Readers' Responses to the Rating of
Non-Uniform Portfolios: Are There
Limits on Portfolios' Utility?

LaRene Despain and Thomas L. Hilgers

Portfolios are "in.” Writing specialists who focus on pedagogy, assessment,
and program administration, generally agree that many samples of 4
student's writing are preferable to a single sample. Students write differ-
ently in different genres, on different types of tasks, for different audiences,
and under different circumstances. Collections of student writing viceld
better portraits of students as writers and promote useful faculty discus-
sion of teaching practices, Thus, more and more writing programs usc
portfolios of student writing as the bases for placement and course
completion and for faculty training (Belanoff and Dickson; Bishop; Elbow
and Belanoff, "Portfolios"; Hamp-Lyons and Condon; Smit). Assessment
specialists note that wherever generalizability is a goal of the evaluation of
texts, a portfolio of samples is preferable to the single sample.

As abasis for assessment, portfolios offer enhanced validity. Validity
has alwaysbeen a problematic concept, more likely to existin potential than
in demonstrated reality. Even potential validity is limited by the reliability
that can be achieved in rating any item or sample set.

The most frequently mentioned "successes” with portfolios have
involved sets of compositions in response to a single set of prompts (Elbow
and Belanoff, "Using") and speedy readings to yield a simple yes or no
decision on course exit (Belanoff). When we move toward use of portfolios
for more complex forms of assessment, we find ourselves moving into
somewhat uncharted territory, most particularly in the area of establishing
reliability in reading practices. As Sybil Carlson has noted, cven one
hundred samples will not guarantee generalizability; the samplesstill must
be rated reliably. The reliability that has been achieved in judging single
samples of student writing (Cooper, Diederich, Lloyd-Jones; White) has
contributed significantly to the credibility of writing professionals. Retain-
ing this credibility while using a more valid measure such as portfolios i3
an important goal.

What we report here—-the results of our own efforts to describe
readers’ responses to the task of assigning scores to nonuniform portfolios
of student writing--suggests that reaching that goal will not be easy. Our
readers all reported satisfactions that others have reported, that is, the
experiences of group training and of reading portfolios forced them to
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rethink their own teaching and evaluation of writing. But the same readers'
problems and reservations lead us to suggest that writing program admin-
istrators greet suggestions for the use of non-uniform portfolios with
questioning restraint, especially where speed and the reliability of scoring
are primary considerations.

The Structure of the Portfolio Reading Sessions

The study we report here, which might best be categorized as “action
research,” waspartofalargerinvestigation of writing donein our university's
standard and tutorially enriched introductory courses in wri ting (Despain
etal.). Atthe end of each of ten training-plus-rating sessions, we reviewed
rater logs in an attempt to deal with rater concerns in subsequent training
sessions. One of our goals was to come to a better understanding of what
training (or "standardizing") for raters of nonuniform portfolios might
p;?ﬁtably involve, since models for such training are not generally avail-
able.
~ Theraters wereseven college instructors who had taught the standard
fntroductory writing course several times. Each had also worked reliably
in tl}e rating of single essays that are part of our university’s means of
pl_acmg students into appropriate introd uctory writing courses (see Brown,
Hilgers, and Marsella). During the ten sessions, the seven teachers rated
208 portfolios. These portfolios had been assembled by students from more
!:han 20 sections of the university's standard and tutorially enriched courses
Inwnting; while all section instructors were held to acommon course policy
statement, each instructor created his or her own syllabus and sequence of
assignments. Each portfolio contained four pieces of writing: a description,
narration, or analysis of a personal experience written in response to one or
an(_)t}'ter assignment in the student author's section of the introductory
;V(l:‘ltmg course; an analytic essay based on reading and research, written as
ourse requirement; an in-class “impromptu” written by students in all
ﬁslons of the mtroducfgry writinlg course in response to a single prompt;
an out-of-class revision of the 'impromptu.” Since assignments across
:;‘tlons were not uniform, the topics of the first two texts generally differed
m portfolio to portfolio.
tha The first reading session established a pattern for training and rating
Port ;v; fqllowed in all sessions, with some modifications explained below.
P lTlﬂmng, lreaders were asked tq read and then to rank a set of three
trate y se ected san}ple pOthOllOS tbat had been duplicated for the
askon tgo slisswn. Ifl the fn:st sessxo“n{ nocriteria were provided; readers were
.  base their rankings on "first impressions.” After rankings were
Ummarized on a chalkboard and reasons for rankin Bs were discussed,
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readers were instructed to assign A, B, C, D, or F to each portfolio just 4¢
they would assign grades to essays in a regular introductory writing
course. (The decision to assign grades reflected our commitment to ke@};
our procedures "real world”; among our teachers, few advocate not
assigning traditional grades.) Discussions of reasons for rankings and for
assigning grades were followed by an invitation to rerank and regrade the
same portfolios. This process of discussing and rerating was repeated until
a consensus on "impressions” (now second, third, or fourth impressions)
and ratings had emerged.

Actual evaluation then began. Each portfolio was initially read and
rated by two teacher-raters. When two readers assigned scores more than
one letter-grade apart, the portfolio was rated by a third teacher, and the
discrepant score was discarded.

During the hour-plus of training for the first session, we were
somewhat surprised to find that readers had great difficulty in agreeing
upon both rankings and grades for the sample set of portfolios, since the
same readers had achieved relatively high levels of interrater reliability
with single-sample evaluations. Given the open-endedness of the training
and the novelty of the portfolio task, we were not surprised to find that the
correlation between grades assigned by two readers on the first set of
portfolios was .39, indicating a positive but rather low-level predictive
relationship between rating 1 and rating 2.

Following our "action research” agenda and using reader logs and
what we knew about techniques to improve reliability in other circum-
stances, we modified the training strategy for the second and subsequent
sessions. Our overall progression was from sessions that emphasized
“trusting your first impressions” to sessions in which the leader directed
readers’ attention to criteria in a progressively more defined scoring guide.
One motive behind this progression was our desire to use reader responses
to improve training. An even greater motivator was our desire to learn
more about the dynamics and possibilities of assessing a single writer based

on multiple samples in a portfolio. Our actions were guided by two
questions. First, is it possible to overcome, in a controlled setting, the
problems raised by a relative nonuniformity of portfolios from "real-
world" multiple-classroom settings? Second, what methods of training
seem best able to equip readers to cope with these problems?
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Readers’ Recurring Experiences with the Read:
of Portfolios ¢ Reading

Readel'ﬁ_ logs from each training-and-rating session, plus our own notes on
the sessions, reveal several patterns of reader experience

1. Teacher-readers find assessment problematic when they do not k
the contexts of individual essays’ production. This ﬁn}(,jin H}C: ‘two
e . § & has two
a. Generally, when teachers read to
essays written in response to identical pro
in front of them as they read. Thus, the co
However, bfrcause our portfolios were drawn from sections of a con rse that
each had dxffere.nt assignments and because the readers read portfoli ;
from many sections at every session, the variety in essays »\{'}as rcr)e] 0tS
Furth%x;, prompts for the assignments were not available: for hthe reaiée:; ‘
which ﬂ:} difficulty Qf reading papers without knowing the context m
€y were written was a common theme in raters commentaries

m lthnf:) f:d }?f everyl session. "Without some sense of the assignment, |
wheretoplace the emphasis,” wrote one. 'S : /
stress theaso,mee e ol } , eone. ‘Some teachers donot
; , ‘eloped introand conclusion like 1 do "
e . : 1keldo," wrote another;
l:hethout asense of what the assignments were, it is hard for me ¢t
portfolios." O frade
b. 5 5 i
indiviy ulz?ader}i also expressed frustration over their lack of knowledge of
whethor 1 authors. In any assessment situation, one might wonder
25w e l§>ap.ers one readsf really present a fair picture of their authors
il San;plel.slt ;n t;l'le Inveshigators' experiences with the assessment of
Sing; » SUCO concern was usuvally minimal i
paree ! y minimal. Having a group of
heil;\te lir?}ums an actual semester's work, on the other handgj se%mecri) to
Vieo ’.Nomgoncern. Reagle; comments often expressed strongly held
fonc alway;nggr‘[aztandardlzmg of ratings] in the training is a good idea
€s on more than a 'norm.' Writing i ' ina
vacy ys ) a norm.’ Writing is never done in
questl;g;;er:joifllzl; e.valuate;i without the student's history.” Another readci
arrness of grading without knowled pe '
ity rness nowledge of students' con-
rding ts f;gf:lt{ng 115 hard because 1 often grade my own students
acco 1tlonal variables--like im ’ : L
P s ditio provement from the last paper
ained to grade on the quali iti et
ces rain quality of the writing alone., B
on makes me more and more convinced that grading on writinug:

assess writing they are reading
mpts, and they have the prompts
ntext for the essays is quite clear.
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In the nonschool world, we often assess the quality of what we read
without knowing about the context or the circumstances of the writer that
spawned the work. Thus, readers' problems here may have derived not
only from lack of assignment sheets but also from their associating the task
with the school world and from their desire as teachers tobe fair in grading,
Some of the problems might be overcome by having an author’s own
description of contexts included in each portfolio, although this alone
would be unlikely to promote reliability in grading. Other problems could
perhaps be overcome by limiting features both in the portfolios and in the
rating procedures that readers associate with the school world.!

2. Within each portfolio, different types of writing produced in different
contexts often triggered readers’ biases.

Comments such as those above suggest thatreading multiple samples
may put raters into a "real-classroom" frame of mind as they read, that is,
they respond as they would in a teaching situation. Besides raising
questions of context, such reading also prompts more reader bias than does
reading a single sample. Many of our readers reported conflictbetween the
group consensus on grades for sample portfolios arrived at during training
sessions and their own predispositions, especially as they relate to genre,
subject matter, and types of assignments.

Biases related to genre and subject matter undoubtedly affect all
reading of student work, both in the classroom and in other assessment
situations. Portfolios, with their multiple samples, provide multiple
possibilities for reader conflict and may make readers more consciously
aware of their preferences and biases. Atleastour readers noted their own
biases openly in what are often exceptionally frank pieces of post-session
writing. The desirability of countering predispositions was one of the
major reasons for our moving toward more structured training methods.

For example, some readers showed a strong predisposition to value
exposition more than narration or description. This was explicitin several
comments (e.g., "Itis hard for me to weight narrative and expository essays
the same"), even after we had articulated a commitment to equal weighting
of genres during training sessions 4 and 6.

Another recurring problem concerned some readers’ persistent \-'alu‘,
ing of writing done in class over writing done out of class. When readlerS
logs made this clear, we tried to negotiate differences during training:
however, even after the group had apparently agreed to assign equd

weightings, evidence of some readers' biases remained.

Since no scoring guide for readers can anticipate every p
source of bias and since the sample portfolios used in training could never
tap all of the possible "triggers” in the set of portfolios to be read, biases were
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difficult to ith .
Jpaieiueti :tea[ “t/flth N systematic ways. Al seven of th
on S >
€ ime or another, some more than once, on thetdi;?‘ad(letr ,
’ iculty

of suppressing their predispositi
su A positions, alt 3
training had provided some help. For eia}:sglih everal suggested that

The traini i1
" .ttr.ammg sessions helped me to re-think m
ori is |
p 1es and raised anumber of issyeg fore)ﬂmpIg
S, 2

therelationship of
ENTe £ the pareniod
the writing. Pofgenre to the perceived quality” of

The training sess; .
£ Sesslon was invaluable e o
needed to Pay more attens: lUdblc because first, |

. ;to see a "C* ; -
requirements byt doing so portfolio as fulfll

h_ad to realize how to "scre
bias toward 3 "better” asej

. v . ng
unimaginatively . . . |
en out” of my mind any
gnment, )

_ Finally, we found that over time ¢
trying to avoid or Compensate for bias

; ven the reader who is consciously
eltorts compromised by what we now

es 1s likely to find his or her best
take up--fatigue. o best

3. Reading and assessing mul¢j

. 1 108 is tir:
Major threat to reliability, Ple portfolios is tiring, and fatigue is a

: mnre ritten
m--in 21 individual entries.

teaftermen and St At leas -and in conjunction with both
v half-day readings.  Comments relating t
? ) S d O
Xcept Session 3, even though the
any one session was less
: 8 than 20 (¢
go;tf(il oIs per regder. A typical comment: “| re(z: I&:S;
p F;m;serl;ch}dmgssmples used in training], most
& Irom the glaze, the g] I
| over A2€, e glaze, the glaze.
1y 2 comcumy " o n e dmg. for any testing situation, Just gs it i
g of nomump tfb . gradmg of student work; howeve h]S
s methog mumpliespzﬁr olios may Increase the likelihood of f t[" .
Wplicaree g1 o ; € types of attending the reader hag t o omd
Y decinion th:ss? .ll'jatmg. Clearly, this mustbe taken int;) o
PE it e ot possi le usjcofnonuniform porttolios for (- TCCQUM
omin g ot € project will réquire more time and ; r )be‘g} o
, re¢ money--than other types of asses*slrge;ta yomore

is a concern in
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Reactions to Efforts at Improving Inter-rater
Agreement

i i in the first
i in reader bias showed up in .
As mentioned abov@ problems \ bt e anhy ot gy L1t
Ini ion as did problems with reliability. f
cession: hSCSSIOd that readers disagreed most particularly on decisions that
ion showed that r mo artic
invol d assigning grades of "C" (i.e., distinguishing betwgen Cand Band
betwren ﬂSSlgl; S)g Thus, training for the second session focused on
between C an . us, trai Seconc session |
blishing clearer understandings about this dxscprmnatlon
o Thess lios for use in the second session were selected from
e tore T, i in the previous session. Further
those on which two readers had disagreed in the p Son. Furt Smi
Ithough the discussion ranged freely and consensus on standa yrasstil
) be E‘l the hands of "the community of readers," the leaclerd 1re}f e
tzaders' attention to aspects of texts and portfolios t‘hat se.emtf1 : t?e S;Zﬁ
‘ sed problems. The correlation between scores assigned 'lﬂf 1; s on
\C::s 52 pan improvement in agreement between raters but still far from
relation of total agreement. . . .
w0 C’?"Lr'aining for the third reading session movec.l’ even ﬁirtt)}?ef in ti;e :;22
direction. First, sample packets rvere ;nl\fade L'l[?h ul:y t(;::em“ ;Tr::tfg paé e
1 actual portfolios. , _
cases, essays from severa i he (raiting packets
' i esentative” po
“model” portfolios rather than ‘represent A
becz:e a:;/ the pfckets a more prescriptive, crntenon‘referel?ced }i;(r)lrlgsg
c ’ . ed ’
aiide v?/as prepared to describe the grad'es fromAtoF. V'Vl;};ti nciser cha n%ent
tghe inter-rater reliability ratio went up shght}jy to Ig}F:B, E:fi:ina en forpmi_nimally
i tly used asthes mall
ill far from the .80 that is frequently ey
:rcteslt;table level of agreement in circumstances where a score has sig
equences. . s
cant Cg;::nzes in training came in response not only to correlabtlcgl\ ;teaéla oo
butalso to observations and especially to written comments, | (i>n B
d positive, by the readers. From session 3 on, then, the tral_n gmdC o
ifigcuged largclely ondistinguishing among features of dth?tzzfrxfsgmodiﬁed
i i uide 1
ing with model portfolios. The scoring g o
SSiZOES:sgessions 5 and 8, mainly to make the language more te:lplrl1 cant
in resl onse to suggestions by the readers. Perhaps the mosinC rge e
changl: occurred during session 7, when{ in an attemst lt;ge g
interrater correlation significantly, we trained ::;g;;sinoorder et
i indivi to average _ 1e)
dividual essays and then ‘ _ ‘ e,
E 1::35\;!};: the portfolio.)ESee Appendix for final vers;on %sx:grg\gb gt et
jon i ini ion was free tlo
discussion in each training sessio ng D e
. a;r}rfor:e and more directed by the leader toward the cnteﬁz rige i
gcncfu:jg guide and toward the model portfolios. Clearly, every ¢
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focus led readers abit further from “first-
from the value of the portfolio as a single whole,

impression" scorin,

gand, possibly,

That readers preferred greater direction is clear from their comments:

Theintroduction of a scoring guide has helped me be

more consistent . . .

[it] keeps me more focused on

specific grade standards and helps me avoid an

unintentional curve.

Papers of all three types tend to have characteristics

from more than one

grade category (as given on the

scoring guide). For example, sentences may be "won-
derful” while the €ssay asa wholeis "boring,” So often
I wind up either averagingaB/DtoaC, tending to
split the grade on a given paper (A-B or B-C or C- D).

The listing of items

"in order of importance” on the

scoring guide IS VERY HELPFUL in these difficult

cases,

Theuseofa scoring guide. .
within the portfolios, all he]
think, make evaluation easier,

Scattered among these favorabl
anticipate some of our reserva

Following the priorities of the
DOES help~provided that on
distracted by the 1001 streng
NOT dealt with by the scorin

. and individualgrading
p focus the reader and, I

£ comments are some mixed ones,
tions concerning the whole process:

scoring guide really
e does not become
ths and weaknesses
g guide. Stick to the

scoring guide, then; that's been hard to do, but keeps

the grading from being TOO impossible.

First let me say that the scorin
make the process of evaluating

g guide really helps
clearer. They serve as

The suggestion at the beginning of the third hour that

we stop and re
that order) was

-read the sample packets CB,D, (in
extremely beneficial. After doing so,
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1 could see better the fine distinctions between B-C
and C-D. Due tomy fatigue, I was beginning to doubt
my judgment; thankfully, often checking the sample
essays helped me very much in making decisions.

a comprehensive sample of a student's writing--may to a certain extent
have been compromised. Our readers put it well:

There IS a point at which having a well-spelled out

(I'd already done some referring back to sample T i ; . :
essays during the first two hours, when it was also Q, 22?:; %gﬁ;ﬁi v:r(\);ksb:cg;ﬁl:: }; 0; gg}iéeagmg StOp.s
helpful.)Iconclude that perhaps consulting a scoring “a. writing into discrete categories etfort to fit
guideisnotsufficient. Sample essays, particularly in . 8 )
the third hour, seem to be an invaluable tool in F Our going over the scoring guide 5o closel N
evaluating portfolios. L me realize something about my way 0(} ):-gsh.,e;
K listi : ' .
Whileitisnot precisely true tosay Fhat t.hrou_gh more focused training "‘ g%ig;a% utﬁﬁ;gxigéoszgﬁiﬁé gt{j;gg
techniques we steadily improved reliability, it can be said that once past the that makes me feel like I am makin
rather disappointing ratio of the initial reading, we climbed to the .50 level, , assessment. What seemed like a reat'gdan o make
then to the .60 level and stayed there. This gives some indication that the \ the scoring guide more d efinitig -—t‘ul ea—tomake
direction of the training--toward more structure--worked to increase the more problematic because it is Se li s out to be
likelihood that our readings would be consistent. The improved reliability reading of the portfolios holistical? Imiting in our
was not, however, without a price. The standardizing scoring guide Y
achicved abetter "fit" with characteristics of individual essays than with the Final Considerations
more varying characteristics of nonuniform portfolios. Thus, the scoring
guide's use shifted focus away from the variety of expressions that is the . .
basis for the portfolio’s claim to enhanced validity. . 9;“‘;;?. x‘ii:ll;xlt)erler.lces related to holi'sfic rating of writing, ours were
Readers' responses to our attempt to improve reliability by movingin . particular pla a p'artlcula_r PErsons participated at particular times and in
the direction of more structure formed an interesting pattern. FEarly " had all be e1191 ces In readzng particular pgrtfolios. In addition, our raters
comments on the training showed raters thinking of the complexity of real- | writing Samprl);:vg)lgilg’t}t\::;ed to be Fel.lable holistic raters of individual
A ) - e L o ; - $,0
life reading and thus resisting the discipline necessary for reading in a *.\ tional, and our student ot ur training methods were rather conven-

. . § were in many respects typical of college
en; however, we think that some of what we learnegip may be helpfil

to writing inj
program administrators who must make decisi
. _ eci
8ssessing written texts. Fions on ways of

Our experience tau

controlled situation.

In later sessions, this resistance seemed to disappear. Readers
believed the discipline of training to be necessary, even valuable; nonethe-
less, some of the original resistance to the constraints resurfaced over time,
at least with a couple of readers. This pattern may say something both A
positive and negative about the process. The comments show that readers %{
gradually accepted the particular circumstances presented by the reading \
cven to the point of helping shape the circumstances, but certain rnadlvr 5
also showed a healthy resistance to a reading situation that forced areading
style on them. The comments point up the paradox in our experience wlflh
portfolio reading: Problems inherent in attempting to achieve reliability it
the new and complex situation of reading several nonuniform writing
samples in portfolios force a structured approach to reading that ditfers
from the flexible reading one ordinarily finds in a real-world community
of writing teacheys. This is further evidence that the original intent of LjUf
decision to use portfolios--to provide a “"real-world” assessment by using

. ght us three things about usi ios i
situa . g about using portfolios in
tions where speed and high degrees of interrater agreement are

ed . . \
hecessary. First, using portfolios takes a tremendous amount of

& € a;‘lc;evl;ir i}s’, ;eq:.lir;s long training sessions with carefu) planning, and
Proba T est when not too m i 1
reader o, any one e any portfolios are rated by a single

ﬁnglese;izrc‘gs' th? reaf:il.ng itself tends to be more unruly than the reading of
- o ideo t.wrlltmg produced under controlled circumstances in
k reader . " nitical prompts. Tl;le complexity of multiple samples keeps
! om holding in check their predispositions, even biases, regardin
for the' contept, and context. In addition, the lack of a clear context boﬂ%
Mmaterial to be read and for the writers of the material, prese;ﬂ's as
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yetunresolved problems for rea(ilers va'ho seeabody of work that they kn,
as part of an academic course.

e p;ﬁiaczd;:rggox seems to emerge from our data. Whe}\ We firet
started this project, a colleague rz?ther Qynlczf.lly noted .Hmt mtv‘r-mtcr
reliability depends upon a leader's imposing his or her wi t())1‘1\rah 's. In
a real sensc, this proved true as training sessions needed to become more
and more structured if readers were to reach .agre?emcnt. Thas, fho
manipulations nceded to improve inter-rater rgl:ablhtAy may ur_a.dermme
the very "real-life" validity that prompted portfolio reading in the first place
(for further discussion, see Hilgers & Mflrsella). . ‘

Those who report successful experiences wFth portfolios Z-_lS a.me‘dm
of evaluating student writing appear to operate x{wthout the co:}sFralfxts we
faced. For example, where portfolios W1tk} gnlfOFm conteTmts Txer\‘ e %15 a
‘leaving exam" for a writing course, majntaining high levels of inte r—ratci
reliability isnota pressing issue since there are othfzr checkson the ()U‘m;.[m
(mainly the records established by the students in the c‘ogrse) Rcfu ing
sessions involving such portfo]ios;re conducted in a spirit of negotiation

ith a goal of standardization. _

rathezt:l: I:h‘/:lrtatingg;; of portfolios with nonuniform contents bt{ Iuseld lt;l)g
research projects or for program assessments that require highly T:\\:‘lork
findings? Perhaps not, or perhaps not yet. [f not yet, then 'w_fe mub!l ok
to discover how we can achieve the control necessary for satis acto;) e t;o—
of reliability without sacrificing the validity sought thro.ugh isetod ]:;ft;rr o
lios. If simply not, not all is lost. It'rnay prove poss%blc t ?; l.-alidiw
purposes for assessment will dictate different trade-offs betw.‘.cfn \torv v
and reliability. Our project did not arrive at a completely sa.tls1 c:iC g »ro.‘
of trade-offs, but this experience does not mean thatan acgepta‘b ¢ -LIOl'l {pthe
mise between the validity that maintains in ' r.eal—wor[('i settings Lmtt o
reliability we seek when we want to generalize our findings ’abOLrl o
people cannot be found. Our experience does sugg‘gzt, ht;:\x Lt)ea ]; N
writing program administrators should carefully consider /he‘ﬂ%cr (;r .
particular circumstances of assessment before they dec@e w ‘t. e or
nonuniform portfolios and holistic ratings are the best available ve e
the evaluation of writing.

Note

i e
1. Elbow and Belanoff report that they began ir}c]udmg a statem‘e;n(t)for;ht:ir
nature of the assignments with their portf(}hos at the reques o 50
readers. They also specified what was to be included in the porl o o
their portfolios were perhaps not as varied as ours were. This mig
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heIPed in our case, but in the absence of a uniform curriculum for each
{4~ sectionofacourse, variability will always exist. Thus, inclusion of prompts,
84 while possible in many school situations, would not only add to reading
8. time but would also introduce another source of error--

N yeaders' (mis)readings of prompts.
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Appendix
Portfolio Scoring Guide

Use this sheet with each portfolio.
1. For each student text, check the appropriate grade score in each ¢column.

2. Compute a grade for each paper. Grade in left column should have more
weight than grade in right column.

3. Average the two paper grades.

4. If the average is between grades, use the composite grade you gave to
the "war" text to break the deadlock.

DESCRIPTIVE or NARRATIVE (personal experience) text:
Interest Sentences

A Captivating throughout A Wonderful

B Holds attention B Correct & efficient
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C On the runway, but not

in the air
D Boring and general
F___Allrlk
®  EXPOSITORY text:
Structure

e 4 Mtelligent thesis:

crysial clear structure

B Interesting thesis;
organization clear

C Has thesis, but obvious
and boring

D ___ Thesis & structure
unclear

F___No apparent thesis

; ["WAR" fex; scoring guide omitted]

C___ Correct, but awkward
D____Awhkward, noticeable
errors

F___ Error-filled

Support

A Intelligent & imaginative
use of support

B Support substantial &
well used

C Minimally necessary
support

D___Lile support, badly
used

F Filled with generali-

zations & undigested
quotes
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