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The authors oppose singling out learning disabled (LD) students as needing writing remediation, since writing skills need to be improved over the entire school-aged population.  They list a number of factors that influence writing performance and urge a focus on process writing.  I like the distinction they draw between basic and advanced writing skills, with a breakdown of just what “basic” writing skills comprise.  
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This article presents empirical research into student performance on writing assessments depending on the length of time provided.  The authors conclude that extra time did not result in improved performance.  Instead, the authors recommend multiple, short writing assignments in order to improve the assessment process overall. 
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Dempster discusses information overload and suggests that teachers focus on a small number of key objectives.  I think this recommendation is particularly valuable for LD students, who already tend to be overwhelmed by inferences and cues they aren’t able to pick up on independently.  Scaling back on the curriculum (while still addressing state educational objectives) would allow more opportunities for feedback and practice.
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This article discusses the historical traditions of writing assessment in the United States and suggests direction for the future.  The authors emphasize the importance of a relevant curriculum in the multicultural classroom.  The five steps to developing a writing program are good, as far as they go, but they lack the recursive assessment-instruction link that other authors have urged.  In other words, this assessment method is summative rather than formative.

Espin, Christine A., Weissenburger, Jacalyn W., and Benson, Betty J.  (2004).  Assessing the writing performance of students in special education.  Exceptionality, 12, p. 55 – 66.  Retrieved April 15, 2006, from Academic Search Premier database.

This article reviews three traditional scoring methods (holistic, analytic, and primary trait) and examines a method the authors claim is more useful to special education: curriculum-based measurement (CBM).  In my opinion, CBM, as described by these authors, is better-suited to elementary school students, since it is based on very low-level, mechanical aspects of writing (spelling, vocabulary, etc.)  In fact, the authors themselves admit that CBM validity breaks down at the secondary level and that more research is needed into measures appropriate for the more complex writing tasks demanded in high school.

Flateby, Teresa L., and Metzger, Elizabeth.  (2001).  Instructional implications of the cognitive level and quality of writing assessment (CLAQWA).  Assessment Update, 13, 4 – 7.  Retrieved April 15, 2006, from Academic Search Premier database.

This article discusses an assessment method (CLAQWA) which allows the instructor to assess student writing based on cognitive level (i.e., Bloom’s Taxonomy) as well as overall writing quality.  Although I did not find this article helpful in isolation, in context with my other research, I think it provides another facet of writing that is often ignored or incorrectly tied up with writing-quality assessment (cognitive level).  The article also correctly admonishes instructors to make writing requirements clear to the students prior to the assignment.

Isaacson, Stephen.  (1999).  Instructionally relevant writing assessment.  Reading & Writing Quarterly, 15, 29 – 48.  Retrieved April 15, 2006, from Academic Search Premier database.

Isaacson advocates instructionally-based, authentic writing assessment.  He employs analytic scoring as the most practical and instructionally-useful way of assessing student writing.  He urges instructors to continually revisit assessments and rubrics for validity, relevance to the curriculum, and usefulness for individual intervention.  Additionally, he recommends involving the students themselves in constructing rubrics, setting goals, and assessing their own and their classmates’ writing.  I particularly liked Mr. Isaacson’s frank discussion of his own mistakes in writing instruction and assessment.  This is the same kind of modeling we need to provide to our own students so they can see that writing (and learning in general) is a process of trial, error, and improvement.

Kern, Diane, Andre, Wendy, Schilke, Rebecca, Barton, James, and McGuire, Margaret Conn.  (2003).  Less is more: Preparing students for state writing assessments.  Reading Teacher, 56, 816 – 826.  Retrieved April 15, 2006, from Academic Search Premier database.

The authors advocate a less-flurried, more focused writing curriculum through a set of guiding principles.  They suggest that lesson units include plenty of modeling, explicit instruction, practice, and multiple opportunities for feedback and revision.  Although the authors’ suggestions are nothing new, I think this article provides a welcome assurance to educators who are stressed out from trying to meet all the state curriculum requirements.  Rather than trying to cram hundreds of small units into the school year, the educator can more productively teach through longer, well-thought-out, integrated units.

Miller, M. David, and Crocker, Linda.  (1990). Validation methods for direct writing assessment.  Applied Measurement in Education, 3, 285 – 276.  Retrieved April 15, 2006, from Academic Search Premier database.

This article examines the validity and differences between indirect and direct writing assessments.  For direct writing assessments, it discusses the three main scoring methods: holistic, analytic, and primary trait.  The authors recommend that a combination of direct and indirect assessment be used to gain a more complete picture of a student’s progress and prefer the analytic scoring method.  I found particularly helpful their advice on developing writing assessments.

Nelson, Nickola Wolf, and Van Meter, Adelia M.  (2002).  Assessing curriculum-based reading and writing samples.  Topics in Language Disorders, 22, 35 – 59.  Retrieved April 15, 2006, from Academic Search Premier database.

This article advocates a recursive relationship between assessment and curricular goal-setting.  The essential factor in this formative assessment method is identifying and remediating the difference between the student’s Expected Response (ER) and Observed Response (OR).  This method specifically includes steps for planning and implementing intervention.

Penny, Jim, Johnson, Robert L., and Gordon, Belita.  (2000).  Using rating augmentation to expand the scale of an analytic rubric.  Journal of Experimental Education, 68, 269 – 288.  Retrieved April 15, 2006, from Academic Search Premier database.

This article presents empirical research into the effectiveness and validity of allowing augmentation of scores on an analytic rubric by adding pluses (+) and minuses (-).  The research seems to favor augmentation, and the author discusses how it can improve the diagnostic applicability of the analytic rubric without increasing the training and scoring time of the scorers.  

Schumaker, Jean B., and Deshler, Donald D.  (2003).  Can students with LD become competent writers?  Learning Disability Quarterly, 26, 129 – 141.  Retrieved April 15, 2006, from Academic Search Premier database.

This article investigates the challenges inherent in the inclusion classroom.  After examining the writing instruction needs of learning disabled (LD) students, the authors consider whether these needs can realistically be met in the general education classroom.  They conclude that the general education teacher alone does not have the time or resources to meet all LD needs, but that resource teachers can make up the difference in a relatively short period of time, given the right tools and direction from the general education teacher.  It is crucial, however, to align the writing curriculum horizontally and vertically so that the LD student does not miss out on learning necessary skills.  I found this article extremely helpful in my research because it provides practical strategies for meeting IDEA requirements in the general education classroom.  I especially liked the curriculum they outline, with the Sentence Writing Strategy, Paragraph Writing Strategy, and Theme Writing Strategy.  These strategies were proven to work, especially when implemented district-wide and from the early grades.  I plan to incorporate these into my own curriculum and advocate for their implementation in my whole school district.

Scott, Tony.  (2005).  Creating the subject of portfolios: Reflective writing and the conveyance of institutional prerogatives.  Written Communication, 22, 3 – 35.  Retrieved April 15, 2006, from Academic Search Premier database.
Following an overhaul of the Kentucky educational system, Tony Scott evaluates the new state-required writing portfolios for high school students, particularly the reflective letter that serves as a capstone to the portfolio.  He examines the disconnect between apparently sophisticated reflections and dissatisfaction of the students, as relayed through interviews.  Scott concludes that the portfolio requirements, as currently constituted and solicited, are too highly stylized and bureaucratically-mandated.  I believe that this research illustrates the difficulty of constructing and administering large-scale writing assessments that are authentic and curriculum-based.

Townsend, Jane S., and Fu, Danling.  (1997).  Writing assessment: Multiple perspectives, multiple purposes.  Preventing School Failure, 41, 71 – 76.  Retrieved April 15, 2006, from Academic Search Premier database.

Townsend and Fu, through case studies, examine the effectiveness of portfolio writing assessment, particularly for at-risk students.  They conclude that it is crucial to focus on individual improvement rather than cut-and-dried ranking of students.  The most successful instruction took place when students wrote many short pieces on personally significant topics and when teachers involved both students and parents in the assessment process.  I liked the assessment methods they describe but fear they are only practical in the elementary classroom, where a teacher only has about 20 students.  I think more research is needed into ways this type of assessment can be used in the high school classroom.

U.S. Student Writing Falls Short of NAEP Goals.  (1999).  Reading Today, 17, 3 – 4.  Retrieved April 15, 2006, from Academic Search Premier database.

This article reveals that U.S. students still fall far short of national goals on writing assessment but shows that process writing (planning, multiple drafts, portfolios, etc.) improves scores.  Other demographic factors (gender, race, socioeconomic status, etc.) also substantially affect scores.  This is an important article for instructors to consider when designing the writing curriculum and assessment instruments.

White, Edward M.  (2004).  (Re)Articulating writing assessment/What we really value: Beyond rubrics in teaching and assessing writing.  Book reviews in Rhetoric Review, 23, 281 – 285.  Retrieved April 15, 2006, from Academic Search Premier database.

White reviews two new books on writing assessment in context of other recent work in the field.  A common theme in the two books and in White’s commentary is the need for writing assessment to be firmly based in theory and research and for assessment tools to measure what is truly important.  The caution about rubrics particularly resonated with me: assessors must be careful to construct rubric items and weights logically.
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This website reports the results of the 2002 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) writing assessment.  It breaks results down by state, district, and demographic subgroups.  This website will be useful for educators assessing and revising their writing curricula.

Jefferson County Schools: High School English.  (n.d.)  Teacher tools: PowerPoint presentations.  Retrieved April 22, 2006, from http://jc-schools.net/tutorials/

tools/english-hs.html

This website provides a myriad of resources for the high school English teacher, including sites where students can systematically test and improve their grammar, usage, and vocabulary.  Most relevant to this research project, however, are the resources for the Tennessee Persuasive Writing Assessment, Grade 11.  This section includes more than twenty links for topics such as prompts, planning, organizing, and scoring.

Texas Education Agency.  (Updated March 21, 2006).  Special education in Texas.  Retrieved April 22, 2006, from http://www.tea.state.tx.us/special.ed/

This is the first place any instructor should go for information on special education in Texas.  The page includes links for every major topic related to special services, from “Access to the General Curriculum” to “No Child Left Behind” to “Texas Reading Initiative.”

University of Wisconsin School of Education.  (Updated April 2, 2006).  Teacher created rubrics for assessment.  Retrieved April 22, 2006, from http://www.uwstout.edu/

soe/profdev/rubrics.shtml 

This website includes links to more than fifty rubrics designed for assignments as diverse as journals, group work, persuasive papers, web pages, and oral presentations.  These rubrics can provide a good starting point for instructors developing rubrics for their own classrooms.

U.S. Department of Education: Special Education and Rehabilitative Services.  (Updated March 16, 2006).  IDEA 2004 resources.  Retrieved April 22, 2006, from http://www.ed.gov/policy/speced/guid/idea/idea2004.html

This website offers numerous resources to assist schools and instructors with meeting the requirements of Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA) and the needs of the learning disabled.

