Apéndice A

Apuntes para el instructor sobre la corrección en colaboración

Whenever students are asked to write for a course, the inevitable question that faces both teachers and students is how to evaluate and grade what they write. Teachers have long favored grading systems that take into account evaluation of the “mechanics” of written language (grammar, vocabulary, spelling, accentuation) as well as other aspects of the text (content, organization, style). Two principal means exist for evaluating writing in this way: holistic assessment and analytical assessment. Each of these presents a number of useful options to the instructor, but before further discussion of the specifics, the following general observations are suggested as a point of departure.


1.
Evaluate as a reader, not as a judge.
Respond to the writing in terms of its effectiveness in achieving its purpose. Has the text’s content been selected and organized in such a way as to achieve the writer’s purpose? Has the writer correctly gauged the reader’s purpose? Have the needs of the reader been taken into account? Is the text easy to read? Is it interesting? Is it worth reading?


2.
Not all feedback entails grading and evaluation.
Instructors sometimes feel duty-bound to respond to student writing either by putting a grade on it or by indicating and/or correcting mistakes. One of the most important research findings about writing, however, indicates the crucial importance of getting feedback on the content of what one writes—on the message— whether or not this is accompanied by a grade or by corrections of form. Such feedback reinforces the central notion that writing is, at its core, a communicative act rather than a language exercise. Getting feedback on what they say is a tremendous motivator for students, particularly if the comments come from a classmate. Interestingly, recent research seems to indicate that language students (particularly advanced students) look for and appreciate grammatical feedback from their instructors, and content feedback from their peers.


3.
Create opportunities for frequent feedback.
Encourage students to approach writing as a multiple-draft process rather than a “one-shot” effort. The corollary to this, of course, involves reading and responding to student writing at several points in the writing process, not just after the final version has been handed in.

Suggest that students write their drafts leaving a large right margin, as shown in the Actividades con grupos de consulta sections. Instead of writing over the student’s text, use this large margin for your comments. In this way, editorial suggestions are easy to see, without “taking over” the student’s text.

Multiple drafts and extensive feedback may appear to burden the teacher with paperwork. Responding to the content of a text, however, often takes less time than correcting or even just indicating language errors, and the response does not always have to come from you.


4.
Train students to be effective “peer editors.”
Although critical reading skills, like effective writing, do not come naturally to all students, they can be trained to provide useful, constructive criticism of their classmates’ texts. In this way students also develop important skills they will be able to apply to their own writing. Suggestions regarding procedures for peer editing are given throughout Composición: Proceso y síntesis in the Actividades con grupos de consulta sections. Additional suggestions about the “etiquette” of reading and criticizing a classmate’s work are found in Apéndice D of the Rincón del estudiante.

5.
Establish realistic expectations.
Developing skill in writing can take a very long time, and will require a great deal of effort and commitment from the students. In order to encourage their efforts, it is important to identify specific areas in which improvements can be readily attained, and to recognize and reward progress in these areas. You might have students create a personal “log” of these topics in order to chart their own progress over time. (See, for example, Chastain’s system for helping students keep track of progress with respect to grammar.
 The same system could be expanded to include other elements as well.) Another tactic is to identify a restricted set of goals for each writing assignment. For example, early assignments might expect relative mastery only of “simple” syntax (present tense, indicative mood) and vocabulary related to familiar, concrete topics; later assignments could gradually raise the bar to expect control of more complex syntax (past tenses, subjunctive mood) and vocabulary for abstract topics.


6.
Consider formally grading fewer compositions.
From the learner’s perspective, the two factors that are crucial for improving writing skills are the amount of writing they do and the amount of quality feedback they receive. Teachers, on the other hand, must arrive at a grade for the course without having killed themselves with paperwork in the process.

One way of addressing both students’ and teachers’ needs is to rely on the combined efforts of teacher and peer editors to provide frequent response to everything that students write, while at the same time grading only three or four compositions formally. For example, the first compositions could all receive feedback, but only the final few receive a grade. Or students could be asked to submit for grading the requisite number of compositions that they feel represent their best efforts.

Either way, it is often a good idea to have students maintain a “composition portfolio” of all their work during the semester. Such a file helps students— and teachers— be aware of their progress and of areas still needing remediation.

Holistic and Analytical Scoring

“Excellent!,” “Interesting ideas and well-supported argument! Very nice,” and “Oh, dear . . .” are all comments on a text’s overall impact and impression. Evaluating a text in this way is known as holistic assessment: a single score or valuation sums up the quality of the text in its entirety. Although specific elements of the text are taken into account to arrive at a score, it is not possible to break that score down into its component parts. Analytical assessment, on the other hand, evaluates specific elements of the text individually, providing a separate score for each. These component scores may be reported individually or may be averaged or summed to create a single grade. When a composition is given a grade for language mechanics, organization, content, and style, this represents an analytical assessment of the text.

Both holistic and analytical scoring have advantages and disadvantages. Holistic scoring is generally considered to reflect how readers respond to a text: that is, in its entirety rather than breaking it into component parts. In that sense, the evaluation feels more valid and “authentic” than analytical assessment. Once an individual is trained in holistic techniques, this method of scoring can be done with great speed and reliability. The biggest disadvantage of holistic scoring is that it provides relatively little feedback to the learner about the strengths and weaknesses of a text, and typically is not sensitive enough to identify changes over a short period of time. Analytical scoring is less valid for many because of the implication that the quality of a text is somehow equal to the sum of its parts; also problematic is that analytical scoring can take considerable time. Nevertheless, analytical scoring has a single great advantage: it can provide a great deal of useful feedback to the learner.

One commonly hears of holistic scoring being used for program entrance and/or exit requirements; for example, essays high school seniors submit for college entrance are scored holistically. The Advanced Placement (AP) writing exams are also scored holistically. A sample of the scoring rubrics for AP composition in Spanish is reproduced below. In 1992, the state of Pennsylvania developed holistic scoring rubrics to assess and track progress in writing in grades 6–12; these rubrics are included here, following the AP models. Note that in both cases, specific elements of the texts are identified and the quality of each is taken into account to arrive at a single holistic score. No individual, component scores are given, however.

1996 Advanced Placement Spanish

Language Exam 

Composition Rubrics

9
demonstrates excellence in written expression

Control of complex syntax and good use of verbs, although a few errors may occur. Rich, precise idiomatic vocabulary; ease of expression. Very good command of conventions of the written language (orthography, sentence structure, paragraphing and punctuation).

7-8
demonstrates very good command in written expression

Evidence of complex syntax and appropriate use of verbs, although more than a few grammatical errors may occur; very good control of elementary structures. Considerable breadth of vocabulary. Conventions of the written language generally correct.

4-5-6
demonstrates a basic to good competence in written expression

Control of elementary structures and common verb tenses; frequent errors may occur in complex structures. Vocabulary appropriate but limited; occasional second language interference. May have frequent errors in orthography and other conventions of the written language.

2-3
suggests lack of competence in written expression

Numerous grammatical errors even in elementary structures; there may be an occasional redeeming feature, such as correct advanced structure. Limited vocabulary, significant second language interference. Pervasive errors of orthography may be present.

0-1
demonstrates lack of competence in written expression

Constant grammatical errors impede communication. Insufficient vocabulary; frequent second language interference. Severe problems with orthography may interfere with written communication.

-
contains nothing that earns points

Blank or off-task answers (obscenity, nonsense poetry, drawings, etc.) or mere restatement of the question.

Note:
Organization will be taken into account in determining scores. Scores may be lowered on papers shorter than 200 words.

Pennsylvania Writing Assessment

Holistic Scoring Guide

characteristics of effective writing

Focus
Content
Organization
Style
Conventions

•
demonstrates an awareness of audience and task

•
establishes and maintains a clear purpose

•
sustains a single point of view

•
exhibits clarity of ideas
•
information and details are specific to topic

•
information and details are relevant to focus

•
ideas are fully developed
•
logical order of sequence is maintained

•
paragraphs deal with one subject

•
logical transitions are made within sentences and between paragraphs

•
introduction and conclusion are evident
•
precise language

•
effective word choice

•
voice, tone, originality of language

•
variety of sentence structures, types, and lengths
•
mechanics: spelling, capitalization, punctuation

•
usage (e.g., pronoun references, subject-verb agreement)

•
sentence completeness


6
5
4
3
2
1

Focus
•
sharp, distinct focus
•
clear focus
•
adequate focus
•
vague focus
•
confused focus
•
absence of focus

Content
•
substantial, specific, and/or illustrative content; sophisticated ideas that are particularly well developed
•
specific and illustrative content
•
sufficient content
•
content limited to a listing, repetition, or mere sequence of ideas
•
superficial content
•
absence of relevant content

Organization
•
obviously controlled and/or subtle organization
•
logical and appropriate organization
•
appropriate organization
•
inconsistent organization
•
confused organization
•
absence of organization

Style
•
writer’s voice apparent in tone, sentence structure, and word choice
•
precision and variety in sentence structure and word choice
•
some precision and variety in sentence structure and word choice
•
limited sentence variety and word choice
•
lack of sentence and word choice variety
•
no apparent control over sentence structure and word choice

Conventions
•
few mechanical and usage errors
•
some mechanical and usage errors
•
mechanical and usage errors not severe enough to interfere significantly with the writer’s purpose
•
repeated weaknesses in mechanics and usage
•
mechanical and usage errors that seriously interfere with the writer’s purpose
•
mechanical and usage errors so severe that writer’s ideas are difficult if not impossible to understand

Non-Scoreable (NS)

•
is illegible: i.e., includes so many undecipherable words that no sense can be made of the response 


  or

•
is incoherent: i.e., words are legible but syntax is so garbled that response makes no sense 


  or

•
is a blank paper

Off-Prompt (OP)

•
is readable but did not respond to the prompt

Analytical scoring is more typically used within a course to guide student development. Many different suggestions have been proposed for which elements should be included in the scoring rubric, and how each should be weighted. For example, Gaudiani includes four elements, weighting each of them equally: grammar/vocabulary, stylistic technique, organization, and content.
 The individual scores are averaged to create a single grade for the text. Another variation on analytical scoring is reproduced on the following pages. In this “profile,” five factors— including the writer’s success in anticipating and responding to the needs of the reader— are identified and differentially weighted; the individual scores are totaled to create a single grade.

composition profile


focus/content
30–27
Excellent—Very Good
has fully anticipated reader questions in selecting information; topic well-thought-out and carefully developed with effective supporting detail; interesting to read


26–22
Good—Adequate
has anticipated most reader questions in selecting information; topic may not be fully explored; development is adequate although some ideas may be incompletely supported or irrelevant; interesting ideas in places


21–17
Fair—Poor
has anticipated few reader needs in selecting information; topic explored only superficially and inadequately developed with many ideas unsupported or irrelevant


16–13
Needs a lot of work
shows no awareness of reader needs; ideas superficial and/or uninteresting with little development; OR not enough to evaluate

organization
20–18
Excellent—Very Good
has fully anticipated reader needs in organizing and presenting information; clear thesis; flow of ideas fluid and logical; a pleasure to read


17–14
Good—Adequate
has anticipated most reader needs in organizing and presenting information; main ideas stand out, but sequencing of ideas sometimes choppy or disconnected; reader may sometimes have difficulty following flow of ideas


13–10
Fair—Poor
has anticipated few reader needs in organizing and presenting information; ideas frequently confused and/or disconnected, with logical breakdowns apparent; reader frequently has difficulty “getting the point” of message as communicated


9–7
Needs a lot of work
shows no awareness of reader needs; logical organization absent; OR not enough to evaluate

grammar
25–22
Excellent—Very Good
wide range of structures with few or no significant errors (e.g., sentence structure)


21–18
Good—Adequate
adequate range of structures, but little variety; tends to overuse simple constructions; both significant and minor errors (e.g., agreement) present, but meaning seldom obscured


17–11
Fair—Poor
limited range of structures with control of grammar uncertain; errors frequent, especially when more complex constructions attempted; meaning often confused or obscured


10–5
Needs a lot of work
frequent and persistent errors of basic grammar and sentence construction; meaning blocked as text dominated by errors; OR, not enough to evaluate

vocabulary
20–18
Excellent—Very Good
language choices appropriate for topic, purpose and reader; excellent use of idioms and precise, colorful vocabulary; little or no evidence of English interference


17–14
Good—Adequate
language choices usually appropriate for topic, purpose and reader; vocabulary accurate but may be somewhat limited; some errors or interference may be present but meaning rarely obscured


13–10
Fair—Poor
language choices sometimes inappropriate for topic, purpose and reader; vocabulary very limited, with overuse of imprecise or vague terms; English interference evident, particularly with respect to idioms; meaning often confused or obscured


9–7
Needs a lot of work
language choices often inappropriate for topic, purpose and reader; range of vocabulary extremely limited; English interference frequent; OR not enough to evaluate

conventions
5
Excellent—Very Good
very few or no faults with respect to spelling / accentuation, punctuation, or presentation (handwriting or typing)


4
Good—Adequate
occasional faults in spelling / accentuation, punctuation, or presentation (handwriting or typing)


3
Fair—Poor
frequent errors in spelling / accentuation or punctuation; messy presentation that is sometimes illegible


2
Needs a lot of work
persistent errors in spelling / accentuation and punctuation; handwriting often illegible; OR not enough to evaluate

total
/100
Comments:


There is clearly no single, correct way of evaluating student writing; the elements that inform instruction and practice, however, ought to be the ones that guide feedback.

� Kenneth Chastain, Toward a Philosophy of Second-Language Learning and Teaching (Boston: Heinle & Heinle, 1980), 73.


� AP Spanish: Free Response Guide with Multiple Choice Section, ©College Entrance Examination Board (1996).


� The Pennsylvania Writing Assessment Handbook, ©Pennsylvania Department of Education, Division of Evaluation and Reports (1992).


� Claire Gaudiani, Teaching Writing in the Foreign Language Curriculum (Washington, D.C.: Center for Applied Linguistics, 1981), 20.


� This profile has been adapted from similar material originally developed for ESL composition. Two particularly useful profiles are available in Teaching ESL Composition: Principles and Techniques (Newbury House, 1983) by Jane B. Hughey et al., and Study Writing (Cambridge University Press, 1987) by Liz Hamp-Lyons and Ben Heasley.





