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The purpose of this study was to describe the criteria that students 

reported using when selecting writing samples for an assessment portfolio. 

Specifically, the study involved content analysis of student responses to five 

prompts which asked the students to give selection criteria for writing 

samples in language arts portfolios prepared for assessment. 

The population consisted of twelve eighth grade students in three 

urban middle schools. The students were in classes that were participating in 

the New Standards Portfolio Assessment Field Trial. In addition to the 

responses to prompts, students also submitted writing samples to be scored 

using New Standards rubrics. The writing samples were evaluated to 

determine if the students successfully selected pieces of their writing to 

provide evidence of standards attainment. 

Through the analysis of the student responses to the prompts, two 

categories of selection criteria were noted. Public standards were the 

standards that corresponded with the criteria that were presented to the 

students through their use of New Standards performance standards, 

portfolio exhibit requirements, and entry slips. Personal standards were 

criteria that did not correspond to the published criteria presented to the 

students. Ten sub-categories were identified. These ten sub-categories became 



the instrument for analysis and tabulation of the students' reported criteria 

for selecting writing samples for their portfolios. 

Findings indicated that students were willing to use the public 

standards and that they used them more frequently than personal standards 

in justifying selections for the assessment portfolio. However, student 

identification of appropriate criteria did not guarantee that the writing 

samples that the student submitted received scores that would indicate 

standards attainment. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Background 

In a synthesis of research on portfolios, Herman and Winters (1994) 

note that while great interest in portfolios is evident in professional literature 

and on national conference agendas, there have been few reports that apply 

accepted research methods to determine the validity of portfolio assessment. 

Practitioners provide anecdotal accounts of beneficial classroom effects of 

portfolios, present models of portfolio development, or make claims of the 

promise of portfolio assessment over more traditional measures of student 

achievement. However, a number of issues regarding the feasibility and 

technical quality of portfolio assessment must be resolved if large-scale 

portfolio assessment is to become an option for many educators. One effort to 

resolve the technical issues that pose barriers to portfolio assessment is the 

New Standards initiative. 

New Standards is sponsored by the National Center on Education and 

the Economy and The Learning Research and Development Center. It is a 

partnership of state departments of education and urban school districts that 

is developing a system of performance standards and alternative assessments, 

including portfolio assessment. The scoring criteria for New Standards 

portfolio assessment references performance standards that were developed 



in conjunction with national professional organizations such as the National 

Council of Teachers of Mathematics and the National Council of Teachers of 

English. In the fall of 1995, New Standards published a draft of performance 

standards for elementary, middle, and high school English language arts, 

math, science, and applied learning. (Applied learning refers to those generic 

skills that are useful for the world of work.) In September of 1996, the final 

version of the standards was released. Aligned with the performance 

standards was a two-part assessment system consisting of the portfolio and an 

on-demand exam. This merging of an assessment system keyed to standards 

statements came at a time of high professional and political interest in 

educational standards. Thematic issues of Kappan and Educational 

Leadership in the spring of 1995, a special section of Education Week on 

April 12, 1995, and numerous articles in subject matter journals were devoted 

to the issue of national standards. The political debate regarding the Goals 

2000 legislation and the National Educational Goals Panel also testified to the 

potential impact of national content and performance standards. To insure 

that standards actually impact instruction, some authorities recommend that 

student assessment be directly tied to standards. Arthur Applebee (1994) 

identified testing as a tool to implement national standards. Lauren Resnick 

(1994), co-director of New Standards, predicted the beneficial effect of creating 

assessments keyed to national standards. "If we can agree on standards for 

student achievement, and if we can create conditions in schools and school 

systems all over the country in which those standards are internalized and 

made the centerpiece of educators' and students' efforts, there is a good 

probability that curriculum, professional development, textbooks, and, 



eventually, teacher preparation can be changed so that the entire system is 

working towards standards" (p.5). 

In the fall of 1995, New Standards began the second year of a two-year 

portfolio assessment field trial. The field trial involved math and language 

arts students in grades 4, 8, and 10. Students selected samples of their work as 

evidence of achievement of standards specified by New Standards and placed 

these pieces of work into individual portfolios that could be assessed. The 

standards were published and distributed, along with handbooks and other 

teaching aides, to teachers and students participating in the field trial. 

Student selection of the work included in the portfolio was a key requirement 

of the portfolio assessment system. In addition, students attached to each 

selection an entry slip which indicated which standard or standards the work 

was good evidence of achievement toward. The entry slips were designed to 

engage the student in self-assessment and to provided a context for a remote 

reader who would not know the student or the teacher. Roberta Camp (1993) 

identified these reflections, or self-assessments, as capable of changing the 

"climate of the classroom and the nature of teacher/student interactions "(p. 

204). Students were required to take responsibility for their own learning and 

to participate in the evaluation of their work. Camp further stated that 

"reflection has become part of an approach to learning in which instruction 

and assessment are thoroughly integrated" (p. 204). In addition to providing 

the student with the opportunity to self-assess and reflect, the entry slips 

informed assessors about the selection criteria students used to select work for 

the portfolio. 

Student reflections and self-assessments in portfolios usually cited very 

personal criteria for selecting pieces of work for portfolios (Camp, 1992; 



Conoway, 1994; Graves, 1992; Murphy and Smith, 1992; Seger, 1991; 

Weinbaum, 1991). For example, a student might have included a piece in a 

portfolio because of the subject matter, the effort that went into producing the 

piece, or the response it received from peers or teachers. The New Standards 

portfolio required that students take a different stance in these self-

assessments. Rather than personal standards or teacher-student negotiated 

classroom standards for selection of pieces for a portfolio, students assembling 

a New Standards portfolio included items that matched standards created 

some distance from the classroom. Spalding (1995), in a report for Clearing 

House on the progress of New Standards English Language Arts Portfolios, 

listed a number of questions that confront the development of the portfolio 

project. One key issue is: "Will students be skilled enough at self-assessment 

to select the best evidence and present the most convincing case for their own 

accomplishments?" (p. 222). Spalding's question was significant since she was 

one of the developers of the New Standards language arts portfolio. It is a 

question that has not been systematically tested, yet it is vitally important to 

the success of the portfolio assessment process. Students' willingness and 

ability to select from their own work pieces which exhibit the criteria that will 

be used by the portfolio assessors to score the portfolio is critical. To select 

pieces for New Standards portfolios, students must understand the standards, 

recognize the evidence of the standards in their own work, and make 

appropriate selections. They also must be able to articulate in writing this 

match of evidence to standards on the entry slips. If students are not mindful 

of standards when they make portfolio selections, their portfolio scores may 

reflect more of their ability to make appropriate selections than of their 

accomplishments in reading and writing. 



Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to determine the criteria used by 

students to select writing samples for their New Standards portfolios. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to determine how accurately the students 

used the New Standards criteria for selecting writing samples for assessment 

portfolios by developing an instrument to be used to examine student self-

assessments for evidence of a standards-based selection process. 

Significance of the Study 

Effort and money spent on developing the New Standards portfolio 

assessment included developing and communicating standards, developing a 

portfolio model, developing scoring instruments keyed to the standards, 

training teachers to implement and score the portfolios, scoring portfolios, 

and reporting the scores. A possible weak link in the assessment design was 

the student's responsibility for the selection of the portfolio contents. If 

students were unable to understand the standards or misunderstood the 

standards and selected inappropriate pieces for their portfolios, the scores 

would not accurately report the writing ability of the students making the 

selection. If students disregarded the standards and selected samples of their 

work using more personal criteria, the portfolios would not yield valid scores. 

If student selection of pieces for the assessment portfolio was to remain a part 

of the assessment design, assessors required assurance that students had made 

appropriate selections. 



Research Questions 

The following research questions guided this study: 

1. What criteria do students use when selecting writing samples for an 

assessment portfolio? 

2. When presented with New Standards standards statements and 

asked to use those standards statements as criteria for selecting writing 

samples for their portfolios, are students able to understand the criteria well 

enough to produce and select writing samples for the assessment portfolios? 

3. Do students' self-assessments, as presented in entry slips, indicate 

the use of standards-based criteria in selecting writing samples for assessment 

portfolios. 

4. Do students who understand and use the criteria make correct 

selections for assessment portfolios? 

Limitations of the Study 

Although the New Standards language arts portfolio assessed reading, 

and oral language, this study focused only on the selection of writing 

. This was a study of twelve eighth grade students in three 

ms. Due to the small number of subjects, the results of this study are 

eralizable. The study included only students with above average 

s determined by the teachers. It also did not address the issue of what 

strategies should be used to impart the standards to the students, 

the study was limited to the selection criteria that students were able 

ulate in writing. The information from this study and the method of 

g student self-assessments were developed to inform research studies 

lis on instructional methodology. 
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Definition of Terms 

The following definitions were used in this study: 

1. Portfolio—A portfolio is a purposeful collection of student work 

selected through use of a criteria known to the student. 

2. Performance Standard—A performance standard is a description of 

how well a student must perform a given learning task. 

3. Content Standard-A content standard is a statement of what must 

be learned or demonstrated at a specific point in a student's schooling. 

4. Assessment—Assessment is the evaluation of the level of 

attainment of a performance standard. 

5. Scoring—Scoring is giving a particular ranking to a student 

performance or work sample using rubrics and benchmarks. 

6. Benchmark—A benchmark is an example of student work that meets 

a given standard. 

7. Rubric—A rubric is the description of a level of performance that is 

used with a benchmark to score a student performance. 

8. Self-Evaluation—Self-Evaluation is the metacognitive writing of a 

student which indicates the student's awareness of his or her own 

achievement and progress. Self-evaluation is sometimes referred to as self-

assessment or reflection. In this study, self-evaluation included the process of 

selecting a sample of work that provides evidence of achievement according 

to stated criteria. 

9. Entry~An entry is a sub-section of a portfolio. An entry might 

contain one or more pieces of work that provide evidence of achievement in 

one required element. For example, a student might compile an entry for 
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persuasive writing that includes one or more pieces of student work to 

exemplify achievement in persuasive writing. 

10. Entry slip—An entry slip is a form on which a student provides 

context for a piece selected for a portfolio. It is usually attached to the piece of 

work. This context can include the assignment, the nature of the work 

(individual, group, homework, test, etc.), the features of the work that meet 

the standard, and reasons for selection. It is a form of self-evaluation. 

10. Exhibit—The collections of entries that together provide evidence of 

achievement in a portfolio. An exhibit in writing might require, for example, 

evidence of ability to write several different types of writing (narrative, 

persuasive, informative), evidence of revision, and evidence of accurate use 

of the conventions of writing such as spelling, punctuation, and sentence 

structure. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This review of relevant literature considers three major topics which 

informed the study. The first section of the review of the literature considers 

the issue of national standards. The national standards debate provided a 

context for the study. Standards were being developed in a political climate 

that was controversial and variable. The next section reviews issue of 

portfolio assessment. Portfolio assessment is a part of a larger debate over 

alternative assessments and the perceived weaknesses of traditional 

standardized testing. New Standards, established to provide alternative 

assessments, is appropriately viewed in the larger context of assessment 

reform. The final topic addressed in this review of literature is the issue of 

self-evaluation. Alternately termed self-assessment or reflection, one 

constant feature of many portfolio systems is the inclusion of a student-

written assessment of the portfolio contents. 

National Standards 

This study was conducted at a time of a continuing national debate on 

the issue of national educational standards. The cover of the April 1,1996 

issue of U.S. News and World Report bore the banner headline "Dumb and 

Dumber, the Battle to Raise School Standards." In the cover-story article, 

"The Case For Tough Standards," the authors stated that while schools were 



10 

doing a better job than ever before, "...the vast majority of American students 

are still educated at too low a level"(p. 53). A 1994 study by Johnson and 

Immerwahr, First Things First What Americans Expect from the Public 

Schools, reported survey results that indicated that the American public 

supported raising academic standards in public schools. Sixty-one percent 

believed that academic standards are too low and 82% favor having clear 

guidelines for what should be taught and learned in every subject (p.15). The 

National Education Goals Panel Report (1994) states "The National 

Educational Goals Panel strongly supports the development of clear, rigorous 

content standards by states and local communities, and it believes that 

voluntary national standards are essential to this effort" (p.61). The report 

added that these standards should be voluntary, academic, world-class, 

developed from the bottom-up, useful and adaptable (pp. 61-62). 

One year after the publication of the Goals Panel report, the survival of 

the Goals Panel itself was doubtful. The Goals Panel, a part of the overall 

Goals 2000 legislation, was proposed in the report of the National Council on 

Education Standards and Testing as a response to the interest expressed by 

state governors in national standards and assessments. A report to Congress 

from the National Council on Education Standards and Testing, Raising 

Standards For American Education, was published in 1992. In this report, the 

council recommended standards for students, schools, and school systems. 

"Student standards include specification of the content-what students should 

know and be able to do—and the level of performance that students are 

expected to attain-how good is good enough" (p.3). The response to national 

standards and assessments within the education community was exciting. 

One publication, Educational Leadership, published three thematic issues on 
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the topic of standards (Feb. 1991, Feb. 1993, March 1995). By June of 1995, 

Anne C. Lewis was able to state that "the notion of national standards for 

what students learn in public school is the hottest item in education reform 

today" (p.745). Among the key points Lewis made in an overview of the 

standards movement were the following: 

1. While in the past we have had de facto national standards set by text 

book publishers and tests, the current debate is about much higher standards. 

2. The Goals 2000 legislation requires state initiatives to develop 

systems of standards and assessments rather than the creation of a national 

test. 

3. All students are included in the standards movement. The 

re-authorization of ESEA mandates that "students who receive Title I services 

meet the same standards as those the state sets for all students" (p.746). 

4. Performance standards being developed focus on applying 

knowledge. 

5. Most content and performance standards have been written by 

subject-matter organizations using federal grants. The American History 

standards were revised due to controversial content, and the English 

language arts standards writing grant was canceled after the Department of 

Education officials expressed dissatisfaction with the early drafts. (They 

focused more on process and not enough on content.) 

6. To qualify for a Goals 2000 grant and to receive Title I funds, a state 

must agree to develop and implement higher standards. 

7. The body that was originally supposed to provide expertise for 

standards setting and certify state standards, The National Education 
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Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC), was never appointed due to 

political concern about federal control of local education. 

In March of 1996, forty state governors and forty-nine businessmen met 

in Palisades, NY to discuss elevating national educational standards. In mid-

May of 1996 the National Governors Conference created an organization to 

serve as a clearing house for standards and assessment (Lawton, 1996). 

However, as Diegmueller and Lawton (1996) report, the standards based 

reform issue remained politically controversial. 

Controversy concerning the standards setting movement, Lewis 

explains, came from the unfortunate association of the standards movement 

with OBE (outcomes based education). The vague, unmeasurable, affective 

goals of some OBE documents were politically unpopular. Some critics of 

OBE reacted negatively to the idea of national assessments and standards, 

(p.748) Other critics included Ted Sizer who was concerned that the standards 

movement would result in test-driven instruction (Lewis, 1995). 

O'Neil (1993) viewed the writing of voluntary standards for school 

content as relatively uncontroversial, but noted that the standards movement 

has drawn criticism (pp. 5-6). Among the questions of the critics were these: 

1. Should standards apply equally to all students when there are 

variances in opportunity to learn and in light of the history of American 

education which has never committed to having all students attain high 

standards? 

2. What will be done to address the basic inequities among schools 

since Congress is reluctant to legislate school delivery standards? 

3. Will the new tests look so much like the old tests that efforts to meet 

higher standards are diluted? 
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Among those advising caution in the move towards standards was 

Eisner (1993) who was concerned that standards not be seen as a panacea in 

the absence of evidence that standards will improve schools. "I believe that 

we would do far better to pay more attention to the quality of our workplace 

and to the character of our teaching than to display such preoccupations with 

standards" (p.23). Grandal (1995) argued that the caliber of the standards that 

are adopted will determine their effectiveness as agents for school reform. He 

maintained that, among other considerations, high-quality standards must 

focus on academics, be specific and rigorous, combine knowledge and skills, 

and contain multiple achievement levels. There was also little evidence that 

the development of national content and performance standards was having 

an effect on local schools. ASCD reported that districts and states were using 

content standards published by the various subject matter groups more as a 

resource than a blueprint (Willis, 1994). Districts were "only slightly 

influenced" by national standards when writing local curriculum documents 

(p.6). 

While the development and adoption of national standards 

weredebated by policy makers, New Standards proceeded to publish content 

and performance standards for math, English language arts, science, and 

applied learning and to develop performance assessments that matched the 

standards. The standards published by New Standards were designed to be 

used in conjunction with the content standards published by subject-matter 

associations such as the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics. In the 

spring of 1996, the National Council of Teachers of English and the 

International Reading Association published English Language arts 

Standards. New Standards selected content standards that "are essential and 



14 

are amenable to assessment" (New Standards, 1995, p. 2). Performance 

standards established by New Standards had two elements. The first element 

was a description of what students should know and the ways that they can 

demonstrate that knowledge. The second element provided examples of 

student work that illustrated the meaning of the content and performance 

statements with commentary that explicitly stated how the content and 

performance descriptions were demonstrated in the example (p.3). The 

assessment component that accompanied the standards contained two parts. 

The first was a portfolio of work that a student completed over a period of 

time with opportunities for revision. The portfolio was complemented by 

examinations, known as reference exams, that students completed in an on-

demand performance. All elements of the assessment program were based 

on content standards. After the publication of a consultation draft for critical 

review in the fall of 1995, New Standards published the final draft of their 

content and performance standards in the fall of 1996. 

Portfolio Assessment 

Portfolios are both a new and an old educational trend. Teachers have 

for years kept work samples or required semester notebooks containing class 

assignments and projects as a part of course requirements. Advocates of the 

writing process movement encouraged teachers to keep folders of each 

student's work and document growth by analyzing these samples (Atwell, 

1987; Calkins, 1986). These writing folders were not portfolios since a folder 

typically contained all the writing a student didduring the course rather than 

pieces selected for some purpose. A portfolio is usually described as a 

collection of student work generated over time, usually the time span of a 
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grade or course. Portfolios usually contain work that is student-generated 

rather than teacher designed work sheets or textbook pages. The portfolio 

differs primarily from a traditional work folder in the area of purpose. Items 

are placed in a portfolio for a specific purpose using a criteria for selection. 

This difference between a folder and a portfolio was described in the account 

of the Pittsburgh PROPEL project. Writing folders containing all of a 

student's work were replaced with portfolios which contained specifically 

selected pieces and self-assessments (Howard, 1990; LeMahieu, Eresh, & 

Wallace, 1992). 

Since 1990, interest in portfolios and portfolio assessment has grown. 

The National Writing Project publications such as The Quarterly began 

publishing articles about portfolios and designing staff development 

programs to introduce teachers to portfolios (Camp, 1990; Smith & Murphy, 

1992), and several books were published to help teachers implement 

portfolios in language arts classrooms (Glazer & Brown, 1993; Graves & 

Sunstein, 1992; Murphy & Smith, 1992; Tierney, Carter, & Desai, 1991; Yancy, 

1992). Most of these books contained authored chapters about implementing 

or evaluating portfolios in language arts classrooms and emphasize student 

self-reflection, selection, and ownership of portfolios. While most of these 

publications targeted K-12 teachers, two other volumes considered portfolio 

assessment in the university (Belanoff and Dickson, 1991; Black, Daiker, 

Sommers, & Sty gall, 1994). 

Portfolios had popular support among teachers who provide anecdotal 

and testimonial evidence of their instructional value. For example, Roberta 

Camp (1990) of the Educational Testing Service listed benefits of portfolios in 

writing classroom, (a) The focus was on student growth or learning, reducing 
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the emphasis on correctness, (b) Portfolios were long term and provided 

sustained student interest and effort, (c) Portfolios allowed students to look 

back at their products and the processes that they used to produce the 

products, (d) Portfolios promote active learning and workshop 

environments (p.11). Herman and Winters (1994) noted that: 

Professional literature and national conference agendas extol the 

potential benefits of portfolios for teaching, learning, and assessment— 

particularly compared with traditional multiple-choice tests. Although 

initial findings favor portfolio assessments, the challenges lie in 

assuring technical quality, equity, and feasibility for large-scale 

assessment purposes (p.48). 

Concurrent with increased interest in the instructional use of 

portfolios was increased interest in using portfolios for assessment. Some 

portfolio proponents were concerned, however, that large scale assessment of 

portfolios would undermine their instructional integrity. At the first 

meeting of teachers piloting New Standards portfolios in the fall of 1993, the 

most heated debate was not about whether portfolios could be assessed 

nationally, but rather about whether they should be (Shambaugh, 1995). Case 

(1994) described the classroom benefits of portfolios and then stated a concern 

that "Once standards are defined by an outside authority, collaboration is 

minimized and the importance of the student's own goals and assessment of 

learning diminishes" (p.46). However, given the advantages of authentic 

assessment over standardized tests, she stipulated that institutionalized 

portfolios could retain classroom benefits if students were "made aware of all 

the ways which their work would be judged" (p. 47). That is, students must 

understand the criteria that will be used to judge their portfolios by readers 
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outside their classroom as well as they understand the criteria used by the 

classroom teacher. 

Peter Elbow (1991) in his foreword to Belanoff and Dickson's Portfolios: 

Process and Product noted the irony that "portfolio assessment is the kind of 

assessment that seems to suit people who are ambivalent or even hostile to 

assessment" (p. xi). Huot (1994) reviewed the popularity of portfolio 

assessment as evidenced by articles and conferences devoted to portfolios and 

stated that this popularity was striking "considering that portfolios are more 

expensive and cumbersome to work with than conventional direct writing 

assessment../'(p.326). Hout dealt with concerns for validity and reliability in 

assessment by allowing that these concerns could be satisfied, but perhaps at 

the expense of losing the pedagogical value that make portfolios so popular 

with teachers. "We should, then, guard against outside pressures dictating 

what these portfolios and our curriculum will look like in the future. We 

must resist against the corruption of portfolios for testing purposes, while at 

the same time insist upon their value as an authentic description of students' 

growth as writers" (p.330). 

To understand this interest in using portfolio assessment to 

supplement or replace current assessment practices in spite of its advocates' 

misgivings, a reader must look to literature on alternative assessment. The 

title of an article in the April 1993 Journal of Reading "Student Portfolios: 

Opportunities for a Revolution in Assessment" (Calfee & Perfumo, 1993) was 

an example of the views of some educators who desired assessment 

techniques that more closely reflected their beliefs about sound instructional 

practice. Rothman (1995) traced the history of standardized testing in U.S. 

education since the Boston School Committee examination designed by 
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Horace Mann (pp. 33-49). He cited five specific limitations of norm-

referenced tests: 

1. "Presenting a student's performance only in comparison to that of 

other students says little about the skills and knowledge a student has 

attained." 

2. "Because students need only choose an answer, not construct it, we 

do not know whether they possess the knowledge and skills the 

question was designed to tap or simply guessed well." 

3. Security procedures "hide from students and their parents the 

knowledge and skills the students are expected to demonstrate and to 

hide from students and teachers their corrected work. All they get back 

is the score." 

4. "Even if a student performed in the seventy-fifth percentile—that is 

better than three-fourths of the norm group—we do not know how 

good that is"(p.54). 

5. "Because most publishers set norms only about once every seven 

years—it is too costly to do it more often they say—schools' test scores 

can rise each year while the norms stay the same. The result: 

everybody can be above average"(p. 55). 

Resnick and Resnick (1991) contended that two errors inherent in most 

standardized testing make it inappropriate for assessing what they referred to 

as the "thinking curriculum." First traditional standardized tests assumed 

that skills could be broken down into component parts, and second they 

assumed that knowledge could be taken out of the context in which it 

wasapplied (p. 59). Applebee (1994) in his review of English language arts 

assessment also argued for assessments that were "contextualized 
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performances" (p.45) and suggested that "traditional assessment tasks ignore 

process-related skills that have become the conventional wisdom in literacy 

instruction" (p.41). Herman (1992) summarized the criticisms of traditional 

standardized testing by describing the negative influence on program quality 

that was the result of narrowing the curriculum to basic skills subjects (p.74). 

After reviewing weaknesses of standardized testing for literacy 

assessment, Applebee (1994) stated that portfolios offered the opportunity to 

"examine classroom-based samples of literate behavior in reading and 

writing, chosen by the student and teacher to represent a broader spectrum of 

performance than can ever be sampled in an examination situation" (p.44). 

Viechnicki, Barbour, Shaklee, Rohrer, & Amrose (1993) reported positive 

classroom effects on teacher behavior from the use of portfolios including 

better understanding of student achievement and increased professionalism 

and empowerment. 

While there are many critics of traditional assessments, other 

researchers were concerned about the validity and reliability of alternative 

assessments. A number of writers cautioned against the use of alternative 

assessments before technical issues were resolved ( Baker, 1993; Bracy, 1993; 

Harnisch, 1994; Messick, 1994; Moss, et al., 1992; Reckase, 1995). Applebee 

(1994) compared these concerns with the concerns that were characteristic of 

the early use of direct writing assessment and stated that issues of 

psychometric precision will be solved. While early experience with scoring 

portfolios have not yielded reliable scores, Applebee contended that"There is 

every reason to expect that the rating of portfolios will see improvements 

similar to those that have occurred in the scoring of direct writing 

assessments" (p.45). 
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In April of 1996 the U. S. Department of Education National Center for 

Educational Statistics publishedTec/zmcfl/ Issues in Large-Scale Performance 

Assessment. This report surveyed the state-of-the-art practices in large scale 

performance assessment with an emphasis on the technical issues such as 

validity, generalizability, and comparability. This publication indicated 

popular interest and concern for solving the technical problems so that 

assessments such as large-scale portfolio assessment become feasible 

alternatives for educational policy makers. 

Self-Assessment 

In a synthesis of research on assessment, Herman (1992) maintained 

that good assessment was based on current learning theory. Specifically, 

"according to cognitive researchers, meaningful learning is reflective, 

constructive, and self-regulated" (p.75). The ability to engage in 

metacognition, or thinking about thinking, is one skill that a student can 

demonstrate in a portfolio. Some constructivist educators advocated 

portfolios because of this opportunity for students to engage in 

metacognition. Most portfolio systems endorsed student selection of items 

for the portfolio and student-written reflections or evaluations of the 

portfolio contents. According to Kitt (1993) "In addition to the cognitive 

benefits of providing students opportunities for constructing their own 

knowledge, such activities allow students to have a sense of intellectual 

ownership and a better understanding of oneself and one's own abilities" 

(p. 43). Portfolios provided a useful tool for students to monitor their own 

performances. Costa (1989) believed that assessment should engage students 

in assessing their own progress and establishing on-going learning goals. 
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Justice and Marienau (1988) described the importance of self-assessment skills 

for adult learners. 

Evidence that reflection or self-assessment was useful for learners came 

from studies of competent performance. According to Bransford and Vye 

(1989), studies comparing expert and novice performers in a variety of tasks 

indicated that experts are more likely to self-monitor. These authors suggest 

that coaches (teachers) must model and instruct students in reflection so that 

they could internalize the thinking processes used by expert performers 

(p.197). Greer (1995) cited studies of portfolio rating variance within a single 

classroom. When students were interviewed about the work in the portfolio, 

students with the better portfolios were able to articulate the criteria for 

placing items in the portfolio and able to assess their work using those criteria 

(p. 28). 

In a report on the Arts PROPEL project in Pittsburgh, LeMahieu, Eresh, 

& Williams (1992) listed benefits of engaging students in metacognitive 

processes in portfolios. The portfolio self-assessment: 

1. focuses students' attention on major ideas and significant processes 

rather than on the final product alone; 

2. provides an ongoing process wherein students are able to practice 

and revise to accomplish good work; 

3. supports a collaborative as well as an individual enterprise, that is 

students learn from peer reviews, gain from reviewing samples of other 

students' work, and benefit from consulting with teachers and mentors, 

4. leads beyond the discovery of "how someone else thought you did.' 

but includes an opportunity to learn about setting worthwhile and 
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challenging goals, formulating and using appraisals of one's own work as 

well as those offered by others. 

5. offers the opportunity to explore valuable learning outcomes that go 

well beyond those measured by traditional testing programs; and 

6. represents a meaningful and interesting challenge in itself, one that 

provokes the strongest performance possible from students (p.ll). 

Camp (1992), also describing the Pittsburgh portfolio assessment 

program, emphasized that reflection allowed students to improve 

performance by using past experiences (performances) to improve subsequent 

ones (p.61). Murphy and Smith (1992) wrote "Given the opportunity to 

reflect on their writing, students are capable of sophisticated observations and 

bold truths. They are also capable, many of them, of taking charge of their 

own writing" (p.38). Murphy and Smith viewed the reflective essay as an 

opportunity for students to "view themselves as writers, not in the abstract, 

but in relation to a body of work that they are presenting" (p.47). Tierney, 

Carter, & Desai (1991) stated that self-assessment was one of the "least 

developed areas of reading and writing programs"(p.l09). Teachers often 

recognized the need to teach students self-assessment skills when they begin 

portfolio work. Swales- Barry (1995), Metzler (1995), and Saez (1995) described 

in the February 1995 issue of Voices from the Middle about methods to 

engage middle school students in self-assessment. 

Most of the work on self-assessment, reflection, and student ownership 

assumes that students understood the criteria that governed the selection of 

pieces for a portfolio. However, studies on how students actually select pieces 

for their portfolios were not available. Some writers such as Tierney, Carter, 

& Desai (1991) contended that student ownership and the need to customize 
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portfolios to each student precluded criteria prescribed by outside institutions 

(p.110). New Standards, in contrast, prescribed very specific portfolio contents 

and required students to select pieces for a portfolio based on criteria totally 

imposed from outside the classroom (Spalding, 1995, p. 221). The benefit of 

standardizing portfolio contents was to increase the probability of generating 

reliable and generalizable scores (Moss, et al. 1992, p.13). According to Reckase 

(1995), reliability of portfolio rating require that "entries need to measure the 

same thing" (p.14). Therefore, to assess portfolios using a standardized scale, 

or rubric, the portfolios must contain similar items. The intention of New 

Standards was to combine the instructional benefit for students of self-

assessment and selection with the psychometric needs of a standardized 

portfolio for reliable and valid scoring, However, during the course of the 

field trial, the role of self-assessment as a part of the portfolio assessment 

changed. In the first year of the field trial (1994-95 school year) students were 

asked to write a cover letter for the portfolio and a self-composed entry slip 

for each entry. The second year of the field trial (1995-96) modified the self-

reflective component. The cover letter was replaced with a reflective essay 

that was a separate entry for the portfolio. Instead of self-composed entry 

slips, students were given a standardized set of entry slips. The amount of 

writing that students were required to do on these entry slips was reduced to 

several sentences. Sally Hampton, Managing Director of Language Arts 

Assessment for New Standards, said that the standardized entry slips with the 

reduced requirement for student self-assessment were a response to teacher 

concerns that the original cover letters and entry slips required too much 

additional writing for the students and that students were often unprepared 

to effectively write them (Hampton, 1996). 
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Conclusion 

Dissatisfaction with traditional assessment instruments, constructivist 

learning theories, political controversy, school reform initiatives, and teacher 

and student empowerment were issues concerning educational communities 

at the time of this study. New Standards combined standards-setting with 

performance assessment. The assessment system based on these standards 

included portfolios, and one feature of the New Standards portfolio 

assessment was student selection of pieces for the portfolio. 

Although there have been a few studies of student self-assessments in 

portfolios, these studies generally have examined the types of self-evaluative 

statements that appear in cover letters. The criteria for selecting pieces have 

been often been personal for the student or established by the teacher. This 

study examined the explanations students gave for their selection of pieces for 

their portfolios when they were presented with external criteria in the form 

of content and performance standards. It sought to determine criteria that 

students actually used when selecting examples of their writing for an 

assessment portfolio; the ability that students demonstrated to understand 

and apply statements of standards to their own work; and the frequency in 

which students who understood the standards made correct selections for the 

portfolio. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Site of the Study 

The site of this study was an urban school district in the Southwestern 

United States. The school district was one of the original district partners of 

New Standards and had participated in piloting and field testing performance 

tasks as well as portfolios. Specifically, the study focused on students in three 

8th grade language arts classrooms who were participating in the second year 

of an portfolio assessment field trial. These students and classes were chosen 

because they were representative of students who have had, through 

participation in the portfolio field trial, the opportunity to use national 

standards to create language arts portfolios for the New Standards assessment. 

The common feature of the three selected classrooms was that the 

teachers participated in the first year of the field trial and participated in 

workshops and scoring conferences. The teachers volunteered to be a part of 

the field trial and received staff development in the use of portfolios for 

instruction and assessment. During the first year of the field trial, these 

teachers' students produced successful portfolios and the teachers 

enthusiastically volunteered to continue with the second year of the field 

trial. 

The school settings were otherwise quite different. The first site, school 

A, a "choice" middle school, drew students from all district attendance zones. 
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The school was in its third year of existence as an applied learning school. 

The organizing principle of the school was that content is best learned 

through long-range, complex, student-centered projects. Student assessment 

is through narrative reports, portfolio conferences, and project presentations. 

The teacher-director (campus administrator) and her students were a part of 

the pilot year of the New Standards Portfolio Assessment project and the 

commitment to portfolio assessment was shared by the entire faculty. In 

addition, students were grouped so that they had the same teachers for two or 

three years. The 8th grade language arts students were using the New 

Standards portfolios for the second year. 

The second classroom, located in an inner-city middle school, served a 

predominately African-American student population. This was school B. 

The students in the 8th grade language arts class were among the higher 

achieving students in the school. The instructional program for this class was 

based on the reading-writing workshop (Atwell, 1987), and students were 

given many opportunities to read and write whole texts. The teacher was 

participating in the field trial for her second year, but the students were new 

to portfolios. 

The third classroom was located in school C which drew students from 

one of the more affluent neighborhoods in the school district. This also was a 

class for high achieving students. The teacher of this class frequently 

presented workshops for other teachers on the teaching of writing and the use 

of portfolios. The students in this class were new to portfolio assessment and 

the standards documents. 

The selection of these three classrooms was purposeful. The intent of 

the researcher was to work with students who were likely to be successful 
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with the task of using the standards of New Standards as criteria to select 

work for their portfolios. The researcher and the teacher of each class selected 

five students in each class who had the potential to assemble portfolios that 

would meet the writing standards. These students were also considered to be 

capable of articulating their selection criteria by writing accurate and 

insightful entry slips. Of these five students, four were included in the study 

and the fifth served as an alternate to replace an original subject who 

transferred from the school or the class. In fact, none of the alternates were 

included in the study. This study examined the criteria these twelve students 

used to select pieces for their portfolios when they were presented with 

external criteria in the form of content and performance standards. If capable 

students in classes with strong teachers were able to use standards to select 

work for a portfolio, then research and staff-development efforts should be 

used to create optimum conditions for all students. If, however, such 

students were not able or willing to use standards as criteria for selection, the 

concept of a standards-based portfolio assessments that provides for student 

selection of entries should be reconsidered. 

A second purpose for selecting these classes was to have a mix of 

students who have worked with the portfolios and standards for one year 

previous to the study (those in school A) and students who are new to the 

process (those in schools B and C). The students also represented able 

students in different parts of a large school district. While this study did not 

attempt to present a representative sampling of students in the school district, 

the twelve selected included students of different genders, ethnic groups and 

economic status. For this reason, schools included in the study were located 

in different neighborhoods and the researcher assumed that gender, ethnicity, 
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and economic status would not be a factor in student success in selecting 

items for standards-based portfolios. 

Data Collection 

This study was conducted during the course of one scholastic year. 

Twelve students in three classes were the subjects of the study. Writing 

samples were collected in the course of the students' participation in the 

second year of a two-year field trial of the New Standards language arts 

assessment portfolio. The students were in the eighth grade during the study. 

Eight of the students were female. Seven were African-American and five 

were Caucasian. They attended middle school in three different 

neighborhoods of an urban school district. The teachers were experienced 

language arts teachers who had received training in using portfolios for 

instruction and assessment. 

Participation in the New Standards Portfolio Field Trial enabled the 

teachers and students to work with explicit portfolio content and criteria. 

Portfolio materials, including exhibit requirements and entry slips arrived in 

the classrooms in mid-November. The language arts portfolio consisted of 

exhibits in reading, writing, and speaking, viewing, and listening. Each 

exhibit consisted of several entries. The writing exhibit requirements 

specified kinds of writing students must submit in the portfolio. The Middle 

Grades English Language Arts Portfolio (National Council on Education and 

the Economy, 1995) provided entry slips for six kinds of writing: response to 

literature, writing in a literary genre, a narrative account, a narrative 

procedure, a report, and a persuasive essay. In addition, students were asked 

to provide entries that showed evidence of writing conventions and the use 

of processes and strategies for writing. These various entries composed the 
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writing exhibit of the portfolio. Entry slips were provided for students to 

attach to each writing sample. (See Appendix A.) The entry slips had two 

purposes. The first was to guide the student in selecting the appropriate piece 

of writing for the entry. The entry slip did this by listing the major points in 

the rubric that would be used to score the entry. In addition, the entry slip 

allowed the student to provide information about the circumstances of 

performance that would help the person who scored the entry understand the 

context of the writing of the piece. Students were asked to briefly describe the 

assignment and were able to check off such information as whether the piece 

was written for homework or in class, whether the student had received 

teacher or peer feedback, whether it was a group or individual project, and 

whether it was a first draft or had been revised. Finally, the entry slip asked 

the students to explain why the piece of writing was a good piece of evidence 

for their ability to write the specific kind of writing. Using these entry slips, 

then, the students had before them the criteria that they were to use to select 

writing pieces for their portfolios throughout the spring semester. As a part 

of the portfolio field trial, New Standards developed scoring protocols that 

included rubrics that would enable the portfolios to be scored by the 

classroom teacher or at a central scoring event conducted by the district or the 

state. The rubrics enabled consistent scoring of the portfolios so that 

performances could be compared from classroom to classroom within a 

district. 

Teachers provided students with copies of these entry slips and worked 

with the students to enable them to understand the criteria that they were to 

use in selecting pieces for the portfolio. However, teachers placed the 

responsibility of selecting the writing samples on the students. 
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The following work samples were taken from the twelve students in 

the study: 

1. An initial assignment which asked them to tell what should be 

considered in placing three kinds of writing~a story, a report, and a 

persuasive essay—in a portfolio. 

2. An analysis of three pieces of writing submitted to the students 

telling whether each piece should be selected for a portfolio. 

3. Two pieces of writing selected for the portfolio with an explanation 

of why the piece should be included. Students were asked to submit two of 

the following three kinds of writing—persuasive, narrative, or informative. 

4. Two pieces of writing, one of which they were placing in their 

portfolio and the other which they were not submitting. They were asked to 

write an explanation about why one was of sufficient quality to submit in the 

portfolio and the other one was not. 

5. A final assignment requiring similar responses as the initial 

assignment. 

These student-written responses were analyzed to discover 

information relevant to the problem of the study, the criteria students would 

use to select writing samples for the New Standards portfolio. The students in 

this study were considered by their teachers to be highly motivated and able 

students. They all passed the 8th grade state mandated test in reading and 

writing. Four of the twelve were experienced portfolio keepers, having been 

in a two-year portfolio program at their school. All three teachers had at least 

two years experience working with portfolios; and all were experienced 

writing teachers. These students in these classrooms could be expected to 
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select appropriate writing samples for their writing exhibits using the 

published criteria. 

Instruments 

One purpose of this study was to develop an instrument that could be 

used to catalogue the criteria that students used to select pieces of their work 

for portfolios. This instrument was developed through the analysis of the 

student responses to the prompts and consisted of a set of categories that 

could be used to label student justifications for including a piece of writing in 

a portfolio. Stated more specifically, student responses to the prompts were 

analyzed by (a) identifying categories of responses using the constant 

comparison method and (b) tallying the number of responses in each 

category. Categories were developed post-facto, based on actual responses of 

the students. A final set of ten sub-categories were determined through the 

analysis process detailed in the next section of this chapter. 

Data Analysis 

There were three kinds of data analysis. First, the student responses 

were analyzed to determine the criteria that the students stated that they used 

to select portfolio pieces. Second, the writing samples themselves were scored 

using the rubrics used by New Standards to score the portfolios. Finally, a 

comparison was made of the papers that the students selected to include or 

not include in the portfolios with the scores the papers received to determine 

if students were correct in their assessments of their work. 

A procedure for analyzing narrative material is described by Miles and 

Huberman (1994). The discourse analysis procedures discussed on page 57 
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were modified slightly for the study. The researcher typed student responses 

using a word processing program, segmented the responses into semantic 

units, and then labeled each unit. The labels were descriptive and were 

derived inductively from the student responses. Although there was no 

"start list" of labels (p.58), the researcher began with the theoretical 

framework of persistence-related criteria and content-related criteria described 

by Greer (1995). She found that: 

Students at all levels can articulate criteria to evaluate 

pieces of work; however, lower achieving students are 

more likely to select persistence-related criteria, while 

higher achieving students are more likely to select content-

related criteria. For example, lower achieving students 

are more likely to report that criteria to evaluate 

a piece of work should include hard work, working 

a long time, doing their best and/or working neatly. 

While higher achieving students might include 

some of these criteria, they are more likely to include 

criteria that relate to accuracy of content, fidelity to a 

scoring guide, and complexity or subject matter, (p.7) 

For the purpose of this study, persistence-related criteria were labeled 

personal standards since they did not refer to the criteria that would be used 

by outside evaluators to judge the portfolio. The criteria labeled content-

related by Greer were initially labeled public standards since they related to 

the nationally published criteria of New Standards. 

A total of 96 student responses were categorized. These responses 

ranged in length from several paragraphs to a bulleted list of three to five 
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items. Since the prompts were open-ended, there were no instructions to the 

students about how long their responses should be or in what format. All 

student papers were assigned an identifying code that indicated the school. 

For example, the four students at the first school were identified as students 

Al, A2, A3 and A4. 

Figure 1 Subject Identification 

Student Gender Ethnicity 
Al 
Al 
A3 
A4 

Male Caucasian 
Male African-American 
Female Caucasian 
Male Caucasian 

B1 
B2 
B3 
B4 

Female African-American 
Female African-American 
Female African-American 
Female African-American 

CI 
C2 
C3 
C4 

Female Caucasian 
Female Caucasian 
Male African-American 
Female African-American 

Categorizing began after the collection of the initial samples. Two 

readers collaborated to read and determine categories for the initial responses. 

Both readers were experienced language arts specialists who also had 

experience in large-scale, holistic writing assessment. Both readers had been 

associated with New Standards for five years and had participated in the 
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teacher training for the portfolio field trial provided by the district New 

Standards office. The following procedures were used: 

1. Each response was divided into semantic units. These units could 

be a sentence, clause, phrase, or, in case of a list, a single word. 

2. The responses were initially placed into two categories-persistence-

related and content-related (Greer, 1995) responses. 

3. Descriptive labels were designed for sub-categories. 

4. The two readers added sub-categories and refined the labels as the 

responses were compared, one student's response to another's. 

5. This process continued until agreement was reached between the 

two readers on the labels for the responses. These labels became the 

preliminary sub-categories. 

As the subsequent responses were received and analyzed, the principal 

investigator added sub-categories, revised the labels, and combined sub-

categories using the constant-comparative method described by Lincoln and 

Guba (1985, p.339). As the sub-categories changed, previously coded samples 

were re-coded (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 61). Each sub-category was 

operationalized by the selection of examples that illustrated typical student 

responses that should be placed in the sub-category. When the final set of 

sub-categories were determined, a second reader reviewed a sampling of the 

papers to verify the labels by independently labeling the student responses. 

The second reader's sub-categories were then compared with the principal 

investigator's labels. Where there were questions or disagreements on the 

labels, the final label was assigned after discussion and consensus between the 

two readers. After all student responses were labeled, tabulations of the 

number of responses in each sub-category and the number of students who 



35 

reported each sub-category were computed. Figure 2 illustrates the labels that 

were assigned to sample student responses. Note: All student samples 

included in this report are uncorrected. Errors in spelling and punctuation 

represent the actual writing of the students. 

Figure 2 Examples of coding process 

Student CI 
personal 

This is a good piece of evidence because /I had to 
support support support support 

make up a plot, /conflict, /and setting, /at least one complex 
audience 

character (Wade Shaman), /catch the reader's attention,/ and 
support support support 

making dialogue/ and narrative action./ I did this by elaboration 
process 

/ and all of my editing. 

Student C4 
summary summary 

This paper had many good points,/but at the same time some 
effort (length) 

bad points. / One of the good points it has it was long enough to 
support support support 

make a point./ This paper had details, /reasons,/ and examples,/ but 
audience 

I believe that the facts they werent that convincing. /It was like this 
support audience 

student could give one good reason/ but nothing interesting to put with it. 

Student A4 
personal 

I choose this piece because it is one of my favorite pieces./ It is 
audience topic 

not only humorous,/but it has all of the content to make it a good 
audience support 

piece. / It engages the reader/ and establishes a position/and 
support audience 
argument. /The humor keeps it from being dull. 
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Student B2 
audience 

A Different Christmas was an interesting narrative account./ It was 
support support audience 

full of suspense/and feelings./ It kept my imagination wondering what was 
organization 

that they would get for Christmas./ If flow smoothly/and it included 
support support 

foreshadowing./ A Different Christmas had great elaboration on details./ It 
organization summary 

also stuck to the topic./ In conclusion, A Different Christmas was a well 

written narrative account. 

The final analysis used ten sub-categories of responses divided into the 

two categories, personal standards and public standards. 

The categories and sub-categories 

The following system of categories and sub-categories were used to 

analyze the student responses to the prompts. 

Personal Standards 

Personal standards refered to responses that expressed general 

satisfaction or criticism of the piece of writing unrelated to criteria that would 

be used to evaluate the portfolio. Kinds of statements that students used to 

express their personal standards were: 

1. Effort, Improvement, Length— These were statements that indicated that a 

student selected the piece because he/she worked hard on it, made several 

drafts of it, showed improvement in writing, wrote a certain length or spent 

time working on it. 

Examples: Improvement is very important. (Al) 

If it is too long people may not read it. (A3) 
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...I worked hard to make everything perfect (A3) 

2. Topic or subject of the piece—These statements indicated that the student 

selected the piece because the of topic. Other statements indicated that the 

piece was original, or uses imagination. 

Examples: It is unlike any other report in the class. (A3) 

I included this piece because it showed that I'm 

creative.(Bl) 

I choose this piece because it shows how people live that 

are poor and have to even help other people....(C4) 

I picked the report on a person to show how an 

interview worked. (C3) 

3. Process—These statements indicated that the student used a certain process 

to create the piece. These responses might refer to steps in the writing process 

or steps in doing research. 

Examples: Finally, I would want to make sure it is edited and 

revised. (Al) 

I wrote the rough draft and then revised and edited 

several times.(C2) 

I can tell that (the writer) has done a lot of research on 

this. (CI) 

To write a report I have to use my research skills. (B4) 

4. Personal Evaluation—These statements were often unqualified value 

judgments that a piece was or was not "good." These statements indicated 

personal satisfaction with the piece, or that the piece was representative of the 

student's work, or that the student was proud of the piece. 
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Examples: 

...if it is a all around good piece. (A2) 

•personal favorite (my favorite) (A3) 

As for myself, I love mysteries and horrors. (B4) 

This essay should be liked by the author and written very 

good. (C4) 

I feel that foreshadowing is one of the best writing tools 

used.(Al) 

I give this report a 3. (C3) 

I like it because it is bizarre....(Al) 

I am very proud of it. (A3) 

Public Standards 

Public standards refered to criteria that focused on the content or 

structure of the piece itself. They often reflected criteria that were used by 

outside evaluators or teachers to rate the piece of writing. They also included 

statements about the rhetorical features of various genres of writing. 

5. Genre/Purpose—These statements defined or gave examples of genre 

features or discussed the purpose of the piece of writing. Also included were 

statements about the quality of the information, for example the accuracy of 

information or the kinds of resources cited. 

Examples: Advertisements, petitions, and political speeches are 

examples of persuasive writing. (B2) 

Reports need to be informative...(B3) 

I believe this work is a good piece of evidence for this 

entry because it is a fictional narrative. (C4) 
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A report should present many different aspects 

and informational resources. (A3) 

6. Organization—These statements explained the component parts of the 

piece—introduction, body, conclusion, the effectiveness of the order of the 

statements within the piece, the transitions or general "flow" or the piece, 

staying on topic, or not including non-essential information. 

Examples: If it has all the parts that belong in it.(A2) 

You must have a method of how you are going to 

write the report so that everything will come together in 

the order that you want the reader to view it.(B3) 

Narratives need an introduction and a conclusion.(B4) 

Make sure it stays on topic. (C3) 

... it did a great job of varying its presentation style.(Al) 

...the advantages/disadvantages format was well done, 

(Al) 

The paper stuck to the topic and everything was in the 

right paragraph. (Bl) 

7. Audience-These were statements about effect of the piece on an audience. 

Included were statements of clarity or ease in reading. This sub-category 

included statements that implied an awareness of audience, saying a story is 

"interesting" or "exciting," for example. 

Examples: Most of my persuasive pieces are written to adult 

audiences so my papers need to address them in a way in 

which they will take me seriously. (Al) 

The key to persuasive writing is to practice at 

persuading people to believe a certain way.(B2) 
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Is everything made clear? (C2) 

It could be made a better piece by adding more dialogue 

on the exciting parts to more interest the reader 

more. (A2) 

The physical therapy report wasn't as interesting as I had 

expected.(B2) 

The humor keeps it from being dull. (A4) 

I wrote this to convince the reader to change 

their mind...(C2) 

8. Surface features—These were statements that commented on the 

effectiveness of the piece at the sentence or word level. The statements noted 

sentence structure, word choice, paragraphing, punctuation, or general 

correctness. 

Examples: I would try to spell the best I can. (Al) 

Commas are often used when they are not needed. (Al) 

I liked the words the writer used. (B3) 

The writing is a little too crimped so it's hard to 

read...(C2) 

The piece that was included had very good sentence 

structure and I feel it had a large vocabulary. (C3) 

9. Support/Development—These were statements that concerned the 

supporting information or rhetorical devices used to develop the piece. They 

were often genre-specific, for example, noting the setting or plot of a short 

story or the reasons and examples in a persuasive letter. 

Examples: The main thing I would look for is the amount of facts 

and figures I can incorporate into my paper. (Al) 
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I would look for rhetorical questions, examples, expert 

opinions, etc.(A4) 

In narrative writings there has to be a setting—time and 

place. (B3 

I would only suggest that you counter-argue your 

audience & support your arguments with a little more 

details. (CI) 

This is a good piece of evidence because I had to make up 

a plot, conflict, and setting and least one complex 

character.... (CI) 

I had to use a range of appropriate strategies such as 

comparing and contrasting, describing different parts of 

the school and its activities. (C3) 

10. External evaluation—These statements indicated that the piece was 

selected because of a grade that it was given or because it met the specifics of a 

rubric used to evaluate it. In the New Standards portfolio, rubrics were 

sometimes referred to by students as "entry slips." 

Examples: I believe that this paper fits all of the requirements in the 

entry slip, and he would probably make a 4. (C4) 

This piece was scored 4+ by our principal...(A3) 

I choose my how-to because I got a 4 and it was one of my 

TAAS assignments and is was one of the only 4's I 

ever made. (A2) 

I got a check on this paper.(C2) 

The way I choose between the two papers was a standards 

sheet on a exhibit paper. The paper had rules to go 
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by so I could choose the best paper to go to that 

exhibit. (C3) 

Some statements were coded as summary and were not tabulated. 

Summary statements were typically topic or concluding sentences. Examples 

of summary statements included: 

I will look at several things to determine which 

persuasive peace I will choose. (Al) 

A narrative account story is quite different.(C4) 

But all in all, I would like to say that this piece belongs in 

a portfolio.(A4) 

This paper had many good points, but at the same time 

some bad points.(C4) 

Two decisions were made early in the categorizing process. The first 

decision was that each unit would only receive one label. This compelled the 

readers to look at each response and determine one category that it most 

resembled. An example of a statement which might have received two labels, 

was the statement by student C4 cited above, "but I believe that the facts they 

werent that convincing." While this statement mentioned facts, a statement 

that was generally labeled as support, in this case the statement was labeled 

audience because the student is clearly commenting on the effect of the facts 

on the audience, not the use of the facts to support the argument. In each case 

the statements were categorized considering the context of the paragraph or 

the sentence rather than as an isolated word or phrase. The second decision 

was that some statements which were used only as examples or were a 

repetition of an immediately preceding statement were not tabulated. This 
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was to prevent skewing the percentages of comments in each category. An 

example is this sentence from student A4. 

It shows the point of view using mine, I and my and 

and tells characters, her/his mother, father, sister, and 

his/herself. Second, it sets the plot, being that she is 

only seeing two present under the tree on Christmas 

Eve. 

When assigning labels to these statements, the statements about point of 

view, characters, and plot were labeled as support/development. The other 

comments were clearly examples, not additional reasons. 

Several issues developed during the categorizing process. First, the 

initial division into persistence-related statements and content-related 

statements soon became inadequate for deciding to what extent students were 

using their own personal criteria and to what extent students were using the 

criteria imposed by New Standards. These students, unlike the ones in 

Greer's (1995) study, had a public standard in the form of the New Standards 

criteria before them as they were making their selections. In addition, the 

purpose of the New Standards portfolio was assessment. Therefore, the 

readers determined that the personal standards were those criteria not related 

to the assessment purposes of the portfolio. These personal criteria included 

the persistence-related judgments that Greer described as well as other criteria 

that students reported that were not related the New Standards portfolio 

assessment purposes. The New Standards criteria for the various kinds of 

writing centered on the features of audience, organization, and support, so 

these became the sub-categories of public standards. Features of general 

correctness such as spelling, punctuation, sentence structure, and general 
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precision in editing were also a required part of the writing exhibit in the 

portfolio. Students were asked to select one of their writing entries to be 

scored for style and general correctness. 

Also considered as a public standard was the sub-category of genre and 

purpose. There were several reasons for considering this a public standard. 

Students required an understand of genre features in order to select 

appropriate pieces for the exhibit. For example, students' understanding of 

the features of a narrative better enable them to produce and select a narrative 

for the portfolio. The final sub-category listed as a public standard was 

external evaluation. This was the last sub-category to emerge from the 

student responses as they did not appear in the responses to initial 

assignment. When the students reported that they selected a piece of work 

because it fit the rubric or received a certain grade, the readers concluded that 

the student was applying a standard that was more public than personal. 

The category of personal standards was expanded to include more than 

persistence-based responses. The first sub-category included all of the 

statements that related to the length, effort, or improvement of the work. 

The next sub-category, process, was at first considered a public standards sub-

category. However, closer examination of the student responses indicated 

that these responses were merely reporting the process used to produce the 

piece rather than serious analysis of the content or development of the piece. 

Thus, the comments were more related to effort. They were distinguished 

from the sub-category of effort because they were more precise and indicated 

more information about writing than the more general effort-related 

statements. For example, A3's statement, "I worked hard on this piece to 

make everything perfect," reports less knowledge about writing than C2's 
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statement, "I wrote the rough draft arid then revised and edited several 

times." In categorizing the student responses, these two sub-categories were 

easy to distinguish. 

The sub-category of topic was also initially determined to be a public 

standard. It became apparent as the analysis continued that the statements 

marked topic or subject were fairly generalized. They did not refer to any of 

the New Standards criteria, which are included either in the sub-category of 

support and development or in the sub-category of genre. These statements 

tended to indicate satisfaction because the topic itself was valued, not because 

of the way it was written. The distinction between personal standards and 

public standards became increasingly clear-cut to the readers as the sub-

categories emerged. The public standards were the criteria that students 

would most likely need to use in order to successfully select pieces for the 

writing exhibit in the portfolio. 

Scoring the Writing Samples: 

Forty-four student writing samples were scored using the rubrics 

supplied by New Standards. Four writing samples were collected from each 

student as a part of assignments three and four. Some students used a single 

piece of writing for two assignments. For example Student A1 used the story 

he selected in assignment three to tell why he selected it for the portfolio and 

then used the same story for assignment four to contrast it with a piece he did 

not select for his portfolio. 

Two readers independently scored each writing sample. The first 

reader was the administrator of the New Standards language arts assessment 

division. This reader was also a doctoral student in rhetoric at a local 
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university. The second reader was a retired language arts director for the 

school district. Each reader independently read and scored the student papers. 

Papers were scored on a four-point rubric, with scores of 3 or 4 "meeting the 

standard" or acceptable and scores of 2 or 1 being "not meeting the standard" 

or unacceptable. The scores of the first two readers had an inter-rater 

reliability ratio of .89. In considering the appropriateness of the selection of 

the piece for the portfolio, a score of a 4 or a score of 3 was considered 

appropriate. This is consistent with the portfolio scoring procedures used by 

New Standards. Therefore, the cut-score, or line between acceptable and not 

acceptable, was between the score of 3 and the score of 2. If the disagreement 

consisted of one reader giving a piece a score of 3 and the second reader giving 

the piece ascore of 2, then a third reader determined the score since the 

disagreement involved the cut score. The third reader was the principal 

investigator, a language arts specialist with eight years experience in holistic 

scoring and five years experience with New Standards. The third reader was 

used in two cases. These three readers are referred to in this section as the 

"expert readers." 

After the writing samples were scored, the expert readers' scores were 

compared with the students' selections to determine if the writing samples 

that the students selected were appropriate selections. If the student 

selections received a score of a 3 or a score of 4 by the expert readers, the 

selection was considered appropriate. 

The same two readers also scored the three writing samples supplied to 

students as a part of assignment two. The expert readers scored all three of 

these writing samples as appropriate for the portfolio. Student responses in 

assignment two were compared with the expert readers' ratings. The students 
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who wrote that these selections should be included in the portfolio agreed 

with the expert readers. 



CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

Introduction 

The problem that this study considered was to determine the criteria 

used by students to select writing samples for their New Standards Language 

Arts portfolios. Through analysis of student responses to prompts soliciting 

selection criteria, two major categories were established, public standards and 

personal standards. Ten sub-categories of selection criteria were identified 

from continued analysis of the student responses. In addition, student essays 

were evaluated using the New Standards criteria to determine if students 

were making successful selections. This data was tabulated and used to 

answer the research questions. 

The Research Questions 

This section of the study will respond to each of the research questions. 

1. What criteria do students use when selecting writing samples for an 

assessment portfolio? 

The criteria that the students used is summarized in the ten sub-

categories listed in chapter three. The responses were then tabulated to 

determine frequency of each category. The tabulated responses (figure 3) 
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indicate that some criteria were cited by students more frequently than others. 

The tabulated responses are reported as percentages of the total number of 

statements to allow for more meaningful comparison. Some prompts elicited 

shorter responses from students than others, and some students wrote longer 

responses than others; therefore the total number of statements varied. 

However, when frequency was computed as percentages, several conclusions 

could be drawn. The most obvious conclusion is that students consistently 

reported the use of more public standards than personal standards. The 

criteria that received the most mentions on all of the assignments were the 

sub-categories of support and audience. The number of students who 

mentioned a specific criterion was also tabulated. The number of students 

who mentioned each criterion varied with the assignment. In general, the 

higher percentages correlated with the higher number of students reporting 

that criterion. 

Figure 3 Frequency of reported categories and sub-categories 

Assignment I 

Sub-category Percentage of statements Number of 

1. Effort 3% 3 

2. Topic 4% 6 

3. Process 8% 5 

4. Personal 6% 4 

5. Genre 16% 6 

6. Organization 6% 5 

7. Audience 18% 11 
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8. Surface 

9. Support 

10. External 

Sub-category 

2% 

37% 

0 

Assignment II 

Percentage of Statements 

4 

12 

0 

Number of 

Students 

1. Effort 

2. Topic 

3. Process 

4. Personal 

5. Genre 

6. Organization 

7. Audience 

8. Surface 

9. Support 

10. External 

Sub-category 

1% 2 

2% 4 

1% 2 

9% 10 

1% 2 

17% 11 

13% 9 

9% 6 

46% 12 

1% 2 

Assignment III 

Percentage of Statements Number of 

Students 

1. Effort 

2. Topic 

3. Process 

4. Personal 

5. Genre 

6. Organization 

7. Audience 

8% 

14% 

7% 

5% 

3% 

5% 

17% 

6 

8 

5 

3 

3 

4 

10 
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8. Surface 3% 2 

9. Support 38% 8 

10. External 0 1 

Assignment IV 

Sub-category Percentage of comments Number of 

students 

1. Effort 8% 5 

2. Topic 9% 2 

3. Process 7% 4 

4. Personal 2% 2 

5. Genre 3% 3 

6. Organization 6% 4 

7. Audience 10% 5 

8. Surface 7% 3 

9. Support 32% 8 

10. External 15% 5 

Assignment V 

Sub-category Percentage of comments Number of 

students 

1. Effort 8% 5 

2. Topic 9% 2 

3. Process 6% 4 

4. Personal 2% 2 

5. Genre 3% 3 

6. Organization 6% 4 
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7. Audience 10% 5 

8. Surface 6% 3 

9. Support 32% 8 

10. External 15% 5 

Some differences were apparent when comparing the individual 

assignments. For example, when discussing their own writing in 

assignments three and four, fewer students mentioned support than when 

they were writing about someone else's writing in assignment two or in 

responses that did not refer to specific pieces of writing, such in assignments 

one and five. On assignment four, in which students were distinguishing 

between two pieces of their own writing, the fewest students reported using 

the criterion of audience. In the personal standards category, the criterion of 

effort was reported more frequently on the last three assignments. The 

significance of these differences could be explored in another study. For this 

study, it is important to note that both the number of students and the 

percentage of reported use of the criteria verify that students consistently 

reported more use of public standards than personal standards in explaining 

their portfolio selections. 

2. When presented with New Standards standards statements and 

asked to use those standards as criteria for selecting writing samples for their 

portfolios, are students able to understand the criteria well enough to produce 

and select writing samples for the assessment portfolios? 

Since the New Standards portfolio materials, including entry slips and 

exhibit requirements, were available to students in the classrooms prior to the 
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beginning of the second semester, students had the opportunity to use these 

standards both for production of portfolio pieces and for selection of pieces for 

inclusion in the portfolio. There was no data collected on the number of 

opportunities that students had to produce each kind of writing, the number 

of persuasive pieces a student had to select from, for example. Each student 

did have the opportunity to use the criteria made explicit on the entry slips to 

produce the essays that they selected for their entries in the portfolios. 

Teachers also had examples of successful pieces to share with the students to 

insure that the students understood the expectations. 

Two sources of information were used to answer this question. On 

assignment two students were asked to judge whether or not three pieces of 

student writing supplied to them by the researcher were of sufficient quality 

to include in the portfolio. They were informed that the pieces were to be 

included in a New Standards portfolio and that the appropriate criteria 

should be used. On assignments three and four, students were asked to 

submit pieces of their own writing-two or three that should be included in 

the portfolio and one that should not. 

Figure 4 below shows the degree of agreement between the judges' 

ratings and the students' ratings of the pieces submitted for the portfolio. On 

assignment three, students presented two pieces of writing that they had 

selected for their portfolios. Of the twenty-four writing selections, seventeen 

were rated acceptable by the judges. Six of the twelve students selected two 

acceptable pieces for this assignment. For assignment four, students 

submitted two pieces of writing, one which met the standard and one which 

did not. These results indicate that the students using the criteria were able to 

select and produce pieces of writing for their portfolios; however, some 
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students did submit pieces that would not be rated highly enough to meet the 

standards set by the portfolio assessors. 

Figure 4 Students' Agreement with Judges' Ratings 

Student Assignment 3 Assignment 3 Assignment 4 
1st selection 2nd selection 

A1 yes yes yes 

A2 yes no yes 

A3 yes no yes 

A4 yes yes yes 

B1 no yes yes 

B2 yes yes yes 

B3 no no yes 

B4 no yes no 

CI yes yes yes 

C2 yes yes yes 

C3 yes yes no 

C4 no yes yes 

Students' abilities to judge the three pieces on assignment two were 

also mixed. The pieces were selected from student-written samples gathered 

from three sources. The narrative was published by the state of Kentucky as 

an example of outstanding 8th grade narrative writing. The report was 

published by New Standards in a sample portfolio. It was a report that was 

published to illustrated a typical student piece in an acceptable portfolio. The 

persuasive essay was collected from a teacher at another district school, one 

not included in this study. This sample was in a set of essays used to train 
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teachers to holistically score student writing. The expert judges determined 

that all three pieces as met the standard. However, the judges also agreed that 

the narrative piece was the strongest, the report was the second strongest, and 

the third piece, the persuasive letter, was the weakest. The persuasive piece 

received a score of a 3 on the 4-point rubric. The students' ratings of the three 

pieces responded to the differences in the strengths of the three pieces. The 

twelve students in the study all agreed that the narrative piece should be 

placed in the portfolio. Nine students indicated that the report should be 

included. Only five students agreed with the judges that the persuasive piece 

should be included. 

Figure 5 Agreement with Tudges on Assignment 2 

Student narrative persuasive report 

A1 yes 210 yes 

A2 yes no yes 

A3 yes no no 

A4 yes no yes 

B1 yes no no 

B2 yes no yes 

B3 yes no no 

B4 yes yes yes 

CI yes yes yes 

C2 yes yes yes 

C3 yes yes yes 

C4 yes yes yes 
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The students clearly recognized that the persuasive piece was the 

weakest. Only three students rejected the report and those three students also 

rejected the persuasive piece. These results indicate that students are not 

always accurate judges of the appropriateness of selections for a portfolio. The 

students in this study were able to recognize the most clear-cut example as 

being acceptable, the narrative piece. They most frequently rejected the 

weakest, the persuasive piece. While the students were not entirely accurate 

in their judgments, they were clearly using a criteria that indicated to them 

the characteristics of a well-written essay in each of three genres. 

3. Do students' self-assessments, as presented in entry slips, indicate the use 

of standards-based criteria in selecting writing samples for assessment 

portfolios? 

To answer this question required an examination of both the criteria 

that the students used in selecting writing samples and the words that they 

used in explaining their selections. The standards-based criteria published by 

New Standards was available to the students. For each of the identified kinds 

of writing—report, narrative, and persuasive writing—the criteria consisted of 

the rhetorical features of audience, organization, and support. The students 

concurred by reporting audience, organization, and support as the primary 

justifications for their selections. There was compatibility between the 

standards-based criteria and the criteria that the students reported. A closer 

look to examine the actual vocabulary students used compared to the 

vocabulary on the entry slips that they were encouraged to use to guide their 

selections. The entry slips were published in the Middle Grades Portfolio 
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Handbook (1995, NCEE). To address the issue of audience, the entry slips used 

the following vocabulary for all three kinds of writing considered in this 

study. "Engage the reader by establishing a context, creating a point of view or 

persona, and using other techniques to develop reader interest." (pp.21,22, 24) 

In the matter of organization, the language varied slightly for the three 

different kinds of writing, indicating that different organizational strategies 

are appropriate. These are the statements about organization that the 

students had before them as they made and justified their selections. 

For narrative accounts: 

Create an organizing structure that balances and 

unifies all aspects of the story. 

Exclude extraneous details and inconsistencies 

(p. 21). 

For reports: 

Develop a controlling idea that unifies your 

Create an organizing structure appropriate to purpose, 

report and conveys your attitude toward the subject, 

audience, and content (p. 22). 

For persuasive writing: 

Include a controlling idea that organizes your 

writing and makes a clear and logical judgment. 

Organize your writing in a way that is appropriate 

to the needs and interests of a specified audience ( p. 24). 

All of the other criteria on the entry slips related to the kinds of 

support or development that were frequently used to compose each type of 
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writing. For example, these are the kinds of support identified for persuasive 

essay: 

Arrange details, reasons, examples, and/or anecdotes 

effectively and persuasively. 

Include appropriate information and arguments; 

exclude information and arguments that are irrelevant. 

Anticipate and address reader concerns and counter-arguments. 

Support arguments with detailed evidence, citing 

sources of information (p.24). 

For report writing, the standards statements related to support and 

development are: 

Include appropriate facts and details to support your 

controlling idea. 

Exclude extraneous and inappropriate information. 

Use a range of appropriate strategies, such as: 

•describing or different parts 

•narrating a relevant anecdote 

•comparing and contrasting 

•explaining benefits or limitations (p. 22). 

The statements of support and development for the narrative account 

reflected the methods of developing a story: 

Establish the plot, conflict, and setting for the narrative. 

Develop well-rounded and complex characters. 

Show the significance of autobiographical events 

and the conclusions that can be drawn from these 
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events. 

Include sensory details and concrete language to 

develop plot and character. 

Use a range of appropriate strategies such 

as dialogue, tension, or suspense, naming, 

pacing, and specific narrative action (for example, 

movement, gestures, expressions) (p. 21). 

A comparison of this language and the language that the students used 

in justifying their selections shows that students incorporated the vocabulary 

of the standards criteria in their justifications. 

For example, student B1 wrote: 

In narrative writing there has to be a setting—time 

and place. That way the reader reads the story 

he/she can get a better understanding and will be 

able to picture where the story takes place. Almost 

always in narrative writing there are characters 

who usually have conflicts which need solutions 

to solve them. Also in narrative writing there 

is dialogue and a climax. 

On assignment two, student A1 wrote: 

This paper does a great job of creating a central 

moment and holding the suspense. It meet the 

majority of the standards for the entry, 

namely using a range of appropriate strategies. 

The writer describes emotions, gestures, and 

feeling of each character. 
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On that same assignment, student A2 wrote: 

I think that this essay would be a good selection 

for this person's portfolio. First it establishes the 

context by telling you when and where it is taking 

place. It sets the point-of view using mine, I 

and my, and tells the characters, her/his mother, 

father, sister, and his/herself. Second, it sets the 

plot, being that she is only seeing two presents 

under the tree on Christmas Eve. However, it doesn't 

develop well-rounded characters. It just states who 

they are and why they're there, it doesn't show 

a whole lot of feeling. It states good autobiographical 

events in which you can establish that tensions are 

kind of high in the children. However, it does not 

include many sensory details to help you get the 

feeling of the story. It excludes any extreneous details 

and inconsistencies. And finally, it uses strategies 

like showing the characters feelings when the 

children open the presents. 

This student not only used the language from the New Standards entry slip, 

but the explicit references to specific parts of the story made it apparent that 

the student understood the standards. There were other students who used 

the words of the standards without this apparent understanding. For 

example, student A4 wrote: 

Persuasive 

•state audience, persona 
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•anticipate counter-arguments 

•Use relevant arguments only, do not waver 

•Keep persona and do not sway the other way 

•Restate persona in conclusion and give good 

final argument 

This student apparently did not understand the meaning of the term 

"persona/' but used the term as a criterion. Actually, when the term persona 

is removed from the student's response, the response indicates that the 

student understood certain basics of good persuasive writing, i.e. "anticipate 

counter arguments", "give a good final argument" and "use relevant 

arguments only, do not waver." 

In reviewing the student responses, all twelve of the students used at 

least some of the vocabulary from New Standards in their responses. It 

appears that having the standards before them in the class influenced the 

students' justifications for their selections. 

4. Do students who understand and use the criteria make correct selections 

for assessment portfolios? 

To answer this question, the responses of students A3 and C2 were re-

analyzed. These two students were successful in selecting their own pieces of 

work for their portfolios for assignments three and four and had correctly 

identified all three student samples as appropriate for portfolio inclusion. 

Since these two students were able to select pieces accurately, the review of 

their responses was to determine what criteria they stated as their basis for 

selection. 
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On assignment 2, student A3 wrote the following responses: 

Narrative 

I believe that this narrative peice meets the 

standards. It shows most of the criteria 

above, by the end of the story you could 

picture a countryside w/ a barn in the distance 

a horse gallopins toward you. You could see 

the kids faces. There are several things I 

would change. The setting wasn't all that 

defined until the very end where "The ponies 

came gallopin from the barn in the snow" 

& "The barn" came as a shock also. 

Persuasive 

I think this is a pretty good piece of writing 

and I would put it in my portfolio anytime. 

Some good things were that whoever wrote 

this used examples among other things. This 

person also included personal experience. 

I think that this peice of work does need 

some changes, for example as an outsider 

it took me a few minutes of reading to 

understand what the peice was about, it 

would be better to come right out at the 

beginning & state the context for the piece. 

Report 

I think this is pretty good, but you could change 
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a few things to make it better. I think that 

any story, persuasive narrative, & report 

should begin & end on the same note. 

I was stuck when all of the sudden the report 

was talking about carriers for herself. I think 

the report showed very good evidence 

of quoting from sources. Almost every other 

sentence was a quote. But all in all I would like 

to say that this piece belongs in a portfolio. 

Impressive in this response was the student's focus on the criteria of 

audience, organization, and support. The student used such terms as 

evidence, setting, and context with confidence and accuracy. 

Student C2 responded with lists: 

Narrative: 

Good 

•narrative beginning 

•very elaborate 

•keeps you interested 

•good ending 

•good way to go from beginning to 1st paragraph 

Bad 

•writing is a little too crimped so it's hard to read some 

•Doesn't describe her/himself much at all 

Great for portfolio! 

Persuasive 

Good 



64 

•states opinion up front 

•no irrelavant information 

• all of the reason are together and have elaboration 

•the writer thanks the reader 

Bad 

•in the end they say whatever Mr. Eldon Ray decides is 

fine and they need to be less open to what the reader 

thanks. She/he wants to change that person's opinion. 

I think this is a good piece for a portfolio. 

Report 

Good 

•has definition of what they're writing about 

•tells the varieties of physical therapy 

•has a reason for writing this report which is stated in the 

conclusion. 

Bad 

•Not very interesting 

•jumps around and doesn't have a big enough link 

between each of the paragraphs 

•The things in () don't make much sense and don't tie in 

to what I read. Until you read the back page. Needs to be 

in the front. 

This is good because it shows a different way of writing. 

This student also confined her comments to the areas of audience, 

organization, and support. Her one statement about handwriting, which was 

labeled a surface level comment, did not cause her to recommend omitting 
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the piece from the portfolio. This student did not use much New Standards 

vocabulary. Her one use of the New Standards vocabulary was the statement 

about irrelevant information. 

As a contrast, in rejecting the persuasive piece, student B1 wrote. 

I just finished reading a poorly written 

persuasive letter. The introduction would work 

if it just had one more important sentence, 

"Here are my reasons why I feel this way," or 

something to that nature. 

In the first paragraph, the first sentence 

is missing one word that should come after 

"this" and before "is". Everything else will do. 

The second paragraph, I that the first sentence 

about keeping there grades up was an excellent 

reason! This paragraph stuck to the topic it 

was on. 

The third paragraph was okay, I don't 

see anything wrong with it except that it is a 

long run-on sentence that needs about three 

periods. 

Although the student made a comment about organization and one about 

support, the majority of the comments concerned the surface features. There 

was no evidence of the use of public standards except for those relating to 

correctness of punctuation. 

In rejecting the report, student A4 wrote: 

If I were this student, I would not use 
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this piece as work for my portfolio. First of all, 

it is as if he/she copied it out of a book except 

for the conclusion. Another thing is that it does 

not engage you in its context, like I said, it's as if 

your'e reading it from a book. Also it does not 

establish an audience, it is as if he/she 

were trying to convince his/herself. 

Another reason it that this person does 

not take a side. He/She does not know wether 

or not they would want to go into this field later 

on in life. Also it adds information that you don't 

need, like retirement and vacation. 

These are the reasons I believe this person 

shouldn't use this piece for their portfolio. 

This student used the criteria of audience, organization, and support, 

but as reasons for rejecting the piece. However, he used some of the criteria 

inappropriately. For example the use of the word context is from the 

standards, but not used in the way the standards used it. His criticism about 

the writer not taking a side would be more appropriate for persuasive writing 

than for informational writing. The statement about "information that you 

don't need," was also problematic, because the information was not 

considered by the expert readers to be unnecessary. It seemed clear, therefore 

that a student could use the New Standards criteria to make incorrect 

decisions about the worthiness of a piece of writing. 
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Finally, even a successful student, in terms of making correct 

selections, justified the selection without reporting the use of the criteria of 

audience, organization, or support. Student CI wrote on assignment four: 

I chose my short story and my letter to a Foreign 

student. My short story was a great piece of writing 

that showed a narrative story about a mystery. It also 

fit into the category about editing. It easily fit into 

two categories and I automatically put it in the 

portfolio. The letter was good and persuasive, but 

it didn't fit into two categories quite as easily. Because 

of that I didn't pick that for my portfolio. This difference 

led me away from picking the piece. 

This student used a combination of genre statements, personal evaluations, 

and external evaluations to explain why the short story should be selected. 

This passage also indicated the pragmatic behavior of a student responding to 

the demands of assembling a portfolio. The categories to which she was 

referring were the various entries in the writing exhibit. The student was 

selecting one piece that could be used as an entry both for narrative writing 

and for editing. 

Student A3, in selecting an acceptable piece of writing for her portfolio 

wrote the following explanation: 

The reasons that I included a piece entitled 

"The Holocaust"in my portfolio and did not 

include a piece entitled "Youth & Adults" are 

many. A few of my reasons are as follows. 

The piece that was included had very good 
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sentence structure and I feel it had a large vocabulary. 

It also took alot of time to complete it and I 

put my own feelings into it. It was also a very 

good report because it had factual 

evidence included. I decided not to include 

"Youth &Adults" because I did not spend as 

much time on it as I should have and most 

importantly, I am not proud of the 

work I did. I also feel that my ideas aren't 

outlined as much as they should be, and I did 

not back up my ideas with 

reasons and details. It was not revised and edited 

as much as it should be. 

This student used a number of different criteria to justify this selection, 

including surface features, effort, support, organization, process, and personal 

evaluation. The only New Standards language used are the words reasons 

and details. The concept of factual evidence came from the standards, but not 

the specific phrase. It is apparent that students who used the public criteria 

presented by the New Standards assessment made both correct and incorrect 

portfolio selections, and students who made correct selections used a variety 

of criteria. 

Summary 

From the assignments given to the students, four kinds of data were 

collected. First, the responses were analyzed to determine the criteria students 

reported that they used to select writing samples for the portfolio. Second, the 



69 

writing samples were scored using a four-point scale to determine which ones 

"met the standards." Third, a comparison was made of the student selections 

and the scores given to their selections by the expert readers to determine the 

appropriateness of the selections for inclusion in the portfolio. Fourth, the 

students were given three pieces of writing to determine if they should be 

included in a portfolio. The students' judgments were compared with the 

judgments of the expert readers. 

From the analysis of the student data several observations were made 

about the criteria that students reported as justifications for their selections of 

portfolio exhibits. 

1. Students consistently reported using more public standards than 

personal standards, as defined in the study, as criteria for selecting the 

pieces for the New Standards writing exhibit. 

2. When citing public standards, students reported more responses in 

the sub-categories of audience and support than in any other sub-categories. 

3. When citing personal standards, students most frequently reported 

that the criteria of effort and personal satisfaction were the reasons for 

selecting pieces for the writing portfolio. 

4. On the later assignments, completed after students had worked with 

the New Standards criteria for a semester, students were more likely to use 

external evaluations as justification for selecting pieces for a portfolio than 

personal ones. External evaluations included references to teachers' grades 

and to rubrics and entry slips. 

5. While all of the students were able to use New Standards criteria to 

justify selections for their portfolios, not all were successful in producing or 

selecting pieces of writing that actually met the standards. Of the twelve 
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students in the study, only four submitted three pieces of writing that were all 

judged to meet the standards when scored by expert judges using the New 

Standards rubrics. 

6. When presented with the writing of another student and asked to 

determine if the piece of writing met the standards published by New 

Standards to meet the standard, only five of the twelve students agreed with 

the expert judges on all three samples. However, when the weakest of the 

three pieces of writing according to the judges, the persuasive essay, is not 

included, nine of the twelve students were able to agree with the expert 

judges that examples of student writing met the criteria to be included in the 

portfolio. 

7. The vocabulary of the New Standards criteria for each kind of 

writing appeared in the responses of all twelve students. Not all students 

were able to use the vocabulary accurately. 

8. Students used the New Standards criteria to select appropriate pieces 

of writing for their portfolios. However, the selection of appropriate pieces 

was not an inevitable result of using the New Standards criteria. There were 

examples of students selecting inappropriate pieces for their portfolios and 

students rejecting appropriate pieces for a portfolio using the vocabulary of 

the New Standards criteria. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Overview of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine how accurately students 

used the New Standards criteria for selecting writing samples for assessment 

portfolios. An instrument that could be used to examine student self-

assessments for evidence of standards-based selection process was developed. 

The problem was posed by Liz Spalding (1995) of New Standards when she 

asked "Will students be skilled enough at self-assessment to select the best 

evidence and present the most convincing case for their own 

accomplishments?" (p. 222). Students would be required to make this 

convincing case for their own accomplishments when assembling a portfolio 

for the New Standards assessment. The instrument developed for this study 

provided ten sub-categories of student responses, six of which indicated 

standards-based selection criteria. By analyzing the reasons that students 

report for selecting examples of their work for a portfolio, teachers and 

assessment specialists can determine if students are using the most effective 

criteria for their selections of examples of their work for writing portfolios. 

Twelve students in three urban classrooms within an urban public 

school district were asked to submit responses to five prompts. (See Appendix 

B.) Two of these assignments, the initial and final assignments, asked 

students to describe the criteria that they would use to select three pieces of 
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writing for a portfolio—a report, a narrative, and a persuasive essay. The 

other three assignments asked student to reference specific pieces of writing 

by justifying the inclusion or non-inclusion of them in the writing portfolio. 

On one assignment the students were given three pieces of student-generated 

writing and asked to write reasons why each piece should or should not be 

included in a portfolio. The next assignment asked students to select two 

pieces of their own writing and to write reasons why each piece was worthy of 

inclusion in the portfolio. The final assignment asked students to select two 

pieces of their own writing, one that was to be included and one that would 

not be included. Students were asked to explain why one piece should be 

included and the other should not be included. 

The students completed the assignments in the context of their classes' 

participation in the second year of a two-year portfolio assessment field trial 

conducted by New Standards. In 1995 this organization published 

performance standards for the subjects of language arts, science, math, and 

applied learning at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. The 

assessment component of New Standards consisted of two elements—on 

demand tasks (reference exams) and collections of work (portfolios). Both 

assessment tools were calibrated to the published standards. Students were 

required, therefore, to select from their work samples for the portfolio that 

indicate that they have achieved the standards. 

As a part of their participation in the New Standards portfolio field 

trial, students were provided with a menu of items to include in the writing 

exhibit of their language arts portfolio and with entry slips listing the points 

in the rubric that would be used to evaluate each kind of writing. Students 

were asked to select pieces from among their work that would provide the 
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best evidence of achievement using the standards delineated on the rubric. 

This study was developed to determine whether the students would use the 

criteria presented on the entry slips to select pieces of their work that 

provided evidence that they had achieved the standards. 

The students responses were analyzed using content analysis. 

Categories emerged from the student responses. Statements that reported 

criteria that were compatible to the criteria presented by New Standards were 

categorized as public standards; that is, they were imposed on the student by 

assessment rubric. Other statements were placed in a category of personal 

standards, those not valued by the assessment rubric. Student responses were 

coded and the following sub-categories were determined: 

Personal standards 

1. Effort 

2. Topic 

3. Process 

4. Personal Evaluation 

Public Standards 

5. Genre/Purpose 

6. Organization 

7. Audience 

8. Surface Correctness 

9. Support/Development 

10. External Evaluation 

The responses were tabulated for each assignment noting the 

percentage of responses in each category and the number of students who 

reported each category. In addition, the student-written essays were evaluated 
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using the New Standards rubrics by independent judges. These judges' 

ratings were compared to the students' ratings to determine if students were 

selecting pieces of their writing accurately. 

Discussion of The Findings 

The findings indicate that students assembling an assessment portfolio 

with clearly specified exhibit requirements and rubrics available to them will 

incorporate the criteria presented to them in their justifications for their 

portfolio selections. They will also use personal criteria, such as reference to 

the amount of effort that they put into the piece or the enjoyment of the piece 

because of the topic, to justify their selections. The use of the public criteria 

imposed by the assessment rubrics predominates. This indicates that the 

students in the study were aware of the assessment purpose of the portfolio as 

they made and justified their selections. The students' success in selecting 

pieces for the portfolio that would receive high scores was not always directly 

related to their reporting the use of appropriate criteria for their selections. 

These findings have implications for the development of portfolio 

assessments and for teaching students to use standards criteria for self-

assessment. 

Implications for Self-Assessment and Portfolio Assessment 

This study supports the continued development of standards-based 

portfolio assessment because students will attempt to produce and select 

items for a portfolio that match criteria presented by an outside source such as 

New Standards. None of the students in this study chose to ignore the 

criteria established by New Standards in favor of more personal choices. 
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Even when personal criteria were reported, these criteria were combined with 

more public criteria in each response. 

The role of student self-assessment and selection should receive 

further study. The New Standards portfolio assessment, in the second year of 

the field trial, de-emphasized the role of student self-assessment as a part of 

the portfolio process. In the first year of the field trial, each selection in the 

portfolio required an attached student-written cover letter explaining the 

reasons that, in the student's judgment, the piece of writing was evidence of 

achievement in writing. The self-assessment component was simplified the 

second year of the field-trial with the provision of standardized entry slips. 

Students were simply asked to write a sentence or two on the entry slip to 

justify the inclusion of the piece of writing. According to Sally Hampton, 

Director of Language Arts for New Standards, the purpose of the entry slips 

was to guide students in selecting appropriate pieces of writing as evidence of 

standards attainment. The students' justifications on the entry slips were not 

considered when the portfolios were scored (Hampton, 1996). Therefore, the 

most important self-assessment associated with this portfolio assessment is 

the selection of the pieces themselves. If students understand the criteria on 

the entry slips, they should be able to select appropriate pieces that make the 

case for their accomplishment. This selections process, however, can only be 

assumed by the person scoring the entry because there is no available 

information about the degree to which the student made an independent 

selection (as opposed, for instance, to teacher making the selection or 

influencing the selection), or the number of samples the student had to 

choose from in making the selection. Students are willing to use the 

published criteria to select their best work, but they may be limited by their 
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degree of understanding of the criteria and the opportunities they have to 

compose the various kinds of writing required by the portfolio. 

Finally, this study has implications for those promoting standards-

based reform. Agreeing on what the standards should be, as difficult and 

politically charged as that process has been, is only the first step. Establishing 

standards and developing assessments referenced to those standards must be 

accompanied by attention to teacher training and consideration of how to 

insure that students have a deep understanding of the standards. 

Implications for Instruction 

When the findings of the study were shared with the teachers of the 

students involved with the study, the teachers were pleased that the criteria 

of audience and support were the most frequently cited criteria by the 

students. They reported that these criteria corresponded well with the focus 

of their instruction during the portfolio field trial. 

However, since students in the study used the public criteria to justify 

both correct and incorrect choices in selecting portfolio entries, it is clear that 

merely presenting the standards and telling students to use them is not 

sufficient. Teachers must develop instructional strategies to increase 

students' knowledge of criteria. For a student to list audience as an important 

consideration in composing a persuasive essay, for example, is commendable. 

But, if that student has no strategies for analyzing the features of a specific 

audience, then the understanding of audience may be too superficial to 

actually impact the student's writing process. 

Having the criteria published and before the students throughout the 

year gives teachers the opportunity to use the criteria both in instruction and 
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in classroom evaluation. Students can use the criteria to compose and revise 

their assignments. Teachers may use the portfolio exhibit requirements to 

design assignments, giving students the opportunity to perform each kind of 

writing required for the entry. However, teachers will also have to teach the 

criteria explicitly. 

Although self-assessment, especially in the form of written cover-

letters for individual pieces of work or written explanations from students of 

the strengths and weakness of their work, are not included in this portfolio 

assessment, teachers should be aware of the classroom uses of self-assessment. 

The strengths that teachers find in using self-assessment as an instructional 

tool should not be set aside because the assessment portfolio does not require 

it. Finally, assessment is only one use of portfolios. While portfolio contents 

must become more standardized in order to produce valid assessment, there 

are other purposes and audiences for portfolios. Portfolios are also useful in 

demonstrating growth, as collections of "best pieces" or favorite works, and as 

special projects. 

This study did not document the instructional practices of the teachers 

whose students were included in the study. An example of the kind of 

information about classroom practice that would be useful is the number of 

assignments or opportunities that students had to produce each of the 

required kinds of writing. This issue is important because there may be a 

difference in the success of a student who has four or five samples of 

persuasive writing to consider when selecting a piece of writing for a portfolio 

and the success of a student who tries to use the criteria to compose a single 

piece that will meet the standard. It is possible that the portfolio exhibit 

requirements, listing specific kinds of writing and the criteria for judging 
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them, actually limits the amount of writing students do if the only goal is to 

produce a piece that will be acceptable for the portfolio. Once an acceptable 

piece is produced, students and teachers may see no reason to write in that 

genre again. 

Suggestions for Further Study 

This study was conducted in the context of a field trial of a large-scale 

portfolio assessment project. Its purpose was to develop a method for 

analyzing student justifications for selections in a writing portfolio. The 

analytic tool, the method of categorizing the responses, can be used in other 
! 

studies suggested by the results of this study. 

1. The students in this study reported a preference for the criteria of 

audience, support, and organization. They were compiling a portfolio that 

had assessment as its purpose, using stated criteria that also emphasized 

audience, support, and organization. However, there are a variety of 

purposes for the portfolios that students and teachers are using in classrooms. 

Some students compile "showcase" portfolios, containing their best work, 

without regard for mandated entries. What criteria do these students use 

when justifying inclusion of a work sample into a showcase portfolio? What 

justification do students use when the purpose of the portfolio is to 
i 

demonstrate growth? A comparison of the justifications that students use in 

their self-assessments and selections for two kinds of portfolios, one of which 

is an assessment portfolio, could determine the actual effect of the assessment 

instrument on the portfolio collection and the students' understanding of 

what make a piece of work good. 
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2. This study only considered the criteria that students used when 

selecting pieces of work to include in a writing portfolio. Writing is only one 

of three exhibits in the New Standards language arts portfolio. Students are 

also asked to use New Standards criteria to select samples of their work for a 

reading exhibit and a speaking, listening, and viewing exhibit. A study of the 

criteria that students report as their reasons for selecting samples of their 

work for a reading exhibit might reveal a different level of compliance with 

the standards. Assessment portfolios are also available in other contents such 

as math and science. If students are to select work samples for these portfolios 

according to a determined criteria, more information is needed about their 

willingness and ability to make these selections appropriately. 

3. This study did not focus on the classroom instruction that enabled 

students to internalize the standards well enough to use them to compose 

and select writing for a portfolio. Clearly a teacher has to do more than 

simply place the standards before the students and instruct them to use them 

as criteria. However, the instructional techniques that are most effective in 

teaching students to make appropriate standards-based selections are unclear. 

4. Students in this study used the language of the New Standards 

criteria to justify both appropriate and inappropriate selections for the 

portfolio. Beyond observing that this occurred, there is no way with the data 

collected for this study to determine what this implies about the students' 

understanding of the criteria that they were given to use. It is possible that 

students did not understand the standards deeply enough to use them to 

make appropriate selections. It is also possible that students had written so 

few samples of each kind of writing that true selection, in fact, did not occur. 

At least two studies are suggested to explore this issue. A comparison of the 
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self-assessments or selection justifications of students who compile highly 

rated portfolios with those of students who are less successful might reveal 

differences in their use of the criteria. Another comparison of interest would 

be a comparison of successful and unsuccessful students in the area of the 

number of opportunities to produce specific kinds of writing. 

5. This study included only students who were regarded by their 

teachers as capable students and articulate writers. At two of the schools the 

students in the study were enrolled in special classes for high achieving 

students. While this allowed the collection of writing samples that could be 

used to compile descriptive data, it did not provide information about the 

criteria used by students with different ability levels. Additional studies 

should include students with a range of abilities. 

Conclusion 

This study was influenced by current interest in three issues—portfolio 

assessment, student self-assessment, and standards setting. For the issue of 

portfolio assessment, technical issues continue to predominate in the 

research. The publication of Technical Issues in Large-Scale Performance 

Assessment (Phillips, 1996) made a case for more research on performance 

assessment to insure that the technical issues are addressed properly. 

If the potential of performance assessments of 

students is to be realized, such assessments must 

be demonstrated to yield measurements that (1) 

are sufficiently reliable to support the selection 

or classification of individuals or the evaluation 

aggregates of students at local, state, or national 
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levels, (2) validly support inferences concerning 

the achievements, aptitudes, and performance 

capabilities of those assessed, (3) fairly, and in an 

unbiased way, reflect the abilities of those assessed 

without regard to gender, race, ethnic group 

membership, or economic circumstance, and 

(4) when performance standards must be set, 

support the classification of examinees into 

decision-relevant categories (e.g. worthy of 

admission, certification, licensure, graduation, 

etc.) or their labeling as "basic," "proficient," 

"advanced," etc. (p. 80) 

As large-scale, national initiatives such as New Standards proceeds 

with developing performance assessments such as portfolio assessments, 

attention to these issues will predominate in the discussion. Portfolios used 

for assessment purposes will likely become more standardized and the degree 

of student control of the selections in the portfolio will diminish. Students 

will select pieces for a portfolio to comply with standardized entries that will 

be judged using standardized rubrics. The challenge to teachers and assessors 

is to not lose the values that teachers have found in portfolios as 

instructional devices and to maintain some student control over the portfolio 

contents by providing students with the responsibility and the opportunity 

for meaningful selection of the entries. 

Content and performance standards continue to be developed in a 

context of political controversy. The August 7, 1996, issue of Education Week 

contained four articles concerning standards. On page one was a report by the 
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American Federation of Teachers on the status of state standards-setting 

efforts; on page 17, was a report that standards for the content of economics, 

the last of twelve subject-matter standards setting projects, were nearing 

completion; and then, on page 18, was the report that the New York Board of 

Regents approved academic standards. In addition to these three stories by 

Karen Diegmueller, Millicent Lawton reported on the National Governors' 

Association interest in a standards-setting panel. The governors now 

advocate "a privately financed organization to promote the use of rigorous 

academic standards and assessments in classrooms across the country." (p. 26) 

The spring 1996 issue of American Educator, a journal of the American 

Federation of Teachers was devoted to the issue of standards and included a 

selection from President Clinton's address to the National Education Summit 

at Palisades, New York on March 27,1996. In justifying the need for standards 

the president said, 

I believe that the most important thing you 

can do is to have high expectations for students— 

to make them believe that they can learn, to 

tell them that they are going to have to learn 

really difficult, challenging things, to assess 

whether they're leaning or not, and to hold 

them accountable as well as to reward them (p.11). 

The president acknowledged that while standards will be set at the state rather 

than the national level, "being promoted ought to mean the same thing in 

Pasadena, California as it does in Palisades, New York" (p.12) Activities at the 

state and national levels to develop content standards and assessments of 

those standards continue. 
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The issue of self-assessment receives the least attention by policy 

makers and political leaders while remaining an interest of teachers. All of 

these issues require further study. The researcher hopes that the methods 

and findings of this descriptive study will inform the efforts of other scholars 

as these important topics are pursued in the near future. 
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Name Date 

Writing Exhibit Entry Slip #3 

A Narrative Account 
Attach one piece of writing that demonstrates your ability to write either a fictional or 
autobiographical narrative. Include assignment sheets if you have them. 

This entry shows your ability to write a narrative account. People who read this entry will look 
for evidence that you can: 

• Engage the reader by establishing a context, creating a point of view or persona, and 
using other techniques to develop reader interest 

• Establish the plot, conflict, and setting for the narrative 

• Develop well-rounded and complex characters 

• Show the significance of autobiographical events and the conclusions that can be 
drawn from these events 

• Create an organizing structure that balances and unifies all aspects of the story 

• Include sensory details and concrete language to develop plot and character 

• Exclude extraneous details and inconsistencies 

• Use a range of appropriate strategies such as dialogue, tension or suspense, naming, 
pacing, and specific narrative action (for example, movement, gestures, expressions). 

Describe the assignment that prompted this work (attach other pages if needed): 

What makes this work a good piece of evidence for this entry? 

The work in this entry was done (check all categories that apply): 

in class as homework 

in a group alone 

_ _ as a first draft only with revision 

, with teacher feedback 

. with peer feedback 

. other conditions (explain) 

N E W S T A N D A R D S ™ M I D D L E G R A D E S E N G L I S H L A N G U A G E A R T S P O R T F O L I O 
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Name Date 

Writing Exhibit Entry Slip #4 

A Report 
Attach one piece of writing that demonstrates your ability to report information accurately 
and effectively. Include assignment sheets if you have them. 

This entry shows your ability to write a report. People who read this entry will look for 
evidence that you can: 

• Engage the reader by establishing a context, creating a point of view or persona, and 
using other appropriate techniques to develop reader interest 

• Develop a controlling idea that unifies your report and conveys your attitude toward 
the subject 

• Create an organizing structure appropriate to purpose, audience, and content 

• Include appropriate facts and details to support your controlling idea 

.• Exclude extraneous and inappropriate information 

• Use a range of appropriate strategies, such as: 
• describing or differentiating parts 
• narrating a relevant anecdote 
• comparing and contrasting 
. • explaining benefits or limitations. 

Describe the assignment that prompted this work (attach other pages if needed): 

What makes this work a good piece of evidence for this entry? 

The work in this entry was done (check all categories that apply): 

_ in class as homework 

in a group alone 

as a first draft only with revision 

„ with teacher feedback 

„ with peer feedback 

. other conditions (explain) 

N I W S T A N D A R D S ™ M I D D L E G R A D E S E N G L I S H L A N G U A G E A R T S P O R T F O L I O 
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Name Date 

Writing Exhibit Entry Slip #6 

A Persuasive Essay 
Attach one piece of writing that demonstrates your ability to write persuasively. Include 
assignment sheets if you have them. 

This entry shows your ability to write a persuasive essay. People who read this essay will look 
for evidence that you can: 

• Engage the reader by establishing a context, creating a point of view or persona, and 
using other appropriate techniques to develop reader interest 

• Include a controlling idea that organizes your writing and makes a clear and logical 
judgment 

• Organize your writing in a way that is appropriate to the needs and interests of a 
specified audience 

• Arrange details, reasons, examples, and/or anecdotes effectively and persuasively 

• Include appropriate information and arguments; exclude information and arguments 
that are irrelevant 

• Anticipate and address reader concerns and counter-arguments 

• Support arguments with detailed evidence, citing sources of information. 

Describe the assignment that prompted this work (attach other pages if needed): 

What makes this work a good piece of evidence for this entry? 

The work in this entry was done (check all categories that apply): 

in class as homework 

alone 

with revision 

, in a group 

. as a first draft only 

. with teacher feedback 

„ with peer feedback 

. other conditions (explain) 

N 1 W S T A N D A R D S ™ M I D D L E G R A D E S E N G L I S H L A N G U A G E A R T S P O R T F O L I O 
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PROMPTS 

I. Initial assignment 

This year you will be selecting examples of your writing to go into a 

portfolio. What are some of the things you know about writing that you will 

used to select your best work for your portfolio? Tell what you will consider 

when you select examples of your writing in each of these categories. 

1. A Persuasive Essay. This is an essay to convince someone to do 

something or to believe a certain way.) 

2. A Report. (This is a piece of writing that presents the reader with 

information that the reader might not know.) 

3. A Narrative Account. (This is a story, either a true story or a made-

up story.) 

II. Evaluation of essays written by other students 

1. Persuasive—Please read the following persuasive essay. A student is 

considering placing this essay in his New Standards portfolio. Considering 

the criteria on the entry slip, decide if this essay meets the standards. Write 

about the ways this essay is or is not a good selection for the student's 

portfolio. 

2. Narrative—Please read the following narrative essay.. A student is 

considering placing this essay in his New Standards portfolio. Considering 

the criteria on the entry slip, decide if this essay meets the standards. Write 

about the ways this essay is or is not a good selection for the student's 

portfolio. 
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3. Report— Please read the following report. A student is considering 

placing this essay in his New Standards portfolio. Considering the criteria on 

the entry slip, decide if this essay meets the standards. Write about the ways 

this essay is and is not a good selection for the student's portfolio. 

III. Selection of work for the portfolio 

(Students were asked to submit two of the following:) 

1. Look through the work that you are considering for your New 

Standards portfolio. Find one persuasive essay that your are considering. 

Write a paragraph telling why this persuasive essay is a good selection to 

place in your New Standards portfolio. 

2. Look through the work that you are considering for your New 

Standards portfolio. Find one narrative essay that you are considering. Write 

a paragraph telling why this narrative essay is a good selection to place in 

your New Standards portfolio. 

3. Look through the work that you are considering for your New 

Standards portfolio. Find one report that you are considering. Write a 

paragraph telling why this report is a good selection to place in your New 

Standards portfolio. 

IV. Comparison of two pieces of student work 

For this assignment please select two pieces of your writing—one that 

you are including in your portfolio and one that you are not including in 

your portfolio because it does not meet the standard for the portfolio entries. 
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Write a comparison of these two pieces of your writing. Tell about why 

you included one piece in your portfolio and did not include the other. 

Staple copies of both pieces of writing to your answer. 

V. Final assignment 

This year you have completed a language arts portfolio that contains 

some of your best work in writing. Think about the things you considered in 

selecting writing samples for each of these kinds of writing: 

1. A Narrative Account. (This is a story, either a true story or a made-

up story.) 

2. A Report. (This is a piece of writing that presents the reader with 

information that the reader might not know.) 

3. A Persuasive Essay. (This is an essay to convince someone to do 

something or believe a certain way about a topic.) 
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