the same word

should be evaluated as one misspelled
word. - '

10. WRITES LEGIBLY. : -

3.

All or most words are readable and have
appropriate size, shape, spacing, and
alignment.

Many words are readable, and unreadable words
do not interfere with comprehension of content.

Many words are unreadable so that content is.
difficult or Impossible to read..

S
Qo
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 APPENDIX B

GRADE 6 WRITING SAMPLE*

PROMPT

Write a letter to o friend. The purpose of the letter is to
convince your friend to watch your favorite television
program. :

watt:h the pmgrzm
e Give f.he name of the program.

o Tell haw the program makes you feel when ycm
watch it. Use exact words that describe your °
feelings.

s  Give-two more good reasons why ymm fnend ahmﬂd
watch the program. :

. Include all parts of a peraana.l letter and put each Df
~ themin the right place on the page. °

s Use good, grammar and lang‘uage

Write mmplete sentences
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SCORING KEY ST
3 2 1
CONTENT
1. States a point of viéwi_ - N
2. Describes feelings in SpEEIfIE _ s
words,
'3, Includes reasons to support _ o
opinion.
4. Includes c0ﬂtent conventiofs _ _ -
appréprlate for a personal letter. )
5.7 Shows creatjvity aﬁd'prigiﬂality-A o N
. &
FORMAT .~
6. Iﬂiludes al] :parts of a pefsgnal - _
: Ietter,= :
: 7! F’Iaces letter parts correctly. . o
Col _on ‘the page. o ‘ ) )
..‘ V' o
FORM _
‘8. Use's complete’ sentences. I S
~ 9. Uses cdrre:t grammarg L ) ~
a _ , —
10. Capntalnzes and punctuates _ N 77;
N correctly.. .
11. ‘Sﬁellsgacrréctiy; i R
12, Writes. legibly and indents _. o .
paragraphs. ' .
iy e H
25
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CER : | SCORING GUIDE

CONTENT: Students are to write a letter to a friend to convince that
friend to watch their favorite television program. They are
ta state thenr Qplﬁan gf the named pragram des;rlbe haw che

CH . Fruend snould watch |t
1. STATES A PDINT'DF VIEW. .

3. A point of view is stated. (For example, the student ’
says he/she thinks the friend should-watch a specific
television.program.)

2. A statement of fact is‘_givenﬁ.-‘f(Fcriexampiég the
- "student says he/she watches a specific television
.pr@grami) : o

I.j’Ne:ther palnt cf view nor Statemeﬁt of Fact
" included. . :

T

DESCRIBES FEELINGS (N SPECIFIC WORDS. - [For example, specific
words like ''happy" rath?r than general words _like ''good" |
describe feelings. ] : L

T

3. Feelingsﬂara'des;ribed‘in speciﬁiéﬁtgfmsl

2. Feeliﬁgs arevdescfiied in‘g3ﬁ§r31 terns. -

-

1. Feelingé are not dESEFIbEd

. 3. INCLUDES REASDNS 70 SUPPDRT DPINIDN [that friend shauld o
i watch pragram] - : o : '

T

3. Twa Or more reasons . are lnc]uded
© 2, Dngfreasan is [ncluded. el g P . . e

1. No reasons aré;included .

=

INCLUDES CONTENT EDNVENTIONS AFPRDPRIATE FDR A FERSDNAL LETTER

. o [Fgr example, begins and ends‘with audience ahenities such as s
" gaying ' hope to hear{gram you soon' so that the :ampasltlaﬁ R

S -, reads like a letter ratfer than like an essay, ‘uses’ the prcnauns' R

s IR 1] e and you. - P , _ . i y

3. "The content suggests a personal letter..

2. Dnly part of the content suggests 7 persanal'\;
e létter . .

1. ThE'EDﬂtEnt does not guggest a.letter at all. . e NN
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CONTENT: ({continued)

5. SHOWS CREATIVITY AND ORIGINALITY.

3.

2?

Color, style, content distinguish the letter from

other students' letters.

The letter- is similar to other students' letters.

FORMAT: Students are to use the correct format for writing a personal

latter.

6. INCLUDES ALL PARTS OF A PERSONAL LETTERS. [Date, greeting,
body, complimentary closing, signature; the sender's address
may' also be included above the date; for scoring this
criterion, proper placement is ignored--see number 7.1

3.

1.

All or nearly all parts of the personal-letter
format are included. :
Samé:partsﬂof the7persahalﬁlétter'fcrmat are
included. I ' '

Few or no parts of the personal-letter format are
included. ' :

7. PLACES LETTER PARTS CORRECTLY ON THE PAGE [see parts above].

3.

L
w

‘All or nearly.all letter parts are correctly

placed. '

Some letter parts are correctly placed.

Few or no letter parts are correctly placed:
[This criterion is also scored if no parts are
included.]

L
r
L

T
N

o

o b=



FORM:

8.

12,

The form skills described below are important to ;hé,writing
product. Scoring guidelines for these skills are not precisely
defined by numerical counts or values. Rather, they are depen-
dent upon teacher Judgment. Utilizing teacher judgment rather
than exact numerical criteria expedites the handscarlng prc§e55
and glves atcurate relative ﬁcores
USES CDHPLETE SENTENCES.

3. Al'l or most sentences are complete.

2. nge sentences are ccmp]etéJ

l,. Hast sentences are fragments and/or run-ons.

USES CORRECT GRAMMAR [Fgr example, subject-verb agreement,
pronoun form].

3. The letter has few or no grammatical errors.
'2. The letter has some errors in grammar.

1. The letter has many errors in grammar,

, CAPITALIZES AND PUNCTUATES CDRRECTLY.

3. The letter has few or no errors in capitalization
and punctuation. )

2. The letter has some errors in capitalization and
s punctuation.

1. The Ietter has many errors in capltallzatlon and
punctuaticn '

SPELLS CORRECTLY.
3. HMost or all words are carrectly”speiléd.
2. Several words are misspelied. ;
1. Many words are misspelled.

Comment : Many misspellings of. the same word should
‘be evaluated as one misspelled word. "

WRITES LEGIBLY AND.INDENTS PARAGRAPHS [cursive writing, with

‘appropriate size, shape, slant, spacing, a]!gnment, paragraph
indentation].

3. The letter has few or no exzeptncns to the zrnternan
=2, The letter has some exceptlans to the criterion.

1. The ]ettar:has many exceptions tc the criterion.

I
L



