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TEACHERS’ AND RESEARCHERS’ USES OF
ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION CAN BRING
READING AND WRITING TOGETHER
Jane Hansen
University of Virginia
Charlottesville, Virginia
Abstract:

Researchers and teachers of reading and writing can assess from
different viewpoints or from a common one. In this manuscript
two different viewpoints—a responsive view for writing and a
developmental view for reading—show different vantage points,
and the responsive view is used to show a way to bring reading and
writing together. In general, this article advocates assessment for
learning, as different from assessment of learning. Overall, my
goal is to critique whether our uses of assessment and evaluation
derive from our beliefs. Sometimes, as will be shown, this is the
case, and at other times there appears to be a discrepancy between
what researchers and teachers assess and value. This article may
provide guidelines for assessment in classroom contexts, for uses
of large-scale assessments, and for program evaluation.

Résumé :

Les chercheurs et les enseignants dans le domaine de la lecture
et de l’écriture peuvent évaluer à partir de diverses approches,
ou d’une approche commune. Cet article présente l’approche
pédagogique sensible ou imaginaire de l’écriture et l’approche
développementale de la lecture. L’auteur propose que l’approche
pédagogique sensible s’applique davantage à l’enseignement et
à l’évaluation de la lecture ainsi que de l’écriture. En général,
l’article privilégie une évaluation qui appuie l’apprentissage plutôt que de simplement en faire un bilan. Il tente de déterminer
dans quelle mesure nos pratiques d’enseignement et d’évaluation
adoptent ces approches et dans quelle mesure les chercheurs et
enseignants s’entendent sur celles-ci. L’article fournit des principes qui pourront guider l’évaluation du rendement en lecture
et en écriture en contexte de salle de classe et en contexte de
programme d’évaluation à grande échelle.

I begin my look at this topic by presenting the responsive
view of assessment and evaluation of writing (Murray, 1985), and de-
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fine this view by exemplifying a set of three values that it represents.
Then I present the developmental view of assessment and evaluation
of reading (Bear & Barone, 1998) and define it with a set of values.
Finally, I show the responsive view as a way to bring reading/writing together. This view represents writing in a more authentic way
than the developmental view; it is based more realistically on the
behaviours of writers (Murray, 1985).
In addition, the responsive view corresponds with the assessment
approach Stiggins (2002) advocates. He conceptualizes assessment as
for learning, rather than of learning. Assessment for learning helps
students take responsibility for their learning, occurs in the form of
descriptive feedback (rather than judgemental feedback), includes
continuous adjustments in instruction, and engages students in
regular self-assessment. Given the various discrepancies between
the two viewpoints (responsive and developmental), it is important
to note that at least one of the features of assessment for learning—continuous adjustments in instruction—is a common feature
of both viewpoints. I weave the qualities of assessment for learning
throughout this article, and revisit them in my final thoughts.
I chose the two viewpoints (responsive and developmental) from
many that exist; they represent dominant, different views, and they
can overlap.
I determined the values held by researchers and teachers of writing, reading, and reading/writing by reviewing the literature and
determining three common values that, when combined, represent
their viewpoint (responsive or developmental) in a realistic manner.
The values I chose represent those published, including my own. In
presenting them, I realize there are other values that also represent
each of the viewpoints.
Overall, my goal is to critique whether researchers’ and teachers’ uses
of assessment and evaluation derive from their values. Sometimes,
as we will see, this is the case, and at other times there appears to
be a discrepancy between what researchers and teachers assess and
value.
In several places I use examples of data collected by researchers
on a research team I have been a part of since 2000. The research
focuses on Writing Across the Curriculum at various grade levels, is
represented in the literature (Conti, 2007; Evertson, 2005; Hansen,
2005, 2007a; Kissel, in press; Lawrence, 2006; Suskind, 2007), and
is referenced in this article with publications or, when a piece of data
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is being presented for the first time, the reference is to our ongoing
work (Hansen, 2007b). Overall, findings from this research show the
conditions under which students in responsive classrooms become
Writers Across the Curriculum who take responsibility for their learning, engage in regular self-assessment, receive descriptive feedback
(rather than judgemental feedback), and benefit from their teachers’
continuous instructional adjustments (Stiggins, 2002).
The major sections of this article begin with a focus on the values
of writing teachers and researchers who subscribe to a responsive
viewpoint toward assessment and evaluation.
WRITING TEACHERS’ AND RESEARCHERS’ VALUES
Writers Thrive on Support
The need for support is a strong value held by responsive teachers
and researchers, and derives from studies of professional writers.
Within the responsive viewpoint, the notion of authenticity provides
its foundation, and, specifically, professional writers often hate criticism. Donald Murray (1985) is probably the mainstay of this value,
and tells writing teachers and researchers that he and other professionals offer their drafts only to trustworthy readers, persons who
will provide them with straightforward, helpful response. Supportive
feedback energizes writers of all ages.
Writers’ Knowledge of Their Topics/Ideas Exceeds What Is in Their Drafts
Writers know more about their topics/ideas than appears on paper,
and assume this of other writers. Donald Graves (2003), whose research established writing instruction as a field of study for elementary educators, sees students’ drafts as springboards for additional
information, not as the definitive word. Even final drafts are just
that—drafts; they are final because a deadline has been reached and/
or the search for new information has reached temporary closure.
Writing Helps Writers Learn New Information
Writers write to learn, to clarify their ideas, to expand what they
know. Linda Rief (1992), a long-time teacher-researcher, recently
wrote, “Writing lets us communicate what we know and helps us think
of things we didn’t know we knew until we began writing” (2006, p,
33). Writers are learners, and writing is one of their preferred modes
of learning. Writers crave new information and new ways of looking
at old ideas.
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WRITING TEACHERS’ AND RESEARCHERS’ USES OF ASSESSMENT
AND EVALUATION
Assessment and Evaluation Are Used To Support Writers
Because teachers and researchers place value on writers’ insistence
that they thrive on support, they use assessments to support writers.
Nancie Atwell (1998), known as a teacher-researcher, wrote in 2003
about the ongoing assessment and evaluation processes she uses.
She circulates among her students while they write, engaging in
conversations that help them “find out what they notice, know, and
have done so far as writers” (p. 17). Then, she tells them—at that
time, and maybe later when the class meets—what she noticed, what
they know, and what they can do as writers. In general, teachers and
researchers confirm what young writers know/think and the processes
they use to accomplish their thinking/learning/writing tasks. Every
day, throughout the time set aside for writing, an overall climate of
support exists.
A kindergarten teacher adhered to this value (Hansen, 2007b)
throughout one fall when Tom, a boy in her class, created purple
jumbles, such as that seen in Figure 1, every day.
Figure 1
Kindergarten child’s early writing
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The children participated in a daily writers’ workshop, and Tom
consistently created these displays throughout the first semester.
Ms. Harris roamed among the children as they wrote, and knelt
momentarily beside several of them to invite them to tell her about
their writing. Tom tried, but his English was limited. She expressed
her interest, and moved on to other children. Worried inside, she
never let Tom know of her anxiety. She supported his intent to create meaning, he heard her asking everyone to tell her about their
writing, he heard the children at his table talk among themselves as
they wrote, and he saw and heard the class support each other when
two or three children shared their drafts for response each day. Tom
was immersed in supportive response.
Then, one day in February, he created a page of all print about Martin
Luther King, Jr. (see Figure 2). No one knows exactly what happened
inside Tom’s head, but the class was engaged in a study of Martin
Luther King, Jr., and Ms. Harris had read books to them about him.
They had talked and watched a movie. On this day in February, Tom
had something important to say and he created print to say it! When
it was time for the children to share with the class he wanted a turn,
and read, “Get on the bus. Be friends.”
Ms. Harris’ use of daily assessments to support him as a writer helped
to bring him into the world of print, and he eventually jumped in. Tom
Figure 2
Kindergarten child’s later writing
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had a lot to learn in order to have the nerve to put his self on paper
and read his work aloud. He had to learn English, he had to have
something to say, and he had to know how to make letters. Actually,
he did not have to know how to make letters in order to share. Many
children shared pictures, but Tom waited until he could create his
message in letters.
Because writers do not necessarily move forward at the same time
or in the same manner, there is no specific sequence of materials,
assignments, or tasks that teachers and researchers engage them
in. In Tom’s kindergarten classroom, the children write on topics of
their choice every day. Ms. Harris engages them in the overall act of
writing, constantly immerses them in talk, and every child becomes
a writer. Because “children do not relentlessly march forward” as
increasingly literate persons, it is extremely important to engage
them in supportive dialogue that keeps them engaged as learners
(Lindfors, 1999, p. 243).
Assessment and Evaluation Are Used to Learn From Writers About the
Information That Lies Beyond What Is in Their Drafts
Because teachers and researchers value the knowledge that writers
possess beyond what is visible on the page, they use ongoing assessment to learn from writers about the additional information/ideas
they possess. Georgia Heard (2002), professional poet and educator, writes about the importance of revision as a way for writers to
clarify their ever-changing insights into this knowledge base. Thus,
teachers and researchers ask questions to elicit that knowledge, and
then provide the supportive instruction that writers need in order to
present their information anew.
In Penny Bowles’ third-grade classroom (Hansen, 2007b), her students often wrote on topics of their choice—topics of particular interest to them. One day in September, Penny noticed Juwan immersed
in his writing, a somewhat unusual scene for this boy who often
appeared to be uninterested. While she moved about the classroom,
engaging various students in writing conferences, she kept an eye
on Juwan, wanting to find out what he was writing about, but not
wanting to disturb him. When he started to work on something else,
Penny pulled a chair up beside him, and commented, “I noticed you
were very engaged in your writing today.” Juwan replied, “I looove
to play basketball! I’m going to play in the NBA someday.” Just like
that. Matter of fact. Penny told him how impressed she was with his
goal and asked him to read his draft to her. He read:
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Basketball is my favorite sport. My dad taught me to
play basketball. I play with my friend sometimes. My dad
works at the high school. Sometimes he takes me over to
the gym. You are supposed to pass in basketball. I know
how to do a lay up.
This is his draft:
Basketball is my favote sport my dad tot me to play Basketball I play with my friend sometimes my dad works at
the high school sometimes he takes me over to the gym you
are supohs to pase in basketball I know how to a lay up
Penny saw many errors and listened to her internal assessor tell her
to ignore them! This boy loves basketball and is excited to read his
draft. That is what counts. Importantly, he certainly knows more
about basketball than appears in this short draft. It was paramount
to acknowledge the authority before her, and she did: “I’m impressed,
Juwan. You know how to do a lay up?!” Juwan elaborated, and learned
that his teacher valued his knowledge. She asked him about passing,
and about other moves. Juwan talked with energy.
For one month he wrote about basketball every day, and for another
month, on most days (as well as writing for other areas of the curriculum). Penny responded to his basketball drafts with comments
and questions about him as a basketball player. Then, when his
fund of knowledge was well-tapped but not exhausted, she taught
the class to set goals and create plans that would enable them to
focus on skills as well as content. With this dual emphasis, Juwan’s
interest and growth in writing continued for the entire year—as he
wrote longer, more complex drafts about his passion. Overall, Penny
set the stage for this young, urban writer to evaluate himself within
the context of his work—an extremely important principle in the
education of city children (Bartoli, 2001)—so they see themselves as
knowledgeable persons.
Assessment and Evaluation Are Used to Provide Writers With
Opportunities to Learn New Information
Because writers expand their knowledge base when they write, teachers and researchers use assessment and evaluation to enable that
process. Janet Emig (1971), one of the original researchers of writing,
intentionally started the notion of writing as a mode of learning in her

The Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation



1977/1983 essay in which she wrote, “Successful learning is engaged,
committed, personal learning. Indeed, impersonal learning may be
an anomalous concept” (p. 127). Thus, she says, it is important for
students to self-select the subjects for which they are using writing
as a mode of learning, as this increases the likelihood they will be
searching for information that is of interest to them. In accordance
with Emig’s assertion, teachers and researchers create situations in
which students use writing to engage in quests for ideas that engage
them.
In Erika Pierce’s (2005) eleventh-grade U.S. history class, she asks
her students to do research as part of her assessment of them as
learners. Erika places them in a decision-making position where
the students choose from a list of possible topics or, if she provides a
topic, the students create their product/assessment in a format/genre
of their choice.
In one excerpt (Hansen, 2007b), Erika required the students to compare an aspect of Colonial America to current times. Kristin chose
“Crime and Punishment,” selected five crimes to exemplify, conducted
her research, and wrote in a format of her own design. Part of her
final draft is shown in Figure 3.
Kristin used this assessment task to learn new information about
Colonial America and linked it to her own life. As a writing task, this
assessment expanded her understanding of crime and punishment
“back then” and, currently, in her city. As an assessment task, this
Figure 3
U.S. history assessment
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test item shows teachers and researchers what can happen when
students are in classrooms where the teacher believes that writing
helps them learn new information, and that their ability to do this is
something to be assessed.
Authentic assessments are often not practiced, but are currently advocated. In the United States, the National Commission on Writing
in America’s Schools and Colleges (2003) states, “Students should
be required to produce a piece of writing as part of the assessment
process … Assessment programs must provide adequate time for
students to plan, write, and edit” (p. 30). Not only is this advisable
for the large-scale assessments they envision, but for the unit tests
teachers administer. In the above example, the student did have time
to research, plan, write, and edit. Plus, overall, the students in this
“general” track (stream) of history perform at a passing level on their
state test. They do learn the content.
In general, assessments in writing focus on the individual nature of
each writer. Writers strive to be different, and work to create a paper
identity, usually referred to as their voice (Romano, 2004). It is this
difference that writing teachers and researchers foster and support
in their daily and unit assessments.
READING TEACHERS’ AND RESEARCHERS’ VALUES
In this section, on reading, I show the importance of a sequence for
learning to read, and of uniform assessments across students. Rather
than an emphasis on uniqueness, the focus is on a somewhat similar learning process for all, often assessed to determine whether all
learned one set of information.
It Is Important to Teach From Materials Written at Students’ Reading
Levels
Similar to writing, readers need support. To teach them to read
from materials at their own reading level has been shown by many
researchers, probably most notably and originally by Marie Clay
(1993), to help ensure students’ success. This is different from writing—writers study writing in its entirety and do not enter at a certain
level or proceed through levels. The goal of students as writers is
to find, among the processes they study, the ones that will be most
helpful to them at the present time. The focus in reading, however, is
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for students to become better by proceeding through materials that
represent a gradual increase in level of difficulty.
It Is Important to Teach Skills So Students Can Learn to Read
At the present time, the skills thought to be important for success in
reading are phonemic awareness and phonics; research shows that
proficiency in them predicts success in reading in later years (Snow,
Burns, & Griffin, 1998). This finding about the role of skills in the
process of learning to read differs from the role of skills in learning to
write, where the core of success is a belief by writers that they have
something important to say. Skills are important to writers, and
they are acquired in whatever order necessary in order to convey a
desired message—writing teachers and researchers teach children
sound-symbol correspondences as they need them to convey their
intended messages. On the other hand, the core of reading appears
to be that a command of a particular sequence of skills is at the heart
of success.
It Is Important to Teach Comprehension Strategies So Students Can
Read to Learn
After students have learned to read, they are ready to read to learn,
and it is via the effective use of strategies that they read to acquire
information, as advocated for many years by noted educators (Vacca
& Vacca, 2002). Somewhat similar to writing, where it is viewed
as a mode of learning, reading is also a mode of learning. In writing, however, teachers and researchers do not think of students as
learning to write, and then writing to learn. Writers always write
to learn. In reading, however, teachers and researchers often view
students as first learning to read, and then as using reading as a
mode of learning.
READING TEACHERS’ AND RESEARCHERS’ USES OF
ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION
Assessment and Evaluation Are Used to Determine Students’ Reading
Levels
It is common for teachers and researchers to administer diagnostic assessments to determine students’ reading levels. Fountas and Pinnell
(1996) and Pinnell and Fountas (2005) provide detailed guidance on
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the use of materials at appropriate reading levels so students will be
able to successfully learn to read. Often, reading specialists in schools
determine students’ reading levels by individually administering a
reading inventory in which students read passages orally while the
specialist records errors. A passage from a common test used to determine a student’s reading level follows:
Mouse in a House
Once there was a mouse.
He lived in a wall of an old house.
Each night the mouse went to the kitchen.
He wanted to find something to eat.
The man who lived in the house heard the mouse.
He knew the mouse lived in the wall.
But he didn’t mind.
Then one day the man decided to sell the house.
He loved the old house.
But it was too big.
He put an ad in the paper.
It said, “100-year-old house for sale.
Call 224-3414.”
Many people called and wanted to visit the house.
Two people came on Sunday.
They walked up the old stairs.
When they got to the top, the mouse ran down the wall.
He ran up and down the inside of the wall.
Up and down.
The people heard the mouse.
They said, “We don’t want the house.”
The mouse was very happy.
He was afraid that new people would try to get rid of him.
Every time someone visited the house, the mouse
would do the same thing.
He would run up and down the wall between the first
and second floors.
Every time, the people left without buying the house.
Then a family came to see the house.
The house was just the right size for them.
When they walked up the stairs, the mouse ran up
and down the wall.
They heard him and said, “Oh, you have a mouse.
We love the house so much we’ll buy it mouse
and all.” (Leslie & Caldwell, 2001, pp. 166–167)
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After reading the passage orally, the student recalls the story and
the specialist records the information the student remembers. Then
the specialist asks questions about the information the student didn’t
recall. A formula considers the various forms of information and determines the student’s reading level. Teachers and researchers teach
students from texts determined to be at that level, and, gradually,
the student moves forward into more difficult levels of text.
This process used in reading to determine appropriate materials
for instruction is different from what teachers and researchers do
in writing, where they do not begin with a diagnosis of a student’s
level. Instead, they focus on creating a climate in which all students
will consider themselves writers, want to stay engaged, and want
to become better. When it is their desire to become more effective,
teachers and researchers teach them strategies that enable them to
make decisions about what texts they will write.
In reading, however, students are typically not taught strategies to use
so they can choose appropriate books from which to learn to read. Instead, the books they learn to read from are determined by test results.
The advisability of levelling has been questioned (see Cunningham,
Spadorcia, Erickson, Koppenhaver, Sturm, & Yoder, 2005, for a review
and a study of this), and has led to the possibility that books used in
levelled systems do not engage beginning readers in all the major dimensions of reading: words, sentences, and discourse. The consensus
of professional opinion remains, however, in favour of teaching students to read from materials written at students’ reading levels.
Assessment and Evaluation Are Used to Determine Which Skills
Students Don’t Use
Because it is important to teach sets of skills identified as essential by
particular lines of research, assessments are used to determine which
of those reading skills students have yet to learn. Bear, Invernizzi,
Templeton, and Johnston (2007) base skills instruction on students’
developmental level. Teachers and researchers confirm the skills
students have not mastered via various diagnostic instruments that
may place students in situations where they read lists of words, use
skills within the context of artificial words, or use letters and sounds
in isolation (not within words).
Figure 4 is an example of an assessment used to determine a student’s
ability to segment words into sounds (Savage, 2001, p. 38). The test
results are typically considered as part of the process of determining
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the levelled group within which each child will receive instruction.
Commonly, within the levelled texts described above, skills are introduced in a particular sequence, and students are taught the skills
they will need in order to read the upcoming text. The assumption
is that readers can be levelled and, via sequenced skill instruction,
will progress in a somewhat predictable manner.
In writing, however, teachers and researchers find great variance.
Students may proceed from jumbles (purple or otherwise!) to illustrations that can be recognized, to individual letters that represent
words, to complete sentences. Or, they may proceed from illustrations,
to words represented by only beginning sounds, to drafts with multiple sentences. Or, as did Tom (at the beginning of this article), they
may proceed from jumbles to complete essays with no sound-symbol
representation. There are an infinite number of progressions. TeachFigure 4
Phonemic Awareness Assessment
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ers and researchers support the students’ efforts to represent what
they want to say, and teach them the skills they need when they need
them in order to convey the messages they are determined to write.
Frequently, when teachers and researchers find that several writers
appear to need a particular skill, they teach a mini-lesson to the class
or to a small group of students in which some don’t know the skill
and some do. These groups are different from the levelled groups
frequently created for reading instruction. A group of writers meets
to figure out together what they can do to move forward, using each
other as resources. Writers thrive on diversity. Thus, when they meet,
a purpose is for the teacher to facilitate interaction so the writers can
increase their ability to learn from each other.
When levelled groups meet in reading, especially groups of students
who are below grade level, responsive dialogue is not a feature that
drives the teacher’s instruction. Overall, typical instruction for these
groups is not necessarily effective. The focus is probably too heavily at
the word level, and that focus may be on letters, sounds, and blends
at the expense of word parts, syntax, and semantic cues. There is
usually not a complementary focus on comprehension for young readers. When effective word study, comprehension, and dialogue work
together, however, students’ reading can become notably better (see
Estrada, 2005, for a review and a specific study of this).
Are Assessment and Evaluation Used to Determine Which
Comprehension Strategies Students Don’t Use?
Because it is important to know whether students can use strategies
to understand materials written at their appropriate grade level, you
might expect teachers and researchers to administer assessments
to determine which strategies students don’t use. Pressley (2000)
lamented the emphasis, rather, on broad assessment and evaluation
of comprehension. Instruction, similarly, usually engages students in
exercises where they answer non-strategic questions. And they take
multiple-choice tests where their scores are converted to grade levels,
rather than analyzed to determine which comprehension strategies
they know or need to learn. The questions can be analyzed to determine which strategies students apparently do or do not use, but these
analyses are not consistently provided.
An example from a commonly used anthology follows (SRA/McGrawHill, 2002, pp. 20–21):
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City by the Bay
San Francisco is a large city in northern California.
It sits beside a beautiful bay. The city also has a very
colorful past.
Native Americans lived in the San Francisco area
many hundreds of years ago. They lived in villages. They
hunted wildlife and fished in the ocean. Soon, European
explorers came to the area. They built a small settlement
that grew into a village.
Gold was discovered near San Francisco in 1849. San
Francisco grew from a tiny village to a huge town. Thousands of people came to San Francisco to find gold. A few
people found gold and became rich. Most did not.
Many of the people who did not find gold stayed in San
Francisco anyway. Some became rich selling things like
tools and clothes. Ships filled with goods came to San Francisco’s harbor. The town was a wild and exciting place.
By 1870, San Francisco was the tenth largest city in
the United States. Many people who came to the city were
from other countries. Chinese, Irish, Italian, German, and
Russian people moved to San Francisco. They brought
new foods and different ideas to the city. San Francisco
became a place where everyone was welcome.
In 1906, a great earthquake destroyed the city. Thousands of people died. But the people who lived rebuilt the
city. It became better than before. Many soldiers moved
to San Francisco after World War II. In the 1960s, artists
and musicians filled the city. Today San Francisco still
welcomes new ideas and new people.
This story was mainly written to
a. show how to find a certain city
b. talk about how towns become cities
c. tell about the history of San Francisco
d. explain what makes a city fun
Which of these happened before gold was discovered near
San Francisco?
a. the 1906 earthquake
b. World War II
c. European explorers arrived and built a settlement
d. the city was rebuilt
Which of these is a fact from the story?
a. The city is better than before.
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b. The bay beside San Francisco is beautiful.
c. The town was a wild and exciting place.
d. By 1870, it was the tenth largest U.S. city.
Another good title for this story would be
a. “The Big Earthquake”
b. “A Friendly City”
c. “Visiting a Goldmine”
d. “European Explorers”
This passage is one of two selections that compose the comprehension part of the posttest that is to be used at the end of level 2. It is
the third in the series of pretests, midyear tests, and posttests for
the program assessment. Data from the pretest and midyear tests
enable the teacher to provide appropriate instruction. Starred items
on the tests can be used to track cumulative knowledge (p. 1B) from
the time of the pretest, to the midyear test, to the posttest. There are
no starred items, however, for the comprehension tests, only for the
vocabulary, grammar and usage, and spelling tests. No explanation
of this omission is offered.
This assessment of comprehension appears to assess the outcome of
comprehension processes rather than the processes used along the
way, even though teachers and researchers know that assessment
should be ongoing and should provide teachers with useful information
they can link to instruction (Afflerbach, 2005). Assessments need to be
multi-faceted; the process of becoming a reader is complex. Students’
increasing ability to comprehend depends on interactions that attend
to their strategic needs in the cognitive domain, plus their emotional,
cultural, motivational, and physical needs (Triplett, 2002).
In writing, assessment tends to provide more information about
strategies than the above assessment in reading. The ongoing assessment that serves as the centre of writing instruction provides
us with evidence of what students do while they are in the process
of writing. Formal testing situations usually present a new topic to
writers who engage in original thinking that may involve the creation of lists, sketches, or other notes. They may engage in research
(depending on the test), typically create an initial draft of thoughts
as a way to start to put ideas together, and revise those drafts to
clarify their thoughts. Evidence of all aspects of the writers’ writing
processes accompanies their final drafts, and the entire package is
studied and scored. Teachers and researchers look at such areas as
organization, strength of voice, and mechanics in order to arrive at
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a score that can be converted to a grade-level score. Assessment of
students’ work and their processes is multi-dimensional.
In reading, by studying the above items, it is possible to learn about
students’ strategies. The first item tells us whether students know
what the “story” is; the text, however, is not a “story,” but a historical
account. The strategy of being able to determine genre enables readers’ comprehension, and is erroneously portrayed in this assessment.
The second item tells us whether students can find a sequence in an
historical account, another important strategy. Third, students must
determine between fact and judgement, another useful strategy, and,
finally, students will answer this item correctly if they understand
the main idea—as viewed by the creator of this test item. Interestingly, for this assessment, a breakdown to analyze the strategies
represented by the items is not provided as part of the results for
either the pretests, midyear tests, or for this posttest.
WRITING/READING TEACHERS’ AND RESEARCHERS’ VALUES
Writers/Readers Intentionally Engage in Writing/Reading
Teachers and researchers who view writing and reading as complementary acts, or see writing/reading as one act, see writers/readers
use these processes (this process) to satisfy their curiosity for new
knowledge. Glenda Bissex’s (1980) groundbreaking case study of her
son showed a young child who intentionally used writing and reading
to engage in his world. He and similar writers/readers want to move
beyond what they know; with purpose, they acquire new knowledge.
These persons need support; without support they are less likely to
willingly step forward into unknown territory—one of the primary
beliefs of writing teachers and researchers. Also, their actions bear
similarity to the belief that children who are learning to read need to
be placed in reading materials at their level; by not being frustrated
they may be more likely to want to intentionally engage in reading.
Writers/Readers Intentionally Explore Ways to Improve as Writers/
Readers
Writers/readers intentionally try new genres, associate with new
persons, and enter new territories of information. Much of what is
known about their behaviours is based on Gordon Wells’ (1986) studies of children as meaning makers. Children, as they learn language,
use it to learn. Teachers and researchers support similar efforts of
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writers/readers as they intentionally attempt to understand texts and
genres. The complexity of writing/reading intrigues them, and they
want to increase their ability to use this mode of learning.
Writers/Readers Intentionally Use Helpful Processes to Come to an
Understanding of New Information
Writers/readers’ knowledge of varying processes, of their own predispositions, and of the ways texts work enable them to intentionally seek
an understanding in a multitude of ways. Louise Rosenblatt (1978)
presents examples of readers’ quests for understanding as they read.
She relays their first impressions, their rejection of them, and their
intentional rereading and rethinking to come to an understanding of
what they read. Plus, readers use different processes when they are
engaged in various kinds of texts. Ultimately, writers who understand
these behaviours of readers engage in them as writers; these behaviours become the intentional behaviours of writers/readers. When
they do not grasp ideas, they purposefully use various strategies in
order to interpret what they read or convey what they want to say.
Writing/reading teachers and researchers support students’ searches
for processes that can assist them in various situations.
WRITING/READING TEACHERS’ AND RESEARCHERS’ USES OF
ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION
Assessment and Evaluation Are Used to Promote Students’ Intentional
Engagement in Writing/Reading
Because teachers and researchers value the intentionality that writers/readers bring to their engagement in these processes, they create environments in which ongoing assessment by students of their
engagement promotes their ever-deepening commitment. Danling
Fu (2003) and Maureen Barbieri (2002) show this when they write
about the challenges of teaching students in a middle school in New
York City’s Chinatown. In order for the students to be engaged, and
they must be engaged in order for assessment and evaluation of their
work to be credible, a collective of educators who don’t value quiet
classrooms must shepherd the students forward. Plus, these teachers
and researchers value the tentative thoughts of their hesitant Chinese
students. Barbieri writes, “School is central to Chinese students’ lives.
We must make it relevant, valuable, and joyful” (p. 12). She goes on
to say, “Saturating students with beautiful literature … will make
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English acquisition more desirable, more joyful, and easier…. We
learn to write by writing; there is no need to wait until students are
fluent in English before giving them invitations to write” (p. 13). The
students write on their first day in the U.S. They write in Chinese,
and gradually in English.
Teachers and researchers create environments in which students not
only write and read, they affectively and cognitively engage in them
as a unitary act. These writers/readers realize the symbiotic relationship between writing and reading. They know that writing/reading is
an ongoing process that holds opportunities for them, and they look
forward to their continued engagement.
In the first-grade classroom of Cathy Meaney (Hansen, 2007b), the
children engage in self-evaluation as a way to promote their own
continuous engagement in writing/reading (Hansen, 1998). Figure 5
shows how a child studies a fictional draft she created, and evaluates
its worth. The illustration is of Hannah (the author), her parents, and
her two younger siblings. The text reads:
I will ride my snowboard with my mom and my dad. And
my brother just rides right in front of us and then … my
sister just got right in front of my brother and he was mad
so … me and my mom and dad went right in front of them
so me and my mom and dad won the race and me and my
mom and dad got a trophy.
Hannah’s self-evaluation reads:
This is an interesting story because it is interesting because
it has dot dot dot.
Ms. Meaney regularly asks the children to study their collections of
drafts and each child chooses one that shows growth. In January,
Hannah chose this one, and wrote an explanation of why she did so.
The “dot dot dot” is an ellipse that she saw—and understood—in a
book that Ms. Meaney read to the class and Hannah later studied.
Hannah is starting to realize that the use of conventions helps her
become better at conveying her message; in this case, she creates
suspense.
In this classroom the children are on the alert for new approaches to
writing within the books they read, and often try them in their own
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writing, a process used by professional writers, and advocated as an
aspect of authentic instruction (Ray, 1999). This type of engagement
by writers/readers is not readily apparent in classrooms where assessment and evaluation of students’ progress is monitored by specialists’ administration of test passages rather than by the ongoing,
comparative study of the strengths within the writing of the students
and professionals.
The differences between the modes of assessment and evaluation
typically found in writing and reading have been clearly explicated
by Lorrie Shepard (2000), a noted constructivist who calls for a
transformation of assessment practices. She calls for a paradigm shift
that will lead to classrooms as “learning cultures” in which learning
and assessment are practiced as ongoing, intertwining processes.
Students in these cultures assess their own work and that of others,
and teachers assess their own work—as part of their public work with
their students—and that of their students. This assessment approach
promotes thinking processes, interactions with others, quality final
products, and intentional engagement.

Figure 5
First-grade snowboard story and self-evaluation
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Assessment and Evaluation Are Used to Promote Students’ Intentional
Exploration of Ways to Improve as Writers/Readers
The assessment system provides students with opportunities to explore ways to use reading/writing. I found this to be true in my own
research (Hansen, 2007a) in a first-grade classroom in which the
young writers worked in a “learning culture” (Shepard, 2000). As the
teacher engaged the children in diverse situations where they could
use writing/reading to intentionally explore ways to learn, they realized new possibilities for their reading/writing.
Elaine O’Connor, the teacher of the classroom (Hansen, 2007a), placed
her children in situations where they studied their collections of writing, similar to Cathy Meaney’s students in the above example. One
day, early in the school year, the children sat on the floor, scattered
across the room, studying their drafts. I watched Alexis, who looked
at each one, and carefully turned each upside down beside her. When
she was finished she stood, looked at me, and said, “I can’t read any
of them. I’m going to write something I can read.”
Miss Mowry, their beloved classroom assistant, had celebrated her
birthday the previous day and the children had created cards for
her. On this day, Alexis decided to carefully write, word-by-word,
sound-by-sound in many cases, the note shown in Figure 6. This is
the translation of the letter:
Dear Miss Mowry,
How was your birthday? One day can you eat with me?
I love you Miss Mowry.
    From, Alexis
Figure 6
First-grade letter
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Upon self-evaluation Alexis decided to use her writing/reading in a
new way—a way that brought her a step forward. She is in a classroom where it is her responsibility to explore. She didn’t need to ask
for permission to write a letter during worktime that day. Alexis was
placed in a situation where she assessed herself—and decided to do
something to move herself forward. Something new.
Teachers and researchers engage students in a variety of reading/
writing tasks, and teach them how to monitor their own learning.
Classrooms in which assessment practices socialize children into selfregulated learning serve their development as learners and develop
their reading/writing achievement (Johnston & Costello, 2005). These
students may be less likely to be trapped by the labels given to some
students based on poor performance on tests (Strickland & Strickland,
2000). To intentionally improve their reading/writing skills becomes
a goal from the very beginning of their years.
Assessment and Evaluation Are Used to Promote Writers/Readers’
Intentional Searches for Helpful Processes
Writers/readers know there are no particular processes that will help
them interpret an idea, and teachers and researchers engage them in
assessment and evaluation that support their searches for effective
ways to clarify and show what they know. Even very young scientists
try novel approaches when they write about their work. Teacher researcher Jeanne Reardon (2002) studies young children as scientists,
and documents the unexpected ways they write about their new findings, in order to come to clearer understandings. She writes, “Writing
holds our thinking still so we can revisit; rethink; and revise our plans,
our conceptual understandings, our explanation, our theories” (p. 86).
She values the diverse learning processes of her students, and encourage them to experiment with ways to represent their new understandings that are beneficial to them in particular situations.
In the seventh-grade science classroom of Kris Spicer (Hansen, 2007b),
the class had studied cell division and it was time for a test. Kris told
the students to write about cell division in any mode they chose, as
long as she would be able to understand what they knew about it.
Shawn, a manga comic aficionado (Allen & Ingulsrud, 2003), chose
to create a six-frame comic to show his grasp of cell division. His first
frame is shown in Figure 7. In writing about this science topic in
his chosen format, Shawn gave considerable thought to the topic in
order for his complicated mode of presentation to work, and he was
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successful. Other students wrote science fiction or created poetry.
Assessments of this nature, where the mode of conveying information is akin to genres the students are immersed in as readers, place
the students in situations where they are likely to be engaged and
determined to present information clearly.
A dilemma about the uses of genres in science exists, and has been
explored by various researchers in terms of accessibility and appropriateness (see Baram-Tsabari & Yarden, 2005, for a study of genre
with high school biology students). In general, different text types
influence students’ understandings in various ways (see Varelas,
Pappas, & Rife, 2006, for a study of second-grade students’ uses of
multiple texts). Overall, experiences with multiple texts are more
helpful to students than situations where the primary genres are a
textbook and observation.
Moje et al. (2004) reviewed and studied middle school science students as they brought together (or didn’t) their various non-school
and school learning spaces. These researchers continue to strive for
classroom learning situations in which students’ learning is enhanced
by their creation of new ways of knowing, of new ways of being: “The
identities that youth take up in classrooms, throughout their reading
and writing of different texts, have consequences for how their perFigure 7
Manga comic
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formances in and out of school will be valued” (p. 68). Yes, assessment
and evaluation, at their best, support learners’ intentional efforts to
clarify information for themselves.
TEACHERS AND RESEARCHERS CAN USE ASSESSMENT
AND EVALUATION TO SUPPORT STUDENTS’ INTENTIONAL
ENGAGEMENT IN THE BEhaviourS OF SUCCESSFUL LEARNERS
The ultimate goal of teachers and researchers is to use assessment
and evaluation to foster students’ intentional, ongoing engagement in
writing/reading. Their purpose is not simply to find out if students can
write/read. Teachers and researchers want more; they want students
to be excited, committed, lifelong learners (Stiggins, 2002).
One way to achieve this is by engaging in assessment for learning.
Teachers and researchers observe students’ demeanour, document
their engagement, and acknowledge the effects of specific tasks on
their commitment to do well. These data in the affective domain,
coupled with cognitive data, show the teachers and researchers what
their students can do.
Engagement in ongoing assessments with students in the separate
domains of reading and writing are helpful, although it may be impossible for writers to advance without considering their behaviours
as readers. At the same time, readers are, by definition, engaged in
writing; readers read writing. Thus, it is to their advantage for students to see reading and writing as inseparable (Hansen, 2001).
When they intentionally engage in explorations of various writing/
reading processes, and intentionally use specific ones in appropriate
situations, their test scores will show them as learners.
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