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Randall, Slomp, Oliveri, Brown
Using a Culturally Sustaining Linguistic Justice Integrated Teaching and Assessment System to
Design Workplace Writing Instructional and Assessment Materials to Enhance Workplace
Readiness of Historically Marginalized Learners

Significance
In this project, we will use Culturally Sustaining Linguistically Just Integrated Technology-
Based Teaching-Assessment (CS-LITTA) system to improve the teaching and assessment of
underserved marginalized learners and better prepare them for the workplace in affirming and
humanizing ways. These goals are a direct response to a growing national mandate that all
academic spaces adopt curricula, instructional, and assessment practices that are culturally
responsive, sustaining, and anti-racist. This mandate has been issued because of the adverse
consequences stemming from traditional instructional and assessment practices that
continue to hurt marginalized students. As an example, the National Council of Teachers of
English (NCTE) the world’s largest professional organization for researching and teaching
composition, issued the following statement with respect to linguistic justice:
Our current call for Black Linguistic Justice comes in the midst of a pandemic that is
disproportionately infecting and killing Black people. We write this statement while
witnessing ongoing #BlackLivesMatter protests across the United States in response to
the anti-Black racist violence and murders of Breonna Taylor, George Floyd, Ahmaud
Arbery, Tony McDade, and a growing list of Black people at the hands of the state and
vigilantes...As language and literacy researchers and educators, we acknowledge that the
same anti-Black violence toward Black people in the streets across the United States
mirrors the anti-Black violence that is going down in these academic streets (Baker-Bell,
Jones Stanbrough, & Everett, 2017).

Our Proposed CS-LITTA Intervention
For decades, an oppressive cycle of writing instruction and assessment has brutalized
historically marginalized students, especially Black and Brown Students. To contribute to
research and practice that address these educational, cultural, and linguistic injustices, our project
is designed to address three related aims, which are further described in our Theory of Action
(ToA). (1) Use a culturally sustaining linguistically just integrated technology-based teaching assessment (CS-LITTA) system to provide professional development to instructors on ways to
teach and assess workplace English communication skills (WECS) to historically marginalized
students. (2) Use a co-design approach that engages researchers and instructors to collaboratively
develop instructional and assessment modules of WECS that acknowledge, value, and sustain
rather than erase the identities of historically marginalized students. (3) Address the paucity of
existing CS-LITTA based resources to teach and assess historically marginalized students. Our
intervention aims are critical to address the shortcomings of traditional instructional approaches,
which are imbued with racist logics, mismatched with our target student populations, and fail to
acknowledge marginalized learners’ language as a valid, ruled-based linguistic system, as is the
case for example with Black vernacular English (Baker-Bell, 2020). The use of traditional
instructional models without questioning the harmful effects of their use is to continue shaming
historically marginalized students who use non-Standardized American English language
varieties that are devalued by schools (e.g., Alim & Baugh, 2006). For such students their
communicative practices have historically been pathologized and treated with erasure (e.g.,
Smitherman, 1996). The CS-LITTA is designed for integration in classrooms attended by
marginalized high school and community college students (Black, Brown, Indigenous
populations). The CS-LITTA is flexible to use by instructors and students, provides actionable
information to instructors and students to support WECS learning and increase their
employability skills by equipping students with the most in-demand WECS skills, and is
informed by instructors’ needs and understanding of the most pressing challenges and barriers
marginalized learners face when learning WECS. In the absence of our CS-LITTA approach,
marginalized learners will continue to learn and be assessed using traditional approaches that
disadvantage, demotivate, and discourage them from learning at school further perpetuating
education debt.
Our project goals are to advance these three aims by working with marginalized students
attending high school and community colleges to improve failing traditional approaches that do
not prepare marginalized learners well in WECS for the workplace. A WECS-focused
intervention is needed because workplace writing and communication skills are among the top
five most needed skills for workplace readiness. This dire need is demonstrated by findings from
educational research, which consistently show that (post)secondary students graduate ill-prepared to competently carry out tasks requiring WECS (Beaufort, 2007; Gallup & Lumina,
2014; Hart Research Associates, 2015; Leydens, 2008; Moore & Morton, 2017; NACE, 2018).
Research by Bargiela-Chiappini, Nickerson, and Planken (2013) and Conrad (2018) indicates
that school-to-workplace transitions are facilitated when students learn the professional discourse
workers in organizations must acquire to complete everyday workplace communications tasks;
however, professional discourse is seldom taught in school-based academic writing. This lack of
training places marginalized learners at a disadvantage because they have reduced opportunities
to learn the skills elsewhere. It is also makes the U.S. less competitive, lacking the benefits from
a diversified workplace that includes all ethnic, cultural, and other segments of society. We
expand on our aims and rationale for the CS-LITTA system in our ToA. The development/
dissemination of these instructional and assessment modules will allow classroom teachers in
schools that serve large proportions of Black, Brown, and/or Indigenous students to have access
to instructional tools that are both culturally sustaining and linguistically just. To that end, we
have identified/targeted a variety of educational settings to employ this model: (a) a community
college which serves large proportions of first-generation, Black and Brown students as well as
GED seekers; (b) a federally supported college enrichment program (Upward Bound); and (c) an
in-school post-secondary preparation program (JAG). This intervention has the potential to work
in a variety of educational settings regardless of organizational structure (as it is teacher led).

Key Components of the CS-LITTA system and Associated Theory of Action (TOA)
In this section, we describe our proposed theory of change (i.e., theory of action; ToA),
by explaining the five breakthroughs of the CS-LITTA system, we also illustrate how and why
the desired change in learner outcomes is expected to happen as the result of the
intervention and include a theoretical justifications and empirical evidence to support your
theory of change. Moreover, we describe the core components of our planned intervention as
well as conditions that must be in place that will lead to the desired change in education
outcomes. In Figure 1 we illustrate the ToA for the CS-LITTA system. The ToA

is organized by the challenges, transformative ideas, program components, hypothesized
mechanisms, and outcomes we will address in this project. The challenges (column 1 in Figure
2) will be addressed by: (a) advancing research and development to better design digital
integrated teaching, learning, and assessments that are useful for historically marginalized
students, (b) designing innovative in-demand WECS tasks that bridge the academic and
workplace contexts, and (c) co-designing tasks with instructors to raise their expertise on ways to
support marginalized students in affirming and humanizing ways. Components of this
intervention were designed for use by high-tuition schools (e.g., Carnegie Mellon University); in
this project, we seek to expand the benefits of such scientific (digitally based interventions) and
putting them on the hands of underprivileged schools to enhance access to innovative
interventions to marginalized learners and those instructing. This goal is well-aligned with the
IES call with regards to improved access to high-quality educational interventions to learners
least likely to have access to facilitate academic achievement for all learners, particularly those
learners who are least likely to achieve academically relative to their peers (i.e., marginalized
learners).

Figure 1: Theory of Action 


Relatedly, our transformative ideas (second column in Figure 1) reconceptualize
traditional, white-centered approaches by developing the CS-LITTA system with sociocultural,
antiracist, student-centered considerations as drivers. The CS-LITTA addresses the needs of
culturally and linguistically diverse students to upskill them using integrated teaching-learning
tasks that are relevant and contextualized for the workplace, use highly accessible user
interfaces, are accessible in a range of devices to enhance student learning. Our transformative
ideas aim to address the limitations of the most common instructional/assessment models
currently used in education, which dehumanize/devalue historically marginalized students.
The CS-LITTA system components are illustrated in the third column of the ToA
(Figure 1). The CS-LITTA system will use a sociocultural approach to ground instructional
design and assessment, include non-standardized English varieties, provide just-in-time
feedback, and data visualizations to support students’ learning of WECS. Our activities will also
include conducting a comprehensive needs assessment to better understand the instructional and
assessment challenges historically marginalized learners and their teachers encounter from
current instructional/assessment approaches, compile and make available a culturally sustaining
and linguistically just corpus, and instructional/assessment frameworks for future design of
instruction and assessment that better aligns with the needs of minoritized learners. The
components of the CS-LITTA system shown in Figure 2 are designed to advance the three aims
mentioned above through five components: (1) advancing culturally sustaining pedagogy and
assessment practices, (2) integrating a linguistically just approach that does not favor
standardized edited American English (or White mainstream English) speakers, (3) using a codesign approach to raise teachers’ capacity to improve their teaching practices; (4) integrating
teaching and assessment within authentic contexts to better support student writing effectiveness
and WECS preparation; and (5) using automated writing evaluation tools to provide formative,
just-in-time analytics-based feedback.

[image: ]
Figure 2: Summary of CS-LITA System and Associated Breakthroughs

Component I. The first component of the CS-LITTA is that it is a system designed to be
culturally sustaining to serve the needs of historically marginalized learners (e.g., Black
students) who have been taught using traditional instructional and assessment models that do not
preserve their cultural identity, funds of knowledge, and thereby neither serve their needs nor
enable students to feel valued or empowered. Other negative consequences of the use of current
instructional and assessment models include minoritized students frequently feeling disengaged
(Comer & Emmons, 2006; Gray, Hope, & Matthews, 2018; Juvonen, Wang, & Espinoza, 2011);
not included in the teaching materials (Ashley & Jarratt-Ziemski, 1999; Tolley, 2020); have
reduced opportunities to learn (Berry III, Ellis, & Hughes, 2014; Pitre 2014); and are presented
with higher levels of cognitive/linguistic load that exacerbates difficulties related to learning
(Battey & Leyva, 2016; Cheung, 2017; Whitaker, 2015). These issues lead to lower academic
performance, feelings of inadequacy, dehumanization, disenfranchisement, and [ultimately]
issues with retention and graduation (United States Commission on Civil Rights, 2018; United
States Department of Education, 2012). The CS-LITTA system seeks to preserve learners’
cultural identity to combat these negative outcomes based on research that argues for the
development of materials that build on learners’ cultural characteristics, experiences, and
perspectives as conduits for teaching them more effectively. This argument assumes that when
academic knowledge and skills are situated within the lived experiences and students’ frames of
reference, they are more personally meaningful, have higher interest appeal and learn more
easily. As a result, the academic achievement of ethnically diverse students will improve when
they are taught through their own cultural and experiential filters. Ladson-Billings (1995)
describes culturally relevant pedagogy (CRP) as an effective pedagogical practice “that not only
addresses student achievement but also helps students to accept and affirm their cultural identity
while developing critical perspectives that challenge inequities schools (and other institutions)
perpetuate” (p. 469). Culturally sustaining pedagogy (Alim & Django, 2017) is a critical
extension of CRP in that it calls on teachers to not only draw on, but also sustain students’
cultural (static and evolving) identities. The CS-LITTA system is situated within this framework
as the ability to develop culturally sustaining pedagogies is central to supporting marginalized
learners who are culturally and linguistically diverse.

Component 2. The CS-LITTA system’s second component is its design focusing on
linguistic justice. Baker-Bell (2020) describes linguistic justice as an antiracist approach to
language and literacy education. Indeed, linguistic justice is the process of “dismantling Anti-
Black Linguistic Racism and white linguistic hegemony and supremacy in classrooms and in the
world” (p. 7). In a linguistically just framework, White mainstream English (often referred to as
standard edited American English) is neither centered nor exalted as superior. Instead, Black
language (also referred to as African American Language, African American English, African
American Vernacular English) is respected, valued, and normalized (as opposed to demonized)
in educational spaces. Richardson (2004) explains that Black students are marginalized,
disregarded, and dehumanized, daily in schools through their language. The author argues that
when students are taught to hate their Black speech, they are indirectly being taught to hate
themselves. This idea also applies to other speakers of non-standard English such as English
language learners or immigrants. This pervasive narrative related to writing and writing
instruction in public education elevates the norms and standards established by the White power
structure and, consequently, relegates all other ways and patterns of writing as inferior. The CSLITTA system disrupts this White supremist approach to language by an expanded construct
model (component # 4) and an expanded set of exemplars of language use integrated into
DocuScope (component # 5) to value, as opposed to devalue, historically marginalized students’
use of language at work and academic contexts.

We draw on Baker-Bell’s (2020) framework for linguistic justice praxis (as illustrated
through her work with students at a leadership academy in Los Angeles). Baker-Bell relies on
Smitherman’s (2017) articulation of Critical Language Awareness pedagogy which seeks to
develop students’ critical consciousness about language, power, and society. Specifically, “it
seeks to heighten their awareness of the stakes involved in language attitude and policies of
correctness and strives to impart knowledge about their own language, its social and linguistic
rules, its history and cultural connection. Instead of just accepting language as a gate-keeping
check on race and ethnicity, instead of capitulating to ‘that’s just the ways things are,’…Critical
Language Awareness pedagogy helps student examine and account for why things are the way
they are.” (Smitherman, 2017, p.10). This approach begins by positioning teachers and students
to (1) acknowledge and understand the history behind Black language (e.g., the connection
between slavery and language) including the role of language planning (e.g., separating slaves
who spoke a common African language); and (2) to understand the origins/development of Black
language specifically as a counter-language. Students and teachers are then invited to study the
grammatical and rhetorical features of Black Language (just as they are mandated to do with
White Mainstream English) with respect to syntax (e.g., habitual be, zero copula), semantics
(e.g., sadity, trife), slang (e.g., vibe, swag), phonology (e.g., ask as axe), and rhetorical features
(e.g., signifyin, call & response). Ultimately, participants will engage in a process that allows
them to critically interrogate the intersection of race, language, and power. Alim and Smitherman
(2012) suggests that we ask: “Which languages are preferred in which contexts? By whom?
Which groups are included-or excluded- by these decisions? Who benefits?...why must Black
Americans shift toward styles considered White in order to be “successful?” These questions
show that the way we talk can either grant or deny us access to social, political, and economic
opportunities (think jobs, schools, etc.)” (p. 26).
Component 3. CS-LITTA's third component is its use of an expanded construct model of
workplace writing, which bridges the workplace and academic contexts to better prepare students
for a digital workplace, which requires students to learn to write in multiple genres (forms of
writing). Our model builds on prior work described in Graham, Gillespie, and McKeown (2013),
which defines writing as a goal directed and self-sustained cognitive activity requiring the
skillful management of four aspects of writing, (a) the writing environment; (b) the constraints
imposed by the writing topic; (c) writers’ intentions; and (d) the processes, knowledge, and skills
involved in composing. Corrigan and co-PI Slomp (2021) also advanced this model from their
systematic literature review, which included over 100 research articles. As shown in Figure 3,
the model includes seven interrelated domains of knowledge that expert writers draw on to
manage these four aspects of writing. Collectively, knowledge from each of these domains
enables writers to manage the complex set of cognitive tasks needed to successfully analyze and
respond to writing tasks that are new to them yet are critical for workplace readiness. 
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Figure 3: Sociocognitive Model of Expertise in Writing 

Examples include recognizing and utilizing the dynamic relationship between language and power and understanding how this dynamic plays out within the tensions between an author’s intended purpose for a text and the values and expectations of the audiences or discourse communities that writing is addressed to. It also recognizes the way those power dynamics, values, and expectations shape how genres are created and used, how content is shaped and crafted, and how authors craft their texts to evoke a desired response from their audience. The model’s connection with assessment and its subsequent operationalization is shown in Figure 4 (Q-matrix and construct elements). 
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Figure 4: Q-Matrix and Construct Elements

In co-PI Oliveri’s development of technology-based integrated teaching and assessment tasks, she created a technology-based platform that enabled the uploading of workplace writing tasks to the platform and the provision of just-in-time feedback to formatively support marginalized students’ learning and assessment.  Corrigan and Slomp are currently advancing this work, developing a new iteration of this platform with funding from the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (see  https://www.thrivingthroughwriting.ca/). Building on our prior work, in this proposal, we advance an integrated teaching-assessment pedagogy that emphasizes metacognitive strategies for (a) recognizing critical features of a communicative situation in terms of audience, genre, and context; (b) understanding the micro-rhetorical choices writers make as they work through the dynamic tension between the expectations of various discourse communities and the authors’ rhetorical aims; (c) identifying similarities and differences between a given communicative situation and previous situations, and (d) connecting the situational information to set of linguistic choices leading to effective use of workplace writing across genres. We also advance the use of the tasks in-class by incorporating curricular activities to (a) provide students and their teachers opportunities to articulate and develop critical discourse knowledge to emphasize both “knowing how writing is socially and historically constructed (Berlin, 1992; Ivanič, 2004) within specific power relations” (Luke, 2012), and understanding “how writing reinforces discourses of both dominance and marginalization” (Berlin, 1992), (b) teach students how to make strategic choices about their use of language to achieve their goals for writing across a variety of genres needed for the workplace, (c) help students recognize that certain discourse communities have been systematically silenced and marginalized throughout history, and (d) that they can learn to challenge the hegemonic thinking that marginalized those voices in the first place (Van Heertum & Share, 2006). Along this line, our professional development focus is on facilitating students’ and teachers’ understanding that discourses and linguistic conventions are both social and historical constructions so that what constitutes correct usage and conventions is arbitrary.
Component 4. The fourth component of the CS-LITTA is its integrated teaching and
assessment approach rooted in authentic scenarios to better support student writing
effectiveness and WECS preparation. Our CS-LITTA approach draws from research on
workplace writing preparation and critical discourse, and uses authentic-workplace activities to
provide students with opportunities to develop their written communication skills through
engagement with authentic learning environments that enable students to engage with learning
micro- and macro-level text features; we also provide opportunities to engage in learning
metacognitive writing strategies to support learning transfer across genres, which is often one of
the most severe challenges students face with writing. For instance, we maintain that developing
rhetorical awareness at both the macro-experiential and micro-rhetorical levels depends on
authentic learning environments that allow students to learn from tacit as well as explicit
instruction.
Component 5. Our fifth component also focuses on advancing writing instruction using a
text analytics tool (i.e., a text-tagging tool called DocuScope) to provide frequent just-in-time
feedback to support writing instruction (Kaufer, Ishizaki, Butler, & Collins, 2004). Our co-PI
David Brown has also contributed to the development of DocuScope. DocuScope was designed
to highlight “the constellation of language choices that provide one or another reading
experience to an audience or user” (Kaufer, Geisler, Vlachos, & Ishizaki, 2006, p. 116). Previous
research has shown its effectiveness in modelling linguistic variation (in genre, register, and
style) in a variety of historical, literary, educational, and political texts (Hope & Witmore, 2004;
Kaufer, Geisler, Ishizaki, & Vlachos, 2005; Marcellino, 2014; Parry-Giles & Kaufer, 2017;
Taguchi, Kaufer, Gomez-Laich, & Zhao, 2017; Tootalian, 2017; Zhao & Kaufer, 2013). It is
used in the classroom as an interactive environment that student writers can use to explore and
interrogate their own communicative choices (Helberg et al., 2018). Building on the text analysis
tool with DocuScope, Carnegie Mellon University developed a Technology-Enhanced Writing
Instruction (TEWI) environment (Helberg et al., 2018). DocuScope helps students examine their
composing choices at a micro-linguistic level where they can study how successful
communications draw from language categories that are relevant to the situational task. For
example, with the TEWI tool, students learn how small language patterns in a successful cover
letter for a job application consist of a set of well-defined language categories (e.g., first person,
positive attributions, language about the future, language about goals and qualifications) that
support the goals of the writer as a job candidate.
The use of DocuScope will allow the team to cull out statistically robust patterns across
large samples of student writing to investigate experiential and rhetorical gaps in the instruction
of WECS with marginalized learners using non-standard English (Black vernacular English) to
support the linguistically just component of the CS-LITTA system. It will also enable us to align
customized patterns with teachers’ rubrics, enabling students to see where their texts meet the
rhetorical goals for any given assignment. Moreover, we can embed examples of words and
phrases that fulfill specific objectives, clarifying expectations and facilitating students’ decision-making. Finally, the tool asks students to identify what their text in about (using a short list of
words and phrases). DocuScope, then, tracks those topics and they unfold. Thus, students are
able to see how their text develops and coheres, as well as make edits in real time to see the
effects of those changes. In sum, we will leverage DocuScope to provide a near-authentic
professional experience in a classroom setting through a mixture of using samples of students
work from workplace genres and earlier DocuScope-based analysis of existing workplace texts
such as emails written by employers of diverse fields and occupations (see Figures 5 - 8 for examples). The use of DocuScope will thus serve at least two purposes: (a) visually
explore the ways language is used in more authentic settings in the workplace in descriptive
rather than prescriptive ways and (b) explore the types of challenges students transitioning into
the workplace may face with regards to WECS by providing students with the ability to identify
the linguistic features leading to effective WECS writing.
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Figure 5. Analytics-Based Formative Feedback Example
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Figure 6. Classroom Based Formative Feedback Example


Figure 7: A scatter plot of email senders along PCA Dimensions 1 and 2, with the outliers circled and labeled in the upper left-hand quadrant.
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Figure 8: Biplot showing the means of email senders by corporate role along the first 2 linear discriminants and our language categories contributing to those discriminants.

Implementation Plan
To do this work, we have engaged with several partners as (1) implementation sites (i.e., Upward
Bound, JAG, and Southeast Community College) across the country; and (2) thought partners
across different sectors (i.e., Tyson Foods Upwards Academy, Prairie State College). 
With this wide range of partners, we are confident that our outcomes will be meaningful to a broad range of education practitioners charged with supporting the education of marginalized learners across the U.S.

Summary of Significance
The goal of this study is to use a linguistic justice (an anti-racist approach to language
and literacy education) framework to develop instructional and assessment materials that support
the development of workplace English communication skills (WECS) in historically
marginalized students. This project draws its strength in four ways. It (1) is rooted in a linguistic
justice framework intended to disrupt the White supremist practices with respect to writing
instruction that dehumanize historically marginalized students daily in secondary schools; (2)
calls on a sociocognitive model of expertise in writing that empowers students to recognize the
relationship between power and language and to make informed – liberating-choices in their own
writing; (3) focuses on competencies widely considered critical for both career and college
readiness by employers and our partners (JAG, Upward Bound, Southeast Community College);
and (4) utilizes a collaborative research design in which teachers-students-researchers work
together to explore authentic and transformative instructional practices. As compared to
traditional instructional and assessment models, the CS-LITTA surpasses traditional models by
focusing on students, teachers, language, culture, and minimizing consequences of using
previous pedagogical and assessment models, see summary shown in Table C. Moreover, the
dissemination of this work through journal publications, providing examples of the effective
instructional tools through the Buros’ website, and presenting at national conferences (e.g.,
NCTE, NCME, AERA) can also lead to scientific contributions and further research.



Research Plan
Learnings from previous collaborations and funded projects revealed the importance of
co-designing tasks with instructors, creating tasks that are authentic, align to the workplace, and
are impactful to stakeholders including teachers and students working with researchers as codesigners/co-researchers in the process. Along this line, our research questions and planned
activities build on our prior work. Thus, in year 1, after engaging in professional development
and a needs assessment, teachers will work collaboratively as a professional learning community
(meeting multiple times each month) with their students to iteratively design and evaluate
integrated WECS instructional supports in their classroom spaces. The co-design process will be
supported by coordinating classroom teachers, students, and the researchers. The joint goal is to
identify student learning progressions and understand the core components of successful antiracist instructional approaches. Over a four-year period, we will employ an agile cycle of
continuous and iterative lesson development, revision, assessment, and re-teaching. The aim is to
develop a culturally sustaining linguistically just WECS curriculum made widely available. See
Table B to view a crosswalk of each research question to the data that will be
collected for each question as well as the intended analysis. The analyses for each main project
phase are described in the research design section.

Research Questions
1. What are the most pressing instructional and assessment needs students and teachers have with respect to teaching and assessing WECS to marginalized students?
2. How do teacher-student-researcher teams work together to identify the instructional and formative assessment needs of marginalized students with respect to WECS?
3. What are effective teacher-student-researcher practices that codesign teams can use to modify their instructional and assessment practices- based on feedback - to reflect both a commitment to culturally sustaining linguistically just pedagogy and the achievement of workplace-aligned student writing competencies?

Small-Scale Classroom Piloting of CS-LITTA System
4. What issues arise while implementing instructional and assessment practices rooted in a CSLITTA framework?
5. What barriers impede the implementation of a CS-LITTA approach?
6. What supports facilitate implementing instructional and assessment practices rooted in a CSLITTA framework?
7. How do researchers, teachers, and students collaborate to address those issues, mitigate those barriers, and enhance those supports?

Teacher and Student Use of Automated Feedback
8. What kinds of feedback mechanisms (via the use of text analysis) can be created to facilitate valid interpretations and guide both teacher and student actions in a classroom with large numbers of marginalized learners?
9. How do teachers employ automated formative assessment tools to address linguistically and culturally diverse students’ most pressing instructional needs with respect to WECS?
10. What are teachers’ suggestions for improving the assessment experience to increase value, meaning, and utility of the teaching and assessment process for supporting minoritized student learning and informing teachers’ practices?

Teacher and Student Experience to Maximize Motivation to Teach and Learn
11. What types of tasks and activities are the most meaningful to/engaging for students when assessing their WECS within a CS-LITTA system?
12. What are teachers’ and students’ suggestions for improving the assessment experience to increase value, meaning, and utility of the assessment process for supporting student learning and informing teachers’ practices?

Measuring Outcomes
13. Have stakeholder needs been fulfilled through participation in this study?
14. How has involvement in this co-design process impacted (a) teacher instructional and assessment practices and (b) commitment to justice?
15. Has involvement in this co-design work led to enhanced student writing ability and affirmation of student linguistic and cultural identity?
16. Does validity, reliability, and fairness evidence support the continued development and use of the CS-LITTA model with historically marginalized populations of students?

Project Activities and Timeline
Project activities are each designed to provide key information about each component and
research questions explored in this study. In this section, we briefly describe each activity (see
Table A for a more detailed visual representation of the timeline of activities by
month and Table B for a list of activities, research questions, and outcomes).
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Phase 1: Needs Analysis and Professional Development
Instructional Needs Assessment. In Year 1, we will collaborate with teachers and students to
identify their instructional and assessment needs with a focus on our first two research questions.
This needs assessment will include a review of curricular outcomes with respect to WECS,
writing tasks, and students’ writing samples to establish a baseline of writing competencies.

Linguistic Justice Professional Development. With the heaviest emphasis in the first two years
of the project, teachers will participate in professional development that focuses on literacy from
a linguistic justice perspective. In this workshop, teachers will begin the process of re-thinking
historical and traditional literacy practices; and begin to envision what a culturally-sustaining and
linguistically-just approach to writing instruction might entail. Professional development
objectives include identifying key features of a culturally-sustaining and linguistically-just
approach, decentering whiteness to embrace the instruction and assessment of marginalized
learners; identifying their social locations with associated markers of privilege and oppression;
critically analyzing the sociocultural contexts of language and literacy relevant to their schools;
charting the epistemological stances and bodies of knowledge which inform linguistically just
pedagogies and engaging in collaborative dialogue around how to adopt these approaches in their
practice.

Writing Instruction Professional Development. Drawing on a collaborative design process
utilized by Slomp et al. (2018) researchers and teachers will meet between 3-5 times each year of
the study to develop, implement, and test new writing pedagogies. Collaborative sessions will
begin with an exploration of the writing construct; teachers will then be guided through an
analysis of how well their current practices support construct-focused learning. Drawing on
insights gained from this exploration, researchers and teachers will collectively explore
pedagogies that better align with the construct model. Over the four years of the study our
pedagogical design work will progress from a focus on individual lessons, to unit plans, and
finally to annual instructional plans. Researchers will support teachers as they work to
implement collaboratively designed lesson, unit, and year plans in their individual classrooms.
The design process is necessarily iterative: lessons learned from each round of design,
implementation, and assessment will inform future iterations.

Phase 2: Development
Co-Design of Workplace-Aligned Writing Tasks. Beginning in Year 1 (after completion of the
1st Writing PD), teachers will work with researchers and students to co-design authentic writing
tasks in alignment with the CS-LITTA system approach. This iterative co-design process will
continue throughout the project into Years 2 and 3 with teachers meeting as a professional
learning community several (e.g., 2-3 times) per month.

Use of Text Analytics (DocuScope Software). Students and teachers will use DocuScope to
articulate transformative approaches to instruct writing in culturally sustaining ways that differ
from the traditionally used (white supremacist) approach. These activities will focus on
exploring research questions 6 to 8 while continuing to explore research questions 8-10.

Phase 3: Pilot Study [Followed by Iterative Development and Refinement]
Faculty and Student Interviews. In Years 1 - 4, interviews and/or focus groups will be
conducted with faculty and students to collect data on their use of the linguistic justice
instructional approach and their writing approach. RQ: All

Student Think Alouds. In Years 2 – 4, Think Aloud Protocols (TAPs) will be conducted with
students to determine the extent to which the writing tasks are, indeed, assessing the intended
writing constructs. RQ: ALL

Research Dissemination and Documentation. In Year 4, researchers will write research articles
to disseminate research findings, create digital workshops for classroom teachers, and prepare
materials (exemplars of the instructional program and the linguistic justice framework) to post in
the University of Massachusetts and Buros Testing Center websites to disseminate research
findings to non-technical audiences. Moreover, social media (e.g., university Facebook sites,
LinkedIn) will also be used to disseminate research as described in our dissemination plan.

Sample and Setting
Student Population
This study focuses on developing the WECS of (a) secondary (middle and high) students
enrolled in schools or extracurricular programs that serve primarily historically marginalized
populations (i.e., Black, Brown, and Indigenous) in two states and (b) postsecondary students
enrolled in community college in Nebraska which serves a diverse population of students. We
chose this population of students (with respect to grade-level, socio-cultural identities, location,
and size) for several reasons: (1) The development of WECS is typically addressed at the
secondary and postsecondary level and such a focus would likely feel inauthentic in an
elementary setting; (2) Learning occurs both in formal (i.e., schools) and informal (i.e., out-of school programs) educational spaces, so we believe it is important to work across these multiple
settings; (3) Similarly, language patterns- and certainly students’ experiences – can vary across
regions. To that end, we believe it is important to develop the modules in multiple locations
while being careful not to overextend ourselves. Consequently, we chose sites in the southern
U.S. (Louisiana), New England (Massachusetts), and the Midwest (Nebraska). The study sites
were chosen based on a series of organic conversations over time between the PIs and school/site
personnel in which site personnel explicitly expressed frustration/concern with students’ WECS.
We believe this sample selection approach to be a major strength of this study. Indeed, the PIs
did not actively seek out participants through cold calls/introductions, but rather developed our
research plan and activities around the needs expressed explicitly by participants. The sample
size reflects that decision as we have opted to include teachers/students within these sites only.
The primary sample includes six secondary public-school teachers, one enrichment program
instructor (Upward Bound), and three community college teachers. These teachers work with
approximately 60-90 students a year which is an estimated student sample size of 600-900. The
text below describes the student populations.
Jobs for America’s Graduates (JAG), via a nation-wide partnership with governors,
executives, and community leaders, supports state affiliates (primarily through public middle and
high schools, but also out-of-school and collegiate young adults) in the delivery of the JAG
Model. This model includes a comprehensive set of services designed to improve graduation
rates and post-graduation success. The Caddo Parish, Louisiana JAG consortium includes five
public schools (3 middle schools and 2 high schools). This consortium works to ensure that
students achieve one of three post-graduate outcomes: (1) enter college; (2) enter the workforce;
or (3) enter the military. Potential JAG students are interviewed by JAG specialists and admitted
based on the program’s pre-identified barriers. Although the five schools include a diverse
student body including White, Hispanic and Multiracial students, each school primarily serves
Black/African American students ranging from 75% - 97% of students. JAG has several basic
and workplace competencies (see Table C) that are addressed in this intervention
(e.g., communicate in writing; demonstrate ability to send, receive, and organize email
messages).
The Upward Bound program is a year-round, federally sponsored educational program
serving high school students from Springfield, Massachusetts. Students are eligible to participate
if they are from families in which neither parent has a bachelor's degree, and/or if they qualify as
low-income. Upward Bound's goal is to increase the rate at which participants successfully
complete high school and enroll in and graduate from college. Upward Bound stresses the
development of academic skills and motivation for students who might not traditionally be
considered college bound. Upward Bound serves a diverse student body of approximately 47%
African American, 46% Hispanic/Latine/x, and 6% Asian. In addition, 93.11% of all participants
this year were both First Generation and Low Income (data from the 2019-2020 Academic
Year).
Southeast Community College (SECC) is a mid-size community college
(approximately 9500 enroll annually students) located in Lincoln, NE. Approximately 26% of its
student body is composed of historically marginalized students with most students (93%)
attending part-time. SCC also offers Adult Basic Education courses as well as General
Educational Development tests for students who have not earned a high school diploma. Our
work will focus on identifying and meeting the needs of the historically marginalized
populations enrolled (i.e., Black, Brown, and Indigenous students).

Research Design and Methods
Design-Based Research Design and Co-Design
Our research is rooted in two related approaches: design-based research (DBR) and co-development/ co-design. These approaches are often employed in conjunction with each other. In contrast to experimental and quasi-experimental research approaches, the DBR approach focuses on engaging in research activities that are situated in natural environments (e.g., real-world contexts) such as the pre-existing JAG program. The use of DBR will allow the research team to support the iterative process of developing innovative learning environments (i.e., design, evaluate, revise, repeat). The Design-Based Research Collective (2003) outlines five
characteristics of good design-based research: (1) the primary goals of both the learning
environment and learning theory development are intertwined; (2) the development and research
represent an iterative process of design, apply, evaluate, and redesign; (3) the research must lead
to relevant implications for practitioners and other researchers; (4) authentic settings are used;
and (5) a reliance on methods that can document and connect the application process to
outcomes of interest. Our interdisciplinary team of researchers have the needed expertise to carry
out the development of tasks using the DBR approach and have worked together in the
development of prototypes (JoWA) and use of DocuScope in the classroom (JoWA). Moreover,
our team also has worked extensively with school district personnel, classroom teachers, and
social justice experts (see Table F for a summary of the team’s expertise).


We will also use a co-development/co-design model. The co-design approach works in
contrast to typical top-down approaches to educational reform/innovation and thus are
appropriately aligned with our CS-LITTA approach, which seeks to enhance the alignment
between the students, teachers, and researchers, from a democratized rather than top-down
approach. Roschelle and Penuel (2006) define co-design as a “highly-facilitated, team-based
process in which teachers, researchers, and developers work together in defined roles to design
an educational innovation, realize the design in one or more prototypes, and evaluate each
prototype’s significance for addressing a concrete educational need” (p.606). Indeed, the codesign approach works in contrast to typical top-down approaches to educational
reform/innovation which require educators to implement/adopt a plan developed externally
without their input or expertise. There are seven characteristic features of the co-design
approach: (1) begins with a goal of creating a tangible innovation (in this case workplace
communication modules); (2) begins with the documentation of the classroom context; (3) is
flexible based on the input of teacher participants as part of the design process; (4) includes an
initial event intended to formalize a shared understanding of both the needs and requirements of
the classrooms; (5) must fit within the school calendar and teachers’ schedules; 6) relies on
strong facilitation and well-defined roles; and (7) has a system of central accountability for
quality assurance which typically rests with the principal investigator. With the co-design
process educators engage as active participants and professional contributors. The use of the codesign approach will provide participating educators with a stronger sense of ownership and
agency as well as a much deeper understanding of the underlying research and faith in the
curricular materials produced through this project.
Specifically, the iterative co-design approach will involve (a) weekly professional
learning community meetings among teachers; (b) biweekly meetings (remotely or face-to-face)
with design teams (including researchers), and (c) ongoing professional development (e.g.,
linguistic justice, writing assessment) with research team. Ultimately, although the entire team
works as equals in collaboration, teachers have final decision-making authority with respect to
design elements that will be used in their classrooms. Previous studies have found that co-design
approaches have resulted in changes in pedagogical practices particularly with respect to the use
and integration of technology in the classroom (Cober, Tan, Slotta, & So, 2015), improvements
in teachers’ ability to reflect on their own practice, and in their ability to use classroom
assessment data to improve instruction (Glasswell, Singh & McNaughton, 2016; Matuk, Gerard,
Lim-Breitbart & Linn, 2016; Matuk, Linn, & Eylon, 2015). Our goal is for this project to
demonstrate how a scaffolded, iterative co-design approach may result in improved writing
instruction and assessment.
We note that our research design does not include the elements typically associated with
an experimental or quasi-experimental research design despite the developmental nature of the
study. This decision was, indeed, intentional. Given this work will take place in spaces and with
stakeholders that represent some of the most marginalized populations (i.e., Black and Brown),
we believe such methods are inappropriate in this context as they are rooted in what Zuberi and
Bonilla-Silva (2008) refer to as White logic. They write “White logic assumes a historical
posture that grants eternal objectivity to the views of elite Whites and condemns the views of
non-Whites to perpetual subjectivity...Therefore, White logic operates to foster a ‘debilitating
alienation’ among the racially oppressed, as they are thrown ‘into a world of preexisting
meanings as [people] incapable of meaning making.’ Conversely, White logic fosters the obverse
feeling on Whites (elite or not): a sense of superiority, a sense they know things as well as the
‘The White man’s burden’ - the urge so many Whites feel to educate and “civilize” non-Whites
which has served historically as the moral and intellectual foundation for colonialism and
internal colonialism” (pp.18-19). Indeed, Goar (2008) has argued that white privilege is ever
present in experimental research. And our proposed work seeks to actively disrupt white
privilege and white supremacist logics inherent in traditional mainstream approaches to writing
development.

Pilot Study
The pilot study will seek to determine the extent to which we can directly apply what we have
learned through prior research/projects and pilot studies (e.g., co-design model of Horizon
project, implementation of DocuScope in classroom spaces) to develop a process for teaching
and assessing WECS that de-centers whiteness. To do so, we will develop the instructional and
assessment modules in collaboration with all participating teachers but implement them in Years
1 and 2 in one JAG, one Upward Bound, and one SECC class only. This approach allows the
research team to be more flexible/agile in the development process to better serve the needs of
teachers/students. In the pilot study, we will use qualitative approaches (i.e., interviews, focus
groups, and observations) to measure the student and teacher experience with both the co-development process (including the fidelity of the co-design process) as well as their engagement
with/perceived value of the modules. Using quantitative methods, we will also measure the
extent to which teachers’ goals for student performance (identified during needs assessment) are
being met through the analysis of student writing samples using DocuScope. Although we will
not employ a traditional separate control-group experimental design approach (refer to
justification in Research Design section), teachers will work collaboratively with students to
compare their own writing samples over time to gauge growth and the extent to which
instructional modules may require modification to better meet student needs.

Measures and Data Collection
Over the course of the project, the research team will collect data from several sources:
both qualitative (interviews/focus groups, classroom observations, student think alouds, teacher
journals, expert reviews, writing tasks, and writing samples) and quantitative (assessment
scores/assigned grades).
Student Qualitative Data. Interviews/focus groups will be conducted periodically (no fewer than three interviews/focus groups each year) over the four-year project to ascertain students’ engagement with the writing tasks and perceptions of the writing process through the linguistic justice framework. Data from classroom observations will be collected to garner a sense of the effectiveness of each of the abovementioned components in changing/improving instructional practices. The writing tasks, co-designed by researchers-teachers-students will also be collected as exemplars for the instruction of future-generations of students and for use in instructional workshops to exemplify the application of the linguistic justice framework for instruction and assessment. In addition to interviews/focus groups, we will employ think-aloud protocols with students as they work through the writing tasks to uncover any challenges related to completing  the tasks or any source of difficulty related to interacting with the materials presented. These data will inform our understanding of the underlying constructs being assessed by each task. Finally, student writing samples will be collected. All writing samples (a minimum of 5 writing samples per student) will be uploaded as word files into the text analysis tool - DocuScope. Within this visual-analytic tool, students will see their writing choices, question their language choices, and be empowered to revise/edit within the context and purpose of the assigned writing tasks.
Teacher Qualitative Data. A structured journaling approach (Lietz, Langer, and Furman, 2006) will be used to capture teachers’ reflections and responses to focused questions asking them to describe key highlights, challenges, and opportunities they encountered on their use of a linguistic justice approach for writing instruction. Teachers also will note ways to
improve/modify the instruction for the historically marginalized learners they are teaching.
Collectively, these teacher journals could be invaluable as centers of evidence about pedagogies
involving the social justice linguistic approach. In addition to data collected from teachers via
interviews/focus groups (no fewer than three interviews/focus groups with each teacher each
year), data in the form of teacher-based reflections will be collected based on our work with
instructors through professional development workshops designed to build teaching capacity
with regards to teaching meaningful writing features. Throughout this process, we will elicit
writing instructor knowledge and classroom practice in order to garner a rich description of the
opportunities/challenges related to teaching culturally and linguistically diverse populations.
Quantitative Data. In addition to qualitative data, we will record the assessment scores/grades assigned to students’ writing tasks by teachers over the duration of the project. These data will be used to evaluate interrater reliability (among teachers), track student progress (as perceived by participating teachers), and aid in the evaluation of the fairness and validity of the modules.

Data Analysis Plan
Writing Samples [Quantitative] Analysis
The research team, which includes D. Brown (co-PI), co-developer of DocuScope
classroom, will use DocuScope, a computer-aided tool to analyze and provide feedback to
students and teachers on their use of language in writing. DocuScope implements a dictionarybased approach to natural language processing (Ishizaki & Kaufer, 2012). The dictionary, which currently contains over 70 million patterns, contains patterns (sequences of words) that are interpretable for their rhetorical effect on readers. Standard dictionaries do not have entries like “I often used to”, but in our dictionary, this string is classified, along with tens of thousands of language patterns, into a first-person autobiographical effect. Writers who rely on this pattern are seeking to call readers’ attention to their continuous past from a first-person vantage. The tool, along with the dictionary, has been used for a wide range of research projects from analyses of political discourse (e.g., Parry-Giles & Kaufer, 2017) to studies on Shakespeare plays (e.g., Hope & Witmore, 2004) and for classroom instruction of work-aligned genres. However, this grant will support the expansion of DocuScope’s expansion to include non-standardized English and English spoken by diverse populations including Black students.
Principal Components Analysis will be used to identify outliers and investigate the
nature of linguistic patterns by detecting their rhetorical style; see Figure 7 for an
example plot based on the aggregated emails of each sender in the Enron email corpus
(containing 114 writers, 53,662 emails, and 2,076,366 words). To date, TEWI has catalogued
over 90 million string combinations, which provided robust statistical power to not only identify
atypical texts, but also to model genre, register, and task variation. To complement our use of the
component analysis, we will use Linear Discriminant Analysis to investigate finer level
linguistic details required by specific occupation roles demanding particular communicative
choices. See Figure 8 for an example. Based on these results and instructors’ stated
learning objectives, an interactive version of DocuScope can be customized for use by teachers
and students. We will support not only the necessary customization, but also the training needed
to assist in implementing DocuScope as a tool—one which highlights students’ decision-making
points, aligned with teacher-driven rubrics and instructional priorities.
The Multifacet Rasch Model (for Rating Scales), an extension of the Rasch Model
(1980), provides a framework for analyzing ratings in two or more ordered categories (Wright &
Masters, 1982) such as in the case of grades/assessment scores (e.g., A, B, C-). The model allows
for the modeling of grade assignment as a function of multiple facets (such as racial, cultural, age
groups). Conceptually, this is similar to regression analysis: the response variable is the logistic
transformation of ratios of final grade probabilities and the independent variables are student
characteristics. To investigate our research questions related to fairness, validity, and reliability,
Latent Class Analysis (LCA) is a statistical procedure that we will employ to identify different
subgroups of students that are qualitatively different. The underlying assumption of LCA is that
membership in unobserved groups (referred to as classes) can be explained by patterns of scores
(in this case grades on writing assessments).

Classroom Observations, Interviews, Focus Groups, and Think Alouds [Qualitative] Analysis
To gauge the extent to which teachers and students feel engaged and empowered
throughout this process, in addition to classroom observations, we will periodically interview
both students and teachers (and in some cases, when appropriate, interview stakeholders as a
focus group). The collected responses will be analyzed using a framework method. Framework
analysis (Ritchie & Spencer, 1994), as described by Srivastava and Thomson (2009), is
appropriate for this project in that we have specific questions, a limited time frame, a predesigned sample (e.g., Upward Bound teachers & students) and a priori issues (e.g., history of
dehumanizing instructional practices in literacy) that must be addressed (p. 73). Analysis of the
qualitative data will be conducted in stages, including familiarization, identification of a thematic
framework, coding, charting, and mapping, and interpretation; see Ritchie and Spencer and
Srivastava and Thomson (2009, p. 76) for a detailed description of each stage. The use of the
framework analysis approach has benefits as it is a grounded or generative, dynamic, and
comprehensive approach that facilitates easy and accessible retrieval of information to others.
Due to the iterative co-design nature of this proposed project, such a generative and dynamic
approach is necessary. Each researcher – including teachers and students – will familiarize
themselves with the collected data and, together, develop a thematic framework, which will
enable the creation of coded and charted data. For data interpretation, we will use QSR
International’s NVivo 12 software (2018) by locating word and phrase repetition, comparing
interview and classroom observational data, and searching for missing information. Our findings
will be compared to previous literature (in writing and in culturally sustaining pedagogies) to
identify similarities and differences that can inform our framework development process.
Because the data will be examined by all stakeholders as a part of a consensus building process,
we anticipate no issues with interrater reliability.

Outcomes (Deliverables)
Instructional and Assessment Modules. We will deliver six (10) WECS instructional and
assessment modules. Within these modules, we will include metacognitive/reflection questions
and examples of feedback to provide students with opportunities to explore their composition
choices from a CS-LITTA perspective.

Corpora of African American English Compositions. Through our collaborations with JAG,
Upward Bound, and Southeast Community College, we will begin building a corpus of African
American English student written compositions. This corpus will be used to build new
dictionaries for automated-tagging platforms like DocuScope, so that we can better understand
the structures and patterns in African American English. We will make the corpora publicly
available for researchers to use to advance related research. Metrics include the collection of a
minimum of 100 written composition examples that include effective and ineffective use of
linguistic features across WEC compositions for use by researchers to conduct analyses of
standard and non-standard English (English varieties).
Beyond these primary deliverables, additional deliverables described in our dissemination plan will include professional development workshops, needs assessment report(s), conference
presentations, and publications in professional and academic journals.


Institutional Description
This project is part of a multi-institutional collaboration that includes colleagues from Canada and United States.  The lead institution is the Michigan State University.  Other American institutions include Carnegie Mellon University, the University of Nebraska, University of Massachusetts Amherst.

The project team is supported by the Center for Measurement Justice https://www.linkedin.com/company/measurement-justice/ , and the Buros Center for Testing https://buros.org/ 

Our research project will be situated in three educational programs (see proposal above); Jobs for American Graduates, Upward Bound, and South East Community College. 

Major Theories
Validity theory with a particular focus on validation models that attend to various dimensions of the consequences of assessment.  This includes a focus on equity centered design, evidence centered design,  socio-cognitive models of measurement, integrated design and appraisal frameworks, theories of action, culturally sustaining assessment, and measurement justice.

We draw on the work of Micheal Kane, Bob Mislevy, Samuel Messick, and Norbert Elliot.  
 
Sociocognitive theories of writing, which include a focus on linguistic justice, and critical language awareness pedagogy.  We position writing as a process of rhetorical problem-solving.  In this project, rhetorical problem-solving is aided by the use of writing analytics software.  

We draw on a broad set of research from across multiple perspective to develop our sociocognitive theory of writing expertise (see table 3 https://wac.colostate.edu/docs/jwa/vol5/corrigan.pdf ), including Beaufort, Flower and Hayes, Gee, Street, Lankshear and Noble, Kaufer, and Graham.  

We also draw on the work of Baker-Bell and Ladson-Billings 

Glossary

WECS		Workplace English Communication Skills
ToA		Theory of Action
CS-LITTA	Culturally Sustaining Linguistically Just Integrated Technology-
Based Teaching-Assessment
CRP		Culturally relevant pedagogy
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Breakthroughs 1 and 2: Culturally Sustaining Linguistically Just Integrated Teaching/Assessment Model

Builds on students’ cultural characteristics, experiences, and perspectives

Endorses culturally relevant pedagogy and assessment models to support fairness, equity, and democratization principles
Expanded (standard and non-standard American) English practices and discourse

Critically examines the relationship between race, language, and power

Expanded exemplars used for teaching writing and workplace English communication

Breakthroughs 3: Expanded Workplace English Writing and Communications Construct Model

Critically examines the relationship between race, language, and power

Expanded exemplars used for teaching writing and workplace English communication

Focuses on a variety of workplace genres (forms of writing)

Uses Q-matrix to capture evidence of and tracking of learning of various aspects of an expanded construct model

Breakthrough 4: Technology-Based Integrated Teaching, Learning, and Assessment
Use of digital technology to automate integrated teaching, learning, and feedback environment

Use of authentic (contextualized and situated) workplace relevant tasks
Co-design of tasks with teachers and students for increased relevance and utility for workplace readiness

Breakthrough 5: Technology-Enhanced Writing Instruction Environment

Provision of descriptive, visual, analytics-based, just-in-time writing feedback

Facilitates in-class use of tool to explore own writing composition choices and auto-correct
Supports self-reflection, metacognitive thinking, and strategic thinking of own writing





image2.tiff
Metacognitive

Critical Discourse

Rhetorical Aim

Communication
Task Processes

Ayunwwo) as1nodsiq





image3.tiff
Item #| Narrative Item Description Construct Facet Action Item Type
MC O DC Rl G Sub CP | Explain Identify Idintext Produce| SR CR
45% 29% 47% 28% 20% 18% 12%| 39%  22%  29% 8% | 53%  43%
1 1dentify product descriptors for marketing (implied values) X X
2 Identify consumer values x X
3 Identify target consumer x X X
4 identify top targeted consumer x x x
Review Nextpot website for DC values and goals
5 Identify product limitations x X
5 Explain choices x x x
5 Identify corporate goals from list x x
7 Identify corporate goals from list X X
8 1dentify which email best reflects corporate values X X
Welcome and meeting request from CEO
s Explain choices x x x
10| Identify emai that best employs Critical iscourse knowledge X
Confirm requested meeting
11] Explain choices x x
12 Identify emai that best employs Critical iscourse knowledge X
Introduction of Big Box store project
13| Explain choices x x
14 Draft email introducing yourself and Big Box Store Project X
15| Explain choices XX x
Email to team member Reza
16) Explain choices x x &
17| Explain choices Kax x
18] 1dentify the intent of Reza's email X X
Write an email to Reza explaining that you can't attend meeting
i Invitation to attend previously scheduled meeting |1 t® 27 PE 10 Fert BEPATHNE ALY % %
20 Explain choices XX x x
1dentify, based on profiles, what each team member will ikely
2 . contribute to the project. x
2| i Identify email that best acheives rhetorical intent X X
23 Explain choices e S x
Rank order emails in inbox by priority (only subject line and
2 sender info) x x
25 Managing your inbox Explain choices Xl x &
26 After reading emails revaluate prior decisions x x X
27| [Compare ranking decisions and explain choices iR Y XX x [





