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In this study, 78 kindergarten and first-grade children 

were interviewed about their writing to identify indicators 

of self-assessment. Writing samples for each participant 

were saved over a three month period, then compared and 

discussed by the child. Results indicated that these young 

children did engage in self:-assessment behaviors. 

The classroom teachers were asked to place the 

participants in their classes along a writing continuum known 

as a Writing Band. Graphs were presented to show the writing 

levels of the children by classroom. In addition, each 

classroom was surveyed to document events which promote 

literacy development within the framework of an integrated 

curr iculum. 

Writing samples for each child were collected and kept 

in a portfolio. Participants were interviewed regarding the 

contents of the portfolio. Children in two of the 

kindergarten classes were interviewed using 5 samples 

collected over a 2 1/2 month time period, and all other 

participants were interviewed using 6 writing samples 

collected over a 3 month period. 



Findings indicated that not only did these young 

children recognize growth in their writing, but they also 

assessed that growth based on outward, physical features of 

their writing. The writing ability of each child at the 

beginning of the study did not appear to affect the child's 

ability to self-assess writing growth. Children on the first 

4 Writing Bands, A, B, C, and D self-assessed using similar 

criteria. Additional findings suggested that many of these 

young children knew there was a thought process involved with 

choosing topics to be written about. 

The results of this study suggested implications for 

continued investigations into using self-assessment with 

young children. For example, it was proposed that varying 

the learning environment may change the criteria that 

children use for self-assessment. Further research was 

recommended that would identify student and teacher behaviors 

that enhance self-assessment. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In October 1988, critics of our educational system 

were given a response from an early childhood perspective in 

Right From the Start: A Report on the NASBE Task Force on 

Earlv Childhood Education. The early childhood task force 

that worked on this publication provided the first 

opportunity for national leaders representing early childhood 

educators, public school administrators, and state 

policymakers to develop common policy recommendations 

concerning early childhood issues. Their report concerned 

those children between the ages of 4 and 8 years of age, and 

it reflected beliefs in proven child development principles. 

These beliefs lead to the conclusions that learning occurs 

best when there is a focus on the whole child; that learning 

is interactive; that young children learn from concrete work 

and play, much of which is child-initiated; and that young 

children are profoundly influenced by their families and the 

surrounding community (Schultz & Lombardi, 1989). Central to 

programs based on the above conclusions and of importance to 

this investigation were a developmental, literacy-based 

curriculum and improved assessment methods. 



Practices recommended as appropriate in early childhood 

education has gained support from a variety of professional 

organizations, from both inside and outside the early 

childhood community. Some of these supporters include the 

following: the American Federation of Teachers, the 

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 

the California State Department of Education, the 

International Reading Association, the National Association 

of Early Childhood Specialists in State Departments of 

Education, the National Black Child Development Institute, 

and the National Association for the Education of Young 

Children (Bredekamp, 1987). 

Although each group addressed early childhood issues 

from its own perspective, they all seemed to point in the 

direction of what the National Association for the Education 

of Young Children (NAEYC) would term developmentally 

appropriate practices. The implementation of developmentally 

appropriate programs has been hindered by an administrative 

need for accountability. The tests being used for 

accountability do not reflect the content of a 

developmentally appropriate curriculum. Standardized and 

traditional testing measures are not only inappropriate for 

young children but also fail to reflect what we know about 

the way children learn (Meisels, 1989; NAEYC, 1988a, 1988b; 

Peck, McCaig, & Sapp, 1988; Teale, 1989). Thus, the 

interdependence of curriculum and assessment has become a 



prevalent issue with early childhood educators in the past 

5 years. By concentrating on defining developmentally 

appropriate assessment procedures, ve will see paths open 

leading to more developmentally appropriate classrooms 

(Meisels, 1989; NAEYC, 1991; Perrone, 1991a; Pikulski, 1989, 

1990; Shepard, 1989; Teale, 1989; Tiernay, Carter, & Desai, 

1991; Weikart, 1989). NAEYC, in fact, is in favor of 

"ongoing assessment of children's development and learning as 

essential for appropriate curriculum planning and 

individualizing instruction" (Bredekamp, 1989, p. 15). To 

narrow the focus of this investigation, required a look at 

assessment procedures and curriculum practices that were both 

developmentally appropriate and compatible with one another. 

The focus of the curriculum used in this study was based on 

information taken from an emergent literacy perspective. 

This curriculum is also literature-based or literacy-based 

instruction. An emergent literacy curriculum recognizes 

the following: 

1. Listening, speaking, reading, and writing abilities 

develop concurrently and interrelatedly, not sequentially. 

2. The functions of reading and writing are as much a 

part of literacy learning as are the formal skills. 

3. Children's early behaviors are a legitimate phase of, 

rather than a precursor to literacy. 



4. These behaviors and conceptualizations develop in 

predictable ways toward conventional literacy (Teale, 

Hiebert, & Chittenden, 1987). 

Assessment of outcomes in such a program will not be 

found in traditional standardized measures that are used 

widely in educational systems for accountability. Besides 

the fact that paper and pencil tests are not a valid 

indicator of what a young child knows, their misuse also 

contributes to our current problem with inappropriate 

curriculum. Problems that occur when using standardized 

tests with young children include entrance obstacles, 

narrowing of the curriculum, and a drain on resources without 

clear demonstration that there is a beneficial outcome for 

children (NAEYC 1988b). Costa (1989) has summed up the 

problem by saying that "we must overcome our habit of using 

product-oriented assessment techniques to measure process-

oriented education" (p. 2). An emergent literacy curriculum 

can best be assessed using a process-oriented approach. 

Costa identified some process-oriented methods as direct 

observation, portfolios, long-term projects, logs and 

journals, student interviews, videotapes of student 

performance, and writing samples. 

The portfolio approach to assessing young children was 

chosen for this study because it incorporates all the other 

methods mentioned above to record the complex learning 

outcomes not identifiable using traditional testing methods. 



Portfolios provide concrete evidence of growth over time and 

are based on demonstrated performance during real activities. 

According to NAEYC's (1991) guidelines for appropriate 

assessment, any assessment encourages children to participate 

in self-assessment. Self-assessment is seen as a recurring 

concept in definitions of portfolio assessment 

(Paulson, 1991; Southern Association for Children Under Six, 

1991; Tierney et al., 1991; Valencia, 1990;). The self-

evaluative aspect distinguishes the portfolio as a means of 

assessment from the portfolio as a collection of vork 

samples. A significant question arises relating to the use 

of portfolios with young children regarding their ability to 

engage in self-assessment. Given their level of cognitive 

functioning, are they capable of evaluating their own growth 

in an area of 

development? 

Statement of the Problem 

Many schools are calling for alternative ways of 

assessing growth in children. It appears that the objective, 

paper and pencil types of tests are no longer acceptable ways 

to be accountable for learning growth. Measures are needed 

that show the process of the child's work rather than showing 

simply the product. Early childhood educators have been 

long—time proponents of alternative assessments because of 

the inappropriate nature of traditional tests for young 

children. One such alternative assessment method that has 



emerged is the portfolio. A portfolio approach to assessment 

fulfills all the requirements for evaluating learning 

processes while also calling for self-assessment and 

participation by the child in the selection of the work 

to be included. Currently accepted learning theories would 

have educators question whether children between the ages of 

4 and 8 (Grades Pre-K, K, and 1) are capable of such self-

assessment due to their egocentric nature. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were (a) to investigate the 

idea of using self-assessment of writing with young children 

and (b) to investigate differences in self-assessment based 

on writing ability. 

Research Questions 

The two research question for this study were the 

following: 

1. Are there indicators that show a child's ability to 

self-assess their own literacy growth? 

2. Are there differences in self-assessment based on 

writing abilities? 

Significance of the Study 

In a speech delivered recently to a national conference 

of early childhood educators, David Elkind (Nov., 1991) 

encouraged teachers to use the current body of knowledge 

concerning literacy development to find developmentally 

appropriate ways of assessing this literacy growth. Until new 



assessment practices are implemented, the curriculum teachers 

use will be driven by narrow measures of isolated skills. 

This study not only applied the principles underlying early 

literacy development, but it also made an attempt to combine 

curriculum and assessment issues through the use of portfolio 

assessment and self-assessment. 

Definition of Terms 

Assessment: The process of observing, recording, and 

otherwise documenting the work which children do and how they 

do it, as a basis for educational decisions which affect 

those children. Assessment can draw upon a variety of 

instruments and measurement strategies (SACUS, 1991). 

Assessment Portfolio: A collection of a child's work that 

demonstrates the child's efforts, progress and achievements 

over time. Accumulation of a portfolio involves the child 

and the teacher as they compile the materials, discuss them, 

and make instructional decisions. It is a means of 

assessment that provides a complex and comprehensive view of 

student performance in context (SACUS, 1991). 

Authentic Assessment: The student completes or demonstrates 

a desired behavior in a real-life context (Meyer, 1992). 

Conventions of Writing; The surface aspects of writing, 

i.e., punctuation, letter formation, spacing, etc. (Graves, 

1985; McVitty, 1984). 



Decontextualized Skills: Academic skills taken out of a 

real-life, meaningful setting and taught in an isolated 

manner. 

Developmentallv Appropriate: Refers to the standard that 

curriculum, instruction, and assessment be appropriate to a 

learner's developmental level (SACUS, 1991). The concept has 

two dimensions: age appropriateness and individual 

appropriateness (NAEYC, 1988a). 

Direct Instruction: Instruction that is meant to impart 

information to the child with little teacher-child or child-

child interaction or construction of meaning. 

Egocentric: An inability to take the role of another person, 

as in seeing one's own viewpoint as the only one available 

(Flavell, 1963). 

Evaluation: The systematic collection and analysis of 

program-related data that can be used to understand how a 

program delivers services or what the consequences of its 

services are for the participants (SACUS, 1991). 

High-Stakes Tests: Tests whose results are seen as being 

used to make important decisions that immediately and 

directly affect the child. They are linked to decisions 

regarding promotion or retention, are used for evaluating or 

rewarding teachers and administrators, affect the allocation 

of resources to school districts, and result in changes in 

the curriculum (Bredekamp & Shepard, 1989). 



Independent Writing: Children are free to choose topics to 

be written about. Drawing is an integral part of writing. 

Metacoanition: Refers to an awareness of one's own cognitive 

actions. There is a distinction between knowledge and the 

understanding of the fact that one possesses that knowledge 

(Pramling, 1983). 

Metalinguistic: Conscious thought about language. 

Meta-Memorv: Refers to one's knowledge that there is a 

memory. A fundamental aspect of meta-memory is the 

realization that there is a need to remember (Pramling, 

1983). 

Performance Assessment: The student completes or 

demonstrates the same behavior that the assessor desires to 

measure (Meyer, 1992). 

Portfolio: A purposeful collection of student work that 

exhibits the student's efforts, progress, and achievements in 

one or more areas. The collection must include student 

participation in selecting contents and evidence of student 

self-reflection (Paulson, Paulson, & Meyer, 1991). 

Self-Assessment Indicators: Behaviors exhibited by young 

children which show that assessment of personal work is being 

done. In the case of this investigation, these indicators 

will take the form of verbal responses about writing samples. 

Stakeholder: Any individual who has a major role in the 

activities that surround evaluation and assessment (Paulson & 

Paulson, 1991). 
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Standardized Test: An instrument composed of empirically 

selected items that have definite instructions for use, 

adequately determined norms, and data of reliability and 

validity (SACUS, 1991). 

Structured Writing; Topics are chosen for the child. The 

assigned topics are controlled by the teacher. 

Teacher Research: A systematic and intentional inquiry 

carried out by teachers to investigate questions that could 

help strengthen judgment and improve classroom practices 

(Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1990). 

Test: Refers to the full range of devices for checking up on 

student learning (Perrone, 1991a). 

Writing Sample: Independent writing collected and saved for 

use in later evaluation and documentation of growth. 

Zone of Proximal Development: The distance between the 

actual developmental level as determined by independent 

problem solving and the level of potential development as 

determined through problem solving under adult guidance or 

in collaboration with more capable peers (Vygotsky, 1981). 



CHAPTER II 

SYNTHESIS OF RELATED RESEARCH 

Reform in Early Childhood Education 

Early childhood programs have experienced changes in 

both curriculum and assessment in order to incorporate what 

the National Association for the Education of Young Children 

(NAEYC) designated as developmentally appropriate practices 

(Bredekamp, 1987). Inappropriate practices with young 

children include retention, tracking, "high-stakes11 testing, 

skills-oriented instruction, and programs that were heavily 

dependent on teacher-directed activities. Such programs are 

turning out children who are not only unable to think 

critically and act as decision makers, but who are exhibiting 

high levels of stress at a young age (Brown, 1989; Shepard, 

1989). 

Programs designed to use widely recommended practices 

with young children are not the exclusive concern of early 

childhood educators. The American Federation of Teachers 

(1988), the Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development (1988), and the National Association of Early 

Childhood Specialists in State Departments of Education 

(1987) have published position statements calling for changes 

in assessment policies with young children. These 

11 
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organizations maintain that curriculum practices work hand in 

hand with assessment procedures to make a program either 

effective or ineffective, appropriate or inappropriate. 

Concern for overall practices in the area of early childhood 

education has also been addressed by the California State 

Department of Education (1988), the International Reading 

Association (1986), the National Association for the 

Education of Young Children (1987), the National Association 

of State Boards of Education (1988), and the National Black 

Child Development Institute (1987), to name a few. All of 

these organizations have based their positions on what is 

known about how children learn. Resulting programs will focus 

strongly on the whole child, be child-centered and discovery-

oriented, and will provide concrete experiences from which to 

build their knowledge. In addition, programs will feature 

what has come to be known as an emergent literacy approach to 

reading and writing (Strickland & Morrow, 1989; Teale et al, 

1987). This perspective is based on the premise that 

children learn to read and write by reading and writing and 

that literate behaviors appear long before they are "taught" 

in schools. 

In a position statement on school readiness, NAEYC 

(1990) pointed out factors that also affect the way schools 

provide educational services. Expectations of children's 

abilities upon entering school must be based on accepted 

principles of child development. Educators are obligated to 



13 

realize that there is tremendous normal variability "both 

among children of the same chronological age and within an 

individual child" (p. 21). NAEYC observed that there is 

great variability in the rate of children's growth as well. 

Therefore, programs must be set up to accommodate all this 

variability to insure maximum growth for each child. 

A common misconception that leads to inappropriate 

practices is that acquisition of basic skills must precede 

later, higher-order learning. Thus, educators have 

considered important the mastery of such skills as 

recognizing alphabet letters, counting to 20, and coloring or 

drawing within a confined space. Current theory indicates 

that higher-order thinking processes occur in conjunction 

with, and in some cases may outpace the acquisition of basic 

skills (NAEYC, 1990). Given the complexity exhibited in 

children's language capabilities, it appears that focusing 

only on isolated skills may serve to squelch what has already 

been well developed. Information must be presented in a 

meaningful context that promotes effective learning. 

A strong need for reform in early childhood assessment 

becomes apparent from documented misconceptions about what 

young children need. For example, Weikart (1989) pointed out 

the strong need to develop appropriate new measures that will 

accurately assess new curriculum strategies being implemented 

in schools for use with young children. New curriculum 

models reflect the complex nature of development in young 
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children. The following review of literature, including 

information on literacy development, assessment, alternative 

assessment, and intellectual development, reflects concepts 

that are likely to interact with one another to influence the 

way children learn. 

Literacy Development 

Of utmost importance to an emergent literacy perspective 

of teaching is the fact that early mastery of oral language 

(listening and speaking) is achieved without formal 

instruction. This mastery is both contextualized and 

purposeful. Children listen and learn to speak because they 

are highly motivated to express themselves in a social 

context. An observation of children in the process of oral 

language acquisition reveals no solitary drill and practice 

segments; rather, gains are made through social interaction 

with others. 

There are several common educational beliefs supporting 

language arts curriculum approaches regardless of the program 

emphasis (phonics/basal or whole language). These beliefs 

include the following: (a) seeking meaning is important; (b) 

oral language development is important for literacy 

development; (c) teaching and learning the language arts are 

best done in an integrated framework; (d) literature is 

important; (e) variety in grouping, approaches, and material 

is important; (f) the teacher plays the important role of an 

instructional manager (Kulleseid & Strickland, 1989). 
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Because these beliefs are so widely held, some changes have 

occurred in language arts curriculum and instruction. 

Reading and writing are formally introduced simultaneously 

and are integrated throughout the curriculum. There is 

broader and earlier exposure to all literature and trade 

books. Flexibility is seen in grouping and scheduling. 

Greater emphasis is placed on the pleasurable aspects of 

reading and writing. 

Newman (1985) observed that, just as children are 

invited to participate in oral language use, teachers can 

encourage the exploration of written language by writing to 

and with children. Also, as with oral language acquisition, 

written language must be tried so that the child can figure 

out what does and does not matter. Newman also noted that 

teachers need to accept the fact that development takes place 

on many fronts at the same time and not in a sequential 

hierarchy. 

This particular view of literacy development is also 

supported by Teale et al. (1987), who found that listening, 

speaking, reading, and writing abilities develop concurrently 

and interrelatedly, not sequentially. The early phases of 

literacy development are legitimate stages of development as 

opposed to being precursors to literacy. Literate behaviors 

and conceptualizations develop in a predictable fashion 

toward what adults consider conventional literacy. 
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Loughlin and Martin (1987) noted that literacy is a 

"dimension" of language rather than an entirely different and 

separate process (p. 4). The school environment that 

supports early literacy development resembles the 

environmental support for early oral language learning that 

surrounds the child in the home. This type of environment 

provides for the enhancement of literacy growth throughout 

the school years. 

Oral language is initiated and controlled by the child; 

early stages of literacy development are ideally acquired in 

a like manner. Children's experiences with all aspects of 

language are cumulative. Whereas oral language provides 

resources for generating written language, experiences with 

written language enhance the ability to interact with and 

create oral language. Newman (1985) indicated that learning 

to read and write is a process of experiencing language that 

has no end product but is, rather, a state where we are 

continually arriving. This means that children need to be 

continually exposed to the diverse forms writers use for 

presenting ideas. 

Earlv Readers 

The early works of Marie Clay have given educators a 

picture of what happens in homes producing children who are 

considered literate individuals at an early age. Young 

readers and writers come from a background that has immersed 

them in literate activities regardless of their age or 
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"readiness." These children have been read to on a regular 

basis, have had opportunities to talk about books with adult 

readers, and have had opportunities to choose books they want 

to hear or to browse through (Clay, 1991; Kulleseid & 

Strickland, 1989). 

Early readers begin to read books by relying on their 

knowledge o£ oral language; they know the sounds of "book 

talk." As children gain experience in reading, they can 

begin to notice the visual and/or graphic aspects of the 

text. This process requires that they monitor their own 

reading with oral language to see if what they are saying 

(reading) sounds correctly and matches what is written. 

Exactly how much of this process children understand is 

questionable. According to Ferreiro (1978) children from 

ages 4 to 6 did not consider "written text as a graphic 

representation which mirrors the spoken utterance" (p. 38). 

At an early age then, children fail to see the direct 

relationship between written text and spoken language. The 

same study provided evidence that there is a stage at which 

children feel only concrete content is represented by the 

written word. Verbs, for instance, are not expected to be 

represented in written form by children in the early stages 

of literacy development. 

Newman (1985) warned about putting too much importance 

on the aspects of text. Such an emphasis may actually convey 

that meaning is not important in the reading process. 
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Metalinausitic Knowledge 

There is a strong, inseparable connection between 

language and literacy development. Therefore, it is 

necessary to look briefly at the metalinguistic abilities of 

young children. Metalinguistic knowledge encompasses the 

awareness of language as an object rather than as something 

that carries a message. The development of metalinguistic 

knowledge of stories and how they are organized is thus 

critical to the reading and learning-to-read process. 

McGee, Charlesworth, Cheek, and Cheek (1982) indicated 

that by 4 years of age, children have developed the schema to 

recall story information but are not sophisticated enough to 

create well-formed stories of their own. By the time the 

children reach kindergarten, 50% can tell stories using 

appropriate information and structure. The authors noted 

that kindergarten was the time the most dramatic amount of 

growth in metalinguistic knowledge occurred. Their study 

also indicated a positive connection between metalinguistic 

knowledge of stories and reading achievement in Grade 1 and 

in Grades 1 and 2 combined. These results suggest that young 

children's knowledge of what is included in stories and how 

stories are structured is a critical factor in facilitating 

growth in formal reading abilities. The implications for 

exposure to story structure and to print in general in the 

environment is striking. 
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Print awareness provides a foundation for children's 

overall literacy development (Clay, 1991; Sampson, 1986). 

With both proficiency in language use and experience with 

print in social contexts comes the expectation that print 

will be both functional and meaningful. 

Earlv Writers 

Writing development parallels that of speech in many 

ways. Both are productive in nature and involve composing 

and communicating messages. The earliest efforts in writing 

are usually initiated and controlled by the child. Children 

experiment with writing, creating rules and patterns, testing 

and revising them as they mature; and their experience with 

correct forms increases. When children speak, they 

unconsciously sort through grammar rules and speech sounds. 

When children write, they have to perform a similar task to 

transcribe units of meaningful sound into comparable text 

forms. Both speaking and writing function to fulfill 

expressive, social, aesthetic, and informational needs 

(Kulleseid & Strickland, 1989). The process of early writing 

is intuitive rather than dependent on the systematic 

application of rules. 

Many different forms of writing may be seen in early 

writers; drawing without intent, scribble, non-phonetic 

letter strings, phonetic (invented) spelling, and 

conventional orthography (Strickland & Morrow, 1989). 

Because children often move back and forth across these forms 
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of writing, the teacher must also pay attention to 

compositional and rereading behaviors in order to assess the 

level of a child's writing. For example, a child who follows 

a scribble with a finger while rereading, who makes speech 

sounds like reading, and who ends the story when 

reaching the end of the scribble, is showing an advanced type 

of literacy behavior, despite the level of writing behavior. 

Graves (1978) claimed that "children want to write 

before they want to read" (p. 10). They appear to be 

fascinated by their own marks as opposed to marks left by 

others, as in written text. McVitty (1984) also supported 

the fluctuating nature of early writing. When asked to 

write, some children will draw; some will scribble; some will 

use "mock" letters, conventional letters, and numbers; 

whereas some who are more developmentally sophisticated will 

show their knowledge of our sound/symbol system. 

Because early writing is constructive rather than 

representational of adult writing, children must have 

experience with it in order to understand it. Once a child 

starts interacting with text and begins to exhibit 

sound/symbol concepts, as in invented spelling, then 

attention can be given to the details of our written system. 

R. D. Walshe (in McVitty, 1984, p. 78) labeled the surface 

features of writing "conventions of writing". They are the 

elements that are visible to the reader. 
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A review of spelling and writing research revealed some 

implications to be considered in looking at early writing. 

Children can distinguish drawing from writing at an early 

age. Although writing becomes increasingly sophisticated, it 

does not have to follow in an orderly sequence. There are, 

however, a set of common principles that guide early writing 

development. Writing is best interpreted within the context 

of oral language development. The freedom to invent spelling 

and to have these inventions accepted is important to the 

development of compositional skills (Green, 1990). Green 

has identified six stages of early writing. The three 

precompositional stages do not appear to have communication 

as their intent, whereas the three compositional stages 

clearly convey a message or tell a story. 

According to Graves (1975), the control exhibited over 

the writing process grows to a more conscious level with age 

and experience. Much of the growth, however, is largely 

attributed to the context in which the children work. In 

fact, Graves concluded that "varied factors affected the way 

a child approached writing, including home and family, peers, 

teacher, and developmental level as a writer" (p. 35). The 

writing style of the 5 and 6-year-old who comes to school is 

often unacceptable because conventional, adult-like writing 

is the only type considered to be of value. Graves proposed 

that even children who are well along on the writing 

continuum must also be willing to "risk" part of themselves 
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when they are aware of the discrepancies between conventional 

writing and their own productions. 

As the child grows older—6 to 8 years—writing becomes 

more complicated. The child must now deal not only with 

planning and refining the message, but with muscle control, 

memory, spelling, and the concept of how written and oral 

language relate to one another. 

Although difficult, writing is still more concrete than 

reading, according to Graves and Stuart (1985). Writing 

results in a product that provides evidence of what the child 

knows and can do. In considering the more mature stages of 

writing, Graves (1975) has identified two classes of writers: 

reactive and reflective. Reactive writers are 

developmentally less advanced, and they struggle with the 

basic task of getting words on a page. They spend most of 

their time on spelling or in rereading to recall their 

intended message. Reflective writers spend less time on 

mechanics and seem to have a preexisting idea of the message 

they intend to convey. In addition, reflective writers are 

more apt to contemplate their products upon completion 

(Genishi & Dyson, 1984). 

Environmental Influences 

Literate home environments consistently encourage early 

reading and writing skills. In this atmosphere, children are 

given sufficient time to deal with activities so that can 

have experiences at many different levels and over a period 
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of time. Also, these literacy events are often aesthetically 

pleasing or entertaining and are not always of a functional 

nature. 

Features of a literacy-supportive environment have been 

compiled to give a picture of what activities would be most 

beneficial to young children (Clay, 1991; Loughlin & Martin, 

1987; Newman, 1985; Strickland & Morrow, 1989). 

Ultimately, teachers either limit or enhance literate 

behaviors by the experiences they set for children. Literacy 

growth requires an environmental balance. Genishi and Dyson 

(1984) stated that children posed with too many choices lose 

sight of the logical outcomes of decisions, whereas children 

who live in an authoritative room are self-centered because 

they never have to consider other children or the teacher. 

It has already been established that development 

fluctuates over many fronts at the same time. Above all 

else, however, teachers need to deliver the message that 

meaning is the most important aspect of learning about 

written language. They need to be aware that experimentation 

and risk-taking can only enhance the writing process and that 

children need to have an audience to respond to their 

writing. It requires demonstration by the teacher to show 

exactly what is involved in being a writer. 

Strickland and Morrow (1989) cautioned about a danger 

that can result from direct instruction in emergent literacy. 
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Until teachers have a clear idea of productive strategies at 

each phase of development, they run the risk of pushing 

children in developmentally inappropriate ways. By 

integrating writing into all aspects of the classroom, 

teachers are trying to match what goes on in literacy-rich 

homes. 

Time and experimentation help the child construct 

literacy knowledge. Direct instruction seems to interfere 

with creativity and control of the written language. This 

interference is particularly true in classrooms where 

children cannot write until they have mastered the 

conventions of writing. In fact, "basic skills" classrooms 

appear to be antithetical to encouraging the practices that 

take place in literacy-rich homes (Strickland & Morrow, 

1989). 

Most experts emphasize that in situations in which a 

teacher would ordinarily invite an older student to write, 

kindergartners or lst-grade students should also be asked, 

but they should be allowed to do it in their own way. It was 

also found that "children use a wider range of emergent 

writing/rereading forms in story writing than in writing 

isolated words or short phrases" (Strickland & Morrow, 1989, 

p. 69). Otto and Sulzby (in preparation) revealed that the 

length of connected discourse increased when work was 

displayed rather than kept by the teacher. Treating the 

children as authors encouraged author-like behaviors. 
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As part of the concept of authorship or ownership, the 

children can be invited to read their own stories. This 

practice helps them to remember their composition and to 

treat it as something that is fixed in time and space by the 

act of recording it on paper. Stories written by children 

will be reread in a variety of ways, again often fluctuating 

between developmental levels. Children who have a firm 

concept of story include common story components in their 

writing, as in the following: A story has a beginning, 

middle, and end, and a story has characters, setting, theme, 

and plot (McGee et al., 1982). 

McVitty (1984) observed that the first responsibility of 

the teacher is to get the student started in "real" writing. 

This writing should be based on topics that interest the 

child and are, as much as possible, self-chosen. Once the 

importance of meaning-making has been established, the 

surface correctness can be a secondary responsibility. 

Teachers interested in the process of writing will provide an 

environment that fosters writing. Within this environment, 

they attend to the aspects of the process that can be taught 

and provide suggestions for improving particular skills. 

With young children, it is advisable to use the revision 

process only when and if the child sees information needing 

to be changed. 

Because of the developmental nature of writing, the 

teacher must be aware of where the child is functioning in 
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order to provide the most beneficial support. Vygotsky 

(1981) pointed out that learning is ineffective when oriented 

toward developmental levels that have already been reached. 

Holdaway (1979) proposed that in "teaching" literacy skills, 

the teacher leaves no room for children to self-discover 

literacy skills. Holdaway also cautioned regarding the 

cultural nature of school writing in that the culture of 

those who have traditionally influenced the language of 

schools may not necessarily represent a culture with which 

the child is familiar. 

A successfully functioning literacy environment should 

feature interesting objects, recording tools and materials, 

places to write, books everywhere, display space and 

materials, and the time and opportunity to write (Loughlin & 

Martin, 1987). The sharing of space, responsibility, 

experience, and stories gives children a common bond. 

Traditional skill-based classrooms expect children to learn 

in a context of fragmentation and social isolation (Graves 

& Stuart, 1985). Some of the most successful classrooms in 

supporting emergent literacy encourage the following: 

(a) writing for ownership, (b) writing in play situations, 

(c) use of writing in response to literature, (d) sharing of 

own writing and responding to the writing of others, and 

(e) encouragement of the use of writing for communication 

(Strickland & Morrow, 1989). 
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Assessment Practices 

Once new curriculum practices are put into place, there 

is a need to develop new measures that are developmentally 

appropriate in assessing the effectiveness of these practices 

(Weikart, 1989). NAEYC strongly favors ongoing assessment to 

provide for curriculum planning and instruction (Bredekamp & 

Shepard, 1989). Assessment in an emergent literacy classroom 

would have the following characteristics: it would be part of 

instruction; it would use various methods and instruments; 

it would focus on a broad range of skills and knowledge 

reflecting the various dimensions of literacy; it would be a 

continuous process performed in a variety of contexts; and it 

would be sensitive to developmental levels and cultural 

backgrounds (Teale et al., 1987). 

Standardized Testing 

A review of the current state of assessment in general 

reveals how early childhood educators found themselves with 

the dilemma of inappropriate curriculum and testing 

standards. Testing exploded in the late 1960s and early 

1970s as demands grew with the influx of new federal and 

state resources for schools. Tests were seen as the easiest 

and least expensive option for providing accountability for 

the distribution of these funds. 

In 1983, with the publication of A Nation at Risk 

testing programs expanded to include kindergarten and the 

primary grades. These are the years when a child's growth is 
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most uneven. The skills needed for success in school are 

only in an acquisitional stage (Perrone, 1991b). 

Testing vith children so young produced significant problems 

in the areas of curriculum and instruction. A child's 

"readiness" was tested and, based on the results, the child 

could be denied entrance to a program, assigned to an extra 

year program, or retained (NAEYC, 1988b). 

Overall, what appeared in the schools was "measurement-

driven instruction" (Meisels, 1989, p. 7). The result was a 

narrowing of curriculum, a concentration on those skills most 

necessary to testing, a constriction on the creativity of the 

teacher, and an undermining effect on the teacher's 

professional judgment. Meisels also noted an "academic 

trickle-down" effect that impacted teachers in the earlier 

grades. This trickle-down effect is another factor that has 

led to the "high-stakes" types of test that are directly 

related to placement decisions. 

Many authors have written on the hazards of the 

widespread use of standardized tests (Hills, 1991; NAEYC, 

1988b; Perrone, 1991a; Pikulski, 1990; Shepard, 1989, 1991; 

Tierney et al., 1991; Wolf, 1989; Worthen & Spandel, 1991). 

Although it is hard to believe, testing is motivated by a 

desire to improve education. Unfortunately, in testing for 

minimum competency, "the minimum becomes the maximum" 

(Shepard, 1991, p. 232). Current testing practices fall 

short in the following areas: ownership—it comes from 
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without so the student has no ownership in it; emphasis on 

trivia—what is important is not one's overall ability but 

the skills that appear on tests; inferior production—it 

conveys the message that first-draft work is good enough; and 

misplaced priority—achievement matters to the exclusion of 

development. 

Shepard (1989) also felt that there were severe 

limitations to standardized tests. When the consequences are 

serious, as with accountability and job performance, teachers 

teach to the test. Thus, tested areas are taught at the 

expense of the untested areas. The result is drill and 

practice on decontextualized skills. 

Perrone (1991b) observed that there is a high 

frustration level on the part of the teachers in these 

programs. Even if they had the desire to examine 

the results, the test format gives no clue as to the thought 

processes behind a particular response. 

In a position statement regarding standardized testing 

and young children, NAEYC (1988b) stated that measures used 

for testing achievement do not reflect current theory and 

research about how children learn. Current research on which 

reading instruction shows positive growth through the use of 

a whole language/literacy approach, thus integrating the 

language arts into a meaningful context. Reading achievement 

tests, however, still test on the basis of phonics, word 

recognition, and other isolated skills. Since the 
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fundamental meaning of a standardized test is that "everyone 

takes the test under the same conditions, everyone receiving 

the same instructions" (Hills, 1991, p. 542), educators may 

have to rethink their testing practices. The literature 

suggests that there is a need to switch to assessment 

measures that test a more developmentally appropriate way of 

teaching. The teaching/testing gap becomes more apparent as 

more open, child-centered classrooms become visible in the 

educational system. 

Perrone (1991a) has encouraged educators to "implement 

assessment practices that do the following: (a) capitalize 

on the actual work of the classroom; (b) enhance teacher and 

student involvement in evaluation; and (c) meet some of the 

accountability concerns of the district" (p. 23). Progress 

in this direction has not kept up with the interest in 

changing the curriculum to reflect current learning theory. 

Alternative Methods 

The learning theory that supports alternative methods of 

assessment indicates that often children are denied 

opportunities to develop and use thinking and problem-solving 

skills. All learning requires thinking and active 

construction by the learner, but demonstration of such 

learning takes place in a decontextualized, artificial 

manner (NAEYC, 1991; Shepard, 1989; Tierney et al., 1991). 

The postponement of higher-order thinking activities until 

the basics are mastered causes children to lose significant 
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amounts of learning time. The "slow learner" is doubly 

penalized because it is possible that he or she will never 

even be exposed to higher-level thinking (Shepard, 1991). 

The current trend toward alternative assessment measures 

has been accelerated by the National Education Goals Panel 

(NEGP). Some terms under investigation include authentic 

assessment, direct assessment, and performance assessment. 

Regardless of the name given to new measures, they must 

"elicit performances through which students can accurately 

demonstrate their ability to develop, understand, and use 

knowledge as well as confirm their possession of specific 

information and learning skills" (Foster, 1991, p. 35). 

Actually, what is being proposed is that the assessment tasks 

become the curriculum, so teachers must make them as rich as 

they want the outcomes to be. 

According to Costa (1989), the ultimate purpose of any 

evaluation tool is to enable students to assess themselves. 

He too has suggested that there are a number of ways of 

achieving the end goal. Some of these alternative 

assessments include direct observation, portfolios of student 

work, long-term projects, logs and journals, student 

interviews, videotapes of student performance, and writing 

samples. All of these methods can have their roots directly 

in the instructional process itself. 

All these points are also true of alternative assessment 

in early childhood programs. There are additional 
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considerations, however, when assessing young children, 

because of their unique needs as learners and the fluctuating 

nature of their thought processes. The basis for early 

childhood assessment is ongoing observation as veil as 

descriptive data. The process should help teachers 

understand children's perceptions of and participation in 

their world (Leavitt & Eheart, 1991). Through direct 

observation in a natural setting, information is provided 

regarding thinking processes, problem-solving abilities, 

curiosity, interpersonal skills, persistence, and the ability 

to take responsibility (Peck et al., 1988; tfortham, 1990). 

NAEYC (1991) supported these propositions when dealing 

with assessment in early childhood programs. In addition, 

the point was made that assessment provides the teacher with 

useful information and benefits the child in terms of 

curriculum and instruction. In order for these benefits to 

be felt by both teacher and student, the assessment process 

relies on performance during authentic activities, respects 

individual diversity, is built on current learning theory, 

demonstrates overall strengths, and encourages children to 

participate in self-assessment. 

The advantages of alternative assessment in early 

childhood programs are further supported by the reminder that 

growth is not linear; what is needed is a picture of the 

child's development over time (Schwartz, 1988). An option 

that closely fits the guidelines above is the portfolio. 
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Portfolio Assessment of Literacy Development 

Whereas the 1970s saw an isolated, skill-by-skill 

management system of reading, the emphasis of the 1980s 

shifted. Schools now emphasize the importance of reading to 

students, providing school time for daily independent reading 

and writing, integrating more literature into classrooms, 

responding to emerging literacy principles, and viewing 

reading and writing as dynamic, interactive processes 

(Mathews, 1990). Using a portfolio approach to literacy 

assessment captures the essence of each child during these 

activities and capitalizes on what each child has to offer 

(Valencia, 1990). Valencia provided some pragmatic reasons 

for using the portfolio. Literacy development is 

multidimensional and, thus, requires a multidimensional 

assessment measure that samples the wide range of cognitive 

processes, affective responses, and literacy activities. 

Assessment appears optimal when anchored in authenticity, 

representing a continuous, ongoing process, and providing for 

active, collaborative reflection by both teacher and 

students. Valencia wrote that "assessment must be viewed as 

a process within our control that helps us evaluate how well 

we have learned and what we need to learn next" (p. 338). 

The advantages of the portfolio, as outlined by Tierney 

et al. (1991), include a belief in developing assessment 

procedures based on what the child is actually doing in the 

classroom, involvement in self-assessment, and helping 
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students become avare of their development as readers and 

writers. 

Donald Graves has observed that evaluation is less 

important than the student's own literate engagement in 

activities. He sees portfolios as a way for children to be 

"actively engaged in reading, writing and language" (Paulson, 

1991). The message sent by using this assessment approach is 

that the child can establish a sense of self. Because 

literacy includes the whole child, educators do not need to 

ask children to leave anything of themselves at the door. 

The self-assessment component separates the portfolio 

from many other data-gathering measures. It emphasizes 

problem-solving and an understanding of the area of 

development being evaluated. Paulson (1991) suggested that 

self-assessment ultimately leads away from the need for 

extrinsic motivation and toward intrinsic motivation. 

The Southern Association on Children Under Six (SACUS) 

has issued a publication regarding the use of portfolios with 

young children. This organization defines a portfolio as a 

"collection of a child's work which demonstrates the child's 

efforts, progress and achievements over time" (SACUS, 1991, 

p. 5). The gathering of information involves both the child 

and the teacher as they discuss and make decisions regarding 

the work. The result is a comprehensive picture of student 

performance in context. According to SACUS, the portfolio 

could include the following: 
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(a) students' writing, drawing, number-writing, and 

problem-solving exercises; 

(b) logs of books read by students and parents; 

(c) photos of noteworthy block constructions; 

(d) notes and comments by the child about her own work 

or activities; 

(e) copies of pages of journals; 

(f) drawings or illustrations inspired by stories or 

music; 

(g) tape recordings of children reading stories, both 

published ones and those they write or dictate 

themselves; 

(h) stories which children dictate or write; 

(i) video recordings of special projects, events or 

performances (SACUS, 1991, p. 6). 

Portfolios also include the teacher's observational 

notes and some record of periodic self-assessment. Filling a 

portfolio represents thoughtful processes and not just a 

random collection of daily work. Valencia (1990) encouraged 

the teacher to identify what is done to make progress toward 

instructional goals and then to select evidence or raw data 

suggesting progress toward the goals. A summary sheet or 

organizing framework helps to synthesize the information. 

Conclusions drawn about progress will be more reliable with 

each piece of supporting evidence of achievement. 
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It is the analysis of the data and resulting educational 

decisions that will ultimately benefit every child in the 

program. The portfolio system enables the teacher to revise 

curriculum and instruction based on trends becoming evident 

from the learning outcomes being documented for each child. 

Although there are overall effects for children, the 

portfolio itself is "to document individual progress over 

time" (SACUS, 1991, p. 26). Therefore, the effect is to 

compare a child's current work with that same child's earlier 

work. "Portfolio data collection helps the teacher come to 

know the child in depth" (SACUS, 1991, p. 28). 

F. Leon and Pearl R. Paulson have done extensive writing 

on the subject of assessment portfolios. The individuals 

involved in the use of the portfolio are called 

"stakeholders" and include teachers, students, and parents 

(Paulson, 1991, p. 3). Looking at the process from this 

viewpoint reveals the importance of the idea behind using 

actual work to indicate growth. The authors believe that 

using portfolios leads to judgments about the nature and 

quality of the learning that has occurred. As students 

reflect on their learning and are involved in self-

assessment, they develop experience in using higher-order 

thinking and metacognitive skills. 

Because involving students in self-assessment is a 

critical component of portfolio assessment, it is necessary 

to consider whether young children can participate in this 
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aspect of portfolio assessment. Current studies indicated 

that students* abilities in this area mature over time. 

Tierney et al. (1991) found that: 

(a) the number of comments increase; 

(b) comments become more focused on both personal and 

community expectations; 

(c) comments focus on more aspects of writing; 

(d) students begin to notice growth through comparisons 

with previous work; 

(e) students' ability to evaluate their total 

performance increases (p. 122). 

Tierney and his associates concluded that helping students 

self-assess is one of the least developed areas of reading 

and writing programs. They also observed that children do 

not evaluate pieces of work based on adult standards, but 

will grow in that direction as more experience is provided. 

The egocentric nature of early self-assessment gives the 

teacher a personalized view of each child's perspective of 

him/herself. 

Intellectual Development 

In order to understand the place self-assessment holds 

in the young child's development, it is necessary to review 

current learning theories that affect both curriculum and 

assessment decisions made in our schools. NAEYC (1988a) 

noted that children between the ages of 6 and 9 begin to 

think about and solve problems in their heads because they 
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can now manipulate objects symbolically, not needing the 

physical contact at all times. Despite this change in 

learning abilities, however, problem-solving is not 

accomplished in an adult manner. Language seems to be a key 

catalyst to this change. "Engaging in conversation 

strengthens children's abilities to communicate, express 

themselves, and reason" (p. 66). Vygotsky (1962) referred to 

the idea that speech is closely connected to the higher 

mental processes. Allowing children to engage in 

conversation promotes the internalization of strategies such 

as planning, evaluating, memorizing, and reasoning. 

Piaaet 

The Piagetian approach to education indicates a 

direction geared toward the child's current stage of 

development. This view supports an environment oriented to 

the spontaneous processes of learning and development that 

broadens the base of the child's intellectual growth. Direct 

instruction takes on less importance than discovery learning, 

and educators do not aim at producing undue developmental 

acceleration (Case, 1985). 

Piaget viewed the child "as a young scientist, who 

constructs successively more powerful models of the world by 

the application of successively more powerful logico-

mathematical tools" (Case, 1985, p. 57). With the idea that 

"thought is internalized action" (Wood,. 1988, p. 19), Piaget 

indicated that any analysis of human knowledge must begin 



39 

with a consideration of motor activity and practical problem-

solving activities. He also pointed out that vhat is 

remembered depends largely on vhat the child attends to. Any 

attempt to "teach" a concept in an abstract manner will 

likely not be attended to. 

Language, to Piaget, is simply a system of symbols for 

representing the world (Sigel, Brodzinsky, & Golinkoff, 1981; 

Wood, 1988). It is one means by which thought can be 

understood and interpreted. In his view, however, language 

in itself is not the origin of thought. Once thought 

processes have been built and expressed through the use of 

language, they may then lead children to review and rethink 

their points of view. 

Whereas Piaget accepted social experience and 

interpersonal behavior as an important part of development, 

these two play only a limited part in his theory. The 

child's interaction with the physical world provides both the 

main constraints and contributions to intellectual 

development (Wood, 1988). 

Piaget's premise that children must achieve a certain 

degree of readiness before they can profit from certain types 

of experiences is also of importance to this investigation. 

The appropriate logical structure may need to be developed, 

or the child will have no internal mechanism for assimilating 

the experience. 
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Bruner 

Implications of the Brunerian perspective to education 

include independent, discovery learning from an early age and 

the mastery of intellectual tools. Children should not 

simply be told about these tools, "but should be engaged in 

activities for which the tools are indispensable aids" (Case, 

1985, p. 389). Bruner sees adaptation to the social world as 

the most important dimension of mental functioning. The 

child is "an inheritor and user of cultural tools" (Case, 

1985, p. 57). The process of development in this theory 

takes place as much from the outside as from within. In the 

transition of moving from the concrete to the abstract, 

logical thinking requires a type of cultural support that is 

provided only by formal schooling "where words are 

systematically and continually presented without their 

referents" (Case, 1985, p. 40). In the current study, the 

children were receiving a cultural support for literacy 

development from the teachers in the way they structure the 

learning environment. 

Vvcrotskv 

The view of learning presented by Vygotsky is one in 

which the social environment is all important. He stressed 

that much of what we learn, we learn from others. His theory 

regarding the "zone of proximal development" has significant 

influence on our educational practices. This concept is 

related to the child's potential development, or what the 
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child might accomplish with the guidance of adults or more 

experienced peers (Philips & Soltis, 1991). Wood (1988) 

suggested childrens* knowledge is often a product of the 

"joint construction of understanding" (p. 16) by the child 

and more expert members of his culture. Readiness skills 

must take into account not only the state of existing 

knowledge but also the capacity to learn with help. In the 

current investigation, the teacher will be identifying the 

existing level of literacy knowledge in order to plan 

instruction to guide the children to higher levels. 

The cultural transmission of knowledge is a basic 

construct of Vygotskian theory. Language is its chief 

vehicle. Activity in the social plane is gradually 

internalized by the child until it actually forms his 

intellectual processes. Instruction, which is both formal 

and informal and takes place in many social contexts, is more 

important to Vygotsky than to other learning theorists. In 

fact, he has argued that "the capacity to learn through 

instruction is itself a fundamental feature of human 

intelligence" (Wood, 1988, p. 24). The internalization of 

egocentric speech serves a self-regulating function as in 

deciphering instructions. 

Information Processing 

Learning theory as presented from the information 

processing perspective came about largely because of 

a desire to rectify inconsistencies in existing theories. 
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Originating out of the study of cybernetics, the initial aim 

vas to identify universal principles governing the 

development and functioning of all complex systems and to see 

they work effectively in any environment. In fact, Klahr and 

Wallace (1976) view the young child as a "sophisticated 

computational system: one that is capable of modifying the 

programmes with which it has been endowed in a fashion that 

is responsive to the environment in which it finds itself" 

(Case, 1985, p. 58). Case indicated also how the 

information processing people would view education, from 

research by Newell, Shaw, and Simon (1958). The 

instructional program is designed to lead the children from 

their current degree of cognitive incompetence to a desired 

state of competence. This path includes carefully arranged 

and sequenced activities in which children are encouraged to 

tackle increasingly complex problems, in an active fashion. 

It was pointed out that this theory is currently being 

applied in the area of English composition in an effort to 

understand the writing process. 

Case (1985) combined information from the above theories 

to give a current perspective of how children learn. The 

young child is seen as follows: 

an organism that is endowed with certain natural 

desires, and that encounters certain natural barriers to 

their realization, but which also has the capability for 

overcoming these barriers by refining and re-combining 
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the information gathering procedures with which it comes 

equipped, (p. 59) 

Developmentally, this process is one in which higher-order 

strategies arise out of the refinement and coordination of 

lower-order strategies. It is a view that represents the 

young child as a problem-solver. Because formal literacy 

growth develops rapidly in the first 2 years of school, the 

child must be given the opportunity and skills needed to 

build these higher-order strategies. 

Metacoqnition 

Any investigation of self-assessment needs to consider 

the implications of the child's ability to look at his/her 

skills from an objective standpoint. Metacognition refers to 

an "awareness of one's own cognitive actions" (Pramling, 

1983, p. 29). The main purpose of Pramling's study in The 

Child's Conception of Learning was to trace the development 

of children's consciousness of the fact they can learn. She 

proposed that there is a distinction between possessing 

knowledge and understanding that one possesses that 

knowledge. Also identified for this study is the concept of 

meta—memory. A fundamental aspect of meta—memory is the 

realization that there is a need to remember. For children, 

this means that they will make no effort to call upon 

mnemonic devices unless they have reached this realization. 

Flavell (1977) found that children of differing ages 

looked at pictures as long as they feel it necessary. The 
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youngest child looked the shortest period of time. He 

concluded there was no awareness of the importance of the 

child's own activity in relation to results. 

Markman (1977) indicated that children make predictions 

about physical behavior in a more realistic way than about 

their mental activities. He also found that older children 

realized when supplied information is incomplete. The 

younger child must repeat the instruction, or in some cases 

execute an instruction, before they realized anything was 

wrong. This suggested that children were able to make 

reflections on manual skills at an earlier age than with 

mental skills. 

Dahlgren and Olsson (1983) indicated that very young 

children (primary age) show a view of reading that represents 

a mechanical process without context. Unless someone 

emphasizes the meaning and context of what has been read, the 

purpose of reading and writing as a process of communication 

is lost on the young child. Ahlberg (in Pramling, 1983) 

found that children who had no idea what reading was about 

when they began school could not manage to read as well as 

other children at the end of first grade. 

In a critique of teaching in general, Ashton-Warner 

(1963) wrote that the teacher has to find words that are 

important to the child in order to introduce him/her to the 

culture of reading and writing. It is through important 



45 

words that the child realizes reading and writing can be of 

importance to him/her. 

Paulson (1991) looked at metacognition as the way we 

communicate with ourselves. He also presented it as thinking 

about thinking. This concept is most dramatically 

illustrated when looking at the learning styles of able and 

less able learners. Able learners use selective attention, 

have strategies for assimilating new materials, know when to 

use a strategy and how to monitor the effectiveness of the 

strategy. Teaching students first to use metacognitive 

strategies and then requiring the use of these strategies on 

a daily basis require careful planning and patience in 

measuring outcomes. 

Self-Assessment 

Anderson and Adams (1985) reported that a massive review 

of self-assessment literature conducted by Wylie in 1979 

showed very little information relating to children under the 

age of 5. However, some generalizations were drawn from the 

available research. Over time, there appears to be a trend 

toward an increasing ability to make accurate self-

assessments. Cognitive capacity seems to be the determining 

factor in whether children can assess their own strengths and 

weaknesses. There is a tendency by young children to 

overestimate abilities. They do not, however, view 

themselves as equally proficient in all areas. These 

conclusions would suggest that beginning competencies in 
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self-assessment should be nurtured and supported by honest 

performance feedback rather than by indiscriminate praise. 

Inconsistencies in evaluation of academic tasks could create 

"cognitive dissonance," lead to faulty perceptions of 

ability, and foster unrealistic goals" (Anderson & Adams, 

1985, p. 117). 

A study conducted by Moxley, Carder, and Brumbaugh 

(1990) indicated that even children as young as 4 can 

participate in self-assessment activities of writing. 

However, caution must be taken to understand how the child is 

thinking about his learning before establishing criteria for 

evaluation. When writing assessment is left up to the 

teacher, the student has little basis for conducting any 

revision. Revision is not only possible but is encouraged 

when students progressively take over the teacher's role. 

Situations need to be arranged in which students learn how to 

do more of the assessment. Because the qualitative aspects 

of writing are difficult to articulate to students, the focus 

of assessment is sometimes on the mechanics of writing. The 

Moxley project came up with three ideas that are important to 

a program that wants to encourage self-assessment: 

(a) make sure the student has the information to make a 

reasonable self-assessment; 

(b) make sure any improvements to the assessment 

procedure are meaningful to the students; 
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(c) give the students options on what to assess. 

(p. 11). 

Stipek, Recchia, and McClintic (1992) reported that they 

have identified three cognitive competencies that are pre-

requisites to self-assessment. 

The first is a categorical self-concept, that is, a 

concept of the self as a separate, physical entity that 

has identifiable characteristics. The second is the 

ability to represent a standard of performance and to 

compare one's own performance to that standard. Third, 

self-assessment requires some reflection on one's 

ability or inability to meet a standard, (p. 13) 

A final study that was relevant to this investigation 

reported on teachers who made fundamental changes in their 

reading and writing program based on their students' plans 

for themselves as readers and writers (Hansen, 1991). The 

initial research was to investigate the child's ability to 

self-evaluate. Children in Grades 1 through 5 were followed 

over a 3-year period, and changes were made in the curriculum 

and documentation procedures as needs arose. Child self-

assessment led to changes in curriculum delivery and 

reporting practices, and it encouraged further and more in-

depth student self-assessment. 

Pramling (1983) emphasized the idea that, regardless of 

the teacher's view of learning, it is of utmost importance to 

understand the necessity of taking the child's way of 
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thinking seriously as a starting point for all education. 

Interest in what children are able to do comes from 

observation of the way they go about solving different 

tasks or approaching situations. 



CHAPTER III 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

This study examined the ability of kindergarten and 

first-grade children in a large metropolitan public school to 

self-assess their growth in writing. It sought to identify 

indicators that showed the child's ability to self-assess 

their own literacy growth. It was also designed to examine 

any indicators in relation to the current writing ability of 

the child. 

Limitations 

The greatest limitation to the current investigation 

came from researcher bias. Because ethnographic research 

records what actually takes place within a given environment, 

the effects of the teacher/researcher will be evident. 

A second limitation was found in the educational 

philosophy adopted by both the school district and the 

classroom teacher. Early literacy development follows the 

path opened through instruction. The classrooms used in this 

study are based on the knowledge educators have concerning 

how young children develop naturally into literate adults. 

Programs that adhere to a skills-based, direct-instruction 

philosophy will not be able to apply the results of this 

study to their own situation. 

49 
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This study focused on six classrooms whose students 

came from families of average to above-average means. Any 

findings could be generalized only to other suburban schools 

with the same community make-up. In general, these children 

had more access both to literacy activities in their homes 

and to quality school experiences before entering the public 

schools. The entire district was known for its quality 

educational programs; it was an atypical district and did not 

represent the average district in the state of Texas. 

Grouping within schools and classrooms has affected the 

applicability of this study. Five of the six classrooms had 

used a heterogeneous grouping system, whereas the sixth 

classroom was made up homogeneously of a top group of first-

grade students. 

Only a small number of the population of first graders 

came from a kindergarten with an emergent literacy 

perspective. This means that, for many of the children in 

both grade levels, it was their first exposure to a literacy-

rich environment. 

A final limitation was due to the multiple factors that 

usually affect a child's developmental levels. Internal 

factors affecting development could include, but is not 

limited to, growth spurts, temperament, and cognitive 

abilities. Outside factors might include family stability, 

physical comfort, previous learning experiences, and daily 

scheduling. The fluctuating nature of development limited 
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the use of this study to large populations unless identical 

groups of children can be found with which to compare. 

Assumptions 

1. Children construct knowledge about writing in the 

same manner they construct knowledge in other areas of 

development. 

2. The classroom environment affects literacy growth. 

3. Assessment has a direct effect on curriculum. 

4. Children progress through literacy development at 

different rates and enter school at a variety of 

developmental levels. Multiple factors influence both. 

5. Listening, speaking, reading, and writing abilities 

develop concurrently and interrelatedly, not sequentially. 

Methodology 

This particular investigation followed qualitative 

rather than quantitative research procedures. Cochran-Smith 

and Lytle (1990) referred to the idea of teacher research 

rather than research on teaching. Teacher research is 

defined as a "systematic and intentional inquiry carried out 

by teachers" (p. 3). The advantage of teacher research is 

that it provides information that could help teachers 

strengthen their judgment and improve classroom practices. A 

major disadvantage is that there is considerable bias from 

the teacher researcher and is limited in its 

generalizability. The type of self-assessment behavior to be 

documented would only be exhibited in an environment where 
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children were both exposed to and expected to perform self-

assessment. This environment provided for children to 

function as readers and writers no matter what their 

developmental levels. For these reasons, it was important for 

the researcher to be closely involved in planning the type of 

environment that fosters early literacy growth. 

This study used a three-way approach. It looked at the 

literacy environment of the child at home and at school, 

provided guidance to the teachers in regard to curriculum 

delivery, and used the actual daily work of the students to 

document self-assessment abilities. Work samples were 

selected to be placed in a portfolio, with input from both 

teacher and student. Collected works and interviews relating 

to the works were evaluated to identify possible answers to 

the research questions proposed in this study. 

Two components of the research were already in use in 

each classroom. Portfolios were used as a part of the daily 

classroom routine. They were accessible to students, 

teachers, and parents and served as a general collection 

point for work that was to be saved. Permanent contents 

included district diagnostic test results, completed writing 

journals, and documents that supported the grading system. 

Writing journals and daily writing assignments comprise the 

second component already in use. Portfolio uses and writing 
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expectations were examined in light of the subjective teacher 

interview (Appendix C). 

The writing bands (Appendix E) and the literacy profile 

(Appendix F) had been selected by Piano ISD for use by 11 of 

the 26 elementary schools using portfolios instead of report 

cards. Both instruments had been adopted and adapted by 

district curriculum personnel to provide a framework for the 

documentation of growth as prescribed by the Texas Education 

Agency Original information was taken from the Literacy 

Profiles Handbook (1990). This publication is based on the 

research of Marie Clay and what she found to be 

characteristic of good readers and writers. Indicators on 

the literacy profiles showed present ability levels and 

provided direction for future growth. 

Population and Sample 

Aldridge Elementary is located in Richardson, Texas, and 

is part of the Piano Independent School District (PISD). 

It is a Pre-K through 5 school with a total enrollment of 

596. Because Aldridge was on the edge of the district 

boundary, children came from Richardson, Piano, and North 

Dallas. Aldridge was one of 28 elementary schools in the 

Piano system and had been serving the surrounding community 

for 20 years. It was one of the oldest buildings on the west 

side of the Piano district. The educational quality of PISD 

was considered to be consistently in the top programs 

state-wide. The overall socio-economic status of the 
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community is above average, with a predominance of white-

collar, double-income families. 

There were 12 special-program classes, 6 half-day Pre-K 

classes, and 6 extended-day kindergarten programs. Children 

qualified for these programs based on state guidelines for 

ESL/Bilingual education and were bussed to Aldridge from 

their home schools. The ethnic diversity of the school was 

much wider than that of the surrounding community. 

Family involvement was consistently high at Aldridge, 

with a core of very active parents who participated directly 

in day-to-day activities, a larger percentage who chose to be 

involved outside their professional commitments by supporting 

classes on an occasional basis, and still more who 

participated in conferences, programs, open house, and fund-

raisers. As is traditionally the case, parent involvement 

was higher in the lower grades than in the upper grades. 

The sample being used for the purposes of this study 

were seven classes at Aldridge Elementary, three half-day 

kindergarten classes and four first-grade classes. Two of 

the kindergarten classes were taught by the same teacher in 

an AM/PM situation. The third kindergarten session was AM 

only. The AM kindergarten teacher was in her first year of 

teaching young children but had previous experience in the 

upper grades. The full-time teacher was in her first year of 

teaching. In December 1992, the full-time kindergarten 

teacher resigned for personal reasons. Piano ISD 
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administrators brought in an experienced teacher from another 

classroom in the district. Her teaching style was grounded 

in an emergent literacy perspective. The first-grade staff 

was in their second year of teaching at this grade level 

together, although three of the team have considerable 

teaching experience. 

The three kindergarten classes totaled 49, and the four 

first grades totaled 84. There was no academic grouping done 

in the kindergarten programs, but all children who were 

bussed to school because of distance were placed in the AM 

sessions, and space was always reserved in the morning 

programs until after the beginning of school to insure that 

all bus students were placed. The first-grade classes were 

heterogeneously grouped in three rooms and homogeneously 

grouped in the fourth room. To qualify for this "top" first-

grade group, children were recommended by the previous year's 

kindergarten teachers based on their overall academic 

abilities. Changes were made within the first 4 weeks of 

school to accommodate any first-grade children coming from 

the private kindergarten system. During the fourth week of 

the 1992-1993 school year (September 8th, 1992), nine 

children were moved from one room to another. Four students 

were moved out of the homogeneous group, and five children 

were moved in. Parental support was enlisted before any 

grouping changes were made. The remaining three 

heterogeneous first-grade rooms served developmental levels 
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from readiness to children who were already familiar with the 

reading/writing process. 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

Permission was obtained from James Bloomer, Aldridge 

principal, to approach the kindergarten and first-grade 

teachers about the study. He was presented with a time line 

and samples of all the forms to be used. In general, the 

principal was supportive of emergent literacy environments, 

integrated curriculum, and the use of portfolios for the 

documentation of growth. 

Participating teachers were familiarized with the time 

line (Appendix A) and accompanying paper work during a grade-

level planning period. All forms were adopted or designed to 

add a minimum of paperwork for the classroom teacher. All 

paperwork was handled by the researcher with the exception of 

the student development on literacy profiles (Appendix E), 

one per participant, and any anecdotal records that were 

kept. 

Each classroom teacher was asked to distribute a cover 

letter, parent permission, and parent response form (Appendix 

D). Three days after distribution, the researcher contacted 

the homes of those not returning the forms. Participant 

names were not provided to the classroom teacher until final 

collection of data had taken place. This eliminated any 

additional attention being brought to the children who would 

be involved in the interview process. Teachers were asked to 
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complete a literacy profile (Appendix G) on all children to 

determine baseline data on skills at the beginning of the 

study. This information was used to establish writing 

ability levels, to plan ongoing instruction, and to compare 

final interviews. 

Portfolios currently being used served as a collection 

point for writing samples and for writing journals as they 

were completed. The physical features of each portfolio 

system was decided by the teacher although suggestions were 

given by the researcher. 

The researcher completed an observation guide on each 

classroom to determine to what extent literacy was encouraged 

in each room (Appendix B). There was also an interview with 

each teacher to subjectively record actual teacher views and 

amounts of time the children were engaged in reading and 

writing (Appendix C). 

Writing samples were collected on a regular basis in 

conjunction with the curriculum to document growth, but for 

purposes of this study, samples were collected once during 

the month of December 1992, twice during January 1993 and 

February 1993, and once during the first 2 weeks of March 

1993. If the writing sample saved by the teacher was from 

the child's writing journal, a photocopy of the selection 

was made for inclusion in the portfolio. Writing journals 

were also viewed as possible sources of self-assessment 

material during the final interviewing process. 
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was made for inclusion in the portfolio. Writing journals 

were also viewed as possible sources of self-assessment 

material during the final interviewing process. 

Beginning Monday, March 15, 1993, each participant was 

interviewed using the questions from the literacy self-

assessment questionnaire (Appendix G). Interviews were 

conducted until April 8, 1993. All interviews were recorded 

for later analysis. Responses were examined to identify 

statements that showed an ability to self-assess writing 

abilities. Indicators found were also categorized based on 

the ability level of each child. 



CHAPTER IV 

NARRATIVE OF FINDINGS 

On April 6 and 7, 1993, 78 of the original 84 children 

who participated in this study were interviewed. Three 

participants had moved from the district and 3 were absent on 

the interview days and subsequent rescheduled interviews, so 

they were dropped from the study. Overall findings indicated 

that children in these kindergarten and first-grade classes 

self-assess writing growth based on the surface features of 

their writing, such as neatness, conventional spelling, and 

use of the conventions of writing. Only 4 children of the 78 

mentioned growth in the content of their writing. The plan 

for this chapter is to examine each classroom and then the 

responses to each question in order to put this study into 

perspective. Six individual student profiles are also 

presented. Participant names are used with permission. 

The Role of the Researcher 

As the first-grade team leader, the researcher served as 

a coordinator of curriculum in order to ensure that district 

objectives were covered, to see that all children's needs 

were being met, and to monitor the types of learning 

experiences that occurred in the first-grade classrooms. 

Weekly first—grade team meetings were held so that there was 
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constant communication among the teachers about the day-to-

day functioning of each room. The researcher's role in 

relation to the kindergarten classes was less well defined 

than it was in the first grade because there was no official 

obligation for communication between the teachers. The 

researcher did, however, function as a resource, and, on 

occasion, the researcher acted as advisor and provider of 

appropriate classroom teaching materials. The researcher 

also met with the lead kindergarten teacher informally to 

discuss the progress of the children and to identify 

behaviors that would make the transition from kindergarten to 

first grade smoother. All the teachers involved in this 

project understood and adhered to developmentally appropriate 

practices incorporated with goals and objectives set up by 

the district. 

Classroom Descriptions 

The following section describes each classroom used in 

this study. Information about each class includes results of 

the classroom survey (Appendix B), some of the teachers' 

philosophies which were obtained from the teacher interviews 

(Appendix C), and a presentation of the Writing Band levels 

for each classroom. 

Classroom 1 

Classroom 1 was a first grade containing 23 students, 13 

of whom participated in the study. This classroom featured 

literature-based instruction. Writing was integrated into 
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every subject. The teacher viewed the writing portfolio as a 

way to organize the work of each child in order to document 

progress. When no progress was noted, according to the 

teacher, instructional changes were called for. In this 

context, the portfolio was being used to plan instruction. 

Applying the points of the observation guide (Appendix 

B) to Classroom 1, all the components set up to promote an 

integrated reading/language arts program were present except 

three. All three have a direct bearing on the major premise 

behind this investigation. First, the children in this 

classroom did not regularly participate in peer conferences 

for the revision and editing stages of writing. Second, they 

were not taught to facilitate group discussion, and third, 

they were given the opportunity to choose their own writing 

topics only occasionally. It should be noted that the 

children were given opportunities to develop the type of 

communication skills necessary for the above activities, but 

not within the context of writing. 

The observation guide also revealed aspects that would 

promote literacy growth in young children. Units of study 

were based on pieces of children's literature or were 

supported by the use of literature. Literacy development was 

emphasized in all areas of the curriculum. It was evident in 

looking at the classroom that reading and writing were 



62 

important, and that there existed an atmosphere o£ caring and 

support for learning in general. 

The children in Classroom 1 were concentrated around 

Writing Band C (Figure 1). Seven of the 13 participants 

exhibited all the characteristics of Band C and a few of the 

characteristics of Band D. Four more children were 

exhibiting most of the characteristics of Band D. Two 

children showed slightly less skill and showed competence 

about a third of the way through the items listed in Band C. 

This distribution of skill levels was what educators would 

have expected of the classes used for this study. 

Classroom 2 

Classroom 2 was a first grade with 20 students, 11 of 

whom had permission to participate in this study. The 

population of this classroom had changed quite a bit during 

the year, with 9 children moving in or out. This teacher 

used writing journals on a more consistent basis than did the 

other first-grade teachers. The children read and starred 

(put a sticker on) their three best pieces of writing 

periodically. Although the children chose which pieces would 

be starred, there was no communication between child and 

teacher as to why a certain piece was chosen. 

Portfolios were used as a collection point for materials 

that documented growth. The teacher used these materials 

to pinpoint strengths and weaknesses. Much of the 



63 

GRADE: 1 
TEACHER EXPERIENCE LEVEL: 4 YEARS 
TOTAL ENROLLMENT: 23 
TOTAL PARTICIPATING: 13 
GROUPING: HETEROGENEOUS 
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PARTICIPANT CODE 

Figure 1. Writing levels of children in classroom 1. 

Note. Participant code corresponds to the order in which 

the child was interviewed. 
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writing in the portfolio was teacher-chosen in order to 

document either the above-mentioned growth or the lack of it. 

The classroom observation guide revealed that two 

features that had been missing in Classroom 1 were also 

absent in Classroom 2. The features in question were those 

of teaching the children to facilitate group discussion and 

using peer conferences for revision and editing. The teacher 

in Classroom 2 was a first-year teacher. This class also 

emphasized literature-based instruction and was set up to 

integrate language arts into other areas of the curriculum. 

With the exception of the items noted above, Classroom 2 used 

all the other points in the observation guide (Appendix B). 

The children in Classroom 2 were a little closer 

together in regard to skills on the Writing Bands. One child 

had mastered all the skills through Writing Band B, 5 

children had mastered fewer than half of the behaviors in 

Writing Band C, whereas 5 had mastered more than half and 

were well on their way to progressing on to Band D (Figure 

2 ) . 

Classroom 3 

Classroom 3 had a student population of 23, with 

17 children participating in the study. This classroom was 

the most developmentally appropriate and print-rich of the 

seven used for this study. All features of the observation 

guide were present with the exception of utilizing peer 

conferences for revision and editing. All students were 
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GRADE: 1 
TEACHER EXPERIENCE LEVEL: 1 YEAR 
TOTAL ENROLLMENT: 20 
TOTAL PARTICIPATING: 11 
GROUPING: HETEROGENEOUS 
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Figure 2. Writing levels of children in classroom 2. 

Note. Participant code corresponds to the order in which the 

child was interviewed. 
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vieved as readers and writers, each being at a different 

point along a developmental continuum. Reading, writing, 

speaking, and listening were considered part of the process 

of becoming literate. 

The portfolio served as a collection point for work 

samples. Children were encouraged to add to the portfolio, 

but no systematic procedure for selection had been 

established. The work collected in the portfolio was used to 

show growth and to help in making instructional decisions 

about the children. 

Similar to Classroom 1, there was more diversity of 

ability for Classroom 3 on the Writing Bands. However, no 

children in Classroom 3 had mastered all the behaviors in 

Band D. Thirteen of the 17 children clustered around the end 

of Band C and the beginning of Band D. Three children were 

just entering Band C and 1 was approximately half-way through 

Band C (Figure 3). 

Classroom 4 

Classroom 4 was a kindergarten class with an enrollment 

of 15 students. Five children were interviewed for the 

purposes of this study. The teacher was in her first year of 

teaching kindergarten although she had taught before at the 

upper elementary level. The Aldridge Kindergarten programs 

had experienced a high turnover in staff, and, therefore, 

planning and leadership were not solidified until 
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Figure 3. Writing levels of children in classroom 3. 

Note. Participant code corresponds to the order in which the 

child was interviewed. 
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January 199 3. By the end of the school year, Classroom 4 

reflected an environment in which emergent literacy growth 

was promoted. 

Activities that supported literacy development included 

the encouragement of writing in all centers for a variety of 

purposes and also daily journal writing. The children were 

allowed to choose the topic to be written about, and drawing 

was considered to be an important part of their writing. 

This classroom featured all the items necessary for an 

integrated reading/language arts program as documented on the 

observation guide (Appendix B), with the exception of using 

peer conferences for the revision and editing stages and 

teaching students to facilitate group discussion. 

Portfolios in Classroom 4 were used as collection points 

for dated writing samples only. Weekly, the teacher chose a 

sample for inclusion in the portfolio. Self-assessment 

occurred as the teacher interacted with the children during 

the writing process. 

One child in Classroom 4 exhibited all the skills in 

Writing Band A. The other 4 clustered at the end of Band B 

and the beginning of Band C (Figure 4). As would be expected 

from experience and maturation alone, the overall development 

of this kindergarten was lower than that of the first-grade 

classes. 
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GRADE: K 
TEACHER EXPERIENCE LEVEL: 6 YEARS 
TOTAL ENROLLMENT: 15 
TOTAL PARTICIPATING: 5 
GROUPING: HETEROGENEOUS 

11 12 12 14 

PARTICIPANT CODE 

54 

Figure 4. Writing levels of children in classroom 4. 

Note. Participant code corresponds to the order in which the 

child was interviewed. 
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Classroom 5 

Classroom 5 was a first-grade class of 23 children, 15 

of whom participated. This was the only class of the seven 

used in this study in which children were purposely grouped 

by ability. The children were assigned to this class based 

on advanced reading ability and higher overall academic 

skills. The adopted first-grade curriculum was taught at a 

faster rate, and a larger percentage of the day was spent in 

independent work. The curriculum was expanded rather than 

accelerated once the children showed mastery of basic first-

grade material. 

The only factor on the observation guide that was not 

observed was peer conferencing for the revision and editing 

stages of writing. Although the guide did not indicate the 

extent to which each component was implemented, observation 

of all the classrooms on a daily basis indicated that 

Classroom 5 spent more time in the types of activities that 

promote self-assessment. The teacher felt that the presence 

of these activities resulted from the fact that many of the 

"basics" taught in first grade were already part of the 

children's knowledge base and that this left time for more 

enrichment activities. 

The teacher in Classroom 5 saw the portfolio as a 

collection of both student work and tests saved over a period 

of time to show growth and pinpoint strengths and areas of 
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need. Instruction was then built on those strengths and 

weaknesses. 

Twelve of the 15 participants exhibited skills that put 

them at Writing Band C and in the lower part of Writing Band 

D, whereas 2 were about half way through the items of Band C, 

and 1 was approaching Band E (Figure 5). 

Classrooms 6 and 7 

Classroom 6 and Classroom 7 were both kindergartens 

taught by the same teacher in an AM/PM format. Classroom 6 

had 8 out of 15 children participating, and classroom 7 had a 

participation rate of 9 out of 18. These classrooms started 

the school year with a first-year teacher who had just 

completed her student teaching in a kindergarten within the 

district. In December 1992, she resigned for personal 

reasons, and the district transferred a teacher from a first-

grade classroom within the system to this kindergarten 

position. The current teacher had extensive experience 

teaching young children and adhered to the district's 

emergent literacy perspective. Although she came from a 

first-grade position, she had taught kindergarten for several 

years. She gave the children multiple opportunities for 

writing in centers, writing journals, and using the 

computers. 

Both classrooms met the criteria for developing an 

integrated reading/language arts program (Appendix B) with 

two exceptions. These exceptions were the same as those 
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GRADE: 1 
TEACHER EXPERIENCE LEVEL: 14 YEARS 
TOTAL ENROLLMENT: 23 
TOTAL PARTICIPATING: 15 
GROUPING: HOMOGENEOUS 

31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 

PARTICIPANT CODE 

Fiqqge 5. Writing levels of children in classroom 5. 

N.Ote. Participant code corresponds to the order in which the 

child was interviewed. 
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found in four of the other classrooms participating in this 

study: teaching students to facilitate group discussion and 

using peer conferences for revision and editing. A marked 

change in the writing in these kindergarten classrooms 

occurred after the arrival of the new teacher as team leader. 

The growth was not evident in the samples collected for 

purposes of this study due to the limited time involved, but 

growth became noticeable as the year drew to a close. 

A wide range of abilities existed in the 17 children 

from these two rooms. They were distributed along the 

Writing Band continuum from those just completing Band A to 

1 who had attained all the behaviors in Band C (Figures 6 and 

7). This distribution was what educators would expect in a 

kindergarten classroom. 

Portfolios for Classroom 6 and Classroom 7 were used as 

writing portfolios only; they contained the journal from the 

preceding week, computer stories, and a literacy profile 

(Appendix H). The literacy profile was a district-

adopted checklist of emergent literacy skills. 

Procedures 

Some changes occurred during the school year that 

affected the overall plan of this investigation. First and 

most important was the change of the kindergarten team leader 

in December 1992. The resignation of a less experienced 

teacher, followed by her replacement with an experienced 



74 

GRADE: K 
TEACHER EXPERIENCE LEVEL: 9 YEARS 
TOTAL ENROLLMENT: 15 
TOTAL PARTICIPATING: 8 
GROUPING: HETEROGENEOUS 
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PARTICIPANT CODE 

56 57 

Figure 6. Writing levels of children in classroom 6. 

Note. Participant code corresponds to the order in which the 

child was interviewed. 
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GRADE: K 
TEACHER EXPERIENCE LEVEL: 9 YEARS 
TOTAL ENROLLMENT: 18 
TOTAL PARTICIPATING: 9 
GROUPING: HETEROGENEOUS 

23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 65 

PARTICIPANT CODE 

Fiquye 7. Writing levels of children in classroom 7. 

Note. Participant code corresponds to the order in which the 

child was interviewed. 



76 

teacher probably had a positive effect on the entire 

kindergarten. The current teacher was well versed in the 

philosophy and research surrounding early literacy 

development and had put many of these principles into effect 

in all three kindergarten classrooms — her own two and 

Classroom 4. 

At the beginning of this study the parents were invited 

to respond to questions about literacy activities in their 

homes (Appendix D). Whereas 76 of 78 response forms were 

returned, the information obtained did not differ 

significantly from one form to the next. It appeared that 

most of the parents in this sample highly valued early 

reading and writing experiences for their children. 

One parent responded, "Reading is very important in our 

family. We have always had quite a collection of books as 

well as spending at least an hour a week at the library". 

Another parent indicated that she was concerned with the 

effort put forth by her child. She stated, "I don't know if 

he realizes the role of reading and writing in learning all 

subjects". Interpretation of the data from the parent 

response form was speculative in nature because of the 

wording of each question. One question asked, "How much time 

does your child spend in reading/writing activities at 

home?" A typical response was, "Between 30 minutes to 1 1/2 

hours a day". The question failed to have the respondent 

identify specific activities that took place during that time 



77 

frame, who directed the activities, and how structured that 

time was. 

The parent response form also asked the respondent to 

give examples of both reading and writing activities from 

their home. Some parents addressed only reading activities. 

This type of response could indicate that reading was more 

important in the parent's mind or that the child preferred 

reading activities to writing activities. Refinement of the 

questions on the parent response form could eliminate 

confusion. 

Comparing parent responses to the child's ability and 

attitudes toward reading and writing with a refined 

instrument could be the topic of further investigation. The 

information gathered for this study will be used in further 

research projects to gauge the overall attitude of other 

groups of parents. 

The method of sample collection was also modified during 

the second month of data collection. Whereas children were 

encouraged throughout the collection period to place samples 

in a portfolio, the teachers reported that the children's 

choices did not serve the original purpose of showing growth 

in their writing abilities. The investigator and the group 

decided that teachers would assume the responsibility of 

choosing samples to be included in the final portfolio. The 

teachers were instructed to choose pieces that were typical 

of the child's ability and to stay away from those that were 
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either of exceptionally poor or superior quality. Each 

first-grade portfolio contained at least one piece of vork 

that had been produced using a formal vriting process 

including five steps: (a) choose a topic; (b) write; (c) 

proofread; (d) revise; (e) make a final copy. Other first-

grade samples came from various assignments and the 

children's vriting journals. All kindergarten vriting 

samples chosen for inclusion for purposes of this study were 

taken from a weekly vriting journal. Although some children 

were composing on a word processor, not all of the children 

were using this mode of communication; therefore, writing 

journal samples were used exclusively for interviewing 

purposes. The topic for each day's writing was left up to 

the children. 

Data collection proceeded from December 1992 to mid-

March 1993. The December writing samples for Classrooms 6 and 

7 were lost in the teacher changeover, so those 17 children 

were assessed based on five samples instead of six. An 

interview with the new kindergarten teacher revealed that she 

saw little evidence of writing in any of the old journals; 

she saw only drawing. Upon her arrival, however, she judged 

that many of the children should have been capable of writing 

using invented spelling. 

Because copies were made of all writing samples, the 

children were making judgments through the use of photocopies 

rather than through original work. Each child had a file 
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folder containing the pieces to be used during the interview 

segment of this study. The interviews were conducted during 

regular school hours on April 6 and 7, 1993. Additional 

make-up interviews were scheduled on April 8, and again on 

April 13. Three children were eventually dropped from the 

list of children to be interviewed because arrangements could 

not be made for an interview time during the school day. The 

investigator went into each classroom prior to the interview 

days in order to talk with the children about what would 

happen. At this time, the investigator also introduced the 

person who would be escorting the children to and from the 

interview room. The children were brought in groups of four 

or five to the library, where they previewed their writing 

portfolio and waited for their turn to be interviewed. 

The interviews took place in an unused classroom located 

across the hall from the library. The children were made to 

feel as comfortable as possible so that stress would not 

significantly interfere with their responses. The first-

grade students all knew the interviewer from daily contact, 

and the kindergarten children had at least seen the 

interviewer in the halls and could identify her as a first-

grade teacher. 

Each interview was tape-recorded and video-recorded. 

The filming light on the video camera was covered with a 

piece of black paper because field testing had indicated that 

the red light served to distract some children. Written 
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notes of responses were not kept because this activity, too, 

seemed to focus the children on what was being written rather 

than on their responses to each question. The tapes were 

later used to transcribe the answers for each child onto a 

questionnaire. In most cases, the video recording was enough 

for accurate transcription, and the audio tape served to 

confirm garbled responses on the video tape. No responses 

were lost during transcription. Once all responses were 

transferred to a questionnaire, they were tallied by category 

for each question. 

Presentation of Interview Findings 

After previewing the work in their portfolios, the 

children were asked to respond to eight questions designed to 

give a picture of how they saw their writing. The questions 

were as follows: 

1. (a) Is there anything you would like to tell me 

about your writing? (b) Has your writing changed? (c) How? 

Explain the changes. 

2. Why were there changes in your writing? 

3. Tell me what you like best about writing. 

4. Tell me what you like least about writing. 

5. What makes a good writer? 
6. How did you decide what to write? 

7. What did you write about the most? 

8. What would you like to learn next to become a better 

writer? 
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The following is a summary of the responses given by the 

children to the eight questions: 

Question 1 asked the children to describe the papers in 

their portfolio, to report whether there had been any changes 

in their writing, and to explain the changes as they saw 

them. Thirty-six of the children gave no response to part A 

or indicated they had nothing to say about the papers in 

their folder. A smaller number replied with a discussion of 

the topics of the writing samples (17). Twenty-four children 

responded using references to the quality of the papers; 

they gave statements such as, "Sorta messy" or "I've 

improved." Overall, these statements referred to improvement 

in one or more areas of their writing. A few of the children 

gave multiple responses relating to both topic and writing 

quality. 

Section B of Question 1 differentiated between those who 

saw changes and those who did not. Seventy-five children did 

see changes in their writing, whereas 2 saw a little change 

and 1 saw no change. The child who saw no change did not 

elaborate for part C of Question 1, "How has your writing 

changed?" or respond with anything to be used for Question 

2. In the case of this child, Question 2 was changed to ask 

why there were no changes in the writing. The 2 children who 

indicated that they saw little change did explain what 

changes they saw and gave an explanation for why those 

changes occurred. On the basis of this information, it 
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appeared that 77 out of 78 children assessed their own 

writing enough to determine some kind o£ change over time. 

One child noted negative changes in his writing. Upon 

further questioning, it was determined that he had been very 

pleased with the quality of his writing prior to coming to 

first grade. When confronted with the fact that there were 

other standards on which to judge writing, he pointed out 

that he now felt deficient in the areas of spelling and 

handwriting. He also indicated that it was difficult for him 

to keep his ideas straight when he was supposed to be writing 

on just one topic. He felt that he had too many ideas in his 

head and could not keep them separated. On the Writing 

Bands, this child was exhibiting almost all the behaviors 

through Band D, so he was one of the more sophisticated 

writers in this study. 

Part C of Question 1 asked the children to describe the 

changes they saw in their writing. Five children were unable 

to elaborate beyond the fact that they did indeed see change. 

A majority of the responses given to explain how their 

writing had changed dealt with the physical features of their 

writing as opposed to its content. Forty-six references were 

made to improvement in letter formation and/or handwriting. 

Twenty-two children felt that being able to spell better 

accounted for the improvement in their writing. Eleven 

children noted more ability in using punctuation and 

capitalization. Five children felt their use of spacing was 
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better, whereas 4 cited the fact that their selections vere 

longer than they had been at the beginning of the school 

year. Speed was noted by 5 children as the change that had 

occurred in their writing. All 5 of these children noted 

that they had slowed down when writing to produce a more 

legible product. Seventeen children felt simply that they 

were writing better without being specific about other 

changes, and 2 children felt that their improvement in 

writing came from their improvement in the area of reading. 

Five kindergarten children saw changes for the better in 

their drawing. Three children noted the change in color from 

the original to the black and white of the copy machine. 

These children noted only this change and made no reference 

to growth in any other way. Two first graders mentioned the 

fact that they had changed writing tools from earlier efforts 

to later writing (Table 1). 

Only 4 children mentioned a change in the content of 

their writing. These children referred to the fact that 

there were more and better ideas as time went on. All 4 of 

these children exhibited behaviors typical of the lower end 

of Writing Band D. They looked at their writing from the 

perspective of content rather than outward physical features. 
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Table 1 

Is there anything vou would like to tell me about vour 

writing? 

Response n 

No/no response: 36 

Topic related: 17 

Quality related: 24 

Miscellaneous: 4 

B* Has vour writing changed? 

Response n 

No/Not very much: 3 

Yes: 75 

C. How? Explain the changes. 

Response n 

Write better: 17 

Speed/slowed down: 5 

Letter formation/handwriting 46 

Length: 4 

More/better ideas: 4 

Punctuation/capitalization: 11 

Spacing: 5 

Spelling improved: 22 

I don't know: 5 

Better reader: 2 

(table continues) 
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Table 1 (cont.) 

Response n 

Improved drawing: 5 

Color change: 3 

Different media: 2 

Question 2 asked the children to explain why changes had 

occurred in their writing. Seventeen children did not or 

could not respond to this question, 45 gave a single reason 

for the change, and 16 gave multiple reasons. Nineteen 

children saw practice and either maturation or time in school 

as the number-one reason for writing changes. "I've grown 

older" or "I'm grown up" were typical responses, along with 

statements such as "I practice a lot" and "If I write a lot 

it gets much better." The second most popular reason given 

was instruction (by both teachers and parents), with a total 

of 16, whereas credit was given to going to school or 

learning 15 times (Table 2). Other reasons given for changes 

included having more ideas (3), slowing down writings (2), 

wanting better grades (2), thought it looked better (1), and 

putting more effort into the writing (1). 

Table 2 

Why were there changes in vour writing? 

Response & 

More ideas: 3 

Instruction: 16 

(table continues) 
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Table 2 (cont.) 

ResDonse n 

I don't know: 12 

School/learning: 15 

Thought it looked better: 1 

Slowed Down: 2 

Practice: 23 

Maturation/Time: 2 

Effort: 1 

ResDonse Tvoe 11 

No response: 17 

Single response: 45 

Multiple response: 16 

Question 3 asked the children to specify what they liked 

best about writing. Only 10 children gave a general response 

or no response at all. Of these 10, 4 children said "I don't 

know," 1 gave no response, 3 liked everything, and 2 could 

tell nothing specific, but did like writing. Writing stories 

was the most popular specific answer, with 18. The same 

number of children (11) gave the answers, "It's fun/I'm good 

at it" and "Illustrating" as their favorite part of writing. 

Eight children liked writing because they saw it as a tool to 

learn new things. A list of additional responses can be 

found in Table 3. 



87 

Table 3 

Tell me vhat vou like best about writing. 

ResDonse n 

Writing for volume: 1 

Choice of topic: 5 

Provides privacy: 3 

Grades: 1 

Writing stories: 18 

Writing math problems: 3 

Learn new things: 8 

Writing for remembering: 2 

Letter formation/handwriting: 1 

Promotes hand strength: 1 

Everything: 3 

Nothing: 2 

Making books: 1 

Writing: 7 

To see growth: 3 

It's fun/I'm good at it: 11 

Illustrating: 11 

Writing on the computer: 2 

Challenge offered: 1 

Using imagination: 3 

Receive money for good stories: 1 

Communication: 4 

I don't know: 4 
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Question 4 asked what children liked least about 

writing. Almost half (35) said there was nothing they didn't 

like about writing. Other responses can be found in Table 4, 

but a few of the more prevalent answers included it's time-

consuming, the penmanship expectations were disliked, having 

to re-do a sloppy copy, and general feelings of inadequacy. 

Table 4 

Tell me what vou liked least about writing. 

ResDonse o. 

Time-consuming: 9 

Spacing of words on lines: 2 

Penmanship: 9 

Getting ideas: 4 

Reading it back: 1 

Nothing: 35 

Not fun: 1 

Hand gets tired: 3 

Copying: 1 

Inadequacy: 4 

Running out of time: 6 

Drawing hard stuff: 2 

Re-do: 4 

Bad grades: 1 

Didn't like assigned topics: 2 

Don't know how to use question marks: 1 

(table continues) 
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Table 4 (cont.) 

Response n 

Writing in general: 2 

Sitting still: 1 

I don't know: 2 

Question 5 asked the children to tell what they 

perceived a good writer to be. This question was included in 

order to learn how children viewed the writing process 

overall. Answers were either general in nature, such as 

"Being good at writing" (16), or were more specific to school 

related content, such as "Having good handwriting" (19). 

Replies can be found in Table 5. Some of the other general 

responses included those of 18 children who felt writing a 

lot was important, 14 who thought a good writer could draw 

good pictures, and 2 children who felt it was important for a 

good writer to enjoy writing. Good writing qualities that 

were more closely related to traditional curriculum models 

included good posture, correct spelling, use of a formal 

writing process, correct use of the conventions of writing, 

and taking your time. 

Table 5 

What makes a good writer? 

Response n 

Being good at writing: 16 

Good handwriting: 19 

(table continues) 
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Table 5 (cont.) 

Good posture: 6 

Hov to spell: 7 

Writing process: 9 

Choosing a topic: 7 

Being a good artist: 14 

Quiet work area: 1 

Be a good student: 1 

Listen/pay attention: 4 

Reading a lot: 2 

Write a lot: 18 

Conventions of writing: 9 

Go to school: 1 

Write slowly: 1 

Concentrate: 2 

Enjoy writing: 2 

Writes long books: 2 

I don't know: 3 

When asked to respond to Question 6, "How do you decide 

what to write about?", a large number o£ children said 

"Think." Fifty-four children knew that there was a thought 

process involved in the decision of choosing a topic but 

could not elaborate any further. Five other sources for 

gaining topic ideas were given. They included personal 

experiences, asking a friend, using an assigned topic, 

reading, and using seasonal or unit ideas going on in the 
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classroom. Only 5 children indicated they did not know where 

their ideas came from. 

Table 6 

How do you decide vhat to write? 

Response n 

Think: 54 

Seasonal/units: 7 

Reading: 5 

Assigned: 11 

Personal experience: 11 

Ask friends: 1 

I don't know: 5 

Question 7 had a variety of answers (see Table 7) to 

indicate what the children wrote about the most. This 

question appeared to be ambiguous and will be reworded for 

future interviews. Some of the children interpreted the 

question in the light of what subjects they wrote about most 

often, whereas others talked about the subject of their 

longest story (Table 7). 

Table 7 

What did vou write about the most? 

RegpQHSe a 

Animals: 19 

Myself: 4 

(table continues) 



92 

Table 7 (cont.) 

Response n 

Family: 15 

Stories: 3 

Nothing: 14 

Friends: 6 

Sports: 3 

Movies/books: 2 

Seasonal topics/units: 6 

No response: 3 

Two page story: 

Cards: 

Cartoon characters: 

Snowmen (subject's longest story): 

Writing sentences: 

Fiction stories: 

Electronic stuff: 

School activities: 

Trains: 

Stones: 

Pretty things: 

Trucks: 

Giants: 

Many ideas: 

Finally, Question 8 was included to elicit responses 

that would give educators an indication of what goals 
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children might have for future writing. It asked what the 

children would like to learn next to become a better writer. 

The "I don't know" response category was much higher on this 

question than on any other. Twenty-two children responded in 

this manner, and another 3 gave unintelligible responses 

that did not relate to the question even when repeated. 

Table 8 presents the answers given to this question. 

Table 8 

What would vou like to learn next to become a better writer? 

ResDonse 0. 

Better pictures: 1 

Better stories: 7 

Longer stories: 4 

Good posture: 1 

Poems: 1 

Spell hard words: 10 

Conventions of writing: 8 

More practice: 3 

Writing process: 2 

Cursive: 4 

No mistakes: 1 

Being a good writer: 4 

Better handwriting: 10 

More classes/writing school: 2 

(table continues) 
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Table 8 (cont.) 

Response & 

Hov to choose topics: 1 

Draw better: 4 

Learn to go slow: 1 

Specific topic: 5 

Different characters, parts, titles: 1 

To not get frustrated: 1 

I don't know: 22 

Nonsense answers: 3 

Student Profiles 

Four students, one from each writing band, were chosen 

to compare their responses on each of the eight questions. 

These four students were chosen because the researcher was 

familiar with each one, had verified that the writing band 

levels represented an accurate picture of the student, and 

their responses were typical in relation to others' 

responses. Two other students are discussed because, 

although their responses were commonplace, their writing 

ability was not. 

An examination of Table 9 provides a comparison of the 

answers given at each writing band level. The writing band 

level appears to make no significant differences in the way 

that young children, who were exhibiting skills at Bands A, 

B, C, and D, view their writing for this sample. 
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Bryan, at Writing Band A, was described by the 

kindergarten teacher as being an immature child. Upon 

initiation of this study, he was not consistently identifying 

alphabet letters and their corresponding sounds. His writing 

journal contained only drawings, with some story dictation 

taken by the teacher. Story dictation consisted of single 

statements such as "Ants are coming in my house." Drawings 

were also labeled as immature by the teacher. By the end of 

January 1993, Bryan was using single word labels written with 

invented spelling, such as CRB to stand for cowboy. During 

the last week of school, it was reported that Bryan was 

writing beginning sounds for several words in a sentence, and 

he was also including some vowels, as in "Im Pe Vog . . .I'm 

playing video games." 

Gustavo, at Writing Band B, came to first grade with the 

idea that he did not know how to read or write. He enjoyed 

drawing and was very creative in making objects out of scrap 

materials. He spent very little time looking at books 

because of his idea that he was not a reader. During the 

course of this study, he received services through Reading 

Recovery, a first-grade program designed to give children 

reading strategies in a one-on-one situation. After 

completing the Reading Recovery program, Gustavo was tested 

for special education and qualified for small group 

instruction. The individual attention in Reading Recovery 

and the small group setting in a Resource Room appear to have 
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given Gustavo more of an "I can do it" attitude. The 

classroom teacher began noting growth in both Gustavo's 

reading and writing abilities throughout the month of 

February 1993. 

Tyson, displaying characteristics of Writing Band C, 

wrote only when he was required to. Writing was the last 

activity he would pick when given a choice of activities. 

However, when dealing with any science-related topic, he was 

highly motivated. When writing was a requirement, he always 

asked for clarification on exactly how much had to be 

written. When no length requirements were established, he 

did a minimum amount of writing. 

Jacob, with skills at Writing Band D, was one of the 

more mature writers in this study. His teacher described him 

as an "average" student when he entered first grade. He was 

also considered to be very artistic. His teacher indicated 

that he had definite ideas about how assignments were to be 

done and would often require that directions be repeated a 

second time. Jacob's teacher indicated that his writing was 

of better quality and was longer when the topic of the 

writing was of his own choice. 

All four children saw improvement in their writing, 

although the "C" level child saw only "a little." In this 

child's case, that an very accurate assessment. Tyson's 

writing changed little over the school year, except that his 

sentence construction and use of capitalization and 
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Figure 8. 

December writing sample - Tyson 
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February writing sample - Tyson 
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punctuation improved (Figures 8 and 9). He vas also one of 

the four children who felt that content of their writing was 

better than it had been previously. The children at Bands A, 

B, and D commented that surface features of their writing had 

changed, including improved handwriting, neatness, better 

spelling, and more correct use of punctuation. Tyson, the 

child who was exhibiting skills in Writing Band C, had a 

different perspective concerning the change in his writing. 

When asked why his writing had changed, he cited variety and 

personal interest in the writing topics as the reasons. Both 

personal interest and a firm understanding of the structure 

of stories emerged as consistent themes in most of this 

child's answers (see Table 9). Bryan, Gustavo, and Jacob, 

the three children at the other Writing Band levels, failed 

to show the same perception. They cited maturation, 

practice, and spelling tests as the underlying reasons for 

change. 

The four children enjoyed writing in general, and story 

writing was cited specifically by three of the children. 

Each of the four disliked certain facets of writing. Bryan 

disliked what he called "scribble, scrabble", which, he 

explained, was messy work. Gustavo indicated that he did not 

know how to use question marks appropriately, and Tyson did 

not like for others to choose or assign topics. Finally, 

Jacob liked least running out of time while he was still 

working on a piece of writing. Other answers can be compared 
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by examining Table 9. Current writing samples have also been 

included for each child at the four different writing levels 

(Figures 10, 11, 12# & 13). 

Two final profiles are drawn because of the uniqueness 

of the writing done by the children. The first child, 

a kindergartener, was advanced, not only in his writing 

abilities, but in all other areas as well. He was identified 

as Gifted and Talented according to state and district 

guidelines. The teacher in Classroom 6 provided enrichment 

activities for this child and another student because of 

their higher ability levels. In the interview for this 

research project, he engaged in topic discussion when asked 

to tell about the work. When asked if his work had changed, 

he replied, "Not very much." The change he had noticed was 

that he was better at writing the harder words. He cited 

growing bigger and learning more as the reasons for these 

changes. What he liked best about writing was learning, and 

his teacher indicated that he almost always wrote on the 

current topic of study. There was nothing in particular that 

he liked least. He stated that being able to illustrate made 

a good writer. As his teacher noted, he chose his topics 

from the current unit of study, but, when asked what he wrote 

about most often, he gave no response. A review of his 

writing portfolio failed to reveal a tendency to write about 

one subject in particular. He express an interest in 

becoming a better writer by learning information about the 
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End of study writing sample for Bryan, Writing Band A. 
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End of study writing sample for Gustavo, Writing Band B, 
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End of study writing sample for Tyson, Writing Band C. 
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End of study writing sample for Jacob, Writing Band D. 
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sun. Writing samples for this child can be found in Figures 

14, 15, and 16. 

The second child to be profiled was in the researcher's 

first-grade classroom. He was labeled both speech-

handicapped (severe articulation) and learning-disabled. 

Early in the school year, he resisted any kind of reading or 

writing activity. However, his knowledge of the world around 

him reflected a high level of intelligence. His writing 

growth represented one of the more dramatic stories of 

writing development in a short amount of time. Yet his 

responses to the questionnaire did not reflect any deeper 

understanding about his literacy growth than did those of the 

majority of the other children interviewed (Table 10). 

During his interview, he did not want to volunteer any 

information about the papers in his folder. He did feel his 

writing had changed, and he noted better handwriting as the 

criteria used for defining that change. He felt he had 

gotten better during the school year (maturation/time) and 

that practice also helped him. His favorite part of writing 

was the handwriting and his least favorite part was the 

sitting still. When asked what makes a good writer, his 

reply was, "They write." The ideas for his writing came from 

personal experience and from thinking. The subject he wrote 

about most was giants, although a review of cumulative 

writing samples not used for this study did not reveal that 

trend. Cursive writing held this child's interest 
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Figure 14. 

January writing sample - Yu. 
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End of study writing sample - Yu. 
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as a next step in learning to be a better writer. Figure 17 

shows his writing at the beginning of this study, and Figure 

18 displays a story written at the end. 

Both of these children distinguished themselves with 

their writing, but not with their responses. A comparison of 

their responses in Table 10 to the responses in Table 9, 

indicates that their thinking about writing was within the 

range of typical responses. 

Summary 

The main focus of this study was to discover the extent 

to which young children self-assess growth in their writing. 

Children were asked first to look at writing samples that had 

been saved over time and then to talk about their own writing 

and about writing in general. All but one were able to note 

growth of some kind. 

Current findings suggest that the children in these 

kindergarten and first-grade classes made note of physical 

changes in their writing before they were aware of content 

changes. More than half of the children interviewed pointed 

to changes in handwriting and letter formation when asked how 

their writing had changed. Reasons for change appeared to 

cluster around extrinsic factors such as instruction, 

learning, and practice. The researcher received no 

indication that the children felt they were personally 

responsible for growth in their writing. It appeared 
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December writing sample - Piers. 
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March writing sample - Piers. 
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that the children felt that they had no personal stake in the 

final product. 

Responses demonstrated that a large number of the 

children involved in this study enjoyed writing. Their 

reasons for liking to write varied greatly. Findings also 

suggested that many children realized there was a thinking 

process involved in writing; however, they could not 

elaborate on that statement. Over two-thirds of the children 

gave the response "Think" when asked how they came up with 

their ideas for writing. A final finding indicated that 

children cited skills they currently displayed as items they 

would like to learn in order to become better writers. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION OP THE FINDINGS 

This study was prompted by tvo trends that can be seen 

in many public schools today. The first is based on the 

research surrounding early literacy development. The basic 

premise of this research is that even very young children 

have reading and writing knowledge before they are formally 

taught the skills involved in these processes. Given the 

proper environment and encouragement, children are capable of 

showing varying degrees of ability in both the areas of both 

reading and writing. 

The second educational trend of importance to this study 

is that of using alternative forms of assessment to document 

growth. Portfolios are one form being considered by the 

large district where this study took place. Teachers at the 

site chose to use portfolios to document growth, but not to 

use them exclusively for grading purposes. 

The literacy-based instruction slated for use and the 

adoption of a portfolio system lent themselves to an 

investigation of whether or not young children of 

kindergarten and first-grade age would be capable of self-

assessing their own in writing. Initial data was gathered 
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to identify indicators exhibited by children that would show 

self-assessment regarding writing. 

Summary of the Study 

Participants in this study were 78 of the 143 children 

enrolled in the kindergarten and first-grade classes at 

Aldridge Elementary School in Piano, Texas; each supplied 

parent permission for participation. Piano is a large 

metropolitan school district including 26 elementary schools, 

each being encouraged to pursue procedures that would best 

serve their surrounding school communities. The grade levels 

involved in this study had adopted a curriculum that featured 

integrated units of study built around pieces of children's 

literature. The kindergarten also used learning centers 

during a portion of each day. The goal of this investigation 

was to discover how children in these grade levels would 

indicate their awareness of changes in their writing. No 

special instruction was given in self-assessment or 

evaluating growth other than what would normally be found in 

each classroom. By not emphasizing self-assessment, the 

researcher believed that responses given by the participants 

would reflect the child's ability to self-assess naturally. 

A limitation of this approach however, exists in making a 

distinction between a child's natural ability to self-assess, 

and the child's inclination to self-assess on what he/she 

perceives to be important to the teacher. Information from 
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this study could then be used as baseline data for further 

research on similar populations. 

Prior to data collection, the teachers were asked to 

place each participant along a writing continuum called a 

Writing Band (Appendix E). Placement on the Writing Bands 

gave the investigator a way to view each child's response 

when questioned about his/her writing. The Writing Band 

information also served as a basis for interpreting findings 

for the second research question, "Are there differences in 

self-assessment based on writing abilities?" Each classroom 

was also surveyed (Appendix B) by the investigator to compare 

environmental aspects. The observation guide was developed 

to judge whether an environment provided an integrated 

reading/language arts program. 

Whereas the observation guide gave a general feel for 

each classroom, it did not reflect, in-depth, how each 

teacher responded to the children on a day-to-day basis. 

Extended observation and documentation of teacher behaviors 

that promote self-assessment and problem-solving would 

provide valuable information. Data collection was part of 

the day-to-day workings of each class as portfolios were kept 

for all the kindergarten and first-grade students. Writing 

samples were saved during December, January, February, and 

March of the 1992-1993 school year. Teachers chose work that 

would be representative of typical writing for that child. 

The selection of writing samples was subjective. Once data 
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collection was complete, each participant was interviewed 

using the student questionnaire in Appendix G. All 

interviews were recorded using both audio and video tape that 

later was used for the transcription of responses. 

Participants' responses to eight questions were tallied, 

analyzed, and charted for presentation. Prom the response 

data, examination of writing samples, and comparison of 

responses according to writing ability and grade level, 

trends were noted and conclusions drawn. 

Overall, results suggest that the young children in 

these kindergarten and first-grade programs self-assess 

growth no matter what their individual writing ability 

happens to be. Indicators of self-assessment emerged from 

the data. Self-assessment in this study was based on the 

outward, physical features of writing, such as neatness, 

letter formation, and spelling. The children in this study 

focused on the types of skills that would be emphasized in 

many school settings. It also appeared that young children 

realized there was a thinking process involved in writing. 

Their alluding to thought processes in regards to writing 

indicates that metacognition is evident in these young 

children when seen in the light of Pramling's (1983) 

definition, which refers to metacognition as an "awareness of 

one's own cognitive actions" (p. 29). When asked what they 

would like to learn to become better writers, these children 

focused on improving already-acquired skills rather than 
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identifying skills not currently being exhibited. They 

wanted to write "better stories," spell "harder words," and 

use "better handwriting." In other words, their goals were 

apparently bound by the amount of knowledge they 

had already gained. 

Addressing the Research Questions 

Data gathered during this study points to the fact that 

the children in these kindergarten and first-grade 

classrooms, provided with a particular type of environment, 

exhibited behavioral indicators revealing that they can 

assess growth in their own writing. The first indicator was 

that they identified change when looking at writing saved 

over time. Only one first-grade child failed to see growth 

and did not want to talk about the writing samples in his 

portfolio. His writing ability was between Writing Band C 

and Writing Band D, which means he was among the more mature 

writers in the study. It is possible that this child came to 

first grade with a large repertoire of writing skills and 

therefore did not see as much improvement as some of the 

other participants. Another factor that could have 

influenced the results of this study were the priorities that 

the classroom teachers set in their writing expectations. 

This study failed to document the teacher behaviors 

underlying their writing goals. The purpose for writing in 

each classroom was not identified. It is possible that 
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children vho write for their ovn purposes could self- assess 

on a higher level than the children in this study. 

A second indicator exhibited by the participants was to 

delineate what kind of changes they observed and why those 

changes occurred. The changes that the children noted 

generally reflected an awareness of those writing features 

that were important in the kindergarten and first-grade 

curriculum of this research setting. In the interview, they 

often mentioned improvements in handwriting, punctuation and 

capitalization usage, and spelling. In general, the children 

attributed these changes to some kind of outside influence, 

such as instruction, school, learning, and practice. These 

answers indicate that the children's attention was drawn to 

the physical features of writing in all seven rooms. 

One further indicator of self-assessment emerged from 

this study. Many of the children interviewed acknowledged 

that there were conscious thought processes involved in 

writing. They apparently realized that thinking about their 

writing was an integral part of the writing process. 

The second research question explored the differences in 

the children's self-assessment as related to actual writing 

ability. Conclusions were drawn by examining question 

responses over the range of Writing Band levels. Findings 

suggest that children at a variety of writing ability levels, 

indicated by placement on the Writing Bands, are capable of 

self-assessing growth in writing. There were no obvious 
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trends to indicate that children with more advanced writing 

abilities vieved their growth differently than those whose 

behaviors were not as well developed. 

Significance and Implications 

The findings of this investigation confirm that young 

children are able to identify whether or not there has been 

growth in their writing, can identify what changes have taken 

place, and can articulate reasons for those changes. It 

would then follow that young children can be expected to 

participate in self-assessment activities in a classroom 

setting when requested to do so. The children in this study 

were not purposely given opportunities to be involved in 

self-assessment, and yet they were able to identify and 

describe changes. It is likely that children who are engaged 

in this type of activity regularly could be even more adept 

at self-assessing. More experience in self-assessment on a 

daily basis would be likely to lead to different types of 

responses to the questionnaire used in this study. 

Children in this study noted concrete rather than 

abstract changes in their writing. Piagetian theory supports 

this idea based on the developmental levels of children in 

kindergarten and first grade. Wood (1988) points out that, 

according to Piaget, what a child remembers depends largely 

on what the child attends to. If the child's attention is 

continually focused on specific behaviors such as spelling 

and handwriting, it would follow that those activities would 
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be considered important by the child. The specific nature of 

instruction in the classrooms in this study lent itself more 

to the process of writing rather than to the process of self-

assessment. One point of the observation guide (Appendix B) 

that was missing in all the classrooms of this study was the 

use of peer conferences for the revision and editing stages 

of writing. If employed, this one missing item could account 

for differences in the responses given by the children. The 

egocentric nature of the young child could also affect the 

results in this type of research because the child would be 

more involved in the action of producing a product than in 

comparing the quality of several products saved over time. 

The role of vocabulary may also be taken into 

consideration when interpreting results. A question to 

consider would be, "Does the child possess an adequate 

vocabulary to express changes that may have occurred in their 

writing over time?" Children with similar writing skills 

who are provided with similar environments could have the 

same thoughts but might express these thoughts in different 

ways based on expressive language abilities. 

A child's writing ability, as judged by placement on the 

Writing Bands, reflects only current writing capabilities, 

not necessarily what the child is thinking about his/her 

writing. This conclusion is reached because of the many 

similarities in the responses to the questionnaire of 

children from the various levels of the Writing Bands. 
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Questions such as, "Was the writing process enjoyable?'1, 

"Was this piece of writing persuasive?", and "What is your 

understanding of this story?" could provide a clearer 

understanding of the child's ability to self-assess at 

different cognitive levels. 

In addition, children do not appear to self-assess 

according to adult standards when asked to save work in a 

portfolio. Tiernay et al. (1991) pointed out that, although 

educators know very little about self-assessment in young 

children, they observed that children use their own standards 

of evaluation. It was also observed that children became 

more capable of assessing using adult standards as they 

gained more experience. The children's standards for 

selection in this study did not reflect selection based 

strictly on writing growth. However, participants, could 

identify writing growth when shown selections chosen for that 

purpose. Self-selection and self-assessment were a 

recommended component of the literature reviewed for this 

study dealing with portfolios (NAEYC, 1991; Costa, 1989). 

Because this recommendation exists, it would appear that 

engaging children in self-selection and self-assessment 

activities on a daily basis would enhance their ability to 

critically evaluate their own written work. It appears that 

children need experience in specific areas to make selections 

for a specific purpose. 



124 

Suggestions for Further Research 

The findings of this study suggest several avenues for 

continued investigation. Additional data could be gathered 

from classrooms that provide similar programs and serve 

similar populations. This type of study expands the amount 

of information already accumulated. In addition to 

interviewing students about a collection of writing saved 

over time, it appears relevant to identify reasons for self-

selecting certain pieces of work to be saved in a portfolio. 

Self-assessment responses regarding individual pieces of 

writing could then be compared with responses given by the 

children about the whole collection of writing samples. 

The classrooms involved in this study featured no 

activities that specifically encouraged self-assessment. 

Although self-assessment apparently was present in these 

kindergarten and first-grade children, would more mature 

thinking be exhibited by children who participated in 

programs that reflected a higher commitment to developing 

self-assessment and metacognitive strategies on a daily 

basis? A second suggestion for further research is to 

replicate the current study in a whole-language type of 

classroom that is more authentic and reliable in that the 

language of self-assessment exists as part of the curriculum. 

In addition to gathering data from different program 

types, further investigation could be conducted using 

different populations of children. Social and cultural 
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influences could affect the kindergarten and first-grade 

child's ability to self-assess the growth in her/his 

own writing. 

There are two recommendations the researcher makes 

regarding the overall framework of future studies. Research 

that is undertaken to investigate the use of self-assessment 

with young children should take place over an entire school 

year to allow for self-assessment over time, and, whenever 

possible, should utilize teacher as researcher. The 

classroom teacher has a connection to each child's life that 

can not be duplicated by an outside researcher. 

Conclusion to the Study 

The research undertaken here was the beginning of a 

long-term project designed to identify the self-assessment 

capabilities of young children. By identifying indicators 

that show self-assessment, baseline information can be formed 

to use as a standard for investigating self-assessment in 

other environments. Educators can use results from this 

investigation as a starting point for comparing self-

assessment abilities of young children in other curricular 

areas such as reading and math. 

Studies such as the one presented here can provide 

information regarding how to combine curriculum and 

assessment in an actual classroom and what results occur in 

that setting. This research initiated investigation of the 

use of self-assessment with young children. 
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November 16, 1992: Contact principal of Aldridge Elementary 
school to obtain research permission. Provide a copy of time 
line (Appendix A) and all forms to be used. 

November 17, 1992 to November 24, 1992: Contact kindergarten 
and first-grade teachers at Aldridge to enlist participation 
in the study. Meet with teachers to review for example, 
research requirements, portfolio set-up, parent letter and 
permission, use of "Literacy Profiles". 

November 30, 1992 to December 4, 1992: Complete "Observation 
Guide" {Appendix B) and subjective interview with individual 
classroom teachers (Appendix C). 

November 30, 1992: Distribute cover letter, parent 
permission form, and parent response form (Appendix D). 

December 2, 1992: Collect returned forms. Contact parents 
who have not returned forms. 

December 4, 1992: Collect any additional returned forms. 
Supply classroom teachers with a list of students' first 
names participating in the study, a copy for each participant 
of the "Student Development on Literacy Profiles," and 
accompanying documentation (Appendix E & F). 

December 7, 1992: Begin collection of writing samples from 
all children on the following schedule: 

December 199 2, one sample 
January 1993, two samples 
February 1993, two samples 
March 1993, one sample 

March 15, 1993 to April 8, 1993: Interview each participant 
about the contents of their portfolio using the "Literacy 
Self-Assessment" questionnaire (Appendix G). 

April 19, 1993 to April 23, 1993: Collect all additional 
documentation from classroom teachers. 
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Date Teacher ID 
0 = Observed R = Reported N » Hot utilized 

Observation guide used to develop an integrated reading/language arts program (continued) 

Writing 
In this classroom, is the teacher 

_ • modeling and sharing his/her own joy of writing? . . ^ 

modeling and teaching the stages of the writing process (prewnting, drafting, sharing, revising, editing, 
publishing)? 
assigning daily writing for a variety of purposes to a vanety of audiences/ 
encouraging divergent, creative thinking through writing assignments? 
encouraging students to use their writing as a natural response to literature? 
incorporating invented ("temporary") spelling strategies for beginning readers/wnters? 
encouraging more mature writers to attempt invented spellings when composing, then assisting them with 
checking for correct spellings during editing? 
regularly conferring with each student about his/her writing? t 
responding to student writing with helpful suggestions, thoughtful comments, and very little red-marking . 
promoting student self-assessment and peer conferences for the revision and editing stages? 
displaying and publishing student writing? -n i* 
collecting portfolio assessment data that is authentic in nature (e.g.. samples of wnting in vanous stages and 
journal entries) and selected for inclusion by the student and teacher so that the student, parents, and teacne 
all are involved in assessing progress? . . . „ 
using portfolio data to guide instructional decisions and individual instruction? 

Listening 
In this classroom, is the teacher; 

• promoting listening as a means of learning? 
„ providing opportunities for students to hear other students' responses to the literature they have read? 
• providing a variety of listening experiences for differing purposes (e.g., "sharing" time, reports, Headers 

Theatre, students' rehearsed oral reading, etc.)? 
• reading aloud to students from narrative and expository text and from poetry selections? 
• providing discussion opportunities for students to collaborate, cooperate, and compromise? 
• promoting social skills through listening (e.g.. providing and maintaining eye contact, paraphrasing to demon-

strate understanding, and summarizing what was heard)? 

Speaking 
In this classroom, is the teacher 

_ • providing daily opportunities for structured oral language development (e.g., choral reading, speeches, dram, 
"sharing" time, oral reports, debates, discussion)? 

• modeling and teaching correct language usage? 
_ • teaching students to facilitate group discussion? 

— • modeling and teaching language for a variety of purposes (e.g., informing, persuading, sharing feelings, aval 
uating, imagining, predicting)? 

— • using literature and student writing as a source for oral language development? 

General 
In this classroom, is the teacher 

— • actively observing and noting or recording students' responses and participation during reading/language an 
instruction? 

— • enabling all children to make choices about what they read and write? 
— • resisting labeling students in terms of ability or achievement? 
__ • communicating to parents the tenets of integrated reading/language arts instruction? 
_ • encouraging parents to read to their children, discuss literature with them, and support and encourage their 

children's reading and writing progress? 
_ • providing a structured reading environment where opinion, creative thought, and sharing of ideas are valued' 
- i • celebrating literacy and learning on a daily basis? 
— • participating in staff development activities and then attempting to implement newly learned ideas? 
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Date Teacher ID 

1. Define literacy growth. 

2. How is literacy growth promoted in your classroom? 

3. When do children write? 

4. Tell me how writing journals are used, 

5. Explain the function of portfolios. 
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Dear Aldridge Parents, 

I am currently in the process of writing my dissertation 

for a doctoral degree at the University of North Texas in 

Early Childhood Education. The topic which I am studying 

deals with whether young children can assess their own growth 

in writing. The study is designed to provide information 

useful to improving your child's education. I would like to 

use the students enrolled in the Aldridge Kindergarten and 

First Grade programs as the sample for my research. I would 

like your permission to use writing samples from your child, 

records kept by the teachers about your child's writing 

conferences, and an interview with each child participating 

to begin March 29, 1993, and to continue through April 16, 

1993. The final interview will be tape recorded for later 

data analysis but children's identities will remain 

anonymous. If you would like further information or have 

questions, please contact me at 231-5989. 

If you are willing to allow your child's participation 

in this project, would you take a few minutes to fill out the 

attached form regarding the types of reading and writing 

activities engaged in at home. Your permission is the only 

form required for participation but, the "Parent Response 

Form" would provide valuable information for the study. 

Sincerely, 

Jill Miels, Team Leader, 1st Grade 
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I give permission for my child to 
(First name only) 

contribute writing samples and to be interview in March, 1993 

for the purpose of participating in the Doctoral Dissertation 

study of Jill Miels, Aldridge First Grade Team Leader. I 

understand that my child's identity will be kept confidential 

throughout the course of the study. 

Parent Signature Date 

PLEASE RETURN BY DECEMBER 2, 1992. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

PARENT RESPONSE FORM 

What activities do you and your child do together? 

Does your child spend time with books? Explain 

Does your child self-select his/her own books? List 
favorites. 

Does he/she choose to read and write? Explain. 

What kind of writing does your child engage in at home? 

How much time does your child spend in reading/writing 
activities at home? 

Explain how you view your child's reading/writing skills. 

Other related comments 
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C h i l d Date Teacher ID 

WRITING BANDS 

is able to say something in 
writing. Writes own sentences. 
Interested in the way own writing 
looks. 

Is able to write own stories. 
Changes words and spelling until 
satisfied with the result. 

Knows that writing says some-
thing. Is curious about print 
and is beginning to find out 
some of its secrets. 

Can produce text in many 
forms. Is virtually a master of 
the craft of writing. Writing 
can be powerful and 
evocative. 

Can describe something well and 
tell a story skillfully. Knows how to 
go about improving a piece of 
writing. 

Uses a rich vocabulary and style 
depending on topic and 
purpose. Brings life and color to 
writing. Undertakes revision and 
editing. 

Is learning about 
handwriting and 
keyboarding. Knows what 
letters and words are, and 
talks about these items 
when writing. 

Conscious of subtleties in language 
Can be analytical in developing 
arguments and precise in 
descriptions. Reworks text to 
sharpen the meaning. 

Is able to plan, organize and 
polish writing. Can write in 
paragraphs. Vocabulary and 
grammar suited to the topic. 
Writes convincing stories. 
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WRITING BANDS A AND B 

WRITING BAND A • 
In summary... 
These students know that you say something when you write. They are 
curious about the print all around them and are beginning to find out some 
of its secrets. 

What the Writer Does • 
Uses writing implement to make marks on paper. 
Copies "words" from signs in immediate environment. 
"Reads", understands and explains own "writing". 

What the Writing Shows | | 

Understanding of the difference between picture and print. 
Use of some recognizable symbols in writing. 

Use of Writing • 
Comments on signs and other symbols in immediate environment. 
Uses a mixture of drawings and "writing'' to convey and support an idea. 

C WRITING BAND B 
In summary... 
These students are learning about handwriting and keyboarding. They 
know what letters and words are and talk about these terms when they are 
writing. 

What the Writer Does • 

Reproduces words from signs and other sources in immediate environment 
Holds pencil/pen using satisfactory grip. 
Uses preferred hand consistently for writing. 
Applies appropriate keyboarding behaviors. 

What the Writing Shows • 

Use of letters of the alphabet. 
Use of letters in groups to form words. 
Placing of spaces between groups of "letters." 
Knowledge that writing moves from left to right in lines, from the top to the 
bottom of the page. 

Use of Writing 

Writes own name 
• 
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WRITING BANDS C AND D 

WRITING BAND C 

In summary... 
These students are saying something in their writing. They are writing 
sentences of their own. They are interested in the way their writing 
looks. 

• 

What the Writer Does n 

Enjoys writing. 
Uses handwriting that has correct letter formation. 
Applies appropriate keyboarding behaviors. 
Checks written work by reading it aloud. 
Uses letter sounds as aide to spelling. 

What the Writing Shows | [ 

Legible writing with recognizable words (invented and standard spelling). 
Words put together in a sentence format. 
Words written in a logical order to make a sentence that can be read. 
Upper and lower case letters used conventionally. 
Written sentences that can be understood by an aduit. 

Use of Writing • 
Sentences convey message on one topic. 
Uses T in writing. 
Wntes about feeimgs or direct experience. 

n WRITING BAND D 
in summary... ____ 
These students write stories of their own. They change words and spelling 
until they are satisfied with the result. 

What the Writer Does |—| 
Marks most common words with incorrect spelling when editing writing; 
uses a word processor to edit writing. 

Uses ideas and themes from books or stories in writing. 
Uses concepts of order and time in writing. 
Reaas.rereads and revises own written work. 
Uses common words in appropriate written context. 

What the Writing Shows | | 

Punctuation used conventionally. 
Conventional spelling used most of the time. 
Story can be read and understood. 
Constructs several sentences on one topic in a logical order. 
Connects ideas. 
Has beginning, middle and end in narrative writing. 

Use of Writing • 
Writes with ease on most matters ol personal experience. 
Writes on a variety of topics. 
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WRITING BANDS E AND F 

WRITING BAND E • 
In summary. . . 
These students are able to piant organize and poiish the piece they are 
writing. They write in paragraphs. The vocabulary and grammar they use 
are well suited to the topic. They write quite convincing stories. 

What the Writer Does • 
Edits work to a point where others can read it; corrects common spelling 
errors, punctuation and grammatical errors; uses a word processor 
to edit writing. 

Develops ideas into paragraphs. 
Uses appropriate electronic media and printware to extend and check 
vocabulary for writing. 

What the Writing Shows I I 

Responds appropriately to a writing stimulus. 
Uses elaboration strategies. 
Brings closure to appropriate modes of writing. 
Writes sentences that have ideas that fiow. 
Demonstrates ability to write in narrative, descriptive, and process modes. 
Writes passages written with clear meaning, accuracy of spelling and 
punctuation. 

Shifts appropriately from first to third person in writing. 
Use of the correct tense consistently. 
Uses appropriate vocabulary for specific audience. 
Writes compound sentences. 
Writes legibly (alignment slant size). 

Use of Writing 1 | 

Writes in content areas. 
Creates characters from imaaination. 

• WRITING BAND F 
In summary . . 
These students can describe something well and tell a story skillfully. They know how 
to go about improving a piece of writing. 

What the Writer Does • 
Writes sentences in different forms: statement, question, command, explanation. 
Writes paragraphs to develop logical sequence of ideas. 
Corrects most spelling, punctuation and grammatical errors in editing others* work. 
Consults available sources to improve or enhance writing. 
Joins letters using linkages where appropriate to form personal handwriting style. 

What the Writing Shows j | 

Narratives contain introduction, complication and resolution in a logical order. 
Longer descnptions and narratives are developed coherently. 
Use ol both active and passive voice. 
A range of vocabulary and grammatical structures. 
Complex sentences-principal and subordinate clauses. 
Higher level writing skills in areas of special interest. 
Understanding of the difference between narrative and other forms of writing 

(descriptive, process). 

Use of Writing | | 

Completes standard forms requinng personal information. 
Makes appropriate use of narrative arid other forms of writing. 
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WRITING BAND G AND H 

WRITING BAND G 
In summary.. . 
These students can use a rich vocabulary and writing style, depending on 
their topic and the person they are writing for. They bring life and color to 
their writing. They can undertake major revision and editing. 

• 

What the Writer Does • 
Writes in narrative, expository and argumentative styles. 
Uses a range of writing styles effectively and appropriately for purpose, 
situation and audience. 

Uses a range of vocabulary effectively and appropriately for purpose, 
situation and audience. 

Edits work to improve the smooth flow of ideas and reorganizes work to 
make it more readable. 

Replaces words and sentences during revision of written work. 
Changes sequence of ideas, adds new ideas during revision. 

What the Writing Shows | | 

Main and supporting ideas are presented clearly. 
Correct format for letters, invitations, etc. is used. 
Figurative language such as simile is used for descriptive purposes. 

Use of Writing • 
Writing shows a range of styles-written conversations, poems, plays, 
journals, diaries. 

Writes formal and social letters and distinguishes between the purposes 
for each. 

Adapts writing to the demands of the task. 
Completes complex forms which seek detailed biographicaJ and related 
information. WRITING BAND H 

In summary.. • 

These students are conscious of subtleties in language. They can be very 
analytical in developing arguments and very precise in their descriptions. 

They rework the text to sharpen the meaning. 

What the Writer Does | 1 

Edits and revises own work to enhance effect of vocabulary, text 
organization and layout. 

edits and revises others' writing, improving presentation and structuring 
without losing meaning or message. 

What the Writing Shows | [ 

Meaning is expressed precisely. 

Organization and layout of written text is accurate and appropriate for 
purpose, situation and audicncs. 

Argument, description and narrative are presented effectively and 
appropriately. 

Vocabulary shows awareness of ambiguities and shades of meaning. 
Figurative language such as metaphor is used to convey meaning 

Use of Writing p H 
Presents analysis of argument and situation 

w r i S a ° r 9 a n i Z a t i 0 n 0 1 i d e a s w h i c h a r e justified with detail in extended 
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These questions are to be used as a guide in getting 

young children to talk about their writing. The actual 

presentation and wording of the questions will vary from 

teacher to teacher and will be dependent on the child's level 

of understanding. Actual wording will be recorded on tape 

along with each response. Prompt questions are available to 

elicit more complete responses. 

Tell me about the work in your folder. 
Prompt: (Looking at early and later work) 
A. Tell me about these papers. 
B. Has your writing changed while you were in 

kindergarten (first grade) this year? 
C. How? Explain the changes. 

2. Why were there changes in your writing? 

3. Tell me what you like best about writing. 

4. Tell me what you like least about writing. 

5. What makes a good writer? 

6. How do you decide what to write? 

7. What did you write about the most? 

8. What would you like to learn next to become a better 
writer? 
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K e * 
M= Most of the time 

Date 1 1 1 

Dictates message 

Writes with assistance 

Writes indeoendentlv 
i » 

Uses drawina 

Uses scribble 

Uses mock letters 

Uses conventional letters 

Demonstrates left-to-riaht conceot 

Demonstrates top-bottom concent 

Uses caDital and lower case letters randomly 

Uses caDital and lower case letters correctly 

Uses ounctuation randomly 

Uses ounctuation correctly 

Puts SDaces between words 

Uses Dhonemic cues for beoinninc sounds 

Uses Dhonemic cues for enriino sounds 

Uses Dhonemic cues for middle sounds 

Uses invented SDellino 

Uses standard soellinp 

Cooies environmental orint 

Writes cvcle words 

Writes lists 

Writes simcle sentences fcaotions. oatterns^ 

Writes related sentences 

Writes comDound/comDlex sentences (similar to soeech) 

Writes message with comDlex content and lenoth 

Eniovs writino 

Can read back own writino 

Edits writino with assistance 

Edits own writino indeoendentlv 
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