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Setting Criteria

The criteria used for judging student performance lie at the heart of
m:m.zu_m:é assessment. Although we have discussed selecting and de-
scribing assessment tasks separately from developing scoring criteria
these three aspects of assessment are intimately intertwined. In z._m.
m._ummunm c.m criteria, assessment tasks remain just that, tasks or .Emc.:n-
:o:m_.mn:&:mm. Perhaps most important, scoring criteria make public
s&ﬂ is being judged m_.__n_. in many cases, the standards for mnnmﬂﬁEm
wﬂmmw MHM@MS. Thus, criteria communicate your goals and achievement
Like “alternative assessment” itself, criteria for judging student per-
moﬁ:.m:nm .rm:,.m been called many things, including scoring n..z%.mm
scoring guidelines, rubrics, and scoring rubrics. For our purposes im
take all these terms to mean a description of the dimensions m%_. .cm. in
student performance, a scale of values for rating those &Sm:mmo__._m m:nm
when wwv_.ovzm”m. the standards for judging performance. a2 1
Let’s take a common example from social studies. You assign students
a group presentation accompanied by individual written reports to
assess their understanding of history. Because you wish to mmmm_umm three
skills—oral, written, and group process skills as they relate to history—
you must consider scoring criteria for each skill. Figure 5.1 on v_wwmm
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46-47 is a possible set of scoring criteria for just one of these skills, a
history group process assessment developed by the California Assess-
ment Program.!

The group process exercise taps four learning outcomes: group learn-
ing, critical thinking, communication, and history knowledge. For each
outcome, scoring dimensions are specified and levels of performance
differentiated by a scoring scale. Finally, the scoring guide includes an
evaluation of each performance level, labeling performance not only in
terms of what was accomplished but how well, from minimal to excep-
tional achievement.

Understanding the Need for Criteria

Criteria are necessary because they help you judge complex human
performance in a reliable, fair, and valid manner. Scoring criteria guide
your judgments and make public to students, parents, and others the
basis for these judgments. Scoring a multiple-choice test does not require
complicated judgment; nevertheless, human judgment is still a factor
because the test developer phrases the questions and decides what
constitutes the best answers. To the person who scores the test, a student
either has or has not selected the correct answer; no judgment is needed.
When we use selected-response tests, we are essentially corroborating
the judgments about adequate performance built into the “answer key."”
Thus, all assessment, be it selected- or constructed-response, has a
subjective or human judgment component.

Alternative assessments invite a wider range of possible responses.
Instead of judging responses as right or wrong, alternative assessments
judge the quality of, and sometimes the process of, arriving at a complex
response. To make such judgments and to ensure their validity, consis-
tency, and fairness, we need criteria or scoring guidelines. Scoring
criteria must be well-conceived, explicitly defined, and consistently
applied. Well-specified criteria help to ensure that everyone under-
stands what is expected.

Well-articulated and publicly visible criteria for judging student
responses are necessary and useful whether the results will be used in

'Many of the examples we use throughout this book are from state assessment
programs, especially those in California. Because of their pioneering work in developing
curriculum frameworks reflecting current learning and curriculum theory, certain states
have already field-lested promising prototypes for alternative assessment that can be
adapted for classroom use.
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Figure 5.1

California Assessment Program 1990
History-Social Science Grade 11

Scoring Guide: Group Performance Task
e i

Levetlp e Level I Level I Level IV Lol v
Minimal Achievement y Ach t | G dable Achi Superior Achi t Exceptional Achievement
Group and ‘[H{IJ : (5.9) 8-12) (13-16) a0
Collaborative | Exclusive reliance on one Strong reliance on spokespersons. | Some ability o interact, Students show ness i Al : studen| i
Learning spokesperson Only one or two persons actively | At least hall the students confer or | interacting, S I:OT . S gsintraly
2 Little interaction participate. present ideas A y" R g participate, )
20 Very bref conversations. Sporadic interaction. Attentive mciing of documents parli:ipm RNy :m;lbt:'iw :nr 5 sh;‘red.
g Some students are disinterested or Conm_saljon not entirely centered | and listening, Lively discussion centers on the others’ vir;:;n:warie:m
distracted . o opinions and
0n topic. Some evidence of discussion of task include references to other opin-
altenatives. ions or alternatives in presentation
and answer.
Questions and answers illustrate
forethought and preparation.
Critical (1-6) 7-12) (13-18)
A ; (19-24) (25-30)
Demonstrates linle i
Thinking il undetstarn_imd Detru'ma}!es (:lf a ver:' Bmf'." Derjrma'm a general Demonstrates clear understanding | Demonstrates a clear, accurate
30 y .07 S0P g of scope of problem | of scope of problem and at least | understanding of the of
scope of problem or issues. Focuses on a single issue. and more than one of the i li H scope ol e
Employs only the most basic parts | Employs only the i 8 : UCS two central issues. problem and the ramifications of
o ool e Pa el y the information involved. o Uses the main points of informa- | the issues involved.
Mises (act s coman i N ke ooinion ek iamm‘mﬁmnﬂl:"mm tion I'roT the docuﬂﬂals and Employs all information from the
ing 3 viewpoint. fact in developing a position. and at least one general idea from ?e";xlma i _edge ok Mevant FKUT‘,"“ and extensive personal
States conclusion after hasty or States conclusion after limited personal knowledge o develop a ition - - e thatis (ctually
cursory look at only one or two | examination of evidence with little | position. SRR Ielevanl, accurate, and consistent
pieces of information. concern for consequences Builds conclusi . | Buikds conclusionon in the development of a position.
Does not consider consequences ’ of ink o oramnaton ;0f the major svidence. Bases conclusion on a thorough
, J and some consider- | C ; at least one allemative | examination of the evidence, an
ation of consequences. action and the possible exploration of reasonable alterna-
consequences. tives, and an evaluation of
COnsequences.
I
Figure 5.1 (continued)
[Bm—— ]
Level | Level Il Level 11l Level IV Level V
Minimal Achievement Rudi y Achi C dable Achievement | Superior Achievement Exceptional Achievement
Communi- (1-4) (5-9) (B-12) [13-16) (17-200
cationiaf Pasition s vague. Presents general and indefinite Takes a definite but general Takes a clear position, Takes a strong, well-defined
1de Presentation is brief and includes | position. pasition. Presents an organized argument position
a3 unrelated general statements. Only minimal organization in Presents a somewhal organized with perhaps only minor errors in | Presents a well-orgamized,
20 Overall view of the problem is not | presentation argument. the supporting evidence persuasive argument with accurate
B clear. Uses generalities o support Uses general terms with limited Deals with the major 1ssues and supporting evidence
& Statements tend 10 wander or position, evidence that may not be totally shows some understanding of Deals with all significant issues
ramble Emphasizes only one issue. accurale. relationships. and demonsirates a depth of
Considers only one aspect of Deals with a limited number of Gives consideration to examing- | understanding of important
problem. Issues. tion of more than one idea ot relationships.
Views problem within a somewhat | aspect of the problem. Examines the problem from several
limited range. positions
Knowledge | 11-6) 17-12) 113-18) 119-24) 125-30)
and Use of Reiterates one or two facts without | Provides only basic facts with only | Relates only major facts to the Offers accurate analysis of the Offers accurate analysts of the
Histor complete accuracy some degree of accuracy. basic issues with a fair degree of documents. nformation and issues
1100y Refers to information to explain accuracy. Pravides facts 1o relate 10 the major | Provides a vaniety of facts lo

Deals only briefly and vaguely
30 with concepts or the issues.
Barely indicates any previous
historical knowledge

£ i

at least one issue or concept in
general terms,
Limited use of previous historical

Relies heavily on the
provided.

ledge without ¢
accuracy.
Major reliance on the information
provided.

Analyzes information to explain at
least one issue or concept with
substantive support.

Uses general ideas from previous
historical knowledge with fair
degree of accuracy.

issues involved

Uses previous general hisioncal
knowledge 1o examine 1ssues
involved

explore major and minor issues
and concepts involved.

Extensively uses previous histonical
knowledge to provide an in-depth
understanding of the problem and
1o relate it to past and possible
future situations.
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the classroom or to make school level or national decisions. In all
assessment settings, scoring criteria must:

s Help teachers define excellence and plan how to help students
achieve it.

s Communicate to students what constitutes excellence and how
to evaluate their own work.

s Communicate goals and results to parents and others.

s Help teachers or other raters be accurate, unbiased, and consis-
tent in scoring.

s Document the procedures used in making important judgments
about students.

Criteria and Instructional Planning

Scoring criteria clarify instructional goals. Along with the task descrip-
tion, the criteria define priority outcomes in terms of the content to be
covered, the knowledge or skills to be demonstrated, and the context in
which these are to occur. The complete alternative assessment specifi-

cations can guide selection and sequencing of relevant instructional
activities.

Criteria and Students

The criteria for alternative assessments are often made public and are
intended to be discussed with students. Public discussions help students
to internalize the standards and “rules” they need to become inde-
pendent learners. Alternative assessments and their criteria can be
woven into the fabric of the curriculum so that they are transparent to
the student and perceived as a natural part of the learning process. Such
assessment is ongoing and takes many forms—journals, conferences,
peer or teacher coaching episodes, critiques of products and exhibitions,
and formal evaluations of individual works or a body of work. Examples
of what constitutes good work engage students in the work itself and in
judgments about their work. Public discussions of quality and criteria
inform students during the formative period of instruction, not simply
at the end of a unit or course when it is too late to make improvements.
Furthermore, discussions of criteria also help students see the perspec-

qum of their teachers, their peers, and sometimes even the experts in the
eld.

AQ

et 0595y

Criteria and Parent Involvement

Clearly articulated criteria also communicate to parents and others what
the teachers and schools are trying to accomplish. Criteria operationalize
learning goals and expectations for children. When parents know prior
to grading what is expected, they can support their child's learning. For
example, giving parents of kindergartners a copy of “Profile of Develop-
mental Outcomes for Kindergarten” (Figure 5.2) allows them to work
with their children at home on activities such as recognizing beginning
letters or sight words. The road to literacy is well-marked; teachers who
share the map with parents may find that more of their students reach
their destinations in a timely manner.

Good criteria help both students and parents share some of the
responsibility for learning. Parents and children who are familiar with
the standards by which work is judged are less likely to ascribe poor
performance to such external factors as not being told what was impor-
tant or personality conflicts between teachers and students.

Criteria and Consistency

When guidelines for what constitutes good work are vague or unstated,
it is difficult to be consistent, fair, and accurate in judging student
responses. With selected-response tests, accuracy and consistency in
scoring refers to whether the test score for an individual pupil remains
fairly stable from one testing occasion to another, in the absence of
intervening instruction or growth. This consistency is better known as
reliability. For alternative assessments, reliability includes not only the
idea of the stability of an individual student's performance over time but
also the stability of a rater’s judgments of that performance. Specifically,
a reliable assessment that depends on human judgment must meet the
following requirements:

s Several judges looking at a specific task would come to the same
conclusion about a student.

s Each judge would rate the student’s performance on a specific
task about the same on a subsequent occasion.

s The student would perform the same task at about the same level
on different occasions.

s If the task is meant to represent or generalize to some larger
domain, the sample is representative of that domain.
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Figure 5.2

Profile of Developmental Outcomes for Kindergarten
Literacy and Numeracy Skills

Joan C. Hillard, Superintendent, Spreckels Union School District, Spreckels, California
Elizabeth Jones, Professor, Pacific Oaks College, Pasadena, California
Jane Meade-Roberts, Director and Owner, Power of Play Preschool, Salinas, California
San Vincente School, Soledad Union School District, Soledad, California
(lones and Meade-Roberts 1990)

Oral language Is nonverbal in Uses language to Often uses language | Clearly describes Speaks in whole
school satisfy basic wants | in play and con- real or imaginary sentences using a
and needs versation with peers | situations using well-developed
u complex descriptive | vocabulary
language
Drawing Scribbles Draws a face Adds arms/legs Adds body with Adds details (hair,
arms/legs ear, hands, etc.)
Writing Scribbles and ) Uses letters or Spontaneously Spontaneously Can invent spelling
pretends to write letter like signsto | writes own name copies words of words using
represent writing including all letters phonetic clues
Reading Reads own name Recognizes begin- | Recognizes own Recognizes and Uses knowledge of
ning letter of first name, other letters | reads sight words, | letter sounds to
name when written | and numerals including signs, sound out words
in other places labels, key words,
teacher-created
word lists and/or
words in books
]
Figure 5.2 (continued)
I
Attitudes toward Not yet interested in| Demonstrates Demonstrates inter- | Spontaneously Demonstrates
literacy books or writing focused interest in | est in written practices writing interest in writing
picture books language (e.g., asks |letters and numerals correctly
about or reads
signs, names, words
in class, labels,
words in books)
“
Problem solving Randomly Spontaneously Recognizes or cre- | Recognizes or Can classify by

using classification

manipulates objects

and differences

orders by likenesses

ates simple (AB)
patterns using a
variety of materials
and/or symbols

creates complex
(e.g., AABAAB)
patterns using a
variety of materials
and/or symbols

more than one
attribute at a time

(e.g.. size and color)

Problem solving
using numbers

4|

Calls numerals at
random

Counts by rote

Demonstrates
understanding of
one to one corre-
spondence (e.g.,
evaluates objects
accurately)

Is able to use
knowledge of
counting to solve
real problems

Demonstrates con-

(e.g., understands
that number of
objects remains
constant

servation of number
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Figure 5.2 (continued)

Curiosity

Watches silently

Asks cautious
questions

Asks questions
constantly

Asks questions
appropriately

Uses resources to
find answers to
questions (e.g.,
experimenting,
taking risks, solving
problems)

Y Creativity Waits to be told Explores available | Invents a simple Asks or looks for Works competently
what to do materials dramatization or not already avail-  |on notably com-
projects with able materials to plex, creative,
provided materials |accomplish project/ |imaginative, self-
play idea initiated tasks
Social skills with Usually observes Usually plays alone | Is developing Socially self-confi- | Has well-developed
peers play with others or is involved in cooperative play dent; plays effec- skills of leadership
parallel play skills tively with other and cooperation in
children play
Social skills with Accepts situations | Communicates with | Speaks sponta- Participates in Is sensitive to and
adults/groups rather than ask for | adults primarily to | neously and freely group activities and | articulate about the
adult help get help with adults conversation needs of others
===
Figure 5.2 (continued)
[EEm———— |
Large motor skills Runs Jumps Hops on one foot Catches a ball with |Can catch ball with
arms and chest hands only
Fine motor skills Scribbles with Able to use scissors | Colors inside Draws/writes Consistently neat
crayon/pencil lines/cuts on lines | accurate lines waork
B Chooses to observe | Prefers familiar Willing to try new | Masters new tasks | Masters new tasks

New learning

tasks

tasks

quickly

independently

Social knowledge

Knows colors

Knows shapes

Knows personal
information

Knows names of
letters and numbers

Knows days of
week, months

Attention span

Rapidly changing

Focuses on self-
selected tasks

Focus on teacher-
selected tasks

Works indepen-
dently on self- and
teacher-selected
tasks

Can follow complex
directions and
maintain focused
attention for long

periods

{From E. Jones and |.M. Roberts, Profile of Developmental Outcomes for Kindergarten, Literacy and Numeracy Skills, San Vicente School,

Soledad CA)
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It is easy to see how these four requirements for reliable scoring demand
a mechanism for creating rater agreement and for delineating clearly the

domains of particular assessment tasks. Scoring criteria must meet this
demand.

Criteria and Consequences

Specifying criteria is always important and becomes even more so when
the consequences of an assessment are very serious, such as when results
are used for retention, graduation, or placement in special programs
Clear guidelines for evaluating student work ensure appropriate no:mm“
quences for students and the educational system as a whole. Further-
more, when alternative assessments are used for these high-stakes
decisions, the scoring procedures and criteria must be legally defensible
and adhere to the due process standards of a court of law.

Specifying Criteria

Different testing purposes require different kinds of scoring criteria.
Many of the mmm:.;u_mm in this book were developed for state-level
assessments 4:.: such high-stakes testing purposes as comparing
schools, _n_mnc@im low-performing schools, and evaluating individual
mnroo.:. ..;m California Assessment Program (CAP) history group proc-
ess n:.pm:m.?_..o_.ed in Figure 5.1.) are an example of the complex criteria
used in high-stakes assessment. Because the criteria are used for a
o:w‘mwc.ﬁ state assessment, the scoring guide was developed to extract
Em maximum amount of information possible during limited assessment
time. We see that the criteria:

m List multiple learning outcomes.

= Divide each outcome into performance levels.
-Ummnlvm:m:m\n:mamﬁmlm:nmmcnmmn:wmém_.
I

Provide a numerical scale to rate the degree to which each level
was attained.

= m“._m?mﬁm the quality of student performance represented by the
different levels using such descriptors as “minimal achievement”
or “excellent achievement.”

Your criteria will be less complex when your testing purposes are more
focused and the decisions you wish to make about students are limited.
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If you are using student academic journals to monitor their progress in
making connections between science lessons and their daily lives, your
scoring criteria may be to count the number of unprompted statements
connecting classroom learning with out-of-class experiences. The num-
ber of connections you find will tell you whether you are achieving your
goals. Your assessment purpose here may be formative—to improve your
instruction and to identify students who need more help or a different
approach.

Perhaps your assessment purpose is more traditional—you want to
evaluate student progress toward meeting your goals in mathematics
problem solving. Your scoring criteria might resemble the generalized
rubric for essay-type mathematics problems developed by the CAP
(shown in Figure 5.3). The criteria provide descriptions of each level of
performance in terms of what students are able to do, assign values to
these levels, then apply standards at certain cut points. Students rated
1-2 are evaluated as having “inadequate” responses; students rated 3-4
receive a “satisfactory”; and students receiving 5-6 are rated “compe-
tent.”

While grading is a complex issue and the scores of any one alternative
assessment may or may not be used to assign grades, it is possible to find
or develop criteria linked specifically to letter grades. Researchers
funded by the National Science Foundation have developed a grade-
linked set of criteria to assess student’s procedural knowledge in a
hands-on science experiment (Baxter et al. 1992). The researchers deter-
mined which methods students could use to solve the problem posed by
the experiment, judged which would produce the most logical and
efficient solutions, then created grade-referenced criteria to reflect their
evaluations of the solutions. A summary of how their criteria is linked
to grades appears in Figure 5.4.

Regardless of the testing purpose, the sample criteria have four
common elements. Each has

a  Oneor more traits or dimensions that serve as the basis for judging
the student response

s Definitions and examples to clarify the meaning of each trait or
dimension

a A scale of values (or a counting system) on which to rate each
dimension ;

s Standards of excellence for specified performance levels accom-
panied by models or examples of each level.
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A PRACTICAL GUIDE TO ALTERNATIVE ASSESSMENT

Sl
Figure 5.3

CAP Generalized Rubric

(California State Department of Education 1989)

Demonstrated Competence

Exemplary Response . . . Rating = 6

Qcmm_um n..MBU_M“ response s.:w a clear, no_._ma__..:\ c:ma_u_.mco_._m:u:a elegant
explanation; includes a clear and simplified n__mma.._..: communicates effec-
tively to the identified audience; shows ::Qwauman_sm of :ﬁ open-ended
problem’s mathematical ideas and processes; identifies all the important ele-
ments of the problem; may include examples and counterexamples; presents
strong supporting arguments.

Competent Response . . . Rating = 5 )

Gives a fairly complete response with reasonably clear mxu_m:m:w:ﬂ may
include an appropriate diagram; communicates effectively to H_.,m._nmn__:mn
audience; shows understanding of the problem’s mathematical ideas and
processes; identifies the most important elements of the problems; presents
solid supporting arguments.

Satisfactory Response

Minor Flaws But Satisfactory . . . Rating = 4 .

Completes the problem satisfactorily, but the explanation may be Bm_n_n__nn_h
argumentation may be incomplete; diagram may be inappropriate or
unclear; understands the underlying mathematical ideas; uses mathematical
ideas effectively.

Serious Flaws But Nearly Satisfactory . . . Rating = 3 T
Begins the problem appropriately but may fail to complete or may omit sig-
nificant parts of the problem; may fail to show full understanding of mathe-
matical ideas and processes; may make major computational errors; may
misuse or fail to use mathematical terms; response may reflect an inappropri-
ate strategy for solving the problem.

Inadequate Response

Begins, But Fails to Complete Problem . . . Rating = 2

Explanation is not understandable; diagram may be ..._A_._n_mm: m.._os”m no
understanding of the problem situation; may make major computational
errors.

Unable to Begin Effectively . . . Rating = 1 . .
Words do not reflect the problem; drawings misrepresent the ua.v_mz._ situa-
tion; copies parts of the problem but without attempting a solution; fails to
indicate which information is appropriate to problem.

No Attempt . . . Rating = 0

56

OA5-¥

SETTING CRITERIA

e J
Figure 5.4
Linking Criteria to Grades

Bro e -

Grade | Criteria for Determining Grades

A Student selects method.

Student saturates towels.

Student determines result so as to answer question.

Result logically follows from method used to saturate towel,
Measurements are accurate/carefully done.

Conclusions are correct.

B Meets all requirements of an “A” but measurement is careless.

C Meets all requirements of “A” but may be deficient in some areas.
Must attempt to control saturation by putting the same amount of
water on each towel,

Towels not saturated (key dimension for determining a “C” or
below grade).

D Student fails to saturate towels or control for saturation,
Result is logically inconsistent with method used to saturate towels.

F Student did not conduct the investigation
Or, equipment manipulated without purpose
Or, towels not wet

Or, conclusions based on how towels felt.

*Criteria abridged from Baxter el al. (1992, p. 5).

Considerations in Selecting Dimensions

The dimensions you use to assess student performance in a certain
domain should reflect the essential qualities of good performance in that
domain. Where do you find these essential qualities? The qualities or
dimensions can be provided by non-educator experts, colleagues in your
department, grade level teachers, district curriculum committees, re-
search literature, and national, state, or local subject area standards
committees. If you are creating criteria for your own classroom, focus
your criteria on those aspects of student performance that reflect your
highest priority instructional goals and represent teachable and obsery-
able aspects of performance.
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One way to uncover dimensions for scoring criteria is to ask yourself
the following kinds of questions:

m  What are the attributes of good writing, of good scientific think-
ing, of good collaborative group process, of effective oral presen-
tation? More generally, by what qualities or features will I know
whether students have produced an excellent response to my
assessment task?

m How does completing this task relate to my goals for students?
What will they do that shows me we are working towards or
achieving some of these goals?

s What doIexpect to see if this task is done excellently, acceptably,
poorly?

s Do I have samples or models of student work, from my class or
other sources, that exemplify some of the criteria I might use in
judging this task?

m  What criteria for this or similar tasks exist in my state curriculum

frameworks, my state assessment program, my district curricu-
lum guides, my school assessment program?

s What dimensions might I adapt from work done by national
curriculum councils, by other teachers?

In addition to describing your judgments about performance, the dimen-
sions you use for your criteria need to be written so that all audiences
who use them will understand them in the same way. Perhaps you are
judging an interdisciplinary art project designed to reflect social studies
understanding of the relationship of Native Americans to their environ-
ment. Your criteria for assigning grades or judging levels of performance
should be clear to students, parents, and other teachers who depend on
your judgments about content mastery, be they others at your grade level
or those teaching your students next year.

Clear descriptions of performance dimensions can be achieved in
several ways:

1. You could write definitions in terms of the behaviors or elements
you will see when judging students. For example, instead of
saying, “Acceptable performance means students show an under-
standing of living in harmony with the land,” you could say,
“Acceptable performance means that student drawings depict an
environment that is almost unchanged from its original state. Few
trees are cut; grassland is undisturbed except for small sustenance
patches; no large waste dumps exist, and so on.”

2. You could provide models or examples for each dimension. This
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is commonly done in direct writing assessments. Teachers are
given copies of student essays exemplifying each point in the score
distribution. The essays illustrate such dimensions as, “the essay
is well organized; it begins and ends effectively.” From these,
teachers and others can articulate precise definitions of each
dimension.

3. If you are assessing informally, you could clarify your dimensions
as a set of questions. For example, when you are assessing journals
to see what kinds of help students need in developing fluency in
writing, your criteria for deciding what to work on next could
include the following questions: Which students are using some
pre-writing strategies such as clustering, drawing, listing, or free-
writing? Which students are keeping a log of writing ideas? Which
students are having spelling problems that block the flow of ideas?

Unambiguous scale definitions usually consist of a description of the
dimension to be rated, plus examples of student work illustrating accept-
able responses. These models or work samples are crucial in developing
a consensus about the meaning of criteria when used for rater training
in formal assessments. Models also provide students with concrete
examples of what acceptable or excellent work can look like. Figure 5.5
details one of several dimensions in a scoring rubric developed by
CRESST to assess the depth of high school students’ understanding of
history as revealed in their essays. Note that dimensions and scale points
are thoroughly operationalized: key terms, such as “concept,” are de-
fined and examples of basic points, such as statements of opinion, are
provided.

In most cases, your performance dimensions, particularly for class-
room assessment, will reflect your views of what constitutes excellence
or expertise and will be moderated by your expectations for students at
different grade levels and by your instructional goals at different points
in the school year. Because your criteria help students focus on what's
important instructionally, you may use different criteria at different
times during the school year. For example, while you may feel that
organization and mechanics are an important part of expressing disci-
pline-based knowledge in history or science, at the beginning of the year
you may particularly want to encourage fluency. Thus, your criteria at
the beginning of the semester will stress the number of ideas presented,
number of examples or definitions for each idea, and so on. As students
become more fluent and able to substantiate their views, you can expand
your criteria to include organization and mechanics. To take an example
from figure skating, you may believe in the Olympic criteria of “technical
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Figure 5.5 )
CRESST Content Area Explanation
Essay Scoring Guidelines
(Baker, Aschbacher, Niemi, and Sato 1992)
=
CRESST Scoring Rubric Scales:

General Impression—Content Quality

Number of Principles or Concepts

Prior Knowledge: Facts and Events

Argumentation

Misconceptions

Text details
Example of Guidelines for the Number of Principles or Concepts Scale:

Number of Principles/Concepts

This is a measure of the number of different social studies concepts or princi-
ples that the student uses with comprehension.

A concept is an abstract, general notion, such as “inflation.” :.Qoﬁ_ not
refer to particular events or objects (such as one particular period of inflation),
but instead represents features common to a category of events or objects.
“Imperialism,” for example, does not refer to any specific facts or events; it is a
heading that characterizes a class of behaviors and beliefs. “Industrialization”
likewise identifies a class of activities and events that share common proper-
ties. It must be clear that the student is using a term conceptually, not just as
a label.

A principle is a rule or belief used to justify an action or judgment, as :.._ the
statement “Slavery is immoral,” where “morality” serves as a justifying principle.

It should be evident that the student understands the concept and means
to discuss it. The concept should not simply be mentioned within a quotation
from the text with no indication that the student grasps the concept. To earn a
score point, the concept or principle need not be named explicitly, such as,
“Constitutionality was an important principle that influenced the debate over
slavery,” but the idea should be stated clearly, for example, “One problem
was determining what the constitution said about slavery.”

Score point guidelines:

0—no response

1—no concepts/principles

2—one concept/principle

3—two concepts/principles

4—three concepts/principles

5—four or more concepts/principles

Example: “One great factor that held us back from war was our econo-

my. It was not known what would happen to our economy without the safety
of Britain. Britain could defend our commerce and coasts. Also, with Britain
there was a great advantage with exportation. It seemed our economy could
only suffer without the aid of Britain.”
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merit” and “artistic expression" but at different points in your teaching
you may want to differentially emphasize one or the other.

Dimensions for Complex Tasks

As we mention in Chapter 4, it is entirely possible to create a complex
assessment with multiple intended outcomes. Multiple outcomes re-
quire multiple criteria, a set for each outcome. Multidimensional criteria
are unavoidable when you are doing interdisciplinary assessment or
judging complex learning goals. You may either formulate separate
criteria for each of these outcomes or create a multidimensional set of
criteria. Connecticut's state assessment in science incorporates two
approaches to assessing the same task by providing criteria for assessing
group process and individual accomplishment (see Figures 5.6 and 5.7).
Another perspective on student performance is provided by the subskills
within the individual and group assessments. When examining group
process skills, we are interested in scientific process, communication,
and group collaboration. Separate criteria attend to each of these skills.
The multiple dimensions on the individual scale include content and
communication outcomes.

The dimensions for each scale require a lot of inference. Both teachers
and students would need further descriptions of such dimensions as
“draw reasonable conclusions” or “collaborate effectively” in order to
use the scales. In fact, these scales are used in classrooms only after
teachers have had inservice training to discuss the meaning of the
dimensions, review examples, and practice using the criteria. Through
classroom discussion and examples students and teachers come to a
mutual understanding of the dimensions of the individual scale.

A less complex example of multidimensional criteria appears in
Figure 5.1. The criteria assess four group performance outcomes: col-
laboration, critical thinking, communication, and history knowledge.
The criteria include sub-criteria for deciding at which of five perform-
ance levels we should place students for each outcome. The entire set of
group process criteria may be viewed as a compendium of four sets of
criteria, one for collaboration, one for critical thinking, one for commu-
nication, and one for history knowledge.

Using Rating Scales

All sample scoring criteria included in this chapter contain some type
of scale, either numerical, qualitative, or both. The criteria in Figure 5.1,
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Figure 5.6
PART II: Objectives Rating Form — Group

Title of the Task: Task #

Teacher 1D #: Date:

Where to Find Evidence

Student 1.D. #'s
1.

[ T ST S

The group should be able to...

Group Repon
(Page 8}

Owal Teacher
Presentation Orservation Other (Specifyl

z

1. Identify and apply physical and/or chemical properties
for the purpose of identification.

2. Formulate predictions based on prior knowledge.

3. Identify information and steps needed to solve a
problem.

. Test predictions.

Gather data pertinent to a problem.

Make inferences based on pertinent data.

e B =l MW, ] -9

. Draw reasonable conclusions and defend them
rationally.

]

Communicate the strategies and outcomes of a study
through written means.

9. Orally communicate the strategies and outcomes of
a study.

10. Collaborate effectively.

0O |O |0 PO YO |°

Check if students’” work is a strong and clear example of
rating given.

C QO |O|oPpLoCIdO |~

O

O QO |0 |0 PPIVO O

{Connecticut Department of Education 1990} E = Excellent G = Good

N.l. = Needs Improvement

€9

Figure 5.7 e
PART II: Objectives Rating Form — Individual

Title of the Task: Task #

Teacher 1D #: Date:

Student ID #

Where to Find Evidence

The group should be able to...

m

o]
z

1. Identify and apply physical and/or chemical
properties for the purpose of identification.

)
O

2. ldentify information and steps needed to solve a
problem.

(5

O

3. Communicate the strategies of a study through written
means.

)

Q1010|1000 |0 |O

OO0 0|00
O|0|0[0|0|0|O

* Check if students’ work is a strong and clear example of
rating given.

(Connecticut Depaniment of Education 1990) E = Excellent G = Good

N.I. = Needs Improvement
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the history group process, and Figure 5.3, the mathematics problem,
contain both numerical and qualitative rating scales. Figure 5.4, the
hands-on science criteria, and Figures 5.6 and 5.7, the group and indi-
vidual science experiment, have qualitative ratings only, such as letter
grades or evaluations such as “excellent” or “needs improvement.”

Why scales? How do you know whether to use numerical or qualita-
tive ratings? What about using a checklist instead of a rating scale?
Whether you rate the presence or absence of a performance, as in a
checklist, or use numbers or qualitative evaluations will depend on your
testing purpose. There are three major types of scales: checklists, nu-
merical ratings, and qualitative (either descriptive or evaluative) ratings.
If your purpose is to describe what students can do, perhaps for parent
conferences or to compare student performance to certain developmen-
tal standards, you may be able to use the simplest rating scale of all, the
checklist. If you need more information than simply whether or not a
student is engaged in specific aspects of a task, you will need a more
fully developed rating scale. When you want to know the extent to which
dimensions were observed or the quality of the performance, you need
more elaborate scales. Rating scales, beyond the yes-no checklist format,
reflect aspects of student performance other than mere accomplishment
of an activity.

Checklists

A checklist is a list of dimensions, characteristics, or behaviors that are
essentially scored as “yes-no"” ratings. A check indicates that either the
characteristic or behavior was present or absent. Checklists often contain
more dimensions to be scored than do rating scales, but those dimen-
sions are often quite narrow and concrete.

Checklists can be useful in assessing processes, an important purpose
for teachers concerned with the how as well as the what of learning. A
process checklist for a hands-on experiment could resemble Figure 5.8,
which asks the rater to note the presence of specified behaviors.

Primary school teachers find checklists useful because they must
often determine how students are developing according to some theory
of skills acquisition. For example, current language acquisition theory
suggests that this skill cluster supports a child’s ability to read:

m  Ability to draw or depict an idea -
= Ability to recognize sound-letter correspondence
= Ability to recognize that words stand for something
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s Knowledge of left to right and up-to-down page orientation
=  Ability to recall and retell favorite stories

e e
Figure 5.8
Process Checklist
]
Check if
Procedure Observed Comments

Selected approach

Correct equipment used

Measurement accurate

Sought peer help if needed

Recorded observations

Cleaned up after experiment

The teacher can document acquisition of these readiness skills with a
checklist. There is no need to judge how well each of these behaviors are
displayed, only that they are in place. Figure 5.2 demonstrates a devel-
opmentally-based profile for kindergartners created by nmmnrmwm of the
Soledad Union School District in California, with consultation from
Pacific Oaks College in Pasadena, California. This is an mxm:.,.ﬂ__m of a
theory-based profile. The profile development process was amm_msmn_. to
help staff better understand constructivism, the n_mqm_.cv:_mﬁ”mw learning
theory on which it is based. The behaviors identified in Figure 5.2 are
sequenced from left to right in the order that the kindergarten staff
predicted that those behaviors are acquired. This document was de-
signed to be re-analyzed each year as teachers observe children’s behav-
iors from a developmental point of view.

Numerical Scales

A numerical scale uses numbers or assigns points to a continuum of
performance levels. The length of the continuum or the ::Ecm_. of scale
points can vary, three points, four points, five points, seven points—any
number is possible. How many divisions or scale points should a good
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scale include? While there’s no single answer to this question, our
experience suggests that you consider these issues.

The number of points or divisions on a scale can and should vary
depending on what decisions you will be making about students and
whether the scale will be used in the classroom or in a formal scoring
session with several raters involved in judging performance. In general,
the larger the scale, the more difficult it is to clearly differentiate among
the score points. Consider how quickly you can sort essays into stacks
worthy of zero points, one point, or two points; essentially a decision
among low, medium, and high. Why use a ten-point scale if you really
only want to distinguish two or three groups of students, such as those
who need additional instruction on writing a well-organized essay and
those who don't?

A scale with only a few points does have some disadvantages. More
scale points enable you to identify small differences between individual
students and may provide more diagnostic information than a reduced
scale. For example, a longer scale may be needed if you want to use one
scale for all students K-12 and you also want to differentiate among
students in a single grade. Also, if your scale will be used for formal
assessment purposes where several readers will be rating each perform-
ance, any statistics you have to calculate, such as rater agreement, will
be affected by the scale range. Using a shorter scale will result in a high
percent agreement, but it will be more difficult to achieve a high
correlation between raters’ scores (two different ways of figuring inter-
rater reliability).

It takes longer to arrive at consensus about how to assign scale points
when there are more points to consider. With a five- or six-point scale,
raters often refer to prior experience and assign the lowest points to
off-task or truly terrible performances, the highest to stellar examples,
reserve the middle for “passing,” “acceptable,” or model performances,
then allocate those not fitting into the three anchor points to the remain-
ing scale values. An eleven- or seventeen-point scale makes it more
difficult for raters to anchor their judgments in prior experience. How-
ever, you will often see scales in multiples of five, such as ten, fifteen,
or twenty point scales, which allow readers to “chunk” the points into
five-point intervals. Initial rating distinctions are then really made
between a five and a ten rather than a four and a seven with examples
not clearly fitting into the increments receiving the intermediate points.

Another consideration related to scale size concerns multidimen-
sional criteria. If you are rating the same performance with several
criteria, each assessing a different outcome, you may want to use the
same number of scale points for each outcome. Not only does this make
it possible to aggregate or compare the results of several scales, but it
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eases the rating task. For example, using a four-point scale for coherence
and a five-point scale for supporting facts could .m_os_ the rating process
while raters mentally shift to different scale points. Students trying to
understand their relative strengths and 2mm%:mmmmm can also have diffi-
culty comparing different scales. However, if you want some outcomes
to count more than others for a total score, you can use a_m.mqma size
scales to reflect relative value or weight. A good example of ::.m strategy
appears in Figure 5.1, the history group process task. ..H..rm scoring guide
uses two different scales with one set of outcomes weighted” up to
twenty points and the other up to thirty.

Qualitative Scales

A qualitative scale uses adjectives rather than numbers to nrmnmnmmqmnm
student performance. These scales are of two general sorts, mmmn_.____u:c..m
and evaluative. Descriptive scales label student mm_.mc_..n_.m:nm but don't
necessarily make explicit the standards underlying the judgment; M._mw
use fairly neutral terms to characterize performance. Judgments a o__.:
task completion, task understanding, or Em.mﬁvmm_.m.anm of certain ele-
ments in the performance are typical descriptors. Figure 5.9 vnoﬁwnw
three examples of descriptive scales that do not evaluate the worth o

student performance. _

-
Figure 5.9

Descriptive Scales
= R

No evidence...Minimal evidence...Partial evidence...Complete evidence.

Task not attempted...Partial completion...Completed...Goes beyond.

Off task...Attempts to address task...Minimal attention to Smr:}&qmmmmm task
but no elaboration...Fully elaborated and attentive to task and audience.

Evaluative scales incorporate judgments of worth anchored in c:n.mq-
lying standards of excellence. The most no.EBcsG .:mma m<mw__._m:<%
scales are grades (see Figure 5.4). Scales using ammo:?o._.m of “excel-
lence” (Figures 5.1, 5.6, and 5.7) or judging competence (Figure 5.3) are
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me.&:m:tm in nature. Evaluative scales require higher levels of inference
to interpret than descriptive scales. The inferences are made by referrin;
directly to the scoring criteria. The criteria themselves embed notions cmm
excellence, competence, or acceptable outcomes.

Numerical-Qualitative Scales

Numerical scales are often easier for people to remember, to aggregate
and to average, but are difficult to interpret in the absence of mooa.
ammnEEE.m. After all, a score of “4” on a six-point scale may connote
Qn.mmwwi levels or qualities of attainment to different people. Good
criteria often include both descriptive and numerical values. m.o".. exam-
ple, Figure 5.3 n:m.v_mum a draft of a scale used by the California Assess-
ment 1._.9@.@5_ for judging open-ended math problems. Note that it is both
Mﬁmnmo wua ammnlvzﬁw. Performance is rated numerically, but each
o _.nmﬂunwm»wﬂn”m is attached to an evaluation ranging from “inadequate”
. Whether your scale values are numerical, descriptive, or both, it is
important to make sure that scales help parents, students Hmn,rm_.m

administrators, and policymakers understand the meaning n__m the ﬁm_.._

formance in the same wa i i
. y. This common und
reliable and fair judgments. Sl iy

The Link with Standards

Nearly all criteria, even descriptive checklists, are linked in some wa
to m.;wnam_.im|5m expectations for student performance. Grades or zm:uH
tative ratings reflect teacher judgment, or in the case of the rmbm_m.ou
science criteria in Figure 5.4, the consensus of the rating team. The
standards underlying different scales may reflect either E.:mao:-._.m.am_,-
..wanma.oﬁ. norm-referenced approaches to judging quality. The mathemat-
ics criteria (Figure 5.3) with descriptors for “inadequate response,”
satisfactory response,” and “demonstrated competence,” reflect m.n
absolute Emamm& or mastery approach to standard setting. The descrip-
tors clearly indicate good or desired performance levels ..wm:&mﬂow
and wvc.qm.._ versus poor levels, “inadequate.” The levels are _.m.,m_.m:nmm
to discipline-based standards, mathematics teachers’ conceptio f
adequate problem-solving strategies. ey
?.Ezum_. example is Illinois’ six-point writing assessment scale
which employs an absolute scale and is designed to be used across mqmam
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levels. A score of six represents an extremely high level of writing, and
few if any elementary students are expected to score above a “3." This
type of scale is especially useful in measuring growth over years. The
limitation of an absolute scale for multigrade/age assessment is that
because elementary students all tend to score near the bottom of the
scale, there is little variability in their scores so it is impossible to tell
much about them individually from their scores. They all “look alike.”

Other evaluative scales reflect norm-referenced approaches to stand-
ard setting. When grades or points are assigned by comparing students’
relative status, such as, 'Maria’s essay was better than the class average’,”
“Gary's video was among the best in the class,” the standards are
norm-referenced. Developmental checklists or scales demonstrate an-
other common use of norm-referenced scales in alternative assessment.
The sequencing of behaviors in these scales rests on what educators and
others have observed over time to be typical performance at specified
ages. For example, children who score “average” in reading readiness
demonstrate behaviors typical for their age or grade level. “Below
average” or “developmentally delayed" refers to performance typical of
children in a younger age group than those being assessed.

It is possible to anchor standards in both criterion- and norm-refer-
enced information for the same assessment. You start with a criterion-
referenced scale, a scale describing performance relative to a clearly
defined set of behaviors, then gather or otherwise obtain data about how
a national, state, or local sample of students performed on the same
measure. You can then say “Maria wrote a well-organized essay, receiv-
ing a "4’ in organization; her performance was described as better than
75 percent of the students in the state.” Or, on a more informal level, in
your classroom, you can always describe an individual student’s per-
formance level in comparison to the rest of the class's performance:
“Maria's score put her among the best in the class.”

Some scales may look like absolute or criterion-referenced scales but
might actually incorporate both norm- and criterion-referenced informa-
tion. An age- or grade-related scale defines student performance in terms
of benchmarks or expectations for a particular grade level. Benchmarks
for 5th grade mathematics problem solving will differ from those for the
7th grade. What constitutes excellence in essay organization at the 8th
grade will not do so at the 11th. Despite their “criterion-referenced”
appearance, scales tied to an age or grade level curriculum have an
underlying norm-referenced interpretation. The dimensions themselves
were derived from what students were able to do at particular grades,
not from absolute standards of performance across ages and grades. For
practical purposes, these grade level scales are considered criterion
referenced because their primary use is to decide what students can do
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Mm__mn_w thmmwp,:n:_mq no:ﬂm_.:msam_c:m_.m:._m:rm:ﬂoncavmamﬁrma8
How can you get the best of both worlds? By determining appropriate
m»m:mma.m according to your assessment purposes. For classroom or
mnroog_am assessment use, you'll probably lean toward criterion-refer-
enced or absolute standards. For selection decisions in which there are
more candidates than available space, you will probably use absolute
mmmammﬁm for inclusion in the candidate pool, but normative standards
MM_. EM wsmw._mmﬂmn:o:.. For example, if you are selecting horn players for
EM Mmhmmm%mﬁww._ honors band, you will choose only the top 2 percent of
We have not discussed how standards are set. How do you know
where to set the acceptable level of performance? How good is compe-
Sm:w What is the cut point between barely satisfactory and mmzmmmnﬁo_u 7
High-stakes assessments, such as graduation certification, use ?EM."
ﬂm:n...ma_w-mm.ﬁzm procedures. These may include using a mnn:_:u of judges
E.cﬁn_.mn with norm- and criterion-referenced information, to amﬂmam:m
a passing score. In district or schoolwide assessment, passing scores or
labels describing poor and excellent performance are determined b
consensus of those using the assessment. In the classroom, teachers mmw‘
standards _“.vmmmﬁ_ on their experiences, their knowledge of s“:m_ students
have done in the past, their familiarity with expectations in a discipline
the current performance of students, and the purpose of the mmmmmmwamsﬁ_

Considering Other Choices:
Holistic or Analytic Criteria*

mmm_.wa on experience with direct writing assessment, we offer two more
nso:.umm in specifying criteria: holistic and analytic. Holistic criteria
require raters to assign a single score based on the overall quality or to
one aspect of the student's response. An analytic scale requires Emw._.mﬂm_.m

give separate ratings to different aspects of the work. Criteria i
: . Criter -
rating several outcomes are analytic. ittt

“You may be familiar with the term “Primary Trait Scoring." When Primary Trait

criteria focus on O_LQ one trait, —_Hmu._ are TO__m:.n" when expande w i
Pt pa d to two or more traits, H—HGV__
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Which Is Better?

By this time you know that we're going to say “it depends on the purpose
of the assessment.” The pattern of results from an analytic scale provides
useful feedback about the strengths and weaknesses of the individual
student and the classroom instructional program. Unfortunately, be-
cause student performance on different dimensions of an analytic scale
may be related in complex ways, the results may not be as clearly
diagnostic as desired. Despite the fact that one of the qualities of a good
analytic scale, from an efficiency and measurement perspective, is that
each dimension be distinct, the subscale scores are often highly interre-
lated and not well differentiated. CRESST research on analytic scoring
scales found high correlations among scores for overall essay and para-
graph organization, and between organization, support, and a general
competence score. Under such circumstances, the diagnostic value of
subscale performance is greatly diminished.

Holistic scoring is usually simpler and faster than analytic; an impor-
tant concern when teacher time is involved. Unless assessment’s pur-
pose is not to provide data to guide program improvement, a quick
overview of achievement may be particularly suitable for program evalu-
ation, for flagging students who need more help, and for assigning final
evaluations.

Concurrent use of analytic and holistic strategies can optimize both
diagnostic value and efficiency. One approach emerging from minimum
competency testing is to score all essays holistically then rate analyti-
cally those essays that were scored below minimum competency. An-
other strategy, used in the Maine statewide assessment, is to score essays
holistically, but to note analytic dimensions that are particularly strong
or weak in an individual's work as a kind of generic “comment” on the
performance.

Opinions differ considerably regarding the value of these different
approaches, and research is ongoing. The important point is not so much
the correct labeling of scales, but that a variety of approaches exist and
can prove useful.

What About Portfolio Assessment?

Portfolio assessment is often the first strategy that comes to mind when
people think of alternative assessments. In some respects, portfolio
assessment is a misnomer for “assessment of a body of work." In other
instances, the portfolio assessment is really the assessment system.
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Portfolios are collections of student work that are reviewed against
criteria in order to judge an individual student or a program. The
portfolio or collection of work does not constitute the assessment; it is
simply a receptacle for work (essays, videotapes, art, journal entries, and
so on) that may or may not be evaluated. The “assessment” in portfolio
exists only when (1) an assessment purpose is defined; (2) criteria or
methods for determining what is put into the portfolio, by whom, and
when, are explicated; and (3) criteria for assessing either the collection
or individual pieces of work are identified. Deciding what should be
included is really a task description, not a scoring guideline problem.
What goes in, who chooses, when samples are taken—these are dimen-
sions of the assessment task that define the setting and kinds of work
that will be considered. (See Chapter 7 for more discussion of portfolio
assessment.)

There are two issues related to selecting the dimensions of scoring
criteria for portfolio assessment: (1) What are the criteria for selecting
the samples that go into the portfolio, and (2) What are the criteria for
judging the quality of the samples? Prior to considering criteria for
judging portfolios, you will need to determine whether the portfolio
should be rated as a whole or as individual samples. Second, you need
to decide which dimensions reflect the intent or purpose of your assess-
ment. When looking at a body of work, many issues arise, for example:

m  Will progress or improvement be assessed?

m  How or will progress be evaluated?

m  How will different tasks, videos, art work, essays, journal entries,
and the like be compared or weighted in the assessment?

= What is the role of student reflection in the assessment? Parental
input?

Once these issues are settled, defining the dimensions of portfolio
scoring criteria is the same as defining multidimensional criteria. Per-
haps the best known example of portfolio assessment criteria is provided
by the Vermont Mathematics portfolio, which is summarized in Figure
5.10. A body of mathematics work is evaluated on two major dimensions,
problem-solving and communication skill. Within each dimension, sev-
eral subdimensions further define each of the larger skills. Ratings are
given for the subskills under the two dimensions, problem solving and
communication. You can see how this example of portfolio assessment
criteria resembles the multidimensional examples in Figures 5.1 and 5.7.
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Figure 5.10 (continued)
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Developing and Evaluating Scoring Criteria

Beginning the Development Process

The process for developing your own criteria is straightforward:
m Investigate how the assessed discipline defines quality perform-
ance.
w Gather sample rubrics for assessing writing, speech, the arts, and
so on as models to adapt for your purposes.

s Gather samples of students’ and experts’ work that demonstrate
the range of performance from ineffective to very effective.

s Discuss with others the characteristics of these models that dis-
tinguish the effective ones from the ineffective ones.

s Write descriptors for the important characteristics.

s Gather another sample of students’ work.

= Try out criteria to see if they help you make accurate judgments
about students.

= Revise your criteria.

s Try it again until the rubric score captures the “quality” of the
work.

You probably noticed how recurrent this development process is. Initial
ideas about important and scorable aspects of student performance
become refined through use. Your criteria may focus on process—how
a student approaches and solves a problem—as well as on the product
or outcomes.

For example, we can refer to the development process for the criteria
in Figure 5.5 (Baker, Aschbacher, Niemi, and Sato 1992). CRESST
developed its rubric for rating depth of content understanding in history
by collecting and examining the differences in essays written by history
experts (university professors and graduate students in history) versus
those written by novices (high school students). CRESST researchers
looked for dimensions that seemed to differentiate the performance of
these two groups. In a number of subject areas, the researchers observed
differences between the students and the experts in the application of
prior knowledge, the use of organizing concepts and principles, and
misconceptions. These traits defined the first draft of scoring criteria.
The criteria were then tried out on samples of student work and further
clarified and refined to ensure that the scales were clearly defined, were
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whether to use a checklist or rating scales, how many scales, a.iﬂ.unr.zm:mm
what types of scale, and so forth. Do you need a mm.ovm_. ror.m:n view o

student achievement or an analytical one that gives you _Eﬂo_.awsﬂwﬂ
about several specific aspects of students wnEmﬂmEm_..:‘._v Do you need the
information in the form of a number for ease of reporting and aggregation

appropriate for the range of student responses likely to be encountered,
and enabled teachers or other raters to distinguish between essays that
deserved adjacent points on a scale.

While undertaking the task of developing criteria, don't forget to take
. advantage of others’ work. Quite often you can import or modify criteria

from state and local assessment programs, curriculum experts, or col-
leagues who have grappled with similar assessment problems. Research
literature on alternative assessment also provides examples of pilot
alternative assessments similar to the one appearing in Figure 5.4, which
can be adapted for classroom use. There is also a small but growing
literature on the nature of expertise in various disciplines, such as how
an historian reads and uses primary source documents.

Evaluating Criteria

Your criteria for judging students’ work shape the decisions you eventu-
ally make about programs and students. Regardless of whether you are
developing your own criteria or using those provided by others, it is
important to review the quality of the scoring guidelines. We conclude
this chapter with a proposed set of “criteria for criteria"— a checklist you
can use to rate the quality of scoring criteria you borrow or develop. Our
proposed criteria appear in Figure 5.11.

Now let’s look at a set of dimensions for assessing the worth of your
own criteria.

Keyed to Important Outcomes

Ata minimum, criteria for judging student performance need to address
all the student outcomes you are trying to measure. For example, your
criteria for judging student drama productions should encompass all the
important drama and art that you want to be able to assess, and no others.
If originality and logical presentation are part of the desired outcomes,
you will want to include scales for judging these aspects of student work.
If they are not an important outcome, omit them.

Sensitive to Purpose

What educational decisions will you make on the basis of your assess-
ment? The answer to this question should guide your decisions about

at the expense of detail, or do you need the richness of qualitative
description, or perhaps both?

.

Figure 5.11 ; spaltln
How Do You Evaluate Scoring Criteria?

(3 All important outcomes are addressed by criteria.

(J Rating strategy matches decision purpose: holistic for global, evaluative
view; analytic for diagnostic view.

Q

Rating scale provides usable, easily interpreted score.

Criteria employ concrete references, clear language understandable to
students, parents, other teachers,

Q

Criteria reflect current conceptions of “excellence” accepted in the field.
Criteria have been reviewed for developmental, ethnic, gender bias.
Criteria reflect teachable outcomes.

Criteria are limited to feasible number of dimensions.

[E ENEN S EL R EL

Criteria are generalizable to other similar tasks or larger performance
domain.

Meaningful, Clear, and Credible

The criteria by which you judge a performance need to be Emmn_:mm%”ho
students, parents, raters, teachers, administrators, .ﬁo:nﬁumrmum_ an M
public. If the criteria are not credible, the results will ﬁwn&mw_m be ignore
or may be misused. Examples of student work that :_cm:..ma nﬁm:mh
traits can help make the criteria nodnmmﬁm.*e o&mmm.. Involving others in
the development of criteria increases their credibility. g
Because one of the tenets of performance assessment is public an
discussed criteria, your criteria need to make sense to students so that
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they will be able to apply them easily to their own work and become
self-regulated learners. Although judgments of student performance
tend to be subjective by their nature, they are more reliable and credible
when they rely less on high inference and more on observable, concrete
. Characteristics.

Fair and Unbiased

Not only do assessment tasks need to be fair, but so do the criteria by
which you define excellence. Unrecognized biases can seep into your
definitions of traits, your specifications for what kind of performance
earns which scale point, and your application of those criteria to indi-
vidual pieces of student work. When you want your criteria to have
diagnostic value, they must be sensitive to instruction and students’
opportunities to learn the skills that are assessed. In contrast, you do not
want them to reflect variables over which educators have no control,
such as a child’s culture, sex, or socioeconomic background.

Feasible

Several reasons exist to limit the number and complexity of the perform-
ance dimensions to be judged. First, the time, effort, and money available
for judging performance are always limited, sometimes severely so.
Second, raters find it difficult to address too many different aspects of a
work at once. In our experience at CRESST, raters were frustrated when
asked to use more than six or seven scales for rating student essays. It
became an onerous task and a less reliable process. Third, students will
probably find it difficult to deal with too many aspects of their work at
once. And finally, administrators and policymakers usually need infor-
mation in as brief a form as possible. Separate scores for a large number
of traits or for complex characteristics may make it more difficult to use
the results effectively.

Generalizable

Although we recognize that criteria for performance are strongly linked
to discipline-based notions of excellence, rating can be more efficient
when a single set of “generic” criteria can serve multiple topics, tasks,
or disciplines. For example, we could develop a common set of criteria

78

OO 1S 7

for assessing student understanding of science concepts through jour-
nals, hands-on experimentation, computer simulation, and oral presen-
tation. We could also use a common set of criteria for judging student
essays in social studies, science, and math? As disparate as these situ-
ations may seem, it is possible to envelop generic criteria for some
purposes. If we could conceptualize excellence in consistent ways across
assessment methods and disciplines, our criteria could have a more
powerful impact on learning and instruction. Our example of the
CRESST history-social studies rubric (Figure 5.5), which has also been
applied to science and economics, shows one strategy for developing
cross-discipline criteria. Like all good criteria, these proposed dimen-
sion are subject to revision and refinement,
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