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Scoring Guide for Reflective Writing: Oregonian Article about Math Teaching & Testing in Washington

Initial check before detailed scoring: The prescribed parts of the activity must be present, or else it cannot be scored and is to be returned for revision. (Score “on-time” according to date of original reception.) The base presentation must be distinct from the other parts in the organization of the reflection, whether as a separate section, or set off by temporal indicators (past perfect, etc.). But the two parts of the revisitation may be more closely intertwined. If writer addresses Factors 3 & 4 creatively, as is allowed for in the specifications, the piece has to accomplish the major purpose of the activity; it can’t be an unsubstantiated rant or inner monolog that other language professionals cannot relate to.

Rule of thumb for 4/satisfactory: The writer views the recollected experience differently, as a human being, and applies the article to the profession of language teaching.

Each higher level assumes that the content described in lower levels is also present. The level descriptions are typical profiles, not check-off lists to apply tightly, without allowance for compensating features within the level. Levels 5/3/1 represent quality that is CLEARLY closer to 6/4/2, rather than halfway between the level below and the one above. The principle here is that the next level could be reached with moderate revision and little help.

Score calculation: Factor 2 = 30%; Factor 3 = 30%; Factor 4 = 30%; Factor 5 = 10%. (If Factor 1 is eventually activated: each Factor = 20%)

	
	Factor 1: On time*
	Factor 2: Base (pre-reading) presentation of the recollected test (objective & subjective count equally)
	Factor 3: Revisitation - reflections about the test
	Factor 4: Revisitation - reflections about language teaching & learning
	Factor 5: Expository skills

	6
	received within ½ of the time before due date
	The experience is “alive” - it includes several details (or one deep detail), and detail contributes to our insight.
	Multiple insights applied to multiple stakeholder-types. Sees education as much more than individual classes with undifferentiated learners being taught with no consideration of larger features and need for change through time and circumstance.
	Reflection shows integrative understanding in breadth and depth, applied specifically to the complexity of the profession: learning, teaching, society. If the understanding is not from insight gained thought the reading, there must be clear evidence that the writer is confirming previous knowledge and wisdom.
	Can be shared, as is, with advanced professionals. Level 5: needs a few fast edits of small errors or expressions.

	4
	received on the due date
	Essentials of what, when, where, how, but no significant details. More than 1 subjective reflection. Distinguishes reactions then from reactions later.
	Clearly applies the math-testing content to the recollected testing experience. Expresses one deeper insight gained from the article (or else explains why the insight was there before reading.) The insight probably has to do with fellow test-takers, rather than teachers, administrators, taxpayers.
	There is a clear insight related to something specific about language teaching. The focus is likely limited to one aspect of the profession / one party in the process (just the learners, just the teacher, etc.).
	Can be shared with peers. Readers will respect the piece. Style is not memorable or notably effective.

	2
	received up to a week after the due date
	Essential facts are absent. Reflection is terse and vague.
	Insights are barely insights, but instead largely superficial comparisons. Little evidence of consciousness of causality, underlying concepts, and role of circumstances.
	There is evidence of attempt to make the connection between the world of the article and the world of language learning / teaching, but the outcome is either vague, narrow, trite, distorted, or simply unattuned to the article (example: links the rigor of math and language study as “discipline”
	Needs extensive revision of thought and repair of expository language.


*For this version of the activity, Factor 1 On-time is intended only for discussion, not for scoring and grading, and is thus grayed-out.

